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PREFACE

The aim of the English edition of this book is to present the Croatian Renaissance garden heritage of the Dubrovnik area, an area characterized by numerous gardens and particular landscaping designs.

The earliest references to people residing in the outlying cultivated green spaces of Dubrovnik are contained in records from the 13th century. The landscaped garden spaces surrounding suburban Gothic houses, in addition to their utility role, were also designed to offer a pleasant atmosphere to their owners and their friends, and began to appear in the area in the second half of the 14th century. As a result of the strong Humanist influence that led to changes in people’s lifestyle and the development of Renaissance art (from the last decades of the 15thcentury to the first half of the 17th century), a large number of Renaissance country house complexes were erected in the City environs and on the Elaphite islands. The large and specially laid out gardens which belonged to the nobles and to some of the richer citizens were dedicated to the leisure pursuits of their families and friends, as well as to the satisfaction of their cultural needs.

With the fall of the Dubrovnik Republic, radical political, social and spatial changes occurred. During the 19th and 20th centuries, a large number of former villas, and especially their gardens, gradually began to fall into a state of dilapidation.

Although only a small number remained, the second half of the 20th century was marked by comprehensive research into the heritage of Dubrovnik country houses in general, and historical gardens in particular. Though numerous academic papers and publications have been published on the subject, Renaissance and post-Renaissance gardens have remained unjustifiably neglected. Unfortunately, their significance has not been recognized by the competent state body. This has led to far-reaching negative consequences in the preservation and protection of the historical gardens of Dubrovnik.

One of the attempts to stop this negative trend and to introduce the wider public to the significant national and cultural heritage of garden architectural monuments was the publication of this book, printed in Croatian in 1991, and edited by the Croatian Academy of Arts and Sciences. The material presented was based upon research over the years into the remaining Renaissance gardens and their archaeological remnants.

A significant initiative behind the publication of this translation was the recommendation of the participants of the 10th ECLAS Conference (European Council of Landscape Architecture Schools) held in Dubrovnik in September 2000. Having been introduced to some of the Dubrovnik pre-Renaissance and Renaissance gardens and upon being given information on the publication of the Croatian edition, the participants of the Conference recommended that the book should be published in English as well.

Compared to the earlier Croatian edition, certain touches have been added to the contents of this English edition of the book. The majority of the pictures are new, since the black and white documentation was mainly destroyed in the devastation caused by the war in Dubrovnik in 1991-1992.

That is enough on the book itself.

Finally, it is my duty to express my thanks to all those who have made this edition possible through their contributions and donations:

The Authorities of the City of Dubrovnik, the Centre for Mediterranean Studies-Dubrovnik of the University of Zagreb, the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Physical Planning of the Republic of Croatia, the Society of Friends of Dubrovnik Antiquities, the Faculty of Agriculture of the University of Zagreb, and the Dubrovnik Historical Gardens and Landscape Development Centre.

No lesser thanks go to all the individuals who have assisted through their co-operation and have contributed towards the publication of this book.

In memory of Academician Cvito Fisković, Ph.D., 

 who laid the foundations for this work through his

 highly versatile achievements as an art historian.     

            1. INTRODUCTION

              Throughout history, a high standard of living and level of organisation in a society have provided the basis for the development of science, education, the arts and various other skills.

In places that have witnessed great cultural developments based on economic progress, important phenomena concerning people’s habits and the way they live have also occurred.

Open landscaped spaces in the countryside, i.e. parks and gardens, represent such a specific phenomenon in the way people live.

Gardens and parks created as idealised spaces of nature have served leisure and entertainment purposes, spiritual and sensual pleasures and even ritual needs, depending on the characteristics of the civilisations and cultures they were created in.

The growing need for the creation of pleasure gardens and parks marks a peak of social development. The landscaping manner also reflects achievements in culture and the arts, prevailing philosophical trends, the power and taste of individuals and even the character of social relationships.

Landscaped gardens and parks are thus a very important and selective indicator of achievement in culture in an area through different historical periods. Therefore, conclusions about the level of economic and cultural development of an area can be successfully drawn from the historical phenomenon and development of garden architecture. This is evident in the case of Renaissance Dubrovnik. 

           Dubrovnik (Lat. – Ragusium, It. Raugia, Ragusa, Fr. Raguse) was a maritime and commercial centre with political independence from the middle of the 14th century onwards, and a republic from the 15th century, located in the most favourable position on the eastern Adriatic coast. This meant a very good land connection to the Balkans and to the navigable waterways of the Mediterranean basin. The peak of its economic and cultural development was reached in the 15th and 16th centuries.

This was due to the entrepreneurship of its citizens and the continuous inflow of wealth, particularly from the 12th century onwards. All this enabled Dubrovnik to flourish throughout the 15th and 16th centuries in terms of the quantity and quality of its architectural projects, as well as in other fields of material and spiritual creativity.

Important changes in the culture and way of life of Dubrovnik’s patricians and richer citizens resulted from this prosperity. These changes were reflected in a strong tendency to build and use country estates with villas 
 located in open areas of designed leisure gardens. 

Spacious gardens were one of two essential parts of the villa complexes built in the Renaissance and post-Renaissance period in the suburban areas of Dubrovnik: Ploče, Pile, Kono, Gruž and Lapad. This was also the case in other attractive areas of the picturesque Dubrovnik region on the mainland, islands, coast, hill slopes and in the fields.

It is estimated that between the 15th and 18th centuries more than 200 such gardens, landscaped in a specific manner, were created in the Dubrovnik area.

Many villa gardens, or country house gardens, were developed in the 15th and especially 16th centuries, the period of Dubrovnik's greatest prosperity, mostly within the older part of Dubrovnik’s territory, i.e. within a very limited area, which is an unusual phenomenon in European Renaissance garden architectural heritage. 

Such a number of gardens stems from the specific organisation of Dubrovnik society and also indicates the humanist orientation of Dubrovnik in the period.

Entrepreneurship and the strong desire to build villas and houses surrounded by gardens is reflected in the development of gardens throughout the suburban areas of Pile and Kono from the 15th to 18th centuries. This created new physical qualities. While the City of Dubrovnik, surrounded by its mighty walls, represented an exceptional example of medieval urban planning, the garden suburbs also featured specific characteristics of  Renaissance planning.

           In relation to the dense stone architectural tissue of the City, Pile and Kono, located adjacent to the north and west of the walls, were laid out in accordance with the prevailing humanist and Renaissance ideas of the 15th century. It was these spaces that saw the development of Renaissance garden urbanism, which was reflected in the system of longitudinal and perpendicular paths and streets dividing them into insulae of fertile soil edged by high bordering walls. As in other parts of the territory of the Dubrovnik Republic, it was here that the building of summer villas located in spacious and specially laid-out gardens was about to begin. 

     In order to meet the needs of its inhabitants, many new houses for permanent habitation were erected in Pile and Kono following the disastrous 1667 earthquake, which meant disposing of some of the gardens. Although the new gardens were smaller in size than the summer villa gardens, they were, nevertheless, laid out in compliance with inherited design guidelines. Thus the areas of Pile and Kono became permanently populated suburbs of the City, sprouting up in the gardens of its houses.


The City, with its dense stone tissue erected in compliance with mediaeval urban planning along with its suburbs with their garden structure, was laid out in accordance with Renaissance perceptions. Besides its versatile layout, it also represents a complementary historical spatial entity. This is yet another distinctive characteristic which makes Dubrovnik such a unique city in Croatia.
 This character has been preserved in spite of numerous new developments and reconstructions.

Laying out numerous Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens required a lot of investment, although in comparison to some well-known European gardens, Dubrovnik gardens were more modest in their design. The reason for such restrictions lies in the limited possibilities imposed by the natural and social surroundings. They were built in a karst area, an area poor in water sources, by owners of similar but limited socio-economic potential. In addition, the local authorities tried to prevent exaggerated luxury and non-productive spending for obvious reasons. Due to the specific conditions prevailing in the Dubrovnik area, a special type of Renaissance garden with an easily identifiable iconography was created.

For a better understanding of the great number and specific design patterns of these gardens, it is necessary, besides focusing on research into their landscaping structure, components and elements, i.e. their landscaping characteristics, to correlate this specific physical phenomenon to aspects of the economic and physical development of the Dubrovnik area. In a particular and direct way, the phenomenon and physical distribution of Dubrovnik gardens were influenced, prepared and directed by the conditions created by the material, cultural and political situation and development of Dubrovnik in the pre-Renaissance and Renaissance periods.

This approach leads to the notion that the specific character of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens is deeply rooted in local experience gained through the previous historical development of activities of special importance for the appearance of such leisure garden arrangement. This refers in particular to the many centuries of work devoted to the organisation and development of rural areas, the acquisition of agricultural and gardening skills, the fast development of related building and crafts, and a planned approach to building in terms of the urban planning of the City and its suburbs and rural settlements. All this was performed in the period prior to the appearance of Renaissance villas and their gardens. Important data have been provided by the many well-known authors cited in this book. Such data have been studied, considered and commented on for a better understanding of the topic.

          Research into the design characteristics of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens is rather difficult, as the available sources provide very limited information.

There are no maps or sketches that would show us what these gardens really looked like in the past. There are no detailed realistic descriptions of any of them that might facilitate an analysis of them and enable more complete and thorough research. The only available sources used are the existing gardens themselves. Some information was found in Austrian maps from 1837, where the position of gardens is marked and their landscaping design roughly noted, but only on a small scale.

 In such circumstances, a basic problem arises from the fact that these old gardens, the only authentic research source for determining design features, have not been properly maintained for a long time.

          The impoverishment and decline of the Dubrovnik aristocracy resulting from changes in economic and social conditions after the fall of the Republic brought about changes in the original use of country house complexes and their transformation into residential and agricultural facilities. Consequently, the old villas underwent numerous reconstructions and their gardens were transformed either into agricultural areas or remained totally deserted.

         The detrimental consequences of these changes were first realised in the garden greenery, which, along with the building component, created the physical unity of the garden. The plants gradually disappeared from the garden composition and were either replaced by other plants for the needs of new owners, became overgrown with weeds or were entirely neglected.

The degradation of old garden spaces resulted in a total loss of consciousness about the values that they possessed. Therefore, a growing dilapidation occurred and was manifested through the decomposition of enclosing and supporting garden walls, the removal of the stone inventory and, particularly, the displacement and selling off of minutely carved columns for pergolas.

          The development of new settlements contributed to the process of decline with the disappearance of these gardens and the destruction of their environment as their terrain was taken for building houses, garages and warehouses.

Thus, over the last two centuries, these gardens remained degraded and many of them simply vanished. Physical unity was fully retained in only a few of them, though in some cases a larger part of their former area is preserved. There are a few dozen such gardens that are quite well preserved and a number of those in which only a few physical or layout fragments have been saved.

In addition to the severe damage suffered by Dubrovnik’s garden architectural heritage during two centuries of degradation, and the changes reflected by social circumstances, there were also two military attacks upon Dubrovnik and its territory. The first was the Russian-Montenegrin assault upon the arrival of the French army in 1806 and the second was the aggression of the Yugoslav army in 1991-1992. 

           It is now the last chance to fully comprehend the immeasurable value that these remaining spaces of gardens created in the past have. Similarly, it is the last chance to realise what the old villas and houses in town suburbs, as well as all the remaining details of stone garden inventory, stand for in our art and culture. All of these spaces with their original values are of the utmost importance for contemporary identification and research into our historical garden architectural inheritance and are also of primary importance in the evaluation of the whole phenomenon of country house complexes.

With the disappearance of the gardens, it is only the villa buildings that remain. However, these cannot by themselves fully and authentically testify to the spatial and cultural historical value of Dubrovnik country house complexes.

Results of research indicate that Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens were a very specific phenomenon within European garden architectural heritage because of their number and formal characteristics.

Moreover, this points to the importance of the protection and preservation of the few remaining ones, regardless of the level of their deterioration, as they represent a special cultural and historical significance and historical significance in Croatian heritage. Renaissance gardens as cultural and historical achievements belong to a heritage that exists in a limited number of the European countries and thus deserves even more attention. 

For many Dubrovnik villa gardens, it has been considered sufficient to have the whole complex put under protection. However, it must be stressed that, unfortunately, the need to preserve the physical unity of country house complexes with their whole environment has been ignored (i.e. the protection of their immediate surroundings and basic landscape values in the wider countryside is usually omitted).

 Obviously, a superficial attitude towards the conservation of historical gardens has proven thoroughly insufficient for these gardens and their immediate environment, since they have not been registered, inventoried or evaluated as Dubrovnik Renaissance garden monuments.

 The process of deterioration and degradation of old garden spaces has continued and has been slowed down or stopped only in the case of a few of them which have been put under the protection of certain cultural institutions. The fact that these gardens are particularly delicate entities that need special treatment in terms of conservation has been ignored or there has been insufficient expert knowledge.

Therefore it is necessary to stress that only by attaching full importance both to the protection of villas along with their gardens and all their components and elements and by protecting the surrounding free space, is it possible to implement correspondingly adequate protection of historical country house complexes in their entirety. 

It is regrettable to note that only one garden, i.e. the old Gučetić/Gozze villa garden in Trsteno has so far been put under protection as a garden monument. This, of course, is due to the fact that it is one of the largest and best known old gardens and the only one which has more or less successfully been maintained and preserved through the five centuries of its existence and has for the last few decades become part of the famous Arboretum of the Croatian Academy of Science and Arts. Consequently, it was not too difficult to ensure this status for such a valuable space. 

           When discussing the garden in Trsteno, it is important to mention that one part of this large and historically multi-layered garden that is closer to the villa is in fact the oldest existing example of a Dubrovnik Renaissance garden. It was created by Ivan M. Gučetić/Gozze in 1494, which means that it was established several years before the emergence of the first Renaissance garden in Rome or elsewhere in Europe.

As far as the exact time of the emergence of the very first Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens that do not exist any more, is concerned, based upon archival documents, it can justifiably be assumed that the first gardens featuring layout elements typical of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens had already appeared in the seventies of the 15th century. These were next to the summer villas on the Elaphite islands and in the surroundings of the City which belonged to Dubrovnik’s citizens. 

          It is an interesting fact that Dubrovnik maintained positive economic and cultural relations with several Italian towns on the Adriatic coast as well as with those in the interior of Italy as far back as the 12th century  (Molfetta 1148, Pisa 1169, Ravenna 1188, Fano 1199, Ancona 1199, Monopoli 1201, Bari 1201, Termoli 1203, Recanati 1206, Sinigaglia 1229, Rimini 1231, Ferrara 1231, Sant Epidio 1249).

         It is known that commercial relations were established between Dubrovnik and Florence at the end of the 13th century
 and that the two cities made direct treaties. These relations kept developing and merchants from Florence became more and more present in Dubrovnik. Indeed, Dubrovnik was directly in touch from quite an early stage with the milieu from which the ideas of Humanism emanated. Although Florence was a well-known cradle of gardens, those that were laid out in the new Renaissance style appeared only at the end of the first half of the 15th century. In other parts of Italy and Europe, they appeared belatedly, i.e. around the beginning of the 16th century. Consequently, Dubrovnik did not lag behind others within the west European cultural milieu, but rather the contrary was the case.

It is time to establish efficient protection without hesitation, which has so far been lacking, if there is a genuine intention to save the most valuable part of what remains, as well as the remnants of their surrounding free spaces. At present, there are too many aggressive interventions, as well as inadequate procedures applied by inconsiderate individuals, which pose a daily threat to the remaining degraded, but still existing areas of value. 

It would be inexcusable to let the few, but once numerous, old Dubrovnik gardens, disappear completely.

Despite the many unfortunate circumstances throughout the history of old Dubrovnik gardens in the last two centuries, a fortunate condition is that they were built mostly in stone and that the dominant landscaping material was also stone.

This has been of crucial importance in the preservation of the authentic characteristics of the classical garden architecture of Dubrovnik, despite the lasting processes of degradation and destruction, and has facilitated research, at least to some extent.

In some gardens it is still possible to identify the original horizontal and vertical articulation of their space through the more or less preserved supporting walls and shaping of the garden terraces - doci, through partly preserved garden paths bordered by walls, preserved stone columns or pergola pillars, existing terraces, orsans or belvederes, water-cisterns, and through the partly or fully preserved encircling walls of the former country house complexes.

A better insight into this problem is gained, and the already emphasised need for urgent and efficient conservation takes on a much wider significance, when the problem is broadened to include possible solutions that could offer quite new perspectives.

In particular, a number of these degraded historical garden areas with existing elements of authentic landscaping structure, which in most cases are of archaeological significance, still possess enough garden-architectural potential to provide a basis for their reconstruction once conditions for this have been ensured.

It is therefore possible to conclude that the remaining areas of old Dubrovnik gardens along with their environments should indeed be treated as cultural monuments. Through the appropriate scientific, professional and other channels, the community should ensure permanent and systematic care for them.

In this way, the continued existence of these old, rare and valuable monuments, witnesses to the achievements in the culture and way of life in this area many centuries ago, would be ensured. This would make sure that in the future they could again offer their spaces for pleasure and leisure and through their renovated appearance fully show their cultural and historical, as well as contemporary, value and importance.

          2. SPECIAL INFLUENCES UPON THE EMERGENCE AND DEVELOPMENT OF DUBROVNIK RENAISSANCE GARDENS

          Old villa gardens have represented a special category of suburban and rural area of Dubrovnik from the Renaissance period onwards.

A full understanding of the processes involved in their occurrence and formation throughout the Renaissance period is possible only through researching the preceding domestic experiences, which are closely linked to the problem of town planning in a natural environment.

It is therefore necessary, prior to examining the factors which make these old Renaissance gardens outstanding, to consider the condition and development of agriculture, town planning in residential areas and their surroundings, and the landscaping of gardens in the periods both during and preceding their emergence.

Gaining an insight into these experiences discloses the fact that they had a great influence on both the preparation and formation of Renaissance gardens in Dubrovnik and on the prominence of their design patterns within the framework of Renaissance garden art and European garden architectural heritage.

In addition to the above-mentioned factors, which were particularly significant in the appearance and development of this autonomous phenomenon in physical planning known as the Renaissance gardens of Dubrovnik, there are certain other factors which are no less significant and which will be dealt with in the chapter on design features.

  2.1 AGRICULTURE IN MEDIEVAL AND RENAISSANCE DUBROVNIK AND ITS IMPACT UPON THE EMERGENCE AND DEVELOPMENT OF COUNTRY HOUSE GARDENS

          2.1.1. Interdependence between villeggiatura and agriculture


Villeggiatura, as a phenomenon in the lifestyle of the landed nobility of Dubrovnik and its richer citizens, had an impact on the development of agriculture
. Agriculture also influenced the distribution, size, complexity and maintenance of country estates.


The establishment of the relationship between villeggiatura and agriculture almost certainly arose from the landowners' need to be present on their estates during all major agricultural activities in order to be able to directly supervise them and to gain a complete insight into the state of the harvest and bringing in of the crops.


The central government of the Dubrovnik Republic was also an interested party and encouraged the landed nobility to reside in suburban areas with the aim of promoting agriculture
, as the City’s inhabitants had to be supplied with sufficient quantities of food, such as vegetables, fruit, grapes, oil, wine, honey, meat and dairy products.


In order to combine functional and leisure activities, i.e. to indulge in various pleasures and pastimes and at the same time to carry out necessary work, numerous landed noble families and certain well-off citizens built comfortable villas with landscaped gardens in certain areas next to farmhouses and country estates throughout the Dubrovnik region.


Having thus ensured the necessary level of comfort, they would spend the warm periods of the year with their families and friends near their estates, which established the role of country houses in the maintenance, promotion, spreading and development of agriculture, as was also frequently the case in Renaissance Italy
.


The owners of country houses were also engaged in other lucrative businesses, such as maritime affairs, trade, banking or public services. Consequently, they often travelled to the developed countries of Europe. This enabled them to monitor closely the development of agriculture in these areas and consequently to apply advances and new experiences in this extremely important branch of the economy to their estates in Dubrovnik. Country residences served as headquarters from which work on agricultural estates could be directed and operations in rural communities monitored.


Benedikt Kotruljević (b. Dubrovnik 1416 – d. Aquila 1469) was the first prominent Ragusan to point out as early as 1458
 in his famous treatise “On Trade and the Perfect Merchant” (Chapter IV) the neccessity of the perfect merchant building a villa on his country estate.

            Some Ragusan Renaissance authors wrote about living in these suburban areas for the purpose of enjoying their nature, the pastoral atmosphere of the fields and the beauty of the designed villa gardens, as well as for the purpose of estate management and conducting agricultural activities. This is especially true of the Dubrovnik philosopher, Nikola Vito Gučetić/Gotius/Gozze
 (b. Dubrovnik 1549 – d. Dubrovnik 1610). 


 Nikola V. Gučetić, more commonly known as Vitković
, was himself an owner of an agricultural estate and ran it from his villa surrounded by a large garden in Trsteno. Guided by his own experiences, he emphasised the benefits to be had from the connection between a comfortable country house and the rural environment and its dependence on the country and the estate.

Some modern Croatian writers on the history of philosophy consider Nikola V. Gučetić to be one of our most prominent thinkers of the 16th century.  He “became known through his numerous philosophical works in the cultural circles of Europe of that time”
. His scientific activities express the "humanistic spirit of Dubrovnik Renaissance notions” developed “in accordance with the prevailing tendencies of the then world of philosophy"
. In particular, it should be noted that his work is characterised by his individual stamp and abounds in original commentaries and ideas. "His works fully comprise philosophical issues from cognitive theories and ontology to aesthetics"
.

It seems that Nikola V. Gučetić did not study abroad. However, the reason why he managed to produce such well-known and widely accepted scientific works can be found in the high standard of humanities and culture in Renaissance Dubrovnik. 

In his well known work, Governing the Family, published in Italian in Venice in 1589, in addition to his consideration of numerous aspects of family life, Nikola V. Gučetić also gives building instructions for suburban and country houses concerning their position, as well as issues relating to light, temperature, air and water
.  

         When discussing activities directed at earning a living and supporting the family, he gives agriculture the utmost importance, stating that agricultural products are "really the most pleasant, honourable and most useful ones"
. He thinks that engaging in "this superb skill" is the most honourable, the safest, the most enduring, the happiest and most worthy activity of a free human being
. By the expression free human being, however, he did not mean the peasants, whom he considered unfit for any form of management
.

In the above-mentioned work, he discusses the appropriate approach to agriculture, the necessary equipment, what needs to be ensured and undertaken for successful agriculture, and emphasises the attachment of the country house owner to his country estate. Among other things, he states the following: "It is required that the head of the family provides for all the things needed in the family; in addition, I think it most convenient that his house becomes comfortable and that he be engaged in agriculture in his surroundings, for this enables him to have access to good wine at all times, to have abundance of bread, oil in the house, wood, honey, meat, for he owns cattle, then butter and cheese, vinegar, fermented wine, fruit, vegetables, salted meat and other similar things, and all these products provide a pleasant and joyful life for a family"
.

In the foreword, dedicated to his relative and prominent representative of the Dubrovnik government, Nikola Lujov Gučetić/Gozze, he states that the inscription was written on New Year's Eve 1589 in his villa, which was in no aspect worse than one in ancient Arcadia.

 From the viewpoint of this discussion, interesting details can also be found in his well-known philosophical texts On Beauty and On Love, published in 1581, also in Venice. Both works, published in a single volume, are written as a dialogue between his wise wife Marija, whose maiden name was Gundulić/Gondola, and Cvijeta Zuzorić/Flora Zuzzeri, who was an exceptional woman of her time and was known beyond Dubrovnik, not only for her exquisite beauty but also for her education and intelligence.

The dialogue about beauty begins with the following words said by Cvijeta Zuzorić: "After having seen your spacious and beautiful garden, my noble Mrs Gundulić, please, let us sit in the shade of that proper rock by the clear waters of that brook, so as to spend these warm hours as happily as possible"
.

          The work “Governing the Family” is also in the form of a dialogue with Nikola Bunić/Bona, a member of the landed nobility of Dubrovnik. It begins one spring day when he meets his esteemed friend in his villa after a period of solitude filled with pleasure derived from the lovely feeling of leisure in spring. This dialogue also begins in his own garden in Trsteno.

Dialogues about beauty and love are filled with Gučetić's personal interest and love for nature, along with his concerns about his estate and agriculture. In the dialogue about love, one reads how Nature is the instrument of divine intelligence
, how Beauty resides in Nature and Love also is in Nature
. At this point, he refers to Plato, who said that Love resides in flowery and fragrant places
.

It is also interesting that he attributes universal meaning to Love, incorporating it into fundamental biological manifestations of plant life. Thus, speaking through Cvijeta Zuzorić, he says: "In trees and plants there is Love; it is that great and universal lust for good; for the vegetative soul, initially found in the trees, implies three things that are divine: the first is to preserve the tree in its details, food is here the means of preservation; the second implies tree growth, which happens through the virtue of growth; the third implies the preservation of the tree as a universal species; since it is impossible to preserve the individual tree permanently in this inferior world, each tree produces the seed, out of which the tree of the same species is born … Obviously, these effects show Love - for to give food to the tree and encourage its growth is done by the third generative effect which  renders the tree species immortal … and, doubtless, such a lust is a wish for immortality, which, according to Plato, is called Love"
.

In some of his works, Nikola V. Gučetić refers to himself as "Accademico occulto". He was awarded an honorary title of Ph.D. in Philosophy
 in recognition of his scientific accomplishments.

There were other well-known members of the Gučetić/Gozze family during the Renaissance, such as Ambrozije, who was a philosophy teacher in Italian cities, and Petar Gučetić (died in 1564), who was a famous philosophy teacher at the University of Sorbonne and a Belgian University in Louvain. He was known as "doctor illyricus among European scholars"
.

The members of the Gučetić family were numerous and respected among the landed nobility of Dubrovnik. They owned many villas with gardens. Even today, there are two preserved country house complexes in Rijeka Dubrovačka. The villa with the garden, mentioned by Nikola Vitov Gučetić at the beginning of his two books, is the well-known country estate of the Gučetić family in Trsteno.

This overview of some of Nikola V. Gučetić's ideas clearly shows how the humanistic Renaissance orientation prevailing in Dubrovnik closely connected the establishment and maintenance of country complexes with the great significance attached to agriculture and farming.

Gučetić's message is a reflection of the prevailing conditions in the second half of the 16th century. Gradually turning from maritime affairs and trade, the relatively wealthy landed nobility of Dubrovnik even more eagerly directed their interest towards agriculture and country estate management. Their existence was ensured from investments mainly in the domestic merchant navy and Italian banks and partly from income from jobs in public administration
. However, this gradual transition from maritime engagement and trade resulted in the following centuries in the weakening of the economic power of the landed nobility
.

The culmination of the entrepreneurship of the landed nobility that was reached in the 15th and 16th centuries was manifested in the construction of numerous villas with spacious, landscaped gardens, in which their owners invested considerable amounts of money.

The study of agricultural development in Dubrovnik provides us with an insight into its manifold influences on the creation, management and maintenance of country house gardens. The history of agriculture also provides us with an insight into the past production of garden plants, i.e. horticulture, a branch of agriculture. This is also significant for studying stages in the history of landscape, i.e. garden architecture within a specific area, especially with regard to the composition of verdure landscaping components.

Within this context, we shall present an outline of the characteristics of agriculture and the growing of horticultural plants in pre-Renaissance and Renaissance Dubrovnik.

 
2.1.2 Trends and characteristics of landed estates       

          In surveying agriculture in Dubrovnik with regard to its impact on the occurrence and development of country house gardens, it is essential to first review the ownership issues pertaining to agricultural land. However, in order to clarify certain specific phenomena relating to land ownership issues within the territory governed by Dubrovnik, it is necessary to go a little further back into the past.

After the destruction of Epidaurum and the displacement of its inhabitants after the invasion of the Slav and Avar tribes in 614, the refugees, according to Constantine Porphyrogenitus, inhabited the so-called steep places
. These were Ragusium on the territory of modern Dubrovnik, and Gradac and Spilan, which are located on the territory of modern Župa Dubrovačka.

The land that was in the vicinity of these places was cultivated by the inhabitants of these early settlements of Dubrovnik, providing them with the means of survival. It is therefore considered that these were the first estates, from the 7th century onwards, belonging to the inhabitants of Dubrovnik.

It is believed that the first and oldest territory belonging to the Ragusium settlement occupied the area from Višnjica to Kantafig. 

As early as the 9th century, the territory of Dubrovnik covered the area of most of Župa Dubrovačka, Šumet, Rijeka Dubrovačka and Zaton up to Poljice, near Orašac. This older part of the territory of Dubrovnik on the mainland, the closest area to the City from its eastern as well as from its western side, was known by the name of Astarea
. 

Since the majority of the names of the localities preserved in Astarea are of Roman origin
, it is probable that the ethnic composition of the inhabitants under the government of Dubrovnik in this early period was Roman. This means that it differed from its immediate surroundings, which were inhabited by Slavs. It is thought that the Elaphite islands became part of Dubrovnik during the 9th and 10th centuries.

It can be concluded that Astarea and the Elaphite islands represented the core of the subsequent territory of Dubrovnik, in which during the early Middle Ages specific relations of agricultural production were developed. Arable land in the 13th century on this territory was owned by more than one hundred landed noble families
, as well as by commoners. However, even then, there were considerable differences in the sizes of estates owned by the majority of the landed noble families and the ones owned by the commoners and a minority of landed noble families.

There were some families among the landed nobility who owned large estates. These families possessed more than 70 solads (approximately 12 hectares) of land and some even more than 270 solads (more than 45 hectares) of land. Middle-sized landowners were ones who possessed from 30 to 70 solads (5 to 12 hectares) of land, and there were some landed noble families who owned up to 30 solads (5 hectares) of land
.

Although there were more landowners among the commoners, in the 13th century they were registered only as minor landowners
.

By the end of the 13th century and at the beginning of the 14th century, many families among the landed nobility and commoners disappeared. This was a time of numerous and large-scale epidemics of the plague. Consequently, the majority of their land was repossessed by the remaining landed noble families
. While in some European countries such ownership transfer was mainly based on usurpation, in Dubrovnik it was carried out legally: through purchase, family ties, inheritance, donation, requisition, obtaining ownership from the municipal government, etc.

