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DIE ANFANGE DES SLAVISCHEN SCHRJFTTtJMS 
UND DIE BYZANTINISCH -GRIECHISCHE LJTERATUR 

F. V. Μ ares 

ο. Durch das Verdienst der byz<ιntinischen Gelehrten Konstantin des 
Philosophen (Kyrills) ιιηd seines Brιιde.rs Method, die auf Wunsch des grol3-
ma11rischen Fϋrsten Rostislav i111 A11ftrag des Ka isers Michael ΠΙ. die Mission 
zu den n1itteleuropaisc\1en Slavcn unternahmen, sind die Anfange des slavischen 
Sc\1rifttums zιι einer dcr grol3en Perioden der slavischen Literatur und Kultur 
geworden (863 bis zum Tod Methods ί. J. 885). Konstantin hat die erste sla­
vische Schriftsprache (Altkirchenslavisch) geschaffen und eine vollkommene 
slaviscl1e Scl1rift (die Glagolica) verfal3t. Von il1m, νοη seinem Bruder Method 
und walHscheinlich νοη einer ganzen Schule ihrer unmittelbaren Mitarbeiter 
und J ίinger staιn111t eine bcachtliche Anzal1I von ausgezeichneten Iiterarischen 
Όbersetzungen und Original\νerken. 

0 .1. D ie Slavisten haben viel Mϋhe und Flei ί3 der Lδsung der Frage erteilt, 
welche litera ι-ischen Werke der kyrillo-ωetl1odianischen Epoche zuzuschreiben 
sind. Neueι-lich wurde dieser Probleωkι-eis νοη der Arbeitsgruppe des Prager 
akade111iscl1en Altkirchenslavischen Wδrterbuchs sorgfaltig ίiberprίift, denn 
die Gesa111tl1eit deι- altkirchenslavischen Texte kyrillo-methodianischeι- Her­
kunft bildet die Basis dieses Lexikons. Es ware ίibertrieben zu behaupten, dal3 
wir ίίber den U n1fang des kyrillo-methodianischen literarischen Nachlasses 
beι-eits allseitig und endgίiltig iιη klaren sind, aber im gro.13en und ganzen ist 
dieses Pωble111 verhaltnismal3ig schon gut duι-chforscht1. Mit geringen Aus­
nahmen vennδgen wir aιιch, die ϋbersetzungstexte νοn den Originaltexten zu 
unterscl1eiden. Den Kern der kyrillo-ωethodianischen Iiterarischen Tatigkeit 
bilden die Όbersetzungen, ίiberwiegend Όbersetzungen aus dem Griechischen. 

1. In diesem Aιιfsatz versuchen wir die Frage anders zu stellen, als es 

1. Slovnίk jazyka staroslovenskέlιo - Leχίcοιι lίιιgιιαe palaeoslovenicae, Pragae, ab 1958, 
LXII-LXXIII; in dieser νοη Κ. Haderka verfal3ten ϋbersicht sind al\e Texte kyrillo-metho­
dianischen Ursprungs ausdrίicklich als solche bezeichnet. - F . V. MareS, Koιιstantinovo kιιl­
turnί dίlo po 1100 /etech ( = Das kιιlturelle Werk Konstantins nach 1100 Jahren), Praha 
1970 (Obersichtstabelle, S. 25; dazιι s. hier Fu13n. 12). 
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bisher ϋblich war: Wie widerspiegelt sich die byzantinisch-griechische Lite­
ratur im altkirchenslavischen SchΓifttum der kyrillo-Π1ethodianischen Perίode 

(etwa 863-885). 

1.1. Es wurden folgende g r ί e c h i s c h e Texte ίibersetzt2 : !. die Bibel 
(mit Ausnahme der Bίicher der Makkabiier); 2. die byzantiniscl1e Me/3-, 
Ritual- und teilweise auch Horologion-Litιιrgie, moglicl1erweise auch die gι·ie­

chische Petrusliturgie; 3. eine Auswahl νοη Ηοιηίlίeη (besonders ίη den altkir­

chenslavischen Denkmiilern Glagolita Clozianus und - teiJv.;eise- ίιη Codex 

Suprasliensis erhalten); das Paterikon; 4. das Straf gesetzbuch fίir die Laien 

(Zakon Slldnyj ljι1dc111); der Noιηo!canon; 5. die Cl1ersoner Legende νοη deΓ 
ϋberfίilHung deι- Reliquien des hl. Klemens 1. (autorisierte Όbersetzung νοη 
drei ursprίinglich ηιιr lose verbundenen griechischen Werken Konstantins3 ; 

zu diesem Punkte vgl. aιιch §§ 2.5.1.1, 2.5.1.2, 2.5.2 und 3.1.3). 

2. Die iiltesten und zugleich authentischen Nacl1richten darίiber befinden sich ίη der 
Vita Constantini, Kap. XV., und besonders ίη der Vita Methodii, Kap. XV.; s. Ausgaben: 
Ρ. Α. Lavrov, Materialy po istoι·ii νοzιιίkιιοveιιίjα dι·evιιl!j§ej slavjaιιskoj pisΊneιιιιosti ( = Ma­
terialien zur Entstehungsgescl1icl1te des iiltesten slavischen Scl1rifttums), Leningrad 1930 
(Reihe: «Trudy Slavjanskoj komissii ΑΝ SSSR», Bd. Ι; photomecl1anischer NachdΓuck bei 
Mouton 1966, Reihe: «Slavistic Printings and Reprintings», Bd. 67), 28, 61, 77. - F. Grivec­
F. Tomsic, Constaιιtiιιus et Methodiιιs Tlιessaloιιicenses. Foιιtes, Zagreb 1960 (Reil1e : «Ra­
dovi Staroslavenskog instituta», Bd. 4), 131, 164, lat. ϋbersetzung: 202, 234-235.-Usμιιskij 
sbornik ΧΙΙ-ΧΙΙΙ vv., herausgeg. von Ο. Α. KnjazevsJcaja, V. G. Dem'janov, Μ. V. Ljapon, 
unter Red. von S. Ι . Kotkov, Moskva 1971, 197. -F. Grivec, Ko11sta111i111111d Metlιocl, Lelιrer 
der Slaveιι, Wiesbaden 1960, 132-137, ϋber die frίihere Obersetzungstiitigkeit Kyrills: 62-63, 
168-169. Der Autor der Vita Metl1odii bericl1tet, daί3 Method die Bibe!Ubersetzung am 26. 
Oktober beendet hat und als Danksagιιng die Messe zu Ehren des hl. Demetrios νοη Saloniki 
(des Tagesheiligen) zelebrierte. 

3. Die wichtigste Bibliographie zu dieseω Problemkreis ist in den beiden Werken νοπ 
Grivec zu finden (s. Fuf3n. 2); neulich dazu: (Allgemeines :) J. Vasica, Literάrnί paιncίtky 
epoclιy velkon1oravske 863-885 ( = Literarische Denkmiiler der grof3miihrischen Epoche), 
Praha 1966 (besonders Kap. Ι.: Literάrιιehistorickά stιtdie [ = Eine literaturwissenschaftliche 
Studie], 7-98); (Bibel:) Ch. Hannick, Das Neue Testament in altkircl1eιιslavischer Spraclιe. 
Der gegeιnviirtige Stand seiner Eιforsclωιιg ιιηd seine Bedeιιtιtng fίir die gι·ieclιiscl1e Textge­
schichte, Arbeiten zur neutesta1nentlichen Textforscl1ung, Bd. 5, Berlin-New York 1972, 
403-435 (nicht in allen Punkten genau); V. Kyas, «Polozen ίe issledovanija ν oblasti vίzantij­
sko-staroslavjanskogo parimejnika» ( =Der gegenvιiirtige Stand der Erforschung des byzanti­
nisch-altkirchenslavischen Parol11iarions), Byzaιιtiιιoslavica 16 (1955), 374-376; (Liturgie :) V. 
Tkadlcίk, Bγzantiιιi.ycher ι111d rδmisclιeι- Ritιιs in der slavisc/1e11 Liturgie, Wegzeichen ( = Fest­
schrift Η. Μ. Biedermann), Wίirzburg 1971, 313-332; (Paterikon :) F. V. Mares, Welclιes grie­
clιische Paterikon wurde ίιn !Χ. Jalπhιoιdert ins S/avisclιe iibersetzt ?, Anzeiger der pl1i\-hist. 
Klasse der όsterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 109 (1972), 205-221 (weitere dies-
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Die Anfiinge des slavischen Sch1"ifttun1s 

2.1. Die altkirchenslaviscl1e Β i b e 1 ίi b e r s e t z ιι η g geht im groBen 
ιιηd ganzen aιιf den offiziellen Text der Ostkirche zurίick, d. h. auf die kon­

stantinopolitaniscl1e Rezension (Lukiansche Rezension, κοινή); dies gilt jedoch 
nur als eine Rahmenfeststellung, aucl1 die nichtkonstantinopolitanischen Le­

sungen kommen verhiiltnismiil3ig hiiufig vor4• Weder ϋbersetzungen aus dem 
Lateinischen (oder aus anderen Spracl1en, vgl. jedoch Fu13n. 17), noch ein 

direkter Einflu/3 lateiniscl1er Quellen, z. Β. der Vulgata, lassen sich im Bereich 

der kyrillo-methodianischen altkircl1enslaviscl1en biblischen Texte feststellen. 
Die kyrillo-methodianiscl1e altkircl1enslaviscl1e Bibel beruht also ausschlie131ich 
auf den griechischen Vorlagen. 

2.2. Auch die kyrillo-methodianiscl1en 1 ί t u r g i s c h e η Texte gehen 

in ίiberwiegendeι- Mehrl1eit auf griechische Originale zurίick; dies betrifft so­
wohl die Mel3liturgie (Chrysostoιηos- ιιηd Basiliosliturgie), als auch das Stun­

dengebetoffiziu111 und die Liturgie deι- Sakraιηente und der Sakramentalien 

(d. h., in der abendliindischen Terιηinologie, das Rituale). Wieweit solche 

liturgiscl1en Bίicher, wie z. Β. die Minaen, ίibersetzt \VUΓden, bleibt gegenwiiΓtig 

noch iιηmer unklar. 

2.2.1. Es ist ιηδgl icl1, daf3 auch die L i t u r g i e des lil. Ρ e t r u s zu 

kyrillo-methodianiscl1er Zeit ins Slaviscl1e ίibersetzt \VUΓde, d. h. eine gemischte 

Liturgie: 111it rδ111isc!1e111 Kanon, aber 111it byzantinischem Anfang und Ende. 

bezϋgliche Literatιιr s. ibid., Fιιί3π. 3); (Rec\1tstexte :) J. Vasica, «Collectio 87 (93) capitulorum 
dans Ies non1ocanons slaves», Byzaιιtinoslaνica 20 (1959), 1-8 ; ders., «Kirillo-mefodievskie 
juridiceskie pamjatniki» ( = Kyrillo-n1ethodianische Rechtsdenkmiiler), Vopι·osy slavjaιιskogo 
jαzykοzιιαιιϋα ΥΙΙ (Moslcva 1963), 12-33; ders. , «Pravnί odkaz cyrilometodejsky» ( = Das ky­
rillo-methodianiscl1e Rechtserbe), Slavia 32 (1963), 331-339; (Historisch-hagiographische Li­
teratuΓ :) J. Vasica, Die Κοrsιιιιeι· Legeιιde νοιι deι- Οbeιfίίlιπιιιg der Reliquieιι des hl. Clenιeιιs, 
Nachdruck: Mϋnc\1en 1965 (Reihe: «Slavische Propyliien», Bd. 8). 

4. J. Vajs, Evangeliιιn1 sv. Maι·ka α jelιo po111eι· k ι~ecke pfedloze, ( =Das Evangelinm nach 
MaΓklls und sein Verl1ii\tnis zur griechiscl1en Vorlage), Praha 1927; ders., «Ktere recenze by\a 
fecka pfedloha staroslovenskeho pI·ekladu zaltare» ( = Welcher Rezension war die griechische 
Vorlage der altkirchenslaviscl1en Psalterίibersetzung), Byzaι1ti11oslavica 8 (1939-1946), 55-86; 
Κ. Horalek, Evangeliάre α ctveroevangelia, ( = Evangeliarien ιιηd Tetraevangelien), Praha 1954; 
V. Jagic, Zιtm altkiι·c/1e11.~lavisclιe11 Apostolι.ιs, Ι-111, Wien 1919-1920 (Reihe: «Sitzungsberichte 
d. k. Akade111ie d. \Vissenscl1aften, phil.-\1ist. Klasse1>, Bd. 191 /2, 193/1, 197/1); F. Pechuska, 
Reckά pfedlolιa staroslovaιιskelιo textιι Skιttlcι/ apo§tol.5kyc/1, ( = Griechische Vorlage des alt­
slavischen Textes der Apostelgeschichte), Slovanske studie ( =Festsclπift J. Vajs), Praha 1948, 
60-65; J. Laurencίk, Νe/ιιkίαιιονskά Cteιιί v Sinajsk enz ialtάfi, ( = Nichtlukianscl1e Lesungen 
im Psalterium Sinaiticum), ibid., 66-83; vgl. auch die Aufsatze von Hannick und Kyas in der 
vorangehenden Fu/3note. 
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Die zwei bisher bekannten kirchenslavischen Handschriften (beide ver\1altnis­
ma/3ig sehr spate Abschriften, vgl. Fu/3n. 7) bezeugen, da/3 auc\1 der roωische 
Teil dieser Messe, der Kanon, nicht direkt aus dem Lateinisc\1en, sondern aιιs 
dem griechischen Text der Petrusliturgie ϋbersetzt wιιrde. Diese Liturgie wι1rde 
hochst wahrscheinlich nur gelegentlich, η e b e η den anderen Liturgien ver­
wendet. 

2.2.2. Auf Grund der Kiewer Blatter und einer ausΓeichenden Anza111 von 
historischen und textologischen Angaben konnen wiΓ praktiscl1 mit Sicherheit 
annehmen, da/3 in Gro/31ηiil1ren auch die ro01iscl1e Me131iturgie ϊιbersetzt wurde, 
wenigstens teilweise (/ibellί), und zwar aus deιn L a t e ί η ί s c 11 e η; falls 
wir jedoch die Ubersetzung der Petruslitυrgie zu dieser a\testen Zeit des sla­
vischen Schrifttums annehmen, dann geht auch der roιnische Kanon, der wesent­
Iichste Me/3teil, ίη seiner slavischen Version aιιf die griechische Vorlage zuΓίick 
(vgl. § 2.2.1). -Das Stundenoffiziuιη ιιηd das Rituale blieben zwar im Grunde 
byzantinisch («griecl1isch»), sie wurden jedoch auch durch ro111iscl1e, aus dem 
Lateinischen ϋbersetzte oder nachgeahmte Elemente bereicl1ert. 

2.2.3. ΙΩ1 a\tkirchenslavischen Eιιchologium Sinaiticum koιnmt eine Beicl1t­
f ormel νοr, die offensichtlicl1 eine a 1 t h ο c h d e u t s c h e Vorlage verri:ίt 

(das sog. St.-Emmeram-Gebet). Die wahrscheinlichste EΓk\arung dieseΓ Tat­
sache wϋrde ich darin suchen, da/3 dieses Gebet in Miilπen νοη den vorkyrillo­
methodianischen deutschen Missionaren in1 lokalen slavischen Kulturdialekt 
verbreitet ιιηd νοη der byzantinischen Mission rezipiert und vielleic\1t spΓach­
lich vervollkommnet wιιrde. 

2.2.4. Im erwahnten Eucl10\ogium Sinaiticιιm koΩΊmt eine bedeutsame 
Anzahl νοη Ritua\texten νοr, die il1Γer Strul<tur, Ausdrιιcksweise und ihrem 
Stil nach an die byzantinischen Salσamentalienf oΓmulare erinnern, zu denen 
es jedoch bisher nicht gelang griechiscl1e Originaltexte zu finden; am meisten 
handelt es sich um Segensformeln und Gebete, die 111it deΩ1 Iandwirtschaftlicl1en 
Leben in Verbindung stehen5• Bei dieseΓ Gelegenheit mochte ich die griechi­
schen Slavisten bitten zu versuchen, griechiscl1e Parallelen zu diesen Texten 

5. Vgl. in der Ausgabe: R. Nahtigal, Ειιclιοlοgίιιm Sίιιαίtίcιιιn, ΙΙ, Ljubljana 1942, 419-
423 (alle Gebete, zu denen die Vorlagen bekannt sind, \Verden mit einem Asteriskus be­
zeichnet, mit einem Κreuzchen sind diejenigen Gebete bezeichnet, wo der slavische Text mit 
dem griechischen Original nur teilweise ίibereinstimn1t ; keine Bezeichnung: die griechische 
Vorlage fehlt). 
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aufzuf inden; es scheint jedocl1 sι hr \Val1rscheinlich, da/3 manche von diesen 
Forιneln ιιηd Gebeten als altkirchenslaνische Ο r i g i η a 1 w e r k e anzusehen 
sind, die im Groβmahrischen Reich νοn der kyrillo-methodianischen Schule 
verfa/3t \vurden. -Daneben entstanden ίη Miihren einige neue Offizien des 
Stundengebets nacJ1 dem byzantinischen Ritus, die n1it Gewi/3heit fϋr slavische 
Originaltexte gel1alten νιerden konnen: der Kanon zu Ehren des hJ. Demetrios 
νοη Saloniki, die Offizien dreier ηeιιeΓ Festtage, d . h. der Auffindung der Re­
liqιιien des hJ. Klemens (30. Janner), des Festes des hl. Konstantin-Kyrill (14. 
Febrιιar) und des 111. Metl1od (6. April). 

2.2.5. Die kyrillo-methodianischen liturgischen Texte waren also g e­
ιη ί s c h t. Der Texturvorrat am Anfang der iηahΓiscl1en Mission berιιhte auf 
griechiscl1er Basis. Mit der Zeit haben Konstantin und Method fϋr Mahren 
einen eigenartigen Typus νοη Ritus geschaffen, \VO neben der byzantinischen 
Meί3lituΓgie auc\1 die roωische Messe und vielleicht auch die Petrusliturgie 
gebraιιcl1t \\'tιrde, \va\Hscheinlich mit besonderer Rίίcksicht auf den Charakter 
deΓ Festtage oder es wurde die LituΓgie je\veils nacl1 anderen aktuellen Um­
standen gewal1\t. Das Stundengebet und das Ritιιale wuΓden freier behandelt: 
deΓ Κeπ1 dieser Texte blieb Z\var iιη \Vesentlichen byzantinisch, aber er war 
der Bereicherung durch andere, auch neue Eleιηente immer durchaus aufge­
schlossen. Der Ritus bei dem Begrabnis Metl1ods illustriert diese Verhaltnisse: 
die Traueι-feieΓlichkeiten wurden dreispι·achig abgehalten 6 -lateinisch (sicher­
lich nach deιη romischen Ritus), gΓiechisch (sicheΓlich nach dem byzantinischen 
Ritus) und slaviscl17• 

2.3. DeΓ Bestand der kyrillo-methodianischen altkirchenslavischen h ο­
ιη ί 1 e t ί s c h e η Literatur la/3t sich nicl1t eindeιιtig bestimmen. Es wird gegen-

6. Vita Methodii, Kap. XVII; Ausgaben (s. Fι1/3n. 2): Lavrov, 78; Grivec-Tomsic, 166, 
237; Usp. sborιιik, 198. 

7. Ober die wahrscheinlichste Lδsung aller n1it dem kyrillo-methodianischen Ritus ver­
bυndenen Problen1e s. im Aufsatz Tkadlcίks, Byz. ιι. 1Ό111. Ritιιs ... (s. F u/3n. 3)-mit einer vor­
zϋglichen Obersicht des gegenwartigen Foischungsstandes und reicher Bibliographie. Ober 
die Frage der slaviscl1en Petrυslitυrgie schrieb neulicl1 J. Laurencίk, Κ otάzce slovanske litιιr­
gie sv. Pett"G ( = Zur Frage der slavischen Liturgie des hl. Petωs), Studia palaeoslovenica 
(= Festschrift J. Kurz), Praha 1971, 201-214; meines Erachtens ist jedoch in dieser Studie 
kein endgϋltiges \.Vort gefallen, deι· Autor hat den gn1ndiegenden Aufsatz von Tkadlcik (s. 
F u/311. 3) noch nicl1t gekannt. Ich bereite die Ausgabe eines bisher unbekannten Textes der 
k_irchenslavischen Petrι1slituΓgie vor (die Handschrift stammt aus dem ΧΥΙΙ. Jahrhundert; 
Offentliche Bibliotl1ek zu Κiew, Signatur 104 [105]). 
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wartig allgemein anerkannt, da/3 die im Glagolita Clozianus enthaltenen Homi­
lien kyrillo-metl1odianiscben Ursprungs sind; eine davon ist eine Original­
predigt Methods (Adhortation an die Fίirsten-Ricl1ter, dem Inha\t nach steht 
sie den Rechtsdenkmfilern nahe, vgl. § 2.4.2), die ίibrigen gehen auf griec'1ische 
Vorlagen zurίick (Autoren: Ioannes Chσsostωnos, Athanasios, Epiphanios). 
Ich bin persδnlich der Meinung, da/3 manche (nicht alle) Ηοωί\ίeη, die im alt­
kirchenslavischen Codex Supraslίensis enthalten sind, noch aus Gω/3mahren 
stammen; das vollstandige lexikalische MateΓial im Prager akadeιηischen 
Altkircbenslavischen Wδrterbuch (s. Fu/3n. 1) zeigt namlίch klar, da/3 der 
Wortschatz dieses Denkmals mit dem Wortscl1atz der tscl1ecJ1iscl1-kirchen­
slavischen Denkmaler auffallend ίibereinstim111t8• Bei der Mel1rzal11 der SιιpΓas­
liensis-Homilien sind griecl1ische Originaltexte wohl bekannt. Die Aus\val1l 
fϋr einzelnι Tage entspricht iιn wesentlichen deιη Usus ιιηd der dan1alίgen 
Vorliebe fίίr gewisse Autoren im byzantinischen Kultυrbereίch; unter den 
insgesamt 48 Homilien (die bestimrnt nicht alle Icyrillo-methodianisch sίnd) 

befinden sich 19 νοη Ioannes Chrysostomos, je eine νοη Basilios, Epiplιanios 
und Photios, die restlichen sind anonym. Zu sechs νοη diesen Homilίen fehlen 
bisher griechiscl1e Vorlagen: 1. Oratio S. Pionii; 2. Passio S. Alexandri, pres­
byteri Sidae; Passio SS. Trophimi et Eucarpionis; 4. Auferstehιιngsl1omilie, 
angeblich von Ioannes Cbrysostoιnos; 5. Vita et passio SS. Basilii et Capίtonis, 
episcoporum Cbersonae ; 6. Vita S. Aninia. Es ist jedoch kaum anzunel1men, 
da/3 diese altkirchenslavischen Texte Originaltexte waren; sowohl die SpΓacl1e 
als aιιc!1 deι Inhalt fϋhren fast restlos zur Voraussetzung, dal1 uns aιιc\1 ίο diesen 
Fallen ϋbersetzungen vorliegen (vielleicht kδnnte man bei der Vita der Bi­
schδfe νοη C h e r s ο η ~ s an ein Origincιl~1erk Konstantins denken??); es 
ware wίinschenswert sich weiteΓ zu bemίihen, die fehlenden gΓiecl1i schen (bz\v. 
lateinischen) Vorlagen zυ f inden (besonders die g1·iecl1ischen Kollegen kδnnten 

in dieser Hinsicht wesentlich helfen). 

2.3.1. Die Frage, welches Paterikon νοη Metl1od ins Altkirchenslavische 
ίibersetzt wurde, ist noch nicht vδllig abgeschlossen (die sog. oteces/(yj~ f(bfιigy 

8. Dίes geht u. a. aus der nichtgedruckten Semίnararbeit R. F ischers und aus der νor­
bereiteten Disserta tion G. Kappels hervor (beide Unίversitat Wien); vgl. aιιch F. V. MaΓes, 
«Ceska cίrkevnί slovanstίna ν sνetle Besed Rehore Velikel10 (Dvoje.slova)» ( = Die tschecl1ische 
Redaktίon des Kirchenslavischen ίω Lichte der Hoιnilien Gregorίus des Gωf3en [Dialogus]), 
S/ανία 32 (1963), 442, § V /4. lclι danke der Redaktion des PΓager a!<ademiscl1en Aksl. WorteΓ­
buchs fίir dίe mir und Herrn Kappel erteilte Genel1n1ίgung die \.V6rterbι1c!1skaι·teί benίitzen 
zu dίirfen. 

9. Leχίcοιι lingιιae pa/aeosl. (Fuί3n. 1), LXXIV-LXXVI. 
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im XV. Kap. deι· Vita Methodii, s. Fn13n. 1)1°. Meiner Ansicht nach war dies 
das «Rδωische Paterikon», d. h. die Dialoge Gregoriιιs des Gro13en (Gregoι·iί 
Μ agni Dia!ogoruιn !ίbι·i /f/); dieses PateΓikon wurde eindentig aus dem G r i e­
c h ί s c !1 e η ίibersetzt, nur das Proomium aus dem L a t e i η i s c h e η 
-wahrschein!ich aus dem einfachcn technischen Grund, da13 in Mahren keine 
griecl1iscl1e Handschrift mit diesem Proδ111ium vorhanden \.var11 (vgl. FVM, 
We!c/1e.'i gι- . PateΓίkon .. . , s. Fn/311. 3). 

2.3.2. Die altkirchenslavische grol3mahrische bo111ilet ische und patri­
stische l.iteratuΓ gel1t also praktisclι ausschliel31ich auf griechische Vorlagen 
zιιJ"ίick υnd die Aυswahl entspricl1t ίω wesentliclιen der Gesinnung des ΙΧ. 
Jahrhunderts. Ζιι einer lateinischen Quelle (Proδmiuπι zunι Paterikon) hat man 
nur ausnahn1s\veise gegι-iffen, wahJ"scheinlich aus Mangel an einem griechi­
schen Text. Die Original110111iJie Methods (Adl1ortatio iιn Glagolita Cloz.ianus) 
entstand aus Anla/3 der an Ort und Stelle gegebenen Verhaltnisse ιιnd Bedϋrf­
nisse. 

2.4. Ein interessantes, gemischtes Bild bieten die kyrillo-methodianischen 
slavischcn R e c h t s d e n k m a 1 e r. 

2.4.1. Der Ν ο ω ο k a η ο η -eine Samnιlung \.veltliclιer (νόμοι) und 
kirc111icher (κανόνες) Rechtsbestimmungen- wurde von Method aus dem 
Griec11ischen ίibersetzt. 

2.4.2. Der sog. Zakon sudnyj ljιιde111 ( = StΓafgesetzbuch fϋr die Laien) 
berul1t haιφtsachlich aιιf deΓ griechischen Ekloge; die Zahl der angenommenen 
Elemente des westlichen (ro111ischen) Rechts ist jedoclι keinesν,ιegs geringfίigig 
und einen wichtigen Bestandteil des Ganzen bilden Ο Γ i g i η a 1 a b s a t z e, 
die deιn alten slavischen GewohnheitsJ"eclιt entstaω111en. 

2.4.3. Das Ρο η i t e η t ί a 1 (Handbnch deΓ Bu/3besti1ηmungen fίir Beicht­
vater) wurde aus deω Lateinίschen ίibersetzt, Z\Veifellos deshalb, damit es der 
ίη Mal1ren sclιon fΓίiher, vor Kyrill nnd Method, verbreiteten Praxis entspreche. 

2. 4.4. Die Rechtstexte knϋpfen also grundsatzlich ebenfalls an die betref-

10. Vgl. S!ονο 24 (1974), 5-201 : dort sind alle Referate verδffentlic11t, die auf dem 
Wiener Syωposion tiber die slavischen Paterίka (Mai 1974) verlesen wurden. 

11 . Oder abeΓ hat Method mit der ϋ beι·setzung des Proomiuωs eincn νοπ seinen mahri­
scl1en Jίingern betraut (z. Β. Gorazd), der lateioisch konnte, griechisch jedoch weniger? 
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fende griechische Fachliteratur an, sie riiunΊen jedoch viel Gelegenheit zur Re­
zeption der dem miihrischen Raum entsprechenden nichtbyzantinischen GepfJo­
genheiten ein (ungefiihr iihnlicl1 wie die liturgischen Texte). 

2.5. Das ίί b r ί g e G e b ί e t des erhaltenen kyrillo-methodianiscl1en 
SchrifttuΠΊs umfaf3t die historisch-hagiographische Literatur, ein Traktat Uber 
die ϋbersetzungstheo;·ie und poetische Werke12. 

2.5.1.1. Das historisch- und rhetorisch-hagίograpl1iscl1e Weι-k Konstan­
tins, daf3 uns in der a\tkirchenslaviscl1en C11eι-soner Legcnde Von (/eι- ϋbeι-­
fiihrung der Reliquίen des 111. Kleιnens νorliegt, wurde νοm Autor ursprίinglich 
gι-iechisch verfaf3t, und zwar in drei selbstiindigen Teilen: 11ίstoι·ica ηuπαtίο, 

sermo declamatorills, rotula !1y11111ί (d.h. Auffindungsbericht, Lobrede, Hyιηnus). 
Die altkirchenslavischι- Bearbeitung ist entνveder eine Autorenίibersetzung odeΓ 
mindestens eine vom Αιιtοr gebilligte VeΓsion, sie stellt jedoch zugleich eine 
Nι-uredaktion des Ganzen dar. Dieses Denkmal steht also an der Grenze der 
ϋbersetzungs- und der Originalliteratur. Dieser Uιηstand hiingt eng damit 
zusammen, daf3 es sich gegebenenfalls ιιm keinι- «klassische» byzantinische 
Literatur handelt, sondern um eine aktuelle Geschichte, um ein persδnliches 
Erlebnis Konstantins (denn er hat selbst die Reliquien des hl. Klemens gefun­
den), um ein Ereignis, von dem er a.ls Augenzeuge und Urheber der ganzen 
Aktion berichtet. 

2.5.1.2. Zur kyrillo-metl1odianischen historisch-hagiograplΊischen Litera­
tur ziihlen auch die beiden Vitae der Slavenapostel, Vίta Co11stantί11ί und Vita 

Methodίi. Die erstere staιηmt entweder direkt von Method oder sie entstand 
wenigstens unter seiner Redaktion; die letztere entstand praktisch unΠΊittelbar 
nach dem Tode Methods und wurde νοη der unmittelbaren kyrillo-nΊethodia­

nischen literarischen Schule verfaf3t. Ιη der FΓage, ob es sich um slavische Origi­

nalwerke handelt, oder aber um autorisierte ϋbersetzunσen aus den1 Griechi-
σ 

schen, ist das letzte Wort noch nicht gefallen. Ich halte es fϋr wahrschein lich, 
dal3 manche Abschnitte der Vita Constantini auf griechischen «Memoires­
Skizzen» Konstantins oder auch Methods beruhen, aber iω ganzen ist es eher 
ein selbstiindig redigiertes Originalwerk. Das Leben Methods ist, ωeines Erach-

12. Das sog. Napisanie ο praveί vere ( = Traktat ίiber den wahren Glauben) staιηωt η ί c h t 
νοη der unωittelbaren kyrillo-methodianischen Schυle; s. V. Tkadlcίk, Das Napisanije ο 
pravei vere, seίne ursprίίιιglic/ιe Fassιιng ιιnd sein Αιιtοr, Konstantin-KyΓill aus Thessalonike, 
herausgeg. νοη Α. Sa!ajka, Wίirzburg 1969 (Reihe: «Das δstliche Christentum», neue Folge, 
Heft 22), 185-209. 
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tens, noc\1 viel mehr fίίr ein Originalwerk zu halten, obwohl es auch hier schwer 
ist, die Moglichkeit α priol'ί auszuschlief3en, daf3 der Autor (die Autoren) auch 
eine Art νοη «Tagebuch» Methods in griechischer Sprache zur Verfίigung 
hatte(n). Ahnlicl1 \vie in der Chersoner Legende, widerspiegelt sich auch in den 
beiden Heiligenleben das aktuelle, zeitgenossische Geschehen. 

2.5.2. Das Traktat Konstantins ίiber die ϋbersetzungskunst (ϋ b e r­
s e t z u η g s t b e ο r ί e), das ίη der handscl1riftlichen ϋberlieferung des Hil­
ferdingschen (Makedonischen) kyrillischen Fragments bekannt ist, Iiegt uns 
nur in dieser altkircl1~nslavischen Version vor, obνvohl es mit hochster Wahr­
scheinlichkeit νοη Konstantin ursprίinglich griechisch verfaBt wurdeιs; die 
griechische Version erfίillte νvahrscl1einlich die Rolle ε:.ines apologetischen 
Traktats, in dem Konstantin seinen ϋbersetzungsvorgang gegen die moglichen 
griecl1ischen Gegner zu verteidigen beabsichtigte, die slavische Version diente 
als Einfίihnιngs\vort des ϋbersetzers zum slavischen Evangelistar. Auch hier 
haben wir also mit ι-iner zweisprachigen Aιιtorschaft zu ωn, auch hier handelt 
es sich ιιm keine traditionelle Theιnatik, sondern um ein neues, hochst aktuelles 
Werk. 

2.5.3. Zνvei selbstandige14 G e d i c h t e kyrillo-methodianiscl1er Her­
kunft (das erste sicher νοη Konstantin selbst) ergiinzen das Gesamtbilcl der 
gro/3miil1rischen Literatur: Pωglas (Vorgesang zur slavischen Tetraevangelium­
ϋbersetzung) und das Alphabetgedicht (Azb jes111e νesen1ιι 111ίl'u sνetb Ίch bin 
das Licht der Welt')1 5 . Beide Gedichte sind altkiι·chenslavische Originale, beide 

13. Vgl. Α. Vaillant, «La preface de l'EvangeliaiΓe vieux-slave», Revιιe des Etudes .~laves 24 
(1~48), 5-20; ders., Textes vieιιx-slaves, Π, Paris 1968 (Reihe: «Textes publies par I'Institut 
d'Etudes slaves», Bd. VIII/2), 52-54. 

14. Sonst koΠΊmen poetische (versifizieΓte) Texte auch ίη den verschiedenen ίibrigen li­
terariscl1en Gattungen vor, besonders in den liturgischen und historisch-hagiographischeα 
Denkmiilern. 

15. F. ν. Mares «Azbucna basen Ζ ωkopisu Statnί vefejne knil1ovny Saltykova-Scedrina 
v Leningrade (sign. Q 1 1202), ( = Das Alphabetgedicl1t aus einer Handschrift der Leningrader 
Offentlichen Staatsbibliothek, Sign. Q 11202), Slovo 14 (1964), 5-24; vgl. auch ders., «Hlaho­
lice na Morave a ν Cechach, (= Die Glagolica ίη Miihren und Bδl1men), ibid. 21(1971),159, 
172 (§§ 17 u. 20/3); -einer anderen Meinιιng sind Ν. S. Demkova -Ν. F. Droblenkova, «Κ 
izιιceniju slavjanskix azbucnyx stixov» ( =Zur Erfoι·schung der slavischen Alphabetgedichte) 
«Lίteωtιιι·ιι.νe sνjazi drevιιix s/a1ιja11» =Trιιdy Otdela drevnerusskoj literatury ΑΝ SSSR 23 
(1968), 27-61, und V. Tkadlcik, Systenι /1/alιolske abecedy, ( = Das System des glagolitischen 
Alphabets) Stιιdia palaeosloνeιιicc ( = Festschrift J. Kurz), Praha 1971, 369, Fuβn. 3 7; dage­
gen: FVM, «Hlah. na Morave a ν Cechach», Fuβn . 53 und ders., «Kyι·illo-methodianische 
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waren zu ihι-er Zeit νοη aktueller Bedeutuog: als poetiscl1er Einfίihn111gsgescιng 
besingt das erstere den Wert der Sclιrift und c!er BUci1er, es betont uncl verl1err­
licht deren Bedeutung fϋr dic Slaven; das lctztere diente als mneιnotecl111iscl1es 
Hilfsmittel zur Erlerrιung der slaviscl1e11 (glagolitischen) Alpl1abetordnung. 

3. Die durcl1gefϋhrten EΓ\vagungen erlauben uns, aus de111 voΓliegenden 
Material des ίiberlieferten kyrillo-methodianiscl1e11 altkircl1enslaviscl1en litera­
rischen Erbes cinige Scl11uf3folgeωngen zu ziehen. -Es sei nocl1 vorbemerkt, 
daf3 es die Absicl1t Konstantins und Methods waΓ, nicl1t blof3 die griechische 
christlicbe KultuΓ in einem verdϋnnten Absud nach Mi:ίl1re11 zι1 ίibeΓtrag('n, 

sondeΓΩ sie haben sich vorgenommen, fίir die Slaven eine eigenartige, neue 
christliche Kulturbasis zu sc\1affen, mit eigener Sch:-ift und mit ~igener 

Schrift- und Liturgiesprache, eine Kιι\turbasis, die auf eίηeιη breiten und festen 
byzantinisch-gΓieclιischen υ nterbau berιιhte, zug\eiclι jedoclι Bereicherungen 
und Variationen verscl1iedener Art offen bliebe, scien e!"; sc!ιοπ \νestliche (ro­
mische) Elementc oder slaviscl1e EigentίimJichkeiten (beispiels>veise im BeΓeiclι 
des Rechtes), oder aber ganz ηeιιe Faktoren (z. Β. die Schrift, die Glagolica). 
Als weise und erfahrene Missionare haben Konstantin und Metl1od dabei 
immer verstandnisvoll darauf geachtet, v.1as den in MahΓen bereits eingebίir­
gerten Sitten und Gepflogenbeiten entsprach1 0• -Auf dem Gebiet der Literatur 
waren Konstantin und Metl1od vorerst bemίiht, einen slavischen literarischen 
«Minimalkanon» νοη dcnjenigen Schriften zιι ϋbersetzen, ohne die das christ­
licbe und lωlturelle «Alltagsleben» υndenkbar gewescn ware (typisches Bei­
spiel: die Perikopenίibersetzung); eine zweite Bestrebιιng trat dazu, die Be­
stΓebung, dem jιιngen slavischen Sclιrifttum die V!ege zu einer reicheren, kιιl­
turell vielseitigen und aιιch aktuellen Literatur anzubahnen (typiscl1es Beispiel: 
das PΙ"oglas-Gedίcht). 

3.1. Alle Schriften, bei denen es praktisch Πlδglicl1 war, die griechischen 
Vorlagen zu benϋtzen, wuΓden aus delll G r i e c 11 ί s c h e η ί.ibeΓsetzt. Hier­
her gehort die Bibel und die HomiJienausv.-·ahl, Schriften, di ': ihι-er allgcωeinen 
Beschaffenheit nach νοη den verschiedenen KultuΓspharen praktiscl1 unab-
11angig νιaren. Weiteι- betι-ifft dies alle BeΓeiche des Schrifttums, wo Konstantin 
und Method be\vuf3t und irgendwie selbstverstandlich auf delll byzantiniscl1en 

Wurzeln der tschechischen diakritischen Ort\1ographie», Anzeiger deι· p!ιί/. -ίιω. Klasse deι· 

dsterreichisclιeιz Akade111ie der Wissensclιafteιz 110 (1973), 81-99 (Fu13n. 35 auf S. 95-96). 
16. Vgl. F. Υ. Mares, «Die Anfiίnge des slaviscl1en Schrifttums υηd die lωltιιrelle Selb­

stiίndigkeit der Slaven», Wίeιιer Slaνίstίsclzes Ja!ιrbιιclι 16 (1970), 77-88. 
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Boden standen, d. h. bei der Obersetzung der ursprίinglich einzigen Liturgie im 
byzantinischen Ritus, bei1n Strafgesetzbuch fίir die Laien (Zakon sιιdnyj ljude111) 
und beim Non1okanon. 

3.1.1. Selbst wenn Konstantin bei der Bibelίibersetzung textkritisch ar­
beitete υηd nicl1tkonstantinopolitaniscl1e Lesungen in seinen Text aufnahm, 
stϋtzte er sich nicht direkt auf die anderssprachigen Texte17, sondern bediente 
sich verschiedener g r i e c h i s c !1 e r Kodices. 

3.1.2. Sogar ίiberall dort, wo es Konstantin und Method fίir sinnvoll und 
z\veckmal3ig !1ielten, a b e η d 1 a n d i s c h e Texte zu ϋbersetzen, wurden 
g r ί e c h ί s c h e Vorlagen verv.1endet, v.1enn sie nur vorhanden v.'aren: so 
geht wal1rscheinlich der slavische Wortlaut des romischen Mef3kanons auf die 
griechische Όbersetzung zurίick (ϋber die Petωslitιn·gie) und die Dialoge Gre­
gorius des Grof3en wurden auf dem Umweg ίiber ihre griechische Version ins 
altkiΓcl1enslavisclιe Schrifttυm aufgenommen. 

3.1.3. Eine besondere Grυppe bilden die z \V e i s p r a c b i g, d. h. paral­
lel griechisch und slaviscb verfa/3ten Werke: die Chersoner Legende, das Trak­
tat ϋber die Όbersetzungstheorie = die Vorrede Konstantins zιιr slavischen 
Όbersetzung der Evangelienpeι-ikopen, bzw. auch die Vita Constantini ιιnd 
Vita Metl1odii (??). Die griec!ιische Vcrsion gel1t zwar cl1ronologisclι voraus, 
aber die slaviscl1e Bearbeitung vom Autor selbst oder von seiner unmittelbar­
sten literarischen Sc!1ule stellt eine autorisierte Neubearbeitung dar (ίiberdies 
sind alle diese griechiscl1en Ui-fassungen verloren gegangen). Ιη solcben Fallen 
ist es schwer von eineι- ίiblic\1en Rezeption griechischer literarischer Werke zu 
sprechen; wir baben es vielιηchr ωit einer typ.isc!ι gemiscl1te11, g Γ i e c h i s c h­
s 1 a v ί s c h e η Iiterarischen Prodιιktion zιι tun, die den beiden LiteΓatui-en 

in gleicher Stufe angehort, in der die beiden LiteratuΓen in einem spezifischen 
Begegnιιngspunkt zusammentreffen18• Die Kontaktpunkte sind zv.1ar zah!en­
maί3ig auf3erst bescheiden, aber die Tatsacl1e selbst ist fίir das kyrillo-metl10-
dianische kultιιrelle Milieιι sehr kennzeichnend und fίir das Verstehen der 

Epoche aufschluβreich. 

3.2. Ζυr ϋbersetzung νοη Texten aus de1n L a t e i η i s c h e η ist es ηuι-

17. Es wuΙ"de jedoch die Meinnng geiίιι13ert, da13 eΙ" ab und zιι zυm syrischen Text griff; 
vgl. Grivec, Κ. ιι. Λf., Lelιι·er d. S/ανeιι (s. Fu13n. 2), 49. 

18. Eine iίhnliche Erscheinung ist auch ίη der Neuzeit bekannt; vgl. beispielsweise die 
deutsch-polnische literaΙ"ische Tiίtigkeit von S. Przybysze\νski oder die so1"biscl1-deutsche 
νοη Κ. Lorenc. 
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dann gekoιnmen, wenn ein ge\vίsses Wer\c aus ortlich (d . h. 1n iihrίsch) ιηotί­

vierten Grίinden ίibernommen und ίibersetzt \Verden sollte, ohne daf3 es jedoc\1 
in griechisc\1er Version vorhandcn gewesen \νare. f)ίes gίlt ganz eίndeutig νοη 
der romischen Liturgίe (wahrscheίnlic\1 mit Aιιsnal1111e des Mef3ka11011s, s. §§ 
2.2.1. und 3.1.2) und νοm Ponitential (§ 2.4.3); die westlichen Eleιnente ί111 

Zakon sudnyj ljιιde111 (§ 2.4.2) verraten el1er d ic Kenntnis der abendliincliscl1en 
Rechtsbestίmmungen , als eίne \vahre ϋbeΓsetzung der betι-effenden PaΓagΓa­
phen. (Das Proomίum der Dίaloge Gregorίus des Grof3en wιιrde vίelle ίcl1t nur 
aus eίnem rein technischen Mangel a m griechischen Text aυs den1 lateinίsc\1en 

Oι-iginal ίibersetzt; s. § 2.3.2, vg\. auch Fuf3n. 11). 

3.3. Ahnliches gilt auch νοη der vereinzelten ϋbersetzung einer Beicl1t­
formel aus dem Α 1 t h ο c h d e u t s c h e η (ίη1 Eυcl1ologiun1 Sinaniticuιn), 

wenn es sich nicht eher ιιm Annahme eines vorkyrillo-metl1odianischen sla­
vischen Gebetes handelt (§ 2.2.3). 

3.4. Die l(yri!lo-1nethodίaniscl1en altkί rcl1enslavίschen Ο r ί g ί η ::ι 1-
w e r k e gelιoren- iihnlίch wie dίe zweίsprachig verfaf3ten Scl1Γiften - zιι den 
zeitgenossischen Aktualitiiten und zu derjenίgen Schίcht deι- Literatuι-, die den 
Rahιnen des «lebensnot\vendigen» Schrifttu111s ίiberschreitet; vgl. §§ 3 (zιι111 

Schluf3) und 3.1.3. Es gehoren hierher: der liturgische Kanon zu Elιren des hl. 
Demetrios νοη Saloniki, die Offizien zu Ehren des h\. Klemens, Konstantin­
Kyrills ιιηd des hl. Method (§ 2.2.4) ; die AdhoΓtatίon Methods an dίe Fίirsten­
Richter (§ 2.3); Proglas und das Alphabetgedicht (§ 2.5.3); wahrscheinlich auch 
die Vita Constantini und Vita Methodii, fa\ls es sich nicht u111 Z\Veisprachίg 

verfaί3te Werke handelt(§§ 2.5.1.2 und 3. 1.3). - 3.4.1. Die dem slavischen Ge­
wohnheitsΓecht entnomωenen Absiitze des Ζα/ωη sιιdnyj ljιιde111 (§ 2.4.2) konnen 
dagegen vielιnehr mit den aus dem Lateίnischen (bZ\.V. Althocl1cleutscl1en) ίibeι-­

setzten Texten verglichen werden: die Rezeption dίeseΓ RechtsbestίmnHιngen 

erschien in Mahren als notwendig und deΓ Wortlaut war in der slavischen 111ϋnd­
lichen ϋberlieferung vorhanden. 

Das Verhaltnis des kyriίlo-methodianischen altkirchenslaviscl1en ϋber­
setzungsschrifttums zιιr griechischen Liteι-atuΓ zeigt ίιη Vergleich mίt dessen 
Verhaltnis zu den nicl1tgriechischsprachigen UI"texten und zu den kyrillo-111etho­
dianischen altkirchenslavisclιen Originaltexten, daf3 die al.teste slavische Lίte­

ratuI"periode ίη vielen Richtungen bewuf3t \vcltoffen und selbstandig war, als 
ihre breite und feste Ausgangsbasis aber erscheint ganz eindeutig die byzanti­
nisch-griechische Kultur. 

Universitiίt Wien 
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CARATTERISTICHE STRUTTURALI Ε PROTOTIPI GRECI 
ν 

DELL' AZBUCNO -IERUSALIMSKIJ 

Ε DELL' EGIPETSKIJ PATERIK 

Μαrίο Capaldo 

1. Ιη questi ultimi anni, nel clin1a di crescente interesse peι- tutto il comples­
so di problen1i ι-elativi al patrimonio letteraι-io comune-in eta medievale­
agli Slavi ιneι-idionali e a quelli orientali (dι·evneslavjanslωja lίteι-atuι·a-posred-
11ίca nella terminologia di D.S. Lichacev), si sono fatti notevoli progressi anche 
nello studio dei pateriki tΓadotti dal greco1, con1e dimostra anche il semplice 
riferiιηento al Iavoro svolto e a quello ίη corso: dalle edizioni del Sinajskϋ e 
dello Slcitskϋ patailc2 alla discussione, tuttora aperta, sulle otBCBskye kbnίgy 
del capiωlo XV della Vita Metlιocliί3, fino al recente Sy11ψοsiιιι11 uber Fragen 
deι· slaviscfιen Pateι-ilω11- ϋbeι-setzι111ge11 (Vienna, 19-22 maggio 1974) che, oltre 
ad aver avuto ί\ merito di indicare la direzione del lavoro futuro4, ha dato an-

1. Ι pateriki di traduzione sono raccolte di sentenze e racconti dei prirni anacoreti cristia­
ni, dai padι·i del deserto (Egitto, Palestina, ecc.) ai monaci dellΊtalia meridionale: il Siιιajskij 
pateι·ik e ίΙ Rinιskij pateπ·k sono traduzione di due opere d'autore, rispettivamente del Ρrα­
tιιι11 spiι·itιιale di Moscl1us e dei Dialogi di GΓegorio Magno; nello Skitskij paterik sono rap­
presentati gli Apop/ιt/ιegnιata Ραtπιιι1, in una delle loro varie collezioni (cf. la nota 10); degli 
originali greci degli altri due pateι·iki di traduzione, Ι' Azbιιcno-ierιιsali111skij e l'Egipetskij pa­
taik, si parleriι an1pian1ente in seguito. Per Ia bibliografia sιι di loro, cl1e e giiι abbastanza 
considereνole, rimandiaπ10 alle Γassegπe di Sν. Nikolova, «Raπnite starobiίlgarski prevodi 
na pateΓicnite sboΓnici», in Konstaιιtiιι-Kiι·i/ Filosof Jιιbileeιι Sboι·nik po slιιcaj 1100-godisιιi­
nata ot sι11iίrtta ιηιι, Sofija 1969, pp. 219-236 e di Dj. Trit'w1ovic, «Azbucnik srednjovekoνnih 
knjizevnil1 naziva», Κιιjίievιια istorija IV, 15 (1972), 515-518. 

2. Siιιajskij paterik. lzdanie podgotoνili V. S. Golysenko, V. F . Dubrovina, Moskva 1967; 
Ν. van Wijk, T/1e Old Chιιrclι S!avonic Τrαιιs!αtίοιι of tlιe 'Ανδρώv άγίων βίβλος, La Haye 1975. 

3. '1'1>.rAιi ~ΙΗ 11 ΗQΛ\ΟΚΔΗΟΗ'b. \Hi~'b.WE 3 ι\ΚΟΗΟγ n\MRHΛO Η ο ('Ι'b.) 4b.CKb.ltίl KHHrb.ι 

n\\•kΛomH (Μαgιιαe Moraviae foιιtes lιistoι·ici, 1Ι: Textιιs biogι·aplιici, /1agiogl'Gp!ιicί, litιιrgicί. 

Curavenιnt D. B:ιrtoiΊkova, L. Haνlίk, J. Ludvίlωvsky, Ζ. Masarίk, R. Vecerka. Brno 1967, 

p. 160). Si discute sιι cosa debba intendersi per ofBCBskyιε kbnigy: ιιη paterik, come credono 
ί pίύ, ο un' opera patι-istica. Un'accurata stoΓia della questione e stata fatta da R. Pope nella 
«Preface» a Ν. νaη Wijk, Tlιe Old Chιιrclι S/avoιιic Tl'Gnslatioιι ... , 1-24. 

4. Ιη particolare e stata sollecitata Ia preparazione di edizioni dei singoli pateriki. Dei 
partecipanti al Simposio gίiι lavorano ίη questo senso F. V. Mares (Rinιskij pateι·ik, trad. Α), 

R . Pope (Egipetskij pateι·ik), Μ . Capaldo (Azbιιc110-ie1·11salin1skίj paterik), W. R. Veder (Skίt­
skij pateJ"ik). 
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che buoni contributi particolari su una parte di questi testi 5. 

Gli unici pateriki che, nonostante questo revival di interesse, ηοη hanno 
attirato ancora I'attenzione degli studiosi e che purtroppo sono st<ιti assenti 
anche al Simposio di Vienna sono l'Azbuc110-iausali111skϋ6 e l'Egipetslc ϋ pa­

terik7. Eppure sia per I'uno che per I'altro ιnolti sono ί probleιni-filologici, lin­
gιιistici e storico-Jetterari-che aspettano ancora d'essere studiati. Le ιιniche 

notizie che se ne l1anno, dal tempo della Ioro scoperta ad opera dei bibliofili 
e codicologi russi del secolo scorso8, risalgono a questi stessi e, con qualcl1e 
ulteriore ρrecisazione, a due filologi variamente benemeriti dello studio dei 
pateriki di traduzione: Ι. Ρ. Eremin e Ν. van Wijk9• Queste notizie-che, come 
vedreιno, sono ίη parte da rettificare-si riferiscono esclusivamente al loro 
contenuto e-ma e solo I'altra faccia della stessa medaglia-ai testi greci di 
cui sono traduzione. Cosi, dell' Azbuδ110-ierιιsali111skij pateι·i/-c si sa che e una 
raccolta (divisa in due parti, ognuna precedιιta da un pro!ogo) di sentenze e 
racconti provenienti in gran parte dagli Apop/1theg111ata Ραtηιιη10 ; e dell' Egipet-

5. Cf. ί resocoπti del Simposio (i cui atti sοπο editi ίπ S/ovo 24, 1974) di C11r. Haππick, 
«La νersioπ slaνe des Paterika», /ι·enίkοιι 3 (1974), e Μ. Capaldo, «11 Simposio di Yieππa sui 
pateriki slaνi di traduzione», Ricerche S/avisticlιe 22 (1975). 

6. Va senza dire che questo titolo ποπ ricorre πeί maπoscritti. Esso rappreseπta la fusioπe 
dei titoli cοπ cui Ie due parti che costituiscoπo questo paterik sono indicate iπ qualche maπo­
scritto receπte. 

7. ΙΙ titolo di questo paterik πei maπoscritti e CΚι13ιltΙΗΕ ο εrογπεΤCΙ<hΙΧ'h 4E\)tΙO\)H3-

U,EX'h. 

8. Υ. Uπdol'skij, «Bibliograficeskie razyskaπija», Moskvitjaniιι (1846), 11-12, 201 ss. ; Α. 
Vostokoν, Opisaιιie rιιsskic/1 ί sloveιιskic/ι rMkopisej Rumjaιιcov~·kogo Muzeιιιna, SPbg 1842, 
pp. 435-437; ierom. Arseπij, Op:'saιιie s/avjaιιskich rιιkopisej Biblioteki svjato-Tl'Oickoj Sergie­
voj Lavry, ΠΙ, Moskνa 1879, pp. 99-104; [Ι. Ja. Porfir' eν, Α. Υ. Vadkoνskij, Ν. F. Krasnosel'­
ceν], Opisanie rιιkopisej So/oveckogo ιnonastyrja naclιodjasciclιsja v biblioteke Kaz. Dιιc/ι. Seιn. 

ΙΙ, Kazaπ' 1885, pp. 154-161, ecc. 
9. 1. Ρ. Eremiπ, «Κ istorii drevne-russkoj pereνodnoj poνesti», Τπι(/y Ot(/e/a ι/ι·evιιe-rιιs­

skoj /iteratιπy IL, ΠΙ (1936), 37-57; Ν. νaπ Wijk, «0 proischozdenii Egipetskogo pateι'ika», 
in Sbornik v cest na prof L. Miletic, (Sofija 1933), pp. 361-369; idenι, «Die slaνische Reda­
ktion des Μέγα Λειμωνάριον», Byzaιιtinos/avica ΙΥ (1932), 236-252; ideιn, «Podrobnyj obzor 
cerkoνπoslaνjanskogo pereνoda Bol'sogo Lίmonarija», Byzaιιtinos/avica ΥΙ (1935-1936), 38-84. 

10. Degli Apophthegmata Ραtrι111ι si conoscono νarie collezioπi, pίίι ο meno noteνolΠΊente 
diνerse tra di Joro. Da quale di queste collezioπi deriνi l' Azbuc110-ierusali111skij paterik e uno 
dei probJemi che affrontiamo in questo articoJo. Qui e bene comunque tener presente il quadro 
di queste colJezioni, cosi come risulta dagli studi piu recenti (J.-C. Guy, Reclιeι-clιes sιιr !a 

traditioιι grecqιιe des Apopht/1egιnata Patrωn, Brιιxelles 1962; idem, «La tradition manuscrite 
des Apopl1thegmata Patrum. Etat presenr des recherches», Revae d'Ascetiqιιe et ιle Mystiqιιe 
XLI (1965), 113-124). Nel!a fase piu antica circolaνano due serie distinte di collezioni: 1) Ie 
alfabetico-a11011ime, costituite di due parti, la prima contenente apoftegmi attribuiti esplici-
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skij paterik che e costituito da due Reisebildeι- monastici (capp. 1-32, 36-60): 
la ΗίstοΙ"ία ιno11ac/10πll11 ίη Aegypto11 e Ia Historίa Laιιsiaca12, da un trattatello 
morale sotto forma di dialogo tra Alessandro Magno e ί Bragmani (capp. 33-
35): il De gentibιιs lndiae et B/'agnzanibιιs13, e da una serie dί apoftegn1i attri­
buiti ad abba Antonio (cap. 61) e ad abba Arsenio (cap. 62), tutti provenienti 
dagli Apop/1t/1eg111ata Pat/'U111. Per quanto riguarda il resto, che e il piu, si e 
invece con1pletamente all'oscuro: ancora interaωente inesplorata rimane la 
Γicca tradizione manoscritta dei due pateι·i/ci14 ; della Iingua, dell' epoca e della 

tamente a questo ο a quel π1οπacο (da 'Αντώνιος a Ώρ) e ordiπati alfabeticameπte (edita ίπ 
Migne, PG, LXV, 71-440; ίη seguito ci riferirerηo agli apoftegπ1i di questa edizione cοπ la 
sigla G seguita dal nt1π1ero d'ordiπe dell'apoftegma πel dossier ίπ questione; alla sessantiπa di 
apoftegmi mancanti in G - per cui cf. Guy, Reclιe:·clιes, pp. 236-238 - si fara riferimento con 
la sigla S), la secoπda coπteπeπte apoftegΠ1i aπoπimi, e raramente aπche πomiπatiνi, raggrup­
pati talνolta iπ piccoli gruppi, iπtitolati a qιιesta ο a quella νίrtίι moπastica (gli apoftegmi 
1-392 sοπο stati editi da F. Nau in Revιιe de /Όrίeιιt Clιι·etieιι, 1907-1913; degli altri, 393-765, 
manca a:icora l'edizione, si conoscoπo perό gli incipit, grazie a Guy, Rec/ιerclιes, pp. 64-74, 
95-97; ag.li apoftegmi aποπiΠΊi ποί ci riferiremo con Ia sigla NJ: Ν 1-392, J 393-765); 2) Ie si­
ste111aticlιe, ίη cιιi gli apoftegmi no111inativi e quelli aπonimi, ί primi ίη ordiπe alfabetico se­
guiti dai secondi, sono orgaπizzati in una νeπtina di capitoli dedicati alle νarie νίrtίι mona­
stiche (fino!'a e stata edita solo la traduzioπe latina di Pelagius e Iol1annes di uπa di queste 
collezioni (Μίgπe, PL, LXXIII, 851-988, 993-1022): la citereΠΊo con la sigla PJ; da una colle­
zioπe π10Ιtο simile a PJ e stato tradctto Ιο Skifj·kij paterik. Delle a1tre collezioni si ha l'aπa­
lisi dettagliata iπ Guy, Reclιeι·clιes , pp. 126-181: agli apoftegΠ1i di queste collezioni ci riferi­
reιno col πuπ1ero del capitolo e quello progressiνo dell'apoftegma). Α partire da questi due 
tipi di collezioni «πormali» sono state fatte successiνaΠΊente diνerse collezioni «deriνate», 
alcuπe - semplici epitoΠΊi, altre - COΠ1pleti rifaciΠΊeπti di quelle «πorπ1ali». 

11. A.-J. Festιlgiere, Historia Μοιιac/10/'11111 in Aegypto. Εdίtίοιι critiqιιe dιι texte grec et 
tradιιction αιιιιοtee, Brιιxelles 1971. 

12. C. Bιιtler, Tlιe Laιιsiac History of Palladiιιs, 1-11, Cambridge 1898-1904. Sull'edizioπe 
del Butler ha aνanzato numerose e foπdate riserνe R. Draguet; si cf. di quest'ιιltimo almeπo : 

«Butler et sa Lausiac History face a uπ Π1S. de l'editioπ, Ie Wake 67», Le Μιιseοη 63 (1950), 
205-230, e «Butleriana. U πe mauνaise caιιse et son ιnalchanceux aνocat», Le Μιιseοιι 68 (1955), 

239-258. 
13. Tutte e due Je recensioπi del trattato sοπο state edite J'ecenteΠΊeπte: Ia rec. Θ da J. D. 

Μ. Derrett, «Palladius: De νita Bragn1anoruπ1 πarratio, alias Palladii de gentibus Indiae et 
Bragmaπibus coιnωonitoΓii necπon Απίaηί opusculi νersio ornatior», Classica et Λιfedi­

aeva/ia 21 (1960), 100-135; Ia rec. Σ da 'vV. Berg\1off, Palladiιιs de gentibas lιιdiae et Bragn1aιιί­

b11s, Meiseπl1eiιη an GJaπ 1967. 
14. Dell' Azbιιcιιo-ierιιsa/iιnskij paterίk νaη \Vijk conosceνa solo 4 manosCΓίtti; di altι"i 

20 ιηss. dian10 notizia ίη «La tradizione slava della collezione alfabetico-anonima degli Apo­

p/ιtlιegnιata Patrιιιn e il suo prototipo greco. Ι, La strιιttura della parte alfabetica», Ricerclιe 
Slaνistic!ιe 22 (1975). Αί 9 mss. dell' Egipetskij paterik citati da νaη Wijk (si tratta propria­
meπte di 8 π1ss., perche ί1 f/)'gol. nιοη. 40 e ί1 Petrozav. arch. d. 36 sono lo stesso ΠΊanoscι·itto) 
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provenienza delle due traduzioni non si sa quasi niente15; tutta da studiare e 
l'influenza da essi esercitata sulle opere originali delle letterature slave medi­
evali16. Ε non e tutto. Ci sono altri due problemi relativi ai nostri due pateriki 
ancora insoluti. Siccome ci sen1brano pregίudiziali per ogni altro tipo di ricer­
ca, noi li illustreremo ampiamente nei loro vari aspetti e nella loro portata; 
cio anche perche il presente articolo vuole essere un contribυto alla loro solu­
zione. 

11 primo problema e qιιello dei prototipi greci, il problema cioe dί stabi­
lire se le particolarita strutturali e testuali che distanzίano piu ο meno notevol­
mente i nostri due pateriki dalle redazioni note dei corrispondenti testi greci 
risalgono al traduttore-redattore slavo oppure se erano gia, tutte ο ίη parte, 
nei rispettivi prototipi. Piu c\1e insistere sull'importanza di questa ricerca, vor­
rei accennare, con le parole di van Wijk, alla condizione fondamentale per av­
viarla a soluzione: «Fίir das Studiuιn der Paterika ist ein gegenseitiger Mate­
rialaustausch zwischen Byzantinologen und Slavisten notwendig. Einerseits 
sind die slavischen Samωlungen ohne eine grιιndliche Kenntnis der griechi­
schen Vorlagen schwer genau zu charakterisieren, anderseits dϋrfte die slavische 
Όberlieferung die Rekostruktion bisher unbeka11nter Variatio11e11 griechischer 
Paterika ermogliche11»17• 

11 secondo problema, collegato strettaιne11te col primo, e qιιello di fare 
i co11ti con ί dati spesso contradditori della tradizione manoscritta dei due pa­
teriki ίη questione su cio che e da considerare come facente pr\l"te di essi. Si 
tratta cioe, per quanto riguarda 1' Azbuδno-ίel'Usaliιnskϋ pateι·i/( (ίη seguito 
ΑΙΡ)18, dί stabilire se ί\ corpus di apoftegιni cosi come ci e testimoniato dalla 
maggior parte dei manoscritti ( ± 500 apoftegmi nominativi in ordine alfabe­
tico seguiti da ±450 apoftegιni anonimi divisi ίη 17 capitoli) rappresenti la f or­
ma piiι antica del testo, contrariamente alla indicazione del secondo prologo 

possiamo ancora aggiungere MOSKVA, GIM, OR, Sin 549 e 995; LENINGRAD, ΒΑΝ, 21.6.4 (Νον. 
976); GPB, S olov. mon. 459-462. 

15. Cf. gli articoli citati alla nota 9 e, ία piu, Ν. νaη Wijk, «Dva slavjanskich paterika», 
Byzantinoslavica IV (1932), 22-35. 

16. Per questa problematica, e ίη particolare per l'Egίpetskij paterik cf. R. Pope, «Ο cl1a­
raktere ί stepeni vlijanija vizantijskoj Iiteratury na original'nujιι literaturu juznych ί vostocnych 
Slavjan: diskussija ί metodologija>>, Americaιι Contribιιtions to tlιe Seventlι /ιιterιιαtίοιια/ 

Congress of Slavists (Warsaw, August 21-27, 1973), The Hague-Paris 1973, pp. 469-493, e Ja 
letteratura ίνί citata; si cf. inoltre Ι.Ρ. Eremin, «Κ istorii ... », 52-57. 

