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brought in to Jukić’s assassination plans or only just informed about the prepared murder – August Cesarec, the Cvijić 
brothers, Kamilo Horvatin, Vladimir Čerina, Tin Ujević, Krešimir Kovačić, the controversial Dragan Bublić (and close 
by were Vladimir Čopić and even Ante Pavelić) and their Belgrade connections  that went to the army, politic, masters 
of espionage and behind the scenes terrorist actions (Apis, Tankošić and others), as well as to financiers of the youthful 
rebellion,  the controlled and tele-manipulated revolutionaries, many of whom, with a little idealsm in themselves, were 
to end up as traitors (posthumously rehabilitated) in the Lubyanka in Moscow or in Jasenovac as the cull of Pavelic 
– could have cost Marino Tartaglia his head, particularly at the moment when he offered Jukić his Zagreb window as 
assassin’s nest.   The modification of the murderous plan liberated him from a pledge that would certainly have cost 
him a lot had the original idea been put into practice. Significantly, in this group or in these groups, one can make out 
idealists, neurasthenics, fanatics and real fighters who, in the near future, were to split into two schismatic camps: one 
with the Val and Piedmont were to choose the Vidovdan (St Vitus Day) and Orjuna option, and were to be suitably 
represented by Silvije Alfirević, a Croat from Pelješac and teacher and principal of a Split high school, co-founder of 
the Jadranska straža and its factotum, (1921-1941), the founder of the Matica Jugoslavenska in Split (1922), who 
would end up as a “member of the Chetnik army” at the end of 1944.   The second camp, in its own vision of a “more 
just society” would find a way out in communism and was decimated in the Stalinit purges – with the whole hearted 
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help of Tito10 - in the Ustasha camps, the jails of Nedić and the dens of the Chetniks and finally once again in the Tito 
purges on Goli otok, Grgur and elsewhere.

After Marino’s departure to Italy (1912), which can be understood as a flight from police control and a 
very unenviable position, he was to live for two years in the Florentine setting and paint – he – “the unheroic time 
notwithstanding” along the lines of Meštrović’s lessons: heroic folk song plus Jugendstil artistic framework plus St 
Vitus Day ideological matrix    If any of the paintings of this Florentine moment were extant it would hardly be likely 
for them to mean anything in the oeuvre of a man whose long-time work in painting was totally devoid of everything 
that was non-painterly: of anything literary, declamatory, decorative, illustrative, ideological or a political profanation.   
All of this shows Marino Tartaglia as an interesting historical and certainly divided personality. On the one had he was 
a Yugo-Nationailst and revolutionary (like Miše, Čerina, Ujević, Čičin-Šain, Miličić and others); on the other, he was 
a painter, instinct with  culture, old and new, who stood between these Apises and Bastajićes, assassins and confidants, 
Piedmontese and Vitus Day fans, not allowing, from 1917, any kind of political virus to make its way into his painting.    
This was an even more dramatic decision when one knows that in 1914 his studies in Florence were broken off and 
he went, as a volunteer, to the Serbian front. There he learned of the death of his elder brother Oliviero, who fell on 
the other side, as a mobilised Austrian soldier. 

Surviving in this kind of world was not easy. the milieu in which Marino Tartaglia grew up, apparently one 
of middle class order, surrounded him, very early on, with a mass of challenges and it is not a mere chance that many 
from this generation – if they did not perish on the scaffolds and in the theatres of war of Europe, nevertheless ended 
up in sanatoria and mental hospitals.   It was to be shown, although the trials did not at once cease, that the therapy 
that took Marino out of this dangerous whirl of events was just the power of his vocation, which drew him away from 
political to painterly engagement. It was total: formal and mental, formal engagement and critical absorption.  The 
then position of Croatian painting that he was getting into as a young man was, independently of the achievements 
of mastery, almost absurd. Our Munich people appeared as (apparently) a resolution of the doubt about modernity 
(as the best qualified and most visionary of our critics estimate) and come from the school of Habermann, and with 
some inputs of Leibl realism, enhanced, in Paris, with Goya and Manet.   Was it, concretely, in 1906 to 1911 with 
Becić, from 1907 to 1908 with Račić and in 1910 with Kraljević, that modern realism had taken over the banner of 
modernity?  It seems, indeed, that Babić so staged the beginning of Croatian modern painting; and while it can be 
said that, from the point of view of teaching models that would soon start to be employed, in setting such as ours, he 
did well, and in addition satisfied Krleža’s postulate that we could while following (the great Western models of the 
European painterly split) be dying even before life11, it seems that, in the historical contextualisation of Croatian art 
in the 1900s, he was wrong in not noticing that we had not, as Krleža thought, “entered, via Račić and Kraljević, the 
light sphere of Impressionism.”12  However this might have been the case – this Impressionism did and could not 
excuse him the 2-3 Račić watercolours. (There is no doubt at all that in some of their works, Mašić and Bukovac, 
and Medović and Crnčić, and Raškaj, were bigger impressionists than them; these were not doctrinaire versions 
of Impressionism but then, why would they have to have been? The reality of national and regional schools, local 
personalities, specific groups of artists and other various forms and conditions of diversification are today critically 
respected, interpreted and incorporated into the history of art in Europe.13  It is strange that in the estimate of Krleža 
already quoted there is no Becić, who before Račić and Kraljević arrived at the first ripe results. Kraljević though, 
with his first powerful works has, still less than the others, any connections with Impressionism, and he entrenched 
his position four years after Becić and three after Račić.  That is the way things were until 1911; then, Kraljević with 
the logic of his cosmopolitanism, eroticism and his dying spasm was turned into an ideal anticipator and leader of 
Croatian young Expressionism (Šulentić, Gecan, Uzelac, Kolombar and others).

Babic’s assessment of the stylistic and substantial achievements of the Munich four (to these three one has 
to add Oskar Herman as well) – although the right of the critic – brought about many confusions and unclarities: did 
we turn upside down into an anti-current, or was our development simply read and interpreted upside down?  Račić 
was, to be realistic, closer to Munich’s Crnčić or Melkus than to the Impressionists of the Monet type. Of course, 
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when we define him as a modern realist, we opine that this is a synthetic, and not a descriptive realism, and that he 
is inspired by Goya, Courbet, the young Manet, and not by the later Manet, Renoir, Sisley or Cézanne.  (We shall 
feel the latter, from afar, in some of Kraljević’s works, and in the twenties, in Becić as well).   If this were respected, 
we would have a more realistically grounded new history book: we would have academic realism with plein air 
(Mašić), then 1st realism (Mašić, Bukovac, Crnčić, Iveković, Tiszov and so on), then the version of Impressionism 
(Mašić, Bukovac, Crnčić, Vidović, Raškaj), and then Symbolism (Csikos, Bukovac, Vidović, Krizman, Auer, Rački 
and others), 2nd (modern) realism (Račić, Becić, Kraljević and others) and Expressionism (Kraljević, Uzelac, Gecan, 
Šulentić, partially Tartaglia, Steiner , Kolombar and others) – to list no further.  But even readings of the fairly clear 
signs can sometimes be contentious, and a possible intelligible image, with these or those reasons, can be muddled to 
such an extent it is unrecognisable.  This myth of Babić, distorts an objective history,   but puts on a pedestal certain 
excellent young masters (not mixed up in the squabble in the Society of Art, in the battles of Older and Younger, and 
particularly in political friction) in order to set up a subjective and wilful history of Croatian painting, was to obtain 
the first corrective supplementation thanks to Tartaglia, who, without a bit of malice or contentiousness,  would 
return with his (destroyed) masterpiece Composition (1921) in which the painter,  rephrasing Manet’s Déjeuner sur 
l’herbe, would be  brought into a dialogical connection with Kraljević.  This is shown by the allocation of figures, the 
dynamics of the distribution of signs, that is.  And it is also noticeable that Tartaglia himself is the central figure of the 
composition, even if not physically centred: he is looking past all the figures – perhaps into the canvas, or the paper in 
front of him, or the future, while Kraljević, a woman, a dog and perhaps others14 are tensely looking at Tartaglia: the 
posture of Kraljević reveals that he is endeavouring to convince Tartaglia of something. Tartaglia, relaxed, holds in 
one hand a paper, at the bottom of which is his signature; this, like Kraljević’s big top hat, might mean that Kraljević 
is the past and Tartaglia the future emblem.   This would be backed up by the still unwritten sheet of the newspaper 
– or the still unpainted painting? – with the proviso that Tartaglia’s signature represents a signature on a blank cheque: 
so much is the certainty, the surety, of his project. Does Tartaglia hold in his hand, with the paper, a kind of media key, 
the certificate of modernity, or is the newspaper in fact a signed picture that he holds in front of himself as his own 
only legitimation not now in fact the most  important?  And finally, Kraljević’s naked Muse sits by the painter without 
an idea of how to move him – inert, heavy and passive. Tartaglia stands over him, bent and mobile, squeezing the 
nipple of her right breast with the index finger and middle finger of the left hand, as if she were expressing the milky 
dew; thus she indicated the generative power of eros, the potency and abundance (here we are dealing, according to 
Krafft-Ebing, with a known condition). This is a direct dialogue with Kraljević, who found the motif close. He also 
interpreted it in his Wet Nurse (1912); similarly, Tartaglia’s dog was just a restylised and mirror imaged – in form and 
movement  - of the Kraljević dog from the print Wooing (1912), which was reproduced in the journal Savremenik in 
1918. It can be sent that Tartaglia did change something from Kraljević and take something over, but what he took 
over he immediately mastered and internalised.  In Tartaglia, in return, there is none of the Kraljević stereotype sex-
maniac stylisation: the powerful thighs, the mighty calves and the Cinderella foot: here the forms are structural and 
not decorative; the whole picture gives an architectural impression, and in its organisation one can make out some 
very sophisticated networks or organisational schemes.   The trees that close the scene on the right hand side evoke 
Kraljević’s trees in the picture Women in Nature (Resting) of 1912, and of course, the older Cézanne approach in 
Baigneuses, while the viaduct, which winds in the background, evokes the Provencal master and talks of the necessity 
of bridging the gap between the generations.   Everything is handled masterfully in this picture; I include in this the 
Cézanneish aspiration to create something both modern and lasting at the same moment.  There is no doubt that only a 
great misfortune or a momentary obscurity could have been responsible for the destruction of this work, that Croatian 
art can mourn for as one of the key links between the Cezanne style, the adumbrated Expressionism of Kraljević (with 
the Cézanne discipline built in) and the Euclidian painting – but how much more complex and superior to everything 
that has come down to us along these lines.

Milking, 1922,  for us contentious, more, it is understood, from the point of view of context than performance, 
belongs to the painter’s Vienna period. Maroević quotes the interesting reaction of Krsto Hegedušić, who is said to 
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have at one occasion labelled the painting as a “kind of anticipation of Zemlja”, but himself puts in that “we already 
know of Tartaglia’s passion for primariness (which actually led him to this kind of motif”. Still, with good reason he 
supposes that the real “meaning... of the painting is on a very different level than the social or the thematic. Here for 
the first time the procedure of methodical framing and contouring in the form of pentagram or irregular trapezoid is 
carried out consistently”.15  

What is immediately striking and apparent is that in the imperial Vienna of but yesterday, Tartaglia painted the 
milking of the cow, i.e. the cow and the peasant, without having found this motif during his stay in his farm-labouring 
Split.   There is, serious or not, an eloquent discrepancy between the painting content and the place it was produced.  
The painter it is true is not a captive of reality, but it is beyond doubt that Tartaglia did not belong to a family of 
fantasists.  This perhaps suggests that the note for the painting, some early draught, did perhaps exist before, and that 
the idea of the pentagram is not a Viennese idea. Secondly, Hegedušić’s statement is a nice sign of the relaxation of 
revolutionary passions, and the irreconcilability in the fight for primacy and the recognition of someone else’s (non-
party) contribution to the social theme.   Of course, both Maroević and I recognise completely clearly that – in terms 
of problem and technique – there is no way that Tartaglia can be brought down to the Zemlja profile, even if this 
were with a recognition of his part in the anticipation.  Maroević’s reference to Tartaglia’s framing clearly tells of the 
real problem of the painter’s Milking.   The theme is intellectual, constructive, it is a kind of ideogram (and contents 
that are implicit to it), it is not about the situation in the Croatian countryside or the promotion of the politics of the 
Peasant Party or the Communist Party.  In spite of the vast mass of the cow and the covert strength of its movement 
and the uncommonly crouching figure of the peasant (the foreshortenings of whom do not seem to me quite right, 
but are functional), the painting does not suffer from restrained agitation, for with its violent movement the cow in 
fact closes the ideated form, and does not challenge incidental stress.   What I might otherwise accept with difficulty 
is the estimate that in this painting “for the first time the procedure of methodical framing is systematically carried 
out”, with which Tartaglia compelled the contour of the pentagram, i.e. the irregular trapezoid.  Maroević notes that 
the “broad panoramic picture” – Marjan through the Olive  Trees (1920)…”is already completely Tartagliaish in the 
two-humped contour of the hill and the voluminousness of the olives in the foreground”16.   That he had ignored the 
(incontestable) voluminousness of the crowns of the two olive trees and followed with more concentration what the 
trunks of the two trees, he would have seen that the base of the painting between the two trunks, and then the curves 
of the trunks that climb up to the “two humped contour” of Marjan “are drawn out”, for the first time in Tartaglia’s 
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work, his sought-after irregular trapezoid or pentagram. The value of this manifestation, two years before the Milking, 
should not be underrated; the more so that it seems this is an emanation of a specific formae mentis, which in the 
example that we have just considered is seen as older and as a more down-home Split pentagram.   Thus then, the Split 
content is here just the same as the Tartaglia content; it shows its rootedness, its antiquity, its wellspring; perhaps there is 
something archetypal, which the pentagram, as a form, certainly has.  I cannot guess how much Tartaglia was initiated 
into symbology  and so here into the symbolism of the pentagram; but symbol experts explain that it shows the unity 
of the different (3+2 – male+female); it is, then, explained as a key through which the gates of the mystery are opened 
up.   Others again think it a symbol of the perfect idea, and that Paracelsus valued it as “one of the most powerful of 
signs”.17   It seems that Tartaglia’s insistence was not in vain, and that he had embarked in the search for this happy 
emblem of his, without really knowing it, from the very beginnings.  The first known attempt at shaping an irregular 
trapezoid that turns into a pentangle is remarked in Fetish (1917); it is quite enough to pay attention to the chest that, 
put picturesquely, has to fight for its format and tries to be turned into the other.  More difficult to unriddle for the casual 
observer are the triangles, trapezoids and pentagrams with which the reliable structure of the Old Shipyard (1918) is 
generated.   There are also surprising geometrical exercises of this type in some of the Split portraits – see the Portrait 
of Branko Stanojević (1920), in which the basis of the picture is also the base of the pentagram; its lateral sides of the 
legs of the seated model (going up to the elbows) which then with the forearms climb up to the folded hands, i.e. to 
the visible tip of the stick in the poet’s hands.  If these are examples of trying out the power of the pentagram, another 
perfect realisation of his sign, a year before Milking18 has to be seen in the Still Life (1921).   This is determined by the 
basis of the picture, then from the left and right hand sides the internal edges of the “curtain” and, from the top side, 
the internal edge of the curtain slung over the rod, forming a two-humped contour.  (The same curtain, in more or less 
the same function, can be recognised in the big already discussed Portrait of His Father  of 1918, where, hesitantly, 
he forms a background hexagon, one of the phases on the road to the sought-for pentagram format.)

In the Viennese period, the material of Tartaglia’s painting achieved an extremely high level of mastery: rich, 
stratified and saturated, it emanated its own warmth and the restrained energy of long-lasting working-out.   The 
light does not flicker on the surface (one of the rare examples being his portrait Young Diplomat of 1923,  the kind of 
Mannerist élan of which also used external effects) but radiates, with differing intensity, from each object, each figure.  
The profound gleam, the result of the combination of impasto and wash, lit and shadowy, so characteristic of the painter, 
was not owed to Vienna; and yet he did develop it in Vienna. Its origin is Mediterranean, and not Central Europe; it 
offered itself to the sensitive eye and the vigilant spirit in the works of Girogione, Titian, Lotto, Veronese,  as well as 
such contemporaries as Carrà, Morandi and  Sironi,.  He could everyday have seen in the Viennese Kunsthistorisches 
Museum some brilliant examples of works of the Italian schools, particularly those of Venice; the mastery of Giorgione 
and Titian, and many others were right there for the hand that wanted to work.

The Belgrade period of Tartaglia (1925-1927),  interrupted by the painter’s stay in France (spring  1927 
– beginning of winter 1928), and continued from the end of 1928 to summer 1931, brought an awakening of colour, 
painting, a lightening of the palette.   A typical, introductory and innovatory work of this period is without doubt the 
Drummer Boy (1926).  The poetics of the twenties was here in full bloom; the powerful modelling basis enabled the 
painted figure to look like a sculptural idea, the space to be opened like a single slanting line with two (impure) tones 
of two opposed colours (pink and green).  The figure in the upper part, diagonal in Tartaglia spirit, is firmly anchored. 
The suit (trouser legs, sleeves) is stiff, in line with the poetics of the time, sculptural; the materiality, objectness and 
spatialness are very much put to the fore.  I recall that Ljubo Ivančić long ago drew my attention, comparing Babić 
(whom he appreciated) and Tartaglia, whom he loved, as follows: “Pay attention to the legs of the figures. In Babić 
they sometimes stand, and sometimes float, an inch or two above the ground.  See the standing Portrait of Nevenka in 
the Modern Gallery. But all of Tartaglia’s figures stand, convincingly, with all their weight. There is no great wisdom 
here. Tartaglia’s figures are brilliantly placed, in drawing and tone; every volume has its appropriate weight and of 
course its point of gravity.   Babić’s figures often seem as if they were collaged into a previously completed interior. 
Tartaglia’s on the other hand, grow with the space in which they are to be found.”19
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The weight of the figure is read off against the floor, but also, in the shadow that it casts on the wall, on the 
floor, the objects around itself. The weight of the figure, suggests Ivančić, is just an image of its working together 
with the surroundings. If it does so, then it stands, sits or lies; if it does not work with the surroundings, then, whether 
standing, seated or lying, it still floats.

The first Belgrade years meant above all the finalisation of the Vienna themes and motifs; and as usually, 
interior pictures – still lifes – are at the top of his endeavours. Still, they are not all equally successful.  The novelty, as 
against the paradoxical Viennese Mediterraneanism, is the opening of the palette; the colour and the light play a much 
more significant role but, generalising, it has to be said that his most important works such as Still Life with Basket 
or Pots (both of 1926) are completely along the lines of the poetics of the return to order, to which the greatest of the 
masters of the twenties gave themselves over (Picasso, Derain, Sironi and others). In the fine equilibrium of drawing 
and painting, works of the neoclassic spirit are created, in a rather strange synthesis of modernity and tradition.  The 
modernity belongs to the composer of forms (all of them ordinary, common-or-garden) and the organiser of space. The 
structure is austere, geometrical, almost ascetic; there are always two to three planes and a few lines, which indicate 
the spatial situation but never define it.  The places of the events are real, but not recognisable, can never be identified.  
The traditional belongs to the master of tone, the allotter of light and shade; light filters from the wood benches, the 
ceramic and porcelain pots, from the wicker basket, from the straw hat, the glinting grapes. Illusionism? Yes, if we are 
concerned about spatiality and the apparent filling of the space; but no, if we are thinking of some imitative or mimetic 
objective.   Tartaglia’s aim is the Work not the World.  In a psychological sense, it is about suggestion, not illusion.  So 
works of Tartaglia’s modernity – the best – mean for this country the affirmation of reason, critical distance, selective 
approach, erudition, supreme technical skills, but also a vigilant instinct, a live spontaneity.   Tartaglia with his whole 
system of his own sensors was protected from the petrification that could be produced by knowledge and by being well 
informed.  As early as 1919 he declared art to be a game with a high degree of autonomy; during the years he insisted 
on the primariness, often indeed the primitive authenticity, dreaming of that eternity of the painting that was achieved 
by the cave painters of the Dordogne or the Sahara.  Some of his most celebrated ideograms such as the painter (with 
palette and raised hand) and flowers come into being as a rephrasing of such prehistoric formations: the drawing of 
the bison or the impression of the palm of the hand on the rough wall of the cave.   Tartaglia, putting forward this age 
– cave age – as the ideal time of man, who had opened his eyes spiritually, was addressing, I would say, its social 
function: these paintings were part of a magical ritual from which the community has (if the faith is strong, if the fear 
is enormous) immediate use.  Is it, alongside the story of the game, the unquenchable dream of the painter about how 
to change the world with his brush?

Did the two-year French excursion bring something new to Tartaglia in a developmental sense?    Did he set up 
some new relations with tradition or with the current painting of the world art capital?   Although he spent part of the time 
in Provence, in the home ground of Cézanne, I would not, looking at the works created then, be able to say that France 
then generated anything at all significant in him, still less enriched him; it did not bring progress to his language.  If I 
said what I really feel and what I think that I see, I would have to state that the Tartaglia discipline and order gave way, 
but that no particular freedom – impressive and productive – was gained in its stead.   In the whole series of Provencal 
landscapes, the coordinates slackened and the firm and reliable organisational plan flagged; the brushstroke is slightly 
more spontaneous,  a real atmosphere (not more ideated or artistic) made itself heard; but all that painting got as  new 
possibility, Marino Tartaglia lost. Just in a few of his vistas and landscapes (I would pick out here My Studio in Paris 
and House in the Copse, both of 1928) would works of their author come into being; the charming Area of St Tropez 
(1928) is a good picture, but could have been painted by his Belgrade fellow, Bijelić.   What seems to me significant, 
in the previously cited two pictures, is the appearance of lineaments: of lines, drawings, organisation.  When we sum 
it all up, we have to conclude that his French period passed without any masterpiece having been achieved: he did 
not bring back (like Šulentić) his Place du Tertre. He brought back a few good pictures, nothing more. Perhaps it was 
the pressure of the ever-present Cézanne (paintings, motifs, ambiences)  that drove him to the not particular, and the 
feeling that he was a passing traveller let him be satisfied with little and even tiny formats.
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On his return to Belgrade, Tartaglia quickly capitalised on the effort he had put in.   There were several  significant 
paintings, of which the reviewers pick out Interior (1929) and Interior with Totica (1930) and a few portraits.

(...)
When, at the instigation of Ljubo Babić and Vladimir Becić, Tartaglia was offered a position of teacher at the 

Zagreb Academy of Fine Arts (with a studio), a stormy life, started on August 3, 1984, in Zagreb, turned into a trough 
that it would not leave until death.   Because of the length of his period, it is clear that in an interpretative sense it could 
be a lot more complex than the previous ones.

(...)
What was clear with Interior with Totica – and we can call it the plan – was transferred to Zagreb too.  

Čelebonović tells that the mighty Nude from Behind (1931) was painted after the return from Belgrade; in the upper 
part of that body – from the elbow to the shoulders and the nape – the painter’s classic pentagram was already 
formed.   Many of the draughtsmanly indications, started and then abandoned (like interrupted traces of some initial 
schematisation) showed that Tartaglia had returned to construction, to making the motifs geometrical.  Few could have 
sensed that in this apparently robust painting he was turning towards a metaphysical objective: finding or responding 
to “the other in the motif”.

(...)
All this lasted, smouldered and was prepared in the silence of the everyday battle with the wraiths of illusion, 

in the fifties, in line with the general striving of Croatian art to shake off political control; he too, with awakened energy 
and enormous experience, offered a new Tartaglia to the new time. 

(Fragments, July 2009)
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	 it really is about a dog, but I dare not think that Tartagia could interpret his relationship to Kraljević as that of dog and cat (the dog is 		
	 on Tartaglia’s side, the cat on Kraljević’s).
15	 All Maroević quotes from the preface already cited, p. 31.
16	 Ibid, p. 27
17	 Usp. J. Chevalier – A.Gheerbrandt, Rječnik simbola, NZMH, Zagreb 1983, p. 494 (s.v. Pentagram).
18	 About this, as about some other Tartaglia paintings, several appropriate sentences were written, containing a full insight into the 		
	 problem, by Aleksa Čelebonović in the preface to the Tartaglia retrospective in the Gallery of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and 		
	 Arts in Belgrade in 1972.
19	 From an interview with Ljubo Ivančić (MS), 1972. 
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KATALOG IZLOŽENIH DJELA

1.	 U koroti, 1918.
ulje/platno, 710x500 mm                 
sign. nema
Privatno vlasništvo, Split

2.	 Portret Joe Matošića, 1920.
ulje/platno, 500x400 mm                     
sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia
Muzej moderne i suvremene umjetnosti, Rijeka
Inv. br. MMSU-1893

3.	 Autoportret, 1920.
ulje/platno, 446x325 mm
sign. l. gornji k. tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br.  MG 3880

4.	 Portret brata Emera, oko 1920.            
ulje/platno, 725x550 mm 
sign. d. gornji k.: tartaglia 
Privatno vlasništvo, Split                                      

5.	 Mrtva priroda s kipom II, 1921.
ulje/platno, 478x662 mm           
sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 1116

6.	 Mali bubnjar, 1926.
ulje/platno, 1360x780 mm       
sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia
Umjetnička galerija, Dubrovnik
Inv. br. UGD-375

7.	 Mrtva priroda s košaricom, 1926.   
ulje/platno, 455x640 mm
sign. l. donji k.: tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 3174

8.	 Akt s leđa, 1928.
ulje/platno, 994x727 mm                                        
sign. d. gornji k.: tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb      
Inv. br. MG 1109

9.	 Pejzaž II, oko 1928/1929.
ulje/platno, 500x650 mm
sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia
Privatno vlasništvo, Split
                                   
10.   Interieur s Toticom, 1930.
ulje/platno, 812x1000 mm
sign. d. donji k.:  tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 1115 
                                                                                     
11.   Iz atelijera, 1933.       
ulje/platno, 650x535 mm

sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 1113

12.	  Cvijeće, 1934.
ulje/platno, 610x460 mm
sign. l. donji k.: tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 1107

13.	 Portret gđe Fink I, 1935. 
ulje/platno, 730x600 mm
sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 1112

14.	 Moja žena, 1936.
ulje/platno na lesonitu, 270x210 mm
sign. nema
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 1108

15.	 Biševo, 1936.
ulje/platno na drvu, 225x295 mm
sign. l. donji k.: tartaglia 
Moderna galerija, Zagreb 
Inv. br. 1114

16.	  Motiv iz Brista, 1953.                              
ulje/platno/ljepenka, 340x435 mm
sign. l. donji k.: tartaglia 53         
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv.br. 2170
 
17.	 Motiv iz Brista I , 1953.
ulje/platno, 460x510 mm
sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. MG 2408

18.	 Brist, 1962. 
ulje/platno, 540x740 mm
sign. d. donji k.: tartaglia 62
Privatno vlasništvo, Zagreb

19.	 Cvijeće, 1963. 
ulje/platno, 910x600 mm
sign. l. donji k.: tartaglia 63
Privatno vlasništvo, Zagreb

20.	 Vaza s cvijećem, 1963.
ulje/platno/ ljepenka, 915x605 mm
sign. l. donji k.: tartaglia 63
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv.br. MG 2830

21.	 Triptihon (Autoportreti) I-III, 1964.
a)	 Evokacija prve epohe
ulje/platno, 955x515 mm

b)	 In memoriam druge epohe,
ulje/platno, 955x595 mm
c)	 Na lovorikama treće epohe,      
ulje/platno, 955x675 mm
sign. d. gornji k.: tartaglia 64
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. 2433

22.	 Cvijeće I, 1966.
ulje/platno, 660x570 mm
sign. nema
Moderna galerija, Zagreb
Inv. br. 2606
 
23.	 Cvijeće 1970.
ulje/platno, 305x415 mm
sign. l. gornji k.: tartaglia
Privatno vlasništvo, Zagreb

24.	 Figura, oko 1970.
ugljen/papir, 960x510 mm
sign. nema
Privatno vlasništvo, Zagreb

25.	 Figura, 1975.
ulje/platno, 960x520 mm
sign. l. gornji k.: tartaglia
Privatno vlasništvo, Zagreb
                                        
26.	 Pogled kroz prozor, 1975.
ulje/platno, 740x490 mm                                       
sign. nema
Privatno vlasništvo, Zagreb

27.	 Moj atelijer, 1983/1984.
ugljen/papir, 395x610 mm
sign. nema                         
Pivatno vlasništvo, Zagreb

28.	 Moj atelijer, 1983/1984.
ulje/platno, 500x1000 mm 
sign. sredina: tartaglia
Privatno vlasništvo, Zagreb



47

ELENCO DELLE OPERE ESPOSTE

1.	 In lutto, 1918
olio/tela, 710x500 mm                 
senza firma
Proprietà privata, Spalato
                                                                             
2.	 Ritratto di Joe Matošić, 1920
olio/tela, 500x400 mm                     
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia
Museo d’arte moderna e contemporanea, Fiume
Inv. n. MMSU-1893

3.	 Autoritratto, 1920
olio/tela, 446x325 mm
firma nell’angolo sup. sin.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 3880

4.	 Ritratto del fratello Emer, 1920 circa
olio/tela, 725x550 mm 
firma nell’angolo sup. dx.: tartaglia 
Proprietà privata, Spalato                                      

5.	 Natura morta con scultura II, 1921
olio/tela, 478x662 mm           
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 1116

6.	 Tamburino, 1926                                            
olio/tela, 1360x780 mm       
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte, Dubrovnik
Inv. n. UGD-375

7.	 Natura morta con cestino, 1926          
olio/tela, 455x640 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. sin.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 3174

8.	 Nudo di donna di spalle, 1928
olio/tela, 994x727 mm                                        
firma nell’angolo sup. dx.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria      
Inv. n. MG 1109

9.	 Paesaggio II, 1928/1929 circa
olio/tela, 500x650 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia
Proprietà privata, Spalato

10.	 Interno con  Totica, 1930
olio/tela, 812x1000 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.:  tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 1115 

11.	 Dall’atelier, 1933
olio/tela, 650x535 mm

firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 1113

12.	  Fiori, 1934
olio/tela, 610x460 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. sin.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 1107

13.	 Ritratto della sig.ra Fink I, 1935
olio/tela, 730x600 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 1112

14.	 La mia donna, 1936
olio/tela su pannello, 270x210 mm
senza firma
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 1108

15.	 Biševo, 1936
olio/tela su legno, 225x295 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. sin.: tartaglia 
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria 
Inv. n. 1114

16.	  Motivo di Brist, 1953
olio/tela/cartone, 340x435 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. sin.: tartaglia 53         
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. 2170

17.	 Motivo di Brist I, 1953
olio/tela, 460x510 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 2408
                                           
18.	 Brist, 1962                                             
olio/tela, 540x740 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. dx.: tartaglia 62
Proprietà privata, Zagabria

19.	 Fiori, 1963                                             
olio/tela, 910x600 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. sin.: tartaglia 63
Proprietà privata, Zagabria

20.	 Vaso con fiori, 1963
olio/tela/ cartone, 915x605 mm
firma nell’angolo inf. sin.: tartaglia 63
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. MG 2830

21.	 Trittico (Autoritratti) I-III, 1964
a)	 Evocazione della prima epoca  
olio/tela, 955x515 mm

b)	 In memoriam della seconda epoca,
olio/tela, 955x595 mm
c)	 Sugli allori della terza epoca,                                     
olio/tela, 955x675 mm
firma nell’angolo sup. dx.: tartaglia 64
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. 2433

22.	 Fiori I, 1966
olio/tela, 660x570 mm
senza firma
Galleria d’arte moderna, Zagabria
Inv. n. 2606
 
23.	 Fiori 1970      
olio/tela, 305x415 mm
firma nell’angolo sup. sin.: tartaglia
Proprietà privata, Zagabria

24.	 Figura, 1970 circa
carboncino/carta, 960x510 mm
senza firma
Proprietà privata, Zagabria

25.	 Figura, 1975                                                  
olio/tela, 960x520 mm
firma nell’angolo sup. sin.: tartaglia
Proprietà privata, Zagabria

26.	 Vista attraverso la finestra, 1975
olio/tela, 740x490 mm                                       
senza firma
Proprietà privata, Zagabria                                                                                            
     
27.	 Il mio atelier, 1983/1984    
carboncino/carta, 395x610 mm
senza firma                         
Proprietà privata, Zagabria

28.	 Il mio atelier, 1983/1984
olio/tela, 500x1000 mm                                         
firma al centro: tartaglia
Proprietà privata, Zagabria
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CATALOGUE OF THE WORKS EXHIBITED

1.	 In Mourning, 1918.
oil/canvas, 710x500 mm                 
unsigned
Privately owned, Split

2.	 Portrait of Joe Matošić,, 1920.
oil/canvas, 500x400 mm                     
signature b.l.c.: tartaglia
Museum of Modern and Contemporary Art, Rijeka
Inv. no. MMSU-1893

3.	 Self-Portrait, 1920.
oil/canvas, 446x325 mm
signature t.l.c. tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no.  MG 3880

4.	 Portrait of His Brother Emer, ca 1920.
oil/canvas, 725x550 mm 
signature t.r.c.tartaglia 
Privately owned, Split                                      

5.	 Still Life with Statue II, 1921. 
oil/canvas, 478x662 mm           
signature b.l.c.: tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 1116

6.	 Drummer Boy, 1926.     
oil/canvas, 1360x780 mm       
signature b.l.c.: tartaglia
Museum of Modern Art, Dubrovnik
Inv. no. UGD-375

7.	 Still Life with Basket, 1926.          
oil/canvas, 455x640 mm
signature b.l.c.tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 3174

8.	 Nude from Behind, 1928.
oil/canvas, 994x727 mm                                        
signature t.r.c.tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb      
Inv. no. MG 1109

9.	 Landscape ii, ca 1928/1929.
oil/canvas, 500x650 mm
signature b.l.c.: tartaglia
Privately owned, Split
             
10.	 Interior with Totica, 1930.
oil/canvas, 812x1000 mm
signature b.l.c.:  tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 1115 
                                                                                     
11.	 From the Studio, 1933.
oil/canvas, 650x535 mm

signature b.l.c.: tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 1113

12.	  Flowers, 1934.
oil/canvas, 610x460 mm
signature b.l.c.tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 1107

13.	 Portrait of Mrs Fink I, 1935.      
oil/canvas, 730x600 mm
signature b.l.c.: tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 1112

14.  My Wife, 1936.
oil/canvas on hardboard, 270x210 mm
unsigned
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 1108

15.	 Biševo, 1936.
oil/canvas on panel, 225x295 mm
signature b.l.c.tartaglia 
Modern Gallery, Zagreb 
Inv. no. 1114

16.	  Motif from Brist, 1953.
oil/canvas/cardboard, 340x435 mm
signature b.l.c.tartaglia 53         
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv.no. 2170

17.	 Motif from Brist I , 1953. 
oil/canvas, 460x510 mm
signature b.l.c.: tartaglia
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. MG 2408

18.	 Brist, 1962.                                                   
oil/canvas, 540x740 mm
signature b.l.c.: tartaglia 62
Privately owned, Zagreb

19.	 Flowers, 1963.                                              
oil/canvas, 910x600 mm
signature b.l.c.tartaglia 63
Privately owned, Zagreb

20.	 Vase of Flowers, 1963.
oil/canvas/ cardboard, 915x605 mm
signature b.l.c.tartaglia 63
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv.no. MG 2830

21.	 Triptych (Self-Portraits) I-III, 1964.
a)	 Evocation of the first epoch
oil/canvas, 955x515 mm

b)	 In memoriam second epoch
oil/canvas, 955x595 mm
c)	 Resting on the laurels of the third epoch
oil/canvas, 955x675 mm
signature t.r.c.tartaglia 64
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. 2433

22.	 Flowers I, 1966.
oil/canvas, 660x570 mm
unsigned
Modern Gallery, Zagreb
Inv. no. 2606
 
23.	 Flowers 1970.  
oil/canvas, 305x415 mm
signature t.l.c.: tartaglia
Privately owned, Zagreb

24.	 Figure, ca 1970.
charcoal/papir, 960x510 mm
unsigned
Privately owned, Zagreb

25.	 Figure, 1975.                                                  
oil/canvas, 960x520 mm
signature: t.l.c.: tartaglia
Privately owned, Zagreb

26.	 View through the Window, 1975.
oil/canvas, 740x490 mm                                       
unsigned
Privately owned, Zagreb

27.	 My Studio, 1983/1984.
charcoal/paper, 395x610 mm
unsigned                         
Privately owned, Zagreb

28.	 My Studio, 1983/1984.
oil/canvas, 500x1000 mm                                         
signature centre: tartaglia
Privately owned, Zagreb