The consequence of the above-mentioned is that during the 14th century, land ownership was mainly concentrated in the hands of a small number of landed noble families and only a smaller part of the fertile land remained in the possession of commoners. There were 54 permanent landowners among landed noble families in the 14th century. Among these, 25 were owners of large landed estates, 13 were middle-sized owners and 16 families were small arable land owners
.

It is interesting that in the Dubrovnik commune (the term Dubrovnik Republic was first used in the 15th century), the wealth which was long before the 16th century based on trade and maritime affairs was in the hands of large estate owners who held the most responsible political and administrative functions
 during the 14th century.    

This leads to the conclusion that the wealth obtained through trading and maritime affairs and used partly for the expansion of land ownership, which in turn provided political power and status for individuals and families, was largely accumulated in the 14th century. However, it is common knowledge that some landed noble families, who already possessed huge wealth in the 13th century or earlier, even then invested much of their wealth in the expansion of land ownership through purchasing estates and vineyards in various areas of Astarea and the Elaphite islands.

Land trading was very active in the 13th and 14th centuries, a time when capital owners formed and enlarged their estates. Investing part of their capital in real estate, of which buying land is a significant component, meant investment in something of permanent value and, consequently, ensuring against the partial or total loss of capital in the occasionally unstable world of trade and maritime affairs.

Since people mainly bought up everything of value that was available and the land was purchased from numerous small landowners, the estates which were thus formed were not compact and were dispersed throughout the whole of Astarea and the islands. People engaged in agriculture found this estate dispersion disadvantageous and tried to make their estates compact through buying the estates which separated them
. The arranging of plots into more compact areas facilitated better management practices and organisation of work, as well as better work supervision and harvesting.

Leading families in the expansion of estates throughout the 13th century were the Gučetić/Gozze, Menčetić/Menze, Gundulić/Gondola, Vukasović/Volcassio and Đurđević/Giorgi families, as well as the Sorkočević/Sorgo, Gradić/Gradi and certain other families to a lesser extent
.

By 1358, the power in the commune was completely in the hands of Dubrovnik. This was when the Rector, who had until then been appointed by Venice as the administrator of its authority, left the City for good. Consequently, the landed nobility in Dubrovnik were now so strong that they were capable of acquiring all political power.

The most powerful families in the political life of Dubrovnik throughout the 14th century, especially in the second half, after the transition of political power into the hands of the landed nobility was completed, were the families who owned the most arable land, i.e. those who were the owners of large landed estates. The families in possession of large landed estates in the second half of the 14th century were the Bunić/Bona, Đurđević/Giorgi, Gučetić/Gozze, Gradić/Gradi, Lukarović/Lucari, Menčetić/Menze, Sorkočević/Sorgo and Rastić/Resti families. The biggest landowners among these were the Menčetić, Sorkočević, Đurđević and Gučetić families. The Gundulić, Gradić and Bunić families also significantly enlarged their estates
.

The enlargement of the estates of the landed nobility in the 14th and 15th centuries was a consequence of the significant spreading of Dubrovnik’s territory through the purchase and annexation of neighbouring lands. In this way, the Pelješac peninsula (Stonski rat) was bought in 1333 and became part of Dubrovnik’s territory
. 

Although the take-over of Pelješac was completed in the first half of the 14th century when the landed nobility to some extent shared power with the commoners, who, having an advisory function, had a commoners' assembly
, it is evident from the allocation of the land that the influence of the landed nobility was predominant. Pelješac was initially divided into 300 plots, out of which 7/8, i.e. 262.5 plots went to the landed nobility and 1/8, i.e. 37.5 plots went to commoners
.

Although data on the division of Pelješac have not been preserved in their entirety, it is evident that in allocating plots among the families of the landed nobility, those with more male members received more and vice versa. It can therefore be concluded that allocation was based on the number of male members of each landed noble family.

Slano Littoral
 became part of Dubrovnik in 1399 by means of donation. The division of land in Slano Littoral was carried out at a time when the commoners' assembly had ceased to exist, which happened in the second half of the 14th century
. The allocation of land was similar to that in Pelješac: 249.75 plots for the landed nobility and 33.5 plots for the commoners
.

The purchase of Konavle completed the territory of the Dubrovnik Republic
. The eastern half of Konavle was bought in 1419 and its western part in 1426. In this way, Dubrovnik gained control over all of Konavle and Cavtat (the earlier Roman settlement of Epidaurum).

Due to the manner of purchase and disturbances on the border, there were three land allocations in Konavle: in 1423, 1427 and 1442. Thirty-seven landed noble families with 391 male members, the same number of families with 414 male family members and thirty-three landed noble families (4 families had died out) with 533 male family members participated in the first, second and third allocations, respectively
.

These data are interesting because they show how numerous landed noble families were in the first half of the 15th century, i.e. at a time when the building of country houses and estate facilities was already under way alongside the creation and landscaping of leisure gardens. The numerousness of landed noble families from the 15th century onwards is proportional to the occurrence of facilities on estates and, even more interestingly, to their landscaped gardens. 

Establishing authority over Pelješac, Slano Littoral and Konavle enlarged the size of the mainland of Dubrovnik by several times. The land was mainly divided among the landed nobility according to the criteria of living male family members. Some land was allocated to commoners, including to certain illegitimate sons of the landed nobility, craftsmen, seamen, merchants and people of other occupations
.

In gaining an insight into the characteristics of estates in medieval, Renaissance and post-Renaissance Dubrovnik, one specific phenomenon needs to be emphasised. This is that there was not a single compact landed noble estate, regardless of its size (it seems that the biggest estate in the 15th century was the one belonging to the Menčetić/Menze family, which comprised more than 50 hectares of fertile land, although the figures later changed due to the above-mentioned land allocation). In other words, an estate would not be located in only one area in the territory of Dubrovnik. It was dispersed over several locations in Astarea and the Elaphite islands, both during the earlier and later periods when the estates were enlarged due to the allocation of annexed territories. Consequently, there was never a single area of the Dubrovnik Republic, like Gruž, Lapad, Župa Dubrovačka or the islands, in the possession of only one landed noble family
. This was a phenomenon taken into account by the government even when the number of landed noble families decreased. It can therefore be concluded that land belonging to estates was dispersed throughout the territory of the Dubrovnik Republic.

The estates of Dubrovnik were characterised by one more significant and interesting feature. Namely, special care was taken of land that had belonged to an individual family from time immemorial. These were the most valuable and most intensely cultivated lands and were deemed by their owners to be the most precious ones. They were given special status and named carina (zarina, çarina). It is believed that the word is of Roman-Vlach origin - zara, which means land). 

Carinas had a special status throughout the whole period of the Dubrovnik Republic. Since they were located mostly in the older part of Dubrovnik’s territory, it is evident that they influenced the creation of country estates with landscaped leisure gardens, as they occurred mainly in these regions. Moreover, the use of the land of the annexed territories allocated to the landed nobility and certain commoners was limited by the provisions of Dubrovnik’s administration, which restricted the new owners with regard to the use of the land. These limitations were related to land alienation. For instance, it was forbidden to leave such land to the church, monasteries or clergy
 and sales had to be carried out publicly. Priorities were also created with regard to purchase
. As for estates owned by the church, these were limited by previous regulations
, though some church institutions already possessed huge estates, like the Benedictine abbey on the island of Lokrum
 and in Višnjica
 and later, in the 14th century, the monastery on the island of Mljet
.

The development of agriculture in Dubrovnik indicates that the occurrence and development of villeinage, the highest form of relations on a feudal estate, markedly favoured the maintenance of the most valuable plots and intensive cultivation. In other words, they favoured the maintenance of the carinas
 and more advanced estates, which were mainly located in the regions of the older Dubrovnik territories.

The building of comfortable country houses in selected areas outside the City benefited from the presence of permanent workers, villeins for example, in the 15th and subsequent centuries, as they were closely related to particular estates. The connection of country houses to surrounding agricultural activities organised on feudal principles was stipulated by the requirement for regular daily life, especially with regard to the maintenance of country houses and adjoining gardens, which required a lot of labour. The vicinity of estates to workers’ accommodation made it possible for owners to have workers available full-time, which was all the more important because the workers were highly skilled in gardening and household work.

These arrangements in agriculture facilitated the proper maintenance of leisure gardens located near villas. It can be seen that these were very well maintained in the records of the numerous foreign travellers who frequented these parts from the middle of the 15th century onwards. Their records contain impressions of these gardens.

The number of landed noble families in the middle of the 15th century amounted to only 33, despite the constant increase in male family members. There are records of 29 families in Dubrovnik by the end of the 16th century, which was the time when the creation of country estates reached its climax. However, by 1760 there were only 20 left. These were the Bobaljević/Bobali, Bundić/Bonda, Bučić/Bucchia, Bunić/Bona, Crijević/Zrieva or Cerva, Đurđević/Giorgi, Getaldić/Ghetaldi, Gradić/Gradi, Gučetić/Gozze, Gundulić/Gondola, Kaboga/Caboga,  Menčetić/Menze, Pruglović/Proculo, Pucić/Pozza, Ranjina/ Ragnina, Rastić/Resti, Saraka/Saraca, Sorkočević/Sorgo, Tudizić/Tudisi and Zamanja/Giamagna families.

It is said that these families already owned two-thirds of the estates in Astarea and on the islands in the 14th century, meaning that they were engaged in maintaining and promoting their agricultural estates and other profitable activities for centuries. Clearly, long-term engagement in agriculture facilitated the survival of the lineage itself
.

However, it should not be forgotten that the prosperity of the landed nobility was primarily based on trade, maritime affairs and finance. They accumulated capital and partly invested it in their agricultural estates together with the erection of city mansions and houses. However, from the second half of the 14th century
, throughout the 15th century and particularly in the 16th century and later, they increasingly invested in the building of villas surrounded by gardens.

It can be concluded that the most numerous, the richest and the most respectable noble families among the landed nobility of Dubrovnik were at the same time the biggest landowners who possessed numerous estates all over the territory of Dubrovnik. The most valuable estates, both in terms of cultivation intensity and crop value, were located on the territory of Astarea and the Elaphite islands. From the Renaissance period onwards, these were dominated by the building of comfortable country houses. It is thus not surprising that in some official documents, this region is recorded as the region of country houses (for example, in a document on Soderini's stay in Dubrovnik in 1513
).

Country estates owned mainly by landed noble families were found in suburban and country regions during the Renaissance period. Less frequently they were owned by ordinary citizens. Among the families of prominent seamen and traders who were landowners, the Sagroević-Stjepović Skočibuha family was particularly distinguished for their villas with landscaped gardens. In addition, the Zuzorić family should also be mentioned. Likewise, there were the writers Nikola Nalješković and Dinko Zlatarić and the seaman Miho Pracat. Later, in the 18th century, many wealthy families of ordinary citizens built houses surrounded with gardens in the suburbs of the City, in Župa Dubrovačka, on the coast and in Pelješac.

The erection of comfortable country houses, mainly in suburban Dubrovnik closer to rural areas in the older territory, connected the landed nobility with their older and more valuable estates. This was advantageous because being so close to the City they could easily carry out regular duties and obligations, as well as socialise on their estate.

The physical distribution of Dubrovnik summer villas and their surrounding gardens certainly reinforces the fact that they reflected the character of the estates and the orientation towards the development and promotion of agricultural production of the ruling class of Dubrovnik. This was in complete compliance with the policy of the administration of Dubrovnik.

         2.1.3. Crop cultivation

In discussing the influence and impact of agriculture on the phenomenon and creation of gardens designed to provide leisure, special attention should be paid to crop cultivation, i.e. to the branch of agriculture that deals with agricultural production and horticulture, in particular.

The issues involved are those that concern the crops cultivated, the cultivation practices applied, the cultivators' competence and the crop value. If the starting point in surveying basic data is to be in the distant past, it can be said that certain crops, important in terms of crop production in medieval Dubrovnik, were known from the time of the Roman empire, especially grapes and some types of fruit and vegetable. It is known that crop cultivation in agricultural regions of the Roman Empire from the 1st century onwards was of the highest level.

Epidaurum was the biggest Roman settlement in the territory of Dubrovnik. Epidaurum field was cultivated by war veterans, i.e. "ager centuriatus"
. Ston field, next to the Stagnum settlement, was also cultivated and the foundations of this typical Roman field still exist
. Likewise, the existence of the remnants of ancient villae rusticae on the mainland and the islands of the territory of Dubrovnik are evidence of extensive agriculture.

 The region known as Astarea belonged to Dubrovnik in the 9th century. Since vineyards occupied a significant portion of the fertile land in this region, Astarea was sometimes referred to as "Vineyards"
. The history of Dubrovnik can be traced more thoroughly from the 13th century onwards, when the keeping of archives was established, and research into agriculture and prevailing conditions reveal that in the 13th century agricultural production on the territory of Dubrovnik had developed to the level of simple commodity production
. Such an inference is reinforced by evidence concerning the existence of an organised market place in the 13th century, where agricultural products produced in the suburbs and other fields and vineyards of the municipality of Dubrovnik were sold daily.

The products being sold by the end of the 13th century at the market place in the City can give an insight into the variety of crops grown. The fruit sold included stoned fruits, berries, and various seeded fruits, such as apples, pears, quinces, cherries, sour cherries, peaches, plums, nuts and almonds. Among the citrus fruits there were oranges, and there were also olives, pomegranates and other fruit types, such as mulberries, sorb apples, and so on
.

A toll of one folar (a small monetary unit) per basket of fruit
 was imposed on selling fruit in the market, which is evidence of the fact that the market place was well organised in Dubrovnik. As for vegetables, these were mostly the cabbage-type vegetables traditionally grown in the Dubrovnik region, such as brussels sprouts and broccoli. There were also various types of pumpkins, muskmelons and watermelons. Among the pulses, there were broad beans, chick-peas and common vetch, as well as onions, garlic, asparagus, dill for seasoning, and so on
.

         There were several terms used for the type of usage of agricultural land and the manner of its cultivation, which is further evidence of tradition and the significance attributed to agriculture in the life of medieval Dubrovnik.


At that time and later, a vegetable patch used for cultivating plants was called ortum. Land used for the cultivation of herbaceous plants was also called terre erbinee. A plantation was also called pastinum, deeply dug soil was called terra trapita and a meadow was called terra deserta, lidigna, pecia dicta or ledina.

          Vineyards in legal documents are stated as "vinea" but in reference to the state and grape yield of a specific plot, the term was broadened and specified as vinea nova, vinea vetera or vinea sterilis
.


However, for the purpose of this survey, it is important to state that the term vinea did not refer merely to vineyards, although this was its primary meaning, but occasionally also to any cultivated plot
. It therefore occasionally had a more general meaning, too. It can be concluded that multiple usage of the term vinea was caused by the fact that not only were grapes grown in vineyards but also some other crops, especially various fruits (until recently, viticulture included the so-called 'viticultural peach'.)

There were considerable differences between the old territory of Dubrovnik and the newly annexed ones from the viewpoint of land cultivation intensity, i.e. the share of specific crops.

The land in suburban areas was cultivated most intensely.  Arable land was mostly divided into vegetable patches and, to some extent, vineyards. In other parts of the old territory, arable land was mostly occupied by vineyards and, to some extent, vegetable patches, which again meant high intensity cultivation
. This ensured fruit and vegetables for the inhabitants and provided for significant wine production.

The structure of agricultural production was considerably different in the new territories compared to the older ones. For example, in Pelješac, besides the cultivation of vineyards, there were large areas sown with cereal crops
 and, in addition, many suitable plots were used for pasture and raising cattle. The cultivation of grapes on land acquired by the end of the 14th and the first half of the 15th centuries was limited by strict regulations. Thus, grapes could only be planted on one fourth of a zlatica (1,676 m2) by houses
 on the territory of Slano Littoral, presumably for the purpose of grape pergolas. The growth of cereals and raising of cattle was stimulated in Slano Littoral and Konavle so that they became the principal wheat areas of the Republic. Consequently, the cultivation of grapes was strictly limited here as in Dubrovačko Primorje
 (from Orašac westwards to Ston.)

The cereals grown on the territory of Dubrovnik were wheat, barley, oats and millet
.  In comparison to other crops, the cultivation of wheat was not extensive in the region of the old Dubrovnik territories. It was grown primarily to satisfy peasants' individual needs. It was cultivated to a limited extent in bordering regions, such as: Brgat, Šumet and to some extent in Župa Dubrovačka
. It is known that in earlier centuries Dubrovnik had imported much wheat from Apulia, Sicily, Albania and the Levant lands
. Many entrepreneurs in Dubrovnik prospered as a result of the sea trade in wheat. However, it was in Dubrovnik's interest to promote cereal production in this region in order to at least partially satisfy the needs of its growing population in the City and the whole territory of Dubrovnik.

The land on which cereals were grown was, as a rule, leased on a sharecropping basis. However, it should be stressed that this kind of lease was based on different criteria compared to other more valuable crops (grapes, fruit, and so on). According to the contract, the leaser was usually given only a quarter of the wheat yield
, compared to the half, or sometimes even more, given as compensation for more intensive crops. Wheat certainly produced low yields. Therefore, new, bigger areas were needed for cultivation in order to ensure the necessary quantities. 

The fact that agricultural production in Dubrovnik as early as the 13th century was market-oriented, although still in the form of simple commodity production, was the result of production being oriented to a limited number of products
.

Significant information on agricultural produce as a market commodity sold on a daily basis at the market place in Dubrovnik at the time of the first appearance of country-estate gardens was provided in the first half of the 15th century by Philippus De Diversis, the principal of Dubrovnik High School. This was a period in the history of Dubrovnik of full territorial integration when it ceased to be called a commune or municipality and was called a republic. It was also a time of economic and cultural prosperity.

De Diversis states that "the peasants bring in bales and sell vegetables such as cabbage, common beet, lettuce, parsley, rue, arugula, sage, borage, a kind of mixture of edible herbs, dandelions, radishes, celery, fennel, leaves and flowers and seeds of dill, roses, violets, lilies and other products such as cherries, sour cherries and similar fruit. Each such bale is sold for one folar [a small monetary unit]". Furthermore: " ... fresh and old apples and pears, fresh broad beans, figs, nuts, walnuts, almonds and similar fruit are sold … Oil is also marketed … Likewise, yellow gentianella, lemons, oranges and cucumbers are sold apiece."
 Wines of various qualities and various types of meat are also mentioned.

A comparison of the information provided by De Diversis on the agricultural produce traded at the market place in Dubrovnik in the fourth decade of the 15th century with accounts from the end of the 13th century shows that the majority of farm crops were cultivated several centuries before De Diversis' description. It should also be pointed out that oranges were grown in Dubrovnik as early as the 13th century, possibly even before this.

It is certain that certain more valuable crops, such as citrus and other fruits, as well as olives and valuable types of vegetable, were grown on suburban farms and carinas, as these were the best managed patches and the land with the longest history of cultivation. As far as overall use of arable land in Astarea and the Elaphite islands is concerned, i.e. the oldest territory of Dubrovnik, grapes were the most widespread crop.

When considering the competence of agricultural workers in terms of the skills needed for crop production, it should first be pointed out that over the course of time their status in the community had changed.  Slavery was a phenomenon present in the agriculture of the territory of Dubrovnik at the end of the 13th and beginning of the 14th centuries, when it disappeared. Free agricultural workers coexisted with slaves in times when slave labour was dominant, although they were later recruited from among freed slaves and newcomers. Finally, there were various tenants and entirely dependant peasants or villeins.

Throughout this period, regardless of their status, there were those who were very skilled in performing the most complex work in the cultivation of specific crops. In the Statute of Dubrovnik of 1272, among many other things, attention was paid to land cultivation. The Statute (Book V, Art. 30) states that in vineyards, tilling had to be performed twice. The pruning of vines and removal of excessive foliage were also obligatory.

Contracts made for the purpose of vineyard cultivation often stipulate that, in accordance with the traditions of southern Dalmatia, vineyards in fields had to be tilled three times, and those on hilly terrain twice
. In other words, those on poorer land that was less compact and more overgrown with weed had to be tilled more.

As for the cultivation of grapes, workers skilled in the pruning of vines were well known. These were called tajatori or putatori. They owned their own tools and blades for pruning and were better paid than other agricultural workers
. Zappatori were soil diggers, agricultural workers who performed heavy work in land cultivation and their main tools were the hoe and other hand tools
, such as the billhook (kosjerić).

Gardeners as a separate non-agricultural but artisan class are mentioned in archival contracts dating from the last decades of the 13th century, which is the beginning of regular archive keeping in Dubrovnik (from 1278). They are referred to as ortolanus or ortorarius in documents. By the end of the 13th and beginning of the 14th century, gardeners were one of thirty-seven artisan professions which existed in Dubrovnik
. As artisans, they offered their services, skills and gardening produce to interested parties for remuneration. They lived and resided in the City, where they owned houses. Documents state that they sold or mortgaged them, gave them as parts of dowries, and so on. There is a reference to a gardener called Grgur in a document from 1280, a gardener named Stanče from 1281, a gardener Bene in 1300 and a gardener Pasko in 1301
. References to gardeners as independent entrepreneurs/artisans are abundant later in history in a large number of archival documents
.

There is an interesting example of a contract from 1365 made between a prior of the Dominican monastery in Dubrovnik and a gardener known as Daniel
. The contract was made for a term of five years. Its terms were that apart from work on the cultivation of horticultural plants within a determined period, the gardener was obliged to provide the required seeds and one half of the necessary quantity of manure, while the other half had to be provided by the monastery. In return, the monastery had to provide food for the gardener and all other items required. The yield and revenue gained from selling the horticultural produce was to be shared equally between the gardener and the monastery. It is evident that the gardener was a skilled and expert worker acquainted with the cultivation of various plants, the manner of seed collection and production (seeds being the basic reproduction material), seedling production, plant tending, soil preparation and the application of manure and all other activities required for successful horticultural cultivation.

It is evident from the contract that the fertilisation of arable land was considered important, especially in the cultivation of intensive crops such as vegetables, fruit and flowers. For example, it is interesting that in the application of manure on grapevines, in some cases the manure was put into ditches that were later covered. In one case mentioned, such application of manure was carried out every fifth year
.

The fact that there was a developed manure trade in Dubrovnik reinforces the fact that fertilisation was considered indispensable in the cultivation process and was a generally accepted practice. There are data according to which in the 14th century manure was sold in bags of 3, 4 or 5 uboraks  (1 uborak contained 11 kilos). The price of manure varied according to the size of the bag and quality of the fertiliser from 20 to 60 bags for one perper (1 pp
 [1 pp = 12 groschen = 360 folars
]).

As for the manner of cultivation of particular crops, we should emphasise the cultivation of grapes, as this was the most widespread on the fertile land of the old territories of Dubrovnik. Since grapes had been grown there from Roman times, the inhabitants of Ragusium and the surrounding areas were certainly acquainted with the technique of crop growth in lines and with spacing, which was called quincunx by the Romans and which was particularly respected. There is no doubt that such techniques continued to be used in subsequent years.

The texts of numerous contracts show that landowners contracted with tenants to plant young grapevines on vacant land or to regenerate old and poor vineyards (vinea veteris, vinea sterilis). It is clear that the skills of propagating cultivated grapevines and the growth of seedlings for the establishment of vineyards were widespread.

However, the texts of numerous contracts also show that the tenants were bound to carry out the planting of various sorts of fruit and that corresponding land for this purpose was allocated. Consequently, entire separate patches of land were designated for the cultivation of fruit as well as the occasional planting of fruit in vineyards, which appears to have been a widespread phenomenon. Some fruit was grown in orchards
 in separate areas, which was the case with figs, pears, nuts, mulberries and olives, the planting of which seems to have become more intensive in the 14th century
. 

Differentiation among agricultural workers in terms of the level of their skills in cultivating more complex crops, including certain types of vegetables, flowers, fruit and grapes was undoubtedly present in the Dubrovnik region from the earliest days of the Middle Ages. This was particularly the case in connection with the grapevine pergola growth system. As mentioned above, during the medieval period, certain more skilled cultivators of seeds, plantations and seedlings, as well as experts in growth techniques, performed their jobs professionally and independently. In time, these came to be thought of not as agricultural workers but as artisan gardeners, which is confirmed by archival documents from the 13th century onwards.

Knowledge of agricultural and horticultural techniques was broadened in the following centuries as the rapid and strong development of trade and maritime affairs allowed Dubrovnik to keep up with the achievements in agriculture and horticulture of the neighbouring Mediterranean countries. As a consequence, neither agriculture nor horticulture lagged behind in Dubrovnik. As mentioned above, the interest of the landed nobility in the management and cultivation of fertile land and the growth of crops increased constantly. Consequently, great significance was attributed to the benefits of agricultural production in the 16th century.

Almost the entire population of the City was oriented towards trade, crafts and maritime affairs, and this last one was closely related to developments in the other disciplines. This is the reason why agricultural skills remained the domain of specific categories of skilled workers who lived as villeins in villages or who worked on the estates of the landed nobility. Another reason was the limited number of gardeners. Consequently, estate owners chose the most skilled among their villeins and entrusted them with the management of plantations with more valuable crops. Such workers were also entrusted with the management of the more valuable plantations of country house gardens located next to residences. These were landscaped spaces of nature that were designated for leisure, pleasure and enjoyment. 

It is known that Kliment Gučetić, upon completing his Renaissance villa with a spacious arranged garden in the centre of Rijeka Dubrovačka in 1581, brought his villicus, Mihoć Stjepanović from Mravinjac to serve him and to work on his estate
 as a gardener. Mihoć must certainly have been a very skilled agricultural worker for his master to decide to bring him along to the villa and entrust him with the management of his garden.

It can be concluded crop production in medieval and pre-Renaissance Dubrovnik was well developed. This is evident from the fact that the City was well supplied with vegetables, fruit, grapes and other agricultural produce grown within its territory.

In spite of the fact that Dubrovnik, as early as the 13th century, was a typical maritime trading commune, contracts pertaining to the buying and selling of land show that at that time and in subsequent centuries, fertile land was greatly appreciated
. This was especially the case with land in the vicinity of the City, particularly gardens, which is evident from the sums involved in leasing this land
. The value of crops is also reflected in the differences in price between cultivated and uncultivated land.

The price of land under cultivation was by the end of the 13th and the beginning of the 14th century two to seven times higher than that of uncultivated arable land. The price for one solad or zlatica (1,676 m2) of uncultivated arable land ranged from 3.4 pp to as much as 40 pp in extreme cases. The price for one solad of vineyard, however, depending on the quality of the land and crops, varied from 9 pp to 98 pp. The most common price for one solad of vineyard was in the range from 33 pp to 70 pp. For the purpose of comparison, it should be mentioned that the monthly wages of an agricultural worker at that time were 1.5 pp for a whole day's work, every day except Sundays
.

Such high prices for arable land were maintained because the demand for land ownership was high and the territory of Dubrovnik at that time was limited, as was the quantity of arable land.

All these facts lead to the conclusion that crop cultivation in the territory of Dubrovnik in the centuries before the occurrence of Renaissance gardens did not lag behind developments in developed neighbouring countries. This was partially due to Dubrovnik’s connection with Mediterranean countries and other parts of Europe at the time.

Landowners, most often rich and educated people, promoted agriculture and horticulture. Although not experts, they themselves often knew some important cultivation techniques needed to be undertaken in, for example, obtaining more valuable fruit and grapevine species or keeping fruit and grapevine stems fertile and their fruit of higher quality.

Some well-known inhabitants of Dubrovnik support the above-mentioned view in their works in which they describe their interest and participation in crop cultivation. For example, Nikola V. Gučetić, who has already been mentioned, besides emphasising the benefits of agriculture, writes about the necessity of crown-pruning fruit-trees
. The writer and scientist Nikola Nalješković points out that he himself was gladly involved in cultivation in his country house garden in Plat
 in Župa Dubrovačka. A fact that is particularly interesting is that he mentions that, apart from doing other work, he particularly enjoyed grafting fruit trees
.

To conclude, all the necessary skills for providing full care for the various species of horticultural plants and for obtaining favourable yields or aesthetic effects were known in Dubrovnik during Renaissance times.

Many different types of horticultural plants were grown and the necessary cultivation techniques were appropriately advanced in the Dubrovnik region a few centuries before the first occurrence of country house gardens. This confirms that the specific conditions that directly influenced the movement of creating and designing gardens as significant physical components of country house complexes existed in pre-Renaissance Dubrovnik.          

         2.2. PHYSICAL PLANNING IN MEDIEVAL DUBROVNIK AND ITS EFFECT UPON THE EMERGENCE AND LANDSCAPING OF COUNTRY HOUSE GARDENS

Among the special factors which directly influenced and were reflected in the broad movement of creating Renaissance gardens within the territory governed by Dubrovnik, especially in terms in laying the groundwork for them, are certainly town planning and proposals for land development.

Town planning first started in the City. From a town-planning perspective, Dubrovnik, from its beginnings to the second half of the 13th century, was not built in accordance with one idea only. Several typologically different insulae, which put together, formed one harmonious entity
, were realised throughout the period.

However typologically diverse particular units in the oldest part of the City were, there are indicators of urban planning from the first centuries of the City’s existence. This is evident from the existence of basic communication routes laid out according to the Roman model, such as cardo and decumanus
.

It is, however, thought that the City district called Pustijerna was constructed according to a specific plan and that building regulations must have existed for its construction
. 

The fortification of Pustijerna with the City walls was carried out before the middle of the 10th century
. 

The codification of the Statute of the City of Dubrovnik in 1272 was an extremely important event within the domain of town planning. This document legally and permanently laid the foundations for regulating future construction in the City. The fifth Book of the Statute with its forty-five chapters represents a collection of regulations on the urban planning of the City and land usage.

In the catastrophic fire in the summer of 1296, the whole new part of the City consisting of wooden houses, as well as a large part of the older districts consisting of mostly stone houses, was burnt down. After only thirty days, new and detailed provisions concerned with future town planning were introduced. This represented a final plan along the lines of which the City would be built in subsequent centuries
.

Changes to the City’s structure based on the plan of 1296 occurred only later. This was after the devastating earthquake of 1667. However, these affected only a small part, mainly the area around Gundulićeva Poljana. Even today, a large part of the City reflects the 1296 Statute provisions.

The 1296 regulations determined the building pattern to be used in the City for the whole area north of Placa, which was the main street of the City, and for the western half of the flat area south of Placa. At the same time, it was determined that new streets would be formed by cutting through the big rectangular residential blocks that had already been built in the eastern part of the flat area south of Placa.