17. Ν. van Wijk, «Die slavische Redaktion ... », 251 . 
18. Quando sariι necessario distingιιere tra la parte alfabetica e qιιella anonima, ιιseren10 

la sigla ΑΡ per la prima, e Ia sigla ΙΡ pel' Ia seconda. 
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coi suoi 40 titoli di capitoli di apoftegmi anonimi, ο se non sia piuttosto da dare 
ragione al prologo e, considerando ormai Ιa vιιlgata dell' ΑΙΡ coωe una sua 
f orma decaudata, attribuire alla f orma originaria dell' ΑΙΡ, oltre ai 17 capi­
toli conservati, anche ί 23 perdιttί. Ε ancora: questi 40 capitoli (qui non impor­
ta se completi ο f rammentari ο, degli ultimi 23, solo i titoli) li si dovra consi­
derare tutti coιne facenti parte dell' ΑΙΡ, contrariamente a quanto ci suggeri­
scono le collezioni greche che contano solo 20 capitoli, corrispondenti ai prirni 
20 del secondo prologo dell ' ΑΙΡ? Oppure, in accordo a quest' ultime, si dov­
ranno considerare i capitoli che segιιono ai priωi 20 coωe una appendice es­
tranea a\ vero e proprio ΑΙΡ? Ιη ωaniera ηοη dissiιnile-mutatis mutandis­
stan110 le cose anche con I'Egipetskϋ pataί/(. Molti sono gli interrogativi sulla 
sua forma origi11aria c\1e aspettano ancora u11a risposta: i 62 capi toli che Ιο 
costituiscono nella ιηaggior parte dei 111anoscritti sono veramente da conside­
rare una unita (come tale i11tesa dal suo tradιιttore, ο gia dal suo prototipo), 
oppure solo successivaιne11te qιιello cl1e in origine ηοη era che uno sbornik 
ωonastico, un γεροντικόν di struttura piu ο ιηeηο casuale, e stato sentito coωe 
u11 tutt'uno 01nogeneo e con1e tale esplicita111ente proposto (con la nuιnerazio­
ne e il s0111mario dei capitoli all' inizio dell'opeΓa)? Ε a11cora: cosa dire di quei 
ma11oscι-itti cl1e ai 62 capitoli suddetti 11e aggiungo110 ancora degli altri? Sono 
aggiu11te posteriori, ο 11011 e piuttosto questa foπna piu ricca la forma piiι an­
tica dell' Egipetskij pataίk? 

Quanto qui diι-emo, nel te11tativo dί dare una risposta ai suddetti proble-
1ni, e il ι-i sultato de\le nostre ricerche sulla fortu11a dei pateriki di traduzione 
nelle letterature slave ιηedievali. La circostanza cl1e una parte di queste ricer­
che e ancora in corso spiega il f atto cl1e ηοη su tutte le questioni trattate sί e 
raggiunto lo stesso grado di certezza. Va infine detto che qui in genere ci limi­
tiamo solo a \l' essenziale della diιηostrazione, ri111andando per analisi piu det­
tagliate e per lo sviluppo di alcune questioni paι-ticolari ad altri nostri articoli. 

2. Sull' origine della struttura co111posita dell' Egίpetskϋ pateΓίk (in segui­
to ΕΡ), supponendo per ragioni di semplice strategia espositiva che esso sia 
veramente composto dei quattro diversi ele111enti di cui si e detto, e possibile 

fonηulare dιιe ipotesi : che essa dipenda dal rιrototipo greco, oppuι·e che sia 
dovuta al traduttore-redattore slavo, il quale avrebbe 111esso insieιne e suddi­
viso in ordinata successione di capitoli quei diversi ele111enti esistenti in greco 
(ο gia in slavo) indipendenteιηente. Se finora non e stato trovato un manoscritto 
greco p~rfettaιnente parallelo all ' ΕΡ, si sa pero che spesso nei manoscritti greci 
le opere che da sole costituiscono il 95% dell' ΕΡ ( HistMon, HίstLaιιs, DeBι·ag) 
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si presentano raccolte insieme, anche se in un ordine diverso dall' ΕΡ19; e gia 
questo e un indizio importante a favore della prima ipotesi. Ancora piiι deci­
sivo nello stesso senso sembra iuoltre il f atto, finora ηοη rilevato, che in due 
manoscritti greci alle tre opere di cui si e detto segue una raccolta di 'Αποφθέγ­
ματα in cui ί dossiers di Ά ντ ώνιος c 'Αρσένιος presentano la stessa scelta e 
la stessa successione di apoftegΠΊi dei capp. 61-62 dell' ΕΡ. 

1 due manoscritti ίη questione sono: PARIS, Bibliotheque nationale, Foιιcls grec 1596, 
e cιπλ DEL YATICANO, Biblioteca apostolica, Vat. gr. 259220• L'accordo con ΕΡ e perfet­
to, se si esclude qualche omissione supplementare di quest'ultimo21 : 

Fonds gι·ec 1596: 'Αντώνιος 1-23 = G 1-4. 6-23. 32 
ΕΡ cap. 61 (Tr. Serg. Lavra 710, ff. 93r_ιοΟν): .!Ιιι'ΓΟΙΙΗΗ 1-23 ~ 

Vat. gr. 2592: 'Αντώνιος 1-23 

ΕΡ cap. 62 (Tr. Serg. Lavra 710, ff. 10ον-105r): .ι19cειιι111 
Fonds grec 1596: 'Αρσένιος 1-37 
Vat. gr. 2592 : 'Αρσένιος 1-37 

1-30 ; 

~ 

= G 1-15 (ΕΡ om. 12).33. 
16.39.4 (ΕΡ ΟΠ1. 4); 
18-25 (EPom.20-21, 
24-25). 28.27.29.S 1. 
G 30-32. 40-42 

Un altro manoscritto greco (PARJS, Bibliotheque nationale, Coisliιι 378) s'accorda con 
i due su citati ne1\a struttura dei dossiers di 'Αντώνιος e 'Αρσένιος. L'interesse del Cois/iιι 

378-che ποη ha ne la HistMon, ne la HistLaιιs, ne il DeBrag- e nel fatto che, accordandosi 
con ί1 Par. gr. 1596 e col Vat. gr. 1592 li111itatame11te ad 'Αντώνιος e 'Αρσένιος, indizia con 
cio stesso l'autonomia dei due dossiers, che e presupposta anche dall' ΕΡ. 

Diciamo subito che Ia speranza dί aνer trovato nei due suddetti mano­
scritti greci il prototipo dell' ΕΡ ηοη e risultata, all' analisi, fondata in quanto 
troppo numerose sono le differenze strutturali e testuali tra loro e 1' ΕΡ nelle 
tre parti precedenti perche si possa pensare ad una dipendenza del secondo dai 
primi. Ciό c01nunque non diminuisce l'importanza peϊ noi del Ραι·. gι·. 1596 e 
del Vat. gr. 2592: grazie a loro ηοί sappiaωo con certezza che tutti e quattro 
gli elementi costitutivi dell' ΕΡ si trovavano raccolti insieme gia ίη greco; se 
poi e solo per i capp. 61-62 che ci offrono un testo perfettanιente parallelo, 
questo non vuol dire che ηοη sia possibile trovare altroνe (nella ricca tradizione 
manoscritta della HίstMon, della HίstLaus e del DeBrag) conferma delle parti­
colarita testuali e strutturali dei capp. 1-60 dell' ΕΡ. Che questo e anzi il caso, 

19. Nei mss. greci la successione e in genere la seguente: HistLaιιs, DeBra_r:, HistMon. 
20. Cf. su questo ms. l'eccellente analisi di Ρ. Canart, «Une nouνelle anthologie mona­

stique: le Vaticanus graecus 2592», Le Μιιsέοιι 75 (1962), 109-129. 
21. Per le sigle G e S ricorrenti nel prospetto seguente si cf. Ja nota 10. Per ΙΈΡ ci riferia­

mo qui, co01e altrove in seguito, ad un manoscritto del ΧΥ sec. (1493): ΜΟSΚνΑ, Gosιι­
darstνennaja Biblioteka im. Υ. Ι. Lenina, Otdel rιιkopisej, sobr. Troice-Seι·g. Lavry (f. 304), 
Ν0 710. 
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come cercheremo di diΠΊostrare per la prima (capp. 1-32: HistMon) e per la 
seconda parte ( capp. 33-35: DeBι·ag). 

Per quanto riguarda i capp. 36-60, contenenti un'epitome della HistLaιιs, la nostra ri­
cerca ηοη si e ancora conclusa. Come e noto, l'edizione del Migne (PG, XX:XIV) e il frutto 
di una manipolazione arbitraria del testo, c quella aitica del Butler, fondata suHa red. G, non 
faνorisce !Όrientamento nelle νarie redazioni secondarie (Β, Α), tra cui appunto sembra sia 
da cercare il pro totipo della traduzione slaνa. Sicche noi dobbiamo studiare per nostro conto 
l'intera tradizione manoscritta della HistLaιιs, ίη particolare i mss. (circa 40) ποπ utilizzati 
dal Butler, in gran parte difficil01ente raggiungibili. L'unica cosa che possia010 dire e che, per 
quanto riguarda ίΙ testo, la tι-aduzione slaνa s'accorda bene con la redazioneB, edita dal Meur­
sius22. 

Per il confronto dei capp. 1-32 dell'EP con la Ή κατ' Αίγυπτον των μο­
ναχών ίστοpία sia Eremin che van Wijk si erano serviti della eccellente edί­
zione che di quest'ultiωa aveva fatto Ε. Preusclιen23 alla fine del secolo scorso. 
La conclusione a cui erano giunti i due studiosi era la stessa. Citiamo Eremin: 
«Ρο sravneniju s greceskiω originalon1, ν slavjansko1n perevode ne dostaet lis' 
skazanija ob oksirinclιskich otsel'nikach i za111etki ο Didime, t.e. glavy 5 i 25 
ρο izdaniju Preuschen'a. Sovpadaja s tekstom etogo izdanija, poka edinstven­
nogo ν nasej naukt:, slavjanskij perevod otlicaetsja ot nego Iis' porjadkom, v 
kotorom sledujut odna za drugoj povesti sbornika»24• L'edizione di Preuschen 
ηοη era l' unica, che nel 1914 ne era uscita un' altra25- rimasta sconosciuta 
ηοη solo ad Eremin e a van Wijk ιna anche al Festugiere-fondata su di un 
manoscritto (GERUSALEMME, Ίεροσολυμιτικ1) βιβλιοθήκη 112, ff. 116Γ-168r) 

che, a giudicare dagli studi piiι recenti26, ha una posizione tutta particolare 
nella tradizione manoscritta della HistMon. Ora e proprio con questa edizione 
che s'accorda la traduzione slava: vi si ritrova la stessa successione di capitoli 
e, in piu, l'omissione del cap. 5. 

Proponiamo il confronto della struttura dei capp. 1-32 dellΈP con Ιο Hierosol. 112 da 
una parte e con Ιe edizioni di Preuschen e Festugiere dall' altra: 

22. J. νaη Meurs, Palladiί epίscopi Heleιιopoleos Histoι·ia Laιιsiaca, Leiden 1616. 
23. Ε. Preuschen, Palladiιιs ωιd Rι.ιfίιιιιs, Giessen 1897. 
24. 1. Ρ. Eremin, «Κ istorii ... », 46. 
25. Παλλαδίου επισκόπου Έλενουπόλεως ή πρός Λαiίσον ίστορlα 1jτοι Λαυσαϊκόν 

καί ή κατ' Αϊγυπτον τών μοναχών ίστορ[α περιέχουσαι βiους τών iρημίτων πατέρων iξ 

ίεροσολυμιτικού χειρογράφου ΙΣΤ' αίώνος, έιcδίδονται ύπό Αύγουστίνου μοναχοϋ 'Ιορ­
δανίτου, Hierosolymis 1914. 

26. A.-J. Festugiere, Historia Μοηαc!ιοι·ιιm ... , XXXVI-XLII. 
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ΕΡ Hierosol. 112 Preuschen Festugiere 

1 prologo prologo prologo 
2 1 'Ιωάννης ό έν Λυκφ 1 1 
3 2 Ώρ 2 2 
4 3 βη 4 4 

5 Όξύρυγχος 5 
5 4 Θέων 6 6 
6 5 'Απολλώς 8 8 
7 6 ·Αμμων 3 3 
8 7 ·Αμουν 9 9 
9 8 Κόπρης 10 10, §§ 1-2, 25-35 

10 9 Πατερμούθιος 11 10, §§ 3-24 
11 10 Σούρους, Ήσαίας, Παϋλος 12 11 
12 11 Έλλη 13 12 
13 12 'Απελλή 14 13, §§ 1-2 
14 13 'Ιωάννης 15 13, §§ 3-12 
15 14 Παφνούτιος 16 14 
16 15 Πιτυρίων 17 15 
17 16 Εύλόγιος 18 16 
18 17 οι έν τi] Νιτρίq. 23 20, §§ 5-8 
19 18 'Απολλώνιος 21 19 
20 19 Διόσκορος 22 20, §§ 1-4 
21 20 'Ηλίας 7 7 
22 21 'Ισίδωρος 19 17 
23 22 Σαραπίων 20 18 
24 23 'Αμμώνιος 24 20, §§ 9-11 

24 Δίδυμος 25 20, § 12 
25 25 Κρονίδης 26 20, §§ 13-14 
26 26 Εύάγριος 27 20, §§ 15-17 
27 27 Μακάριος 28 21 
28 28 'Αμοϋν 29 22 
29 29 Μακάριος δ πολιτικός 30 23 
30 30 Παϋλος 31 24 
31 31 Πιαμμωνα 32 25 
32 32 'Ιωάννης έν Διόλκφ + epil. 33 + epilogo 26 + epilogo 

L'accordo tra 1' ΕΡ e !ο Hierosol. 112 non si Iimita alla sola struttura, che anche molte 
particolaritiι (omissioni, errori, ecc.) del testo del primo troνano conferma nel secondo: cosi, 
per esempio, in ΕΡ (cap. 9; Tr. Serg. 710, f. 25V) manca il racconto del miracolo del σϋκον 
μέγα (ed. Festugiere, cap. Χ,§§ 21-22); ora di tutti ί mss. greci che hanno il cap. su Πατερμού­
θιος il solo Hieωsol. 112 presenta questa stessa omissione. Un altro esempio: B'h3&QtιlB 

Ch. dell'EP (ο ιι mε HH4CQm(ε) B'h3&QtιΙB Ch\ 9ε4ε ηι 49κQBh. ΠΙ)Κι13d'Τ'Η f. 241·) contro 
μηδέν ε[δέναι (μηδέν εlναι) di tutti gli altri ωss. greci e confeΓmato da\Io Hierosol. 112: 
μηδέν δεδιέναι. 
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Cοιηe nell'EP cosi nello Hieι·osol. 112 alla HίstMon segue il trattato di 
Palladio sui Bragmani (ff. l68v-134r). Purtroppo pero l'edizione di Αύγουστι­

νος si anesta al f. l 68r, sicche noi non possiamo dire se ancl1e per questa parte 
1ΈΡ s'accorda con lo Hίeroso/. 112. Checche sia di cio, e certo ίη ogni caso­
come dimostra il confronto con le recenti edizioni di Derrett e Berghoff- che la 
tradιιzione slava e strettamente iιnparentata con la rec. Σ del DeBrag, anche 
se talvolta si allontana da questa per accordarsi con l'altra rec. (0). Ι1 fatto che 
nei pochi casi in cui la traduzione slava s'accorda con la rec. Θ, questa presenta 
un testo migliore di Σ fa pensare che il DeBωg slavo ποπ sia propriamente un 
testimone della rec. Σ, ιηa che tutt'e due-la tradιιzione slava e Iarec. Σ-discen­
dano, indipendenteιnente l'una dall'altra, da un prototipo comune. 

La questione merita un'attenzione particolare, e noi \a studiaωo aωpiaωente altrove27 • 

Qui b:ιstera conΓortare con qualche esen1pio quanto detto piu sopra. 
Errore congiuntivo della traduzione s\ava e Σ con νalore separativo rispetto a Θ: 11, 22 

ίσον έμοi 11iίνεις ϋδωρ. καi ούκ άγωνι& ούδέ τραύματα φέρω ούδέ πόλεις κατασκάπτω καi 

ίσην ~χω σοι γην καi ϋδωρ Θ; sia Σ che DeBrag s\aνo oωettono (oωeoteleuto !) καi ούκ άγω­

ν ι& .... ϋδωρ. 
Accordo di Θ con \a trad. slaνa contro Σ che innova: ΙΙ, 38 τέθραμμαι Pap., τρέφομαι Θ, 

ΠΗ'Τ'd~ Ch. (Tr. Serg. 710, f. 52r) contro τέρπομαι di Σ. 

Sulla base di quanto sin qιιί detto, risulta assai verisimile che la struttura 
e il testo dell' ΕΡ ripetano la struttura e il testo di un ιnanoscritto greco (un 
γεροντικόν, per intenderci, del tipo dello Hίerosol. 112). Piu difficile e decidere 
se ancl1e l'indice dei capitoli, col quale generalΠ1ente comincia ΙΈΡ (ο, in altri 
termini, la concezione unitaria del pateι-ilc) risalga al prototipo greco. Possiamo 
solo dire che e possibile che ancl1e su questo punto 1' ΕΡ riproduca fedelωente 
il suo prototipo. 

Se no n conoscian10 manoscritti greci (i.e. γεροντικά del tipo del Par. gr. 1596, del Vat. 
gr. 2592, dello Hierosol. 112) con κεφάλαια che comprendano, se non tutt'e quattro le parti 
del\' ΕΡ, aln1eno \ΉίstΜοιι e Ja HistLaιιs, lΙΠ fatto e perό certo: l'indice dei capitoli dell' ΕΡ 
non e opera del tΓaduttore slaνo; infatti i primi trentadue riproducono esattamente ί κεφά­
λαια dello Hierosol. 112, e nella parte rigιiardante Ia HistLaιιs c'e un titolo (cap. 43: Ο Ηγ­
ΛΗtιΙΗΗ fAHCU.'R ιH'h =περi 'Ιουλιανοϋ, ButleΓ XLII) al quale non corrisponde nessun testo, 
dal c\1e e evidente che nemmeno per questa parte l'indice e stato fatto sulla base dei capitoli 
realωente occorrenti nell'EP. Quanto detto non esclude coωnnque la possibilitiι che il tra­
duttore slavo abbia riunito da solo ί diversi κεφάλαια in un unico indice. 

Un' ultima questione e quella relativa ai tre testi che, nella ιηaggior parte 

27. «La tΓaduzione slava del trattato di .Palladius De gentίbus Indiae et Bragmanibιιs», 
Rίvista dί Studi bizantίni e neoel/enicί. 
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dei manoscritti, seguono ai 62 capitoli. ΙΙ loro contenuto non differisce molto 
da quello dei testi precedenti, anzi ίη uno di essi si parla degli stessi anacoreti 
egiziani di cui tratta la HίstMon: il primo comprende, riuniti insieme in una 
successione di 31 capitoletti, le Constίtιιtίones ascetίcae e il De ascetίca dίscί­

plίna di Basilio di Cesarea, il secondo Ia Epίstιιla ad A11astasίιιn1 epίscopιιιn di 
Nilo d'Ancira, e il terzo estratti dalle Hίstoι·iae ecclesίastίcae di Teodoreto di 
Ciro e di Sozomeno28 • 

Ε' probabile che tutt'e tre questi testi si trovassero gia nel prototipo greco 
dell' ΕΡ. Per il primo cio e quasi certo se si tiene conto del fatto che anche !ο 
Hίerosol. 112 si conclude con άσκετικά di Basilio di Cesarea29 • Νοη e possibile 
invece decidere se gli cΛ01Ηcι1 di Basilio-ed eventualmente anche gli altri due 
testi-debbano essere considerati parte costitutiva, e cioe come i capp. 63-65, 
dell' ΕΡ ο solo come una appendice del vero e proprio Gκι13ι111Ηε ο εroγnε'l'CKbΙ;('h 
ιιε9t109Η3LΙ,Ε;('h costituito esclusivamente dai 62 capitoli tradizionali30• 

3. Assai considerevoli sono le differenze tra ΙΆΙΡ e la collezione alfabe­
tico-anonima «normale», l'unica finora edita (G-NJ), degli Apophthegιnata 

28. Tra i manoscritti che hanno questi tre testi ricordiamo, oltre al Tr.-Serg. Lavra 710, 
altri due: LENINGRAD, Gosudarstvennaja Publicnaja Biblioteka, Solov. mοιι. Ν0 458 (635) e 
MOSKVA, Gosudarstvennyj Istoriceskij Muzej, Siii. sobr. 995. L'analisi che ne diamo e fon­
data su quest'ultimo: 
1) (f. 926r) CB/.\'l'ιlro W'l'Ll,ιl 11ι1wεrο ΒιΙCΗΛΪΙϊΙ ι19χιεnΗcκοnι1 κεcι191ι1 KιlnO,d,OKlιl CΛOBECιl 

;(Ο'Ι'ι9ΙψΗΜ'h il<H'l'H ιιε91109Η3Κιl/.\ ί!<Η'Ι'Ιιl (capp. 1-30: PG, ΧΧΧΙ, 1321 ss. λόγοι πρός 
τούς τόν μονήρη βίον άσκοϋντας (rec. Ν secondo J. Gribomont, Histoire dιι texte des 
Ascέtiqιιes de S. Basi/e, Louvain 1953, p. 304 ss.); cap. 31 ω ί!<Η'Ι'ΪΗ κι1κο Λrkno Bbl'l'H 

4Ε\)ΗΟ\)Η3ψΟ: PG, ΧΧΧΙ, 648 ss. πώς δεί κοσμείσθαι τόν μοναχόν, una traduzione di­
versa di questo stesso sermone si legge in Izbornik 1076 g., izd. podgotovili V. S. Goly~enko, 
V. F. Dubrovina, V. G. Dem'janov, G. F. Nefedov, Moskva 1965, 460-464). 
2) (f. 947ν) ΗΗΛιΙ W'l'Ll,ιl εnΗC'Ι'ΟΛιι1 K'h εnΗcκοπογ 1ΙΗι1c'Ι'ι1cογ (PG LXXIX, 345 ss. πρός 
'Αναστάσιον έπίσιωπον). 

3) (f.948Γ) ω O'l'Ll,E;('h CΛΟΒΟ W'I' ΗC'Ι'Ο\)Ϊιl Β ΛοR'Ι'Ο Β ιιεmε Ll,ιl\)C'l'BOBιl ΗογΛ'h Ll,ιl\)b. 
(PG LXXXII, 1163 ss.: 1. IV, capp. 17-18, 20-23, 26, 28-32; PG LXVIJ, 1343 ss.: capp. 21, 
28-34; edizioni recenti delle due opere: Tlιeodoret Kiι·cheιιgesc/ιic/ιte, heraιιsgegeben νοη L. 
Parmentier, zweite Aufgabe bearbeitet ... νοη F. Scheidweiler, Berlin 1954, 246 ss.; Sozo­
menus Kirchengeschichte, herausgegeben νοη J. Bidez, eingeleitet ... von G. Chr. Hansen, 
Berlin 1960, p. 263 ss.). 

29. Sul\a base della descrizione del catalogo (S. Papadopotllos-Kerameιιs, Ίεροσολυμι­
τική βιβλιοθήκη 1, SPb. 1891, 198) non e chiaro quali delle opere ascetiche di Basilio siano 
contenute nel manoscritto. 

30. Ιη qualche manoscritto (per es. So/ov. mon. 458) gli CΛOBECιl di Basilio sono registrati 
nell' indice come cap. 63. 
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Patrιιm, al punto che una derivazione del primo dalla seconda e pensabile solo 
supponendo una serie di massicci interventi redazionali. 

P.::r quanto riguarda ΙΆΡ le particolarita che ne stabiliscono Ia distanza dall' άλφαβητι­
κόν «normale» (G) sono le seguenti: 
[l.a-b] omissione di un gran numero di apoftegmi ricorrenti in G, e cίό sia (a) nel senso 
della eliωinazione coωpleta dei dossiers cl1e (b) ίη quello della loro riduzione; 
[l.c-e] comparsa di apoftegωi nuovi (i.e. sconosciuti a G), provenienti: (c) dalla serie anoni­
ma dell' άλφαβητικόν «normale» (NJ), (d) dalle ccllezioni sistematiche, (e) da opere impa­
rentate in qι1alche modo con gli Apoplιt/ιegιnala Ραtrιιιιι come, per es., iI Pratιιm spiritιιale 
di Mosco e la Historia Laιιsiaca di Palladio; 
[1.f] variazioni, all' interno dei dossiers, nella successione degli apoftegmi comuni con G; 
[ 1.g) attribuzione di alcuni apoftegmi diversa da G; 
[ 1.h] organizzazione sistematica degli apoftegmi (secondo !Όrdίne dei capitoli delle collezioni 
sistematiche) all' interno dei singoli dossiers; 
[2] ordine di successione dei dossiers, a partire da\la lettera ,d,, diverso da G. 

Anche nell' ΙΡ si registra una collusione con le collezioni sistematiche; i tratti che la dis­
tinguono da NJ riguardano sia la struttura della co\lezione che l'inventario degli apoftegmi: 
[1] Ιa sυccessione degli apoftegmi, in ΙΡ, non e quella della sezione quarta di NJ 31, ma quella 
delle collezioni sistematiche; 
[2] !Όrdine degli apoftegmi all' interno dei singoli capitoli di ΙΡ non e quello delle collezioni 
sistematiche, ma quello progressivo di NJ; 
[3] alla fine dei capitoli di JP ricorrono apoftegmi di diversa provenienza, tutti comunque es­
tranei a NJ. 

Di fronte ad una struttura cosi diversa da quclla della collezione «normale» 
e delle altre col\ezioni allora note32, ecco in che tennini van Wijk f orn1ulava 
il problema del prototipo greco del nostro paterik: «Ne znaju, sochranilsja 
li ν kakoj-nibud' rukopisi greceskij tekst, tocno sootvestvujuscij slavjanskomu. 
Poka takoj tekst ne budet najden, nuzno scitat'sja s vozmoznost'ju, cto pere­
vodcik ν to ze vrenija byl redaktorom-kompiljatorom, cerpavsiιn iz raznych 
istocnikov. Ja dωnaju, odnako, cto slavjanskij tekst byl pereveden s gotovoj 
greceskoj redakcii Bol'sogo Limonarija, i ne udivilsja by, eslib pri tscatel'nom 
I'azbore vsech socl1ranivsichsja rukopisej udalos' najti greceskij tekst, bolee 
pochozij na slavjanskij cem issledovannye do sich por kodeksy»33• Ora noi un 
testo greco sufficientemente (se non «tocnσ>>) corrispondente all' ΑΙΡ, dispo-

31. La sezione quaΓta di NJ, co01prendente gli apofteg01i Ν 133-369, rappresenta «le 
noyau priωitif de la serie des anonymes» (J.-C. Guy, Recherches ... , p. 79): ί 237 apoftegmi di 
questa sezione sono divisi ίη capitoli piu ο meno esattamente corrispondenti a quelli delle 
collezioni sistematiche. 

32. Grazie soprattutto a W. Bousset, Apophthegnιata. Studien zιιr Geschichte des alte­
.vten Mόnclωums, Tίibingen 1923. 

33. Ν. van Wijk, «Podrobnyj obzor ... », 81. 
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nendo di una migliore conoscenza delle collezioni «secondarie» (abbreviate e 

derivate) degli Apopht/1eg1nata Ραtπαη grazie soprattutto alle Recherclιes di 

Guy, lo abbiamo ίο effetti trovato: si tratta di una collezione alfabetico-ano­

nima derivata (ίη seguito A!fDeι") testiιηoniataci, per quanto ne sappiamo, da 

otto iηanoscritti34 • Ι1 raffronto delle due collezioni (ΑΙΡ e AljDeΓ) non lascia 

alcun dubbio sulla derivazione della prin1a dalla seconda. Per quanto riguarda 

la sezione degli ano11imi l'accordo e perfetto. 

L'esempio che diamo a dimostrazione di questo accordo serve anche ad illustrare in con­
creto Ja distaπza dell'A/P (e, come adesso sappiamo, dell'AlfDer), per quanto riguarda la 
struttura, dalle collezioπi πormali sia alfabetico-anonime che sistematiche : 

cap. 11 Afp2s AlfDer35 cap. 11 A/P3s AlfDer 3 5 

1. Ν 34 f.244V, 12 f.283V,1 15. Ν 279 f.247Γ, 21 f.285r, 12 
2. Ν 56 245V,9 284Γ, 6 16. Ν 401 247Υ,12 285Γ, 23 
3. Ν 109 245Υ,18 284Γ, 16 17. Ν 546 248Γ, 6 285Υ,8 

3. Ν 121 245Υ,19 284Γ, 14 18. Ν 473 248r,ιο 285ν,12 

5. Ν 265 245Υ,22 284Γ,20 19. Ν 485 248V,1Q 285Υ,30 

6. Ν 266 246Γ, 3 284Γ, 23 20. Ν 574 248Υ,14 286Γ, 1 

7. Ν 267 246Γ, 9 284Γ, 29 21. Ν 619 248Υ,22 286Γ, 8 

8. Ν 268 246Γ, 14 284Γ, 32 22. Ν 620 249Υ,5 286V,1 
9. Ν 271 246Γ, 22 284V,7 23. Ν 630 252Γ, 23 288Γ, 22 

10. Ν 273 246V,5 284ν , 11 24. Ν 652 252.Υ,8 288V,7 
11. Ν 274 246Υ,16 284V,19 25. J 720 252ν, 11 288ν,10 

12. Ν 275 246V,20 284ν,23 26. J 732 252ν,23 288Υ,19 

13. Ν 276 247Γ, 8 284ν,32 27. 11 :90 253ν,3 28Ψ, 7 

14. Ν 277 247r, 16 285Γ, 6 28. 11:89 253Υ , 7 28Ψ, 10 

Νοη ν'e dubbio che ancl1e nella sua parte <ι lfabetica 1' ΑΙΡ derivi dall' 

AljDer; vi sono pero tra queste due collezioni, cosi cοιηe ci sono testimo11iate, 

numerose discorda11ze, le quali tuttavia ηοη infirma110 la loro somiglianza, 

ο piu esattamente Ia dipende11za dell' A(fDeι- dall' ΑΙΡ, in quanto sono ancora 

trasparenti gli interventi redazionali che le hanno generate. 

Νοί qui adesso esporrcmo e spiegheΓemo brevemeπte, υπa per uπa, queste discordanze: 

34. Cf. R. Draguet, Les cinq ι·eceιιsίοιιs de !Άscέtikon syι·iaque cl'abba Isaϊe Ι, Louvain 
1968, 50*; Draguet ποη dice quali sοπο questi manoscritti. Noi πe coπosciamo solo tre : 
ESCORIAL, BilJ!ίoteca, Cod. gr. R-II-1; PARIS, Bibliotheque Natioπale, Fonds grec919; MOSKVA, 

GIM, Sίιι . gr. 345. 
35. Per l'AIP ci riferiamo al ms. LENINGRAD, GPB, sobr. Gil'f 50; per l'AlfDer a\ Sίιι. 

gr. 345. 
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1) Molti degli apoftegmi dell' AlfDeι- mancano in AP.- Ora la maggior parte (95%) di questl 
apofteg111i ricorrono nella collezione sistematica PJ; ίη altri termini gli apoftegmi che 1' Alf 
Der ha ίη comιιne con PJ ηοη si trovano ίη ΑΡ. Eνidentcmente l'AP e da considerare una 
collezioπe differenziale: il suo redattore, ίη possesso di uπa collezione del tipo PJ, ηοπ aveva 
interesse a ricopiare apoftegmi giiι a \ui noti. 
2) A/fDeι-: α-γ e ΑΡ: d-r si diffeΓenziaπo πella sc~lta degli apoftegmi e nella successione dei 
dossiers.-Qιιesta differeπza si spiega bene sιιpponendo che ΙΆΡ ha in questa parte (63 apo­
ftegmi) ha coπtaminato due collezioni, Ι ' άλφαβητικόν «norn1ale» (considerato come guida 
per la successione dei dossieis e degli apoftegmi) e ΙΆΙ/Deι-, utilizzato per completare (con 8 
apoftegn1i) la collezione di base. Nel segιιito (.Λ,-tυ) l'AP avrebbe abbandonato 1' άλφαβητι­
κόν «normale» per segιιire esclusivan1ente l 'AlfDeι·. 

3) Tra le due collezioni, anche nella parte in cui si accordano (AlfDer: δ-ω-ΑΡ: .Λ,-W), si rile­
vano delle differenze πella successione dei dossiers.-La loro origine risiede paradossalmente 
nel desiderio di ΑΡ di portare orι1ine nel suo prototipo: e infatti spesso nell'AlfDer i dossiers 
ποπ si sussegιιono in ordine alfabetico, e altre volte gli apoftegmi di uno stesso monaco ricor­
rono in due gruppi distinti, separati da altri dossiers; in qιιcsti casi Α Ρ ha ristabilito \Όrdine 
alfabetico e ha riunito insieme ί dossiers spezzati. 
4) Alcιιni apoftegmi πuονί dell'AP (cf. sopra (l .e]) mancano nel\ΆlfDer.-Nei mss. dell' 
Alf Der qιιesti apoftegmi si trovano raccolti in ιιn grιιppetto a parτe anteposto alla collezione 
a\fabetica; in ΑΡ questi apoftegmi sono inseriti al Joro posto πel corpus degli apoftegmi no­
miπativi. 

Resterebbe a questo pur.to da chiedersi se i suddetti interventi redazionali 

sia110 opera di uno ο di piu redattori e, i11oltre, se possa ritenersi che il tradut­

tore ~lavo sia a11che l'autore di u11a parte di essi, se 11011 dί tutti . Secondo noi, 

1' ΑΙΡ e la traduzione di ιι 11 ιηanoscritto greco che gia presentava tutte le parti­

colarita che allo stato attuale disti11guono ΙΆ((Deι-, cosi cοιηe ci e noto sulla 

base di tre soli 111ss., dall' ΑΙΡ. Νοη disponendo peι-o di prove sicure in questo 

senso, siamo costretti a lasciaΓe aperto qιιesto p roble111a. 

Checche si abbia a pensare di cio, possian10 qui -ίη a t tesa cl1e venga stu­
d iata tutta quanta la tradizione n1anoscritta dell' A/fDer-pΓescinderne, e cer­

care invece di dare una risposta-sulla base dei tre n1ss. noti-a d un altro pro­

blema, qιιello della consistenza della parte anoni111a dell' ΑΙΡ. Su q uesto pιιηtο 

la conclusione che si ίιηpοηeνa , quando ηοη si disponeva che di p ocl1i ιnano­

scritti slavi e ηοη sί conosceva ancora IΆ!jDeι-, era che dovevano far parte 

dell ' ΑΙΡ, oltre alla parte alfabetica, solo 17 capitoli di apofteg:ni anoniωi (e 

ηοη 40, c0111e vuole il secondo prologo ). Ε questo e infatti il punto di vista di 

van Wijlc : «Beiιn jetzigen Stande ιιnserer Ke11ntnisse sehe ich keinen Grund, 

weshalb 'ννir annehmen sollten, daf3 die slaνische ϋbersetzung jem als iηehr als 

die aus den oben besprochenen Codices (BERLiN, Staatsbibl. , Ms. Slav. Wιιk 
40; BEOGRAD, Nar. Bibl. 726) beka nnten 17 Kapitel entl1a lten h abe. K einer 
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dieser Codίces hort mit Kapitel 17 deΓ ΑηοηyΠΊa auf, aber bei den weiteren 

Abschnitten gehen die Handschriften auseinander, wahrend nirgends der Text 

eine Fortsetzung der 17 auch aus anderen Redaktionen bekannten Kapitel 

bildet. Wenn nicht kunftige Forschungen uns eines bessern belehren sollten, 
so mussen wir annehmen, daf3 der ϋbersetzer mit Kapitel XVIf aιιfgehort lιat, 
obwohl in seiner Einleitung noch νοη weiteren Kapiteln die Rede ist»36• Per 
noi invece che abbiaΠΊo la preziosa testimonianza dell' AljDer e una ιηigliore 
conoscenza della tι·adizione manoscritta dell' Α ! Ρ, le cose stanno diνeΓsaιnente. 
Infatti nel Gil'f 50 ai ff. 3-3 Ι 3r, che contengono !' ΑΙ Ρ cosί come !ο ha definito 
van Wijk, segue una serie di 110 apoftegmi e racconti monastici (ff. 313r_378r), 
per i quali si riesce a vedere abbastanza chiaraιnente il riferimento ai capitoli 
18-40 del prologo dell' /Ρ. Dal punto di vista della Ioro provenienza gli apof­
tegmi di questa parte si Iasciano distinguere ίπ sei sezioni, ciascuna corrispon­
dente a uno ο piu capitoli. 

Nel manoscritto questo gruppo di apoftegmi ποπ si preseπta diviso ίπ capiιoli, oltre aciό 
l'ordiπe dei fogli e sconvolto, sicche ποπ e sempre agevole ricostrιιire la corretta sιιccessioπe 
degli apoftegmi. Altrove facciamo un'aπalisi dettagliata di questa parte del Gil]. 50 37 ; qui 

basti riassumerne ί risultati: 
sezίone Ι (=Prologo de\l'/P, capp. 18-20): apoftegmi proveπienti dai capitoli 18-20 delle col-

lezioni sistematiche; 
sezione 11 ( = Pro\ogo dell'/P, capp. 21-23): Ja collazioπe dei 12 anacoreti, il dialogo περί λο­
γισμοον e una breve collezione di sentenze; Ja collazione e il dialogo ricorrono per Ιο piu come 
dossier supplementare a\la fine del\e collezioni sistematiche; 
sezίone 111 ( =Prologo detl'/P, cap. 24): estrntti del Pratιιm spiritιιale; 
sezione IV ( = Prologo dell' JP, capp. 25-36): parte dei raccoπti attribuiti ad Aπastasiσ sinaita: 
sezione ν (=Prologo dell'IP, cap. 37): ο 4ΙOAfCH Rb.IRWHMb. Ηι\ WR\}ι\3'k X\}11CTOR•k 

Rb.. Χι\ΛΚΟnι\Τ\}Η; 

sezίone VI ( = Prologo dell'IP, capp. 38-40): estratti dalle Col/atioιιes di Cassiano. 

Νοη c'e alcun dubbio che la sezione J e da considerare parte integrante 

dell' ΙΡ. Per quanto riguarda le altre, estranee propriamente agli Apop/1t/1egιna­
ta Patrum, ιl fatto per ηοί importante e che esse si ritrovano tutte nell' Alj Der 
a continιιazione dei venti capitoli di apofteg111i anonimi. Che anche la sezione 
ΙΙ faccia parte dell' ΙΡ e certo, se si considera che ί tι-e elementi che Ia costitui­
scono sono registrati nell' indice dell' A!fDer cοΠΊe capp. 21-23. Ιη qιιest'ulti­
mo si ritrova-pero senza numeΓazione-anche la maggior parte dei titoli delle 
sezioni 111-VI. La loro aggregazione, come capp. 24-40, al corpus dell' ΙΡ pιιο 

36. Ν. van Wijk, «Die slavische Redaktion ... », 239. 
37. Ιη un articolo di prossima pubblicazione dal titolo «Podrobnyj obzor glav 18-40 

anonimnej casti Azbucno-ierusalimskogo paterika». 
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risalire sia al prototipo greco che al tΓaduttore slavo: sia nell' uno che nell' 
altro caso questi capitoli debbono orιnai essere considerati come facenti parte 
dell' ΑΙΡ, anche se converra-tenendo conto del loro contenuto--tenerli in 
qualche modo distinti dai precedenti 23 capitoli di apoftegmi «anonimi». 

Uιιίversita di Roma 
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ΒΥΖΑΝΤΙΝ Ε · BULGARIAN ECCLESIΛSTICAL RELATIONS 
DURING ΤΗΕ REIGNS OF IOANNIS VATATZIS 
AND ιν ΑΝ ASEN 11, UP ΊΌ ΤΗΕ YEAR 123!; 

Ioannis Ταrηαηίdίs 

The Archbishopric of Trnovo was created ,.,·ithin the context of the Bulga­
ήan rebellion of Ι Ι 851 . Ιη their attem pt to create an independent Bulgarian 
state, the leaders of the 111ovement-the brotl1ers Peter and Ivan Asen2-con­
ceived the idea of the parallel creatiσn of an independent Bulgarian Clnιrch. Ιη 
this way \Vould be achieved the complete severance of the ne\v state from every 
Byzantine influence. This Archbishopric, foυnded ίη a soιnewlιat revolιιtionary 
way3, existed until 1204, although it received ηο official recognition from the 

1. For this uprising see Ν. Choniatis, De lsaakio Aιιgelo l, ed. Ι. Bekker, 801111ae 1835, 
pp. 482-483 and G. Acropolitis, Anιιa/es, ed. Bekker, Bon11ae 1836, p. 22. Cf. V. Ι. Zlatarski, 
[storija na balgarskata dάriava prez srednite vekove, t. ΙΙΙ, Sofija 1940, p. 431 a11d G . Ostro­
gorski, Is·toι·ija Vizantije ( = Sabra11a Dela 4), p. 378. 

2. For the origins of these two brothers there exists, in addition to the contemporary 
Byza11ti11e a11d Lati11 sources (Ν. Cho11iatis, G. Acropolitis, Vil\ehardouin etc.), a comprehen­
sive moder11 bibliography, for which see G. Ostrogorski, lstorija Vizaιιtije, p. 378 11ote 3, and 
G. Litavrin, Bolgarija ί Vizaιιtίja v ΧΙ-Χ// vv., Moskva 1960, pp. 430-437. 

3. There exist two almost co11temporary soιιrces, dating from the end of the second de­
cade of the thirteenth century, which relate to the co11ditio11s u11der which this archdiocese 
was founded. The first is contai11ed i11 the letter addressed by Demetrios Choιηatia11os to 
Metropolita11 Pediaditis of Kerkyra, which was wΓitten as a result of the matter of tl1e «Βουλ­
γαροεπίσκοποι» (Bulgaria11 bishops). On this, see below. On tl1e manner ίη wl1ich tl1e Bιιl­
garia11 Archbishopric of Τr11ονο was foιι11ded, it i11clιιdes the followi11g: «καί ό λεγόμενος 

δέ πατριάρχης αύτων [the Bulgarians], κι'.ίν ϋστερον είς τό πατριαρχικόν άξίωμα παρά του 
πάπα τfjς πρεσβυτέρας 'Ρώμης άνήχθη· άλλά τήν άρχήν είς τόν τfjς άρχιερωσύνης βαθμόν 

παρά έπισκόπου έννόμου καί ρωμαίου του Βυδίνης έκείνου καί έτέρων δύο έπισκόπων 

προήχθη». J. Β. Pitra, Aιιalecta sacra et classica s-picilegίo soles111e11si parata. Jιιrίs ecclesias­
tici Graecorum selecta paraliporneιιa, t. VI, Romae 1891, col. 43. The other related soιιrce 

is more explicit as to the i11te11tio11s of the Bulgaria11s. This is co11tai11ed in the syιιodic act 
of the Coιι11cil of 1217 called 011 account of the aforementioned matter of the «Βουλγαρο­

επίσκοποι». For this, see: Sp. Ν. Laghopatis, Γερμανός ό Β' πατριάρχης /(ωνσταντιvου­
πόλεως - Νικαίας ( 1222-1240), Tripolis 1913, pp. 74-76 and Α. Miliarakis, 'Ιστορία τού βα­
σιλείου τής Νικαίας καί τού δεσποτάτου τής 'Ηπείρου (1204-1261), Atl1e11s 1898, p. 181. 
Here is the related passage: «ούκ ένταυθα δέ τό πάντολμον εστησαν, άλλά καi είς αύτό τό 
μέγα τfjς iεραρχίας άξίωμα τήν έαυτών άκρατως έξέτειναν εφεσιν, ηθελον γάρ τίi βασιλικf\ 
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other Churches. However, in that year, after persistent efforts by Tsar Ioan­
nikios4, Pope Innocent ΙΙΙ canonically declared it an arclιbishopric wlύle naming 
its primate, Vassilij, primate of all Bulgaria and Wallaclιia5• Altlιoυgh tlύs regjon 
was subject to the claims of tlιe Oecυmenical Patriarchate6 , the approach to 
tl1e pope followed tlιe natιιral course of events since Byzantiιιm was the clύef 
enemy of tl1e Bulgarians. From that time ιιηtίl the ascent to the Bυlgarian 
tlιrone of Tsar lvan Asen ΙΙ (1218-1241) tl1e Arcl1bishopric of Trnovo was de­
pendent οη the papacy, althouglι it is true to say that a certain relaxation of 
tlιe relations bet\veen tl1e two CJ1ιιrcl1es was observed under Asen II's prede­
cessor, Boril. T11e irregularity created in 1210 ( dιιe clιiefly to political reasons) 
was, lιowever, corrected after only two years7 . Nonetheless, the presence ofLat­
ins ίη tl1e Balkans was a pennanent source of agitation and friction wlιich pa­
pal intervention \vas never able to check. Asen inherited this sitιιatίon when 
he ascended tl1e Bulgarίan tl1rone jπ 12188 . At tl1e same time the Bulgarians 

άξίq. παραζευξαι καi πατριαρχικήν». Pitra, Aιιalecta sacra et c/assica, t. VI, col. 564. Cf. 
Ρ. Νίkον, «Pri11os kam istoriceskoto izvoroz11anie na Biίlgarija ί kam istorijata 11a balgar­
skata carkνa», ί11 Sροnι. Bάlg. Akadeιn. ιια Naιιkite ΧΧ (1921), passirn; and Zlatarski, lsto­
rija, t. ΙΙ, Sofija 1934, p. 475 note 1. 

4. Ioan11ikios asce11ded the Bulgaria11 thro11e in 1197. For his meeting with Pope Inno­
cent ΙΙΙ 011 the ecclesiastica\ and more general political questions relating to Bulgaria, see Ιν. 
Dujcev, «Prepiskata 11a papa I11oke11tij ΠΙ s BalgaΓite», in Godisnik ιια Sofijsk. Uιιίv., lstor.­
Filol. Fakιιltet 38 (1942), nr. Π, XV, ΧΥΙΠ and ΙΧ, as well as lzvori za Bά.lgarskata lstorija ΧΙΙ 
(Latinski Izvori ΙΙΙ), Sofija 1965, pp. 307-378. For the relatio11s of I11noce11t ΠΙ with Byzantium 
i11 general, see the rece11t study of Gerd Hagedor11, «Papst lnnozenz ΙΙΙ. und Byzanz am Vor­
abe11d des Vierte11 Kreuzzugs (1198-1203)», Ostkiι·clιliclιe Stιιdien 23/1-3 (1974), 3-20 and 
105-136, >νith a full bibliography (both ancient and n1oder11). 

5. Migne, PL 215, col. 294 : «Archiepiscopo Trinovitanensi totius Bulgariae et Blachie 
prin1ati. ... ... nec 11011 et Ecclesiae tibi commisse, tradiιnus tibi pallium de corpore beati Petri 
su11ψtιιιn, i11sig11e videlicet plenitudi11is po11tificalis officii. .. ». Cf. l zvori ΧΙΙ, pp. 343-342, also 
Gesta l1111oce11tii ΙΙ/, §§ LXXV-LXXVI, ί11 PL 214, co\. CXXVII-CXXVIII and lzvori ΧΙΙ, pp. 
374-375. Cf. also Ι. Snegarov, Kratka Istoπja ιια sa1•1·en1eιιite pravosla1•11i cάrkvi, t. ΙΙ, Sofija 
1946, pp. 43-45 and Zlatarski, l storija ΠΙ, p. 203. 

6. The eparchies of the newly-founded archdiocese of Trnovo formerly belonged direct­
ly 011 the 011e ha11d to the autocephalous arcl1diocese of Ochrid, and 011 the other to the 
ge11eral spiritual concern of the Oecume11ical Patriarchate. The related Jetter of Archbishop 
Deιηetrios Cho111atia11os of Ochrid to the Oecιιn1e11ical Patriarch Germanos ΙΙ is quoted ίη 
Pitra, Analecta saaa et classica VI, col. 496. 

7. See Clιronicon Alberici Τrίιιnι Fοιιtίιιιn: Pertz, Monuιιιenta Ger111a11iae historica, t. 
ΧΧΠΙ, p. 886. Cf. V. G. Vasiljevskij, «Obnoνlenie Bolgarskago patriarsestva pri care Ioanne 
Asene ΙΙ ν 1235 gοdιι», Ζιιrnα/ Miιιisterstva Naι·odnago Pι·osvesceιιija c. 298 (1885), 15-16 and 
Zlatarski, lstoι·ija ΠΙ, pp. 308-3 J Ο. 

8. See G . Acropolitis, Anιιales, p. 23. 
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were beginning to realise that it was not possible to expect ecclesiastical inde­
pendence from the pope. 

Owing to the above reasons, and in view of the conciliatory mood of the 
Greek Patriarchate which in 1219 had granted ecclesiastical independence to 
the Serbs9, Tsar Asen was called upon to deal with a new set of circumstances. 
The rapίd rise to power of the despot of Epirus, Theodoros Angelos Doιιkas, 
must have played a special rδle ίη tlιe readjustment of Asen's policy. T11e for­
mer had undertaken a vίctorίous advance nortl1ward, capturing many impor­
tant towns in Macedonia10• Αη even greater ίn1pression had been made by the 
capture of Thessaloniki in 122411, and by Theodoros' subsequent crowninι:, as 
king (basileus)12• Initially, Asen's relations with Theodoros were friendly and 

9. See Domentijan, Zivot Svetoga Siιneuιιa ί Svetoga Save, ed. Dj. DaniCic, Beograd 
1865; and Teodosije, Zivot Svetoga Save, ed. Dj. Danicic, Beograd 1860. The related biblio­
graphy is massive. Among the most detailed studies are: 1. Paljmov, «lstoriceskij vzgljad na 
nacalo avtokefalii serbskoj cerkvi ί ιιcrezdenie patriarsestva ν dreνnej Serbii», Clιristiaιιskoe 
Ctenie 3-4 (1891), 345-405; St. Stanojeνic, «Sνeti Saνa ί nezaνisnost srpske crkνe», G/as 
Srpske Kra/jevske Akademije CLXI (1934), 197-251; and Ν. Radojcic, «Sνeti Sava ί aνto­

kefalnost srpske ί bιιgarske crkνe», Glas Srp. Kra/j. Akadem. CLXXIX, 2 (1938), 177-258. 
10. See D. Μ. Nicol, Τ/ιe Despotate of Epirιιs, Oxford 1957, p. 29 ff. 
11. For the date of the capture of Thessaloniki by Theodoros Doιιkas, see J. Longnon, 

«La prise de Salonίqιιe par Ies Grecs en 1224», Actes dιι vιe Coιιgres Ιιιterιιαtίοιια/ d'Etudes 
Byzantines Ι (Paris 1950), 141-146; and Β. Sinogowitz, «Ζιιr Eroberιιng Thessalonikes ίm 
Herbst 1224», Byzaιιtin. Zeitsclιrift 45 (1952), 28. 

12. The year in which Theodoros Doukas was crowned king has been the subject of 
much historical research. The great majority of researchers, basing themselνes more on de­
dιιctions than on historical testimony, haνe considered this eνent as directly associated with 
the capture of Thessaloniki by the aboνe despot. Since the date of this captιιre has been as­
certained by J. Longnon as being at the end of 1224, the following year (1225) has been consid­
ered as the most Iikely for the coronation. See G . Ostrogorski, Istorija Vizaιιtije, pp. 406-407; 
D. Μ. Nicol, The Despotate of Epirus, pp. 65-66. In a later stιιdy, L. Stiernon has held that the 
acclamation of Theodoros as king in certain letters can be taken as an indication of the date 
of this crowning. Since these Ietters ίn the Codex Petropolitanιιs gr. 250 are placed among 
those dated after 1227, the aboνe researcher has drawn the conclιιsίon that the coronation of 
Theodoros mιιst haνe taken place dιιring either 1227 or 1228. See L. Stiernon, «Les origines 
du Despotat d'Epire. La date dιι coιιronnement de Theodoros Doukas», Actes dιι χιιe Con­
gres Internatioιιal d'Etudes Byzaιιtiιιes 11 (Belgrad 1964), 197-202. Howeνer, Α. Karpozilos, 
carefully stιιdying this Codex, has shown that the title of king was giνen to Theodoros before 
his coronation. See Karpozilos, The ecc/esiastica/ Controversy between tlιe Kingdom of Nicaea 
and the Priιιcipa/ity of Epirus (1217-1233), Thessalonikί 1973, pp. 74-75. In addition, he has 
shown ίn a recent stιιdy that the texts ίn this Codex are not placed in chronological order. 
See, «The date of the coronation of Theodoros Doukas Angelos», Βυζαντινά 6 (1974), 
257. Τhιιs Stίernon's sιιppositions haνe been destroyed and wίth them the dating of Theo-
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were somewhat strengthened tlπoιιgh alliances which were sealed when Asen 
gave his illegitimate daughter, Maria, in marriage to Theodoros' brother, Ma­
nuel Comnenos13• Tl1eodoros' rising power, ho\νever, combined \vith his ambi­
tions, naturally made the Bulgarian ruler ιιneasy, especially since it was well­
known that Theodoros' next move \vould be the capture of Constantinople. 
Asen's uneasiness seeωs to have been sl1ared not only by the Latins but also 
by tl1e Eιnperor of Nicaea, Ioannis Vatatzis. Each, for reasons of his own, wanted 
Tl1eodoros' rise stopped and, if possible, neutralised. Thus ηο otlιer path 
was open to tlιeιη apart from collaboration ίη a common front against this am­
bitious and dangerous claiωant to tlιe Byzantίne throne. lf the negotations 
initiated to tlιis end during this period did not have tinιe to produce a full 
alliance, tlιis was due to the sudden turn of tlιe Latins of Constantinople to 
Asen 14• According to the accounts of Western writers15, ίt was suggested to tbe 
Bulgarian Tsar Asen, after the sudden death of Emperor Robert de Coιιrtenay 
in 1228, tlιat 11e should undertake the guardianship of Emperor Baldwin 11, 
who was a minor. The suggestion was 111ost ten1pting, since not only did it satisfy 
tlιe ambitious schenιesoftheTsar, but it also inclιιded anagreementtomaπythe 
ιηίηοr Eωperor to Asen's daιιghter16• Asen had been adjudged' suitable for this 
guardianslύp due to his relationslιip witlι tlιe In1perial House ofConstantinople 
tlιroιιglι !1is wife Anna-Maria, daιιglιter of the Hιιngarian King Andrew 1117 • The 

doros' coronation to 1227-1228. In νiew of the aboνe, Α. Karpozilos retιιrned to supporting 
tl1e earlier theory tl1at T11eodoros' coronation took place in 1225. Howeνer, Ε. Bees-Seferli 
has recently broιιght to lig\1t ιιnpublished Ietters of Ioannis Apokafkos from which the 
coronation of Theodoros Doιιkas has been ascertained as taking place between April and 
Αιιgιιst 1227. See Ε. Bees-Seferli, «Ό χρόνος στέψεως τοϋ Θεοδώρου Δούκα ώς προσδιορί­
ζεται έξ άνεκδότων γραμμάτων τοϋ 'Ιωάννου Άποκαύκου», Byzantiιιisclι-Neιιgriechische 

Jalιrbiίclιer ΧΧΙ (1971-1974), Athen 1975, 272-279. 
13. Acropolitis, Αιιιια/es, p. 41. Cf. Νίkον, «Ca.-koνnata politika .. », p. 76. Zlatarski, Istorija 

ΠΙ, pp. 333-334, follows Vasiljeνskij, «Obnoνlenie .. », p. 23, in supposing that the rapproche­
ment thωugh marriage between Asen and Theodoros D oukas took place after the Iatter had 
captured Thessaloniki in 1224. 

14. Acropolitis, Αιιιιa/es, p. 59: «καί πρώτα μέν τόν 'Ασάν ύποποιοϋνται, καί τούτcρ τά 

πρός εlρήνην σπένδονται». According to Zlatarski, the discussions between Asen and 
Patriarch Germanos 11 on the ecclesiastical qιιestion had the same fate, being broken off dur­
ίng 1228 withoιιt resιι lt. See, Istorija ΠΙ, pp. 366-367. 

15. See Marini Sanιιti Torselli, Secreta Fίdelίιιιιι Crιιcis, lib. ΙΙ, cap. XVIII (apιιd Bon­
gars, Gesta Dei per Francos, t. ΙΙ), Hanoνiae 1611, pp. 72-73. Cf. Vasiljeνskij, «Obnoνlenie», 

p. 32. 
16. «tandeΠ1 don1ino Baldιιino ... ad modιιm ιιtiliter tractatnm et jurejurando firΠ1atum 

fuit de filia IΠ1peratoris Exagorarιιm». Μ. Sanιιti Torselli, Secreta Fide/ium Crucis, p. 72. 
17. See Th. Archidiaconi, «Historia Salonitana», Μοιιιιηιeιιtα spectaιιtia Historia111 
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Latins' haste \vas completely justified at tlύs time and was due, as we have said, 
to Theodoros Doukas' plans of conquest. Thus the direct contacts between Asen 
and Nicaea were broken off, to be resumed, it is true, some years later. At all 
events, those preliminary contacts did not renΊain fruitless . Ιη our opinion (\vlύch 
we shall attempt to substantiate below) the f ull restoration of ecclesiastical rela­
tions between the Archbishopric of Τrηονο and the Patriarchate \vas realised 
in the context of tl1e political ra pprochement of the Bulgarians with tl1e Greeks 
of Nicaea, ref erred to above. 

The intervening Latin approach to Asen would seem, however, to 11ave 
been simply a political manoeuvre, since wl1ile the Iatter was priding 11imself οη 
lύs sιιccess18, the Latins changed their plans19. The agreements with Asen were 
set aside and his place was taken by J ean de Brienne, King of J erusalem20. This 
change in the Latin position was strengthened, perhaps even provoked, by tl1e 
catastrophic defeat of TheodorosDoukas near Klokotinitza in 123021 . Asen won 
that battle, but lost the di plomatic battle \Vith the Latins, since after the neu­
tralisation of Theodoros, Asen's presence became dangerous, and thιιs the ful­
filment of the agreement concerning the regency was senseless. After tlύs, \vith 
everything ha ppening ίη Asen's ignorance, J ean de Brienne arrived in Con­
stantinople in 1231, and was crowned Em peror22 • Tlιis event enraged the Bιιl­
garian Tsar to such an extent that he resolved to avenge lιimself on the Latins. 
For the success of tl1is plan 11e did not hesitate to cooperate \νίtl1 the Byzantine 

Slavorιιm Meridionaliιιm, Zagrabiae 1894, SS. 111, p. 92, as well as the letter of King Andrew 
ΙΙ to Pope Honorius ΠΙ, ίη Α. Theiner, Monιιmenta lιist. Hιιngariae, vol. 1, Romae 1859, p. 21. 

18. See the inscription of lvan Asen ίη the church of the Forty Martyrs ίη Trnovo, from 
the year 1230, ίη which he speaks of his conquest and subjugation even of tl1e Latins of Con­
stantinople, ίη J. lvanov, Bιilgaι·ski starini iz Makedonija, Sofija 1931 , p. 420. 

19. For the secret agreement between the Latins of Constantinople and Jean de Brienne 
Κίηg of Jerusalem, made in Perugia during the year 1229 in the presence of the Pope, see c: 
Hopf, «Geschichte Griechenlands νοη Beginn des Mittelalters bis aιιf unsere Zeit», Ersclι ιιιιd 
Gruber's Encyclopiidίe, Bd. 85, Leipzig 1867, p. 252, col. 2. Cf. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie .. », 
p. 33. 

20. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie .. », p. 33, attributes the Latins' change to papal intervention. 
On the other hand G. Ostrogorski, l storija Vizaιιtίje, p. 410, sees this event as the result of the 
change in political conditίons after the defeat of Theodoros Doukas at Klokotinitza. 

21. For the battle at Klokotinitza see Acropolitis, Αιιιια!es, p. 45; Ν. Gregoras, Historiae 
Byzaιιtίnae, p. 28. Also cf. Zlatarsl<i, lstorija ΙΙΙ, p. 339, where the other Latin and Slav men­
tions of the event are referred too, as well as the remaining bibliography. 

22. See, Hopf, op. cit., 253. Zlatarski, lstorija ΠΙ, p. 358, upholds that the agreement 
between the Latins of Constantinople and the Pope with Jean de Brienne was carefιιlly kept 
secret from Tsar Asen. 
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Emperor, IoannisVatatzis23, \Vith whorn only three years earlier hehad discussed 
the neutralisation of Theodoros. The later negotiations led to the accord of 
Lampsakos in 123524. Ιη this, among other itenιs, was included the final settle­
ment of tlιe ecclesiastical problern, with tbe BulgarianChurch being proclairned 
a Patriarchate2s. 

From the above, it is clear that the perίod between 1231 and 1235 was 
really an opportune one for the cestoration of the relatίons between the Bul­
garian Churclι and the Patriarclιate. Tlιis has so influenced lιistorical research 
to date, tlιat the earlier amicable period of 1224-1228 has been completely 
ignored. Two contem porary souΓces have given strong su pport to this i.m pression, 
a letter relating to tlιe person who occupied the Archiepiscopal Throne of 
Trnovo up to 1232 and tl1e «Sinodik» of Tsar Boril26• The first, an indirect source, 
was written by the Metropolitan of Ancyra, Christophoros, whowas sent to Gree.ce 
about tlιe year 1232, following a decision of the Oecιιmenical Patriarchate27 • 

Tlιe purpose of tlιis journey was, ίη his capacity as Exarch of the Oecumenical 
Throne, to negotiate a solιιtion to tlιe sclύsn1, and the restoration of canonical 
relations between the Greek dioceses of the West and the PatriaI"chate2s. While 

23. For the negotiations between Asen and Vatatzis, see Acropolitis, Annales, p. 53, and 
Gregoras, Hist. Βyzαιιtίιιαe Π, 8, p. 29. From the Latin side, mention is made of these nego­
tiations by Andrea Danduli, Clιroιιica per eχteιιsιιιn desaipta aa. 46-1280 d.c., ed. Muratori 
t. ΧΙΙ, parte 1, p. 295. Cf. D. Angelov, «ltalianskί izvor za biίlgarskata srednovekovna isto~ 
rija>>, lst. pregled 28/6 (1972), 86-99, and Α. Miliarakis, 'Ιστορία τού βασιλείου τijς Νικαίας, 

pp. 267-275; Zlatarski, lstorija ΙΙΙ, pp. 379-380, and Ostrogorski, Istorίja Vίzaιιtije, pp.409-410. 
24. Acropolitis, A1111ales, pp. 54-55, and Gregoras, Hist. Βyzαιιtίιιαe, p. 30. 
25. Ιη addition to Acropolitis and Gregoras (as above), thίs event is mentioned by 

Ephraemius Monachus, ed. Angelo Maio, Bonnae 1840, p. 329. 
26. This «Sinodik» was published by S. Ν. Palauzov, «Sinodik carja Borisa>>, Vre­

mennίk Iιnp. Mosk. obit. ist. ί dι·eνιι. Ross. ΧΧΙ (1855), 9-12, and later by Μ. G. Pouzenko, 
Sinodik carja Boι·isa, (lzvestija Rιιsskago Arclιeol. Ιιιst, v Koιιsta11tiιιopole), sv. 2 (1897) Prilo­
zenie 1-ΙΙ, pp. 1-82. Cf. J. Andreev, «Belezki varhu Palauzovija prepis na Borilovija Sinodik», 
Isvestija na Bάlg. istor. Druiestvo ΧΧΙΧ (1974), 137-141, and Β. St. Angelov, «Deux contri­
butions a l'histoire de la culture medievale bulgaI"e», Byzaιιti110-Bιιlgaι·ica ΙΥ (1973), 75-83. 

27. See «Ένταλμα τής έξαρχίας του 'Αγκύρας», ίη F r. Miklosίch- Jos. Mίiller, Acta 
et Dip/oιnata graeca niedii aevi sacra et profana, t. ΙΙΙ, Vindobonae 1865, p. 65. 

28. Chrίstophoros' rδle ίs mentioned ίη the letter addressed to him by Metropolitan Var­
danis of Kerkyra. Ιη this, the latter explains to Christophoros that, owίng to sίckness, he will 
not be able to be present at the council called to end the schism. See Ed. Kurtz, «Christo­
phoros νοη Ankyra als Exarch des Patriarchen Germanos 11», Byzantinische Zeίtschrift 

16 (1907), 139-140. Patriarch Germanos 11, in his letter to the despot Manuel Doukas, also 
gives explanations for the presence there of Clπistophoros as the representative of the Patri­
archate, saying: «τέως δ' ούν πρός τό παρόν τόν παρόντα {ερώτατον μητροπολίτην Άγκύ-
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Christophoros was on the Holy Mountain, he sent a personal letter to the Bul­
garian Tsar, Asen, οη the subject of the ecclesiastical question itself. This letter, 
dated 123329, contains sorne very interesting information about the condition of 
the Bulgarian Church and its relations with the Patriarchate. lt contains, among 
other things, the valuable information that Christophoιos had met the Aιch­
bishopofTrnovo, who had resigned from his throne, and who had, that year,re­
tired to the Holy Mountain30• lt is true that ηο further details are contained in 
the letter as to the reason for and date of the resignation of the Bulgarίan Arch­
bishop. Researchers, however, have not found it difficιilt to make υ p for this 
omission with material supporting their ideas that, u ρ to this time, tlιe Bιιlgarian 
Church continued to have a Uniate primate, one subject to the Pope. If this 
was so, then the reason for the Archbishop's resignation from t]1e Throne of 
Trnovo would not be difficult to find- it woud have been dιιe to 11is opposi­
tion to Asen's turn towards the Greek Patriarchate31 • 

Other inforrnation to supplement tlιis is contained in the Life of St. Para­
skeve32. According to the narrative of its writer, Patriarch Eftlιymij, when Tsar 
Asen heard of tlιe miracles and fame of the Saint, he asked the Latirιs to per­
mit the transference of her relic~ from the village of Epivatae to 11is capital, 
Τrηονο. After the agreeιnent of the Latins, who were richly rewarded for it, 
the reception of the relics of the Saint in Trnovo took place with all splendoιιr. 
The Tsar Ivan Asen with the royal family, in order to re.ceive tl1e relics went 

ρας, έν Κυρίφ ό.γαπητόν ό.δελφόν καί συλλειτουργόν της ήμών μετριότητος, συνοδιιci] 

σιcέψει καί συμβουλίQ. έξαπέστειλα τόν τόπον τής ήμών μετριότητος όφείλοντα έιcληπα­

ροϋν έν πίiσι πρακτέοις τφ θρόνφ τφ πατριαρχιιcφ προσαρμόζουσιν». Miklosich-Mϋller, 

Acta et Diplomata ΠΙ, p. 64. Ιη addition, Christophoros himself ίη his Ietter to Asen states 
the purpose of his arrival ίη a similar manner: «Ού γάρ άπλώς ούδ' ο)ς ετυχεν ή ήμετέρα 

έγεγόνει κατέλευσις, &στε ιctiv ταίς ίεροπραξίαις καi Cίλλl] πάσl] έκιcλησιαστιιcfj αύθεντίq. 

τόπφ ένi η χώρq. μι~ περιγράφεσθαι, άλλ' έν άπάσl] τi] δύσει τοποτηρητής καi eξαρχος 

άπεστάλην παρά τε τοϋ άγιωτάτου δεσπότου καi οiκουμενικοϋ πατριάρχου καί τής [ερίiς 

καi άγίας συνόδου, Ciπαντα κατά δύσιν διεξάγειν καί ένεργείν, δπόσα προσαρμόζει τφ 

θρόνφ τφ πατριαρχικίρ». Kurtz, op. cit., 141. Cf. Laghopatis, Γερμανός ό Β' πατριάρχης 
Κωνσταντινουπόλεως, pp. 30-71, and Α. Karpozilos, Tlιe ecclesiastical Controversy, pp. 89-95. 

29. In Kurtz, op. cit., 141-142. Cf. Zlatarski, Jstorija ΠΙ, pp. 361-362. 
30. Kurtz, op. cίt ., 141. 
31. Zlatarski, Jstorija ΠΙ, p. 355. 
32. See S. Novakovic, «Zivot sν. Petke od patrijarha bugarskoga Jeftimija», Stariιιe 

ΙΧ (1877), 48-59, and J. Ivanov, Starinί ίz Makedonίja, pp. 431-433. Α G reek translation of the 
Bulgarian narrative of Patriarch Efthymios survives, undertaken by Metropolitan of Myrea 
at the end of the sixteenth century. See Α. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 'Ανάλεκτα '/εροσολν­
μητικής Σταχυολογίας, t. 1, pp. 438-453. 
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out from the city while Archbishop Vassilij with all the clergy went out, too. 
ccH ti!KO)ΚE cε ογκ'RΑ -k &Λι1rο4b.cΤιικiΗ ιι,ι19ι.. Ιωι1ΗΉι.. ilc-kHι.., Η~hΙ,ι\Ε H~h r9ιΙΑιΙ cι.. Μι1-

Τε9ϊ10 CROE~ Ll,ι19HLl,EIO 6ΛΕΗΟΙΟ, Η Ch CROEIO Ll,ιl9HU,E~ iΙΗΉο~ Η Ch κ'c-kMH RΕΛ' ΜΟγϊΚΗ 

CRΟΗΛΙΗ, C'b. ΗΗΜΗ mε Η RhCE4b.CTHb.I nι1Τ9ίι19'χι.. κγ9ι.. :C:ιΙCΗΛΪΕ Ch κ'c-kMh Π9H4hTWMh 

ιι,9ι..κοκ Η ι..ι ΗΛ1ι..η33• 

It is true that it is not known when, exactly, the transfer of St. Paraskeve's 
relics took place. However, ίt seems clear that the above event took place after 
Asen's triumpl1ant victory over Tlιeodoros Doιιkas at Klokotinitza, since it is 
mentioned in the na;rative that tl1 e Tsar had subjected to his authority the whole 
of Macedonia togetlιer with Serres, the Holy Mountain, Thf'ssaloniki, Thes­
saly, Serbia, Dalmatia and Albania as far as Dyrrachion34• On the other band, 
frorn the readiness of the «Franks» to hand the relics of tbe Saint over to Asen, 
researcl1ers lιave been led to tlιe conclusion that the relations between hirn and 
the Latins dιιring this particular period were good, and consequently that the 
event took place bef ore the coronation of J ean de Brienne as Emperor of CoJJ.­
stantinople, which occurred during the month of August, 123135• Even if there 
still exist doubts as to the exact determination of the time during which the 
above events took place36, the nιention of Vassilij's name is \\•ithout doubt a 
positive factor in the investigation of the matter that concerns ιis. 

Historical research has been particularly concerned with this ref erence to 
the name ofVassilij as Arcl1bishop of Trnovo, and in particular as to whether 
he ought to be identified with the Uniate Vassilij or whether he is a separate 
personality37 • The great interval between 1185 and 1231 (forty-six years) has 
raised doubts as to the identification of this Vassilij witl1 the first Archbishop 
of Trnovo38• Finally, to fill another lacuna in the hίstory of' the Archbishopric, 
it has been accepted that Archbishop Vassilij was the sarne a~ the one who, in 

33. S. Novakovic, «Zivot sv. Petke», p. 58; Cf. J. lvanov, Starίni. ., p. 433. 
34. S. Novakovic, «Zivot sv. Petke», p. 57. 
35. Zlatarski, summarisίng the views ofE. Golubίnskij, Kratki ocerk ίstοrίί pravoslavιιych 

cerkvej bolgaι·skoj, serbskoj ί runιyιιskoj ίlί moldovalaskoj, Moskva 1871, p. 281, and Ρ. Α. 
Syrku, «Neskoljko zametok ο dvuch proizvedenija trnovskago patriarcha Evtimija», Sbornik 
V. Iv. Lamaιιskago 1, St. Petersburg 1883, p. 382 note 3, accepts that tbe event took place be­
tween 1230-1231, when Asen vanquisbed and neutralised Theodoros Doukas. See Istorίja 
111, p. 345, note 1. However, we shall return to this with more recent information. 

36. See below. 
37. See Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie .. », pp. 51-52; Ρ. Nikov, «Ciirkovnata politika na Ivan 

Asenja 11», B a/garskata Istorίceska Bib/ioteka ΠΙ (1930), 89-90, and Z latarski, Istorίja ΠΙ, 
p. 362, note 1. 

38. Νίkον, «Carkovnata politika», pp. 89-90. 

35 



loannίs Tarnanίdίs 

1185, had taken part in the revolution of the brothers Peter and Ivan Asen and 
who, in 1204, had been proclaimed primate of all Bulgaria and Wal\achia ·by 
the Pope. The above supposition has been defended in thf' following ΠΊanner: 
Π.:.,t by the claim that, under his Uniate identity, he was forced by Asen to resign 
after the latter's tυro to the Eastern Chιιrch, and secondly by the absence of 
his name from the list of Patriarcl1s of Trnovo contained in Boril 's «Sίnodik»39• 

This «Sinodik» wlllch is preserved in a later copy attributed to the Synod held 
in Trnovo in 1211 under Tsar Boril, aimed at combatting the Bogomiles40• Tl1is 
Council was characterised as Orthodox since the Uniate Archbishop Yassilij 
was not present at it. Αη origίnal text to this effect has survived, although the 
later additions followed the same line41• Thus when a list of Archbisl1ops of 
Τrηονο was drawn up at a later date, the naωe of Vassilij was deliberately onιit­
ted as incompatible with the Orthodox character of the text. Tl1is is tlιe offi­
cial view of present-day lΊistorical research42• 

Attempts have also been nιade to interpret a later tex t along tlιese lines. 
It concerns the «pittakion» sent to Patriarclι Germa110s ΙΙ drawn up in the name 
of all the Western bishops by Metropolitan Ioannis Apokafkos of Naf paktos43• 

It ίs true that in this letter tlιere is an allusion to negotiations and correspond ence 
between Ascn and Nicaea. Defending Theodoros Angelos' right to be called 
king (a title that the patriarclι had denied him), loannis Apokafkos corn­
plains how, despite thίs, ίt ίs possίble for the title to be borne by the Latin gον-

39. Ioakim is rcferred to as the first Patriarch in the Sinodik. See the edition of Popru­
zenko, Sinodik ... , p. 75. Cf. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie .. », p. 52, and Zlatarski, /storija ΠΙ, 
p. 301. 

40. For the Bogomils in general see: Zlatarski, lstorija ΙΙΙ, pp. 290-303; G. Ostrogorski, 
/storija Vizantije, pp. 259-260, note 1; D. Angelov, Β. Primov, G . Batakliev, Bogomi/srvoto v 
BcJ./garija, Vizantija ί Zapadna Evropa v izvori, Sofija 1967; D. Angelov, Le Bogon1i/isιne eιι 
Bu/garie, Sofija 1969; Cf. Ρ. Tivcev, Byzaιιtίno-Bu/garica IV (Sofija 1973), 333-344; Drag. 
Dragojlovic, «Βοgοιηίl political role among Balkanic natίons», Ba/canica 1 (Beograd 1970), 
43-69, and «BogomiJisme et rnouvements heretίques dualistes du Moyen Age», Βα!cαιιίcα 4 
(Beograd 1973), 121-143; idenι, Bogomilstvo ηα Balkanιι ί ιι Maloj Asijί, / . BogomiΔ·ki Rodo­
nacalnicί (Balkan. Inst., posebna izd. 2), Beograd 1974. 

41. It ouglιt to be noted here that it is more than likely that the original desCI"iption of 
the foundίng of the Bulgarian Patriarchate underwent various alterations witlι the passage of 
time. This view is strengthened by the existence of certain vaι-iations of the texts which relate 
to the list of Patriarchs of Trnovo. See the study of V. S. Angelov, «Deux contribιιtions a 
l'histoire de la culture medievale bulgare (1. Copie inconnue dιι recit de Ia restaιιration dιι 
patriarcat bulgare)», pp. 75-83 and especially 76. 

42. See Zlatarski, Istorija ΠΙ, pp. 202-203. 
43. See this letter, <φittakion», in Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica saecιιli Xlll. Iz perepiski Ioan­

na Navpaktskago», Vίzantijskij Vreιnennik ΠΙ (1896), 288-293. 
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ernor ot' Constantίnople, \νlιο indeed errs in the faitl1, as \Vell as by the <<Ar­
chon» of «Aemos» the Scythian Asen: «Καi δικαιούσθω λοιπον δ μόν1J τij 
Κωνσταντινουπόλει τον βασιλικον περιγραψάμενος πλατυσμόν, δ ά.[ζ]υμί­

της, ό περi η)ν πίστιv σφαλλόμενος, βασιλεuς όνομάζεσθαι, ετι δε καi δ το\> 

Αϊμου κατάρχων Σκύθης 'Aσiiv, καi βασιλεuς ύψηλότατος ά.κουέτω καi με­

γαλυνέσθω έν γράμμασι, παροράσθω δε ό το δικαίωμα της βασιλείας έκ προ­

γόνων λαβών καi εiς αύτi]ν δικαίως καλούμενος ... »44• 

T'1is letter is undated. At first, Vasiljevskij45 and after him Zlatarski46 sup­
posed that it was written in 1228, and tlιat tlιe negotiations lιinted at in it took 
place during tlιat year, but \vere doomed to failure due to the fact that the prί­
nιate of tlιe Bulgarian Churcl1 was a Uniate. Ιη particular, Zlatarski mentions 
that Patriarch Gernιanos rejected Asen's proposals because of the alle~iance 
of the Bulgarian «patriarch»47 • Conseqυently, according to this view, Apokaf­
kos' letter is further eνidence for the occυpancy of the Uniate Vassilij of the 
Archiepiscopal Throne of Trnovo up to tlιat year. 

Οιιr first ιloιιbts as to the above argument arose after a careful reading of 
tlιe «pittakion», tlιat is to say, of the letter \vhiclι Metropolitan Ioannis Apo­
kafkos drew up and sent to Patriarch Germanos Π. Especially on reading the 
above quotation, for although the condemnation that he is an «υnleavened one 
.. . erring in the faith», is levelled at the Enιperor of Constantinople, there is 
ηο similar condemnation of tlιe Archon of Aemos, the «Scythian Asen». If, in 
tlιe year tlιat tlιis letteι· was drawn up, the Clιnrch of Bulgaria continυed to be 
subject to the Pope, wlιat would lιave prevented ίts writer from characterising 
Asen as at least «eπing in tlιe faith», if notlιing else? Tl1is would have been an 
additional argument for the Μ etropolitan as to tlιe irregularity of the titles attri­
buted to this arclιon by the Patriarch and, in all probability, by the Byzantine 
court in Nicaea. 

As Iιas been said, this letter was undoubtedly \.νritten after Theodoros Dou­
kas' coronation as king. Mention of tlιis event is nιade at a nuιnber of points 
in the letter a nd especially in the phrase, «Εί δε καi προς τά παρά τούτου κα­
τορθώματα ά.πίδ1J τις, {;ξ δτου θεόθεν παρέλαβε την των ένταϊJθα τόπων δια­

κυβέρνησιν, ά.λλ' ούδέ ταϊJτα, ει μή τι Ο.λλο είχομεν είς προτίμησιν, ούκ εi.­

καίως τούτφ ά.ποβραβεύσει το της βασιλείας ά.ξίωμα»48 • 

44. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», p. 292. 
45. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 235-236. 
46. Zlatarski, Istorίja ΠΙ, pp. 355, 360. 
47. Zlatarski, Istorija, ΙΙΙ, p. 360. 
48. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 291-292. 
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According to the deductions of recent researchers, Theodoros' coronation 
as king by Demetrios Chomatianos has been placed in the :ιillddle of 122749• It 
is also worth notinf:, that at the beginning of the letter, Apokafkos makes spe­
cial mention of the Archbishopric of Ochrid (Achris) as desiring to subscribe 
to the «pittakίon», and, by so doίng, to express its sub:ιillssion to the Oecu­
menical Throne: «ετι δέ καi τ-U κατά Βουλγαρίαν αuτοκεφάλ1J άρχιερατικij 
έξουσί~ καi τοίς ύπ' αύτήν έπισκόποις i]θέλησε γάρ καi αϋτη τφ άξιωματικ<fι 

του σφετέρου θρόνου τήν παρουσαν ήμετέραν άναψοιJάν καi δι' έαυτfiς συγ­

ιφοτfjσαι»50. 

However, such a readiness on t1ιe part of the Archdiocese of Oc1ιrid (in 
reality of its Archbishop, Demetrios Chomatianos) is incomprehensible, at 
least after the sharp letter of Patriarch Germanos, in which he reproaches the 
Archbishop οη account of the coronation of the despot, Theodoros, as king by 
Demetrios51 • Consequently, we ought to draw the conclusion that the <φittakion» 
was written after Theodoros' coronation, but before Chomatianos had received 
Patriarch Germanos' letter, since Chomatianos' immediate and vigorous re­

action against the Patriarch is well-known. Ιη a letter which he sent to tl1e Pa­
triarch, he not only defends his ri~ht to act as he did, but counterattacks and 
condem.ns the Patriarch with a list of his own irregular actions52• Thus the atmo­
sphere created by the Patriarch's letter did not favour such an amicable dispo-

49. See Bees-Seferli, op. cit., 278-279. 
50. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», p. 288. 
51. It is known that in the year that Theodoros captured Thessaloniki, its Metropolitan 

was Constantinos Mesopotamitis. Invited by Theodoros to crown him king, he tenaciously 
refused. Acropolitis (Annales, pp. 33, 36) describes how, as a result of this stand, he was exiled. 
On the other hand, Georgios Vardanis in his letter to Patriarch Germanos 11, maintains that 
the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki was never banished by Theodoros and that he preferred 
exile, despite the fact that he was requested to remain. See Raym. J. Loenertz, «Lettre de 
Gι;orgG:J Bardan~s. Metropolίte de C6fcYfe, au paίriarc l1e oecuιη~n{que όermaίn Η, 1226-
1227», Έπετηρίς Έταιρ_είας B.vζqντιvcvi• Σπαvδcijγ 33 (1964)1 111. As a result of Coπ­
stantinos' refusal, Archbίsl1op Deιηetrios Chomatίanos of Ochrig w11s invite\:1 1 e nl:I h wil­
Hngly crowned Theodoros king. Chomatianos, defending his action to Patι'iarcl1 Germanos ΙΙ, 
invokes a synodic decision which entrusted him with this undertaking»: «Tfiς κ:οινfiς τοί­
νυν ταύτης σκέψεως κ:αi όμοβουλίας έργον γέγονεν ή χρίσις τούτου το() έν ήμίν αύτοκ:ρά­

τορος, f'ιν δη κ:αί προεκ:ρίθημεν ήμείς γνώμη πάντων !ερουργfiσαι, ώς την ύπεροχην έχον­

τες». Pitra, Analecta sacra et classίca VI, col. 489 (nr. 114). For the synodίc act recognising 
Theodoros as king, see Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 285-286. The letter of Patriarch Germa­
nos to Demetrios Chomatianos is also quoted by Pitra, Analecta sacra et c/assica VI, col. 
483-486 (nr. 113). 

52. Letter of Demetrios Chomatianos to Patriarch Germanos ΙΙ, ίο Pitra, Analecta sacra, 
cols. 487-498 (nr. 114). 
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sition as is evident in Α pokafkos' letter. But Chomatianos' letter is also undated. 
However, in it there are indllect references and pbrases \Vhich enable us to de­
ter:ιillne, even if only approxinιately, the date of it~ composition. 

Chomatianos' reply is a renιarkable historical text53, even though it con­
tains mucl1 information that is either defective or of Iittle importance. Ιη the 
first place, witl1 reference to the date of its composition, we have already saίd 
that there is ηο direct inforιnation . Ho\vever, from tl1e description of the events 
contained in it, we are able to draw certain definite conclusions. Ιη particuiar, 
def ending himself for his audacity ίη crowning Theodoros king, Chomatianos 
invokes tl1e nobl e and royal d escent a nd nύlίtary successes of tl1e despot, saying: 
«Τί γούν καινόν καi άλλόκοτον, εl. τον έξ αϊματος δvτα βασιλικοu, εt τόv υίόν 

~ου έστεμμένου πsρικλύτου σεβαστοκράτορος, εi τόv της πορφυρογεννήτου 

εκγονον, εl τόν του άοιδίμου καi μεγάλου βασιλέως του Κομνηνοί> κυροί> 

'Αλεξίου δυσέκγονον, ει τόν κληpονόμον της βασιλείας, ει τον τοιοί>τον 

άριστέα, εί τόν έκ νεότητος καi εως άρτι στρατηγικοίς μόχθοις έγγυμνασά­

μενον, νυν το \J ό ν ό ματ ο ς η ξι ώ σ α με ν» 54 • 

Without doubt the above phrases «εως t'iρτι» and «ν\Jν το\J όνόματος ήξιώ­
σαμεν» imply ηο great distance in time from the events of 1227. For a better 
evaluation of the facts and the deduction of more accurate conclusions, it is 
true that \νe ougl1t not to overlook the 'ννay in wl1ich the correspondence of 
the period was conducted. Having in mind the special conditions, we ought 
to allow at least a number of months for a letter from Nicaea to arήve ίη 
Ochrid, and vice versa. T11us if tl1e letter of Germanos followed the information 
of Theodoros' coronation, the earliest that it could possibly have been written 

would have been tl1e end of 1227 or the beginning of 122855 • Chomatianos' 

reply, taken in conjunction with the plιrases «εως t'iρτι» and «νυν το\J όνό­
ματος ήξιώσαμεν» that are contained in it, ought to be placed during 122856• 

Consequently, the letter of Ioannis Apokafkos must have been written be­

fweeπ 1227 artd. 1228 , und eertait1ly 8ι:fοτυ thιι w f§ i+jn~ pfrelations between 
Chonιntianos and patriarcb Gerπιanos57 • HPWt:V r, in this caseV.. eo'Ug\iH~9:e@e-1).t 

that during this time sericnι s n 0goti i.o-i:ιs took p laGe betweenAsen and Nicaea, 

53. Cf. G. Ostrogorski, «Pismo Din1itrija Homatijana Sv. Savi ί odlomak HonΊatijanovog 
pisma patrijarhu Germanu ο Savinom posvecenju», Sabrana Dela, t. IV, pp. 170-189. See 
especially p. 172. 

54. Pitra, Analecta sacra et classίca, col. 492. 
55. Karpozilos, The ecc/esίastica/ Controversy, p. 105 (nr. 11) places it between 1226-1227. 
56. Cf. Karpozilos, The ecclesίastίcal Controversy, p. 105 (nr.13), who places it between 

1226-1227. 
57. Karpozilos, The ecclesίastical Controversy, p.105 (nr.14)places itbetween 1226-1227. 
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as Apokafkos clearly hints in his letter when he sa)'S, «fτt δε καi δ του Α'ίμου 

κατάρχων Σκύθης 'Ασαν, καi βασιλεύς ύψηλότατος άκουέτω καi με γα λ υ­

ν έ σ θ ω ε ν γ ρ ά μ μ α σ ι» . 

This ίnterpretation ought not to be considered impossible, especially if 
we have ίη mind Theodoros Doukas' dangerous advances, his ca ptυre of Thes­
salonikί and hίs coronation there as king. This last action of Theodoros, which 
in the relevant Ietters of the ecclesiastical leaders is represented as the sealing 
of his struggles against the Latins58, made clear his ambition of entering Con­
stantinople and restoring the fragmented Byzantine Empire. These intentions 
of Theodoros, as we have said, would naturally have trot1bled not only the l at­
ins, but also the Byzantine Emperor, Ioannis Vatatzis, and Tsar Asen. As a 
result, the coming together of Vatatzis and Asen in the period 1224 to 1228 is 
not only not to be consίdered ίnopportune, but, ίndeed, most lίkely. 

It ίs true that a problem is created as to how the Latins, who were st1rely 
aware of Asen's change in allegiance, especially following the restoration of 
his Church to the Patriarchate after he had disowned the Pope, could possίbly 
have proposed that he undertake the regency of tl1e minor, Baldwin ΙΙ. Perhaps 
here we ought to accept Vasiljevskij's opinion that the above proposal (whicl1 
was of a political nature) \vas made without the Pope having been consulted, 
and tl1at the latter opposed it as soon as he learnt of it59 ; perh<Ι ps even that the 
Pope himself was responsible for the rejectίon of Asen and for entrusting the 
regency of the throne of Constantίnople to Jean de Brienne, tl1e King of Je­
rusalem. Continuing Vasiljevskij's line of thought, it would even be possible 
to add with certainty that the basic reason for the Pope's hostile stand towards 
Asen must have been the aforementioned ecclesiastical policy of the Bulgarian 
leader. Thίs view is made even more convincing by other information from 
Chomatianos which, as we sl1all see below, speaks clearly and directly of the 

58. See similar expression ίη the synodic act recognising Theodoros as king: «Αuτός γάρ 
έγένετο (>ύστης μετά Θεόν καi σωτήρ ήμέτερος καi αυτοτελής σωτηρία .... έκ τ&ν πολεμι­
κ&ν άγώνων καί συμπλοκ&ν ύπέρ άφανισμού μέν τελείου τ&ν καταπολεμησάντων ήμί'iς 

άθέων Λατίνων, ετι δέ καi των έκτου Αίμου Σκυθών». Vasiljeνskij, «Epirotica», p. 285; 
Iikewise, ίη Apokafkos' letter : «Άλλ' δ Θεός .... ύπέταξε καί τούτους ύπό τούς πόδας τού βα­
σιλέως ήμών καi συνέτριψεν ... .. τάς πόλεις άνεσώσατο τt\ 'Ρωμαίων άρχt\, τά έπισκοπεία 
θεού Λατινικfις μιαρίας άπελυτρώσατο ... ». Vasiljevskij, op. cit., p. 292, and ίη that of 
Chomatianos to Patriarch Germanos: «Ο{ καθ' έκάστην ήμών κατασχάζοντες έντεϋθεν 
συστέλλωνται, τφ βασιλικφ ύποχωρο\Jντες όνόματί τε καi άξιώματι, οϋς δ κραταιός οότος 

καί lίγιος ήμών βασιλεύς έκ της περιχώρου ταύτης, άμυθήτοις {δρώσι και πόνοις άπή­

λασε ... » Pitra, Ana/ecta sacra, col. 489. 
59. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie .. », p. 33. 

40 

Byzantine-Bι.ιlgaι·ian Ecclesiastίcal Relatίoιιs 

restoration ofrelations between the Patriarcl1ate and the Arcl1bishopric of Trno­
vo durioι::, th~ period in wlύcl1 he \vrote to Patriarch Gerωano~ ΙΙ. Tl1is explicit 
information coiηpletely overturns all those hypotheses advanced to date in 
wl1ίch it is stated that ecclesiastical relations were restored after 1231, and sυρ­
ports tl1e many other allusions to this subj ect that are to be fot1nd scattered in 
various other texts. 

The information is contained in the above-mentioned repl:y of Choma­
tianos to Patriarcl1Germanos11, who had reproνed Jιim for his action in crown­
ίn5 Theodoros king. Ιη his reply, Chomatiar..os cites among tl1e Patriarch's irreg­
ul;ιr actions his int('rνentioo ίη the Archdiocese of Oc11rid and ιhe establishment 
witl1in its boundaries of tl1e Archbishopric ofSerbίa60, as we11 as thc Archbίshop­

ric of Zagora. Concerning the latter, he reproves the Patriarch for appointing 
an Arclιbishop in Zagora for it is known that «Ternovos)> belongs to his own 
eparchy. Here is Chonιatianos' text: «Et δι': καi την προχείρησιν τής ί.εραrχι­

κf'Ις κεφαλής τής αiηόθεν δεδομένης τi] Ζαγορq. είς μέσον προθήσομεv, εύ­

ρήσομεν καi ταύτην έπισφραγίσασαν τούς έκείσε πάλαι προηγμένους άκα­

νονίστως, οϋς μοιχούς καi έπιβήτορας ό της εκκλησίας ορθός λόyο; οίδε 

καλείν, ού μόνον δέ, άλλ&. καi ήμέτερον δίκαιον π:αρασπάσασαν, μέρος γ&.ρ 

τnς καθ' ήμfi.ς έπαρχίας δ Τέρνοβος>; 61 • 

From thc above paragraph of Chomatianos, we can surely draw the fol­
lowing conclusions: First, that at the ti111e of the letter's composition, there was 
an «iεραρχική κεφαλή)) (archbishop) in Zagora who had recei ν'ed his «προχεί­
ρησις» (consecration) fronι the Patriarcl1, wl1ose see was in Nicaea; second, 
that this ordination relates to a single instance sίnce the verb «δεδομένης» does 
not contain the ideaof r~petition-if this were the case he would 11avesaid «διδο­
μένης», to ex press an action that was either repeated oow, or ίη the fιιtυre; and 

" tlιird, that tlιere is ηο doubt that it relates to the Archbishopric of Trnovo since 
lιe expressly says: «μέρος γ&.ρ της καθ' ήμa.ς έπαρχίας δ Τέρνοβος». lt is trne 
to say that tl1is fully confirms tl1e doubt expressed above as to the correct inter­
pretation of tlιe «pittaldon». It also fully justifies Apokafkos' omissicn in not 
cl1aracterising Asen as «περi τήν πίστιν σφαλλόμενον» . 

In the light of the above information given to us by Cboωatianos, we are 
in a position to give the true interpretation to anotl1er rnisinterpreted letter, to 
whicl1 we have already ref erred, wl1icl1 is tlιe letter of Metropolitan Chrίsto-

60. «Αuτόθεν γάρ, ϊνα τό άπόρρητον είπω, έπί άδικίq. ήμετέρq., έχειροτονήθη άρχιεπί­

σκοπος Σερβίας». Pitra, Analecta sacra , col. 495. Cf. Ostrogorski, «Pismo Homatijana», pp. 
188-189. 

61. Pitra, Analecta sacra, col. 496. 
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ρhorosof Ancyra to «Κing»Asen in the year 123362• Addressinρ himselftoAsen, 
Christophoros calls hirn «the spiritual son of the πιοst holy lord and oecumeni­
cal patriarclι'> 63, something w!ύch it would have been impossible for hirn to say 
το an archon, subject to the Pope of Rorne. But continιιing, he expresses him­
self eνen more clearly, explaining the spiritual relntionship created by the union 
under Asen of the formerly αivided Churches, «δτι τfjς άγίας καθολικiiς καί 
άποστολικfjς έκκλησίας τέκνον έγένου γνήσιον καί f]νωσας καλώς τά. πρ(:η1ν 

διεστο>τα κακώς καi εUόδωσας πράγμα όρθοδοξότατον εiς τήν Ζαγοράν, 

δπερ ουδείς των πρό σου ίσχυσε» 64• 

Τη the paςt there have been atternpts to alter the rneaning of the abovc 
phrase; i.e. it has been clairned that it expresses the spirit of the negotiations 
already begun, and tl:iat the exaggeratio11 of the. expressions was airned aι the 
e11ticement of τhe Bulgarian Ieader65. However, today, \Ve are able to emphasize 
with certainty that the warmtl1 of the expressions had other inteαtions, and tl1at 
the restoration of ecclesiastical relations between the Patriarchate and the Bιιl­
garians referred to in these Iines was a reality. Christoρhoros neither exaggιι·­
ates the essence of th~ rnatter nor does he outstrip events, but according to 
the episto!ary custom of the till1e he elegantly describes a f?.ct. 

Further οη, whefι he has ex plained to Asen the purpose of his visit, he gives 
us more valuable inforrnation: that οη the Holy Mountain he had met the «μα­
καριώτατος άρχιεπίσκοπος Τ ρ ι ν ό β ο υ»66. His rei-ort in this instance is very 
interestin5. He had wanted, he says, to write to the king earlier «of the ΠΊaηy 
rnatters(on wl-iich J1e had conversed)with this archbishop» but «wor!dly disor­
ders»67 had preveιιted him. And he continues: «καί Τ]νό.γκασα αύτόν άπελθειν 

εlς τήν έκκλησίαν αuτοu. ό δέ μετάνο~αν θεiς καi συγγνώμην αίτήσας άπε­

κρίνατό μοι τινά δοκοuντα εϋλογα»68, which rneans that h.e had ιnade great 
efforts and had exercised all his influence to persυade ttιe Archbishop ίη qυes­
tion to return to his throne. Who, therefore, was the Archbishop to wl1orn 
Christophoros ref ers, who li.ad converseα with such intimacy with the exarch of 
the Oecurnenical Throne, who had kne!t b~fore him to ai:.k torgiveness, and 

62. Kurtz, op. cίt., 141-142. 
63. Kurtz, op. cίt., 141. 
64. Kurtz, op. cίt., 141. 
65. Nikov, op. cίt., 86. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie .. », pp. 50-51, maintains that the coω­

plete submission of the Archbishopric of Trnovo to the Patriarchate had already been 
acbieved even before 1232. 

66. Kurtz, op. cίt., 142. 
67. Kurtz, op. cίt., 142. 
68. Kurtz, op. cit., 142. 
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wlιo had justifiable explanations for his removal from 11is throne which he ex­
pressed to the exarcb? Was it perl1aps the Unίate Vassilij who, as has been up­
held69, was cornpelled to resign on account of l1is ~ llegiancι> to th~ Pope?But 
can tbe stand of a Uniat~, and indeed of one so faithful to Rome, ever be recon­
ciled with one who kneels, asks forgiveness and 'νbο also rt"νeciled, «τινά δο­
κοuντα εϋλογα» which sur.;)y related to his resignation? And, moreover, why 
would Christophoros insist οη trying to persuade a UΩίate Archbishop to retιιrn 
to Ιιίs tlπone at tlιe vcry monιent, it is argued, when it wa~ exactly this that \vas 
the reason for the relations wίtlι the Patriarchate not haviι1ι:, been restore.d? It 
is true that the Arclιbishop in question is οη tl1e Holy Mountain, having pre­
νiously left his throne. Christophoroε speaks of the resignation of the Aι-ch­
bishop, and even adds that 1ιe was inforrned of this later, not by the Archbishop 
Iιimself but by others: «φθάνει δ'έτέρωθιν ένηχηθfjναι τiJ ήμων μετριότητι, 

δτι τήν ά.ρχιερωσύνην δ τοιουτος άρχιεπίσκοπος παplJτήσατο ... »70• 

But it wasonly the matterof the Uιιία \vhich coιιld have led to the presυmed 
resignation of the Archbishop. If sornething l1ad occυrred, it would have been 
irnpossible for Christophoros not to have known of it and even to have insisted 
οη returning him to his throne. Οη the other hand, ηο other mention of th.is is 
made ίη the Ietter, so it is an unsupportable hypothesis, οη its own, wh.ich in the 
light ofthe above mentioned information ofChomatianos ought to berejected. 

However, if one exclυdes the above supposition one rnay ask tl>e question, 
what positive purpose was served by the letter and what was Christophoros' 
airn in writing it? As is known, the mission of Metropolitan Christophoros of 
Ancyra as exarch of the Patriarchate «έν άπάστι τiJ δύσευ>71 had the express 
purpose of ending the sclύsm which «ή καιρική των πραγμάτων περιφορά καί 
καθολική σύγχυσις» 72 had produced. As is clearly described ίο tl1e correspond­
ence between Patriarch Germanos 11 and the Western Metropolitans73, tbis 
schism and the ecclesiastical disorder in general was created by the demon­
strations of autonomy, the οι dination of bishops and other initiatives74 wl1ich 

69. Nikov, «Carkovnata politika», p. 89, and Zlatarski, IstorUa ΠΙ, pp. 362-363. 
70. Kurtz, op. cίt. , 142. 
71. Kurtz, op. cit., 141. 
72. Vasίljevskij, «Epirotica», p. 290. 
73. See Karpozilos, The ecc/esίastίca/ Coιιtroversy, pp. 46-49. 
74. See characteristically: the \etter of Ioannίs Apokafkos to Patrίarch Manuel, ίη which 

mention is made of t\1e difficulties facing those wishing to travel to Nicaea for ordination: 
«καi πάντως, έπεi διά τά έν μέσφ καi κατά χέρσον καi θάλασσαν έκ τf\ς λατινικής έπηρείας 

σκώλά τε καi έμπόδια δυσχερής ήμίν ή πρός τήν Νίκαιαν Ciνοδος». Vasiljevskij, «Epiro­
tica», p. 266; the Ietter of Patriarch Manuel to the aboνe Metropolitan in which the for-
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canonically belonged to the Patriarchate. The basic element of tl1e indcpenιi­
ence of a Church was the election and consecration of tl1e archbisl1op by the 
bishopsofthatChurch75• ltwas possible to ωe tl1eArchbishopricofOchrid, which 
was already autocephalous and as such was considered by the Western Metro­
politans who co-operated with it76, as an example of the disrιιptive inclinations 
of certain ambitious Metropolitans. T11is especially could ]1ave influenced tl1e 
Bulgarian Churclι νιhich had a tradition of autonomy and wl1ich, from its foun­
dati<"'n, had made persistellt efforts to obtain fnll indept'ndence77 • Οη the other 
hand, from the content of Christophoros' letter to Asen it would seem that the 
ρatriarchal exarch was concerned with the matter of the election and tl1c man­
ner of the consecration of a new Archbishop for the Churcl1 of «Τρίνοβος>,. 
Referring. to this, he suggests to the Bulgarian king that a candidate be elected 
and be sent to the East where he would be consecrated: «εi. οίιν έτοίμως (εχεις] 

έν τi] ό.vατολi] στείλαι τόv χειροτοvηθησόμεvοv κaκείθεv δέξασΟαι τήv χει­

ροτοvίαv ... » conti.1uing «ί.ίλλος δέ τις μή ύπέλθ11 τσ.ύτΊJ σκοπός, ο)ς εϊ γε παρ' 
(OV ψηφισθήσεται, παρ' έκείvωv χειροτοvηθήσεται»78 . He does not mention 
the ι·estoration of re!ations or the rejection of the Uηία, since these had already 
been accomplished. Otherwise it \vould have been impos.,ίble for Christopho­
ros to me11tίon solely tl1e manner of the election and consecration of tl1e new 
Arcl1bishop, and to omit the most important matter, the rejection of the Unίa, 
if the Bnlgarian Church had not been restored to her canonical position toν.:ards 
the Oecumenical Patriarchate. It is well-known that the Eastern Churcl1 attrib­
uted great importance to ιhe rnatter of the return of hierarchs to Orthodox)'. 

mer specifies the instances of arbitrary ordination of the Metropolitans of Dyrrachion and 
Larissa. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 268-269; the letteι· of Apokafkos to Germanos, in 
which he refers to instances where the bishops of Kerkyra, Leukas and Farsala were con­
secrated in the absence of the Patriarch. Apokafkos justifies the event as the resιιlt of po­
litical confusion: «Ή γάρ καιρική των πραγμάτων περιφορά καί καθολική σύγχυσις ι'iδειαν 
παραλόγου καινοτομίας καί έπί τοίς έπισκοπικοίς είσήνεγκεν ένεργήμασι». Vasiljevskij , 
«Epirotica», p. 290. See also the case of the Bishop of Servia in Pitra, Ana/ecta sacra, cols. 
577-588. 

75. For this, see detailed observations of S; Troicki, «Sustina ί faktori avtokefalije», 
Arhίv za pravne ί druf tvene nauke 3 (Beograd 1933), 2-16, especially 8-11. 

76. See the letters of loannis Apokafkos, Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 272-273 and 288. 
77. The repeated pressure put on the Patriarch from the time of foundation of tl1e Bul­

garian Church under Boris (865), as well as the arbitrary announcements of titles and digni­
ties expressing its independence are known frοΠΊ history. We shall return to this subject in a 
future study. 

78. Kurtz, op. cίt., 142. 
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Αη a1111ost contemporary example was the case of the so-called «Βουλγαρο­
επίσκοποι» (Bulgarίan bishops) οη account of \Vhom a local coιιncil had been 
called 79 to determine their validity and to decide their fate. These hierarchs weΙ"e 
judged by one party as uncanonical, having been appointed to sees that were 
already occupied since tl1ey had been ordained by Archbishop Vassilij for dio­
ceses under tl1e Archbishop of Ochrid80• It is not possible therefore to believe 
tl1at Clιristophoros would have overlooked the matter of the return of the Bul­
garian Arclιbishop to the Ortl1odox Church, if indeed such a question existed. 
His silence leads us to believe that just the opposite was true-that the matter 
had been settled before Christophoros' letter. 

From his letter it is clear that Clπistophoros was not worried about the re­
storation of canonical relations between the two Churches. However, following 
11ίs authorisation, he is concerned witlι trying to define the level of these rela­
tions, since the consecration of a new Archbisl1op by the local bishops would 
have 1neant the full independence of that Archbishopric. Οη the contrary, the 
Patriarchate sought as far as possible to retain a greater influence over it by 
reserving tl1e right of consecrating tl1e new Archbishop. At all events, Christo­
phoros' uneasiness and his concern ίη this instance sl1ow clearly that this matter 
had not been solved at an earlier stage. Οη the other hand, tl1is matter is quoted 
by Nikov as positive evidence tl1at the relations between the two Churches were 
not restored until 1232-1233. According to him, Christophoros wanted to pre­
vent tlιe new situation which would have followed the realisation of the rap­
proclιement of the tw0Cl1urches81• lt is true that there is a new factor in themat­
ter ίη question whicl1 distιιrbed tl1e Oecumenical Exarch. However, as we 
shall see below, this is not the restoration of the canonical relations of the two 
Churches, but the first electio.1 ancι coιιsecration of a Bulgarian Archbishop 
following it. However, it is reasonable to a"k how it was possible to realise the 
restoration of canonical relations and indeed to talk about «προχείρησις ίεραρ­
χικfις κεφαλής» without the fundamental matter of the consecration of the 
AΓchbishop 11aving been solved beforehand. 

The restoration of relations between the Archbishopric of Τrηονο and the 
Greek Patriarchate could have taken place ίη one of two ways: either by the 

79. See Laghopatis, Γερμανός ό Β' πατριάρχης Κω1ιστωιτιvουπόλεως, p. 79, and Mi­
liarakis, ' Ιστορία τοϋ βασιλεlου τής Νικαlας, pp. 181-1 83. 

80. See the letter of Demetrios Chomatianos to Metropolitan Padiaditis of Kerkyra, ίn 
Pitra, Analecta sacra, cols. 39-48 (nr. 8), and the synodίc act, in Pitra, op. cit., cols. 563-570 
(nr. 156). 

81. Νίkον, «Ciιrkovnata politika», p. 87. 
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resignation of the previons Uniate Archbishop, the rejection of the Unίa by the 
Bulgarian Church and the election of a new Archbishop to be ordained by the 
Patriarch or his representative, or through the rejection of the Unίa by the 
existing Archbishop who would be obliged to repent and receive the blessing of 
the Patriarch. The strictness of the Eastern Church in this matter is evide11t. 
It is sufficie1:.t for us to mention that, in the case of the «Βουλ γαροεπίσκοποι», 
unfrocking had been discussed82• It is true that, in the case of Vassilij, nothing 
of this nature could possibly have been the case, for it is known that he was 
canonicaily consecrated by the Orthodox Bishop of Vidin during the early sta­
ges of tlιe Bulgarian revolution of 118583• However, it ougl1t to be emphasised 
that, duήng this period of pronounced hosti1ity towards the Latins, any case 
of secession from Orthodoxy and a later retυrn to it was not a simple forn1al­
ity. lf, froιn the auxiety of Christophoros on the matter of the succession, we 
are led to the reasonable conclusion that another election and consecration of 
a BuJgarian Archbishop was not held until that time84, we ought to accept that 
it was Vassilij l1imself who returned the Bulgarian Church to the bosom of the 
Oecumenical Patriarchate. The case of Vassilij did not create a precedent to 
be followed, since a certain canonicaily unavoidable process was necessary οη 
the part of the Patriarchate which did not give a pretex t forother similar initia­
tίves. Then, since there existed ηο way of self-restoration, the intervention of 
the Patriarch was undoubtedly needed, and the «προχείρησις της iεραρχικης 
κεφαλής» to which Chomatianos refers and which was necessary for the canon­
ical restoration of this Churcl1, was accepted by the Bulgaήans without com­
plaint. However, in the case of the election and consecratio,1 of a new Arch-

82. Pitra, Analecta sacra, col. 565. 
83. There exists the explicit testimony of Chomatianos himself on this matter, in Pitra, 

Analecta sacra, cols. 43 and 363-364. 
84. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie .. », p. 52, basing himself on the «Είδησις» of the monastery 

of Vatopedi published by Porf. Uspenskij, in Vostok c/ιristianskij. Pervoe puteiestvie ν At/1011-
skie monastyri ί s·.kitί ν 1845 gοdιι, part 1, Kiev 1877, pp. 46-48, lets it be understood that re­
search ought to be conducted with the aim of discovering another Archbishop of Trnovo, 
yet unknown to us. And this based on the fact that ίη the «Εiδησις» mention is made of a 
certainArchbishop Gregorij of Trnovo, who «πρότερον χρηματίσας μητροπολίτης Φιλίππων>>. 
Op. cit., p. 46. Α more critical edition of this text has been undertaken by Ph. Meyer, Die 
Haupturkundenfur die Gesclιichte der Athosklδsteι·, Amsterdam2 1965, pp. 187-189. Zlatarski 
has also dealt with this matter in a specific study, «Edin griίcki falsifikat, kojto se otnasja 
kiίm balgarskata istorija», Byzantinoslavica 11 (1930), 231-258. He rejects the historicity of 
the text, calling it forged. On the other hand, its historicity is accepted by G. Cankova-Petkova, 
ίη her study «Vosstanovlenie bolgarskogo patriarsestva ν 1235 g. ί mezdunarodnoe polo­
zenie bolgarskogo gosudarstva», Vizantijskij Vremennik XXVIII (1968), 136-150. 
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bishop the problem was completely different. It is not entirely improbablc tl1at 
there was a departllre from the canonical path perhaps even inspired a11d di­
rected by the great authority and ambition of the secular leader Asen. As we 
have mentioned elsewhere, there were numerous examples in tl1e tradition of 
the Bulgarian Church itself that could be irnitated. Apart from trus, it could 
be used to stir up the rivalry towards the neighbouring autocepbalous 
C11urcl1es of Ochrid and S erbia. Ιη addition, that a parallel tendenc): existed 
within the circ!es of the Bulgarian Church is sl1own by its proclamation, a few 
years later, as a Patriarchate,somethin5 which \.vas certainly not due to a Greek 
initiative. Christopl1oros' Ietter, therefore wanted to forestall these tendencies. 

At fiιst si5 11t, the problem as to why, since Archbishop Vassilij had been 
reinstated, his name is not included in the Iist of Orthodox «patriarchs» of Trno­
vo is certainly not solved by tl1e above. Ιη fact, the matter would seem to be­
coιne more confused. However, we ought not to ove1look the fact that Vassilij 
was never recognised as patriarch. While he was recognised and reinstated as 
a canonical hierarch, this was only in his capacity as «archbishop». The Sitιodik, 
at the point tl1at interests us, contains the <φatriarchs» of Τrηονο85• Υ et, accord­
ing to the account of this Sinodik86, tlιe title of <<patriarch»was first held by Ioa­
kim, a11d tlιus it i~ natural that he should be placed fir.,t in the list that follows 
the above description, and tl1at the nan1e of Vassilij should be missing. Ho\\<·­
ever, this is not a complete explanation, since it is known that the Bυlgarians 
had a tendency to call all their Archbishops «patriarchs». Consequently, there 
is nothing that would have preventcd the writeι from including Vassilij in the 
list of «patriarchs» since he l1ad been restored to Orthodoxy. Most probably tl1e 
explanation is to be found in tlιe more general impression that Vassilij's lengthy 
devotion to tlιe Pope had created. He was widely known as a Uniate, and the 
change tlιat occurred during the later years \vas not able to erase this from peo­
ple's minds. The erasure of his name from the Sinodik of Boril would seem to 
be an echo of this deep consciousness of the Orthodox Bulgarian people. 

The conclusions of historical .research on this matter up to the present day 
are diametrically opposed. Zlatarski, following Nikov87 and without any de­
monstrable evidence, expressed the opinion that the negotiations of 1231-33 
between Asen and the Patriarchate οη the ecclesiastical matter ended withoυt 
result. Christophoros' intervention bore ηο fruit. From then οη, the new «pa­
triarch» of Trnovo was elected and consecrated by tl1e local bishops, without 

85. «llQ•koc(κrk)ψεHΪH Πd'Ι'\)Ϊd\)CΗ TQHHORoy». Popruzenko, Sinodik, p. 75. 
86. Popruzenko, Sinodik, p. 67. 
87. Nikov, «Carkovnata politika», pp. 87-88. 
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the participation of either the Patriarch or the Pope88• Fortunately, the conclu­
sions of more recent research οη this matter are very revealing. Of specίal inter­
est, is a recent article by S. Kozuharov89 in which he publishes for tl1e firsttime 
a Cl1fonicle of tlύs period wlύch was previously unknown90. The subjectofthe 
C11ronicle is the Fame of St. Paraskeve, and the manner of the transf er of her 
relics from Callicrateia91 to Trnovo. At the end of the description, reference is 
rnade to the death of the Bulgarian Patriarch dιιring the year of the arrival of 
the relics in Τrηονο, and the dispatch of the monk Ioakim to Nicaea for conse­
cration by Tsar Asen; «Η no n9•kcTι1RΛt6Hht cογψογ Πι1Τ\)Ηι19ΧΟΥ ΛrkΤογ ΤΟιΗογ, 

nocΛd &Λ(ι1)rοκrk9tιhι ιι,(α)9h Ηοι1Ι~ΗΛΙι1 ΜιιΗχα, WTLJ,d cκοεrο ΜΗί,VrοcΜ-k9ε11Ήι1ι1rο 

Η n9( ε)n( \) )Α( \) )Rtlddro Rh ME,ιl,0'1'04Hddro oγ4EHHti1, n9rkHTH WT ΙΙ,(ι1)9Η r\}(ι1),ι1,ι1 Rb. 

Ηι1κωιο RΕΛΗκογιο, RΛ(d)r( ΟCΛΟ )RΛΙ6ΗΗΙ6 Π\)ΙΗΤΗ ι19ΧΗΕ\}ΕΗCΚΟΕ»92 • 

Here \Ve see that tl1e ιιηkηοwη writer of the Chronicle gives another pic­
ture, one which differs from that created by the suppositions about the eccle­
siastical events of the period. First, that the new Archbishop was not consecrated 
by the local bisl1ops, but that, quite naturally, he was sent to Nicaea by Asen 
to be consecrated there by the Patriarch. This evidence from the Chronicle 
fully agrees with the opinions upl1eld in tlύs study and sheds new li!5hton them. 
The action of Asen in sending the Archbishop-elect to Nicaea not only corre­
sponds with Cl1ristopl10ros' recommendations, but shows that the matter had 
been settled earlier. Ιrι addition, the Chronicle's information concerning the 
sending of the monk Ioakim to Nicaea for consecration is in complete agree­
ment witlι tlιe lιistorical facts of the time, and fills certain gaps ίη thern. Kozu­
harov, in publishing and commenting οη the Chronicle, advances the plausible 
and sound hypothesis that Joakim, durίng his journey to Nicaea for consecra­
tion, was a rnember of a Greelc delegation with more general teΓms of reference. 
Arriving in Nicaea dul"ing the year 1234, this delegation discιιssed the terωs 
of the Byzantine-Bulgarian treaty with Ernperor Ioannis Vatatzis. The Byz­
antine writers Acropolitis93 and Gregoras94, as well as contemporary Lat-

88. Zlatarski, Jstorija ΙΙΙ, p. 368. 
89. Kozuharov, «Neizvesten letopisen razkaz ot vremeto na Ivan Asen 11», Literaturna 

Misάl XVIII, 2 (1974), 123-135. 
90. The writer places this Chronicle after the third decade of the thίrteenth century. See 

Kozuharov, «Neizvesten razkaz», p. 123. 
91. Epivatae is a village near Callίkrateίa, for whίch reason mentίon ίs made of the latter 

in most of the related texts. 
92. Kozuharov, «Neίzvesten razkaz», p. 128. 
93. G. Acropolίtis, Anna/es, p. 52: «πρεσβείαν γοuν στέλλει δ βασιλεύς πρός τόν των 

Βουλγάρων ίίρχοντα τόν 'Ασάν, καί μνηστείας τών παίδων μνημονεύει». 

94. Ν. Gregoras, Hist. Byzantinae, p. 29: «'Εν τούτοις δ' δντος του βασιλέως, f\κουσι 
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ins95, inform ιιs explicitly aboιιt tlύs event. Thus Acropolitis' statement that 
tl1e Archbishop of Trnovo was sιιbject to the Patriarch of Constantinople until 
the treaty of Laιnpsakos is explained: «καi. ό Τρινόβου &ρχιερεuς ύπό τόν 

τfjς Κωνσταντινουπόλεως τελών αuτονομί~ τετίμηται»96 • 

There exists another text dating frorn either the thirteenth or fourteenth 
centιιry97 concerning the dependence of the Archbishop of Τrηονο οη the Pa­
triarcl1al Throne up to 1235, namely tl1e «Ε'tδησις» at tl1e end of the Typikon 
of tl1e Monastery ofVatopedi98• This refers to a certain dispute between the 
monks of tl1e Holy Mountain and the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki. The Jatter, 
having been ordained by tl1e Bulgarian «Patriarch», wanted to ordain lύs own 
bislιop for Ierissos and throιιgh him, extend his jurisdiction to the Holy Moι:ιn­
tain. Αbοιιt three thoιιsand monks opposed tlύs, and appealed to the kings 
Asen and Vatatzis wlιo, togetl1er \Vith tl1e Patriarch, were at Callipolis. There, 
tl1ey accused not only tl1e Metropolitan of Tlιessaloniki, bιιt tlιe Archbishop 
of Zagora as well; «τά τ~)ς ύποθέσεως είς εγκλησιν έποιήσαντο λόγον κατά τε 
του πατριάρχου Ζαγορδ.ς καi. τοϋ Θεσσαλονίκης ένώπιον άμφοτέρων τών 

Βασιλέων»99• 

. Jt is true tl1at mιιcl1 l1as been written concerning the autl1enticity and 
I1istoricity of tl1is nιanuscript100 • However, despite historical inaccuracies 
( clύ efly concerning naιηesIOI), certain 11istorians l1ave accepted that it contains 

πρέσβεις έκ Βουλγάρων σπουδών τε είνεκα, καί aμα έπi τi] θυγατρi τοϋ 'Ασάν ΈλένΌ τόν 

τοϋ βασιλέως υiόν Θεόδωρον γαμβρόν έξαιτούμενοι». 

95. Mar. San. Torselli, Secreta Fidel. Cπιcis, p. 73; Danduli, Clιl'Oιιica, p. 350;as well as 
infornΊatίon from four Roman Catl10\ic monks who were in Nicaea at that time conducting 
negotiations with the Oecumenical Patriarchate. See Mansi, Aιnp/issiιna Co!!ectio Concilioruιn, 
t. ΧΧΙΙΙ, p. 294. 

96. Acropolitis, Αιιιια!es, p. 55; Gregoras, Hist. Byz., p. 30. 
97. Zlatarski, «Edin falsifikat», p. 256, places it during the second half of the fourteenth 

century, while Cankoνa-Petkova, op. cit., 144, place it at the end of the thirteenth. 
98. See Ph. Meyer, Die Ηαιιptιιrkιιηde11, pp. 187-189; Ρ. Uspenskij, Vostok clιrisιia11skίj, 

pp. 46-48; Zlatarskί, «Edin falsifikat», pp. 235-236; and Cankova-Petkova, op. cit., 141-143, 
Rιιssίan translation. 

99. Meyer, Die Ηαιιptιιrkιιιιdeιι .. , p. 188; cf. Zlatarskί, «Edin falsίfίkat», p. 235: «εi-; Εγ­

κλησιν έποιήσαντο, λόγους κατά τε τοϋ πατριάρχου Ζαγορaς καi τοϋ διαληφθέντος Θεσ­

σαλονίκης ένώπιον καί άμφοτέρων των βα.;ιλέων καi τοϋ Κωνσταντινουπόλεως σφοδρώς 

ίίγαν ποιούμενοι». 

100. See chiefly, Zlatarski, «Edin falsifikat» and Jstorίja 111, p. 362, note 1. 
101 . For example, a certaίn Manuel ίs referred to as Patriarch of Constantinople, although 

ίt is known that ίη the year 1235 Gern1anos 11 was Patriarch. In the sarne way, a certaίn Gre­
goι· ij is mentίoned as «Patriarch» of Zagora, although it is known from the Sinodik of Boril 
that at the tin1e of the agreement of Lampsakos this position was occupied by Ioakim. See 
Popruzenko, Sinodik .. , p. 67. 
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historical truths of which we do not kno\v from other sources102. If this view is 
coπect then the «~Εγκλησις» of the «Patriarch» of Zagora before tlH" Patriarch 
of «Constantinople» is of special importance for the matter examined r ere, 
namely the relations between the Archdiocese of Trnovo and the Patriarchate. 
However, a similar indictrnent would be impossible if the «Patriarclυ> of Zago­
ra continued to be a Uniate, subject, that is, to the Pope,or if(as Zlataιski sug­
!:.ests) he was autocephalous103. 

However, let us return to the Slavonic Chronicle published by Kozuharov. 
The information given in it that the consecration of the new Archbishop, Ioa­
kim, took place after the death of his predecessor deserves special attention. 
If this is correct, it cannot have been accidenta], since, as we have come to be­
lieve fromcertain allusίons inChristophoros' Jetterto Asen, the aforementioned 
<<patriarch» (who was surely Vassilij) had not resigned from his throne. As 
a resu]t of this, the Tsar was prevented by the canons from appointing anotl1er 
in his place. It is true that Christophoros mentions ίη his Jetter that he had been 
informed indirectly about the Archbishop's resignation, «φθάνει δ' έτέρωθεν 
ένηχηθfjναι τfj ήμών μετριότητι, δτι τl)ν ά.ρχιερωσύνην ό τοιουτος ά.ρχιεπί­

σκοπος παp1Jτήσατο»104. Consequently the Archbishop himself had not dis­
cussed the matter with him. So what prevents us from supposing that the Arclι­
bishop, who for some reason or other was in disagreement witl1 Tsar Asen, was 
forced to leave his throne, and that after this, his opponents gave out that Ιιe 

had resigned? It was tl1ey who informed Christophoros of the matter and he, 
not wishing to displease the Tsar, spoke of the vacancy of the throne of <<Τρι­
νόβου έκκλησίας»1u5 • Despite what C\ιristophoros says about the vacancy of 
the throne, we see from the Chronicle that the Tsar waited until the «patriarch's» 
death before proceeding to the election of another. However, what meaning 
would suclι a delay have had if tlιe ej ected <φatriarch» was a Uniate? If, as has 
been suggested106, tlιe reason for the disagreement was the Archbishop's alle­
giance to the Unίa, then with the agreementof the other hierarchs, it would have 
been possible for the Tsar to proceed immediately to tlιe election of another 
<φatriarch» subject to the O ecumenical Patriarch. From this, we are led with 
certainty to the conclusion, which is in complete accord with what has already 
been stated, that the Archbishop whom Christophoros met οη the Holy Mountain 

102. See Cankova-Petkova, op. cit., 144. 
103. Zlatarski, Istorija ΠΙ, p. 367-368. 
104. Kurtz, op. cit., 142. 
105. Kurtz, op. cit., 142. 
106. Zlatarski, Istorija ΠΙ, pp. 355, 360-361. 
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was Vassilij himself, but ηο longer a Uniate since he had already been restored 
to the Eastern Church. However, being in disagreement with Tsar Asen, be was 
forced to leave his throne and seek refuge οη the Holy Mountain. Furtherrnore, 
only an ortl1odox hierarch could possibly have had the cordial conversations with 
the patriarcl1a] exarch C\1ristophoros of which we learn in the latter's letter. 

Thus, if the Slavonic Chronicle's information about the <<patriarch's» death 
and the dispatch of lύs successor, Ioakim, to Nicaea for consecration in tbe 
sa1ηe year is correct, then Vassilij's death ougl1t to be reckoned as having occur­
red at tl1e endof 1233107. Ιη fact, according to thesequence given bytheChroni­
cle, wlύch can be fu1ly justified, the order of events concerningVassilij could be 
thus: at tlιe beginning of 1233, tlιe arrival of the relics ofSt. Paraskeve in Trnovo, 
where tl1ey were received by «patriarch» Vassilij. Immediately after this and 
fo1lowing a disagreement witlι tlιe Tsar over an unknown matter, he was forced 
to leave 11ίs throne and take refuge οη the Holy Mountain wbere, ίη the nύddle 
of tl1e saωe year, he met Metropolίtan Clιristophoros. Subsequent to tbis, and 
at the end of the sanιe year, Vassilij died, and Ioakiιn left for Nicaea. Ιη the 
case of the first lιypothesis concerning the transfer of the relics of St. Paraskeve 
in 1233, it is true tha:t it ίs possible to express many doubts, chief among which 
ίs tl1e Latins' readiness, mentioned in tl1e life of the Saint, to hand over the 
relics-a readiness whicl1 contrasts with the condititons prevailing in 1233108. How-

107. Kozuharov, op. cit., 132, places the death of Vassilij at the beginning of 1234. 
However, the Chronicle which he himself has published does not permit such an interpre­
tation. In particular, after the description of the solemn transfer of the relics of St.Paraskeve, 
the following is stated: «Π πο Π\}<kt'1'ι:\BΛl8Hhl Cί,'γψογ Πι:\'1'\}Ηι:\QΧΟΥ Λ<k'Ι'ογ 'Ι'ΟΛΙΟΥ' ΠΟCΛι:\ 
BΛ(d)roB<k\}Hhl U.(d)Qh Ποι:\ΚΗΛΙd», op. cit., p. 128. This means that during the same year 
as the transfer took place, the patriarch died and that Ioakim was sent to Nicaea; since 
it is evident from the punctuation of the text that the phrase «Λ<k'Ι'ΟΥ 'l'ΜΙΟΥ» refers 
to what has gone before, and connects this paragraph with the preceding, and not the 
following, one. This would not seem to have been ignored by Kozuharov in the Bulgarian 
translation of the text, (op. cit., p. 129), but in evaluating the events he has neglected to asso­
ciate the two. But even if Vassilij died in 1234, we ought to accept that the transfer of the 
relics of St. Paraskeve took place during that same year. But since it is known that in 1233 
Vassilij was on the Holy Mountain, far from his archiepiscopal throne, and that during the 
reception of the relics he was still active, the year 1234 ought to be rejected as the year of 
the transfer of the relics of the saint, and consequently as the year of Vassilij's death. Οη the 
other hand, it fully agrees with the text and exactly meets the requirements, if we accept that 
the transfer of the relics took place at the beginning of 1233, and that Vassilij died at the end 
of the same year. 

108. As we have seen above, at the beginning of this study, the relations between the Bul­
garians and the Latins were characterised by extreωe aniωosity after the year 1231, when 
Asen realised the deception that had taken place οη the part of the Latins. 
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ever, perhaps the Greek Life of St. Paraskeve by Metropolitan Matthaeos of 
Myreon is not unconnected witlι these events. Tlιis hierarch translated a BulgM­
ian manuscript that is unknown to us100, and tells us he undertook tl1is transla­
tion diligently; «aπερ ήμείς έπιμελ&ς μετηνέγκαμεν εtς τήν έλληνίδω>110. Ιη 

tlιίs Greek translation, mention is made of tlιe Latins' I"ef usal to 11and over the 
relics, something which forced Asen to tlιreaten them with war111 • Jn the face 
of Asen's pressure, tlιe l atins, aware of their inability to resist and fight hinι, 
gave way and promised that theywould hand over the relics112• lt is tlιerefore not 
impossible that this allusion may conceal a certain truth. The Latins, knowing 
Asen's wratlι and not wishing to give him a pretext with which to begin hostil­
ities against them, could have submitted to his demands over the relics of St. 
Paraskeve. Such an interpretation agrees completely with the political condi­
tions of that country ίη 1233. 

However, independently of the above details aboιιt \Vhich it is qιιite natur­
al that there should be a certain vagueness, the general conclusion that can be 
drawn from the Lives, taken in conjunction with the sources that we have dis­
cussed, is that the restoration of normal ecclesiastical relations between the AI"ch­
diocese of Trnovo and the Patriarchate based in Nicaea took place before 
Metropolitan Chrίstophoros of Ancyra's arrival οη the Holy Moιιntain. lt was 
the resιιlt of the broader policy of both tlιe Bιιlgarian Tsar Asen and the Byz­
antine Eιnperor Ioannis Vatatzis, who sought to forrn a common front against 
the dangerous and ambitious Theodoros Doukas, especially after the latters' 
capture ofThessaloniki and his coronation as king in 1227. Archbishop Vassilij 
ofTrnovo accepted this change and was restored to tlιe Orthodox Churclι, sub­
mitting botlι himself and his Church to the Oecumenical Tlιrone. His sιιc­
cessor, Ioakim, followed this example of submission and for this reason travel­
led to Nicaea to be consecrated by the Patriarch . 

109. See the translation of the Metropolitan of Myrea in Α. Papadopou\os-Kerameus, 
'Ανάλεκτα, pp. 438-449. 

110. Papadopou\os-Kerameus, 'Ανάλεκτα, p. 449. 
111. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 'Ανάλεκτα, p. 448: «'Αντιλεγόντων δέ τών Φράγκων καί 

μή θελόντων δούναι, πρός μάχην τούτον έκίνησαν», and «έκ δευτέρου πρέσβεις σύν όργ~ 
άποστείλας τά εiκότα προσηπείλει». The threat was clear: if his desire for t\1e relics to 
be handed oνer was not complied with, hc would mobilise against them «σύν λαφ άπείρφ 
καί έμπείρφ πρός πάσαν άντιπαράταξιν καθ' ύμών έκστρατεύσω». lbid. 

112. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Άνάλε;αα, p. 448: «Ταύτα oi τής πόλεως άκούσαντες 
καί μή δυνάμενοι άντοφθαλμήσαι καί συμπλακήναι αύτφ, τοίς έκείνου ύπέκυψαν ρήμασι 

καί τήν λάρνακα ύπέσχοντο δούναι». 
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LA MORPHOLOGIE DES INSCRIPTIONS BYZANTINES 
ΕΤ POST - BYZANTINES DE GRECE * 

Ν. Μ ο ιι t s ο p ο u 1 ο s 

Une condition preelable fondamentale pour l'etude de l'evolution de 
l'ecriture hellenique, est le rassemblement du materiel, la creation d'un corpus 
constitue de photos et de copies en vraie grandeur. Ces copies en cellophane 
sont particulierenιent precieuses car, au cours de la procedure de copie, la 
personne qui effectue cette tache se familiarise avec l'objet. 

Dιιrant les dernieres quinze annees nous avons rassemble des copies d 'en­
vίron ιnille insCΓίptions de monuments byzantins et post-byzantins, en parti­
culier des inscrίptions appartenant a des eglises. Ce materiel constitιιe une base 
sur laquelle peιιvent se f ormuler des observations qui, a notre avis, pourraient 
aνoir une application plus generale. Toutefoίs, l'etude de l'ecriture d'une cer­
taine periode, cοιηηιe ce!Ie que nous nous eff orς:ons de faire, c'est a dire des 
inscriptions des annees de servitude de la «Nation» apres la chute de Constan­
tinople (1453) jusqu'a Ia resurrection de la nouvelle nation hellenique (1 821), 
suppose une connaissance de la morphologic de l'ecriture byzantine. Autrement 
Ja comparaison serait impossible. 

Ainsi, nous avons du rassembler dn materiel d'inscriptions byzantines 
qui couvre une peΓiode allant dιι 9e siecle jusqu'a la date-etape qui est gene­
raleιηent reconnue coιnme une donnee historίque, a savoir Ia chute de Constan­
tinople. Au fond pourtant, cette date n'a aucune influence sur l'art ecclesias­
tique, sur J'iconograpl1ie des teιnples et naturellement, sur la morphologie de 
l'ecriture. Certaines transformations et evolutions dans l'aI"t de l'Hagiogra­
phie, quant a la techniqne, sont observees bien avant le milieu du xve siecle; 
certaines caracteristiques purement byzantines dans l'art et la n1orphologie de 
l'ecI"itnre byzantine sont obserνees ιneme beaucoup plus tard. 

Du fait que l'annee 1453 est reconnue comme ιιηe etape, comme ιιηe date­
limite qui deterιηine le soΓt historique des balkans pour ιιηe longue periode, 
sous le joug d'un souverain implacable, nous somrnes obliges d 'utiliser les de-

* Communication du Congres de Varna, sous l'egide de l'UNESCO, 15-20 septembre 
1975, sur le theme: «Les civilisations slaνes et les Balkans». 
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nomina~ions suivantes: «conservatisrne», «archaϊsme» ou, dans les n1eilleurs 
des cas, survie de formes byzantines et «memoires byzantines». 

Au fond, la chute de Constantinople n'eut qu'une repercussion tres faible 
sur l'iconographie et sur la morphologie de l'ecriture. Bien que ce fait ait 
troub1e l'hellenisrne, dans l'art, nous ne voyons que bien plus tard une trans­
formatίon des valeurs artistiques de l'ίconographίe byzantine qιιί ont desservi 
les nouveaux besoins culturels du penple asservi. L'ίntrospection, l'aιιsterite 

et l'ascetisrne dans la rcpresentation des formes des S~ίnts, Ia gamme p\ιιs sobre 
des couleurs et d'autres valeurs esthetiques connues observees dans l'ίconogra­
phie des annees de l'occupation turque commencent a apparaitre lentement 
et avec beaucoup d'hesitatίon. ΙΙ a fallu beaucoup de temps pour que l'evo­
lution interieure et le monde spίrίtuel des rayas chretίens trouve son expression 
figurative. 

Dans l'interieur mi-obscur des basiliques humbles, basses, a la toiture en 
bois de l'epoque de la domίnation turque, le peuple asservi se consolait des 
tourments de la servitude et puίsaίt de la patience dans l'etude et l'enseignement 
des scenes des martyrs du nouveau synaxaire des saίnts, des neo-martyrs de 
la foi, et dans de l'espoir qui donnaient des scenes allegoriques pour une re­
surrection future de la Nation, pour une victoire de la croix sur le croissant; 
pour une liberation dont les retentissements Iointains arrivaίent avec les mes­
sages de rayas ernigres, de la grande nation «blonde» chretίenne du nord. 

Cette situatίon statique quί, pendant une longue periode, domίna l'art 
de l'Hagίographίe et, cornme nous verrons, l'epigraphie, etait due notamment 
au conservatisme de l'Eglise exprirne par la politique du Patriarcat Oecume­
nique qui etaίt le seul depositaire des valeurs dogmatiques et morales de I'or­
thodoxie orientale. 

ΙΙ ne faut pas oublier que, pendant l'occupation turque, la juridίctίon 
du Patriarcat Oecumenique s'est etendue de nouveau du Danube jusqu'aux 
fonds de l'Anatolie, jusqu'a «Kokini Milia». 

ΙΙ faut, toutefois, examiner tres succinctement l'origine de l'ecriture grecque. 
L'examen systematique de la morphologie de chaque lettre separement 

de l'alphabet grec nous conduit a des constatations interessantes sur l'evolution 
de l'ecriture grecque. 

La transformation de l'alphabet archaϊque en celui de l'epoque classique 
reflete toute l'evolution des memes forces internes quί ont transf orme les va­
leurs artistίques de l'art archaϊque en formes d'une parfaite harmonie et de 
l'«εuμετρία» (juste mesure, juste proportion) qαί ont insuffle le souffle aux 
filles arch:iϊques de l'Acropole pour qu'elles deviennent des cariatides. 
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La finesse du trace l'«εύμετρία», l'harmonie entre l'espace couvert par 
les lettres des inscrίptίons de l'epoque classique et I'espace negatif entre deux 
lettres, ont atteίnt ίcί leur perfection. ΙΙ s'agίt de l'alphabet de l'epoque classique 
dont Ia beaute, comme dans chaque epoque, appa1ait dans la composition des 
Iettres en mots, en phrases, en parole, en message de l'inscription. Les decrets, 
Ies Iois, les dedicaces de l'epoque classique constίtuent des monuments d'Art 
indίviduels. 

La forme et la structure d'une inscriptίon de I'antiquite classique, consti­
tuent l'extension, le complement naturel de l'oeuvre artίstique, qu'il s'agisse 
d'une statue en relief ou d'une oeuvre architecturale. 

L'ίnscriptίon de l'epoque classίque exprime parfaitement l'esprit constant 
de l'epoque, ce meme esprit que nous voyons creer le temple classique, les 
oeuvres de \a sculpture et Ia parole. 

Αιι cours de l'epoque hel\enίstique, l'ecriture a suivi la transformation 
de l'art classique qui est descendu de sa hauteur au niveau des hommes, de la 
foule anonyme qui formait les Deιnes, en abandonnant la serenite olympienne 
et son isolement pour exprimer de maniere plus descriptive et plus humaine 
les nouvelles valeurs, pouvant raconter le ιnythe cree pour unir l'hellenisme 
et divulguer les messages des miracle de l'incarnation des dieux au f ond de 
l 'Anatolie. 

ΙΙ etait evident que l'inscriptίon aussί devient plus artistique, plus «ba­
varde», comme les textes. Vers la fin de cette periode commencent a appa­
raitre des transf ormations substantielles qui ίnfluencent certaines l~ttres dans 
leur morphologie meme. 

Toutefoίs, les annees de la domination romaine ont ete decisives pour 
l'evolutίon morpl10Jogique de I'ecritυre grecque. 

Alors que plusieurs Iettres conservent Ieur independance, d'autres sont 
transformees et alterees de maniere substantielle, en ρerdant ainsi une grande 
partίe de \eur simplicite classique initίale. 

L'esprit classique est a present oublίe. La sculpture de l'epoque romaine 
recherche d'autres emotions esthetiques et les visages sculptes sont empreints 
des caracteristiqιιes du portrait. L'artiste createur n'evite pas l'expression de la 
douleur et d'autres sentίments humains et etats psychologίques internes qui 
sont refletes dans les yeux grands ouverts et les traits asymetΓiques des visages. 

Dans les con1positions a plusieurs visages des reliefs, οη reconnaissait des 
physionomies de la vie quotidienne, avec leurs caracteristiques humaines parti­
culieres et leurs imperfections naturelles. L'esprit de perfection, la symetrie, 
l'«εύμετρία» (juste mesure) sont abandonnes, et certaines inquietudes in-
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ternes apparaissent sur les regards petrifies des portraits pensifs de la sculpture 
romaine que nous etudions dans les musees. L' individu isole a cecte la place 
au peuple, voire a la foule. Les valeurs graphiques de l'art expriment a present, 
de maniere plus responsable, un gοίΊt commun qui se trouve tres loin des ϊi­
nesses de l'ancien esprit perdu. 

Οuκετ' Φοίβος ί::χει καλύβην 

ou μάντιδα δάφνην 
ου παγό.ν λαλέουσαν 

άπέσβετο καi λάλον ϋδωρ. * 

Toutefois, les nouvelles valeurs ont un contenu substantiel, car elles offrent 
certains messages qui ont, depuis cette epoque, marque de leur empreinte l'art 
humain. C'est la premiere f ois que nous voyons se manifester une tentative de 
representation des sentiments humains et d'etats psychologiques inconnus dans 
les oeuvres de l'art ancien. 

L'oeuvre d'art devient un outil aux mains de l'appareil etatiqιιe qui veut 
imposer universellement, dans une mosaϊque multicolore de peuples et de ci­
vilisations, sa volonte sous la f orme connue de <φaχ romana». 

L'epigraphie a servi fidelement et d'une maniere consciente les nouveaux 
programmes etatiques. Νοιιs la rencontrons partout, a chaque pas, des mi­
liaria jusqu'aux dedicaces «intentionnelles» assez douteuses des bourgades, 
dans des generosites d'empereurs ou de fonctionnaires politiques superieυres 
deifies. La peninsule balkanique est riche de ces inscriptions. 

L'influence de la morphologie des inscriptions latines apparait clairement 
sur les inscriptions grecques contemporaines. 

La predominance du christianisme a apporte un bouleversement a l'eι1uilibre 
social de l'etat romain dont nous ne trouvons d'equivalent qu'au debut du 
xxe siecle. L'ecroulement des valeurs morales d'un ordre social etabli qui, tοιιt 
comme la religion, etaient deja contestees, a laisse ses traces dans le monde entier. 

La nouvelle religion trebuche avant de trouver sa nouvelle expression, 
parfois en rejetant l'art paϊen, parfois en l'embrassant avec angoisse et en 
s'effor9ant ιi'exprimer de maniere figυrative ses premiers signes et ceux-ci, parmi 
des symboles paϊens connus par des larges couches du peuple. 

La religion chretienne, aussίtδt apres son triomphe et apres etre devenue 
l'eglise officielle de l'etat, a veille, a deraciner systematiquement tous les vestiges 

* Όδυσ. Λαμψίδου, «Σχόλια ε!ς τόν ώς δελφικ:όν φερόμενον χρησμόν πρός τόν αύτο­
κ:ράτορα Ίουλιανόν», Πλάτων, ετος 9ον, τεϋχ. Α', 1957, σ. 133. 
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du paganisme, en particulier ses temρles. Sur les ruines des anciens teωples, 

et en utilisant leurs materiaux, la nouvelle religion a bati ses propres ternples, 
suίvant Je meme style et aνec pΓesque les me111es sy111b0Jes, en νeillant toute­
fois a leur donner une nouvelle significaιion. 

Le ηοιινel ordre etait etabli. 
Le nouvel etat chretien theocratique, issu de la grande revolιιtion sociale, 

a assimile tel quels le mecanisiηe administratif roιnain , la Jegislation et, bien 
entendu, ce qui nous interesse, l'Ecriture. 

La 1norpl1ologie du trace des inscriptions paleochretiennes, differe tres 
peu de l'alphabet grec de l'epoque roiη:line. 

Les alphabets des inscriptions, coιnme ηοιιs les examinons par grandes 
unites de temps, par periodes, presentent, bien natιιrelleιnent, sur les positions 
n1arginales, de plιιs grands rapports avec les alphabets des periodes precedentes 
et sιιivantes. 

11 est poιιrtant interessant de constater qιιe depι1is cette epoque appa­
raissent sporadiqιιement des tendances archaϊsantes et certaines lettres, inopine­
ment, imitent des traces plus archaϊques. 

Ce phenomene, comωe nous le verrons, reapparait tout au long de la pe­
riode byzantine et se poursιιίt durant les annees de la don1ination turque, en 
suivant alors certaines tendances correspondantes dans l'education, les «let­
tres» de l'hellenisιne assujetti. 

Les for111es des lettres de l'epoque paleochretienne (Ive-v1e siecles apres 
J .-C.) se repetent tout aιι long dc la periode byzantine et post-byzantine, sans 
differences d'evolution essentielles (Pl. 1-3). 

Nous avons rasse1nble dans ιιη tableau (Pl. 3-R) les tendances les plus repre­
sentatives dans les Jettres de cette peI"iode. Ces formes precisement se poursui­
vront avec tres peu de variations et d'eνolutions jnsqn'a la fin dιι x1xe sίecle, 
avec une structure differente dans Ia composition de l'inscription, dans Ies 
abreviations et Jes ligatιιres (Pl. 9-11). 

Εη depit de la repetition des formes des lettres iso!ees au cours de !a pe­
riode entre Je v111e et le x1es., nous observons certaines absences de fonnes qιιi 
peuvent, meωe de 1naniere negative, determiner une li111itc inaximale de fixa­
tion de la date d' une inscriptίon, sιιr la base de donnees ιιniquement morpl10-
logiques. Parmi ces donnees, nous n'observons plιιs l'ecI"iture du Α avec l'angle 

vers le bas a la place de la ligne 11orizontale Χ\ apres le debut dιι x1e s. De 

1neωe, ηοιιs ne rencontrons plus l'ecriture de Κ sous la forme /( /( apres 
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le milieu du XJe ou ces signes apparaissent sous Ia forme suivante: Κ ~ . 
LΏ, en particulier a partir du VIIIe jusqu'au rnilieu du XJe siecle, pre­

sente une double Ientille, soit sous forme de deux Ο tangents (Χ) soit en restant 

ouverts vers le haut et en formant des angles vers Ie bas W . L'arrondissement 

commence plus tard, a partir du χye siecle (ΡΙ. 1-4). 
Aucun autre element de I'alphabet ne presente de particularite nouvelle 

au cours de cette periode. Seules des constatations negatives creent les condi­
tions prealables d'exclusion de fixations de dates posterieures. 

Ainsi, en ce qui concerne l'ecriture de la lettre Ν, nous observons que la 
ligne diagonale qui unit les lignes verticales n'est pas courbe, comme nous le 
voyons plus tard, mais droite, parfois en arrivant jusqu'a Ia base de la ligne 

verticale droite, parf ois en s'arretant un peu plus haut Ν Ν . Pour Ia lettre 

Μ, l'angle avec la pointe vers le bas qιιi caracterise la lettre au cours de cette pe­
riode, suit deux formes. Dans le premier cas, l'angle ci-haut prend la forme d'une 

courbe avec un trace elliptique dont le sommet touche la base Μ ....λλ_ . 

Dans Ie deuxieme cas, I'angle soit touche la base Μ soit se troιιve en suspens 

en se soutenant des extremites superieures des lignes verticales /\1 . 
Εη ce qui concerne l'ecriture du Δ nous observons que le trace partίcu­

lier avec les extensions de par et d'autre de la ligne horizontale de Ia base et la 
ref raction des extremites vers Ie bas, constituent une forme qui apparait plus 

tard encore Α (Pl. 4-8). 

Au cours de cette periode, nous voyons que I'usage de Ia Iigature est Iimite, 
mais nous observons souvent des abreviations dans Ies terminaisons des mots. 
Certaines differences imperceptibles dans l'epaisseur des lignes verticales (sys­
teme semi-epais) differencient lcs inscriptions du x e siecle (Voir inscriptions 
de Saint Etiennc a Kastoria et des eglises conteιnporaines de Cappadoce (Pl. 
12-13). L'evolution du trac6 des lettres est, pour des courtes periodes de temps 
imperceptible mais, pour des periodes plus longues elle est apparente, comme 
dans l'espace d'un siecle. (ΡΙ. 8-11). 
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Sur les mosaϊques et les fresques de l'eglise d'Hosios Loukas*, nous voyons 
la grande finesse des inscriptions qui prouve Ia haute qualite de l'Art de l'«Eco­
le de la Capitale» (ΡΙ. 14, 15). Nous distinguons ici deja les germes d'une dis­
position pour une decoration artistique qui predominera plus tard dans les 
inscriptions de Ia fin du χπe siecle, comωe a Haghii Anarghyri de Kastoria, 
tendance a present manifeste en faveur d'une ecriture fleurie (ΡΙ. 17). Cette 
tendance apparait clairement sur d'autres monuments contemporains tι:ls que 
Saint Georges de Kourbinovo, en particulier dans l'art des hagiographies (ΡΙ. 
18, 3, 19). 

Des mouvements violents caracterisent les corps dans les diverses scenes 
a plusieurs visages et les ιuniques se replient comme si agitees par des vents 
imaginaires dans une demonstration intentionnelle de connaissances de la dra­
perie. 

Une forte tendance baroque se manifeste dans l'esprit des hagiographies 
du dernier quart du χπe siecle qui se reflete, con1me il est naturel, dans la 
structure, mais en particulier dans la composition des inscriptions (ΡΙ. 20, 21). 

Par une recherche p!us detaillee οη pourrait eventuellement signaler des 
influences orientales, comme c'?lles des inscriptions arabes (coufiques) fleuries 
de l'epoque. Nous observons egalement une tcndance vers la perte de l'inde­
pendance des lettres et de plus en plus une reunion morphologique de plusieurs 
lettres et abreviations. Nous rencontrons encore des lettres et des consonnes 

superposees, au dessous ou a l'interieur d'autres ΓοJ m Γτ1 (ΡΙ. 9, 8). 

La disposition con1pliquee dans Ia composition de I'inscription suppose 
une culture particιιliere, des qualites, de Ia sensibilite et de l'imagination, des 
vertus et des connaissances dont Ie lecteur doit etre muni egalement. 

Evidement, pour mieux expliquer I'evolution des Iettres, nous avons choi­
si, parmi Ie n1ateriel d'inscriptions que nous avons rassemble, sept lettres re­
presentatives de l'alphabet (Α, Β, Δ, Κ, Λ, Μ, Ω). Du 1xe jusqu'au debut 
du xxe siecle, nous obseΓvons, en Iignes generales, que la morphologie by­
zantine reste stable et inalterable dans les lettres de l'alphabet, avec une seule 
exception: I'apparition sporadique du trace classique morphologique des let­
tres au cours du deuxieme quart du XJXe siecle, influencees claireιnent par 
l'imprimerie de l'epoque (ΡΙ. 25). 

Durant les annees intermediaires de servitude, les variations du Α diffe-

* 1042-1043. Construite a l'epoque de Constantin ΙΧ Monomaque (1042-1055) et pro­
bablement pendant les premieres annees de son regne (Voir Eust. Stikas, Τό ο lκοδομικόν 

χρονικόν τής Μονής Όσίου Λοvκ •j Φωκ{δος, Athenes 1970, p. 36). 
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rent et s'alternent, toujours panηi les types connιιs qui pn~existaient au coιιrs 
de Ia periode byzantine egalC'ment. Ce fait peut etre interprete si l'on prend en 
consideration le mode de travail des groιιpes errants (isnaf) des peintres qιιί 
trouvent Jeurs modeles dans les archives limites (antheboles) q'ils transportent 
toujours avec eux meme dans les exemples les plus anciens d'hagiographies. 
C'est a ces raisons qu'est du le caractere parfois archaϊque de la morphologίe 
de certaines Iettres qui trouble le chercheur. 

Pourtant, l'imitation d'un trace de lettres plus ancien ne se combine ja­
mais avec nne composίtion plus ancienne de l'ίnscriptίon. L'inscriptίon est 
ecrίte toujours selon les habitudes de l'epoque et le nombre et le genre des abre­
viations et des ligatures montre quelle est l'epoqιιe de l'ecriture. 

En ce qui concerne le Α, ηοιιs avons vu qu'apres les debuts du XJe siecle 

nous ne rencontrons plιιs la forme Α . Pourtant, une autre forme, prove­

nant de microlettres ou d'habitudes stenographίqιιes, cοηι.iηιιe a apparaitre 

regυlierement jιιsqu'au mίlieιι du x1xe siecle Α . Une troίsieme forme clu 

Α est Ja suivante: Α ,iJ Α ou la ligne droite est stable, plus verticale et la 

lίgne gauche courbe, en f ormant une bosse au point de son union avec la ligne 
vertίcale; Ja ligne horizontale oblίque vers le haut a son point de tangence avec 
la Iίgne verticale. Des variations de ces fonnes et des transformations mineures 
continuent a apparaltre regulierement a partίr du χe siecle et tout au long de 
la periode byzantine et post-byzantίnc. 

I~e Β, a partir du XJe sίecle, suit une evolution stable, selon laquelle, a 
droite de Ia ligne verticale sont fixes deux demi-cercles superposes. Les va­
riatίons du Β, au cours des siecles suivants, sont detenninees par la distance 
des deιιχ demi-cercles du point de Ieur tangence, par la forme de leur courbe 
quί, en realite, n'est j amais demί-circulaire, mais soit ellipsoϊde et soit ortlιogo­
nale. Parfois, la partie inferieure s'elargίt en devenant triangulaire. Α partir 
dιι XJVe siecle, regιιlierement, les deux paΓties sont presque egales et assez 

eloignees l'une de l'aιιtre b . 
Le Δ, avec es fonnes connues a partir du rxe siecle ,Δ..,, λ Α ..Δ. 

continue a suivre une marche conservatrice en aboutissant a des formes qui ne 
different pas beaucoup des fonnes initiales du XVJIJe et du XJXe siecle. 

Le Κ, comme nous l'avons mentionne au debut, abandonne, a partir du 
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XJe siecle sa f orme /(, J\:.. , en suivant la f orn1e ~ ou la partie superieure 

est legerement courbe vers l'interieur, au lieu de se pencher vcrs le bas, comme 
par le passe. 

Le Λ Λ ;J suit, quant au trace et aux inclinaisons de ses deux bras, les 

evolutions correspondantes du Α, selon les epoques. 

Le Μ fYl tf1 frt fr! repete ces f ormes a paΓtir du χe siecle, en ayant . ' 
deja abandonne la forme courbe vl{ J...)..__, . 

LΏ, apres Ιa forme lenticulee qu'il prend jusqu'au xe siecle, se presente 

d'habitude toιιjours sous une forme demi-epaisse ω ω ω 00 ω (,j 

(Pl. 12-17). Parfois, nous rencontrons pourtant une forωe differente de lΏ 
sur la ωeme ίnscription (Pl. 3, 4, 5). 

Les lίgatures sont egalement des traits caracteristiques de \ 'epίgraphie by­
zantine, en parriculier a partir de la f ίη du x1e siecle, bίen que les limites par 
siecles ne soient pas absolues. Aux XJIJe et XJVe siecles elles se multiplient et 

nous voyons des compositions de plusieurs Iettres: Σ -t- Τ + Η + Ν: CfN 
' 

Μ + Ν +Η+ Ν: M't-N etc., ainsi que des superpositions de lettres pard'autres; 

du Ι par le Π: Π1 du Τ par le Π: ΓτJ etc. Cette habitude se poιirsιιit avec 

un plus grand effort de composition meme de mots tout entiers, au cours du 

χνe et du XVIe (p. ex. sur une inscription de 1501: f./Y1 tf( = ... ΕΝΟΥ 

MAPIAC (Παρθένου Μαρίας: νierge Marίe) (ΡΙ. 1 , 22). 

Nous rencontrons egalement des abreνiations de mots, de veritables ideo-

grammes et des symboles tels que ~ ( = Higoumene) ri'f ( = Pωdrome 

etc.) (ΡΙ. lO, 22) . 

Pendant l'occupation turque, une epigraphίe savante et compliquee s'in­
staure, en particulier dans les inscriptions des eglises exigeant une connaissance 
profonde de Ja paleographie byzantίne pour la dechiffrer. 

Cet hermetisll1e est intentionnel. Les pretres erιιdits qui n~digeaient les 
inscriptions et les copistes, savaίent qu'ils s'adressaient a un pι1blic limite de 
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Iettres et meme a un publίc encore plus Iίmίte quί pouvaίt Iire Ies inscriptions 
de cette composition. 

Plusieurs de ces inscriptions sont de veritables oeuvres d'art dans Ies an­
nees obscures de Ia domination turque. 

Les inscriptions des eglises de cette meme epoque sont precieuses, car elles 
nous ont donne une multitude de renseignements. Grace a ces inscriptions, 
ont ete conserves des evenements historiques, d'habίtude dramatίques, sur le 
sort des asservίs, des grecs rayas. 

Α I'interieur des eglises, dans dernί-obscurite, l'Eglίse, representee toujours 
par des erudits, membres du clerge, trouvait I'occasion de graver les belles ίn­
scriptions, en preservant ainsi le patrirnoίne hίstorique des rayas. La sauvegarde 
tant de Ia Iangue que du caractere national du peuple asservi est due aux efforts 
du Patriarcat Oecumenique. 

Εη tout cas a cette dependance intellectuelle est dG Ie conservatisme de 
l'ecrίture et l'archaϊsme et la mystique des symbόles. Le devoilement du ren­
seignement cache dans l'inscription necessite des connaissances speciales. La 
Iecture avance Iettre par Iettre, Ie dechiffrage mot par mot et I'eclaircissement 
des fideles est complete par Ie devoilement du message recite de memoire, se­
Ion I'habitude des gens ίllettres (ΡΙ. 29, 30). 

Voyons quel est d'habitude Ie contenu d'une inscrίption des annees de Ia 
domination turque. Nous avons choisi au hasard une ίnscription d'une eglise 
du XVIIIe siecle, Haghios Dίmitrίos au village Mavrilo de Fthiotis (1728): 

t ΑΝΗΓΕΡΘΗ ΚΑΙ ΑΝΕΣΤΟΡΙΘΗ Ο ΘΕΙΟΣ ΚΑΙ ΠΑΝΣΕΠΤΟ(Σ) ΝΑΟΣ ΤΟΥ 

ΑΓΙΟΥ ΕΝΔΟΞΟΥ ΜΕΓΑΛΟΥΜΑΡΤΥΡΟΣ ΔΗΜΗΤΡΙΟΥ ΤΟΥ ΜΥΡΟΒΛΗΤΟΥ 
ΔΙΑ ΣΥΝΔΡΟΜΗΣ ΤΩΝ ΠΡΟΕΣΤΟΤΩΝ ΑΡΧΟΝΤΩΝ ΤΩΝ ΥΠΟΚΑΤΩΘΕΝ ΓΕ­

ΓΡΑΜΜΕΝΩΝ ΚΤΗΤΟΡΩΝ ΤΗΣ ΝΥΝ ΤΑ ΥΤΗΣ ΙΣΤΟΡΙΑΣ ΔΙ' ΕΞΟΔΩΝ ΚΑΙ 

ΤΗΝ ΚΑΤΑ ΘΕΟΝ ΑΓΑΠΗΝ ΚΑΙ ΔΟΥΛΟΙ ΤΟΥ ΑΓΙΟΥ ΕΣΤΙΝ ΟΥΤΟΙ ΝΕΟΙ 

ΚΤΗΤΟΡΕΣ Ο ΚΥΡ ΧΡΙΣΤΟΣ, ΙΩΑΝΝΗΣ ΙΕΡΕΥΣ ΚΑΙ ΚΥΡ ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΣ, ΤΑ 

ΜΥΛΟΝΟΠΟΥΛΑ ΚΑΙ ΑΥΤΆΔΕΛΦΟΙ ΚΟΠΙΟΝΤΕΣ ΚΑΙ ΣΠΟΥΔΑΖΟΝΤΕΣ ΜΕ 

ΟΛΟ ΤΟ ΚΟΙΝΟΝ ΤΗΣ ΧΩΡΑΣ ΕΙΣ ΕΤΕΡΟΥΣ ΚΑΛΟΠΙΣΜΟΥΣ ΚΑΙ ΕΣΤΩ ΤΟ 

ΜΝΗΜΟΣΥΝΟΝ ΑΥΤΩΝ ΑΙΩΝΙΟΝ ΑΡΧΙΕΡΑΤΕΥΟΝΤΟΣ ΤΟΥ ΠΑΝΙΕΡΩΤΑΤΟΥ 

ΜΗΤΡΟΠΟΛΙΤΟΥ ΝΕΩΝ ΠΑΤΡΩΝ ΚΥΡΙΟΥ ΚΥΡΙΟΥ ΝΙΚΗΦΟΡΟΥ ΕΠΙΤΡΟ­

ΠΕΥΟΝΤΟΣ ΚΥΡ ΖΩΓΡΆΦΟΥ, ΙΕΡΕΩΣ ΙΩΑΝΝΟΥ έτελειώθη τό καλόν Εργον (έν) 

ετει 1728 Νοεμβρ(οι• ζ, διά χειρός Κωνσταντίνου Ίερέω:; καi Μιχάλη άναγνώστου. 

Apres Ie point οiι se trouve la croix, Ies inscι-iptions commencent toujours en 
mentionnant la construction et I'hίstoire, c'est-a-dίre l'iconographie de l'eglίse, 

suίvies par Ie nom du Saίnt auquel le temple est consacre, en mentίonnant 
ensιιίte tous ceux quί ont apporte Ieur contribution pour sa construction (d'ha­
bitude avec les mots: διά κόπου καi έξόδου) ainsi que l'eveque dont depend 
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Ia paroisse, Ies noms des marguilliers, du cure, du peintre et a la fin la date: 
dans Ies ancίennes inscriptίons, depuis Ia creation du monde, l'indiction aussi et 
dans les plus recentes depuis l'incarnation du Christ, parf οίs le moίs et Ie jour. 

Chaque inscrίption datee de Ia periode de l'occupatίon turque, est une source 
d~ renseignements precieux, authentiques, provenant d'experiences dίrectes 

de persecutίons, de famίnes, de guerres, ( de recrutements de garςons pour le 
corps des janissaires), de disettes. Nous lίsons souvent sur des inscriptίons le 
niveau atteint par l'ulς:ek le ble ou Ie maϊs et Ia faΠ1ine qui ravage «toute Ia Rou­
melie». 11 s'agit d'eveneΠ1ents 11istoriques quί ont touche l'ame du peuple etnon 
de renseignements historiques ecrits apres une periode de temps inconnue e­
coulee apres Ies evenements et apres une evo!U[ion de Ia pensee et de la logίque 
d'habitude dans des regions eloignees et a travers le filtre de certains interets 
et des convictions particulieres d'un chroniqueur. 

V oila justement la valeur des renseignf'ments des inscriptions de ces hum­
bles eglίses du temps de l'occupation turque. Les nouvelles emanantes de ces in­
scriptίons constituent des messages desinteresses qui provi~nnent d'un besoin 
interne, d'une conscίence historique secrete du peuple qui luttaίt dans les te­
nebres pour sa survίe. 

Nous avons examine plus hauι, I'evolution normale et Iente de l'ecriture 
byzantίne de l'epoque byzantίne jusqu'aux annees de l'occupation turque. L'e­
volution toutefoίs de I'eclaircissement, suivant I'esprit des erudits de la Nation, 
distinguee dans l'education, les «lettres» des rayas, auquelles sont dues dans une 
tres Iarge mesure Ia resurrection de Ia natίon grecque, apparait claίrement dans 
Ia forme des Iettres egalement. Au milieu du x1xe sίecle, se manίfeste un 
melange d 'elements nouveaux dans I'ecrίture post-byzantine tradίtίonnelle, 

ίnspίre claίrement par Ies ίmprίιnes ecclesίastίques, surtout lίvres et autres ma­
tieres imprimees en Europe Centrale et a Venise. 

Ces nouvelles lettres ont une forme purement neoclassique, mais leur 
composition s'effectue selon le systeme tradίtionnel post-byzantίn de l'epi­
graphίe. Une multitude de reunίons de deux, trois ou de plusieurs lettres for­
ment, avec Ies nouveaux elements melanges au debut, les compositions connues: 

LE f'E etc. (ΡΙ. 11, 44). 

Je reviens a I'importance partίculiere que revet, pour I'epίgraplιie byzan­
tine et post-byzantine, Ia composition des mots, non en tant qu'unites indepen­
dantes de la phrase mais suivant une dίspositίon purement composίtrice, gra­
phique, picturale. 

Pour l'epigraphiste des annees de Ia servίtude, les mots n'avaient aucun 
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sens, comme unites independantes, mais constituaient des moyens pour la crea­

tion d'une oeuvre synthetique et autonome, telle que l'inscription (ΡΙ. 30). 

Dans l'eglise byzantine et post-byzantine, l'iconographie, la peinture de­

vient «histoire» (les inscriptions ecrivent qι1e l'eglise sacree a ete historiee); 

l'epigraphie peinture et les deux ensemble, iconographie et inscriptions, con­

stituent des oeuvres d'art autonomes et inseparables; ainsi que des sources his­

toriques inalterables, ou l'on peut suivre les dispositions stylistiques de l'epo­

que et la volonte de l'employeur, ainsi que les τendances secretes, par periodes, 

de l'ame populaire. 
Les inscriptions du XIIJe et du XJVe siecle constituent des <<preuves histo­

riques» comme Ies Iιabits sacerdotaux, ornes de dessins precieux, de veritables 

arabesques, semblables a ceux qui decorent les etoffes de soie orientales dont 
les marches des villes byzantines etaient pleins . La gravure d'une inscriρtion 
fleurie du xve siecle est une tache difficile neccssitante des capacites particulieres 
et de l'imagination (ΡΙ. 18-21 ). 

Les abreviations, les ligatures, ne sont pas standardisees; il ne s'agit pas 

de connaissances, mais de decisions du moment qui font preuve d'energie et 

d'agilite qui prouvent l ' adΠΊiration du chercheur, en particulier du chercheur 

actuel ou toute sensibilite et toute personnalite dans les questions de l'ecriture 

sont perdues. 
Le XVIΙJe siecle a sauvegarde les inscriptions les plus riches, celles qui 

sont calligraphiees le plus soigneusen1ent. Toutefois, une standardisation et 
une di sposition nιoΓphocratίque se manifestent dans les sens (Pl. 23, 24) . 

Dans certaines inscriptions de la Grece dn Nord, οη distingue des sonve­
nirs passagers de la ιnorphologie de l'ecriture russe imprimee a lettres larges, 
dont une grande partie, ainsi que des images impriιnces, circulait dans les Bal­
kans et en Terres Saintes au cours du XJXe et au debut du xxe siecle (ΡΙ. 25, 1). 

Une recherche inverse, au cours d'une periode bien plus ancienne, vers 
le x e et le x1e siecle, aboutirait peut-etre a des resultats interessants, en ce qui 
concerne les inscriptions et les graffitis slaves et surtout bulgares de la meme 
epoque. Le meme effort egalement de reclιerche comparative d'inscriptions 
du xπre et du xrve siecle aboutirait peut-etre a des resultats interessants, 
en ce qui concerne la morplιologie comparative de l'Ecriture byzantine et post­
byzantine. 

De toute faγon, les inscriptions protobulgares datees du 1xe siecle (808-
904) repondent a une periode specialement importante; il en est de menιe pour 
les inscriptions datees dans l'aiΓe grecque (cf. l'inscriptioiι sur la chancel de Saint­
Jean Magoutis au Musee Byzantin d' Athenes, en 871 et celle de Panaghia Skri-
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pou en Beotie de 873/74) (ΡΙ. 3). Ces inscriptions protobulgares en alphabet grec 

et en Iangues grecque, grecobulgare ou slave se referent aux evenements de la 

guerre; il s'agit d'inscriptions des fondateurs ou tumulaires. Elles sont ecrites 

par des grecs, prisonniers de gnerre probablement, ou par des bulgares qui au­

raient etυdie et qui, en tout cas, connaissaient l'ecriture byzantine. Morpho­
logiqueΠΊent, elles ressemblent beaucoup aux inscriptions grecques-byzantines, 

comme par ex. l'inscription 14 de la planche 24 (cf. V. Besevliev, Dίe protobul­
gaι·ίscfιen Inscl11"iften, Berlin 1963, Nr. 15, p. 174-176, pl. 54) de 866. Le trace 

des Iettres presente plusieurs eleΠΊents rnorphologiques communs avec les let­
tres de Skripou en Beotie (pl. 4, 1) specialement les Α, Δ et Ω (pl. 27). 

Aux inscι·iptions protobulgares, les plus anciennes (808-824), nous consta­

tons un archaϊsιne sur le trace de quelques lettres comme dans les inscriptions 
1-2 de la planche 26 qui permet la comparaison avec les inscriptions helladi­
ques de la periode paleocbretienne σve-v1e siecles), specialement pour les 
lettres Δ, Ε, Ζ, Λ, etc. (pl. 1, 2). Cette meιne caracteristiqιιe, nous l'avons deja 
constate pour les inscriptions contemporaines de la Grece. 

La morplιologie des inscriptions protobnlgares suit severement l'ecriture 
des inscriptions byzantines en lettres majuscules de l'epoque et specialement de 
manuscrits ecclesiastiques, dont οη connait la circulation en abondance en 
Bulgarie. 

Mais aussi les inscriptions bulg::ιres du χe siecle suivent absolument Ia 
morphologie de l'ecriture byzantine contemporaine comme nous pouvons con­
stater facileιηent sur l'inscription de Temnic du χe siecle (pl. 27). L'inscription 
de Jean Vladislav, tzar des Bιιlgares (1015/16) tωuvee a Bitolja en 1956 e3t tres 
interessante pour l'etude de la paleographie bulgare (pl. 28). C'est le savant 
bulgare Jordan Zaϊmov, qui a etudie specialement cette inscription (L'inscrip­
tion de Jean Vladίslav autoaatoι· bιιlgaΓe, monιιrnent νίeιιχ bulgaΓe de 1015/16 
decouνel't a Bίtoija, Sof ia 1970, en bulgare avec resuιne franςais, allemand et 
anglais). Les ren1arques et Ies result1ts de Zaϊmov ont une importance speciale, 
par ex. (op. cίt., p. 131): «Nous attirons I'attention surtout sur la forme arrondie 
et etiree des Iettres, ce qui rapelle, conιme il est connu, une etape du developpe­
ment tardif de l'alphabet cyrillique (l'etape anterieure se fait remarquer par des 
lettres pointues). Dans un certain nombre de lettres et suivant leurs particula­
rites graphiques, cette forme arrondie est executee d'apres le systeme bicarre 
superpose qui n'est pas tellement caracteristique des inscriptions en vieux bιιlga­
re: de Te111nic (Xe s., trouvee au confluent des deux Morava-la.Morava bul­
gare et la Morava SeΓbe), de Mostic (fin du xe siecle, trouvee a Preslav, Mesie 
orientale) et de Samιιel (993, trouvee en Macedoine du Sud). D'apres ce systeme,, 
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la partie superieure de certaines lettres (il, ,ιΙ,, Δ et-en partie-ΛI, q, Χ) est 
elargie. On ne constate pas cette particularite dans toutes les inscriptions gι-ec­
ques du xe et x1e s.; e1le fait completement defaut dans les parchemins ecrits 
en onciale. On peut rapprocher de l'inscription de Jean Vladislav une inscrip­
tion grecque de 904 qui servait a marquer les frontieres entre l'Etat bulgare 
et Byzance au Nord-Ouest de Salonique. Mais la les lettres sont plus longues, 
la }jgne horizontale du dessus est plus petite et ne se detache pas a ussi nette­
ment que dans l'inscription de Vladislav. Οη peut etablir aussi paralleles avec 
quelques inscriptions des souverains protobulgares de la Mesie orientale du 
IXe-xe s. (ces inscriptions sont en grec)». 

Nous esperons qu'avec la publication de l'Album des inscriptions byzanti­
nes et postbyzantines nous offrirons une aide aux specialistes qui s'interessent 
aux etudes pa!eograpbjques et aux inscriptions surtout en lettres majuscules. 

Les planches en alphabet d'inscriptions datees qui correspondent au texte, 
sans compter les autres documents qui donnent, pourront aider a la datation 
des inscriptions qui ne sont pas datees et surtout a la connaissance de la mor­
phologie de l'ecrjture byzantine et postbyzantine en lettres majuscules. Les 
rapports etroits et la coπespondance constates entre les inscriptions grecques 
-byzantines et bulgares aideront, avec la classification des documents pour 
une datation comparative, plus ou moins precise, des inscriptions qui ne sont 
pas datees. 

Universίte de Tlιessaloιιiqι~e 

LEGENDES DES PLANCHES 

Planclιe 1 

Alphabet ; epoque paleochretienne (IV"-VIe s.). 

Planche 2 

Alphabet; epoque paleochretienne (IVe-VIe s.). 1. Ν. Bees, Corpιιs Jιιscr. Corinth., Inscr. 
Νο 31, p. 61. 2. Ν. Bees, op. cit., Inscr. Νο 41, pp. 82, 87. 3. Anast. Bendes, Χριστιανικαl 
Έπιγραφαί Έλλάδnς, tome 1, Α' (IVe-vre s.), Athenes 1970. 

Planche 3 

Exen1ples des lettres d'apres d'inscriptions datees IXe, χe et χπe s. 1. Saint-Jean Ma­
goutis, Athenes; 871, Έπετηρίς Έταιρείας Βυζαντινών Σπουδών 8 (1931), 253. 2. Monast. 
de Zoodochos Pege, Midye, Thrace orient. Calιiers Arcl1eo/ogiques 20 (1970), 55, fig. 76, 
JXe siecle. 3. Saint-Merkourios a Corfou, 1074/ 75, Calιiers Archeo/ogiques 21 (1971), 153. 
4. Saint-Jean Magoutis, op. cit., 1237/38, p. 250. 

Planc/1e 4 

1. 873 (2): Monastere de Panaghίa Scripou, Orchomenos, prefecture de Beotίe. 
2. 912 (11): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria. 
3. 1000 (13): Monastere de Saint-Luc, Stiri. 
4. 1028 (16): Eglise de Notre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkeon), Thessa-

lonique. 
5. 1152 (20): Mσnastere de Panaghia Cosmossotira, Ferrae. 
6. 1180-90 (34): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria. 
7. 1258 (37): Saint-Georges, Veria. 
8. 1259 (42) : Monastere Panaghίa Maνrotissa, Kastoria. 
9. 1287 (45) : Saint-Georges (001orphoklissia) Galista, prefecture de Kastoria. 

10. 1303 (48): Basilique de Saint-Deιnetrios, chapelle de Saint-Euthymios, Tbessaloni­
qυe. 

Planche 5 

11. 1306 (49): Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodrome a Serres. 
12. 1319 (52): Basίlique de Saint-Den1etrios, Thessaloniqυe. 
13. 1358 (53): Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Kastoria. 
14. 1352 (54) : Taxiarches, Kastoria. 
15. 1355/56 (55): Inscrίption de Anna Pa leologina, Thessalonique. 
16. 1371-75 (57): Inscription a la cbapelle de Saint-Nicolas au monastere de Saint-Jean 

Prodrome a Serres. 
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la partie superieure de certaines lettres (11, ,ίί,, Δ et-en partie-ΛI, tJ, Χ) est 
elargie. Οη ne constate pas cette particularite dans toutes Ies inscriptions gI"ec­
ques du xe et x1e s.; elle f ait completement defaut dans les parchemins ecrits 
en onciale. Οη peut rapprocher de l'inscription de Jean Vladislav une inscrip­
tion grecque de 904 qui servait a marquer les frontieres entre l'Etaτ bulgare 
et Byzance au Nord-Ouest de Salonique. Mais Ja Jes lettres sont plus longues, 
la ligne horizontale du dessus est plus petite et ne se detache pas aussi nette­
ment que dans l'inscription de Vladislav. Οη peut etablir aussi paralleles avec 
quelques inscriptions des souverains protobulgares de la Mesie orientale du 
JXe-xe s. (ces inscriptions sont en grec)». 

Nous esperons qu'avec la publication de l'Album des inscriptions byzanti­
nes et postbyzantines nous offrirons une aide aux specialistes qui s'interessent 
aux etudes paleographiques et aux inscriptions surtout en lettres majι1scules. 

Les planches en alphabet d'inscriptions datees qui correspondent au texte, 
sans compter les autres documents qui donnent, pourront aider a Ia datation 
des inscriptions qui ne sont pas datees et surtout a la connaissance de Ia mor­
phologie de l'ecriture byzantine et postbyzantine en Iettres ωajuscules. Les 
rapports etroits et la correspondance constates entre les inscriptions grecqιιes 
-byzantines et bulgares aideront, avec la classification des documents pour 
une datation comparative, plus ou moins precise, des inscriptions qui ne sont 
pas datees. 

Universitέ de Tlιessa/011iqιιe 
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LEGENDES DES PLANCHES 

Planclιe 1 

Alphabet; epoque paleochretienne (Ive-VJe s.). 

Planche 2 

Alphabet; epoque paleochretienne (IVe-νie s.). 1. Ν. Bees, Corpιιs Iιιscr. Corίnth., Inscr. 
Νο 31, p . 61. 2. Ν. Bees, op. cίt., Inscr. Νο 41, pp. 82, 87. 3. Anast. Bendes, Χριστιανικαl 
Έπιγραφai Έλλάδnς, tome 1, Α' (Ive-v1e s.), Athenes 1970. 

Planclιe 3 

Exen1ples des Iettres d'apres d'inscriptions datees IXe, χe et XIIe s. 1. Saint-Jean Ma­
goutis, Athenes; 871, Έπετηρίς 'Εταιρείας Βυζαντινών Σπουδών 8 (1931), 253. 2. Monast. 
de Zoodochos Pege, Midye, Thrace orient. Calιίers Arclιέologίqιιes 20 (1970), 55, fίg. 76, 
IXe siecle. 3. Saint-Merkourios a Corfou, 1074/75, Calιiers Arclιeo/ogiqιιes 21 (1971), 153. 
4. Saint-Jean Magoutis, op. cit., 1237/38, p. 250. 

Planc/1e 4 

1. 873 (2): Monastere de Panaghίa Scripou, Orchomenos, prefecture de Beotie. 
2. 912 (11): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastorίa. 
3. 1000 (13): Monastere de Saint-Luc, Stiri. 
4. 1028 (16): Eglise de Ν otre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkeon), Thessa-

Ionique. 
5. 1152 (20): Monastere de Panaghίa Cosmossotira, Ferrae. 
6. 1180-90 (34) : Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria. 
7. 1258 (37): Saint-Georges, Veria. 
8. 1259 (42) : Monastere Panaghia Mavrotissa, Kastoria. 
9. 1287 (45) : Saint-Georges (On1orphoklissia) Galista, prefecture de Kastorίa. 

10. 1303 (48): Basilique de Saint-Deιnetrios, chapelle de Saint-Euthymίos, Thessalonί­
qne. 

Planche 5 

11. 1306 (49): Monastere de Saίnt-Jean Prodrome a Serres. 
12. 1319 (52): Basilique de Saint-Demetrios, Thessalonίque. 
13. 1358 (53): Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Kastoria. 
14. 1352 (54): Taxiarches, Kastoria. 
15. 1355/56 (55): Inscription de Anna Paleologina, Thessalonique. 
16. 1371-75 (57): Inscription a la cl1apelle de Saint-Nicolas au monastere de Saίnt-Jean 

Prodrome a Serres. 
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17. 1378 (62): Ohrid, Panaghia Perivleptos (Saint-Clement). Planche 8 
18. 1393 (64): Inscription iι \a Metropole de Kalabaka. 
19. 1413 (65): Sainte-Paraskevi, Monodendri, Zagori. 
20. 1432 (67): Eglise de Panaghia iι Zevgostassi, Kastoria. 
21. 1481 (73): Basilique de Saint-Demetrios, Thessalonique. Inscription de Loukas Span-

dounis. 

56. 1819 (501): Monastere Christossotir, Samarina, prefecture de Grevena. 
57. 1821 (507): Monastere de Siamades, prefecture de Karditsa. 
58. 1028 (510): Prophete Elias, Samarina, prefecture de Grevena. 
59. 1835 (516): Prophete Elias, Kormista, prefecture de Serres. 

22. 1476 (75): Saint-Constantin et Helene, Ohrid. 60. 1844 (542): Saint-Georges, Eratyra (Se\itsa), prefecture de Kozani. 

23. 1486 (76) : Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria. 61. 1853 (566) : Sainte Trinite (Haghia Trias), Messimeri, prefecture de Pella. 

24. 1501 (82): Monastere de Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Meteores. 62. 1854 (570): Monastere de Saint-Jean ProdroΠΊos, prefecture de Serres. 

25. 1522 (90): Monastere de Panaghia Molivdoskepasti. 63. 1858 (584): Saint-Athanase, Tihio, prefecture de Kastoria. 
64. 1859 (585): Inscription du c\ocher iι \'eglise de Di\opho a Zagori, prefecture de Ioan-

Planche 6 nina. 
65. 1859 (588): Taxiarches du quartier de Saint-Luc iι Kastoria. 

26. 1524 (92): Panaghia Porphyra, Prespa. 
27. 1542 (96): Monastere de Plίlanthropinon, Ile de loannina. 
28. 1547 (104): Saints-Apδtres, Kastoria. 

66. 1869 (608) : lnscription du cloclιer a l'eglise de Panaghia Vitasta, prefecture de Serres. 
67. 1884 ( 634): Sainte-Kyriaki et Saint-Georges iι Messoropi, prefecture de Serres. 

29. 1566 (123): Monastere de Varlaam, Meteores. 
30. 1570 (133): Saint-Demetrios, Palatitsa (Veria). PLANCHES 9-11: LIGATURAE 

31. 1606 (152): Panaghia Iconomou, Kastoria. Planche 9 
32. 1614 (167): Panaghia Tsiatsapa, Kastoria. 
33. 1630 (178): Haghia Trias, prefecture de Larissa. 1. 873 (2): Monastere de Panaghia Scripou, Orchomenos, prefecture de Beotie. 

34. 1639 (188): Saint-Nicolas Gournias, Veria. 2. 912 (11): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria. 

35. 1650 (206): Saint-Nico\as de Krepeni, prefectυre de Kastoria. 3. 1000 (13): Monastere de Saint-Luc, Stiri. 

36. 1652 (137): Monastere de Metamorphossis iι Dryovouno, prefecture de Kozani. 4. 1180-90 (34) : Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria. 
37. 1662 (220): Monastere de Panaghia Redina, prefecture de Karditsa. 5. fin du χπe s. (35): Inscription de Anna MaEassine, Episkopi, Vo\os. 
38. 1663 (224): Monastere de Panaghia Xenia, Almyros, prefecture de. Magnessie. 6. 1240-1258 (3 7) : Saint-Georges, Veria. 
39. 1677 (233): Monastere de Panaghia Redina, prefecture de Karditsa. 7. circa 1259 (42) : Monastere de Panaghia Mavrotissa, Kastoria. 
40. 1682 (234): Monastere de Haghia Trias, Meteores. 8. 1287 (45): Saint-Georges, Veria. 

9. 1303 (48): Saint-Demetrios, chapelle Saint-Euthymios, Thessalonique . 

Planche 7 10. 1306 (49): Saint-Jean Prodromos, prefecture de Serres. 

41. 1708 (258): Monastere de Gonia, Kolimvari de Kissamos, Grete. 
42. 1717 (264): Sainte-Paraskevi, Skaιnneli, Zagori. 
43. 1727 (281) : Saint-Jean Prodrome, Kastoria. 
44. 1735 (301): Saint-Athanase, Dormani, Veria. 
45. 1744 (321): Saint-Athanase, Dormani, Veria. 

11. 1319/1320 (52): lnscription sur \es remparts, Thessalonique. 
12. 1338 (53): Saint-Etienne, Kastoria. 
13. 1352 (54): Taxiarches, Kastoria. 
14. 1355/56 (55): lnscription de Anna Paleologina, Thessalonique. 
15. 1371-75 (57) : Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodrome, prefecture de Serres. 

46. 1753 (338): Saint-Nicolas, Tsaritsani, prefecture de Larissa. 
47. 1761 (366): Chapelle de Haghii Pantes iι Kalabaka. 

Planche 10 

48. 1765 (384): Saint-Georges, Zagora. 16. 1378 (62): Saint-Clement, Ohrid. 
49. 1774 (398) : Saint-Achille, Pentalophos, prefecture de Kozani. 17. 1393 (64): Basi\ique de la Dormition, Tri.kkala. 
50. 1789 (431): Saint-Jean Prodrome, Ile de loannina. 18. 1413/ 14 (65): Sainte-Paraskevi, Monodendri, Zagori. 
51. 1809 (441): Evanguelismos, Vitsa, prefecture de Ioannina. 19. 1432 (67): Eglise de \a Dorιnition, Zevgostassi, prefecture de Kastoria. 
52. 1809 ( 440): Evanguelismos, Vitsa, prefecture de Ioannina. 20. 1476 (75): Saint-Constantin et Helene, Ohrid. 
53. 1803 (464): Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodromos, prefecture de Serres. 21 . 1486 (76): Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria. 
54. 1806 (478) : Panaghia Makrynitsa, Pelion. 22. 1501 (82) : Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Meteores. 
55. 1813 (490): Monastere de Panaghia Klissoura, prefecture de Kastoria. 23. 1522 (90): Monastere de Panaghia, Molyvdoskepasti. 

24. 1524 (92): Monastere de Panaghia Porphyra, Prespa. 
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25. 1542 (96): Monastere de Philanthropinon, lle de Ioannina. 
26. 1547 (104): Saints-Apδtres, Kastoria. 
27. 1566 (123): Monastere de Varlaam, Meteores. 
28. 1570 (133): Eglise de Palatitsa, Vergina, prefecture de Veria. 
29. 1592 (137): Eglίse de Metamorphossis, Dryovouno, prefecture de Kozani. 
30. 1614 (167): Panaghia Tsiatsapa, Kastoria. 

Planche 11 

31. 1650 (206): Saint-Nicolas, Krepeni, prefecture de Kastoria. 
32. 1662 (220): Monastere de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa. 
33. 1663 (224): Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria. 
34. 1677 (233): Monastere de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa. 
35. 1682 (324): Monastere de Haghia Trias,chapelle de Saint-Jean Prodrome, Meteores. 
36. 1708 (258): Monastere de Gonia, Kolimvari de Kissamos, prefecture de Chania, 

Crete. 
37. 1717 (264): Sainte-Paraskevi, Skamneli, Zagori. 
38. 1735 (301): Saint-Athanse, Dormani, prefecture de Veria. 
39. 1744 (321): Saint-Athanase, Dormani, prefecture de Veria. 
40. 1753 (338): Saint-Nicolas, Tsaritsani, prefecture de Larissa. 
41. 1761 (366): Metropole de Kalabaka, chapelle Haghii Pantes. 
42. 1809 (440): Evanguelistria, Vitsa, Dodone, Epiros. 
43. 1819 (501): Monastere de Christossotir, Samarina, prefecture de Grevena. 
44. 1853 (566): Sainte-Trinite (Haghia Trias), Messimeri, prefecture de Pella. 
45. 1854 (570): Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodrome, prefecture de Serres. 

Planche 12 

Exemple des lettres d'apres Haghios Stephanos de Kastoria (Xe s.). 

Planche 13 

Chapelle de Gδreme 6a: 930-40 (d'apres Μ. Restle, Byzantine wall-pai11ting in Asia Mi­
nor, νοl 11, pl. IX). 

Planche 14 

Exemple des lettres aux mosaϊques de Saint-Luc (d'apres Eust. Stikas, Τό Οίκοδομι­
κόν Χρονικόν τής μονής Όσlοv Λοvκa Φωκίδος, Athenes 1970, p. 36) 1042-1043. 

Planche 15 

Exemple des Iettres d'apres les inscriptions des fresqιιes du S-0 chapelle de Saint-Luc 
(Eust. Stikas, op. cit.). 
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Planche 16 

Exemple des lettres de l'inscription in fresco de la chapelle de Saint-Euthymios a \a ba­
silique de Saint-Demetrios de Thessalonique (ΣΤωΙΑ=6811 =sept. 1302-aout 1303). 

Planche 17 

Exemples des lettres d'inscriptions des Saints-Anarghyres de Kastoria; fin du XJie siecle. 

Planche 18 

Exemples d'inscriptions : 
1. 1029: Thessalonique. Notre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkeon). 
2. 1050: Serres. Metropole (Saints-Theodores); inscription. 
3. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du χπe siecle. 

Plancl1e 19 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1, 2. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du χπe siecle. 

Plancl1e 20 

Exemples d 'inscriptions: 
1. 1309: Naxos. 
2. 1355/56: Thessalonique. Inscription de Anna Paleologina. 
3. 1371-75: Serres. Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodrome; chapelle de Saint-Nicolas. 

Plancl1e 21 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1. 1388: Meteores. Metamorphossis. 
2. 1413/ 14: Eglise de Monodendri a Zagori. 
3. 1522: Zagori. Molyvdoskepasti. 
4. 1537: Meteores. Monastere de Varlaam; chapelle de Haghii Pantes. 

Planc/1e 22 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1. 1560: Ksou Skyros. Panaghia. 
2. 1566: Meteores. Monastere de Varlaam. 
3. 1548: Meteores. Monastere de Varlaam. 
4. 1570: Palatitsa de Veria. Saint-Demetrios. 

Planche 23 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1, 2. 1727: Kastoria. Saint-Jean Prodrome. 
3. 1730: Veria. Sainte-Anne. 
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25. 1542 (96): Monastere de Philanthropinon, Πe de Ioannina. 
26. 1547 (104): Saints-Apδtres, Kastoria. 
27. 1566 (123): Monastere de Varlaam, Meteores. 
28. 1570 (133): Eglise de Palatitsa, Vergina, prefecture de Veria. 
29. 1592 (137): Eglise de Metamorphossis, Dryovouno, prefecture de Kozani. 
30. 1614 (167): Panaghia Tsiatsapa, Kastoria. 

Planche 11 

31. 1650 (206): Saint-Nicolas, Krepeni, prefecture de Kastoria. 
32. 1662 (220): Monastere de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa. 
33. 1663 (224): Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria. 
34. 1677 (233): Monastere de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa. 
35. 1682 (324): Monastere de Haghia Trias, chapelle de Saint-Jean Prodrome, Meteores. 
36. 1708 (258): Monastere de Gonia, Kolimvari de Kissamos, prefecture de Chania, 

Crete. 
37. 1717 (264): Sainte-Paraskevi, Skamneli, Zagori. 
38. 1735 (301) : Saint-Athanse, Dormani, prefecture de Veria . 
39. 1744 (321): Saint-Athanase, Dormani, prefecture de Veria. 
40. 1753 (338): Saint-Nicolas, Tsaritsani, prefecture de Larissa. 
41. 1761 (366): Metropole de Kalabaka, chapelle Haghii Pantes. 
42. 1809 ( 440): Evanguelistria, Vitsa, Dodone, Epiros. 
43. 1819 (501): Monastere de Christossotir, Samarina, prefecture de Grevena. 
44. 1853 (566): Sainte-Trinite (Haghia Trias), Messimeri, prefecture de Pella. 
45. 1854 (570): Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodrome, prefecture de Serres. 

Planche 12 

Exemple des Iettres d'apres Haghios Stephanos de Kastoria (Xe s.). 

Planche 13 

Chapelle de Gδreme 6a: 930-40 (d'apres Μ. Restle, Byzantine wal/-paintίng ίιι Αsία Mi­
nor, νοl ΙΙ, pl. ΙΧ). 

Planche 14 

Exemple des Iettres aux mosaϊques de Saint-Luc (d'apres Eust. Stikas, Τό Οίκοδομι­
κδν Χρονικδν τijς μονijς Όσlου Λουκά Φωκίδος, Athenes 1970, p. 36) 1042-1043. 

Planche 15 

Exemple des lettres d'apres les inscriptions des fresques du S-0 chapelle de Saint-Luc 
(Eust. Stikas, op. cit.). 
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Planche 16 

Exemple des lettres de l'inscription ίη fresco de la chapelle de Saint-Euthymios a la ba­
silique de Saint-Den1etrios de Thessalonique (ΣΤωΙΑ=6811 =sept. 1302-aout 1303). 

Planche 17 

Exemples des lettres d'inscriptions des Saints-Anarghyres de Kastoria; fin du χπe siecle. 

Planche 18 

Exemples d 'inscriptions: 
1. 1029: Thessalonique. Notre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkeon). 
2. 1050: Serres. Metropole (Saints-Theodores); inscription. 
3. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du χπe siecle. 

Planc/1e 19 

Exemples d'inscriptions : 
1, 2. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du χπe siecle. 

Plancl1e 20 

Exemples d'inscriptions : 
1. 1309: Naxos. 
2. 1355/56: Thessalonique. Inscription de Anna Paleologina. 
3. 1371-75: Serres. Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodrome; chapelle de Saint-Nicolas. 

Planclιe 21 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1. 1388: Meteores. Metamorphossis. 
2. 1413/ 14: Eglise de Monodendri a Zagori. 
3. 1522: Zagori. Molyvdoskepasti. 
4. 1537: Meteores. Monastere de Varlaam; chapelle de Haghii Pantes. 

Plancl1e 22 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1. 1560: Ksou Skyros. Panaghia. 
2. 1566: Metcores. Monastere de Varlaaω. 
3. 1548: Meteores. Monastere de Varlaaω. 
4. 1570: Palatitsa de Veria. Saint-Deιηetrios. 

Planche 23 

Exemples d 'inscriptions: 
1, 2. 1727: Kastoria. Saint-Jean Prodrome. 
3. 1730: Veria. Sainte-Anne. 
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Planche 24 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1. 1744: Veria, Dormani. Saint-Athanase. 
2. 1761: Kalambaka. Chapelle de Haghii Pantes. 
3. 1765: Pelion, Zagora. Saint-Georges. 

Planche 25 

Exemples d'inscriptions: 
1. 1854: Serres. Monastere de Saint-Jean Prodrome. Narthex. 
2. 1859: Kastoria. Taxiarches du quartier de Saint-Luc. 
3. 1866: Serres. Saint-Georges Kryoneritis. 

Planche 26 

Exemples des lettres d'inscriptions protobulgares. 
Les exernples des lettres d'apres le Corpus des inscriptions protobulgares publiees par 

le prof. Veselin Besevliev, Die protobulgarisclιeιι Iιιsclιrifteιι, Berlin 1963. 
1. Inscription «νοn der alten Strasse nach Silistra>> d'apres Skorpil, ou dans les ruines de 

Gradiste pres de Kadiί-Kδj, au Danube entre Tutrakan et Silistra; aujourd'hui au Mnsee Ar­
cheologique de Sofia (Ιnν. Nr. 362), 808-813; Besevliev; Nr. 3a-c, pp. 136-145, Abb. 27-30. 

2. Fragments d'inscription trouves dans les ruines de Pliska; aujourd'hui au Musee Ar­
cheologique de Sofia (Ιnν. Nr. 364); 813. Besevliev, Nr. 16-40, pp. 180-189, Abb. 61-76. 

3. lnscription sur un fragment de colonne de provenance inconnue, trouve dans Ja gare 
du Kaspiean; aujourd'hui au Musee Archeologique de Sofia (Ιην. Nr. 633); 813. Besevliev, 
Nr. 42, pp . .206-208, Abb. 82. 

4. Inscription trouvee iι Seliste prcs de Preslav::::.: 812. Besevliev, Nr. 49, pp. 232-233, 
Abb. 95, 96. 

5. Inscription trouvee au village Suleiman kδj (aujourd'hui Seciste) pres de Novipazar, 
elle a ete transportee du palais de Pliska; Musee Archeologique de Sofia (Ιnν. Nr. 638); 814-
820. Besevliev, Nr. 41, pp. 190-206, Abb. 77-81. 

6. Inscription gravee sur une colonne; elle a ete transportee iι l'eglise de 40 Martyres de 
Tiίrnovo provenance probable Pliska;::::.: 822. Besevliev, Nr. 55, pp. 246-260, Abb. 104-106. 

7. Inscription trouvee durant Ies fouilles de 1905 pres dιι village de Catalar, (aujourd'hui 
Krurnovo), pres de Surnen, Musee Archeologique de Sofia (Ιnν. Nr. 697); 822. Besevliev, Nr. 
56, pp. 260-277, Abb. 107-112. 

8. Inscription sur une colonne, trouvee pres des fouilles de la grande basilique de Pliska; 
aujourd'hui au Musee Archeologique de Sofia (Ιην. Nr. 640); 822. Besevliev, Nr. 60, pp. 287-
289, Abb. 117. 

9. Fragment d'inscription trouvee au village de Sujutli (aujourd'hui Viίrbjane); Musee 
Archeologique de Sofia (Ιην. Nr. 643);::::.: 822. Besevliev, Nr. 63, pp. 292-293, Abb. 120. 

10. Trois fragments d'inscription gravee sur une colonne qui a ete trouvee pres du rem­
part Ν-0 de Pliska; aujourd'hui elle est perdue;::::.: 822 Besevliev, Nr. 61, pp. 289-290, Abb. 118. 

11. lnscription de provenance inconnue. Kanitz rnention, iι 1872 encastree au Coban­
djarnici iι Provadija; aujourd'hui au Musee Archeologique de Sofia (lnv. Nr. 624); 818-823. 
Beseνliev, Nr. 58, pp. 281-285, Abb. 114, 115. 

72 

La 1norphologie des inscriptions byzantines 

12. Inscription sur. une colonne de provenance inconnue; aujourd'hui au Musee Archeo­
Jogique de Sofia (Ιnν. Nr. 665); 827-829. Be5evliev, Nr. 59, pp. 285-287, Abb. 116. 

13. Inscription trouvee durant Ies fouilles (1923, 1924, 1932 et 1933) de J'ecole franς:aise 
dans Ia basilique de Direkler iι Philippes; 837. Besevliev, Nr. 14, pp. 163-174, Abb. 48. 

14. Inscription sur une colonne trouvee dans Ies ruines du Monastere de Balsi en Albanie; 
866. Besevliev, Nr. 15, pp. 174-176, Abb. 54 (d'apres J. Ivanov, Bάlgarski Stariιιi 13). 

15. Inscription sur une colonne trouvee au village de Nariίs (aujourd'hui Nea Plιiladel­
phia) 22 km au Ν de T11essalonique; aujourd'hui au Musee Archeologique de Constanti­
nople (Ιην. Nr. 4691, du catalogue de Nezih Firatli, Α slιort gιιide to tlιe byzaιιtiιιe 11101·ks of 
art ίιι tlιe Arclιaeological Μιιseιι111 of Ιstαιιbιι/, 1955); 904. Besevliev, Nr. 46b, pp. 215-218, 
Abb. 89, 90. 

Planche 27 

L'Alphabet de l'inscription de Temnic dans la va\lee de Ja Morava xe s. (d'apres J. Zai­
rnov, L'iιιscriptioιι de Jeαιι V/a(/ίslav, