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ABSTRACT

The paper presents an overview of
history and the current state of Croatian
official municipal heraldry and vexillolo-
gy. It provides a brief overview of its his-
torical development, providing the basis
of the heraldic restoration which began
in the mid-1990s. It presents the current
legislation and regulations and the pro-

UcTopujata | ceramHata cocrojoa Ha
XpBaTcKarta OIMMUIITUHCKA XEpaJlluKa U
Bekcuionoruja. Taa naBa Kyc Tperien
Ha WCTOPUCKHMOT Pa3BOj W OCHOBa 3a
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1. AICTOPUCKA OIIIITUHCKA
XEPAJIJINKA BO XPBATCKA

I'panoBuTe BO JeHemHa XpBarcka umaar
PETUCTPUpPAHO  TICUaTH  CO  XCPATIHUKA
MPOTOXEPAIUYKN efleMeHTH o 11 Bek HaBamy.
Hajcrapara marpukyna mro mpurara Ha Tp0 Ha

eIcH XPBATCKH TPaJl € ToBeJI0aTa 1ajicHa BO
Bynum ox kpanot Matuja KopsuH, 3a rpamot
Bapaxmun, Ha 8 jymu 1464 roquHa (. 17)
(Horvat 1993, 380). I'pamor Kpammua ce
CTeKHaI co Tp0 o kpasnoT CurusmyHzu, rpo
KOjIITO ce KopucTen Ha redat (ci. 1) Bo 14
BeK, a Oun TMOTBpAeH o KpanoT Pynond
IT Bo 1588 (Laszowski 1895). I'pboBu ce
NpUKQKaHH Ha T[eYaToT Ha 3aeqHUIIATa
Hparanuk Bo 1519 (ibid). Cem ce crexan co
rp0 (OJJHOCHO Ce TOTBPIUII TIOCTap rpod MITO
ce xopucren) ox kpanot Pynond II, Ha 2 maj
1607 ropuna Bo [Ipara (Gulin 1993). Pueka
ce crekHat co rpo (ci. 3) ox Jleomomna I Ha 6
jyan 1659 (Ostri¢ 2002, 59 — 60), Kapnosan
ro no6wn ox kpanot Jocud 11 Ha 8 oxToMBpH
1781 (cm. 21) (Lopasi¢ 1879, 54), u T0j mm
nman Tpd Ha TpamoBuTe BpOoBcko m PaBHa
I'opa Bo 1785 (Ostri¢, ibid), wrH.

Yimire ox TEpe3MHHOT TEPHOJ, IOroieM Opoj
IPaJIOBH Ce CTEKHAJIE CO TPOOBHU MATPHUKYJIH, CO IITO
UM Ce JI0 MPABOTO Jia KOpUcTar rpOoBH, MevaT U

1pBeH BOCOK. OKpy3HTE, IPEBHUTE ITOTOJIEMH
TEPUTOPHjATHH €MHUIIM, KOWINTO Owie
OpraHU3MpPaHU BO TEPE3MHUOT NEPHUOJ, BO TOA
BpEMe UCTO Taka ce CTEKHaJIe CO MPaBOTO Ha
kopucreme rpo (Laszowski 1902).

Bo  Jlanmammja, 3a  Bpeme  Ha
TaKaHApEYEHOTO BTOPO aBCTPUCKO BIIAJICCH-E
(1813 — 1918), onpeseH Opoj TpagoBu 100MIe
cBoH rpOOBH, 0100peHH 01 MUHUCTEPCTBOTO
3a BHATpEIIHH pPadoTH, a Mery HHB ce
Nmotrcku (Laszowski 1932, 32 — 33), Omuinn
(Idem, 46 — 47) u Kopuyna (Idem, 36 — 37)
(ci. 19, 26).

Hpyru  rpajioBu  TOCTENEHO  TH
XEpaJIM3upaje CBOWUTE TPAIUITHOHATHU
revaTH, u 10 19 Bek Beke KopucTelre rpOOBH.
3a oBHe, MOKEOH € TTOTEIIKO Ja CE OJPeIr
Kora ce CIy4wsia Xepainausanujarta. Taka,
3HaeMe Jieka 3arped ro KOpUCTH MeYaToT O]
14 Bex Bo rpooBHa (opma o 1499 (Heimer
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1. HISTORICAL MUNICIPAL
HERALDRY IN CROATIA

The cities in what is today Croatia had record-

ed seals with heraldic and proto-heraldic elements
from the 11% century onward. The oldest armorial
patent granting arms to a city in Croatia is the char-

ter granted in Budim by King Mathias
Corvinus to the city of Varazdin on
8 July 1464 (Fig. 17) (Horvat 1993,
380). The city of Krapina was grant-
ed a coat of arms by King Sigismund,
used in a seal (Fig. 1) in the 14™ cen-
tury and confirmed by King Rudolf II
in 1588 (Laszowski 1895). Coats of
arms are shown in the seal of com-
munity of Dragani¢ in 1519 (ibid).
Senj was granted arms (older arms
have been confirmed in use) by King
Rudolph II on 2 May 1607 in Prague
(Gulin 1993). Rijeka was granted
arms (Fig. 3) by Emperor Leopold I
on 6 June 1659 (Ostri¢ 2002, 59-60),
Karlovac received arms from King
Joseph II on 8 October 1781 (Fig.
21) (Lopasi¢ 1879:54) and he granted

arms to the towns of Vrbovsko and Ravna Gora in
1785 (Ostrié, ibid), and so on.

cn./ fig. 3

In the Maria Theresa era, a number of cities

were granted armorial patents, giving
them the right to use a coat of arms,
a seal, and red wax. The counties,
ancient larger territorial units which
were reorganized in the Theresian pe-
riod, were similarly granted arms at
that time (Laszowski 1902).

In Dalmatia, during the so-called
Second Austrian Rule (1813-1918),
a number of cities and towns had
their arms approved by the Minis-
try of Interior, among them Imots-
ki (Laszowski 1932, 32-33), Omi$
(Idem, 46—47), and Korcula (I/dem,
36-37) (Fig. 19, 26).

Other cities and towns gradually
heraldized their traditional seals and
by the 19 century used such coats of
arms. For these it may be difficult to
determine when the heraldization oc-
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2009, 31 —36). ['pboBuTE Ha jaIPaHCKUOT Oper uMase
reyaTy JAypy U niopaHo, Ha np. [1IlnbeHuk uman Beke
no3Hat 1p0 ox 1255, a xepannusupan aypu Bo 19 Bek
(Galvani 1884, 9 — 15), a cmuaHO MOXKE J1a CE KaXKe U
3a rpamgoBute 3amap, Cromr (ci1. 26), Kopayna utH.

Bo BHatpemHoCcTa, JacTpedCcko umai redat ox 15
BEK, ITO OmiI 3aMeHeT Bo 1615 co HOB, KOjmITOo OMI
npukakad Ha Tyt (Laszowski 1895). Ha Camo6op
My OmJI TOTBpeH rpOoT 011 16 Bek o kpasoT Jleoromn
I, Bo 1525, u ucro Taka, ox kpainor depaunany [
Bo 1528 (Ibid), a Xepananu3upaH Ha HETOBOTO 3HAME
Bo 1756 (Feletar 2004, 6). Mcro Taka, Moxe 1a ce
IIPOHAj AT U APYTY BaKBU MPUMEPH.

Jo kpajotr Ha 19 Bek, llITpen Bo HeroBara KHUTA
1 pooBHUK (Wappenbuch) 3abenexan 54 rpanoBu
KoumTo ynorpedysaar rpoosu (19 Bo Xpsarcka —
CnaBonnja, 21 Bo Jlanmanuja, 13 Bo Mctpa u 1 Bo
VYarapuja) (Strohl 1904).

[o INpBara cBeTcka BojHA, JIaOBCKH BO HETOBUOT
anbym npeszentupan 111 rpda Ha rpatoBu BO IeHENITHA
Xpsarcka (Laszowski 1932). JIBa citydaja ce nmo3Hatu
32 yCBOjyBame rpd BO MET'YBOCHHOT TIEPHOJT
— Bunkosim Bo 1922 (cin. 5) (Klajn 1964)!
n Cymak (cera WCTOYEH IeN O TPamoT
Prexka). (Zic 1993).