It is thought that the Statute with its instructions and provisions referring to future building in the City represented a specific approach to town planning and a pattern of construction which had already been applied in one part of the City throughout the 12th and 13th centuries. This refers to the big rectangular blocks encircled by a regular layout of streets in the eastern part south of Placa
. This defined a rectangular grid, though of differing proportions, for the remaining part of the City that lacked urban planning.

These blocks, which occupied large areas, belonged in the 13th century to the wealthiest families of the landed nobility, who were at this time major agricultural landowners. These were the Gučetić/Gozze, Menčetić/Menze, Gundulić/Gondola, Vukasović/Volcassio and Durđević/Giorgi families (see 2.1.2.)

Blocks, as planned physical units, in the 12th and 13th centuries were organised in such a manner that mansions were located on their corners and used as residences for the nobility. The structures within the block were used to accommodate servants and agricultural workers. These had been slaves in the past but later became hired freed labourers. The interiors of these blocks were accessed via passages from interior courtyards. Artisans’ workshops and warehouses for goods and agricultural produce were located in these blocks. These large blocks, prior to being partially segmented by new streets that came into being through new regulations, represented an organisation of large and well-organised feudal country communities
. These made a large area of the old nucleus of Dubrovnik inaccessible. The changes mentioned above, which occurred by the end of the 13th century and which caused the blocks to become smaller in size, came into being as these large communities showed signs of disintegration as the workforce of slaves was substituted by paid workers. More regular types of block succeeded the irregular blocks in Dubrovnik. These can still be seen in older parts of the City.

Regular rectangular blocks, as a type of planned construction in the City, served as a model in town planning for other settlements under the government of Dubrovnik. For example, large areas were designated for the buildings of rectangular blocks in the construction of Ston and Mali Ston
 in 1335. The same planning model was also used in the building of the settlement of Potomje on the peninsula of Pelješac
.

The block, as a type of closed community, was for a long time reflected in the construction of smaller estates on various locations within the rural regions of Dubrovnik. Outstanding examples of closed communities resembling blocks, based in fact on the medieval type of agricultural estate, are represented by the estates of Flori and Okladi in Župa Dubrovačka, Tor in Šumet, Grgurići near Slano and Golubinica on Pelješac
. Some of these estates were formed as irregular blocks and others as regular ones with closed access and interior courtyards.

The second type of planned construction within the City, and later also in rural regions, was rows of houses. Such buildings were formed of elements equal in value, size and location. This building type is somewhat more recent than the regular block type. Its earliest examples in Europe date from the end of the 12th century and the beginning of the 13th century, after which time it spread quickly. It was suitable for the middle classes and colonists and is thus considered to be a more advanced form of utilisation of city space
.

The construction of houses in rows within the western part of the flat area south of Placa and in the whole region north of Placa, besides the complex of Friars Minor and Sponza, was planned in compliance with the provisions of the articles of the City regulations of 1296.

        The pattern of houses in rows as a type of plan was also implemented in many Dubrovnik settlements long after it was used in the City. It appeared in numerous settlements on Pelješac
 in the western part of Ston, in Molunat, in Orebići, in the City district of Pile and in certain other places.

          The settlement of Cavtat represents a very special case within the framework of the systematic implementation of town planning and building on the territory of Dubrovnik as a Renaissance garden township outlined in accordance with a plan.

          This short survey illustrates how town planning and planned construction in Dubrovnik were deeply rooted and considered natural and indispensable procedures beneficial from the urban-planning, economic, social and political viewpoints. Finally, it should be pointed out that the region of Dubrovnik is one of the regions with the highest number of planned settlements in Croatia
.

This planned approach, evident in envisaging and determining long-term future relations, size, layout and functions in the City and other settlements was characterised by an entirely rational approach towards living spaces in all its aspects.

This extremely significant aspect of communal and economic policy of the government of Dubrovnik should be kept in mind when dealing with the construction of country estates in the territory.

In fact, some of the existing medieval agricultural estates possessed certain properties of planned construction. The nobility used these estates as short-term residences, too. Consequently, they used them for both management and leisure purposes. However, it is certain that in earlier times, leisure was subordinated to management functions. However, in the period from the late Middle Ages to the Renaissance, this leisure aspect became increasingly prominent and was given more significance. This resulted in the formation of enclosed or fenced off complexes in even the most remote areas on estates, where, among other things, it is possible to differentiate between the various degrees of dependence between the main estate building and other facilities.

In rural settlements on Pelješac, the enclosed estate complex, as the nucleus of management on the estate, was most often separated from the accommodation for the villeins. Such physical separation was established upon Pelješac’s integration into the territory of Dubrovnik in the first half of the 14th century
. In this management complex, the gathered harvest was kept until its dispatch. The owner would also spend time on the estate supervising the peasants and harvest.

 Fortified country houses located in the centre of estates were being built on Pelješac from the 16th century onwards and were separate complexes. A fortified country house belonging to Dinko Ranjina in Donja Vrućica with an inscription dating from 1585 is a well known example. Likewise, there is Zlatarić Tower in Donje Pijavičino dating from 1625 and the very interesting fortified Betondić villa in Kobaš
.   

The country complexes owned by the nobility were formed over time. In addition to their central management function, which is evident in the disposal of buildings required for the functioning of the estate, there is also the villa building
. Examples of this are the Đurđević country house in Ponikve with an inscription dating from 1664, a country house in Podobuće and the Bunić/Bona villa in Duba Trpanjska dating from the 17th/18th century.

It can be concluded that such differentiation in landowners’ houses in the rural region of Dubrovnik indicates the development of their leisure function from the 14th century onwards. Pelješac, as the most remote mainland part of the Republic of Dubrovnik and thus the most unfavourable in these centuries for long-term and comfortable residence, was not a significant area for leisure. This was the reason why the husbandry management function continued to be more prominent with regard to landowners’ complexes and houses. However, it is still possible to follow the development from a purely husbandry to more leisure type of complex on Pelješac, as the aforementioned complexes in the region have remained more or less recognisable in terms of the spatial conditions prevailing at that time. However, many of them cannot be used now due to their considerably dilapidated state.

Slano Littoral and Konavle were also unsuitable regions for carefree leisure (Slano Littoral had strategic significance and conditions in Konavle only settled down considerably later). Consequently, there was no significant number of country houses. The main facilities present were the landowners’ husbandry facilities.

There were a limited number of complexes that could satisfy the requirements for leisure, rest and pleasure. As a rule, these were built in the cultivated regions closer to Dubrovnik, such as Astarea and the Elaphite islands.

It has already been pointed out that Astarea and the Elaphite islands were the oldest and best managed rural areas of Dubrovnik. They were remarkable for the composition of their agricultural crops and the different structure of their agricultural workers in terms of their skills and experience. These are the reasons why this region significantly differed from the new territories of Dubrovnik concerning crop intensity and conditions on agricultural estates. In terms of its state of cultivation and suitability, it became an area that assumed the characteristics of a place for leisure. This is confirmed by the presence of numerous country houses and leisure complexes, in particular those that differed significantly from the majority of husbandry-related estates in other areas of Dubrovnik. They were more comfortable and, according to the way they were laid out, were designated for leisure and pleasure purposes, which did not by any means exclude, but rather on the contrary, included the possibility of supervising the adjacent estate.

In reviewing landowners’ estates, it has been pointed out that there was a connection between their pattern of arrangement and the types of physical units which came into being in the planning of the construction of the City itself. These comfortable country houses, although primarily designed for leisure purposes, to a certain extent were also connected with the types of construction planned in the City and settlements outside it.

Dubrovnik country house complexes occupied areas which, in their quadrangular shape, resembled the layout of more or less regular blocks.

These complexes, designated for country life, in most cases were not used as permanent residences and certainly did not provide accommodation for agricultural workers and were not intended for regular economic activity. Built up developments were not as prevalent compared to the enclosed, i.e. fenced estates, in the country. The areas of these country houses were frequently considerably larger than the areas occupied by blocks in and outside the City. The largest part of these country complexes consisted of an open space landscaped as a garden with a country house within. The location of the country house was planned in relation to the garden and also the broader environment. 

In addition to resembling the layout form of blocks in the planned districts of old Dubrovnik, these country complexes were also in a way enclosed. These complexes with gardens, as the largest part of their space, were encircled and fenced with just a garden wall, compared to the blocks in settlements and on estates, which were enclosed by surrounding buildings.

The utilisation of the rich experience in town planning of Dubrovnik is, however, not complete in all the formal surveyed aspects, since there is another dimension to this issue.

The positioning and arrangement of numerous Renaissance summer villas, especially the arranging of gardens for use for life in the open, implied procedures which in themselves represented planning as well as other corresponding activities. This was especially reflected in the selection of the location of the site. A country house complex needed to follow the creative structuring of the selected space, which was achieved through both the orientation of the complex and the facilities within it and by landscaping the garden areas in accordance with the natural configuration of the terrain.

The very shape of the garden area points to experience in layout, as the concept of Renaissance gardens in general, in addition to the gardens of Dubrovnik, was rational in its approach and was based upon geometric shapes with more or less regular segmentation and articulation of garden space, with directed perspectives and views, one or two garden axes, intersecting paths, designed motifs in the garden and conceptualised and subtle contacts with the surrounding nature and wider area.

The creation of numerous Renaissance gardens in the region of Dubrovnik underlines the then state of mind with regard to the procedures necessary for shaping such spaces. They also affirm an awareness of how a thoroughly rational approach to physical planning can result in desired and completely functional and aesthetic effects.

Another characteristic of the Renaissance gardens of Dubrovnik is their numerousness within a relatively small territory, which is significant from the viewpoint of planned space management. Analysed individually, and bearing in mind the limited overall territory of the Dubrovnik Republic, and in particular the limited availability of fertile land, these gardens were well adapted to the conditions in terms of their size. This is one of the reasons why Renaissance gardens in Dubrovnik, mostly those from the 16th century, never matched in size the Italian gardens of the times.

The gardens of Dubrovnik were laid out in accordance with prevailing thinking, which was the result of a rational approach. The majority of gardens in Dubrovnik show moderation in using space for leisure purposes. Nevertheless, gardens were shaped in such a manner as to satisfy leisure and pleasure purposes. However, they never reached the level of abundance, diversity, spirituality and extremely high artistic and technical achievement of the gardens of the Italian High Renaissance. 

It is, therefore, indisputable that the construction of Renaissance country estates, particularly the arranging of their gardens, was a reflection of highly developed planning skills. The creation of Renaissance gardens on country house complexes, along with an outstanding feeling for site selection, was a widespread movement. Together with the manner of their arrangement, this implies that systematic physical planning was deeply rooted and a way of life in the territory governed by Dubrovnik.

         2.3. PRE-RENAISSANCE GARDENS IN DUBROVNIK

         2.3.1. Citizens' gardens
The study of agricultural conditions and, to a certain extent, architecture, indicates that as early as the 13th century, possibly even earlier, the region surrounding Dubrovnik was extremely cultivated. In addition to vineyards, there were the fertile regions of the older territory of Dubrovnik: Astarea and the Elaphite islands. Gardens, on the other hand,
 dominated in areas closer to the City. Various plants were grown in these gardens. However, there were fewer gardens in Rijeka Dubrovačka, Župa and on the islands, and those that did exist were mainly by houses.

The most frequently used term for this category of cultivated land in contemporary documents was "ortum", as well as "viridarium", "pastinum" and "herbarium", which were used in the Middle Ages. It should be noted that the term "vinea", meaning vineyard, also occasionally referred to cultivated land
, and therefore gardens, as well.

It is quite clear why gardens were located on arable land in the immediate vicinity of the City from the earliest times. Gardens were the most valuable, most intensively cultivated and most tended land for the cultivation of numerous horticultural plants. This was in contrast to vineyards or land on which cereals were grown, which were mainly located in the peripheral areas of the older territories of Dubrovnik.

Suburban medieval gardens, as well as those adjoining country estate buildings, were mainly produce-oriented. This was primarily to ensure various fruit and vegetables for the owners' needs and secondly for a surplus to be sold at the market in Dubrovnik, which would provide its citizens with high-quality nutrition. These were so-called utilitarian gardens
.

These were used for the cultivation of various types of fruit and grapevines, which were not only a viticultural but also a horticultural species. Bushes, herbaceous plants, particularly aromatic ones, and seasonal plants, such as various species of vegetables, flowers, herbs and other useful plants were all cultivated.

Since fruit, flowers and aromatic plants present in the 13th century at the market place in Dubrovnik have already been dealt with in the chapter on agricultural conditions, this review will concentrate on gardens and their environment.

The multipurpose character of medieval gardens, as well as those of preceding and subsequent periods, is one of their main characteristics that can be used to differentiate them from other types of arable land and cultivated area.

Numerous and varied crops, some of which appeared in gardens individually, in clusters or in beds, each of them specific in terms of size, shape, form and other natural properties, and all under the influence of the seasonal rhythms of change, made gardens exquisite spaces with a special expressiveness. The important role of suburban utilitarian gardens in creating a gentle environment for medieval centres of culture had already been pointed out in the Middle Ages by Villani, a Florentine chronicler, in his chronicle of Florence of 1300 and Petar Crescentius of Bologna in his well known work "De Agricultura", dating from the end of the 13th century. Both authors described the beauty and attractiveness that were characteristic of contemporary suburban areas of Florence and Bologna. These cities abounded in the arranged and carefully tended utilitarian gardens and vineyards of their citizens
. These suburban utilitarian gardens historically played an important role by acting as precursors to laid out country garden spaces designed primarily for leisure.

The vicinity of medieval Dubrovnik also abounded in shaped utilitarian gardens, which definitely contributed to the attractiveness of cultivated areas in the suburbs of Dubrovnik.

Cultivated gardens located in the suburbs of Dubrovnik left an impression f cultivated space, which by itself, in those early centuries, was a kind of pleasure. This was based on the cultivated gentleness of these garden areas characterised by a pleasant diversity of verdure and a contrast to the harsh and stony surroundings of the Dubrovnik region.

However, in studying the utilitarian gardens of these times, an added significance is the fact that these were also spaces which from time to time served as spaces for socialising, as the crowns of fig, orange, mulberry or walnut trees provided shade and refreshment on warm summer days.

One particular decree of the government of Dubrovnik at the end of the 13th century provides evidence that people used to gather and entertain themselves in suburban gardens, as it was forbidden for judges "to drink with their clients in taverns and gardens"
.

Therefore, medieval gardens on the outskirts, in addition to their primary horticultural function, provided a gentle environment for the personal pleasures associated with spending time in such surroundings.

These cultivated spaces were interesting for their abundant and diverse vegetation: deciduous and evergreen fruit trees, both tall and short, fruit bushes, vegetables, various flowers and herbaceous or bushy aromatic plants. These represented complex areas of agricultural produce, both in terms of their plant composition and in the application of various cultivation techniques and skills. As far as the distribution and spatial arrangement of individual plant species was concerned, these were diversely shaped spaces for cultivated verdure.

When discussing medieval utilitarian gardens in Dubrovnik used for both produce and pleasure, the grapevine pergola should be emphasised as one of the physical components of such gardens.

The pergola had been known in the gardens of Mediterranean countries since antiquity. This special, elevated form of cultivating grapevines, which by nature are climbing plants, was known to the inhabitants of our littoral region as far back as ancient times and this knowledge was passed down the centuries. It is certain that grapes were cultivated on pergolas in the medieval gardens of Dubrovnik in the 13th and 14th centuries (Statute of the City of Dubrovnik, Book VIII, 24).

The pergola is a special garden element composed and laid out in such a way as to provide shelter over its access path and lanes as well as spots designed for resting and meeting in the garden. People could sit and rest after work under the grapevine pergola or meet on holidays. Generally speaking, such elevated grapevine cultivation was useful from the production point of view. Thus, in vineyards, where they were regularly pruned to facilitate certain agricultural measures, individual vine stocks were allowed to creep with their stems and sprouts on fruit-trees or other props, to allow bigger and better grape yields
. 

The fact that there are no written documents on the construction of pergolas in the 13th and the 14th centuries is a consequence of the fact that they were made of wooden props which were of no special value and could easily be manufactured by every gardener. However, regulations in Dubrovnik in the 15th century
 refer to the existence of grape pergolas, not only in gardens and fields, but also in front of houses. 

Perhaps the only existing trace of the existence of these primitively made grapevine pergolas is a series of holes in the fencing wall of the back garden belonging to Petar Sorkočević/Sorgo along the coastal area of the peninsula of Lapad. There is a stone colonnade erected on the opposite side, which would have functioned as a supporting part of the pergola construction. The nooks were substitutes for consoles in supporting the wooden rungs. 

Pergolas were officially recorded in archival documents in contracts, but only when pillars carved out of stone began to be used for supporting them, thus forming elegant stony colonnades and lanes, the execution of which was very expensive and was entrusted to top stone masons and master builders. 

To conclude, pergolas represented a specific structural element in medieval utilitarian suburban gardens and were a contribution to pleasure in addition to their significant production value.

Some authors who have studied the history of Dubrovnik either from agricultural or architectural viewpoints have provided data that point out the considerable numerousness of citizens' gardens in the suburbs of Dubrovnik. There are records from a period of particularly intensive work on the construction of the fortifications of Dubrovnik between 1461 and 1464. The government of Dubrovnik passed decrees to pull down drystone walls in gardens in the vicinity of the walls and to build the stone into the walls themselves. In addition, earth dug up from the ditches round the walls was to be dispersed on the adjoining gardens and paths bordering the City moat
.

Data referring to the government decrees on pulling down drystone walls and levelling gardens and vineyards adjoining the walls are interesting for two reasons. Firstly, they show that these cultivated spaces extended to all available locations, including ones in the immediate vicinity of the City walls. Secondly they show that the gardens and vineyards were underpinned by drystone walls on the sloping terrain of Dubrovnik, such as on the slopes of Srđ, which incline towards Pile and the sea. This fact is significant because it shows that the land owned by the citizens of Dubrovnik and used for the cultivation of plants on a sloping terrain was underpinned by drystone walls. In other words, it was terraced long before the creation of Renaissance country gardens in the second half of the 15th and 16th centuries, when terraced articulation of the land was a common phenomenon and a feature of the landscaping of open country spaces.

Although it is well known, it is interesting to point out that the terracing of land was practised in this region from ancient times. This  is evident from the terraced structures by numerous Roman villas, i.e. villae rusticae, on our coast, such as the ones on Veli Brijun
, near Omiš and on Majsan near Korčula
. This is interesting because the construction of terraces, i.e. the graded configuration of fertile land on a wide scale is considered to be a typical Renaissance phenomenon in the history of rural landscaping
. The growing number of highly cultivated medieval utilitarian citizens' gardens in the suburbs of Dubrovnik indicates the tendency towards the creation of garden spaces which would primarily be used for leisure purposes, a phenomenon which came into being in the first decades of the 15th century.

In discussing the gradual appearance of certain leisure elements connected with suburban, extensively cultivated agricultural areas, gardens and vineyards, it is necessary to examine the significance of the phenomenon of the early erection of certain constructions in the gardens and vineyards of Ploče, Pile, Gruž and Lapad. The function of these was not only production, but also to satisfy completely different needs. The very appearance of well tended gardens and vineyards occupying smaller or larger spaces in the immediate vicinity of the City contributed to the specific aesthetic landscape atmosphere of suburban areas. In addition, certain components of garden areas such as pergolas or trees could be both useful and, to some extent, provide pleasure. However, it should be added that some elements not directly associated with production gradually started to appear in suburban gardens and vineyards from the middle of the 13th century, such as small churches and family chapels. These first appeared in the vicinity of the City, in Gravosium, i.e. in the areas of Gruž and Lapad, and in the course of the 14th century in Župa Dubrovačka and on the Elaphite islands.
 

            Some valuable evidence concerning the building of chapels in suburban gardens and vineyards is a stone tablet with a Latin inscription in the front part of a chapel belonging to the landed noble Beneša/Benessa family on their former estate above Hladnica in Lapad. In Renaissance times, this became the property of the landed noble family Crijević/Cerva. The tablet with an early example of a coat of arms of the landed nobility of Dubrovnik contains a long text in Latin. Its beginning is of particular interest. It reads: +ANNO DOMINI MCCLXXXVI EGO SIMON FILIUS DOMINI ANDREE DE BENISA EDIFICAVI HANC ECCLESIAM IN LOCO VINEARUM MEARUM IN GRAVOSIA …, which translated means: "in the year of our Lord 1286, I, Šimun, son of master Andrija Beneša, have built this church among my vineyards in Gruž…".

       The text of this tablet confirms the fact that chapels were erected on suburban estates as early as the second half of the 13th century and its message reveals that they were located in cultivated suburban gardens and vineyards. Chapels in the gardens and vineyards of Gravosium, and later throughout the wider area, demonstrate that suburban cultivated areas were gaining a broader significance. They certainly attracted the attention of the landed nobility and other inhabitants of Dubrovnik because, among other things, they possessed an atmosphere entirely different from the one prevailing in the City encompassed by its walls, where areas were undergoing constant change in terms of building density. This was a process that lasted throughout the whole of the 14th and most of the 15th century.

The construction of small chapels in suburban gardens and vineyards was motivated by the owners’ and visitors’ wish to spend time in open cultivated areas, where occasional ceremonies could be conducted on particular days. Such activities added to the potential already provided by certain elements of the garden area, such as pergolas canopied by grapevines and located on spots suitable for socialising and rest.

It can thus be concluded that owners and their families and friends were motivated to reside on their suburban estates not only to be able to supervise cultivation and harvesting, but also to spend time in cultivated verdure from time to time for the sake of pleasure. Spending such time in their gardens was becoming one way of passing free time.

A number of family chapels were erected in the 13th and 14th centuries in gardens and vineyards around the City. This trend continued but as parts of villas built in the 15th, 16th and following centuries. Chapels were almost an obligatory accompanying feature within residential country complexes during the Renaissance.

By following this trend of the emergence of chapels in medieval suburban gardens to their incorporation into country house complexes,

it can be seen how cultivated and tended areas in the vicinity of the City gradually acquired other meanings. This experience and mood in the creation of gardens primarily designed for leisure was a process that took two centuries. 

One decree of the government of Dubrovnik indicates that by the middle of the 15th century, there were a considerable number of such churches in the gardens and immediate environs of the City and in the areas closest to the City walls. This decree was passed in a period of intensive building and fortification of the City walls from the Minčeta to Bokar fortresses with the purpose of enhancing City security against the threat from the Turks. Under its provisions, not only the strips of gardens adjoining the City walls, but also the churches outside the City walls and in their immediate vicinity had to be pulled down so as not to be used by the enemy for shelter
.

Garden and vineyard areas were characteristic of the landscape of Dubrovnik in the 13th and 14th centuries. However, the fact that the extra-urban and, particularly, suburban areas of Gravosium during the 14th century gradually became country house areas is not indicated only by the tendency of erecting chapels on landowners’ estates.

Very intense construction of the City occurred in the 14th century, as all necessary town-planning regulations had been passed by the end of the 13th century. However, in the 14th century, individuals also began building their houses on exurbia locations, in Gravosium in particular as well as on the Elaphite islands. The creation of nicely arranged stone houses with sculptured stone decoration on the façades and terraces in the second half of the 14th century, accompanied by neat gardens and estates with chapels in some of them, indicates that the beautiful stone houses in Gruž and Lapad were in fact the first country houses of Dubrovnik
.

On the basis of the above-mentioned, it can be concluded that suburban gardens in the pre-Renaissance period gradually acquired some of the features of leisure gardens in spite of being mainly so-called utilitarian gardens.

Utilitarian gardens could serve for leisure purposes only incidentally. However, it is of special significance that by the end of the 14th and the very beginning of the 15th century, gardens which were primarily designed for leisure purposes came into being. This means they were purposely built to provide leisure, enjoyment and socialising in an atmosphere of arranged and nurtured green, attractive natural surroundings. 

Reliable data on this is again provided by Philippus De Diversis in his well-known work written in 1440. In the chapter dealing with "The custom of life-saving and quickly equipping galleys against pirates…",   he    particularly    focuses on Andrija, the  son  of  Martol Volčević/ Volzio, a nobleman of Dubrovnik, who in 1403, as a commander of a fleet of six war-ships, became famous for repelling the fleet of the Apulian king Ladislas, which had entered the territorial waters of Dubrovnik in an attempt to inflict damage upon the entire region.

Dealing with this incident, De Diversis emphasises Volčević's virtues and goes on to state something of interest for this study. The text reads: "Their captain was Andrija, the son of Martol Volčević, a nobleman, so I gathered, generous, a real Christian and well known for his pious bestowing of alms to the needy. He visited Christ's grave twice, so he set his mind to build a similar grave in his own house in Dubrovnik and outside of the City walls as well, in one of his beautiful gardens, where he often invited the clergy and feasted them in honour of our Saviour."

Andrija M.Volčević was undoubtedly one of the most well known, efficient and successful residents of Dubrovnik in the second half of the 14th and the first decades of the 15th centuries.

This prominent member of the landed nobility was born in 1369 and died in 1429. This means he died five years before De Diversis came to Dubrovnik from Venice to become a high school principal (a position he kept until 1441, when he returned to Venice, although he originated from the Italian city of Lucca). 

Andrija was primarily known for organising diving for coral and then crafting it and trading in it. He invited groups of coral divers and paid their expenses. They came from distant places like Provence and were given all the necessary equipment for diving for coral and its subsequent crafting. Sources show that the countries he traded in coral with ranged from as far away as Egypt. In 1418, he shipped 1,300 libras (a unit of measurement) of coral to Alexandria. This is confirmed by De Diversis's statement that he visited Palestine twice, which was undoubtedly possible given his business connections with these regions. However, Andrija M. Volčević not only dealt in coral but also in other valuable commodities, which brought him a considerable fortune. It is known that he used his offices in Apulia for trade in agricultural produce and expensive textiles. It is particularly interesting and an indicator of his entrepreneurship that he, Petar Pantela and one of his relatives were the founders of the first textile manufactures in Dubrovnik. This represented a new economic trend in Dubrovnik at the time. Several conclusions relevant to this study can be drawn from the above.

The first conclusion is that certain prominent individuals in Dubrovnik at the end of the 14th and beginning of the 15th centuries owned landscaped gardens, the beauty of which was talked about, which is further evidence of the aesthetic value of these areas. Secondly, the function of such landscaped gardens was to provide a pleasant stay for the owners and their friends. A garden was intended to allow for a comfortable stay and spiritual fulfilment. This kind of inference is confirmed by the above-mentioned statement referring to the placement of the replica of Christ's grave in Volčević's garden, which by itself speaks of a truly well-designed garden space. The motif of Christ's grave, a prominent religious motif, as the main garden attraction shows that we are still discussing a specific medieval content. Subsequent Renaissance gardens would convey different messages.

On the basis of the above, it can be concluded that at the same time, in addition to utilitarian gardens in Dubrovnik, there were citizens' gardens designed for leisure. This means that this particular type of garden was known and present in Dubrovnik prior to the appearance of Renaissance country house complex gardens. 

However, this is not all. Thanks to De Diversis's description of Dubrovnik, it is also known that the area of Gruž at the time of his stay in Dubrovnik, which means the fourth decade of the 15th century, already offered an atmosphere of leisurely enjoyment. The area was outstanding for its country houses and attractive gardens, which is referred to by De Diversis when he says: "in the vicinity of this area, (the River Ombla i.e. Rijeka Dubrovačka - note by B.Š) there is the area of Gruž. Here, there is a very safe and large harbour, bent like a bow, adorned by numerous, productive vineyards, magnificent palaces and beautiful gardens."
 

The fact that Gruž was surrounded by country houses in the first half of the 15th century supports the above view that the construction of country house buildings in areas outside the City had already begun in the course of the 14th century. 

However, it should be pointed out that the building of country houses was also motivated by sanitary concerns. This was because houses outside the City could also be used as retreats for the landed nobility and other citizens in the event of outbreaks of dangerous epidemics, which is also something referred to in De Diversis's works
.

The way country house gardens were structured from the earliest times and what their physical properties were can be deduced, to some extent, from the above discussion.

         2.3.2. Monastery gardens
          Besides the utilitarian gardens owned by the citizens of Dubrovnik and those designated for pleasure, there were also monastery gardens present in pre-Renaissance times within the territory of Dubrovnik.

Monastery gardens emerged in Europe in the early Middle Ages. Their emergence was primarily a result of the monks' need to be supplied with food and medicine. In time, two different garden types appeared on land belonging to particular monasteries, depending on their purpose and manner of landscaping. 

The first type were belts or units of arable land, situated around the monastery. These contained orchards, vineyards, vegetable patches, medicinal herb gardens and ancillary facilities. 

Some monasteries had cloister gardens, areas with a special atmosphere and another type of garden layout. Cloister gardens represent a specific phenomenon in the garden art of the Middle Ages in terms of their location within the monastery complex, landscaping patterns and the time of their appearance.

The distinctive characteristics of some cloister gardens is even more conspicuous in the Croatian coastal zone of the Adriatic sea, where cloister atria or peristyles were rarely arranged as gardens, but were rather transformed into paved courtyards decorated with stone crowns of water cisterns located under the courtyard pavement. In this respect, the region of Dubrovnik differs considerably from the rest of our littoral region, as here cloister gardens were a frequent phenomenon.

The first preserved plan for the design of a cloister complex with the corresponding land for agricultural production and verdure in the atrium of the cloister is that of the well-known monastery of St Galen in Switzerland dating back to the 9th century
. The preserved design of a monastery at Canterbury from 1165 is also very interesting because it shows that various plants were planted in the cloister atrium next to the central walk and water-well. This area is marked on the plan as "herbarium". The exterior of the monastery complex also abounded in orchards and vegetable patches necessary for supplying the monastery
. 

The first monastery gardens belonged to the Benedictine order, which had been founded in the 6th century. The monasteries of the Benedictine order on the Croatian part of the Adriatic, however, appeared in the period between the 9th and 12th centuries
.

A well-known Benedictine abbey in the Dubrovnik region was founded in the first half of the 11th century (1023) on the island of Lokrum. The monastery and church were located on the south-east side of the island on low and fertile land.

Building was followed by the planned landscaping of open areas as early as the 11th century, when the Benedictines settled in the region
. The following extract quoted from De Diversis's work proves that it is not mere supposition that in those earliest times Lokrum plain was cultivated and the spacious areas surrounding the monastery buildings and the church on Lokrum were carefully and expertly tended: "… on the island named Lokrum, there is a monastery and an abbey of black friars dressed in the monastic habit of St. Benedict. They have a substantial income. There are temples of the Blessed Virgin Mary and St. Benedict, as well as accommodation for the friars. There is an almshouse for the poor secular people, who are supported from the abbey’s income. The whole island belongs to the monastery. There are many vineyards which yield good wine, fertile vegetable patches and beautiful gardens. No one lives or works on the island but the Abbot, friars and those poor people and there are no other houses but the monastery buildings. When the sea is calm, citizens and strangers sometimes come for religious reasons or to nourish their souls and bodies." 
 

          This brief description of De Diversis's of the monks’ community on the island of Lokrum provides many interesting details for this study. It says that the island was governed by the wealthy Lokrum Abbey, which acquired estates relatively early, first in the older territory of Dubrovnik and later all over the Republic: from Konavle to the island of Mljet.

The description reveals that the Benedictines on Lokrum were dedicated to land cultivation and the growth of intensive crops. They used advanced methods and skills, because the friars of this monastery came from Italy, a leading Mediterranean country in agricultural and horticultural skills. It is clear that the land on the plain round the monastery was cultivated and that very valuable crops for those times and that region were cultivated, such as grapes, which produced high quality wine, and various types of vegetable. 

In addition to vineyards and vegetable patches, attractive gardens, i.e. aesthetically landscaped green areas are specifically mentioned and categories of cultivated areas are defined. Presumably, those close to and within the monastery complex provided a special atmosphere attracting the attention of visitors. This was due to the plants they contained, such as interesting trees, particularly fruit ones, fruit and aromatic bushes and herbs and floral plants, as well as the landscaping pattern. As the description reveals, visitors did come to the island. In fact, it is known that many prominent individuals visited the friars on Lokrum from the 11th century onwards, as they were rich and very influential. But Lokrum was not visited only by invited persons. The citizens of Dubrovnik also came when the weather was nice, and they came for religious reasons, as well as for “nourishment for their body and soul”, for spiritual and physical enjoyment. 

            It is certain that this pleasure was derived both from the monastery complex and the church and also from the neatly arranged and maintained vineyards and vegetable patches, and especially the attractive planted gardens with their nicely arranged fruit trees and other trees, bushes, herbs and flowers. This old, well-landscaped estate on Lokrum
 was very well known and managed. This is an indication of its important role in the territory of Dubrovnik, both in terms of the time of its founding and the organisation of the estate and the level of agricultural and horticultural skills present. 

The monastery on Lokrum had a Romanesque cloister. There was a big water cistern for catching rainwater in its centre. By the end of the second third of the 15th century, Lokrum monastery had been incorporated into the Padua congregation, one of the most powerful communities, with its famous Monte Cassino Abbey. As a consequence, it began to expand.

Another Gothic-Renaissance monastery was built. Construction began at the end of the 15th century and finished in the 16th century
. Since there was a big water cistern in the courtyard of the first cloister, the atrium of the second cloister was not paved, but turned into a cloister garden, which is still there. 

          In addition to the extra urban gardens of Lokrum and possibly some other monasteries of pre-Renaissance Dubrovnik, there were monastery gardens within the City itself. A regulation of the Senate (Consilium rogatorum) in 1424 mentions the garden of St. Mary’s monastery. This had to be separated by the erection of a wall in such a way as to preserve the olive plantation on its outer part and mulberry plantation on the inside part facing the monastery
. However, the pre-Renaissance gardens of the Friars Minor monastery in the City are of particular interest.

The building of the Friars Minor monastery in the City had begun by the end of the second decade of the 14th century after the decision to pull down the existing monastery in Pile outside the City walls for security reasons
.

             Although this monastery with its church was erected within the City walls, it was given spacious land behind the monastery, next to the sloping ground between the monastery and the City walls, a location that was from the very beginning occupied by a landscaped utilitarian garden. Oranges and vegetables are still grown in this area, and above the path there is a grapevine pergola supported by sculptured stone monolith colonnades along the supporting wall. 

The cloister of the monastery is especially interesting for its architectural harmony, sculpted decoration and interestingly shaped garden.

The garden is composed of a central open cloister, which forms a physical unit. The garden is framed on all four sides by elegant rows of slender eight-sided well-carved stone monolith pillars arranged in double rows and grouped in three hexaforia on each of the sides.

Hexaforia represent special architectural elements in this cloister. They were erected and decorated by Mihoje Brajkov, who lived and worked in Dubrovnik from 1327 to 1348, when he died and was buried in this cloister
. The cloister porch opens onto the garden verdure and the light through the hexaforia.

There are solid, square pillars on the corners and between the hexaforia. These bear the porch vault, above which is a spacious open terrace spreading to all four wings of the cloister. There is a round window above each hexaforia, which provides for more illumination for the shady covered walks in the cloister under the terrace.

The garden area is arranged in such a manner that there is a suitably wide path paved by stone tiles laid along the central part in a north-south direction. It is flanked on both sides by stone seats. The path divides the garden into two elongated garden shapes, walled off and separated from the covered walks in the cloister with the hexaforia by a bordering drainage channel. The soil area, designated for verdure in the two garden shapes, is elevated to the level of the tops of the bordering walls.

Such a formal pattern suggests that the garden space was not meant only to provide a view of the attractive verdure from the porch or the terrace, which surrounds it on all sides, but also for people to spend time in the open.

The garden entrance is through one of the central arches of the central hexaforia on the northern side. A picturesque fountain is located at the opposite side of the entrance as a special feature in this cloister garden and as a final motif of the walk. The fountain is composed of an octagonal stone pedestal carrying an octagonal basin with a square pedestal in the middle, ending with four lions’ heads. A pillar composed of four rounded pilasters rises from it. This carries a small upper basin in the shape of a round shell with an octagonal outer edge. A small statue of St. Francis is placed in the middle of the shell on the pedestal. Originally, a statue of Our Lady stood there
. It is probable that this fountain was erected by the middle of the 15th century, since running water came to the City via a water supply system built in 1438.    

The fountain and the babble of water amidst the garden verdure contributed to the special atmosphere that this garden abounded in. 

The first written reference to the cloister garden of the Friars Minor monastery in the City is in De Diversis. It reads: "Friars Minor monastery is outstanding because it has a spacious dormitory decorated with a large garden (this refers to the upper utilitarian garden - note by B.Š.) There is a water cistern and spring water, and above the lower cloister elegant vaults have been built.  Vegetables grow in the central part of the cloister, in a little garden with laurels and orange trees."
 

 However, this open space had probably been intended as a green area in the 14th century after the construction of the cloister, since it was not necessary for it to be converted into a paved courtyard with a rainwater cistern beneath to supply the monastery with water. The water cistern was located elsewhere in the monastery, which is indicated in De Diversis's account and in other available sources
.

Since we are not dealing here with a cloister courtyard, but a different category of designed cloister garden, it can be supposed that the central path with its stone benches and fountain was established no later than the middle of the 15th century.

Given such a design pattern with one path running across the central part of the garden and a single garden entrance, i.e. a mono-axial cloister garden composition, the fountain could not have been placed in the central part of the garden, but opposite the access to the path on its southern side. Despite the fact that the fountain was not located in the central part of the garden, since the path runs along the middle, its position is still central, though bordering. Such a location for the fountain is understandable considering the sculpture of Our Lady at its top, which makes it face the garden space. The oldest available plans of this garden dating from the first half of the 19th century confirm the existing position of the fountain
 and the central path
.

Taking all this into consideration, it can be concluded that the cloister garden in the Friars Minor monastery in the City is the oldest existing garden in Dubrovnik which has been continuously maintained from the Middle Ages to the present.

On the basis of comparison of certain conceptual properties and properties implemented in this cloister garden and the properties of other Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, it can be supposed that the presence of such an exquisite architectural and garden-architectural complex, possibly together with other garden spaces of the time which no longer exist, left traces which were reflected in the layout of numerous country house gardens within the territory of the Dubrovnik Republic throughout the 15th, 16th and subsequent centuries.

3. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COUNTRY HOUSE COMPLEXES AND THEIR NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Renaissance country house complexes in Dubrovnik were conceived in such a way as to provide comfort, social life and entertainment. This took place not only in the villas, but also in the spacious landscaped garden areas. Such houses were established mainly in the older territory of Dubrovnik: in Astarea and on the Elaphite islands.

It has already been pointed out in the chapter on the impact of agricultural conditions on country house construction that this older territory was also the most advanced agricultural area of Dubrovnik. Most intensive crops were cultivated here, and the area was the best-cultivated part of the whole territory of Dubrovnik. Throughout history, the area was of central interest to the landed nobility of Dubrovnik, who already owned most of the land in the 14th century. It is therefore understandable that several centuries’ concern of the ruling classes for this region was reflected in the establishment of country houses in the area. Only a small number of villas with gardens were established outside of the older part of the territory of Dubrovnik during the 15th and 16th centuries, though they could be found in its vicinity: from Orašac and Trsteno to Brsečine. 

The level of agricultural development in this area, where country houses were erected, provided favourable conditions and potential for the cultivation of country gardens because of the abundance of highly skilled peasant workers who were experts in horticulture.

When considering the spatial distribution and location of these country estates and gardens in relation to their natural environment, it should be pointed out that, in addition to the fact that this older territory of Dubrovnik was meticulously arranged, the location of these buildings was significantly influenced by the fact that the area was characterised by a specific physical articulation which made it very attractive. Exquisite horizontal and vertical terrain articulation with a well-indented coastline led to interesting landscape forms and consequently locations for country estate residences.

One of the examples of this outstanding physical and landscape articulation in the older territory of Dubrovnik east of the City was the large bay of Župa Dubrovačka with its transition from hilly reef to gentle, cultivated slopes and large fertile fields formed in the shape of a natural amphitheatre. 

The picturesque Gruž bay on the western side of the City separates the peninsula of Lapad from the slopes of Srđ hill. Laterally, from the bay entrance, the sea penetrates deep into the hills forming the unique, simultaneously shady and sunny landscape of Rijeka Dubrovačka, which continues laterally into the Srđ hinterland eastwards into the fertile forest plain ascending towards Brgat.

There is a third bay nearby north-west of Rijeka Dubrovačka, the small but picturesque bay of Zaton, attractive and gentle, surrounded by terraced slopes of fertile land, which further northwards lead to the fertile slopes of Orašac, Trsteno and Brsečine. 

Following the coastal reef west of the City, and at a not too great distance from the mainland, there are the picturesque Elaphite islands, which form with the mainland the long, sheltered Koločep channel. These islands, too, are characterised by fertile slopes and attractive coves.

Generally speaking, it can be concluded that although its area is not very large, the older territory of Dubrovnik gives the impression of a large area with a significant range of landscape forms and attractions.  This is due to its natural characteristics. The whole territory is characterised by pleasant views that are the result of the physical formations and the dynamic relationship between the sea and the land.

A natural environment of such physical content was ideal for the distribution of numerous Renaissance villas within this territory. The function of these estates was not primarily the management and supervision of agricultural estates, but entertainment and pleasure. This is why they were located along the coast of Gruž bay, Rijeka Dubrovačka, Zaton bay, the coves on the Elaphite islands and also on the hilly slopes of Ploče, Pile, Kono, Lapad, Orašac, Trsteno and Brsečine. They also occupied suitable sites between the slopes and fields, such as the ones in Župa Dubrovačka and around Šipanjsko Polje.

 As far as the natural advantages of the region of Dubrovnik are concerned, a common feature of these Renaissance villas is the careful selection of their site. This is extremely significant, since the very position of the buildings in such a diverse and attractive natural environment guaranteed in advance a pleasant atmosphere.

The position of the villa building in relation to the natural environment was supposed to ensure the pleasure and peace necessary for rest and enjoyment, as well as conditions for carrying out public and private business. This was achieved by a well-planned retreat from the City, which was crammed and hot during the summer, into open natural spaces. This was, to a large extent, achieved by the establishment spacious villa gardens and the harmony achieved with the surrounding countryside.  This was reflected in the sophisticated and discrete combination of the country house complex and its immediate vicinity, and also in its link to a broader environment that afforded panoramic views.

Therefore, the selection of the site of Renaissance villa complexes had a double function. It facilitated a full and undisturbed life within the residence and at the same time ensured the pleasant possibilities of direct communication with the whole of the natural environment on view. This allowed its residents the opportunity to feel and experience the beauty of the picturesque areas of Dubrovnik from their house or garden.

The Renaissance villas of Dubrovnik, as well as their gardens, are characterised by well-balanced dimensions and proportions with no pretentiousness in relation to the natural environment, which contributed to the harmony between these two elements. The same applies to those located by the sea and on slopes. These blended into the surrounding countryside and were integrated into it.

The places closest to the City acquired in time the qualities of garden suburbs, thus changing the natural surroundings into a specifically structured and built-up country residential area. This happened first in Gruž bay and later, to an even greater extent, in the areas of Pile and Kono in the immediate vicinity of the City. This was due to a gradual build-up of country house complexes. Nevertheless, these areas, despite being occupied by gardens, maintained their positive relationship to the wider natural environment.

Naturally, this confirms that the people who selected the building sites for their villas, as well as those who built them, were convinced of the importance of a rational attitude towards nature. They saw that this was indispensable if the intention was for the surrounding countryside to be a source of peace and contentment.

To conclude, such subtle attitudes and culture were reflected in the selection of sites for country houses and gardens, and also in the concept of the layout of the country house complex in relation to its nearby and distant surroundings. This proves that Renaissance Dubrovnik had fully adopted humanistic views on the man-nature relationship and on the significance of the natural environment in terms of the beauty and harmony in man’s life.

        4. DUBROVNIK RENAISSANCE GARDENS –

DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS AND DISTINCTIVE FEATURES    

       4.1. CHARACTERISTICS AND SPECIFIC QUALITIES IN THE FORMATION, ARTICULATION AND ARCHITECTURAL ARRANGEMENT OF GARDENS 

          The size of country house complexes

A humanistic attitude towards nature and its values was not only reflected in the refined relationship between country house complexes and their natural surroundings. Humanistic philosophy was even more evident, and Renaissance taste confirmed, in the fact that landscaped and cultivated garden space was a significant and unavoidable component of the physical concept of such complexes.

The house or villa and its specifically articulated garden space together composed the Renaissance country house complex.

A garden is a segment of the open space closest to the house and taken from nature, which becomes a site for the construction and organisation of natural life. It is a medium which ensures direct contact with elements of nature: soil, verdure, water, sea, light and air, designed according to the constructor's knowledge and the taste of the owner.

Dubrovnik country house gardens, as well as the villas located in them, are completely in accordance with the views of their inhabitants, who, with certain exceptions, expressed an abstinence from excessive luxury and prodigality.

Since the landed nobility and wealthy citizens of Renaissance Dubrovnik tended to display their wealth, it is known that the government of Dubrovnik passed decrees designed to limit excessive luxury
. This ensured that exaggerated luxury did not lead to a significant decrease in resources and capital turnover. An additional reason for this was that Dubrovnik needed considerable funds at this time. Apart from constant investment in economic and municipal development, funds were needed for the maintenance of political stability, as there was a highly developed diplomatic-consular service, and the annual tribute to the Turks, which was paid for various privileges, etc.

However, despite government disapproval of its wealthy subjects' possible excessive spending on unproductive purposes, the erection of country house complexes with gardens was widely accepted as an indispensable prerogative of status and there were no restrictions. This clearly reflects the humanistic and renaissance attitude towards the way of life of the upper classes in Dubrovnik society.

Although there were no restrictions on the construction of country houses, it should be pointed out that the approach to their construction was completely in line with prevailing local views, needs and opportunities. This is exemplified by the fact that Renaissance villas in Dubrovnik were mainly single-storey buildings of moderate size and proportions without excessive ornamentation. Their construction was simple and pure, but subtle.

Country house gardens were neither too big nor ostentatiously ornamented, though they were spacious enough to provide the leisure required of a country estate.

The adjustment of country house complexes to the social environment of Dubrovnik was also reflected in their size. Estates were most often half a hectare in size. It was not common for a country house complex to be less than 2,000 square metres in size, which was the case with a very interesting complex belonging to the Getaldić/Ghetaldi family in Suđurađ on the island of Šipan (table II). Neither were they often larger than the usual size, unlike the Gundulić/Gondola-Rašica complex in the foothills of Petka or the considerably larger Gundulić/Gondola complex on the Gruž coastline (table V).

Since only a relatively small portion of a country estate was required for accommodation and other closed-space facilities, this meant that more of the open space of the estate was allocated for the garden.

When comparing the size of Italian Renaissance gardens to those in Dubrovnik, it could be said that the latter are not significantly different in size from those of the Italian Quattrocento. However, if one compares the gardens of Dubrovnik created at the end of the 15th century and during the 16th century with Italian gardens of the Cinquecento, then they are not of the same size.

          The form of country house complex ground-plans

The form of Dubrovnik residence garden ground-plans is basically quadrilateral. It looks like a parallelogram in the gardens of the following families: Gundulić/Gondola (table V), Bunić/Bona and Bunić/Bona–Gradić/Gradi on the Gruž coast (table IV), Crijević/Zrieva/Cerva in the foothills of Gradac, Skočibuha on Boninovo (table XI), the former Bishop’s summer residence, the present Bete family’s, at Kono (table VII), Pucić/Pozza-Kosor and the neighbouring Sorkočević/Sorgo-Jordan one (table VI) on the Lapad coast, Gučetić/Gozze in Obuljeno (table X), as well as certain others. Sometimes the quadrilateral resembles a trapezium, which is the case in the Sorkočević/Sorgo garden in Komolac and sometimes it is a fully slanted irregular quadrilateral, like the Bobaljević/Bobali garden in Mirinovo.

The two opposite, parallel sides of the quadrilateral in the Zamanja/Giamagna garden in Mali Zaton are slanted. However, the southern side of the garden owned by Vice Stjepović Skočibuha in Suđurađ on Šipan (table IX) is slightly curved, thus disturbing the regular parallelogram shape, which is the basis of this country estate complex.

In some country house complexes, a smaller trapezium or parallelogram form abuts on the basic form. For example, there is a shortened trapezium abutting upon the basic shape in the case of the Petar Sorkočević/Sorgo complex on the Lapad coast (table III), and the Getaldić/Ghetaldi complex in Suđurađ (table II) has a parallelogram form abutting on the basic one.

The irregularities often occurring in the ground-plans of country house complexes and, consequently, in the overall garden shape are generated by various reasons, such as estate borders or natural barriers. However, there is an impression that complete regularity in the basic ground-plans of Renaissance country house complexes in Dubrovnik was not insisted upon, which was reflected in the articulation of the garden space.

Given that the basic form of the country house complex usually looks like a parallelogram, which is characterised by a longer and shorter side, the longer sides of some gardens are placed on slopes or parallel to the coastline, like, for example, the country house complexes of the following families: Gundulić/Gondola (table V) and Bunić/Bona–Gradić/Gradi on the Gruž coast (table IV) and Gundulić/Gondola-Rašica in the foothills of Petka. Others spread lengthways up the slopes, like the Bishop’s summer residence, the Bete garden, at Kono (table VII) and the Sorkočević/Sorgo-Jordan (table VI), Pucić/Pozza-Kosor and Pucić/Pozza-Pitarević gardens on the coast of Lapad.

           Enclosing country house complexes within walls 

           The area allocated by an owner for a country house complex was walled from the surrounding environment by a 3-4 metre-high wall, depending on the location, terrain, and so on. All Renaissance country house complexes and their gardens were walled and enclosed, thus also defining the form of the ground-plan.

The enclosing walls of Renaissance gardens in Dubrovnik were made of stone. Sometimes they were made of rough-surfaced rectangular ston parallelepipeds, like in the garden of Petar Sorkočević on the Lapad coast, the Gundulić garden on the Gruž coast, the Sorkočević garden in Komolac, as well as others. But enclosing garden walls were also made of stone rubble obtained from the site while arranging the garden space, like in the Skočibuha garden  in Boninovo
. The tops of the walls are most often slanted on both sides, thus forming a central edge. The front wing of the wall in some gardens is squarely crenellated forming a crown, like in the gardens of Petar Sorkočević, Bunić-Gradić and Gundulić on the Gruž coast and in the garden of Vice Stjepović Skočibuha in Suđurađ on Šipan.

              Country house complexes and gardens were entered through the doors in the enclosing walls, which were often framed with sculpted stone frames. There are examples of late Gothic doors with half-capitals and profiles cut in a simplified manner facing the door opening
 and placed between the door-post and upper door-lintel in the Kono area. Sometimes there were two doors in an enclosing wall, one of which was in the front wing of the enclosing wall and the other in one of the lateral wings, functioning as a side entrance (exceptionally, there were several of them, as in the Gundulić villa complex in Gruž).

In some gardens near the City and in Gruž, the main entrance was subsequently decorated in a more representative manner with elevated and broadened entrance doors and a decorated enclosing strip made of specially laid and carved stone
. The main garden entrances of the Bunić-Gradić and Gundulić villas on the coast of Gruž and the Skočibuha and Altesti (now a cemetery) villas in Boninovo are arranged in such a manner.

         Some gardens had special openings in the enclosing wall wing facing the open view. These served as windows for viewing the surroundings from the landing located next to them in the garden or from the walkway that led by that wing of the wall. Some of these openings still exist, like in the wing of the enclosing wall of the Sorkočević garden in Komolac facing the Ombla (in Rijeka Dubrovačka), the Getaldić garden in Suđurađ, the Gučetić garden in Mokošica, the Budmani garden in Zaton, the Natalić/Natali garden in Boninovo and the Bošković garden in Donji Kono.

In addition to separating the garden area attached to the country house from the surrounding cultivated agricultural land or from the neighbouring garden, a significant function of the enclosing wall was to ensure a peaceful and carefree life for its country-estate residents.

Locations with preserved country house complex enclosing walls are truly valuable because they provide us with original data on the size and ground-plans of the complexes, on the entrances into the garden areas and the direction of main garden walkways. This is particularly significant in cases of possible renovation of some of the remaining old gardens of Dubrovnik, which are nowadays in a poor condition
.

         The influence of land configuration on landscaping and the opening of gardens onto surrounding areas

Not many gardens are entirely or almost entirely laid out on more or less flat or mildly inclined land as is the case with the Bunić-Gradić garden in Gruž (table IV) and the Gučetić garden in Mokošica.

In the majority of gardens near the sea, one part of the garden area is located on flat terrain and the other on inclined terrain stretching into the foothills, as in the case with the gardens of Petar Sorkočević on the Lapad   coast (table III), Gundulić in Gruž (table V) and Vice Stjepović Skočibuha in Suđurađ (table IX).

However, there are a considerable number of gardens established solely on slopes or significantly inclined terrain, which is the case with numerous gardens in Kono (tables VII, VIII, XII) and the Gundulić-Rašica garden at the foot of Petka, as well as others.

The topography had a significant impact on the garden layout. Therefore gardens differ to some extent due to the differences in terrain configuration.

Terrain configuration considerably influenced the arrangement of Renaissance gardens in Dubrovnik and their articulation, which is, generally speaking, a feature of Renaissance gardens, functioning as a natural substratum in the establishment of gardens
.

Skilful Dubrovnik garden builders established and formed garden terraces, stairways, gazebos and walkways with grapevine pergola canopies in order to adjust to the properties of the terrain, using their diversity  in accordance with the desired garden size to create various effects and atmospheres.

The basic articulation of the garden area in a villa complex was established by the location and orientation of the country house and the construction work and garden architectural interventions required.

In the articulation of garden areas as open spaces of country house complexes, the differences between features located on hill slopes and those located on flat ground are noticeable. 

Garden areas of country house complexes located on hill slopes were formed in a terraced manner. The terrain inclination was overcome by the construction of walls, and garden terraces were formed by strewing fertile land and levelling it to the height of the retaining walls. Various horticultural plants were cultivated along paths that ran across the terraces.

Garden terraces, running one above the other, were sometimes connected by a single staircase, as in the Budislavić garden (table XII) the bishop’s residence-Bete garden (table VII) at Kono or the Getaldić garden in Suđurađ (table II). Sometimes there were several staircases like in the Gundulić garden in Gruž (table V) or the Gundulić-Rašica garden at the foot of Petka in Lapad. The staircases led either by the enclosing wall wing or through the centre or, if there was more than one, both ways.

If the central staircase formed the garden's axis, the staircase led from the lower to the higher point, thus forming connections with transversal horizontally laid walkways with garden belvederes. An example of this is the garden axis of the Budislavić garden at Kono (table XII). The central staircase of this garden, located on a steep slope, connected three transversal horizontally laid walkways: lower, medium and higher. The garden belonging to the bishop’s residence-Bete family at Kono (table VII) and the Gundulić-Rašica garden in Lapad are similar in this respect.

The width of garden terraces, as well as their height, i.e. the height of the retaining walls, primarily depends on the terrain inclination. In the case of gentle slopes, the terraces are lower. However, in the case of steep slopes, the height differences between the terraces are several metres. Garden terraces in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens are mainly supported by walls made of carved roughly cut rectangular stone parallelepipeds. Only exceptionally were these drystone walls, in cases when significant height differences had to be overcome.

Terraced land arrangement in both gardens and on agricultural land resulted not only from the need to overcome the land inclination, but also from the considerable rockiness and shallowness of the soil in the Dubrovnik region. This was especially the case on hill slopes, and a fertile layer of soil of a moderately favourable depth could be brought to cultivation only by underpinning and strewing.

Terraced gardens on slopes in the Dubrovnik region were, as a rule, characterised by exquisite panoramic views. Consequently, the walkways on elevated spots in the gardens, as is the case with many gardens in Kono, were not only walks, but also provided broad views of the scenery (tables VII, VIII, XI and XII).

In addition to walkways overlooking the surrounding environment, there were certain spots with embanked protruding square belvederes. These were always linked to a walkway or staircase functioning as an access. They were often located in front of the house, but occasionally also in the central part of the garden (tables V, VII, VIII, XII). Belvederes were frequently canopied with pergolas and there were rainwater cisterns below, and the wells were sometimes decorated with a stone crown or puco.

One of the distinctive marks of terraced gardens established on hill slopes is the fact that the two sides of the garden terraces left and right of the central staircase linking the lower and higher garden sections, were frequently unsymmetrical in relation to the main and central communication. The spacing between the gardens was not identical on both sides due to differences in terrain inclination (tables III, VII, VIII, XII).

Although terrain terracing had, to some extent, already been applied in antiquity, it was rarely used in the Middle Ages. It is known that much attention was given to meticulous land management in the 13th century near certain Italian towns, which can be seen in Villani and Crescentius’ work, and it seems that the citizens of Dubrovnik, who were focused on agricultural production, did not lag behind. Terracing of the most valuable land, used for the cultivation of grapevines, vegetables, herbs and flowers in utilitarian gardens near and around the City had already started in the 13th century, much before the occurrence of Renaissance gardens (Statute of the City of Dubrovnik, Book V, Art. 24). It is known that in 1463, during the extensive work on reinforcing the City’s fortifications, a decree ordered the pulling down of drystone walls built in front of the retaining walls of terrace plots in certain gardens near the City. Michelozzi, who was in charge of the work, then advised that these stones should be built into the City walls.

It is believed that extensive terracing for agricultural purposes in Mediterranean countries was not carried out before Renaissance times. However, it was applied in Dubrovnik before the Renaissance.

Viewing terrain terracing as a skill required in overcoming the terrain morphology for the purpose of laying out a particular garden space designed for leisure purposes, it is clear that it was quite common in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens from the end of the 15th century onwards. In fact, it had been used even before this, as the establishment of garden terrace plots within country house gardens used for walkways and plant cultivation, a clear example of creating garden scenery, was easily performed due to the existing local experience in placing retaining walls against inclined terrain.

The issue of communication between the open spaces of country house complexes located on more inclined terrain by the sea and in Rijeka Dubrovačka and their environment was dealt with quite differently.

Given that in such cases the front part of the garden, which is sometimes its largest part, is located on flat or mildly inclined ground and that the Renaissance garden is enclosed within a high wall, which in this case blocks the view of the environment, it had to be raised above the height of the enclosing wall. This was to facilitate a broad view of the nearby and distant environment and to establish an immediate connection with the surface of the open sea which provided a fresh breeze on hot summer days.

In dealing with this specific requirement of opening garden complexes onto the surrounding areas, a solution was reached which was often applied in country house complexes located by the sea. The main element in this solution was a special terrace/belvedere built in a great number of coastal country houses. This was most often built as a lateral extension jutting out of the villa and spreading into the garden at the level of the first floor (piano nobile) of these single-storey buildings. Most often they faced the open view and onloccasionally extended in the same direction as the house, which was the case in the Sorkočević complex in Komolac or the Skočibuha complex in Suđurađ (table IX).

Although these terraces are characteristic of a certain number of villas in Dubrovnik along the coast of Gruž, Lapad and Rijeka Dubrovačka (tables III, IV, V, X), they also occasionally occur on some estates located on slopes, as on the Getaldić country house complex in Suđurađ (table II) and the Gundulić-Rašica complex in the foothills of Petka.

These terraces were paved with stone or square brick plates. However, there were spaces, in Dubrovnik called "orsans", vaulted by tuff stone and partly used for storing boats and fishing gear and partly as rainwater cisterns. There were vaulted entrances on the front side of the terrace, the interiors of which were arranged as orsans, for the boats to enter from the sea under the terrace. The terrace front was in line with the front wing of the wall enclosing the garden, thus providing contact between the terrace and the sea. The terrace of the Bunić-Gradić villa complex in Gruž partly protrudes outside the line of the wall enclosing the garden into the sea, thus providing even more immediate contact with the bay area (table IV).

There are fixed stone benches for resting and enjoying the scenery on the parts of the terrace protruding towards the sea on the bordering walls. Occasionally, roofed loggias or shady pavilions were erected above them, as in the Gundulić complex in Gruž. There were presumably others, but they were removed over time. Pavilions or belvederes were in some cases erected on other locations in the garden, as in the Gučetić garden in Trsteno, the Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ, the Gradić garden in Rijeka Dubrovačka and the Zuzorić garden in Čibača which was subsequently bricked up.

There were usually two ways of reaching the terrace, belvedere or orsan: directly from the house through the door on the upper floor of the villa or from the garden by a staircase leading to the terrace.

In terms of their ground-plans, villas with such terraces added on later represented dispersed and enriched architectural complexes. Depending on the location of the building and the attached terrace/belvedere in the complex, the garden area was globally articulated differently in each specific case. In some cases, a front and back part of the garden were formed, as in the Sorkočević garden in Komolac or there were front, lateral and back garden spaces, which was the case with the majority of complexes.

          Although terraces or belvederes functioned as orsans and rainwater cisterns and were built in the same manner and same stone as the villa itself, they have a separate garden/architectural significance and should be treated as a separate garden/architectural element of the complex. Located in the garden and being a physical component within an area conceived and arranged in the Renaissance style, terraces or belvederes primarily served as elevated and open garden terraces designed for outdoor activities and also to provide outstanding, immediate contact with the surrounding landscape.

These originally structured country house complexes with terraces, belvederes or orsans as components of their architectural and horticultural entities came into being in the 16th century at a time when Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens were assuming their final shape. This type of terrace is a significant and specific spatial element in Dubrovnik country house gardens. As a characteristic of numerous Dubrovnik country houses, it represents a special feature in garden architecture.

When discussing the physical significance of terraces in country house complexes, it is necessary to point out that during the 15th century, in the spaces for leisure around the villas along the shores of Gruž bay and Rijeka Dubrovačka, boathouses with vaults made of tuff stone were erected as independent buildings. These were so-called orsans, and their coverings were gradually transformed into terraces raised above an enclosed courtyard of the house. C. Fisković has given numerous examples of contracts that were made relating to orsans as early as the middle of the 15th century. For example, Klement M. Gučetić had the doorway arch for an arsenal in Rijeka Dubrovačka made by a stone-mason in 1458 and at the same time made an arrangement for the construction of a summer villa with a terrace and vaulted storehouse in the same area. Marin Bizanti also had an arsenal built in Rijeka Dubrovačka in 1458
.

Storehouses made of stone were erected in Gruž and Rijeka Dubrovačka in the middle of the 15th century as ancillary buildings next to country houses and their gardens. However, in the further physical evolution of country house complexes in Dubrovnik, storehouses, arsenals and orsans were integrated into the villas and transformed into garden terraces directly connected to the house and the front and lateral sections of the garden. In this way, the open spaces of country house complexes within their enclosing walls were articulated both horizontally and vertically. 

When discussing the history of garden terraces integrated into an entire architectural complex together with the house, the qualities specific to the rational spirit of Dubrovnik and the physical features of the Dubrovnik littoral region, it should be pointed out that buildings dating from the 15th century which were built with a spacious terrace jutting out of the house and raised to the first floor level of the house with an exit door leading onto the terrace, still exist. Besides the already described country house complexes erected in the 16th century, there are the Rector’s Palace above Luka Šipanjska and the Rector’s Palace on Lopud.

            The Rector’s Palace complex on Šipan is entered through a door with a Gothic arch in the frontal wing of the enclosing wall because the area, like other country house complexes, is enclosed within tall walls. There is an inscription above the entrance in the enclosing wall that shows that its construction was completed in 1450. Reconstruction of the palace itself began in 1448
. The terrace is attached to the western section of the palace front and rests on vaults supported by quadrangular columns, by means of which the yard, i.e. the garden, is provided with a porch underneath the terrace. The staircase leaning against the outer side of the house wall leads to the terrace.

This enclosed complex is placed on a plateau, so the described manner of construction divides the open space of the complex into a yard with a garden and an elevated garden terrace which functioned as a belvedere and a garden meeting place. The small, bordering walls of the protruding part of the terrace are fitted with stone benches. 

If there was once a pavilion
 above this part of the terrace, it does not exist any more.

The Rector’s Palace complex on Lopud, located on a fertile mountainside, was erected in the second half of the 15th century. The complex is entered through a Gothic door in the front wing of the enclosing wall. A vertically spreading terrace/belvedere is also erected here, and leans against the north-west part of the palace front, which is decorated with Gothic windows on the first floor and a triforium in the middle. A small space and water-cistern are situated under the terrace. The terrace was entered through a door on the first floor.

A small yard within the wall-enclosed complex in front of the building was thus formed, while a terraced garden for crop cultivation was formed by the north flank of the terrace and building and right across the back part of the complex.

The Rector’s Palace complex on Šipan, although modest in size and deprived of its architectural ornamentation, is the oldest existing example of such an articulation of a Dubrovnik country house complex. It was later imitated by numerous Dubrovnik country house complexes, mainly by ones on the coast.                                                      

A terrace/belvedere/orsan still exists on the Sorkočević-Jordan complex on the Lapad coast (table VI), which is interesting because the terrace/belvedere was not built next to the villa, but remained detached within the garden of the country house complex. It is located in the corner of the front wing of the enclosing wall by the coast, presumably similar to the physical detachment from the houses of the orsans built in the middle of the 15th century along Gruž Bay and Rijeka Dubrovačka.

The dominant tendency of opening up garden spaces onto the surrounding environment is seen in the terraced structure of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens on hill slopes and, even more so, in the articulation and structuring of garden spaces on the flatter terrain, which is achieved by elevating the terraces above garden level.

The open spaces of Dubrovnik country house complexes both focus on providing a full appreciation of the garden space and are adapted, through their design articulation, to a peaceful, undisturbed enjoyment of views onto gentle shores and coves, green slopes, fields surrounded with small groves, picturesque islands and the open sea in bright sunshine. Both these orientations were considered equally valuable in garden patterns, providing pleasure derived from a well landscaped garden, i.e. focusing on the interior garden space, and ensuring direct visual contact and sensations from the near and distant environment, i.e. focusing on the landscape.

Citizens of Dubrovnik, who knew the Mediterranean region well, were obviously well aware of the specific attractiveness of their land's natural beauties and thus opened up their gardens onto the natural environment. This often considerably compensated for the kind of sensations present in Italian gardens in the 16th century.

When comparing Italian and Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, it can be noticed that Italian gardens in terms of their development gradually turned their focus to the interior, despite using attractive natural areas for their location. While the Quattrocento garden of the Medici villa in Fiesole, located near a hill top, opens through its terraces onto a view of Florence and its hilly region and shows no intention of aggressively keeping the visitors' attention on the attractiveness of the garden layout, the Villa D'Este or Lante villa gardens, both very elaborate in terms of their garden attractions, completely overwhelm the visitors with the garden area itself, regardless of their openings onto broader views.

Attributing particular significance to a view of the natural environment and facilitating open communication with it is characteristic of Dubrovnik gardens. Only a minor number of gardens deviate from this rule, and these are the exceptions that prove it (for example, the Crijević garden in the foothills of Gradac). In conclusion, apart from being designed in such a way as to provide a country atmosphere through their arrangement and verdure, the formal concept of the gardens of Dubrovnik introduced pleasures derived from open contact with the surrounding area. 

          A specific approach to geometrical garden design

In terms of their physical-planning pattern, Renaissance gardens are geometrically shaped. Although a geometrical approach in garden design existed in some medieval gardens, such as cloister ones, for example, geometrical principles in garden creation post-antiquity were not fully applied until the emergence of Renaissance Italian gardens. Articulation of garden areas through geometrical forms and a composition which was based on symmetry and axial principles were reaffirmed in Italian gardens and, subsequently, in Renaissance gardens in other countries where they appeared.

However, it should be noted that the above-mentioned principles of garden composition in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens were not as strictly and consistently followed as in Italian and, somewhat later, French or Dutch Renaissance gardens. Villa buildings in Dubrovnik gardens are, as a rule, not situated in the centre of a longitudinal axis, if one existed in the garden area, but are attached to it laterally or, occasionally, located in the very corner of the complex. Even in cases when the villa of a particular Dubrovnik Renaissance country house complex is located on the axis of the central path that leads through the front and back section of the garden, as was the case in the villa complex of Vice Stjepović Skočibuha in Suđurađ (table IX) or the Sorkočević-Jordan complex in Lapad (table VI), or if it is situated at the end of a longer garden axis, as in Crijević's villa in the foothills of Gradac, it is absolutely inappropriate to compare the aesthetic effect of these physical properties with the well known achievements of the garden architecture of the late Italian Renaissance, as represented by Ligorio’s D'Este villa  garden, Buontalenti’s Pratolino and others. 

The yard of Bramante's Vatican Belvedere, constructed around 1500, was noted for its axial composition with a 300 metre-long longitudinal garden yard axis functioning at the same time as the principal axis of symmetry for the garden composition. The longitudinal axis of Raffael's well known plans for the southern gardens of the Villa Madama, which was designed, but never built, towards the end of the second decade of the 16th century, was also the axis of symmetry for the whole composition. The botanical gardens in Padua, the Villa Castello garden and the Villa Petraia in Florence, the garden of the Doria palace in Genoa, the Villa Pia garden in the Vatican and the Farnesian gardens in Rome are some of the numerous examples of symmetrical compositions or partly symmetrical compositions. All the above-mentioned examples are gardens from the 16th century.

Composition based on principles of symmetry relating to specific precisely shaped segments of garden area was already present in the early Renaissance garden-architectural works of Michelozzo and, almost certainly, of L. B. Alberti, whose Quaracchi villa garden is not preserved, but is described
. This is evident in the layout manner of the garden terraces of the Villa Medici in Fiesole, especially in the lower garden terrace with a central round pool in the middle, and also in the pattern of the spacious parterre with a round pool in the central part of the garden. It is also evident in the Villa Careggi garden in Florence.

Geometry, with symmetry as one of its components, was applied in Italian Renaissance gardens in terms of the space used and patterns of regularity and accuracy. This was accepted and further developed in French and other European gardens of the time and brought to perfection in French baroque gardens. However, it was not fully reflected in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens. This, however, certainly does not mean that Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens ignored geometrical approaches or symmetry. On the contrary, all of them were designed in accordance with geometrical principles taken in their broadest sense.

Conspicuous geometrical composition can be found in those Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens or those segments of garden space which were located on less inclined or flat terrain. Geometrically shaped forms were used in the creation of one part of the Gundulić garden in Gruž (table V), the Sorkočević-Jordan garden on the Lapad coast (table VI), the Gučetić garden in Obuljeno (table X), and the Rastić garden in Rožat. Such properties were even more prominent in the gardens of Vice Stjepović Skočibuha in Suđurađ on Šipan (table IX) and particularly the garden behind the three churches in Boninovo (table XI), where foreign influences can be traced
.

            However, there were some deviations from geometrical regularity in a significant number of Dubrovnik gardens established on less inclined terrain, where, as seen in the above-mentioned cases, the geometry, generally speaking, was more distinct. For instance, the quadrangular forms were, to a greater or lesser extent, distorted from their original landscaping patterns in the Sorkočević garden in Komolac and even in the Bunić-Gradić garden in Gruž, the Zamanja garden in Mali Zaton, the Skočibuha-Murati garden in Suđurađ on Šipan, the Crijević garden at the foot of Gradac, and others.

The geometrical approach to the design of Dubrovnik gardens established on steeper terrain is evident from the fact that garden terraces or plots were underpinned by retaining walls laid out in straight lines, which in most cases resemble a parallelogram.Garden walkways, which divide garden areas leading up a slope or which lie in garden terraces, are also laid out in a straight line. However, they are not characterised by a geometrical rigidity or regularity of pattern, physical articulation or articulation of their parts. This is one of the special features of their form resulting from a more flexible approach in the application of Renaissance patterns based on Italian Renaissance gardens. These special qualities were manifested in a freer application of geometrical principles on a confined and not too favourable karst terrain. This is one of the landscaping features of these gardens.

         Communication between the garden space and the country house   

 - the layout of garden paths

          In surveying numerous examples of the physical concept of Dubrovnik country house complexes, it is noticeable that the villa building and the garden area, however differentiated, were significantly interdependent. 

Close communication between a sufficiently spacious garden, as an arranged open space filled with verdure, and the villa, being the central spot for residing on a country estate, clearly proves that the buildings of the villa and the corresponding garden were equally important for indulging in an atmosphere of leisure.

The fact that the villa and its garden were equally valuable components of a country house complex makes the garden one of two principal parts. Regardless of certain individual differences related to size and landscaping patterns, the garden space is considered a significant part of the physical structure of Dubrovnik country house complexes and, consequently, they differ from small country houses, which comprise only of courtyards or forecourts with verdure. 

The permeation between the buildings and the garden was in some cases particularly emphasised by an open communication between an airy country house ground floor porch towards the front part of the garden or an access walk, which even further stressed the connection between the villa and garden architecture, as in Petar Sorkočević’s villa on the Lapad coast, the Sorkočević–Natalić villa complex in Kantafig, the Bunić–Kaboga one in Batahovina and the Gundulić-Rašica one in the foothills of Petka.

Good communication between the house and the garden and inner connections among the garden sections was functionally ensured by a rationally established system of garden communications. This was a major factor in the articulation of garden and country house as a whole, in addition to terrain configuration and its mastering through the creation of garden terraces of various significance.

            The system of main paths is a significant element in garden architecture. The main walkways, which frame and form the shapes of the garden plots and terraces, are in Dubrovnik gardens bordered by small walls made of carved, roughly chiselled rectangular stone parallelepipeds lined up in rows. This feature vividly highlights the difference between Dubrovnik and Italian Renaissance gardens in terms of the patterning of the main garden path borders.

 The geometrical parterre shapes in Italian gardens are formed on flat or mildly inclined ground by bordering them with trimmed verdure planted at the level of the path. However, in Dubrovnik gardens, as a rule, the garden shapes are formed by stone wall borders built in the manner described above. The wall height is most often 50 centimetres to 1 metre and the ground area of shapes thus formed and bordered by the walls is not at the path level, but most often raised to a level close to the top of the bordering wall. This means that the ground area of these garden shapes used for plant cultivation was above the walking level of the path.

          It is possible that such a manner of vertical articulation of the garden area on flat or mildly inclined ground, whereby the garden shape framed by the wall is filled with soil almost to the top, was used in Dubrovnik prior to the appearance of Renaissance gardens. In fact, this manner was used in forming the shapes on both sides of the walkway in the cloister garden of the Friars Minor in Dubrovnik. This garden, with its elevated ground level within framed garden shapes on a flat terrain, could be used as an example of the specific features attributed to the landscaping pattern used in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens.

 Main garden paths or walkways are usually up to 70 metres long. Only exceptionally are they more than 100 metres long, as in the Gundulić garden in Gruž (table V) and in the Gučetić garden in Trsteno. Their width ranges from two to two and half metres, but can be more than three metres wide, like in the Sorkočević garden in Komolac.  

All walkways in Dubrovnik gardens can be of approximately the same width, but principal paths, such as access walkways leading directly to the villa entrance or those leading along the front side of the building could be significantly wider than intersecting or parallel ones. This is the case in the Sorkočević garden in Komolac, the Gučetić garden in Trsteno or the Gundulić-Rašica one in the foothills of Petka in Lapad.

           Regardless of whether they were present only as access walkways or as an articulated walkway system, walkways in Dubrovnik gardens, as well as the walking area of garden terraces and belvederes, were designed in such as way as to facilitate walking in any kind of weather conditions and also easy maintenance. For these reasons, walking areas were paved in various ways. Such care for the paths and other walking areas had a significant impact on the overall impression and appearance of the garden area. 

        Walkways in old Dubrovnik gardens are nowadays covered with stamped soil, while terraces or belvederes are mainly paved. However, the remains of paved paths can sporadically be found in virtually all country house complexes in their walking areas. Research into the condition of gardens, especially individual examples of gardens that were less exposed to deterioration, like the Vice Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ on Šipan, leads to the conclusion that all or some walkways in the gardens of Dubrovnik country house complexes were paved, while garden terraces or belvederes were always paved.

          From the remains found, it can be concluded that three basic materials were used: paving stones, which were most often parallelogram-shaped on garden walkways and square-shaped on terraces or belvederes, tightly packed compact pebble stones, called žal in Dubrovnik, and parallelogram or square-shaped bricks. 

           Paving stones were mainly used for paving walkways and areas in front of the house, as well as terraces or belvederes. These can still be found in some gardens in Gruž, Rijeka Dubrovačka, and in Kono and Boninovo. Walkways paved with pebble stones can still be found in some gardens in Gruž and Rijeka Dubrovačka.

Wide access walkways in front of the villa building, which functioned as long and spacious forecourts, were also paved with paving stones, which can still be seen in the Gundulić-Rašica garden in the foothills of Petka. Two narrow strips made of larger paving stones in the shape of a parallelgram divide the pavement and walking area lengthways into a central and two lateral broad strips of smaller paving stones, which was convenient for the occasional team transport
. There was a narrow strip of earth spread between the small wall and pavement on some wide access walks edged by walls. This was bordered by low, dressed kerbstone with a rounded top, thus forming a narrow strip for ground vegetation and hedges, called arla in Dubrovnik
, on one or both sides of the walkway. Such arla still exist in the Gundulić-Rašica garden in the foothills of Petka and in the Gundulić garden in Gruž.

In addition to the arrangement of garden paths or so-called walkways described above, in some Dubrovnik gardens there were auxiliary paths used for walking across garden plots and garden forms where verdure was cultivated. These were most probably only beaten tracks, narrow and unpaved and presumably without kerbing and covered only with stamped soil.

Access paths and lanes enabled the owner to closely inspect and monitor the condition of garden plants, and also passers-by to get up close to interesting plants.

These were accessed from the walkway via passages in the bordering wall. Such passages still exist in some gardens, as in the upper terrace and garden of the Vice Skočibuha estate in Suđurađ or in the lateral terrace in the garden of Petar Sorkočević on the Lapad coast. In the Gundulić garden in Gruž, the walkway behind the villa leads to a garden plot via a narrow staircase built in the bordering wall. AD 1535, the date of the garden’s construction, is inscribed on one of the stairs.

It is very likely that the paths led in a straight line through the cultivated garden areas, occasionally forming an intersection, as shown on the map dating from 1837 in the Skočibuha garden in Boninovo (table XI) or possibly forming a central round shape
.

Although the main walkways were used for several people at a time to leisurely pace the garden and were paved or covered with cobblestones, the secondary path system leading through the verdure enabled the garden space to be fully experienced.

In conclusion, the system of principal garden paths, which was incorporated into the construction scheme and integrated with other elements into an articulated garden area system, was supplemented with narrow, auxiliary garden paths covered with stamped soil. However, it is possible that the stamped soil paths could be given more significance by bordering them with ground vegetation. It is possible that the remnants of old ground box hedges in the old Gučetić garden in Trsteno were part of such a system.

Clearly there is little preserved evidence of these paths, since the number of well preserved Dubrovnik gardens is small and the paths were not made of stone, but were covered with stamped soil and possibly bordered by verdure. All this disappeared over time, except for some valuable indications that are helpful in completing and re-establishing the image of the designed pattern used in these gardens.

The existence of paths covered with stamped soil and ways leading through garden verdure were justified by the need for leisure garden verdure to satisfy visitors' curiosity by allowing close inspection of various plants.

It can be presumed that the paths of beaten soil used for leisure walkways in the garden were shaped in a simple and geometrical manner that fit into the overall geometrical design of the walkway system. In addition, shaped in this way, they accorded with planting in rows (beds) or with specific spacing patterns, in other words with a particular geometrical scheme.

Only through acknowledging the existence of these paths that led through garden plots wherever it was possible, can a more complete insight into the system of garden communications, the basic layout element in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, be obtained. 

         The pergola – a distinct structural element of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens

An analysis of Dubrovnik Renaissance garden design clearly leads to the conclusion that the grapevine pergola, known as odrina, was a component of each garden space in the Dubrovnik region. It was also present in the Dubrovnik region in post-Renaissance gardens.

The pergola is an element of garden composition that played a prominent role in the historical gardens of Dubrovnik. In addition to its pronounced longitudinal features it was also characterised by its three-dimensional properties. Its height is defined by the pergola grating.

Pergolas in old Dubrovnik gardens were made of rows of supporting stone columns placed on each side of the walkway. They were built with more or less regular spans, most often approximately 3 metres. The capitals carry a construction composed of many longitudinally placed joists with beams and cylindrically shaped timber to form a grating. An abundant verdure of climbing plants was then spread on this pergola construction canopying the walkways and forecourts.

In Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, the supporting columns are slender, delicately dressed stone monoliths installed on the top of bordering walkway walls. They are of an octagonal or round shape when viewed in cross-section. Their capitals are grooved at the top for the purpose of supporting wooden pergola joists and were frequently ornamented with leaf motifs or volutes stylised in various patterns. The columns in some gardens are notable for their outstanding stonemasonry and sculptural dressing, like the columns in the Crijević garden in the foothills of Gradac. Here, each column has a different shape and is ornamented with different motifs and the capitals carry finely dressed human heads and animal and floral motifs
. 

Columns carrying pergolas and installed in rows on the bordering walls of garden forms along walkways and forecourts are often fixed to the wall by delicately dressed square stone ring bases. In some gardens, instead of being fixed to the walls by stone rings, they are fixed to the walls bordering the paths, the tops of which are covered with elegantly dressed stone plates displaying a stylised front side. Stone plates designed in such a way can still be found in the Crijević garden in the foothills of Gradac (although the garden was entirely rearranged in the style of the 19th century), occasionally in the Gučetić garden in Obuljeno, the Vice Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ, the Rastić garden in Rožat and the Sorkočević-Jordan garden on the Lapad coast.

The pergola is an essential element of composition in Dubrovnik gardens. In numerous Dubrovnik gardens, it is an integrating component that unites particular sections of the garden space and sometimes the entire country house complex.

In gardens with complex layout schemes, pergolas were an element of composition that linked the country house with all the different segments of the garden space. Due to the articulation and complexity of the pergola system, garden spaces were transformed into areas offering intimacy where time was spent in the immediate surroundings of pleasant and refreshing verdure, thus providing the pleasures of the home atmosphere out in the open.

The country house complexes of Vice Stjepović Skočibuha in Suđurađ (table IX) and Boninovo (table XI), the Sorkočević garden in Komolac (see Appendices: Axonometric projection), the Sorkočević-Jordan garden in Lapad (table VI), the Gučetić garden in Obuljeno (table X), the Gučetić garden in Mokošica, the Rastić garden in Rožat and even the Gundulić garden in Gruž (table V), as well as others, are examples of gardens in which the pergola is a coherent system permeating the entire garden area.

It could thus be said that the pergola in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens was a genuine green porch that formed path borders, canopies over walkways and very often even the forecourt of the villa itself. By shading the main pathways, it made walking in the garden pleasant, even on hot summer days.

Some gardens in Gruž, where the villa building is close to the sea and the forecourt is open, are not canopied by pergolas (tables III, IV, V).  However, in the majority of country house complexes, the pergola canopies the area in front of the house and often leads from the garden gate entrance to the entrance of the house, occasionally covering large distances (tables II, VI, IX, XII).

Pergolas located in front of the house are wider than pergolas above garden walkways. One side of their wooden construction is supported lengthways by stone column capitals lined along the walls bordering the pavement of the house forecourt in front of the house, while the other side is supported by the house wall.

Leaning against the house wall was done in such a way that there were carved stone consoles built into the wall or cubes made of carved or tuff stone parallel (to the stony front wall of the house. These were fitted with a round nook in the middle where wooden pergola crossbars were installed.


          We should mention the wide pergolas canopying the villa forecourts in the country house complexes owned by the Sorkočević family in Komolac, the Gučetić family in Trsteno, the Gundulić-Rašica families in the foothills of Petka, and the Vice Skočibuha (table IX) and Getaldić families (table II) in Suđurađ on Šipan. In the case of the last two estates, the pavement in front of the house is very wide (about 5.5 metres on the Skočibuha estate). This meant that the wooden crossbars could barely span the distance from the pillar to the house and that they also sagged under the weight of the grapes. This is why another row of identically dressed, lean monoliths was installed along the middle section of the pavement between the villa building and the rows of stone columns on the opposite, parallel wall. These additional monoliths are considerably longer than the ones on the wall because they stretch from the pavement level, i.e. the walking area, to the wooden pergola construction, which is thus supported in its central part.

 
The pergola in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens represents a living area stretching out into the garden. It is a direct connection between the house and nature. It is diversely arranged in the garden, depending on the garden location and the articulation of its architectural basis.


Although the primary function of the pergola system is integration within the garden area, it should be noted that it is an element of garden composition which functions as internal articulation, especially in predominantly geometrically shaped garden sections on flat terrain. In these circumstances, a system of canopied walkways was formed for walking through the garden together with open quadrangular garden plots for the cultivation of garden plants that were bordered and encircled by pergolas.


In country house complexes where the entire pergola system was spread through large portions of open areas of the complex, one could get the impression that the green porches divided the open garden space into green atria. Moreover, such garden atria resemble, to some extent, the peristyle, because they are encircled by pergola colonnades on three or all four sides. Such garden areas, divided by crossing paths into two, four or more quadrilaterals encircled by colonnades and green pergola canopies, represent a specific system of garden peristyles (further reference: the axonometric projection of the Sorkočević garden in Komolac).


This special feature expressed by pergolas functioning as garden porches and also by open garden plots, encircled by pergolas like garden peristyles, has given rise to the recognition of a potential domestic model. This has been found in the cloister garden of the Friars Minor monastery in the City, where a smaller quadrangular garden is encircled by a dense colonnade of slender monoliths of three hexaforia that support the porch under the terrace. This manner of spatial articulation of Dubrovnik historical gardens by means of green porches is a reflection of the monastery peristyle garden known in Dubrovnik more than a century before the emergence of Renaissance gardens. 

Conjecture relating to the origin of layout features and their special properties in specific periods and specific regions is complex because of the possibility of various influences on the garden patterns of a specific region and period, depending on historical events and the intensity and type of these contacts. Italian historical gardens are much better investigated and analysed in comparison to our old gardens and numerous studies have been dedicated to Italian Medieval, Renaissance and Baroque gardens.

Many details related to their origin are known and numerous descriptions, sketches and plans of these old gardens, in addition to rich archival records, are still kept. However, even in the references related to Italian historical gardens, their history, in terms of the origin of their style, i.e. the models according to which they were shaped, is still shrouded in darkness
.

The historical genesis and landscaping properties of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, characterised by their numerousness and specific qualities, indeed deserve to be thoroughly researched, which is how the effort invested in the writing of this book should be perceived.

The Italian influences on Dubrovnik country house complexes were evident in the absorption of new ideas concerning relations between man and nature and new forms of lifestyle, which were particularly reflected in the formation of Renaissance country houses and their gardens. However, regardless of the extent of this influence, it can be stated that these country house complexes were also a reflection of a certain continuity in the Dubrovnik region from the periods preceding the Renaissance, as well as a reflection of influences which already existed in the landscaping history of Dubrovnik. In comparing and reviewing historical facts through the study of certain design patterns in Renaissance and pre-Renaissance gardens in Dubrovnik, it is clear why, from the standpoint of garden patterns, such Renaissance gardens were formed and why their characteristics are so specific. This is a feature, which to some extent, differentiates Dubrovnik gardens from the Renaissance gardens that emerged in other parts of Europe.

It is important to study the layout of the architectural structure not only of those Dubrovnik gardens which are mainly situated on flat terrain, which thus facilitated the geometrical composition of forms connected and, at the same time, divided by an articulated system of walkways canopied by pergola, which is the case in the gardens of country house complexes already mentioned above, but also the formal structure of gardens entirely situated on sloping terrain. Such gardens included the gardens of the Budislavić summer villa and the Bishop’s-Bete residence at Kono, the Gundulić-Rašica villa in the foothills of Petka, the Biskupija villa at Ploče, as well as those belonging to the Getaldić family in Suđurađ and the Radmili-Svilokos-Gjivoje family at Kono, etc. In this way, it is possible to fully appreciate the specific and special physical function of the green porches of pergola spreading above the descending and ascending paths and stairways and flat walkways. The shade provided by the pergola meant that a walk through the garden was pleasantly protected from the hot sun, and that people could walk and look at the terraced garden plots full of garden plants or they could rest in belvederes canopied by the greenery.

Pergolas also canopied the majority of main garden walkways in arranged gardens situated completely on sloping terrain (tables II, VII, XII).

However, despite numerous examples of gardens in which the pergola had spread to almost every corner, there were gardens whose basic articulation was less complex. In these gardens, the system of walkways bordered by walls is significantly reduced, so that the pergola canopied only the walkway running along the garden lengthways in front of the house (table VIII).

The pergola is rightfully considered to be a prominent component not only of the Dubrovnik Renaissance but also the post-Renaissance, given the fact that it was present in every garden. It represents the common denominator of their landscaping characteristics and special qualities.

The columns, bordering both sides of the walkway and having approximately equal spans, create the impression of a certain rhythm in the garden area. This rhythmic sequence encircles the garden picture on both sides of the walkway and thickens in the distance into a palisade. 

Pergolas, those green porches leaning on slender stone colonnades, outline the perspectives within the garden space by penetrating deep into the garden and outlining the main directions of the promenade. This is done by focusing attention on a prominent point in the garden, such as the garden entrance, the entrance into the house, a chapel, resting-place, belvedere or pavilion, or by steering the view into the distance.

Since pergolas ran longitudinally and transversally across the garden area, thus forming a perspective, it could be said that their function was also to create an illusion of an area being larger than it really was by making it look longer, wider and deeper. 

The use of shaped perspective within the garden area, achieved by green porches, is a Renaissance feature of Dubrovnik gardens. This feature classifies them as Renaissance gardens
 not only on the basis of the time of their appearance but also conceptually.

Given the importance of the pergola in the physical concept of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, it should be compared to the genuine model of the Renaissance garden – the Italian garden.

It is known that the pergola existed in certain Italian gardens of the time. It was more present in the few gardens of the Quattrocento than in the gardens of the Cinquecento. The pergola is mentioned in the description of the Alberti garden of the Quaracchi villa
, which can be considered the first garden designed entirely in the Renaissance style. However, unfortunately, it does not exist any more. The pergola is also present in some Medici villa gardens that were conceived by Michelozzo in the middle of the 15th century. It was also present in the gardens of the renovated, fortified castles of Cafaggiolo and Trebbio near Florence, which kept some of their medieval characteristics
, and also in the garden of the well-known complex of the Medici villa in Fiesole, which is landscaped in a strictly Renaissance style. 

However, even in this exquisite example of the garden art of the Quattrocento, the pergola, although present, does not have a prominent physical function in the garden space, but is installed as a transition, moderating the great difference in height between the lower and higher garden terraces. Pergolas are only sporadically present in Cinquecento gardens, like in the Villa Petraia garden near Florence and the Villa Ambrogiana garden, also in Tuscany. However, the pergola disappeared over time and there are records of them only in paintings
.

The mild, undulating and fertile areas near Florence and the cities in central and northern Italy were reflected in the landscaping forms of particular garden elements. It was thus possible for the pergola to be more freely installed in the garden space, to be less rigid in form (like in the Villa Petraia garden) and not linked with the bordering walls of the articulated garden plots, which were scarce in Italian Renaissance gardens, but abundant in Dubrovnik ones.

          The known facts indicate that the significance of pergolas in Italian gardens was not as great as in Dubrovnik ones. The fact that they disappeared from Italian gardens or were only exceptionally preserved leads to the conclusion that they were not, as a rule, built of more durable material.

In short, the pergola is an exquisite component of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens. In addition to its prominent function in the articulation and architectural structure of a garden space, it is characterised as a common feature of considerable achievement in the typological uniqueness of Dubrovnik gardens within the framework of garden art.

Being a specific element of garden space, as previously shown, it was already present in pre-Renaissance gardens in Dubrovnik (see chapter 2.3.1). There were no specific records of them in the 13th and 14th centuries, since they were made of wood, which required neither particular skill nor expense. Records of pergolas first appear in the 15th century when garden design in the territory of Dubrovnik became more demanding and developed. It was a time when citizens started to build, pave and border with walls their yards, forecourts and the terraces in front of their houses in the suburbs of Dubrovnik and on the islands. The function of a pergola was then not only to provide shade in the yard and on the terrace in front of a country house, thus also rendering a better grape yield. It also represented a more sophisticated motif of exquisite durability and value. 

The work of C. Fisković records numerous facts which help in understanding the time sequence with regard to the appearance of certain construction elements in old Dubrovnik villas and their gardens, including the monolith stone columns used to form pergolas.

There are records in contracts registered in notary offices of certain activities
 accompanying the building of villas in the Dubrovnik Republic in the middle of the 15th century. This means that open space construction activities around houses became more elaborate and complicated. 

The construction of a country house on Lopud with a forecourt with stone columns was contracted in 1458. The columns were to follow the model of a certain country house that had already been finished. It shows that “by the middle of the 15th century, there were courtyards with columns, the construction of which has not changed much up to the present in the Dubrovnik region”
.

There are growing records of commissions for the carving of colonnades for pergolas to canopy walkways that were to be installed in gardens and in front of houses, as well as in other garden spaces from the middle of the 15th century onwards. There are data from 1460, when stonemasons were bound by a contract to make 28 columns and 30 stone corbels for a pergola in the garden of a Franciscan monastery
.

Among the numerous stonemasons in the second half of the 15th century, the members of a prominent family of stonemasons and builders from Korčula, the Andrijić brothers and their sons, were known for their craftsmanship in column dressing. The second son of Andrija Marković, the founder of this prominent family
, Marko Andrijić, thus in 1476 undertook a job for Marin J. Gradić to carve 60 stone columns for his garden pergola
. These data are very interesting because they indicate that in the middle of the second half of the 15th century there were gardens near Dubrovnik that had 100 or more metre-long walkways which were canopied by pergolas, provided they were partially abutting on the house wall. This undoubtedly shows that the pergola was a significant element in certain Dubrovnik gardens of the time and that in the development of Dubrovnik gardens, some of its features began to emerge as early as the middle of the 15th century.

The creation and landscaping of gardens, structurally comprising a variety of construction and stone carvers’ work, must have cost a lot of money, so many gardens must have remained uncompleted. In addition, in gardens where the walkways were canopied by pergolas, for instance in the Vice Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ or the Sorkočević garden in Komolac, there were gardens in which pergolas canopied only some of the walkways. Although bordered by low walls made of rectangular stone parallelepiped blocks they remained open, since they were not covered by a grapevine pergola. Walkways canopied by a pergola together with open walkways form a coherent system of garden walks. This is the case in the Gundulić garden in Gruž (table V), the Gundulić-Rašica garden in the foothills of Petka, the Getaldić garden in Suđurađ (table II), the Budislavić garden in Kono (table XII), the Bishop’s residence at Ploče, and certain others.

Insufficient financial resources occasionally hindered the finalisation of building operations in gardens, as in the case of garden making in Obuljeno in Rijeka Dubrovačka. Klement V. Gučetić carried out an arrangement in his own villa during the period from 1575 to 1581. He ordered 150 pieces of minutely dressed monolith stone columns with capitals, but only a total of 93 columns were made. It is known that the owner had some difficulties because he overestimated his financial potential
. However, he somehow managed to finalise the work and built one of the more significant villas. It had a shaped garden enclosed by a wall and a walkway system with colonnades of slender, round columns canopied by pergolas.

          Stone – the basic building element of the architectural component in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens

          The architectural component of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens is characterised by the fact that limestone is its dominant building material. It has already been shown that gardens were enclosed by stone walls, their terrace plots underpinned by stone supporting walls and terrace belvederes made of carved stone. In addition, terraces are accessed by stone stairways and the main paths in the garden are bordered by low walls made of stone. Paths, too, are marked by colonnades of stone columns in the majority of cases and are partly paved with a stone pavement.

In order to give a complete survey of the functions of stone as a shaping and building element, in addition to the above-mentioned, it should also be noted that there were items of garden furniture, as well as garden vessels, which were made of stone
 in old Dubrovnik gardens.

There were stone seats in the gardens. These were usually built on bordering walls on terraces and belvederes and also in front of the house at meeting and resting spots. Some gardens still have stone seats placed by the garden path, like the exquisitely sculpted seat with a back in the Rubrizius-Doršner garden and at the entrance to the Gundulić garden in Gruž. Stone seats were made of finely carved or polished stone, or were coated by warm brick, as in the Tomo Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ.

There are examples of finely carved stone crowns that decorated water-cistern openings on garden terraces. These were cut out of a single stone block with square external and round internal edges on the upper part of the crown together with a round bottom. The crown was sometimes ornamented with relief and the family coat of arms.

Water-cistern crowns were occasionally made of square stone plates, with one or two of their sides leaning against the bordering wall of the terrace or the house. This was the case with the middle belvedere in the Budislavić garden in Kono, the Skočibuha garden in Boninovo, and in certain other gardens, too.

 Stone tables in the shape of a parallelogram can still be found in some gardens, like in the Gučetić garden in Trsteno, or octagonal ones, like in the Gundulić-Rašica garden in the foothills of Petka. In addition to stone garden furniture, stone vessels can also occasionally be found in old gardens. These vessels were used to ornament garden spaces, particularly the bordering walls of garden walkways, terraces or belvederes. There are some finely sculptured stone vases shaped like goblets in the gardens of Tomo and Vice Stjepović Skočibuha in Suđurađ on the island of Šipan. These goblets have a slightly twisted edge and a leaf wreath on their lower half together with a conical base. They were used for the cultivation of flowers and horticultural plants. Somewhat differently stylised stone vases shaped as goblets can be found in some other old Dubrovnik gardens. A significant number of such vessels have been collected in the Bishop’s summer residence-Bete garden at Kono and they can also be found in the Gundulić-Rašica garden in Lapad and in certain other places.

Tall vessels made of yellowish terracotta, known in Dubrovnik as “đaras”, and which were put directly on the ground, should also be mentioned for the purpose of completing this review of decorative vessels in old Dubrovnik gardens. These were used to decorate garden walkways and forecourts throughout the last two centuries and possibly even earlier.

There were also specially made stone garden vessels in some gardens. In the Crijević garden in the foothills of Gradac, even now there are two big, globe-like, rounded and coarsely carved stone vases with ear-like stone handles on both sides. The top, with a middle-sized flanged mouth, is decorated with a finely dressed bordering strip. The vases stand on round profiled stone bases. They are hollow and filled with earth for planting flowers. The two vases have coats of arms in relief on their front sides, one belonging to the Pucić and the other to the Bundić family. 

           Stone is the basic building element of the architectural component in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens. The dominance of stone formations in construction is a prominent feature of these old gardens, which ultimately fully accords with the prevailing soil type – karst, on which they were established. 

The use of stone as the composition material and the above-described layout  manner are responsible for the fact that the structures of some abandoned and devastated villa gardens have been preserved up to the present, such as the Getaldić garden in Suđurađ, the garden of the Bishop’s residence in Ploče, the Budislavić garden in Kono, and certain others. In some country house complexes that virtually do not exist any more, one can still find garden paths bordered by a low wall and, until recently, one could also find remnants of stone pergola columns.

Owing primarily to the fact that stone completely permeates these architectural structures and that the use of stone was the basis of the construction work carried out in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, there is still the opportunity to investigate their design characteristics in spite of neglect, dilapidation and devastation.

 4.2 CHARACTERISTICS AND SPECIAL FEATURES OF VERDURE AS A COMPONENT OF GARDEN SPACES
Being a physical, i.e. design phenomenon, verdure, as a rule, characterises an arranged open area as a garden or a park.

Garden verdure consists of plants introduced into the garden regardless of whether they were planted after preparatory soil management or introduced into the landscape concept as existing natural verdure, such as characteristic, biologically or aesthetically valuable groups or individual examples of trees or bushes, which was the case with the well-known common oak trees in the Gučetić/Gozze garden in Trsteno
.

Verdure is a bond between a garden, a separated landscaped area and the surrounding authentic environment, as it is a part of the organic world and an element of living nature. 

          Garden verdure is composed of numerous plant species that differ in size, shape, figure, colour and many other details. It is susceptible to seasonal changes in accordance with its biological properties expressed in annual cycles by foliation, flowering and fructification and in the life cycle by growing and dying. A special feature of verdure, as a significant component of the garden area, is the fact that in its nature it is constantly susceptible to change and, eventually, to decay. Thus, in order to maintain the health of plants in the garden or park and to maintain the planned physical balance within the garden area without giving up on the landscaping pattern typical of a particular garden, permanent and planned human intervention is required.

A garden or park represents a landscaped open space of an expressly dynamic nature, a space susceptible to constant change because of its verdure.

If we let nature take its course with regard to growth and development, it is impossible to correctly anticipate when or if the verdure will achieve the desired shape, size and other physical properties characteristic of individual species in unstable and changing natural conditions. This is why the intervention of man, a cultivator who controls the development and growth of garden and horticultural plants, is constantly required in arranged garden areas. The cultivator’s duty is even more complex in cases of species that need to be permanently cultivated in order to achieve the desired size, form and fertility.

The cultivator’s interventions are especially required when an individual plant, group of plants or series of plants are, due to their natural disposition, unable to achieve the desired form or landscape effect. The utilisation of plants as organic building material for achieving a specific garden impact, such as the formation of hedges, green walls, green vaulting and the like, can thus be ensured only through the permanent engagement of horticultural experts.

The garden space is one aspect of open space defined by the relationship between two mutually dependent physical components: buildings and vegetation. Since the vegetation component is gradually but constantly changing, this relationship is also constantly changing, thus contributing to the changing atmosphere typical of a particular development stage. In dealing with the development of the vegetation element within the garden area, we are in fact dealing with changes in the space itself. Consequently, time is a factor in the development stages of verdure and is explicitly present in the area of a landscaped garden as its fourth dimension
.

As far as the significance of the physical use of verdure in gardens and parks is concerned, it should be noted that verdure, as a compositional element, has been treated differently throughout history. Consequently, layout patterns have varied, too.

Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens were created in a period which recognised and confirmed the view that living in contact with nature is a need of human nature itself. This humanistic approach to life and its needs resulted in the discovery of nature as a medium for a new lifestyle, namely leisure, entertainment and the enjoyment of attractive sites outside cramped medieval cities. As a result of these influences, the nobility and citizens built villas sunk in gardens created according to the wishes and taste of their owners and builders, who were mainly local people, on attractive sites in the Dubrovnik region at the end of the 15th, and in the 16th and subsequent centuries.

The numerous villas, country-estate buildings and houses erected throughout the territory of the Dubrovnik Republic indicate how much its inhabitants strove after the villeggiatura lifestyle. Some three hundred buildings with country architectural characteristics erected in the period from the 15th to the 18th centuries have been recorded
. 

Data obtained from maps of Dubrovnik dating back to 1837 
 show that by the end of the 18th and beginning of the 19th centuries, there were about two hundred and fifty gardens created in the traditional manner throughout the older Dubrovnik territory, the majority of them in suburban areas. A great number of these belonged to Renaissance villas. Thus, the Dubrovnik region, within the framework of creativity in Renaissance gardens, is distinguished by an array of landscaped gardens. 

The citizens of Dubrovnik paid special attention to their gardens and their verdure. The Dubrovnik writer and scientist, Nikola Nalješković/Nale, wrote extensively and convincingly in the introduction to his book “Dialogo sopra la sfera del mondo”, about the effort and love which the citizens of Dubrovnik dedicated to their gardens around their country houses and villas. Among other things, he writes: “So, not far away from my noble city, which undisputedly and rightfully is ahead of all other regions of Illyria, I own a spot, which, if I’m not fooled by love, although naturally dry and barren, is better than many other fertile sites of this region, because the diligence and skill, which I and my agricultural labourers used in breaking the rocks and depositing new soil, compensated for the natural drawbacks, so that it is nicely decorated with various trees which yield the best fruit, pergolas laden with various grapes in season, distinct beautiful flowers, pleasant scents, beautiful sights and precious, fragrant green plants. It is thus my habit, when visiting this spot in various seasons and doing much of the work myself, to spend time here pleasantly. I am thus not surprised that great Cyrus planted and cultivated a beautiful garden by himself for I am unable to imagine entertainment matching this one. And if my garden is by far less magnificent and much smaller than Cyrus’ … it is, after all, superior in its view of the surroundings, its beautiful panorama which makes it so lovely…”

Nalješković’s description is a reliable document on how much enthusiasm and effort the citizens of Dubrovnik invested in their gardens, how much they enjoyed their cultivated verdure and how much significance they attributed to pleasant views of the surroundings from their gardens.

Unfortunately, only a few of the once numerous Dubrovnik gardens have remained preserved and those that exist are preserved only fragmentarily.The gardens have been neglected over the last two centuries and exposed to devastation. In the last century, they have even been exposed to destruction caused by the urbanisation of suburban and, more recently, even rural areas.

This decline is particularly reflected in the state of garden verdure. Continuity in the maintenance and regeneration of verdure was completely interrupted, which has resulted in our poor knowledge of the spatial treatment of verdure, one of the two basic formal components of Dubrovnik classical gardens. Such conditions have significantly hindered the obtaining of better insight into Dubrovnik gardens. This has not been the case with the old gardens of Italy, France and other countries, where gardens were well cultivated and preserved together with their corresponding designs and sketches. These showed their state in former and subsequent times and illustrated, among other things, the role of verdure in the creation of their spaces.

As far as the above is concerned, the state with old Dubrovnik gardens is completely different since, in addition to the degradation, devastation and disappearance of these gardens, there are neither plans nor sketches to realistically present some of the gardens in the period from the 15th to the 18th centuries. The difficulties in examining the physical significance and role of verdure are thus great. This is why other resources have to be used in dealing with the verdure of old Dubrovnik gardens. In this respect, some light has been shed by the writings of travel writers who visited this region in those centuries and recorded their impressions, and also by some of the works of domestic writers. In addition, in searching for answers concerning the physical role of verdure in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, the scattered but well-preserved remains of its composition component within arranged structural elements have been especially significant.

Numerous travel writers were especially impressed by the well-developed verdure of Dubrovnik gardens, despite the region where it grew being harsh and barren. The well-known Greek humanist, Michael Marullo (1453-1500), a knight and poet preoccupied with nature, the author of “Hymni naturales”, and who lived in Italy
, wrote in praise of Dubrovnik in Latin in the second half of the 15th century. He wrote that he was “carried away by the harsh energy of the place, which was overcome by diligence and the rocks conquered by the persistent work of the people so as to serve the sensual pleasure of the Phaeacian groves” 
.

Ramberti, a Venetian travel writer who visited Dubrovnik in 1530, writes that the people of Dubrovnik “deserve special praise because only by hard work and virtue did they remove obstacles on the road to comfort, as if to defy nature, since they live in a particularly harsh and cramped area.”

Giovanni Battista Giustiniano and Anzolo Diedo, members of the Venetian landed nobility, were guests at Petar Sorkočević’s villa in 1553. In reporting on this visit, they wrote, among other things, about “very fertile and nurtured gardens, which deserve commendation, for they are located on dry and barren land, since this entire hilly, karst region is harsh”. In the same report they describe “a very pleasant garden which abounds in myrtle, jasmine, bay trees 
and diverse and common trees”
.     

           An Italian, Serafino Razzi, who in the ‘80s of the 16th century spent
three years in Dubrovnik, touring the region, in his book on the history of

Dubrovnik stresses the numerous gardens with shady orange plantations around

the villas in Gruž, and the gardens around the villas in Rijeka Dubrovačka, as well as the beautiful Skočibuha gardens in Suđurađ on Šipan. 

The French travel writers, Nicolas de Nicolai in 1551, Philipe du Fresne-Canaye in 1572, Jean Palerne in 1582, Leon Bordier in 1604 and Louis de Hayes in 1626 wrote about the gardens in the vicinity of Dubrovnik and their cultivated verdure
.

           Leon Bordier wrote that all of “Gruž is adorned with nice houses, gardens, orchards, fountains and brooks, orange, lemon and pomegranate plantations, which are always abundant in season” 
.

These travel writers mainly mention the gardens of Gruž and, to some extent, also the ones in Rijeka Dubrovačka. Most of the descriptions of garden plants that are mentioned refer to oranges, lemons, laurels and pomegranates.

          The cultivation of oranges, lemons and citrons
 in Dubrovnik gardens was especially significant because of their value. These species represented the most valuable garden plantations. They were outstanding for their physical and aesthetic characteristics because they were most numerous in the stands of woody garden plants that dominated garden areas. However, they were also outstanding for their benefits, particularly from the viewpoint of the nutritional value obtained from their fruit and sometimes their medicinal leaves. 

Orange, lemon and citron trees, as well as Seville orange trees (sour oranges), which are still traditionally grown in Dubrovnik gardens, are outstanding for their favourable size, regularly rounded crowns, and evergreen leaves. Their colour and fragrance and the abundance of white, fragrant blossom in the springtime are all also attractive. Fragrance in the garden area was considered very important by the people of Dubrovnik, as well as orange and yellow fruit throughout autumn and winter, and even spring in the case of Seville orange trees.

As far as orange plantations in Dubrovnik are concerned, it has already been shown (see chapter 2.1.3.) that oranges were sold at the market place in Dubrovnik as early as the 13th century. This leads to the conclusion that oranges were known in Dubrovnik at least two centuries before the Renaissance or, in other words, that oranges were common in Dubrovnik up to a century after their cultivation commenced on the soil of southern Europe. The beautiful gardens of oranges and lemons in Italian Renaissance gardens came into being under the influence of the Arabian gardens on Sicily, where oranges and lemons were brought from North Africa during the 12th century
.

The species known as “Malus medica”, also from the group of citrus fruits, and mentioned by Pliny, is a citron grown by the Romans in their gardens and known as četrun in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens.

Oranges, as well as laurels, were grown in the Middle Ages in the monastery gardens of Dubrovnik, which is confirmed by De Diversis’s description of the cloister garden of the Friars Minor monastery in the City in the first half of the 15th century.

Sweet oranges and lemons were, because of their value, most probably grown in long rows, protected by fencing or walls, or else filled individual garden shapes. On the other hand, the Seville orange, the fruit of which was less usable, although its appearance was more attractive, was probably used as a decorative tree on conspicuous spots in the garden.

Apart from oranges, lemons, citrons, sour oranges and pomegranates, all very useful medium tall or low woody plants, and besides laurel trees and aromatic laurel bushes, among other woody species, there are also many references to cypress. Among the bushy species, myrtle is referred to, and as far as climbing plants are concerned, there are references to grapevines, jasmine and ivy.

There is also a reference to common trees in addition to myrtle, jasmine and laurel in the above-mentioned report of the Venetian government envoy, who in 1553 probably stayed in the villa of Petar Sorkočević. The collective noun “common trees” could refer to both the cultivated trees and bushes that were grown in gardens and, even more so, to the various autochthonous trees and bushes which were components of the vegetation cover typical of Dubrovnik.

It is known that the trees and bushes in the local forests and scrub were popular with and appreciated by the writers and learned people of Dubrovnik. These included the owners of country house complexes and it is thus very likely that some of the species of autochthonous tree, bush and ground cover species grew in the spaces of local Renaissance and post-Renaissance gardens. Extracts from the works of Dubrovnik and Dalmatian writers of the 16th and subsequent centuries confirm this.

Mavro Čavčić Vetranović was a devotee of the natural beauty of Dubrovnik and a connoisseur of hilly and mountainous regions in the hinterland, which can be seen from the plant species he mentions. For example, in “Abraham’s Sanctuary”, he talks of pine, juniper-tree, ash, maple, oak, common maple, holm-oak, elm, laurestine, savine, laurel, strawberry, heather, hornbeam, poplar, cypress, beech, fir, willow, cedar, mastich, cornelian cherry, crack phyllirea, myrtle, and elder. From the group of low and herbaceous plants, he mentions rose, rosy marshmallow, violet, costmary, common basil, everlasting, white lily, acanthus, low heather and ivy
.

Green woods are often mentioned in the texts of Dubrovnik poets. These are most often groves of common oak and pubescent oak. There is also mention of the ground being covered with grass. This is in accordance with contemporary endeavours to keep the soil in oak groves clear for the purpose of easy collection of acorns, which were used as fodder for farm animals
. The same applies to olive plantations, the fruit of which was collected and processed for oil.

It can be supposed that grassy lawns, as a specific element of garden composition in Dubrovnik, did not exist since grass looks its worst during the summer months because of the climate of the region. Besides, grassland in this region is infested by resistant and harmful weeds that are not beneficial for horticultural plants. Thus, grassland parterre could exist only within a grove, wood or garden boscage.

The Renaissance poet, Petar Hektorović, owner of Tvrdalj with its spacious garden and orchard in Stari Grad on the island of Hvar, and a friend of many famous inhabitants of Dubrovnik, in his “Ribanje i ribarsko prigovaranje” (Fishing and Fishermen’s Conversation) mentions the plants from his garden. These are grapevine on pergolas, cypresses, elders, capers and saffron (the last two are still used as spices in Stari Grad), tamarisk, jasmine, rosemary, Indian figs (Opuntia ficus indica) and oleander. He states that he obtained oleander and cypress trees from Dubrovnik, from Mavro Vetranović. This is evidence that oleander then grew in Dubrovnik gardens. 

In enumerating the plants from Hektorović’s garden, the mention of bus, a local term for box, is particularly interesting. This was used in European gardens of the time for hedges in bordering garden parterres and for landscaping parterres with green decoration.

On the basis of the plant species mentioned, it can be concluded that in the 15th and 16th centuries the verdure of Dubrovnik gardens mainly consisted of local species and certain species brought from the east or the south and which by then had become domesticated and introduced into garden culture. A number of horticultural and aromatic plants and herbs were cultivated in the Mediterranean gardens of the time, including the gardens of Dubrovnik, in addition to the species already mentioned
.

In the second half of the 16th century, S. Razzi mentions that in the garden of the Holy Cross monastery in Gruž, there was one palm tree
. Vetranović, too, in one of his poems writes: “there, where the branches of the blessed palm blossom, glorified by so many people”. The mention of the palm tree as a special attraction indicates that palms were only exceptionally grown in Dubrovnik gardens at that time. However, the palm leaf may have been used in special church events, which can be deduced from Vetranović’s verse. 

More exotic plants were introduced into gardens in the following centuries as a result of the discovery of new countries and a change in taste to some extent, although local and domesticated plants were basic to the verdure of Dubrovnik post-Renaissance gardens. 

For the purpose of providing a more thorough insight into this issue, we could mention the most frequently used tree species in the transition period from the 15th to 16th centuries in Italian gardens: holm oak, oak, pine, cypress, laurel and citrus fruit (sweet and Seville orange, lemon, citron, etc.) Among shrubs, semi-shrubs and perennials, there were ground box, myrtle, rosemary, Phoenician juniper, lavender, marjoram, mint, rue, acanthus and hollyhock. Among flowers, there were damask and musk roses, violets, pansies, white and coloured lilies, carnations, marigolds, primroses, wallflowers and matthiolas. Among the bulbs and tubers, there were irises, gladioli, daffodils, hyacinths, orchids, lilies of the valley and cyclamens. Among climbing plants, in addition to grapevines, there were roses, jasmine, convolvulus, honeysuckle, biting clematis and ivy.

It is possible to get an insight through the descriptions and works of travel and domestic writers into some of the most frequent plant species used as the vegetation component in Dubrovnik gardens throughout the 15th and 16th centuries. However, other issues related to the physical treatment of verdure, i.e. its role in the landscaping of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, still need to be discussed.

In the Italian Renaissance garden, which is a genuine model of this landscaping pattern, verdure played a significant role not only through its biological appearance as part of the organic world of nature, but also through its physical appearance, as a strictly architectural element within the framework of the formal concept. This was reflected in the manner of its use in the creation of green walls, background settings, fences, hedges and borders for garden paths. Verdure was clipped into the desired geometrical sections, parterres and figures and maintained in the desired shape. In Italian gardens, these procedures were applied to emphasise the tectonic, i.e. constructive role of verdure, which is part of the organic world and as such gives refinement to garden spaces.

As far as the physical role of verdure in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens is concerned, it can be analysed and defined only on the basis of comparison, as well as by means of certain indications obtained from old texts and rare documents.

The fact that there are obvious differences in the formal treatment of verdure, i.e. its specific landscaping elements, between Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, on the one hand, and Italian, French and certain other gardens, on the other, can be arrived at through procedures of comparison. These differences are mainly, as already discussed, in the construction and arrangement procedures applied, i.e. their individual elements of form.

One of the main differences is the fact that the walkways and main garden paths in Dubrovnik gardens were not bordered with hedges, green fences or trimmed green walls, but were bordered on both sides by stone walls, 50 cm to 1 metre high, especially in the case of walkways on flat terrain. In this way, the walls in Dubrovnik gardens bordered the garden forms and divided segments of garden space, which was achieved in Italian and other gardens of the time and later on by trimmed fences and strictly shaped verdure borders.

Keeping in mind the limited size and design of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, it seems very likely that their outstanding quality was in a rational approach to the selection of garden verdure and its distribution in the garden space. This was because the function of verdure, in addition to providing pleasure, was also to render specific benefits. The above-mentioned plantations of oranges, lemons, citrons, pomegranates, carobs, olives, aromatic plants and herbs, and other fruit and flower species and certainly, to some extent, vegetables as well (in those times artichokes
 were grown in addition to other common vegetable types in Dubrovnik gardens) are clear proof that the gardens of Dubrovnik Renaissance country house complexes were both leisure and utilitarian gardens.

The principle of Renaissance leisure residences, expressed by “otium et negotium” was here displayed in quite a specific manner. It was primarily reflected elsewhere in the fact that country houses were closely connected to the country estates of their owners.

It is clear that the formal pattern of Dubrovnik villa gardens, with their system of low and dressed stone walls, which bordered the garden plots and terraces of verdure, and colonnades made of finely carved stone, thus outlining the direction of walkways through the garden, was supposed to prevail over the utility aspect. This was achieved through the impression created by architecturally shaped spaces, primarily designed to provide pleasure.

In conclusion, the articulation of garden areas by means of garden plots bordered by trimmed verdure, and the separation of garden terraces, slopes and barriers by green, trimmed walls or high hedges, which were typical of Italian Renaissance gardens, could not be applied in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens because of the higher stone content in the soil. This is why it was not so necessary to subject the verdure in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens to the architectural strictness of Italian gardens. 

Interventions in the verdure of Dubrovnik gardens were not intended to be shaped by clipping and trimming to the same extent as in gardens abroad. Nevertheless, as far as the formal arrangement is concerned, all ideas that Dubrovnik gardens were cultivated by randomly planted vegetation should be dismissed.

It should be kept in mind that Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens abound in split-levelling of the terrain in relatively small spaces. This means that the soil patches for cultivation were mainly artificially formed, both in garden terraces or plots on sloping terrain as well as in garden forms bordered by low walls on flat terrain. This is evidence that, for the most part, the garden space occupied by fertile land designated for garden plants was reshaped compared to its initial status. This meant that only small portions of the garden were able to preserve their existing autochthonous trees and shrubs (for example, rocky slopes which remained unterraced or certain trees grown on flat terrain.)

The establishment and layout  of gardens, the purpose of which was to transform wild areas into cultivated ones
, were carried out through the application of a geometrical approach. The special features of this were the application of straight lines, as well as longitudinal and transversal directions laid out to create specific relations between them. These tended to form right angles, though not at all costs, which was in accordance with the flexible application of geometrical patterns characteristic of Dubrovnik gardens. In this way, an entire system of quadrangular plots on slopes or garden forms on flat terrain was formed. Such a scheme gave an impression of regulation in the garden area. The geometrical order used in the articulation of garden space, although not outstanding in its precision in Dubrovnik gardens, became the landscaping basis for the formation of plantations. It is therefore incorrect to assume that it was negated by the element of verdure. 

It can thus be inferred that the verdure of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, although architecturally not treated in as strict a manner as was the case with Italian gardens, was characterised by spatial regulation. This was because it was basically created to be in harmony with the garden forms, the forms of the garden terraces and the quasi-parterres (since the level of garden forms by the walkways was occasionally significantly above the walking surface, i.e. above the parterre).

Order in horticultural planting was manifested in several ways. Firstly, the planting of principal cultures in the garden, such as valuable plantations of citrus fruits, was done in rows and not individually because of the rationality of such a manner of planting. There was also specific spacing within the rows. Planting in rows was encouraged by further circumstances. It was certainly applied in the establishment of plantations on narrow strips of land by outer walls or on soil strips irrigated by water carried by specially constructed channels connected to the water-cisterns.

Information on the physical shaping and distribution of plants can be obtained from certain literary works. Mavro Vetranović mentions in one of his poems a beautiful green garden “encircled with ivy, laurels and proud myrtle”. This could mean that the outer wall of the garden in the poem was partly overgrown with ivy and that its inner side was at least partially covered with laurel, which is often referred to in connection with Dubrovnik gardens. 

Laurel, a woody plant species of medium height, was much used in Mediterranean gardens and parks. Its height, crown density and evergreen quality made it suitable for providing at least partial protection from the wind and cold for sensitive plants such as oranges and lemons by fencing the entire garden or some of its parts. At the same time, it is a species that is highly tolerant towards crown and stem trimming and could thus be limited in height and diameter growth.

Myrtle and other low aromatic herbs and evergreen plants were part of the lower growth layer both in places with and without tall plants.

Marulić’s description of a particular garden dating from the very beginning of the 16th century shows that planting in rows was common in gardens on the coast and certainly in Dubrovnik, too. He describes an array of aromatic plants and flowers. In addition to rows of rosemary plants on one side of the garden, there was a row of roses and white lilies next to them. He also mentions costmary, everlasting, carnations and violets
.

It is therefore evident that the planting of fruit trees and other woody species in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens, such as laurel or cypress, as well as the planting of shrubs, perennials and flowers was mainly carried out in rows with regular spacing, depending on the particular plant species. This was certainly reflected in the creation of a multi-layered, more or less regular green structure within the garden space. 

A preserved painting of Dubrovnik and its immediate vicinity supports the above-mentioned. The painting was done in oil on canvas and is 126 x 151 centimetres in size. The painting shows the City with Gruž, Lapad and Rijeka Dubrovačka. 

The City is painted as it was before the disastrous earthquake in 1667. Although the painting has no outstanding artistic value
, it is a very interesting and valuable document for the purpose of this study. It clearly shows that the areas around the City itself, the suburb of Pile with Kono and Gruž bay, as well as the north-west coast of Rijeka Dubrovačka, were occupied by designed gardens. Gardens form entire zones, the structures of which are different from other parts of the landscape. This painting also testifies to the fact that areas near the City in the 17th century were genuine garden suburbs. 

Gardens are depicted mainly as quadrangular areas, which they were in real life, and their verdure is laid out in geometrical patterns in the garden spaces. The interior articulation of garden spaces with linearly stylised verdure structures is explicitly presented. Lines of trees with rounded crowns, such as orange or olive trees or somewhat elongated cypress crowns are also depicted. 

The distinction between areas occupied by leisure gardens and patches of linearly planted plantations, i.e. orchards and vineyards, is clearly visible in the painting.

The painting is a unique artistic document of Dubrovnik prior to the earthquake and is neither completely accurate nor precise but possesses sufficiently clear indications of the general atmosphere of Dubrovnik suburban areas with their numerous leisure gardens. It not only indicates that the skeleton of garden verdure was of an orderly shape but also that the buildings and features of Dubrovnik gardens were followed by stylised strips of verdure, spread either by or near the walls of the walkways, garden plots or terraces.

Another extremely valuable document for research into old Dubrovnik gardens and the areas occupied by them are cadastral maps made in 1837. The then existing gardens, mainly those of outlying country houses that were erected in the period of the Dubrovnik Republic are shown in small scale. In addition to the basic articulation of the garden space, they also show some horticultural categories (fruit trees, grapevines, olive trees, and the like).

These maps supplement the documentary value of the above-mentioned old painting of the City and suburbs. The two documents indicate that certain bordering, articulating and skeleton elements of the vegetation structure of Dubrovnik gardens throughout the centuries were clearly present, and that these elements followed geometrical shaping patterns.

The keys on the maps, particularly those presenting suburban gardens, indicate that the verdure within garden plots was arranged according to geometrical rules. It can be assumed that it is green bordering or hedges that create the garden plot areas. The plants mentioned in relation to Dubrovnik and Dalmatian gardens in the Renaissance period and which would be particularly convenient for such borders are certainly clipped box, myrtle and rosemary.

In discussing the garden verdure of Renaissance and post-Renaissance Dubrovnik gardens, it should be noted that apart from the borders and hedges, which were narrow strips of low verdure, either beside the edges of garden plots or across their entire area beside beaten tracks, paths and lanes, there were also beds. These were somewhat broader stretches of verdure that were composed of homogenous or heterogeneous plantations of low perennial or seasonal plants. 

As for woody species, it should be mentioned that in places where strips by fencing walls were not planted with oranges, lemons, pomegranates or other interesting utility species, they could have been planted with long or short rows of laurel or occasionally cypress trees. It is also a safe assumption that the various walls and embankments of garden terraces in Dubrovnik gardens were to a considerable degree clad in verdure, such as ivy, which grew either in front of them or abutting upon them.

A review of Dubrovnik garden verdure should be completed by the possibility of solitary trees or an attractive, small group of trees or shrubs. These could be either next to certain garden structural elements or in conspicuous spots in the garden, for example around the house, near the terrace or belvedere, or near the chapel, and so on. An example of this is the exquisite, old oak tree in front of the chapel of St Jerome in the Gučetić garden in Trsteno
.

A special aspect of verdure in the spaces of old Dubrovnik gardens is the pergola. This is a green porch of dense overhanging grapevine. The roofing of forecourts, walkways and garden belvederes with grapes is the best known aspect of the application of vegetation in the landscaping concept of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens. According to Nikola Nalješković, the vines on the pergolas of Dubrovnik gardens yielded a variety of grapes.

Among other climbing plants in Dubrovnik gardens, there are many references to jasmine and it is very likely that there were some rose species, as well. Jasmine and possibly roses were coiled around pillars or stone colonnades in some sections of the garden along the wooden beams placed along the colonnade top. This could possibly be the case in the front part of the Bunić-Gradić garden in Gruž or in places where colonnades outlined garden plots without pergola constructions between the colonnade and the wing of the fencing wall.

In addition to everything mentioned above concerning the vegetation component in the pattern of Dubrovnik gardens, it should be noted that the atmosphere of leisure in garden spaces was achieved by the appropriate verdure and flowers being planted in stylised stone vessels, vases or “pitars”
, as they are called in Dubrovnik.                

            These are stone flower vessels placed on bordering walls along walkways, evenly distributed according to the rhythm of the stone colonnades. This could be seen until recently in the Zamanja garden in Mali Zaton. Alternatively, they were put on bordering walls of terraces or belvederes or in front of the entrance to the house, as can still be seen in the Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ on Šipan or in the Biskupija-Bete garden at Kono.

Apart from stone pitars used for planting flowers and low decorative plants, there were also ochre coloured vessels made of baked clay in the shady forecourts of villas in Dubrovnik. These were called “đara”. These were quite tall, barrel-shaped, flat-bottomed and rounded. Their somewhat narrowed mouth was often filled with garden soil and flowers or overhanging verdure was planted in them.

Given the dominance of stone material in the physical structure of old Dubrovnik gardens, which nowadays, in these more or less denuded spaces, creates the impression of the complete dominance of their stone construction component, it should be noted that their present appearance is in fact an illusion or unrealistic picture. This is because one of their basic garden components, the vegetation component, virtually does not exist any more. Consequently, the fact that numerous travel writers of the times praised Dubrovnik’s gardens, stressing the abundance of verdure in them, should by no means be ignored.  

         4.3. CHARACTERISTICS AND SPECIAL FEATURES OF WATER AS A NATURAL PHENOMENON IN THE GARDEN SPACE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS
J. C. Shepherd and G. A. Jellicoe in their impressive synthesis
 of Italian Renaissance gardens stressed that there are three natural elements such gardens are composed of: verdure, stone and water.

Water played a particularly significant role as an element of garden composition. Being one of the three above-mentioned natural elements, water is characterised by special properties since it can enrich garden spaces with various effects. For instance, owing simply to the existence of water, garden areas are filled with freshness on hot summer days.

Through the use of wells, mountain springs and brooks, water, as a natural element, was introduced into the spaces of Italian Renaissance gardens. Transformed artistically, it was presented in its various aspects. Fluid and dynamic, characterised by visual and acoustic properties, water was used in a wide range of ways from the lovely gurgling of springs and brooks that ran down sculpturally shaped water troughs, over loud tumbling waterfall shaped cascades to silent abstractions and illusions of water mirrors. Water was extremely inspirational for Italian builders and sculptors, who mastered hydraulic skills and created various water motifs in their gardens.

Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens are not characterised to such an extent by the existence of spring water in their garden spaces. The function of water, as a quite specific dynamic element of garden composition, is minor. There were no lavish fountains, waterfalls or similar attractions. 

Water, as an artificial element of garden composition, is here quite a subtle manifestation. It is present in only a small number of gardens, and most often in the form of stone ornaments or smaller fountains.
 

On the other hand, some travel writers of the 16th and 17th centuries mention fountains in Dubrovnik gardens. 
Nicolas de Nicolai wrote in 1551 that there were wells and fountains
 in Gruž gardens, where Mediterranean and subtropical plants were grown. Serafino Razzi wrote in the 9th decade of the 16th century that one part of the Gruž villas and their gardens was connected to the City aqueduct which ran above Gruž towards the City and from which drinking water was supplied. He also mentions fountains in the villa gardens and in the garden of the Holy Cross monastery
. Leon Bordier in 1604 mentions plantations, fountains and brooks 
in gardens
.

It is obvious that fountains were present in villa gardens along the shore in Gruž owing perhaps to the fact that they were connected to the City water supply system. L. Beritić, however, states that there were attempts to connect the gardens to the water supply system but the government of Dubrovnik was not in favour of the idea and it was prohibited
.

Among the fountains mentioned in connection with Dubrovnik gardens in the 16th century and later, only a few are known at present. These can be classified into two groups. The fountains of the first group were built as niches or sculpted relief ornaments. These were most often in garden terrace walls and were supplied with water directly from the water-cistern, which was situated by the wall supporting the fountain. The fountains belonging to the second group were specifically sculpted garden features that were positioned on their own in garden spaces in a specific spot and were supplied with water from the water-cistern or possibly even a water supply system.

The fountain in the Sorkočević garden in Komolac belongs to the first group of fountains. It is located in a shallow niche in the supporting wall of the terrace on the main walkway in front of the summer villa. This is a creation of sculpture and stonemasonry. There is a statue of Triton in the niche, playing a double flute with nymphs at his side, and there is a carved stone wreath, above which winged geniuses carry the coat of arms of the Sorkočević family. Unfortunately, the stone water basin is broken.

There is a shell-shaped fountain encircled with a Gothic keel arch (like the one in the atrium of the Rector’s Palace in the City) with a flower at the top in Petar Sorkočević’s villa on the shores of Lapad. It is situated in the water-cistern wall under the terrace-belvedere. The arch is supported by two small lions’ heads. When an iron handle was pulled from the head of the lion, water would flow from the central part of the niche into the beautifully carved semicircular shell which served as a washbasin.

In the Rastić garden in Rožat in the wall of the passage under the terrace, there is a fountain resembling a stone washbasin of the kind that could usually be found in the interiors of villas. 

Among the fountains which were supplied with water from water cisterns situated in the wall they were built into, the one in the Bozdari-Škaprlenda garden, dating from the first decades of the 18th century and located in Čajkovići in Rijeka Dubrovačka is considerably different. This nymphaeum, composed of a fountain and an octagonal pool in front of it, is the dominant compositional motif of the small, enclosed garden space in the western part of the villa complex, where the setting compensated for the lack of space
. It is located on a rather high wall made of carved stone with a gable. The wall was erected at the foot of the mountain slope and there is a rather large cave-like niche made of tuff-stone. The water-cistern is placed behind the niche wall. The water gushed out of the water-cistern through the cave, first into a smaller basin and from there it poured over into a bigger basin supported by stylised stone trestles. From this point it flowed through a small supply pipe, and a small pool built in the middle of the fenced garden was supplied with water.

With regard to fountains, which as sculpted inventory were installed on their own in garden spaces, and with the exception of the well-known fountain in Trsteno, only one more exists. This is the one in the garden of the Natalić villa, which was destroyed by fire and has never been restored, in Gornji Kono. The fountain is composed of a stone trough and square pillar along its central part. The front part of the trough is divided into two finely dressed square fields with a flower in the middle of each. The top of the column was until recently encircled with a leaf wreath and the space above the trough was ornamented with a small lion’s head. Given the numerous observations of the travel writers that have already been mentioned, it is certain that there were more such fountains in Dubrovnik gardens in Gruž and Kono.

The baroque fountain erected in 1736 in the old garden of the Gučetić country house complex in Trsteno is the only one belonging to this group that is still in use. It is the biggest and best known of all the fountains of old Dubrovnik gardens. It is connected to a specially built aqueduct, which is older than the fountain itself
 and which supplies spring water to the plane trees in Trsteno. By a tuff-stone cave, there is a statue of Neptune with nymphs on both sides with dolphins with horse busts at their feet in the middle. In front of this group of statues, there is a pool into which water gushes in arches from the mouths of the figures. Water lilies grow in the pool. This fountain is located on the same axis as the villa and the pavilion in front of it, which is in accordance with the baroque concept used in restoration activities after the disastrous earthquake of 1667.

It is obvious from the above that in Dubrovnik Renaissance and post-Renaissance gardens there were no particular water attractions. Water was used very carefully in gardens in this dry, karst region and fountains were used more as sculpted ornaments that merely symbolised the presence of water. Only in exceptional cases, like the one in Trsteno, where the garden could be supplied with water from a nearby spring, could water be more present, either through gushes from fountains or water flowing in open garden channels.

In comparison to Italian gardens, water was used rationally in Dubrovnik gardens. Given the shortage of running water in littoral, karst regions, only after the required supplies of drinking water had been met, could water be used for watering garden plants. Consequently, water was almost exclusively used for sustaining life in villas and gardens in places where there were no water-supply systems or spring-water supplies.

Special channels for supplying and distributing water were used in some Dubrovnik gardens for the purpose of watering the plants. There are still some scattered remains of such facilities for watering plants. These were connected to water tanks built in garden terraces. In the Sorkočević garden in Komolac and the Skočibuha garden at Boninovo, there is a row of stone consoles built into the side wings of the enclosing wall by the ground or a little above ground level, which carried the water channel from the water-cistern. There were lateral holes in the channel, via which the more valuable plant cultures were watered. A similar device in the Vice Stjepović Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ on Šipan is in much better condition. Channels made of finely carved, stylised stone with semicircular gutters and holes for water drainage, fitted on stone consoles by one side of the fencing wall in the front part of the garden or laid on the top in the back part of the garden still exist. Such a device, composed of stone channels with holes for watering valuable garden cultures, but built into the supporting wall of the garden terrace, exists in the back part of the Gundulić garden in Gruž. It is clear that such devices were used only for watering a strip of verdure close by, which was most often the bordering garden strip. 

           Nevertheless, everything said so far about the economical use of water in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens in comparison to those in Italy, does not detract from the fact that water, as a natural element, was extremely significant in achieving a special atmosphere in Dubrovnik country house complexes 

Just as Italian classical gardens abounded in running water and water-related artistically shaped motifs, which make them typologically identifiable, it is likewise important to emphasise the reliance of Dubrovnik country houses and gardens on the fact that they were located in the immediate vicinity of the open sea.

Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens innately reflect all the characteristics of the nature in the region, which is considerably different from the hilly, fertile and rich-in-water surroundings of Florence or Rome. These distinctive qualities of the Dubrovnik area created the special features of Dubrovnik gardens.

Dubrovnik country house complexes used all the natural potentials of the region. These delightful potentials, both those related to impressions obtained through attractive landscapes and those related to experiencing freshness on hot and sultry summer days, were rendered by picturesque coves and bays. It can thus be said that what running water meant for Italian gardens corresponds to the significance of the ever-present expanse of sea to Dubrovnik villas and their gardens, although there were a small number of exceptions. 

Numerous country house complexes spread all the way along the shore of Gruž bay, Rijeka Dubrovačka, Zaton, the bays and coves of the Elaphite islands and Župa Dubrovačka bay. Specifically structured and articulated architectural complexes in which houses and gardens were in contact with the wider environment and the sea in front of them via protruding terraces, belvederes or orsans (boathouses) emerged due to the immediate contact between the villa, its garden and the sea. Terraces and belvederes brought the enclosed garden space into direct contact with the open space of the bays, and people could spend time in the vicinity of the refreshing sea. 

Dubrovnik country house complexes and their gardens made use of the potential for pleasure offered by the natural environment. An interaction was thus created between the villa and its garden, the garden and the sea, and the house and the sea, which resulted in a dependence of country house constructions on the sea. This tendency was clearly felt in all country house complexes located by the sea, because, in places with no protruding terrace, the villa itself was located closer to the sea, like in the Gučetić “Lorko”
, Pucić-Pitarević and Đurđević villas on the coast of Lapad. 

This orientation towards the sea of country complexes located on the coast was in some cases reflected in quite a specific manner. This was the introduction of the sea into the garden space. A spacious pool in the shape of a parallelegram, a large water mirror which reflected the buildings and surrounding garden space was built in some country house complexes at the lowest level of the garden space in front of the villa. 

Several country house gardens in Gruž had such pools in the 16th century. Moved by the tides, the sea flowed in and out of the pools under the bordering wall. At present, there is only one such pool in the garden of the Petar Sorkočević villa (table III) on the Lapad coast. However, maps from 1837 show such pools in the Gundulić garden (table V), which was filled in shortly before the Second World War, in the Bunić garden and in a garden near Kantafig, both of which have also been filled in.

Dubrovnik country house complexes were oriented towards the sea, and their conception was also guided by contact with the sea. The above-mentioned examples of the introduction of the sea into the garden, not only as a visual but also as an associative element
, are entirely in accordance with humanistic and Renaissance thought.

Finally, it should be said that apart from country house complexes located by the sea, there were a great number that were located away from the sea on hill slopes. However, even with these, with some minor exceptions, the visual contact with the sea remained crucial because they offered a commanding view over the bays or open sea. 

A specific feature of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens is their close relationship with the sea. They are typical littoral gardens by the sea. This specific quality, in addition to other distinctive features, represents a unique phenomenon in relation to Italian Renaissance gardens and the gardens of other European countries.

         5. CONCLUSION  
Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens and villas were, as a rule, designed and built by local craftsmen with the full participation of their owners, so they reflect the potentials, wishes, philosophy and creative capabilities of local residents.

Through comparison of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens with the authentic models of their Italian counterparts, it can be concluded that Dubrovnik gardens are characterised by certain features related to the size, landscaping and articulation of their garden space. This results from natural and social differences and is consequently reflected in the quantity of particular natural and compositional elements, as well as differences in garden patterns.                                         Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens were created in a dry, karst region, which results in the dominance of two compositional elements: stone and verdure. In Italian gardens, established on mild, fertile slopes on a hilly terrain, spring water has an equally significant role as stone and verdure.

Both Italian and Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens are geometrically shaped, but there are differences in this respect, too. While the geometrical shaping in Italian gardens was carried out with consistent precision, in Dubrovnik gardens it is done more flexibly, with less insistence on the preciseness of geometrical shapes and symmetry.

The difference in design of the systems of principal garden paths or walkways is great. While in Italian gardens, the principal paths were most often bordered by hedges and clipped verdure, in Dubrovnik gardens they were bordered by low stone walls carrying stone columns which supported pergolas.

This is the reason why in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens verdure did not need to be artificially trimmed. Nor was its tectonic (constructional) function in the creation and articulation of the garden area significant to the same extent and in the same manner.

In each Dubrovnik Renaissance garden, the pergola is a delightfully significant element. It is supported by colonnades made of slender carved stone monolith columns. In gardens characterised by a more complex landscaping design, pergolas comprise entire systems of green porches which articulate the garden spaces into open quadrangular shapes of garden verdure and intersecting walkways canopied by grapevines. 

Generally speaking, Dubrovnik gardens were designed more modestly compared to Italian ones, which abounded in sculptures and sculpted water features.

           Dubrovnik gardens are littoral gardens, both with regard to their natural properties and the fact that, as a rule, they overlook the sea. Moreover, many of them were in immediate contact with it. This contact resulted in specific landscaping solutions, which resulted in the appearance of garden terraces, belvederes or orsans (boathouses) attached to the house, garden and sea.

          All of the previously stated had an impact on the distinctive and distinguished iconographic expression of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens.

An investigation into the formal properties of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens and the study of the factors which brought about their historical genesis leads us to the realisation that developments in agriculture, planning, utilitarian gardens and, in particular, gardens of leisure considerably contributed to their distinctiveness. All of this took place before Renaissance times in Dubrovnik and paved the way towards the authentic expression of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens.

It can be inferred from everything stated above that Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens are characterised by numerous common features regarding their design and function. At the same time, these make them quite special and recognisably distinctive, both in comparison to the original model of the Renaissance garden – the Italian garden, and when viewing them within the framework of overall achievements in Renaissance garden art.

The fact that Dubrovnik gardens possess a number of common features with the distinctive mark of the region categorises them as a separate group with a typological uniqueness within the framework of Renaissance garden art, which can be named with the common term Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens.

             Summary

Renaissance gardens in the territory of the Dubrovnik Republic developed as organised shaped open spaces around country houses built throughout the 15th and 16th centuries in a period of great economic and cultural development in Dubrovnik.

Favourable conditions were created in Dubrovnik itself over the centuries preceding the Renaissance period and contributed to the genesis of these gardens, such as sophisticated building skills, crafts and arts, advanced agriculture and horticulture, and town planning, which started in the 13th century and continued in subsequent centuries. In addition, there was also the existence of landscaped garden areas designated for leisure purposes, monasteries with cloister gardens and the gardens of the landed nobility situated around suburban houses.

The articulation of the countryside and the indentation of Dubrovnik’s coastline, the dispersion of estates and the specific relationships within the governing aristocracy contributed to the erection of numerous villas and gardens within limited areas. This was carried out mostly in the territory of old Dubrovnik, which is a particular characteristic of the phenomenon of Dubrovnik villas.

The Renaissance gardens, as well as the villas that they surrounded, reflected the understanding, needs and potentials of Dubrovnik society in the period. 

In comparison with Italian gardens, Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens are more modest, simpler and usually cover from 2,000 to 5,000 m2. Two elements are dominant – stone and verdure.

Water sources as composition elements in Dubrovnik gardens are usually missing, which is in accordance with the dry, karst features of the Dubrovnik area.

The articulation of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens was mostly influenced by the configuration of the terrain. Garden terraces were built on sloping areas and were supported by stone walls and connected by staircases with footpaths with planted verdure along them. These garden terraces were lined in cascades along the slopes following their irregularities, which resulted in an absence of symmetrical continuity in garden terraces around staircases.

On low, flat surfaces, the articulation of gardens into garden forms was carried out through articulating the space into quadrangles. The regularity of garden forms much depended on the underlying garden shape, which was often irregular. All this indicates the flexible application of a geometrical design model without an insistence on the precision of geometrical forms and symmetry.

A distinct feature of Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens was ensuring free open views of the attractive surrounding countryside. In gardens located on hill slopes, such views of the surrounding countryside opened from paths on which belvederes were often built. Gardens on terrain along the sea around bays and coves had special terraces or belvederes stretching towards the sea which also served as arsenals. Such terraces formed an architectural wholeness with the residential buildings on the estate and were connected with the premises on upper floors and with the gardens.

The opening of the garden area onto the natural surroundings and possible immediate contact with the sea either physically or visually is a characteristic of many gardens, which makes them typical littoral gardens.

The pergola is an outstanding element always present in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens. Depending on the pattern of individual gardens, the pergola often appears as a system connecting the whole garden area. Pergolas are always supported by a colonnade of finely modelled stone columns. The pergola is a very special element enhancing the image and iconography of these gardens.

There was no need for the strict trimming of verdure in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens. The main walkways were flanked by stone walls often accompanied by columns of pergolas. Neither was there any need to plant hedges or green walls to follow the system of garden communications.

It is clear that Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens have numerous common characteristics regarding their concept and manner of construction. Distinguishable by their typological landscaping features, within the framework of Renaissance garden art they are classified as a separate group under the common term: Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens. 

MODELS OF ITALIAN GARDENS *

The following are sketches or ground plans exemplifying original Renaissance garden design characteristics, taken from the literature on the considerable and excellent Italian garden heritage from the 15th and 16th centuries. 

*The listed examples of Italian Renaissance gardens have been taken from the first edition in Croatian: Dubrovački renesansni vrt - Nastajanje i oblikovna obilježja, ZPZ HAZU, Dubrovnik, 1991.

Table A

The Medici villa in Fiesole, Michelozzo, 1458

Source: J. C. Shepherd and G. A. Jellicoe: Italian Gardens of the Renaissance, London 1966.

Table B

Vatican Belvedere, Bramante, 1503

Source: J. C. Shepherd and G. A. Jellicoe: Italian Gardens of the Renaissance, London1966.

                                               Table C

Raffael’s sketch of the south garden of the Villa Madama in Rome, before 1520

Source: M. L. Gothein: Geschichte der Gartenkunst, Jena, 1926.

Table D

The Villa Castello near Florence, Tribolo, 1538

Source: M. L. Gothein: Geschichte der Gartenkunst, Jena, 1926.
Table E
The Botanical gardens in Padua, 1545

Source: M. L. Gothein: Geschichte der Gartenkunst, Jena, 1926.

Table F

The Villa Petraia near Florence, Buontalenti, 1576

Source: D. Mignani: Le ville Medicee, Firenze, 1980.

MODELS OF DUBROVNIK RENAISSANCE GARDENS

The models depict certain features of Dubrovnik country house gardens, both with regard to their form and articulation of garden space and the relationships and distribution of their components with designations on their size, location and terrain. The map is to a scale of 1:1,000.

Key:

               Villa or pertaining features: chapel, gardener’s house, etc.

  Structure interpolated during a later period

  Tower

     Pavilion

  Terrace/belvedere (orsan/boathouse if located by the sea), as a rule                  

  attached to the house at the first-floor level (piano nobile)

  Belvedere or walkway/belvedere

  Pergola above straight walkway 

  Pergola above walkway with a stairway 

Pergola above belvedere 

Single row pergola 

Medieval wooden pergola 

                Pool

  Watering channel 

  Bordered or paved walking area or path 

  Enclosing wall, partition wall or high supporting wall of garden   

  terrace or belvedere

  Low wall, low retaining wall or kerb

  Beaten track in cultivated area without borders    

  Area cultivated with garden plants

               Insufficiently defined area

 Existing coastline 

               Entrance to country house complex 

               Entrance through wall inside garden 

               Passage below terrace

 Land elevation within garden space in vicinity of marked  

               location

  Remains of old garden

  Altered or reassigned parts of old garden

Table I

THE GARDEN OF THE Rector’s RESIDENCE on the island OF Šipan

Reconstruction - 1450

Area size - approximately 900 m2                    Pictures: 14 - 17

Sources:

Cadastral maps dating from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Fisković, C.: Naši graditelji i kipari XV i XVI stoljeća u Dubrovniku 

(Our Master Builders and Sculptors in Dubrovnik in the 15th and 16th Centuries), 

Zagreb, 1947

Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Table II

THE GETALDIĆ/GHETALDI VILLA GARDEN

IN SUĐURAĐ ON THE ISLAND OF ŠIPAN

 1516 

 Approximate area of complex 1,900 m2            Pictures:  18 - 21

Sources:

Cadastral maps dating from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Grujić, N.: Ladanjska arhitektura dubrovačkog područja 

(Villas in the Dubrovnik Area), Zagreb, 1991

Šišić,B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation from 1964

Table III

THE PETAR SORKOČEVIĆ/SORGO VILLA GARDEN

 ON THE COAST OF THE LAPAD PENINSULA 

  1521 

Approximate area of complex 3,900 m2      Pictures:  22 - 27

Sources:

 Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Zdravković, I,: Dubrovački dvorci 

(The Summer Residences of Dubrovnik), Belgrade, 1951

Fisković, C.: Kultura dubrovačkog ladanja 

(Dubrovnik Country House Lifestyle), Split, 1966

Fisković, C.: Sorkočevićev ljetnikovac na Lapadu  

(The Sorkočević Summer Villa on Lapad), Zagreb, 1982
Ogrin, D.: World Heritage of Gardens, London, 1993

Šišić, B.: Preliminary Design of the Restoration of the Sorkočević Garden,

Dubrovnik, 1993.
Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation


Table IV

THE BUNIĆ/BONA – GRADIĆ/GRADI VILLA GARDEN IN GRUŽ

The first half of the 16th century

Approximate area of complex 4,100 m2         Pictures:  28 - 30

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Zdravković, I,: Dubrovački dvorci 

(The Summer Residences of Dubrovnik), Belgrade, 1951

Grujić, N.: Ladanjska arhitektura dubrovačkog područja 

(Villas in the Dubrovnik Area), Zagreb, 1991

Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Table V

THE GUNDULIĆ/GONDOLA VILLA GARDEN IN GRUŽ

1535 

Approximate area of complex 13,500 m2

                                                 Pictures:  31 - 35

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Zdravković, I.: Dubrovački dvorci 

(The summer Residences of Dubrovnik), Belgrade, 1951

Grujić, N.: Ladanjska arhitektura dubrovačkog područja 

(Villas in the Dubrovnik Area), Zagreb, 1991

Photo of pool (by courtesy of the Lasić-Kesterčanek family)

Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Table V a

VIEW OF THE DISRUPTED GARDEN OF THE GUNDULIĆ/GONDOLA VILLA

Residential and business facilities were built in the 19th and 20th centuries in the western, northern and eastern garden strips and there is a market place on the location of the former pond (1970). 

Table VI

THE SORKOČEVIĆ/SORGO /JORDAN VILLA GARDEN  

ON THE COAST OF THE PENINSULA OF LAPAD  

  16th century   

Approximate area of complex 3,800 m2       Pictures:  92 - 94

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

 Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Table VI a

View of the disrupted GARDEN

of THE Sorkočević/SORGO /Jordan VILLA 

This villa was destroyed in the 19th century and a residential building was erected which devastated the south-western half of the garden  (1970).

Table VII

THE FORMER BISHOP’S VILLA – CURRENTLY THE BETE FAMILY GARDEN, BEYOND THE ROAD LEADING FROM GORNJI KONO

16th century    

Approximate area of complex 2,600 m2     Pictures:  80-83

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Table VIII

SUBURBAN HOUSE GARDEN ( ? FAMILY)
BENEATH THE ROAD LEADING FROM GORNJI KONO

? - 18th century     

Approximate area of complex 5,200 m2                 Picture:  84

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

 Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Table IX

THE VICE STJEPOVIĆ SKOČIBUHA VILLA GARDEN IN

SUĐURAĐ ON THE ISLAND OF ŠIPAN 

Second half of the 16th century

 Approximate area of complex 3,100 m2                                       Pictures: 41 - 47
Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Kesterčanek, F.: Renesansni dvorci obitelji Stjepović-Skočibuha na Šipanu

(The Stjepović-Skočibuha Renaissance Summer Residences on the Island of Šipan),

Annali HI JAZU VII-IX, Dubrovnik, 1962

Šišić, B.: Vrt renesansnog ljetnikovca Vice Stjepovića Skočibuhe u Suđurađu na Šipanu  (The Vice Stjepović-Skočibuha Renaissance Villa Garden in Suđurađ on the Island of Šipan), Periodical “Dubrovnik”, 3/1973
Šišić, B.: Obnova dubrovačkog renesansnog vrta

(The Restoration of the Dubrovnik Renaissance Garden), Split, 1981

Grujić, N.: Ladanjska arhitektura dubrovačkog područja (Villas in the Dubrovnik Area), Zagreb, 1991

Table X

THE KLEMENT GUČETIĆ/GOZZE VILLA GARDEN IN OBULJENO (RIJEKA DUBROVAČKA)

Second half of the 16th century  

Approximate area of complex 3,800 m2                                   Picture:  36

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Zdravković, I.: Dubrovački dvorci

(The summer Residences of Dubrovnik), Belgrade, 1951

Kesterčanek, F.:  Nekoliko arhivskih podataka o gradnji dubrovačkih ljetnikovaca XVI stoljeća  (A few Archival Data on the Building of Dubrovnik Summer Residences in the 16th century), Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti u Dalmaciji (Contributions Towards the History of Art in Dalmatia) no. 18, Split, 1970

Grujić, N.: Ljetnikovac Gučetić u Rijeci dubrovačkoj 

(The Gučetić Summer Residence in Rijeka Dubrovačka), Zagreb, 1988                                           

Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Table XI

THE VICE STJEPOVIĆ SKOČIBUHA VILLA GARDEN

 AT BONINOVO

Second half of the 16th century  

Approximate area of complex 4,800 m2                             Pictures: 56 - 60

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

 Zdravković, I.: Dubrovački dvorci 

(The Summer Residences of Dubrovnik), Belgrade, 1951

Kesterčanek, F.:  Dubrovački renesansi dvorac XVI stoljeća u Tri crkve i njegova kronika 

(The Dubrovnik Renaissance Summer Residence of the 16th century next to the Three Churches and its Chronicle), Anali (Annals), HI JAZU,VII-IX, Dubrovnik, 1957-59

Grujić, N.: Ljetnikovac Vice Stjepovića Skoćibuhe kod Tri crkve u Dubrovniku  (The Stjepović-Skočibuha Renaissance Villa next to the Three Churches in Dubrovnik), Radovi Instituta za povijest umjetnosti (Papers of the Institute for History of Art) 12-13, Zagreb, 1989
 Šišić, B.: Field monitoring and photo-documentation

Šišić, B.:  Vrtovi povijesnog predgrađa Dubrovnika-Od Pila do Boninova (The Gardens of the Historical Suburbs of Dubrovnik - From Pile to Boninovo), ZPZ HAZU (Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts), Zagreb-Dubrovnik, 2003

Table XII

THE TOMO BUDISLAVIĆ VILLA GARDEN BENEATH THE ROAD LEADING FROM GORNJI KONO

Second half of the 16th century, beginning of the 17th century 

Approximate area of complex 3,100 m2                               Pictures:   75 - 79

Sources:

Cadastral maps from 1837

Geodesic maps from 1970

Šišić, B.: Jedan stari dubrovački vrt (An Old Dubrovnik Garden),

“Hortikultura”3/1962, Zagreb

Šišić, B.: Obnova dubrtovačkog renesansnog vrta 

(The Restoration of the Dubrovnik Renaissance Garden), Split, 1981

Grujić, N.: Ladanjska arhitektura dubrovačkog područja 

(Villas in the Dubrovnik Area), Zagreb, 1991

THE MAPS

HISTORICAL TERRITORY OF THE DUBROVNIK REPUBLIC

THE CITY AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

Gardens in the historical western suburbs at Pile and Kono

-Austrian cadastral map dating from 1837
The villa gardens in Gruž bay and on the peninsula of Lapad,

-Austrian cadastral map dating from 1837
Restoration project of the Sorkočević Renaissance garden in Komolac, Rijeka Dubrovačka  

(author: Bruno Šišić, 1971/72 -  Axonometric sketch by Jasna Talić, 1985)
   Pictures:  48 - 55

PHOTOS
Picture 1. A detail from a painting in the church of St Andrew’s at Pile (beginning of the 18th century). The space of the western historic suburb of Pile and Kono is divided by longitudinal and transversal streets into enclosed insulae. In each insula, there are several villas and houses surrounded by leisure gardens, laid out in the traditional Dubrovnik manner established in the Renaissance period.
The Gučetić  villa garden in Trsteno 

 The gardens on the estate of the Dubrovnik noble family of Gučetić/Gotius/Gozze in Trsteno were continuously being created, replanted, extended and rearranged over the course of more than five centuries. The oldest parts of the garden are located adjacent to the villa. The Renaissance garden and villa were built by Ivan Marinov Gučetić between 1494 and 1502.

The villa was rebuilt after the disastrous earthquake of 1667. The bottom of the garden was then extended in the Baroque style and this enlargement was completed in the second half of the 19th century in the Romanticist manner. Thereafter, in accordance with the influence of this period many exotic plants were planted which uncritically brought about changes to the character of the original plantation. 

Picture 2. A long Renaissance walkway was extended in front of the villa, leading alongside the oldest part of the Gučetić garden in Trsteno. The bordering walls and delightfully carved slender monolith columns lined it in spans on either side. These used to support the wooden grating of the pergola, where the overhanging grapevines offered pleasant shade during the hot summers.

Picture 3.  A view from the front part of the garden towards the villa restored after the 1667 earthquake. 

Picture 4.  At the end of the paved path on the opposite side of the entrance to the villa, a pavilion juts out, affording a view overlooking the Elaphite islands.

Picture 5.   A Baroque fountain of Neptune with a pool from 1736.

Picture 6. An old gravity fed aqueduct, erected atop stone vaults, conveys water from the source beneath the huge plane tree (Ø cca 3.80 m) along the road in Trsteno down to Neptune’s fountain.

Picture 7.   Recreated Renaissance parterre in garden plot immediately on the west of the villa (1966, project by B.Šišić); taken from the Review “Dubrovnik”, 1985.

Picture 8. Stone tablet with inscription in Latin from 1502 built into the low wall of the garden plot on the east of the house.

Picture 9.  Title page of the book “Governing the Family” by Nikola Gučetić.  

Picture 10.  The chapel of St Nicholas on Gorica in Lapad with a tablet from 1286.

Picture 11.  A tablet from 1286 in the chapel on the former estate owned by Andrija Beneša in Lapad. 

Picture 12. The Gothico-Rennaisance cloister of the Benedictine monastery with its garden on the island of Lokrum.

Picture  13.  Monoaxial garden in the cloister of the Friars Minor monastery in the City, founded in the 14th century, furnished with stone seats between the two garden plots and with a fountain dating from the first half of the 15th century.

Picture 14.  The Rector’s residence complex on the Island of Šipan (1450) with a garden and terrace-belvedere (see Table I).

            Picture 15. The oldest existing example of a terrace/belvedere attached to a building accessed directly from the first floor/piano nobile or by going up the steps from the garden.
Picture 16. Gothic entrance into the Rector’s residence complex on the island of  Šipan, accessed directly from the first floor/piano nobile or by going up the steps from the garden.

            Picture 17. An elegantly sculpted Gothic crown of the well in the portico below the belvedere.

Picture 18 (2005).  The demolished Getaldić villa from 1516 in Suđurađ on the island of Šipan with the preserved terraces of its abandoned garden  (see Table II).

Picture 19. A view of the villa ruins and garden terraces with the remains of bases for pergola columns on the edge of the lower terrace. 

Picture 20. Access staircase to the villa with preserved stone projections for handholds.

Picture 21 (1964). Remains of pergola columns. 

Picture 22 (2005). The Petar Sorkočević residential villa from 1521, built in transitional Gothico- Renaissance style with its garden is located on the Lapad coast of Gruž bay (see Table III).   

Picture 23. Garden pond in front of the villa.

Picture 24. View from the front part of the garden onto the main entrance door of the complex.

Picture 25. The fountain in the terrace wall at the front of the garden.

Picture 26. Steps lead from the loggia on the floor of the lateral wing towards the enclosed garden patio where the family chapel is situated.

Picture 27.  Walkway and pergola at the back of the garden.

Picture 28 (2004). The Bunić/Bona-Gradić/Gradi villa, built in transitional Gothico-Renaissance style  from the first half of the 16th century along the coast of Gruž bay with its long terrace/belvedere/orsan and vast garden against its southern side (see Table IV).

Picture 29. Walkway in the back part of the garden, bordered by walls with a colonnade supporting the wooden grating of the pergola.

Picture 30. A stone seat with stone vessels for ornamental plants in the garden facing the northern side of the villa.

Picture 31 (2005). In front of the entrance to the Gundulić Renaissance villa on the eastern coast of Gruž bay (first half of the 16th century.) This summer residence complex was one of the largest Dubrovnik country house complexes (see Table V). 

Picture 32.  The smaller terrace alongside the southern side of the villa is supported by a vault through which one could pass to the walkways of the southern part of the garden. 

Picture 33. Pavilion with a view over the bay and surrounding villas where the terrace/belvedere/boathouse ends against the northern side of the Gundulić villa. The terrace is extended to the front bordering wall of the country house complex. Next to the northern foot of this terrace there was a pond, which was choked up in the 1930s. On the opposite side of Gruž bay, one can see the Petar Sorkočević villa from 1521. 

Picture 34. A vast garden was extended from behind and around the sides of the villa. Due to the construction of several houses in the course of the 19th and 20th centuries, the Rennaissance garden space of the Gundulić villa was permanently disrupted and substantially reduced. The central belt of the former garden is still preserved (see Table V a).

Picture 35. Stone watering channel embedded within the supporting wall of the garden terrace and connected to the water-cistern in the back part of the garden. 

Picture 36 (1989). A view across the Klement Gučetić villa garden in Obuljeno, Rijeka Dubrovačka (second half of the 16th century). Despite its devastation, the articulation of the garden space is still visible (see Table X).

Picture 37 (2005). In Suđurađ, on the island of  Šipan, there are three Renaissance country 
house complexes, one next to the other. A view of the Tomo Stjepović Skočibuha villa with its tower (1545) from the foreground of the Getaldić villa (1516). Adjacent to the Tomo Stjepović Skočibuha country house complex, towards the sea, there is a country house complex with a tower which belonged to Vice Skočibuha, Tomo’s son (second half of the 16th century). 

Picture 38. An entrance walkway with a pergola colonnade fixed into stone pedestals leads towards the entrance of the Tomo Skočibuha villa.

Picture 39. The entrance walkway surmounts the front part of the garden located on the lower level underpinned by vaulting.

Picture 40. Walkway in front of the villa, paved with stamped pebble stones. There are stone seats with brick covering, decorated with old stone vessels for ornamental plants.

Picture 41 (2005). The Vice Skočibuha country house complex (second half of the 16th century) is accessed from the small port in Suđurađ. The villa has a vast garden area. On the ground floor level there is the most lavish front garden and smaller back garden, and on the first floor / piano nobile  level of the house an elevated long garden terrace with plants, pergolas, a chapel and a pavilion extends along its entire southern side. The garden layout is characterised by an articulated geometrical pattern, being an expressive example of a Dubrovnik garden of the High Renaissance (see Table IX).
Picture 42.  The Vice Stjepović Skočibuha villa in Suđurađ on the island of  Šipan.

Picture 43. Intersecting walkways edged by low walls with colonnades and canopied by grapevine pergolas articulate the front part of the garden into square garden forms. A lateral garden terrace, above the entire length of the front and back garden, ends in a protruding point in the south-east angle of the complex, where a pavilion, overlooking the bay is located.            

Picture 44 (1964). Paved terrace with a chapel bordered with low walls covered by stone profiled plates together with its colonnade. 

Picture 45 (1964). Paved forecourt of the Vice Stjepović Skočibuha villa in Suđurađ on the island of  Šipan canopied by a pergola which, due to its width, is supported along its central part by slender monolith columns fixed  into stone rings in the pavement.

Picture 46. Paved forecourt opposite the building bordered lengthways entirely by stone seats. 

Picture 47 (1964.) The remains of a profiled stone watering channel placed on the bordering wall running against the walkway.  

Picture 48 (2004.) The Sorkočević villa in Komolac, Rijeka Dubrovačka (second half of the 16th century) is one of the largest Dubrovnik Renaissance villas. The back garden disappeared when the road was constructed crosswise at the end of the 19th century.

            The picture shows the central walkway in the front garden facing the entrance to the villa building. 

           The front garden was partly restored between 1981-1989 (project: B.Šišić -  see axonometric survey).
Picture 49. Transversal walkways of the same width and other similar front garden walkways intersect thus dividing the garden into four garden plots. Walkways bordered by low walls with colonnades and canopied by grapevine pergola articulate the front part of the garden into quadrangular garden plots.
Picture 50. View across restored quadrangular garden plots. 
Picture 51. One of three walkways separating the bordering belts from the greenery of the central garden plots. The depicted eastern walkway was completely reconstructed during the restoration of the garden.

Picture 52. One of four garden plots. Each of them is an open green atrium framed by the green porch of a pergola formed by a colonnade of elegantly carved monoliths running alongside the bordering walls. Their capitals supported the wooden pergola structure and its overhanging grapevines. The iron pergola construction replaced the former wooden grating in the course of the 19th century.

Picture 53. The stone staircase with balustrade leading from the water’s edge of Rijeka Dubrovačka towards the villa is today girded by the marina waterfront.

Picture 54 (1965).  The staircase and balustrade after which the villa was named “Skala” originally emerged from the water. 

Picture 55 (2004).  The fountain of Triton, by Jacques de Spinis from Orléans, built into the terrace wall against the summer villa façade. 

Picture 56 (2002).  The Vice Skočibuha stately villa at Boninovo, the historical suburbs of Dubrovnik was erected in the  second half of the 16th century, by all accounts in accordance with the design of a foreign architect. The garden is composed of two vast terraces covered by greenery (see Table XI). The same owner had another Renaissance country house complex erected in Suđurađ on the island of Šipan (see Table IX).
Picture 57. The broad paved entrance walkway running on either side of the slender stone columns with capitals adorned with acanthus leaves and volutes was originally canopied by a wooden pergola with an overhanging grapevine.

Picture 58 A broad walk with exquisitely sculpted stone columns and balustrade in front of the building, which was extended along the border of the upper garden terrace.

 Picture 59.  One of the differently sculpted columns/monoliths on the balustrade in front of 
             the villa.
Picture 60. The façade of the villa is opened by the portico on its ground floor and loggia on the first floor /piano nobile), affording a view of the lower garden terrace and Gruž bay in the distance.

Picture 61. (2007)  A view of an interesting façade from the front garden of the 
Crijević/ Cerva villa behind Gradac park (the end of the 16th century) The Crijević villa garden is distinguished by its exquisite Renaissance columns each sculpted differently with the aim of supporting a pergola. This was the craftsmanship of the famous sculptor Vicko Lujov from the island of Korčula with the assistance of Jacques de Spinis from Orléans in the second half of the 16th century.

The garden was redesigned at the end of the 19th century  in romantisist style. The central part of the garden was transformed into a large plot and thus altered, so the low walls of the colonnade ran along the eastern and western bordering strips of fertile soil. After the World War II the garden fell into decay.
This complex assigned to the rector 's office of the University in Dubrovnik was restored  in 2006.

A longitudinal and two perpendicular walks, in the direction of the original walks from the end of the 16th century are laid across the central garden plot from the end of the 19th century.This kind of garden design restoration has assumed  a character reminiscent of the past .

Picture 62. The central walk with a Himalaya cypress dead  trunk torso (Cupressus torulosa) next to  a small rounded resting-place,  close to  the end of the walk and its semicircular resting-place in front of the villa at the beginning of the walk 

Picture 63.  View of western colonnade.

Picture 64. View of eastern colonnade
Picture 65. Caryatids in front of the entrance to the villa  
Pictures 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71.  Some examples of columns with capitals with human, animal, floral and mythical motifs.       

Picture 72 (2007).  Large round decorative garden vessel with the coat of arms of the Pucić-Pozza family.

Picture 73. Similar vessel with the coat of arms of the Bundić-Bonda family.

 Picture 74.    The family chapel dedicated to St. Elisabeth with its elegantly sculpted Renaissance façade was separated from the country house complex by the road , leading from the City towards Gruž, built at the beginning of the 19th century.
Picture 75. An access staircase along the central part of the Tomo Budislavić villa garden by the road leading from Gornji Kono (second half of the 16th century/beginning of the 17th century), connects the bottom, central and upper transversal walkways (see Table XII). (Unfortunately, the south wing of its enclosing wall was pulled down and the bottom walkway removed due to road construction in 1982. These pictures were taken in 1962.)

Picture 76. Terraces, walkways, belvederes and a staircase transformed the karst hill slopes into an interesting, extremely valuable garden space in spite of its devastated condition.

Picture 77.  A belvedere in front of the villa, which was pulled down a long time ago.

Picture 78.   Upper walkway – view from the chapel towards the villa.

Picture 79.  Belvedere with an access staircase in the central part of the garden.

Picture 80 (1996).  Upper entrance into the garden of the Bishop’s/Bete villa with a late Gothic doorframe. This villa is located beyond the Gornji Kono road. The ruin of the former Bishop’s villa from the 16th century is situated next to the road in the south-western corner of the complex, where one can find the lower entrance into the garden space (see Table VII).

Picture 81 (2005).  Upper walkway in the garden in front of the building, built during the 18th century, with bordering walls with colonnades to support the pergola.

Picture 82. Belvedere in front of the house with old “pitars” (stone flower vessels) on the bordering wall.

Picture 83.   Walkway descending the slope, across the central part of the garden, to the lower walkway, where the ruin of the former Bishop’s villa is located. The shady bordering plantation of pittosporum has taken on the role of a pergola.  

Picture 84. A view of the suburban house complex beneath the Gornji Kono road, with a long walkway permeated by a pergola colonnade and with a belvedere in front of the house (see Table VIII).

Picture 85 (1977). Detail of the Natalić villa garden in Gornji Kono (16th century). Possibly the only preserved example of a small separately placed fountain in Dubrovnik Renaissance gardens.

Picture 86 (2004). Nymphaeum of the Bozdari Škaprlenda summer residence in Čajkovići-Rijeka Dubrovačka  from the beginning of the 18th c. with a fountain, composed of a gargoyle and two stone bowls within an artificial grotto from which water flows, running into a small octagonal basin in the enclosed part of the garden.     

Picture 87 (2002). In numerous more recent Dubrovnik gardens there are some valuable examples of garden stone ornaments brought from devastated or abandoned Dubrovnik gardens. Such was the case with this sculpted fountain basin transferred from an unknown old garden and built into the supporting wall of the Villa Ucović garden terrace at Pile in Dubrovnik.

Picture 88 (1996). Access stairway and walkway canopied with a pergola leading towards the entrance of the Rubrizius-Doršner villa at Pile, not far from the western gate of the City. The wooden grating of the pergola was replaced by an iron one in the 19th century. 

Picture 89. Paved  villa forecourt canopied by a pergola.

            Picture 90. View from the forecourt onto the western garden plot.

            Picture 91. Renaissance stone seat with elegantly sculpted back and trestles.
Picture 92 (2004). Articulated portal within the front enclosing garden wall of the   Sorkočevič-Jordan villa on the coast of Lapad in Gruž bay with a stone bench on the side. Above the portal there is a built-in ivy-clad stone tablet containing an inscription in Latin praising country life. From this point a walkway leads across the central part of the front garden which used to access the villa, which was destroyed in the 19th century, with a continuation across the central part of the back garden (see Table VI.)

          Picture 93. Walkway in the front garden of a country house with low bordering walls where the remains of elegantly profiled stone covers can still be seen. Along the walls there is a slender colonnade of circular section monoliths with elegantly carved capitals that supported the wooden grating of the pergola. 

            Picture 94. Example of the capital of a column with a foliage motif and pomegranate. 

Pictures 95, 96.  A broad walkway bordered with  ”arlas”, narrow strips of land for ground vegetation, in the paved entrance of the Gundulić-Rašica villa garden in Lapad  - second half of the 16th century (2004, 1977.)   

Picture 97 (2004). The main walkway connecting the entrance to the garden with the entrance to the house.  

Picture 98 (1977). Stone table and seat on a terrace-belvedere.

Picture  99. (2002)   Relief with winged putti holding the coat-of-arms of the noble Rastić/Resti family built into the exterior garden wall of the Rastić - Ercegović)  house at Pile.

Picture 100.   Photo of a painting of Dubrovnik with the bay of Gruž and Rijeka Dubrovačka from around the middle of the 17th century (oil on canvas). The city suburb of Gruž grew into landscaped gardens (painting owned by Dubrovnik Museums.)
Picture  101. (2006)   A view of Rijeka dubrovačka.
Several Renaissance villas with more or less  preserved gardens are located  along the river-bank  still today
Picture 102. (2006)  

 A view of Župa dubrovačka, agricultural and country estate area to the east of Dubrovnik

All pictures are taken by Bruno Šišić, except for number 7  used  from the Review “Dubrovnik”, 1985.
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Dubrovnik poets

Dubrovnik region

Dubrovnik Republic

Dubrovnik’s  territory

Dubrovnik writers

Dutch Renaissance gardens
Đ

đara
Đurđević/Giorgi family
Đurđević villa garden
E

eastern Adriatic coast

Egypt 
Elaphite islands

Epidaurum 

earthquake of 1667

Europe

European countries

European gardens
European Renaissance garden architectural heritage

European garden architectural heritage
F

fall of the Republic

family chapels
Fano

Farnesian gardens

Ferrara 

Fiesole 

Fisković Cvito
Flora Zuzzeri/Cvijeta Zuzorić

Florence

Flori

folar [a small monetary unit]
fortified Betondić villa in Kobaš
fortified country house
fountain

France 

Franciscan monastery

French gardens

French baroque gardens

French Renaissance gardens

French travel writers
Friars Minor monastery in the City 
G

garden of St. Mary’s monastery 
garden of the Holy Cross monastery in Gruž
garden of the Rector’s residence on the island of Šipan
garden in Trsteno

garden peristyles
gardener
Genoa

Getaldić/Ghetaldi family
Giovanni Battista Giustiniano 

Golubinica on Pelješac

government of Dubrovnik
Gradac
Gradac and Spilan
Gradić/Gradi family
Gradić garden in Rijeka dubrovačka

Gradić, J. Marin 

Gravosium, i.e. the areas of Gruž and Lapad

Grgurići near Slano

Gruž
Gruž bay
Gučetić, Ambrozije 
Gučetić/Gotius/Gozze family
Gučetić/Gozze, Ivan Marinov 

Gučetić “Lorko” villa garden 

Gučetić Kliment 
Gučetić/Gotius/Gozze, Nikola Vitov 
Gučetić/Gozze Lujov Nikola 
Gučetić Petar  (died in 1564)

Gučetić/Gotius/Gozze villa garden in Trsteno

Gundulić/Gondola family
Gundulić/Gondola Marija 

Gundulić/Gondola-Rašica garden 

Gundulićeva Poljana

H

Hektorović Petar
herbarium
hexaforia
Historical Gardens and Landscape Development Centre - Dubrovnik

Hladnica in Lapad
houses in rows 
Humanism
humanistic orientation of Dubrovnik

humanistic approach to life 
humanistic philosophy 
humanistic Renaissance orientation prevailing in Dubrovnik
humanistic views

husbandry as a leisure type 
husbandry management
I

Illyria 

insulae
invasion of the Slav and Avar tribes in 614

irregular blocks in Dubrovnik 

island of Hvar
island of Lokrum
island of Mljet

island of Šipan 
Italian cities

Italian gardens

Italian influences

Italian Renaissance gardens 

Italian High Renaissance

Italian towns

Italy

J

Jean Palerne
Jellicoe, G. A.

K

Kaboga/Caboga family
Kantafig. 

karst
karst area

karst features

karst regions
Kingdom of Naples
Kobaš
Koločep channel

Komolac 
Konavle
Kono
Kono area

Korčula
Kotruljević Benedikt
L

Lante villa garden

Lapad 
layout form of blocks

Levant lands
libras (a unit of measurement) 
Ligorio’s D'Este villa  garden

littoral gardens 

Lokrum 
Lokrum Abbey

Lopud 

Louis de Hayes 

Lucca 

Luka Šipanjska
Lukarović/Lucari family
M

Majsan near Korčula

Mali Ston  (1335)
Mali Zaton 
Marković Andrija

Marulić Marko

Medici villa garden in Fiesole

medieval gardens
medieval utilitarian suburban gardens

Mediterranean
Mediterranean basin

Mediterranean countries

Menčetić/Menze family
Michael Marullo (1453-1500)Greek humanist 

Michelozzi 
Middle Ages
Middle Ages. the early

Middle Ages, garden art 
Minčeta fortress

Mirinovo 

Mljet

Mokošica 
Molfetta 

Molunat

monastery at Canterbury 

monastery gardens of Dubrovnik 
monastery peristyle garden 

Monopoli 

Monte Cassino Abbey
Mravinjac
N

Natalić/Natali garden in Boninovo

Natalić villa garden in Gornji Kono

Nicolas de Nicolai 

Nalješković Nikola /Nale Nicolò 

nymphaeum

O

Obuljeno 
odrina

Okladi

old Dubrovnik territories
old nucleus of Dubrovnik

older parts of the City

older territories of Dubrovnik 
Omiš

Orašac
Orebići

orsans- terraces-belvederes
ortolanus

ortum
otium et negotium
P

Padua 
Palestine 
Pantela Petar

pastinum
pecia dicta ledina
Pelješac peninsula (Stonski rat)

pergola

peristyles

perper (1 pp  [1 pp = 12 groschen = 360 folars]
Petar Sorkočević/Sorgo garden

Petka 

Phaeacian groves

Philipe du Fresne-Canaye 

Philippus De Diversis

piano nobile

Pile
Pisa 
pitar
Placa

planned settlements

Plat
Ploče

Podobuće

Ponikve

Poljice near Orašac

post-Renaissance gardens
Potomje
Pracat Miho 
pre-Renaissance gardens in Dubrovnik
pre-Renaissance gardens of the Friars Minor monastery in the City 

protection of villas along with their gardens
Provence
Pruglović/Proculo family
Pucić/Pozza family
Pucić/Pozza-Kosor garden 

Pucić/Pozza-Pitarević garden 

puco or stone crown 

Pustijerna 

 putatori
Q

Quaracchi villa garden
Quattrocento
quincunx 

R

Radmili-Svilokos-Gjivoje villa garden 

Raffaello

Ragusium
Raugia
Ragusa
Raguse
Ramberti, a Venetian travel writer 
Ranjina/ Ragnina family
Rastić/Resti family
Rastić garden in Rožat

Ravenna
Razzi Serafino

Recanati
rectangular residential blocks
rector

Rector’s Palace in the City
Rector’s residence above Luka Šipanjska 

Rector’s residence on Lopud 
regulations on the urban planning of the City (1296)
Renaissance garden township
Rijeka Dubrovačka

Rimini 

River Ombla i.e. Rijeka dubrovačka

Roman 

Romans
Roman empire

Roman field  typical

Roman model : Cardo and Decumanus
Roman origin

Roman settlement

Roman times
Roman villas, i.e. villae rusticae
Roman-Vlach origin

Romanesque cloister
Rome
rows as a type of plan implemented in many Dubrovnik settlements

Rožat 
Rubrizius-Galjuf-Doršner villa garden at Pile
rural region of Dubrovnik
rural settlements

Russian-Montenegrin assault in 1806

S

Sagroević-Stjepović Skočibuha family

Sant Epidio 

Saraka/Saraca family
Senate 

servants 
Shepherd, J. C.

Sicily 
Simon filius domini Andree de Benisa 
Sinigaglia
Skočibuha family
Skočibuha-Murati garden in Suđurađ on Šipan
Slano Littoral

slavery

slaves

solad

solad or zlatica (1,676 m2)

Soderini

Sorkočević/Sorgo family
Sorkočević/Sorgo garden in Komolac

Sorkočević/Sorgo-Jordan garden 
Sorkočević–Natalić villa garden in Kantafig

southern Dalmatia
Spain

Sponza

Srđ

Stagnum settlement
Stari Grad on the island of Hvar
statue of Neptune with nymphs
Statute

Statute of Dubrovnik of 1272

St Galen 

Stjepanović Mihoć 

Ston

Ston field

stone vases 
suburb of Pile with Kono
suburban areas of Dubrovnik: Ploče, Pile, Kono, Gruž and Lapad.
suburban gardens and vineyards 
suburban medieval gardens 
suburbs of Dubrovnik
Suđurađ 
Switzerland
Š

Šimun, son of master Andrija Beneša
Šipan 
Šipanjsko polje

Šumet
T

tajatori
tenants

Termoli
terra deserta
terra trapita 

terre erbinee 

territory of Dubrovnik

textile manufactures in Dubrovnik 

Tomo Skočibuha villa garden in Suđurađ 
Tor in Šumet
town planning

Trsteno

Tudizić/Tudisi family
Turks 

Tuscany

Tvrdalj
U

uborak =11 kilos 

University of Sorbonne

University of Zagreb
urban planning
utilitarian gardens
V

Vatican Belvedere 
Veli Brijun

Venetian government

Venice
Vetranović Čavčić Mavro 

Vice Stjepović Skočibuha garden in Suđurađ on Šipan

Villa Ambrogiana garden

Villa Careggi garden 
Villa Castello garden

Villa D'Este garden 

Villa Madama gardens 

Villa Medici garden in Fiesole

Villa Petraia garden
Villa Pia garden 

villae rusticae 
villains

Villani, a Florentine chronicler

villeggiatura
villeggiatura lifestyle 

villeinage

villicus
vinea
vinea nova
vinea vetera

vinea sterilis
viridarium
Višnjica
Vitković

Volčević/ Volzio family
Volčević, Andrija M. 

Vukasović/Volcassio family
W

water supply system built in 1438
water-cistern crowns
west European cultural milieu
workers
Z

Zamanja/Giamagna family
Zamanja garden in Mali Zaton

zappatori
Zaton
Zaton bay

Zlatarić Dinko

Zlatarić Tower in Donje Pijavičino

zlatica =1,676 m2
Zuzorić Cvijeta / Zuzzeri Flora 

Zuzorić /Zuzzeri  family

Zuzorić garden in Čibača

Ž

žal 

Župa Dubrovačka 

Župa dubrovačka bay
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