[lo Bropara cBercka BojHa, HOBHOT
PSKUM MIMal COMHEXK KOH XepasIuKara,
n ja m3bernyBan. Mako npBuyHO Omia
3a0enexaHa yrorpedaTa Ha TpPOOBH CO
OJIpe/ieHd MOIU(DHKAIMYA WA JIOAaTeHU
HJICOJIOIKY aMOJIeMHu, cemak 10 1950-ture,
yrmorpedara Ha OIIITHHCKUTE CHMOOIH
LIETIOCHO 3aMpera.

OmuruHuTe naxK, Bo 1960-tute roguHu
MOBTOPHO ~ ja

OTKpWJIC  COIlMjasTHaTa

cn./ fig. 5

Npujo0MBKa Off HMMAabETO  3aCAHUYKH
cuM00J1, W 3alodYHaje Ja YCBOjyBaar
HUBHU ,,/pOOBU" — HEKOH ce Oazupae Ha

HCTOPHUCKHU TPOOBH, IpyTH OUIIE IO/ CHITHO

curred. We know that Zagreb used its 14"-centu-
ry seal in armorial form as early as 1499 (Heimer
2009, 31-36). The cities along the Adriatic coast
had seals even earlier, e.g., Sibenik has seal
known since 1255, but heraldized in the 19" cen-
tury (Galvani 1884, 9—15), with similar histories
in Zadar, Split (Fig. 26), Korcula...

Inland, Jastrebarsko had a 15%-century seal,
replaced in 1615 with a new one showing it in
a shield (Laszowski 1895). Samobor had its
16" century arms confirmed by King Leopold II
in 1525 and also by King Ferdinand I in 1528
(Ibid), heraldized on its flag in 1756 (Feletar
2004, 6). Other examples may be found.

By the end of the 19" century Str6hl, in his
Wappenbuch, records 54 cities in today’s Croa-
tia using coats of arms (19 in Croatia-Slavonia,
21 in Dalmatia, 13 in Istria, and 1 in Hungary)
(Strohl 1904).

After World War I, Laszowski presented 111
coats of arms of cities in present-day Croatia
in his album (Laszowski 1932). Two
cases are known of coats of arms ad-
opted and granted in the interwar pe-
riod—Vinkoveci in 1922 (Fig. 5) (Kla-
jn 1964)! and Susak (now the eastern
part of the city of Rijeka) (Zic 1993).

Following World War II the new
Yugoslav regime was suspicious of
heraldry and shunned it. Although
initially the use was recorded of arms
with some modified or added ideolog-
ical emblems, by the 1950s the use of
municipal symbols died out altogether.

However, in the 1960s municipal-
ities rediscovered the social benefit of
having a common symbol and stared
adopting their “coats of arms”—some
based on historical arms, others much

BIMjaHWE OJ COBPEMEHHOT TpadUuKu

IU3ajH ®W ,,JJOTOMaHWjaTa, W CEKaKo
3a4ecTeHa BKIYYUTETHOCT Ha CHMOOIH
on commjanmcTryukara wumeoiornja (Cf.
Cimbur 1985) (ci. 14, 23). HatoBapenn
CO HJECOJIOIIKA CHUMOOJIHMKA, OBHE OmIIE
BO TOJIeM JieNl W3BajeHu ox ymorpeda Bo 1990,
¥ 3aloyHajia coceMa HOBa epa Ha XepalIHdyKo
O)KHBYBAH-€.

MAKEJJOHCKI XEPAJI]] 13

cn./ fig. 6

influenced by modern graphical design
and “logomania”, and certainly with
the frequent inclusion of symbols of
socialist ideology (Cf. Cimbur 1985)
(Fig. 14, 23). Burdened with ideolog-
ical symbolism, these mostly dropped
from use in 1990 and an entirely new era of he-
raldic revival started.
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2. UICTOPUCKA OIIIITUHCKA
BEKCHJIOJIOTMJA BO XPBATCKA

3a pasmuka on TpOOBUTE, 3HAMHUbATA Ce
OCBEJIOYECHH 3a TPAJOBHTE HA Pa3IMYHA HAYMHU U
BO paznuyHM nepuoau. Hajcrapu ce The KowmmTo ce
MO3HATH CIIOPEZ] OIMCHTE
BO paxorucute on 13 u 14
BeK W WM WIyCTPUPaHH
Ha MOPEIUIOBCKUTE HaBWTa-
IIUCKA KapTH, TIO3HATH KaKo
MTOPTOJIAHCKH KapTH, KOHIITO
nak ce xopucrene oa 13 no
17 Bex (cnm. 7). Hajcraporo
3a4yBaHO OIIITUHCKO 3Ha-
Me Jathupa Oj JOIHHOT
17 u ox 18 Bek, 3HaMe Ha
rparanckara Mwiimja (CiI.
8), OIHOCHO MMJIMIIUCKU

SIIMHUILIN, KOUILITO TPAIOBUTE
Tpebano ma ru obe3beaar 3a
(deymamHUTe TIOCEMHUIN 32
HMBHa 3amTuTa. Bo 19 Bek, oBHEe €AUHUIM CTaHAJIe
HepEMOHHjaJTHH, a ToHaTaMy OWJie U PacITyllITeHH!, HO
HUBHHTE 3HAMUHba MPOAOIDKIIE a C€ KOPUCTAT Of
IpaJoBUTE KAKO HUBHU OaHEpH.

Bo noununor 19 Bek nocTeneHo UHIy CTpU3UPaHOTO
Oyp»K0Oacko OITIITECTBO ja TIOKaKyBaJlo
CBOjaTa ONIUTMHCKA HAKJIOHETOCT MPEKy
3HAMHUIbATA HA PA3IUYHM TparaHCKU 37ApY-
KEHHja, KOMIUTO NPHKAKYBaJle TPaJICKU
cUMOOJIM — U Ha Kpaj, OBUE AN3ajHH CTAHAIIC
MOBP3aHW CO IIEJIOKYITHHOT ~ OMIITHHCKU
upentuter. OBHE 3HAMHUIbA WHIUIUPAAT
XEpAIMYKA [OYETOLH, HO, BOOOWYACHO
KOpHCTaT TIOBekeOOjHH JIGHTH BO HCTa
roJIEMHHA O] TOCTPEBOIYIIOHEpHATa (ppaH-
I[yCKa BEKCHJIOJIOTHja, a KaKo IPaBHJIO Ce
YKpaceH! €O ONIITHHCKU IPOOBHU HMIU JIPYTH
cooBeTHH eneMeHTH. (ci. 10)

Co momeMOT Ha HAIMOHATHOTO JBWKECHE BO
Janmmarja, BO BTOpara TOJNIOBHMHA Ha 19 Bek, u
OTKAKO HAlIMOHAJIHUTE IIapTHH yCIIease a I'M Ha/lrJla-

cn./ fig. 9 cﬁ./ fig. 10
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cn./ fig. 11

2. HISTORICAL MUNICIPAL
VEXILLOLOGY IN CROATIA

Unlike coats of arms, flags are recorded for
cities in various ways and from different periods.
The oldest are those known from descriptions in
13" and 14% century man-
uscripts or illustrated in
the maritime navigational
charts, known as porto-
lans, used from the 13®
to the 17" century (Fig.
7). The oldest municipal
flags preserved date from
the late 17" and the 18"
century, being flags of
civic militia (Fig. 8), i.e.
military units which cities
would have to provide for
their feudal overlord and
for their own protection.
In the 19% century these
units became ceremonial and eventually disband-
ed, but their flags continued to be used by cities
as their banners.

In the late 19" century the gradually industri-
alized bourgeois society exhibited its municipal
affiliations through flags of various
civil associations displaying the city
symbols—eventually these designs
became associated with the entire
municipal identity. These flags show
heraldic origins, but usually sport the
multi-coloured equally-sized stripes
of post-French Revolution vexillog-
raphy, ornamented as a rule with the
municipal coat of arms or some other

cn./ fig. 8 appropriate device. (Fig. 10)

19

With the rise of the national move-
ment in Dalmatia in the second half of the 19™
century, and after the national parties managed
to outvote autonomous (Italian) parties in local
assemblies, the Croatian tricolour of red-white-

cn./ fig. 12 cn./ fig. 13
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caaT aBTOHOMHHTE (MTaJHMjaHCKH) MAPTHH BO
MECHHUTE COOpaHMja, XpBaTcKara TpoOOjHHIIA
nojaByBalia
OTIIIITUHCKO 3HaME, YKPACEHO CO MECHUOT Tpo
(cm. 11,13). Bo xonTmHeHTanHa XpBaTcKa,
TaKBUTE 3HAMHHEbA UCTO TaKa Ce [0jaByBaJIe 3a
Pa3IMYHU 31PY’>KEHHja, HO TaKBO ONIUTHHCKO
3HaMe He € 3a0eIeKaHo TaMy.

Bo mpBara monoBuHa Ha 20 Bek, BO
PErHoHHUTE KOUILTO OMIIE J1eJ1 O APYTU IPyKaBH
BO TOa BpeMe, 3HaMMIbaTa ce IOjaByBajie BO
COIJIACHOCT CO BEKCHJIOJIOLIKATA TPaAULIMja Ha
THE JpkaBd. Taka, BO PETMOHHTE O[] UTAIHjaHCKa
KOHTpOJIa C€ MOjaByBajle €AHOOOJHH 3HAMHIbA CO
OMNIUTUHCKUOT TpO, HO HCTO Taka W XOpyrBara,
MOBTOPHO CO OMIITHHCKHOT TPO BO HAKUTEHA M30e10a
(3anmap, Puexa, Ilyna, PoBum, utH.). Bo pernonure

LpBEHO-0eNo-CHHa  Cce KaKko

IO/ YHrapcka KOHTPOJia, 3HAMUIbaTa OrIie CO3/1aBaHi
Kako
TIOJICJION HAa JTBE WJIH TPY TIIaBHU OOH OJT ONIIIITUHCKUOT
rp0, 6e3 HukakBu ykpacu (Hakoser) (ci1. 12).

Ilo Btopara cBeTcka BOjHa,

€IHOCTaBHU TCOMETPUCKU IIpaBoOarojiHu

CHTE JIOKAJHU
CUMOOJT OMIIe HACKOPO CMEHETH KaKO HIICOJIOIIKH
HecoonBeTHH. Kako u jga e, mocreneHo Bo 1960,
HOB  BHJ XepaJuKa MpOH3JIeria
BO YMETHHYKHM BKYC OJ TOj IEpHOJI, MAKO CEmaK
Oune 3a0enekaHd M TPUMEPH OJf EIHOCTABCH
MOJICPHHU3UPAH TPaJUIMOHAICH XEPAIIMIKI JIH3ajH.
3HamMHbaTa Kako MO TpaBHiIO Owile eTHOOOjHH, CO
rpObOT MmTO OWJ TpPHKAaXKaH HAJYeCTO KaKO

OIIIIITHHCKA

cn./ fig. 14

blue appeared in the design of mu-
nicipal flags defaced with local coats
of arms (Fig. 11,13). In continental
Croatia such flags also appeared in
quantity for various societies, but no
such municipal flag was recorded
there.

In the first half of the 20" cen-
tury, in Croatian regions that were
parts of other countries at the time,
flags appeared in accordance with
vexillolographic tradition of these
countries. Thus in Italian-held regions mono-
coloured flags with the municipal coat of arms
appeared, as well as elaborate gonfalon-type
banners, again with the municipal arms (Zadar,
Rijeka, Pula, Rovinj, etc.). In the Hungarian re-
gions flags were devised as simple geometric
regular divisions of two or three main colours
from the municipal arms, with no defacing of
any kind (Cakovec) (Fig. 12).

After World War II all local symbols were
soon suppressed as ideologically unsuitable.
However, in 1960 a new kind of municipal
heraldry was gradually emerging in the artistic
tastes of the period, although examples of simply
modernized traditional heraldic design were also
recorded. Flags were as a rule mono-coloured
with the coat of arms usually depicted as single
coloured line drawing (Fig. 16).

€THOOOCH JIMHUCKH TIPTeX (cI1. 16).

ABTOpPOT WACHTH(UKYBaT 24 ONIITHHH,
KOHMIITO 3aBepuiie 3Hame mpen 1990-ture.
Cenax, 3a OroJieM Jies1 HeMa BeKcHiiorpageka
BpCcKa TOMe'y MCTOPUCKHTE W CeraiiHuTe

3HamMHma mTo ce kopucrar. Ox osue, 20 ce
on100peHu o7 MUHUCTEPCTBOTO, HaKo 6 O] HHB
ce yuiIre Bo IpBUYHHOT iepuo (1993/94), kora
HEMaJIO peryJlaThBU 3a BEKCHJIOTrpad)CKUTe
npuHima. On 24-Te ONMIITHHCKYA 3HAMHHA
,,CO FCTOPCKA OCHOBA* C€ KOPUCTEHU O] 3 €IMHUITH,
omoOpenn oxm MwunuucTepcTBOTO TIO 1995 romuHa;
4 omobpenu Bo 1993/94; 1 meomoOpeHo — 1 Taka 16
3HAMHHHa Ce HOBOIN3ajHUPAHU 110 ,,KOH3EPBATUBHATE
mpaBwia Ha Kowmwmcwjara. Jlypm m HanmmkyBa jeka
craBoT Ha KoMucujara e ieka 3HaMUEbaTa BOOIIIITO HE
Tpeba aa OuaaT MOJISIMPAHU TI0 UCTOPHUCKHU TIPHKA3H
(Heimer 2019).

MAKEJJOHCKI XEPAJI]] 13

cn./ fig. 15

20

The author identified 24 mu-
nicipalities that had flags recorded
before the 1990s, however, for the
most part there is no vexillographic
relationship between the historical
and current flags. Of these 20 were
approved by the Ministry, although
6 of those were in the initial 1993/94
period when no regulations for vex-
illographic principles existed. Of
those 24 “historically based” flags, 3 were ap-
proved by the Ministry after 1995, 4 were ap-
proved in 1993/94, and 1 was unapproved—thus
16 flags were designed following the “conserva-
tive” rules of the Commission. It even appears
that the current position of the Commission is
that the flags are not to be modelled after the his-
torical patterns at all (Heimer 2019).
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3. COBPEMEHA OIIIITUHCKA
XEPAJIINKA 11 BEKCHJIOJIOTHJA BO
XPBATCKA

AnmuHHCTpaTHBHaTa pedopMa BO HE3aBHCHA
Pemmy6mka XpBatcka Onia HampaBeHa KOH KpajoT
Ha 1992 roamHa, KOra TIPETXOMHHUTE TOJICMH
OINLITHHY OMJIE MOJEJIECHH HA MOMaj ONIUTHHH, a
HEKOU C€ CTEKHaJle ¥ CO I'PafCKH CTaTyC, CIIOpex
oapeneHn ypOaHu Kputepuymu. Bo umcro Bpeme
Ouna BoBeneHa aJMMHUCTpaTHBHA Iojenda Ha
KYNaHWH, CIEACJKU T0 TPaJAULHOHATHUOT CHCTEM
KojiITo mocren Bo Xpearckanpes 1918.2 [pBuunara
nogenda Bo 1992 ma 20 >xymanum miyc [pax
3arpe0,’ momoaHUTENHO ToneneHa Ha 70 rpasoBu
u 419 onmrtuHKM, Ouna IOMOJHUTEIHO MOMpPaBeHa
BO HEKOJIKY HaBpaTH, (pOpMHUpajKu HOBH IMOJEIOH
M MeHyBajku o ctatycoT Ha apyru.’ CeramiHaTa
nofenda nma 20 xynanuu, co 127
rpamoBu u 429 ONIITHHH, WIHA
BKYIHO 556 OMIITHHA.

Ymre o camMHOT IIOYETOK BO
1992 roauna, co 3aKOHOT 3a JIOKaIHa
camoyrpasa |
ce jaje IpaBara, EIMHULUTE Ja
YCBOjyBaaT HUBHH CHMOOJIIM — TpO
U 3Hame, U HaOp30 NPOLEAYypUTE U PEryJaTHBUTE
3a HUBHUTE YCBOjyBarba WU IH3ajH Ouse pa3BHEHH.®
[locnenoBaTenHuTe 3aKOHHM THW BOBEJlE Oapamara
JieKa THe cUMOOJIM, YCBOGHH OJ CaMHTE €IMHHIIN,
Mopa z1a 6ugar 0100peHH O] LIEHTPAIHUTE BJIACTH,
" Taka Xepanauykara KoMucHja’ Ouia OCHOBaHa BO
paMkuTe Ha MUHHCTEpCTBOTO 3a aIMUHHCTpaIyja.®
Komucujara ocHOBana HEKOM OCHOBHH MpaBUIIa 3a
IU3aJHOT Ha TPOOT M 3HAMETO, IITO OBO3MOXKHMIIO
Jla TpousJe3e CHCTEeMaTcKa W J00pOOCMHUCIIEHA

aJMUHHCTpAIja

XepaIuiKa MpaKTHKa.

OCHOBHUTE MNPUHIMIIA IITO CE OCHOBaHH 3a
rpOOBHTE ce: MOpa Jia T'M CJIEIH XEPaJTUUKHUTE
[paBuJia; MOpa Jia € COCTABEH OJ IITUT ¥ HETOBHUTE
KOMITOHEHTH; HE CMee Jla TO COAPKH APKABHHOT
rp0 WM HErOBHTE JICJIOBH; W KaKO MPaBUIIO, aKO
ITOCTOjaT MCTOPUCKH TpOOBH, THE Mopa jaa Omaat
ITOBTOPHO YCBOEHH.’

Cemnak, 3a 3HaMHIbaTa OMJIO MPOIHUIIAHO 4
Ounar eaHOoOOpasHH W CO Malla BEKCHJIOJOIIKA
KPEaTUBHOCT; 32 OMIITHHUTE OWJIO MPOMHIIAHO Ja
Oounmat emHOOOjHU BO €IlHAa O] METTE ,,XePaTTUIKU
Oou* (LpBeHa, CHHA, 3eJIeHa, Oela WK )KOJITa), CO

MACEDONIAN HERALD 13

cn./ fig. 16
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3. CONTEMPORARY MUNICIPAL
HERALDRY AND VEXILLOLOGY IN
CROATIA

The administrative reform in the independent
Republic of Croatia at the end of 1992 divid-
ed the previous large communities into smaller
communities (Cro. opéina), some of which were
granted, following certain urban criteria, city
status (Cro. grad). In the same era an interme-
diate administrative subdivision level of coun-
ties (Cro. zupanija) was reintroduced, following
the traditional system which existed in Croatia
before 1918.!° The initial division in 1992 into
20 counties plus the City of Zagreb,16 further
divided into 70 cities and 419 communities, was
subsequently amended on several occasions,
forming some new subdivisions and changing
the status of others.'” The cur-
rent subdivisions still comprise
20 counties, now with 127 cities
and 429 communities (totaling
to 556 municipalities).!”

From its inception the 1992
Law on local self-government
and administration gave local
governmental units the right to adopt their sym-
bols—a coat of arms and a flag The procedures
and regulations on their adoption and design
were developed soon after.'® Subsequent laws
introduced the requirement that these symbols,
adopted by the units themselves, had to be ap-
proved by the central authorities, and a special
Heraldic Commission'® was established within
the Ministry of Administration.”® The Commis-
sion established some ground rules for the de-
sign of the coats of arms and the flags, which en-
abled fairly systematic and mostly well designed
heraldic practice to emerge.

The basic principles for the coat of arms es-
tablished are: it must comply with heraldic rules;
it must be composed of a shield and its contents
only; it must not contain the state coat of arms or
its parts; and as a rule, if a historical coat of arms
existed, it must be readopted.?!

The flags were, however, prescribed to be
fairly uniform and with little vexillolographic
creativity—for the municipalities, mono-co-
loured fields in one of the five “heraldic colours”
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rpOOT BO CpeAMHATa WM BO KOIjeHaTa CTpaHa.
Camo Man Opoj ONIITHHHU, KOWIITO MOXee jaa
moTBpAAT JAC€Ka KOPUCTEIIC PA3JIMYHU 3HaAMHBa
BO wucropujara, Owre wuckimydonm (ci. 33). 3a
KyTaHUUTE OWUJIO MPOTHIIAHO Ja MMaaT JBOOOJHHU
royima, 0e3 TmojeTanHn Oapama 3a Toa Kako Ja
OmIaT MocTaBeHU OOUTE, M TOBTOPHO, TPOOT /1a OmjIe
BO CpeJIHATa WJIH BO KOTIjeHaTa CTpaHa O] 3HaMEeTO.
OBa 0OBO3MOXWJIO Bapujalidja W Pe3yIATHPAIO CO
IMIOMHTEPECHH W TIOPA3HOBUIHU BEKCHIIOJOIIKA
IM3ajHU 32 3HaMumbata Ha xynanuure (Cf. Heimer
2004) (cn. 32).

Bo Texor Ha mocneanute 20 roguHH, OpOjHU
CIMHUIM Ha JIOKaJHaTa BJACT YCBOWJIC HUBHH
CUMOOJIH 110 0BOj 3aKOH M PETyJaTHBHU, CTEKHYBajKH
ce co oJo0peHHe oA LEeHTpamHaTa BiacT. pyru
ONMIITHHU u30pajie Ja HEe TM CledaT CTPOTUTE
nobapyBama MOpaad eIHa WM Jpyra MpUYHHA,
U ycBowie cUMOOJM KOWIITO OWiie HaaBOP O
CHUCTEMOT W He Omie oJ00peHH O] IEHTpalHaTa
Brnact. Kaj Hekou ciyyaw, NPBUYHO YCBOCHHUTE
,,HECUCTEMATCKH * cUMOOJI Oujie 3aMEHETH CO THE
mTo 6u Omiie o0OpeHH, W Taka HOBUTE IW3ajHU
owre omoopenun. Cemak, OBOj IMporec c¢ YIITe ce
OJIBMBA, MAKO UMa PEIIATUBHO MaJl OpOj HEOTOOpEeHH
JIU33jHU IITO CE BO ymoTpeda.

Criopen mHpOpMaNUUATE MWTO ce TOOWEHH O]
MuHHCTEPCTBOTO 32
KYMMaHUU M CaMO MaJIKy HaJl ¥4 OJl OIIITHHHTE

aIMHHUCTpalmja,'’  cure

ycBOMJIe CHUMOOJIM KOWIITO OuWiie OJ00peHU Ol

(red, blue, green, white, yellow) with the coat of
arms in the centre or offset to the hoist. Only a
handful of municipalities that could prove they
had used a different flag historically were al-
lowed exceptions (Fig. 33). For the counties,
two-coloured fields were prescribed, without
further requirement for how the two colours
should be patterned, and again, with the coat
of arms in the centre or offset to the hoist. This
enabled more variation and resulted in compar-
atively much more interesting and diverse vex-
illological designs for county flags (Cf. Heimer
2004) (Fig. 32).

During the last 20 years, many units of lo-
cal government adopted their symbols following
this law and the regulations, obtaining the ap-
proval of the central authorities. Other munici-
palities have, for one reason or another, chosen
not to follow the strict requirements and instead
adopted symbols outside the system and not ap-
proved by the central authorities. In some cas-
es, the “unsystematic” symbols adopted initially
were eventually replaced with approvable de-
signs, which were then approved. However, this
process is ongoing, even though there are rela-
tively few unapproved designs in use.

According to the information received from
the Ministry of Administration,? all of the coun-
ties and just over three-fourths of the munici-
palities have adopted symbols approved by the

central authorities.

r°‘$‘e‘:’ 593"0 ‘06| 'o7} ‘08| o9} 10| 11| *12] 13| 14| 5] 16| 17| "8 x % The number of ap-
Kymanmn/ 20 3 ) B R A ; R R R ~ _ 20 100 pI‘OVed munlCIPal Sym_
Counties bols were received from
E;:S::BW N S R T B O O B . . 100 | the Ministry cumulat-

ed for the years 1993
iz"g‘i:t‘::q“ 22l or | 8o s a] a7 4] 1] 3 6 333 7 | through 2005 and then
S individually for every
ot 33215 20| s8|22] 6| 7| 4] 5| 8| 5] 1] 2 7 453 78 | succeeding year, as pre-

Tabena/Table 1. Togumen 6poj Ha 000peHH CUMOOITH 3a e JUHHIUTE HA JIOKAIHATA BIIaCT BO XpBaTCKa,

sented in Table 1. This
leaves 27 cities and 96

criopei mofaronuTe of MUHICTEPCTBOTO 3a agMuHKCTpanuja. | Annual number of symbols approved for

units of local government in Croatia, from data from the Ministry of Administration

[IEHTpaJIHAaTa BJIACT.
Onpenen 6poj 00OOpPEHN OMIITHHCKH CHMOOIHN
Omne npuMeHu oJ MHUHHCTEPCTBOTO 30MpPHO, 3a
ronunute o 1993 no 2005, 1 moToa UHAUBUIYATHO
3a cekoja TocjenoBaTellHa TOJWHA, KaKO IITO €
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communities, i.e. total
of 123 municipalities
without approved symbols.

Through painstaking labor over a number of
years the research, the author obtained the ap-
proval decisions from each individual municipal-
ity to document the official blazon as approved.
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MPUJIOKEHO BO Tabesnara r°‘$’(‘$’ 93 | ‘94| 95| ‘96| ‘97| ‘98| ‘99| ‘00| ‘01| ‘02| ‘03] 04| ‘05| 2 '93-05

1. OBa ocraBa 27 rpaga u /

96 OMIITHHCKHA, OIHOCHO z?::,imw tpopsyopoptptprpop tpopoyo 1 20

BKynmHO of 123 ommrtuHN ; )

6e3 0100peHH CUMGOIH. sl BRE IS BTN BCH BVA BCN BCH VA BN BN S IR A 2 90
MakoTprieH Hamop of —

ABTOPOT GHI  HATIDABEH | /Comtis I RN VS BUN BTN EVN BV B BUN BEN BPS BT BT 33 222

34 CTCKHYBAILE  OMVIYKH | Buymuol | 44| 3|30 | a7 |23 | a2 |37 |15 |1a]1s|18]17[21] 36| 332

3a omoOpeHHME 3a CeKoja

ogacIHa OIIIITHHA, BO

Tabesna/ Table 2. T'opuien 6poj Ha of{00peHH CUMO0/TH 32 eJUHUIIATE HA JIOKA/IHATA BIACT BO XPBaTCKa,

1993 10 2005, criope1 Mo3HaTHTE OJIYKHM 3a ofobpenue /Annual number of symbols approved for units

TEKOT Ha JOJITUTE TOAWHU
Ol HUCTPaXyBameTo, C€
CO el 3a CTeKHYBame
Ha cIyXO€HHOT OmucC Kako mTo € omodpeH. OBa
Owio ocHoBara 3a crynujata ,,CuHTakca“, of
KOjaIlTo Mpou3Jieria peKOHCTpyupaHa CHHTaKca Ha
CITy>)KOCHHOT XpBaTCKU Xepanguuku onuc (Heimer
2016). bune cobpanu 284 omoOpenuja (64,55%
on 440 emuHuiM co 0700peHU CUMOOJIM BO OBOj
MOMEHT). ABTOPOT POJIOJKII J1a COOMPa IMOIATOIH
3a BpeMe Ha IOJI'OTOBKaTa 3a BTOPOTO M3JIaHWE Ha
cTymujarta;'' Bo MOMEHTOT Ha MHIIYBAkETO HA OBaa
crathja ce mpedpojame 410 omobpenuja (90,5%
on 453 emmHMmm co omobpeHu cumbOoam). OBa
OBO3MOXKHJIO CO3/aBame Ha Tabena 2, cO OJeITHU
roauiiHy nogaTouu ox 1993 no 2005, co ckopo
36 enWHWIM KOWIITO He OWie KaTeropusupaHu
(omHOCHO O€3 CTeKHAT JOKYMEHT 3a 0JI00peHwHe).
Pa3paboryBamero Ha momarorure of Tabema 1
1 Tabena 2 naBa mHTEpecHa rpada Bo rpaduKOHOT
I, mpukaxyBajku JIMHMja Ha EKCIIOHEHLUjaJeH
TpeHI cO 3a0eNexuBH TIOMaiu OpOEBH BO
NpBHUTE JIBE 3a0eNeKINBU
npeveKopyBama Bo gounute 1990-tu u
Onaru nckauysama Bo 2007 u 2009. Ako
TPEHOT MPOAOIIKH, O€3 HEKOU TOJIEMH |[so

TOIWHH,

HPEKUHYU BO MOJIUTHYKUOT CUCTEM U 0€3
NPOMEHA Ha MPAaBUJIaTa ¥ MPAKTHKATa, > |

MOYEME JIECHO J1a OUYeKyBaMe IMOCTOjaHO s

Temno on 2 mo 3 omoOpeHu TpOOBU
CeKoja rojJrMHa BO HapeaHaTa JeKajaa, *
c¢ ymre 0u octaname HemTo Ham 100
eIUHUITN 0e3 0J00peHN CHMOOITH.
Ouurnegauor ,, aepuut Bo 1993 u 15
1994 e no6po objacHer ox KomaHoBuk 10
(Kolanovi¢, 2008). meHo, kora HOBaTa | 5
JIETHCIAaThBa OWila JOHEeCeHa, OJIPENeH | o

Opoj ONIUTHHU cakajle HUBHHUTE, TOBEKE

25
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of local government in Croatia 1993 through 2018, from data from the Ministry of Administration

This was the basis for the study Sintaksa from
which emerged a reconstructed syntax of the of-
ficial Croatian blazonry (Heimer 2016). In it 284
decisions were collected (64.5% of the 440 units
with approved symbols at the time). The author
continued to collect the data, in preparation for
the 2™ edition of the study,? at the time of writ-
ing of this paper counting 410 decisions (90.5%
of the 453 units with approved symbols). This
allowed presentation of Table 2, with individual
annual data for 1993 through 2005, with mere-
ly 36 units unallocated (i.e. without an approval
document obtained).

Plotting of the data from Tables 1 and 2 pro-
vides an interesting graph on Chart 1, showing
an exponential trend line with notably lesser
amounts the first two years, noticeable overflows
in the late 1990s, and slight peaks in 2007 and
2009. If the trend continues, without any major
disruption in the political system and without

I'paduron/ Chart 1. T'ogumes 6poj ooOpeHn CMMO0/IH 32 e TUHUIIUTE Ha TOKaTHATa
Biact Bo XpBarcka/ Annual number of symbols approved for units of local government

in Croatia.

——— ¥ynu/Counties

——pagosw/Cities
OnwTruHK/Communities
BrynHo/Total

—— TeHpgeHuuja/Expon. (Total)
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change of the rules and practices,”* Croatia
may easily expect a steady pace of 2 to 3 coats
of arms approved every year in the next de-
cade, still leaving well over 100 units without
approved symbols.

Kolanovi¢ aptly explains the appar-
ent “deficit” in 1993 and 1994 (Kolanovié¢

2008)—when the new legislation was passed,
a number of municipalities sought approval for

390,| their more or less hastily made symbols. Ko-

lanovi¢, who headed the State Archives at the
time, pleaded with the Ministry to restrain the

© = = - = “oen
= [5Y = e O o
ST |3:s€: |2 =z S B
Z 3 [T ) & =) Z
Sl R = E2x| 84E
i et = 5 -
2TE|SEzZEg| e 522
s 2l o g2t SE] ERNE =
T E<=|l o FE CE 9 Qs gt £ 5 2Q
=5 Bl =25 %% ESES = g O ¢
5 g g oxe 5 S g4 5 7 RO H
£l = &85 & = n << oo =
= o g = fom=1 z ™2 o ©
Z o5l Essa< EocET g og <
=z 2 HEZ R g e
5€elSg2e | STEz| 285 °
z39lg3:2£ |8 7| ®3z
T = .5 = E 4 5 a's
il A & £ T
Kyrnaunu/
Co)fmties 20 201 100%. 20f 100% 11 55%
I'pagoBu/ , /
C‘;dgg 127 100]  78%| 127[100%| 50
OrrruHn/ " o R o o
= L - 0 3 0 0]
Com'ties 429 333 73% 86| 90% 205 48%
BkynHo/ ) , ] )
Ky 576 453 78% 5331 93% 266 46%
Total

approvals without some expert opinions pro-
vided. Although several a dozen of approvals

Tabena/ Table 3. Bpoj Ha eMHUIYM Ha JIOKA/IHATA BJIACT CO CUMOOIIH
sammmany Bo ®AME 1 6pojoT Ha 3a0e/ie;kaHu LiepeMOHUja/THI 3HAMUba/
Number of units of local government with symbols recorded in use on the

FAME and the number of reported ceremonial flags.

cuMmbonmu na Oumaat
ono0penu. KonanoBuk, koj ro pakoBojen JpxaBHu-
OT apXHB BO TOa BpeMe, Oapai ol MUHUCTEPCTBOTO
Jla TH compe omoOpeHujaTa O6e3 ma ce TOCTaBU EKC-
MIePTCKO MUCTCHE. lako HeKOJIKy ogo0peHwHja ,,u3-
Op3aHo’ MoMHUHaNIe HU3 OMpokpaTtHjaTa, KomaHnoBuk
ycrean jga ro ybemu MUHHCTEPCTBOTO JeKa €
oTpeOHa crielyjaiHa KOMUCH]ja, T1a TPOIeCUTe 3a

WIM TOMalKy Hu30p3aHu,

onoOpennjara Ouie cronpanu u Bo 1995 romnHa
Owie JOHECeHW aMaHIMaHH 3a 3aKOHOT, CO IITO
ce Qopmupana ekcrepTcka KOMHCHja 3a Ja Jaje
NpOLEHA 33 MpeAIoKeHuTe cuMOou. OYurieHo,
kora Kommucujara 3amounana co pabora, HMano
3a0p3yBambe Ha O0A00peHH [u3ajHu. BpBoBute
Bo nomuute 2000-TH ce mopaau NpoMeHaTa Ha
yneHoBUTe BO Kommucujata u mnpuBpeMeHO ce
3a0aBHJIO TEMIIOTO KOEUITO C€ OABHMBAJIO IO TOTAI.
Cemnak, OpojoT Ha EIUHUIU
mro wumaar rpo (OapeM, BO
CKOPO CEKOj ClIy4aj
OmwIo 0m00peHO © YCBOGHO),
perucTpupan  Ha

3HaAMECTO

WHTEpHET-
ctpanunara Ha 3I'CE (Bnamuma
u TpOOBHM Ha COBpeMeHaTa
epa, The Flags and Arms of
the Modern Era FAME)" 1o
3roJIeMWJI MPOLEHTOT Ha 93%
(Buam Tabena 3). Cemak, Tpeda

Ja ce 3eMe TpeaBuja  JieKa

MAKEJIOHCKN XEPAJI]] 13

were “rashly” passed though the bureaucracy,
Kolanovi¢ managed to convince the Ministry
that a special commission was required and
the approval processes were halted. In 1995
amendments to the Law were introduced, form-
ing an expert commission to provide evalua-
tion of proposed symbols. Obviously, when the
Commission started to work there was a rush of
approved designs, with natural damping of the
frequency. The double peak in the late 2000s fol-
lows a change of members in the Commission
and a temporarily slower pace before that.
However, the number of local governmen-
tal units with a coat of arms (in almost all these
cases they have an adopted and approved flag,
as well) as registered on the FAME (7he Flags
and Arms of the Modern Era) website® raises
the percentage to 93%. See Table 3. It should
be, however, considered that the register of ap-
proved symbols (from the Ministry of Adminis-
tration) is not publicly available, and therefore
not even the names of
units
symbols ap-

governmental
with

cn./ fig. 18

cn./ fig. 17

24  HOEMBPH - 2019



perucrapor Ha omoOpeHn cumbonu (ox
32 aJIMUHHUCTpaIuja)
HE € jaBHO JIOCTAlICH, I1a Taka He ce 3HaaT

MuHuCTEPCTBOTO

JIypiu HU WMHUBATA HA CEIOUHUILIUTE CO
0JI00peHN CUMOOJTH M CEKaKO CHUTE APYTH
neranu W jausajau. [lopamu Toa, Hekow
0]l €IUHUIIATE CO OJ0OpEeHN CUMOOJIM HE
ce ce ymre peructpupanu Ha 3I'CE. Bo
CEeKO0j cllydaj, KOj W Ja € BUCTHHCKHOT
0poj, MOKE CO CUTYPHOCT JIa CE Kaxe JieKa
MOTOJIEMHUOT JIeN O] CIUHUIIUTE TH UMaaT

peryjiupaHo HUBHUTC cuM00IU Ha HeKOj Ha4yuWH U

CaMO MaJI AeJI € OCTaHaT a ro CTOpHU Toa.

I/IHTCpeCHO € 1a CC aHaJIM31pa KaKO ONIITUHHUTEC

M TPHCIOCOOMIIE CBOUTE
HUCTOPUCKH  TpOOBH,  aKo
uMmane, Cco COBPEMEHHOT
nu3ajH. Moxe 1a ce MpuKaxe
JIeKa UMa IIeCT ,,CTPATETuH '
ITO ce KOpHCTeJe,
MPUBPEMEHO  HMMEHYBaHH
(Hexou TpUMeEpH ce aeHu
BO 3arpann):

BykBajiHO Komupame Ha
opuruHaoT  (Bapaxmnm)
(cm. 18)

[IpucBojyBame  Ha
MTHTOT CaMmoO CO Tpa-
(hUIKO MOAEpPHU3UPAHE
(Kapnosan, bom) (cim.
20, 22, 30)

Moaudukanuja Ha

HUCTOPUCKU mabJIoH
(Ocumex) (ci. 31)
YcBojyBame HOB cn./ fig. 23

JM3ajH U TIOKpaj HCTO-
puckuot rp6 (Focmuk) (cit. 24)

cn./ fig. 24

YcBOjyBame HOB JM3ajH KOra Hema JOCTareH

ucropucku rpo (Hoscka, Opocinasje) (ci.

25, 34)
Kopucreme ,nomyodunmjamen™ u

LHHeopurmjanen” mm3aju (Crumut, KyTtu-

Ha, Comun) (ci. 27, 28,29)

Kako mHTEepeceH (akT 3a coBpeMeHa-
Ta XpBaTCKa OINIITUHCKA BEKCUIIOJIOTH]a,
roJieM el OJ TPafoBHTE W OIIITHHU-
Te (MaKo He CHTEe) KOpUCTaT UCTO Taka

cn./ fig. 25
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cn./ fig. 19

cn./ fig. 20

proved are known, and certainly not all of the
other details and designs. Therefore, some of the
units with approved symbols are not yet regis-
tered on FAME. In any case, whatever the actual

numbers, it may certainly
be said that the majority of
units have regulated their
symbols in one way or an-
other and that it is just a
small fraction left without
any.

It is interesting to ana-
lyze how the municipalities
adapted their historical coat
of arms, if they had one, into

the current design. Six “strategies”

were used, tentatively named (with
some representative examples in pa-
renthesis):

copying the original literally
(Varazdin) (Fig. 18)

adopting the shield, only mod-
ernized graphically (Karlovac, Bol)
(Fig. 20, 22, 30)

modifying the historical design

(Osijek) (Fig. 31)
adopting a new design despite the existence
of a historical design (Gospic¢) (Fig. 24)
adopting a new design when no his-
torical design was available (Novska,

28,29)

Oroslavje) (Fig. 25, 34)
using a “semi-official” or “unofficial”
design (Split, Kutina, Solin) (Fig. 27,

As a peculiarity of modern Croatian
municipal flag use, most cities and com-

munities (although certainly not all) also
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U IIEpEeMOHMjaTHU 3HAMHIbA — OJIPEICHO 3HAME CO
MOTNIPa3HUYHA U TIoOoTaTa u3Be10a, YeCTO XOpyTBa,
(¢opma Ha OaHep, HAIpaBeH BO €JIHA KOIHja 3a
Jla ja IpeTcTaByBa OIIITHHATA BO OAPCACHU
repeMondjarHu Hactauu. ' (ci. 34-39)

4. 3ARJIYUOR

XpBarcka HACJIEJICTBO  Ha
OMNIITHHCKA XepalIuKa ¥ BEKCUJIOJIIOTHja, IITO CE
yIITE HE € JIETaJHO U CHUCTEMATCKH HCTPaKEHO.
JlaBa Gorata OCHOBa 3a COBpEMEHa Xepalindka 00-
HOBA, MPOU3BEAYBAJKU CTOTHIIN XCPATIMUYKH 3pa-
BH, OMIITHHCKH TpOoBU. COBpEeMEHHUTE 3HAMHUIbA
ce 0a3WpaHU HAa UCTOPUCKHU MPUMEPU BO Mall Jel,
0COOCHO TMOpajy peryjaThBara KojamTo mobdapysa
€IHOOOjHU 3HAMHEbA CO LIEJIOCHUOT Ip0d HA 3HAMETO,
CO IITO CE€ OTPaHUYyBa BEKCHJIOJIOIIKATA CJI000/1a.

nMa  Ooraro

}f-_w:r BAntuchen der Gemeinde

SPALATI

[T1T]
I: aaia ([ali
A [
cn./ fig. 26 cn./ fig. 27

use ceremonial flags—a particular flag of more
festive and rich manufacture, often taking a gon-
falon, banner-like form, made in single copy to
represent the municipality in particularly cere-
monial occasions.? (Fig. 34-39)

4. CONCLUSION

Croatia has arich heritage of municipal heraldry
and vexillology which has not yet been researched
thoroughly and systematically. It provides a rich
source for contemporary heraldic restoration, pro-
ducing hundreds of heraldically sound municipal
coats of arms. Contemporary flags are based on
historical examples to a lesser degree, especially
owing to the regulations requiring mono-coloured
flags with the entire coats of arms placed on the
flag, limiting vexillographic freedom.

cn./ fig. 28 cn./ fig. 29

MopepHu 3Hamutba. Bo onHuoT peft nepemonuanuu npouecku s3Hamumba/Modern flags. In lower row ceremonial flags

cn./ fig. 30 cn./ fig. 31

GRAD

OSLAYV,
O N

cn./ fig. 34

cn./ fig. 35 cn./ fig. 36
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cn./ fig. 37 cn./ fig. 38 cn./ fig. 39
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UNYCTPALUU ¢+ ILLUSTRATIONS

1. The seal of Krapina, 14th century. (Laszowski, 1895.)

2. The current coat of arms of Krapina adopted in 1997.
(Design Mladen Stoji¢)

3. The coat of arms of Rijeka from the patent granted in
1659. (Ostri¢, 2002.)

4. The current coat of arms of Rijeka adopted in 1998.
(Design Mladen Stoji¢)

5. The coat of arms of Vinkovci, granted in 1922.
(Klajn, 1964.)

6. The current coat of arms of Vinkovci adopted in
1991. (Design Dubravko Matakovi¢)

7. Flags of Senj, Sibenik and Narent (Metkovi¢) from
the “Catalan Atlas” by Abraham Cresques, ca. 1375.
(Bibliotheque Nationale de France, Paris)

8. The flag of the Koprivnica city company, 1718.
(Hrvatski povijesni muzej, drawing ZH)

9. A maritime flag of Dubrovnik, 18th century.
(Dubrovacki muzej)

10. The flag of the Osijek civic guard, 1918. (Muzej
Slavonije Osijek, drawing ZH)

11. The flag of Korcula, ca. 1900. (Muzej grada Korcule,
drawing ZH)

12. The flag of Cakovec, 1941. (Drawing ZH)
13. The flag of Bol in use around 1890. (drawing ZH)
14. The emblem of Sibenik used in 1980s.

15. The current coat of arms of Sibenik adopted in 1991.
(Design Mladen Stoji¢)

16. The flag of Buje, 1976. (Drawing ZH)

17.The armorial patent granted to Varazdin in 1464.
(Drzavni arhiv u Varazdinu)

18. The current coat of arms of Varazdin adopted in
1991.

19. The armorial patent granted to Bol in 1888. (Op¢ina
Bol)

20. The coat of arms of Bol adopted in 1995. (Design
Mladen Stojic)

21.The illustration of the seal and coat of arms of
Karlovac from the patent granted in 1781. (Lopasic,
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1993.)

22.The current coat of arms of Karlovac adopted in
1994. (Design Zoran Zivkovi¢)

23.The coat of arms of Gospi¢ adoped in 1980. (Design
Pero Cimbur)

24. The current coat of arms of Gospié¢ adopted in 1999.
(Design Mladen Stoji¢)

25. The coat of arms of Novska adopted in 2000. (Design
Mladen Stojic)

26. The armorial patent granted to Split in 1887. (Muzej
grada Splita)[podsjetnik: ovdje negdje treba dodati
reference na moj rad o splitskim zastavama, koji ¢e
biti objavljen krajem godine!]

27. The current coat of arms of Split adopted in 1991.

29. The coat of arms of Solin adopted in 1993. (Design
Zlatko Badovinac and Marko Matijevi¢)

30. The flag of Kutina, adopted in 1992. (Design Miroslav

Sutej)
. The flag of Bol adopted in 1997. (Design Mladen
Stojic)

32.The flag of the Varazdin County adopted in 1993.
(Design Zdenko Balog and Kresimir Ferinac)

33.The flag of Senj adopted in 1992. (Design Ivan
Blazevi¢)

34. The ceremonial flag of Oroslavje adopted in 1998.

35.The ceremonial flag of Lopar adopted in 2008.
(Design Mladen Stoji¢)

36.The ceremonial flag of the Dubrvnik and Neretva
County adopted in 1996. (Design Mladen Slezak and
SiniSa Reberski, the coat of arms Francesca Danese-
Katic)

37.The ceremonial flag of Lepoglava adopted in 2005.
(Design Mladen Stoji¢)

38. The ceremonial flag of Rovinj adopted in 1996.

39.The ceremonial flag of Promina adopted in 2019.
(Design Zeljko Heimer)

The flag of Osijek adopted in 1985, confirmed in
1993.

3

—_—

1 Ukaz o podjeli grba gradu Vinkovcima, 1923.

2  TepuropujaiHO-aIMUHUCTPATUBHATA OpraHU3aluja
MMEHyBaHa XyIaHWja (Jar. comitatus) ce jaByBa
BO JOKyMeHTH BO 10 Bek M MMa MOXEOH IOCTaph
KOopeHu. Bo cpeTHOBEKOBHHOT IEPHOJI, THE CTaHale
HacJIeJICTBO 3a HEKOM MCTakHATH Onaropoxuuny. Co
ocnobomyBamero Ha CrmaBoHmja ox OTomaHCKara
Nmnepuja Bo 18 Bek, U Tamy OWII OpraHU3HpaH
xynanucku cucteM. Ilo 1848, Tue cranane enuHUIM
Ha JIOKaJlHaTa aJIMHHMCTPALHja ¥ CO MaJld IPOMEHH
THe (QYHKIMOHMpane c€ JI0 TepUTOpHjaHaTa
peopranuzanuja Ha Kpancteoro CXC Bo 1920-
Te. Ox 18 Bek MOCTOCYKUTE JKyIMaHUU MMaje rpo 1
OWJIO 3aNuIIaHo JIeKa MMale 3HaMUiba. 32 HUBHUTE
3Hamumba Buau Heimer, 2004 u Laszowski, 1902.
3a MOMmMPOK Mperie] Ha JKYMaHUCKHOT CHCTEM BO
Xpsarcka, Buau Vrbosi¢, 1992 u Mirosevic, 1996.

3 Tpam 3arpe0d, THaBHHOT Tpajg ¥Ma CICIHjaJcH
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CTAaTyC €/HAKOB Ha ’KymaHuja. Hekoramr ce cmera
3a 21-Ba xynaHuja, Ouaejku cCUMOONIHUTE TH cleaar
peryJIaTUBHTE 3a TPaOBH, a HC THE Ha )KYIaHUUTE, U
TOj CEe CMETa 3a TPaji BO 0Baa CTY/IHja.

4 3a mperyen Ha aAMUHUCTPATUBHUTE CAWMHUIIM BUAU
Ostroski, 2012. Baxuo 3aKoHOZABCTBO:Zakon
o lokalnoj samoupravi i upravi, 1992; Zakon o
podrucjima zupanija, gradova i opcéina u Republici
Hrvatskoj, 1992, u nmeroBute Bep3uu 1997, 2001,
2006.

5 EauHumuTe Ha JOKajgHATA CaMOYIPaBa € MOUM INTO
Ce KOPUCTHU 3a CHTE MOJENION — KYIMaHUU KaKo MpPB
CTEIICH, TPAIOBUTE U OMIITHHUTE KAKO BTOP CTCIICH.
Bo oBaa cryamja BrOpocTeneHaTa mojenda  —
IPaJIOBUTE ¥ OMIITHHUTE K€ OMIAT UMEHYBaHU KAKO
OIIITHHHU.

6 W3BemTaj 3a Toa KaKo MPOIEIYpPHUTE OMIIC pa3BUCHH
ox Kolanovi¢, 2008. Buan Heimer, 2008: 167 — 171.
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Peannoto nme e Komucuja 3a 1aBame MHCICHE 3a
MoCTankaTa 3a yTBpAyBame IpOOBH M 3HAMHI-a Ha
eJMHUITUTEe Ha JIOKalTHaTa camoyrnpasa,.Pravilnik o
postupku za utvrdivanje grba i zastave jedinica lokalne
samouprave, 1994, u amanamanu 1995, 1998, 2004.

dopmannara nosupja Ha Komucujara ce nmpoMeHuia
HH3 TOJMHUTE BO 3aBHUCHOCT OJl aJJMHHHCTPATHBHHOT
crucreM: MHUHHCTEPCTBO 3a IpaBJa M aJMUHKCTpaLija
(1990 — 1993); MuHHCTEPCTBO 3a AIMHHHCTpAIH]ja
(1993 — 1999); [Ip»xaBHa mupeKmuja 3a IpKaBHA aj-
MHHHUCTpaIyja 1 JokanHa camoympasa (1999 — 2000);
MuHHCTEPCTBO 3a NPaB/ia, aAMUHKICTpPAINja U JIOKaJIHA
camoytpasa (2000 — 2003); LleHTpanHa KaHIenapHja 3a
aJIMAHICTpanyja Ha BIagaTa Ha PemmyOmmka XpBartcka
(2003 —2009) 1 nak MunuctepcTBo 3a yrpasa o1 2009.

Bo ¢opmara u coapxuHaTa Ha IITUTOT, OJHOCHO
0e3 eneMeHTH HaaBOp OA ITHTOT. Kako MCKIy4doK
Ha TIOTOPHHUOT MPUHIHMI, aKO HCTOPHUCKHOT JU3ajH
BKITlydyBa 3a0paHeTH eJeMeHTH (Kako IITO €
JP’KaBHUOT I'p0) BO PaMKUTE Ha LITHUTOT, MOXKE Jla CE
JI03BOJIN.

[MonmaToru o KOMyHHKaIHjaTa co MHHHCTEPCTBOTO
3a aJMUHUCTpaIuja, OjaaromapHocT o JacHa Parmera
(2010) u Jacuna Tpommua-I'omert (2015, 2017, 2018).
3abenexu gexka Kolanovi¢, 2008, naBa mojgaroru
3a 0700peHu cumbomu g0 28 centemBpu 2007,
BKymHO 375 emmuumm (20 xymanun, 93 rpaga u 262
OTIIIITHHM).

ABTOpOT caka Jia ja OTeHIMpa rojieMaTa HOMOMI IITO
ja nobmn ox r. Mapko Burte3 mpu KOHTaKTHPAamETO
Ha OIIIIITHHHUTC.

AnMuHHCTpaTHBHA pedopMa 3HAYUTEIHO OH TO
HamaJuiIa OpojoT Ha ONMIITHHCKUTE eIUHUIM. YecTo
00jaBeHO BO ceKoja H300pHA KaMIlama, C¢ YIITE HE €
u3BezieHo. be3 coMHenue 61 ro MpoOMEeHHIa TPEHIOT.
Cemak MOXke Ja JOHECE W HWHTEpeceH pa3Boj, HO
BUCTHHCKHTE PEIICHHU]a CE NIMEKYTaIlnH.

ABTOPOT HCTpakyBa U ja 00jaByBa cBOjaTa paboTa 3a
OIIITHHCKUTE CUMOOJIN ¥ IPYTru rpOOBH M 3HAMHUIHA
BO PETHOHOT 32 nocieanure 22 roguau. Mako ve 6miro
IUTAaHUPAHO Na OWIe jaBeH perucrap, CTpaHUIATa €
e()eKTHBHO €IMHCTBEHHUOT jaBHO JIOCTANlEH PErHCTap
32 XpBATCKHTEC OMNINTHHCKK CHMOOJH, HHBHHTE
ourjatHO OMOOPEHH OIMCH, OMHCH Of MECHU
JICTHCIIATUBH, MACHTU(HKAIIN]a HA HUBHUTE M3ajHEPU
u Apyru nonatouu. Heimer, 1996.

OBHE ce CIIMYHU, HO HE CEKOrall coceMa MCTH, KaKo
WTaJIMjaHCKaTa COBPEMEHA MPAKTHKA 32 OMIITHHCKH
XOpyrBH... 3a IIEPEMOHUjaHU 3HAMHUIbA BH/H
Heimer, 2013.

The territorial-administrative organization named
zupanija (Lat. comitatus) appears in documents as
early as the 10th century and has probably much
older roots. In the Medieval period some of them
become hereditary fiefs of magnate nobility. With
the liberation of Slavonia from the Ottomans in the
18th century, the county system was organized there
as well, and the local government of counties was
reorganized. After 1848 they become units of local
administration and with minor changes, they were
functioning until the territorial reorganizations of
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes in 1920s.
From the 18th century the existing counties were
granted arms and were recorded as using flags. On
their flags see Heimer, 2004, and for their armorial
patents the mentioned Laszowski, 1902. For a wider
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overview of the county system in Croatia see Vrbosic,
1992 and MiroSevi¢, 1996.

15 The City of Zagreb, as the capital, has a special

status equal to a county. It is sometimes counted as
the 21st county, however, since it symbols follow the
regulations for cities, rather than those for counties, it
is counted among the cities in this paper.

16 For the statistical review of administrative units see

Ostroski, 2012. Relevant legislation: Zakon o lokalnoj
samoupravi i upravi, 1992; Zakon o podrucjima
zupanija, gradova i op¢ina u Republici Hrvatskoj,
1992, and its subsequent versions 1997, 2001, 2006.

17 The unit of local government (Cro. jedinica lokalne

samouprave) is a term used for all subdivisions—
counties as the 1st level, and cities and communities
as the 2nd level. In this paper the 2nd level
subdivisions— cities and communities — shall be
together termed as municipalities.

18 Cf. report on how the procedures were developed by

Kolanovi¢, 2008. See also Heimer, 2008: 167-171.

19 The actual name of the Commission translates

to the Commission for Providing Opinion in the
Process of Approval of a Coat of Arms and a Flag
to a Unit of Local Government, and it has changed
the name somewhat over the years. The informal
name Heraldic Commission is used here for brevity.
Pravilnik o postupku za utvrdivanje grba i zastave
jedinica lokalne samouprave, 1994, and amendments
1995, 1998, 2004.

20 The formal position of the Commission changed over

2

the years depending on the current administrative
system — Ministarstvo pravosuda i uprave (Ministry
of Justice and Administration) 1990-1993,
Ministarstvo uprave (Ministry of Administration)
1993-1999, Drzavno ravnateljstvo za drzavnu
upravu i lokalnu samoupravu (State Directorate for
State Administration and Local Self-Government)
1999-2000, Ministarstvo pravosuda, uprave i lokalne
samouprave (Ministry of Justice, Administration
and Local Self-Government) 2000-2003, Sredi$nji
drzavni ured za upravu Vlade Republike Hrvatske
(Central State Office for Administration of the
Government of the Republic of Croatia) 2003—
2009, and again Ministarstvo uprave (Ministry of
Administration) since 2009.

1 In form of the shield and its contents only, i.e., without

any extra-escutcheonal elements. As an exception to
the above principles, if the historical design includes
forbidden elements (such as the state arms) within the
shield, it may be allowed.

22 Data from correspondence with the Ministry of

Administration, courtesy Mrs. Jasna Raseta (2010)
and Mrs. Jasna Tropina-Godec (2015, 2017, 2018).
Note that Kolanovi¢, 2008, provides data of approved
symbols by 28 September 2007, totaling 375 units
(20 counties, 93 cities, and 262 communities).

23 The author wishes to emphasize great help he received

in the contacting the municipalities from Mr. Marko
Vitez, to whom he is most grateful.

24 An administrative reform would considerably

decrease the number of municipal units. Frequently
announced in every election campaign, it was never
yet implemented. It would, no doubt, considerably
change the trend. However, it may bring also
interesting development in marshaling of otherwise
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joining arms of merging municipalities, but the actual solutions are beyond speculation.

25 The author researches and publishes his work on the municipal symbols and other coats of arms and flags in the
region for the last 22 years. Although it was not designed to be a public registry, the site is effectively the only
publicly available registry of the Croatian municipal symbols, their official approved blazons, descriptions from local
legislation, identification of their designers and other data. Heimer, 1996.

26 These are similar, but not always entirely equal, to the modern Italian practice of municipal gonfalons. On the

ceremonial flag see Heimer, 2013.
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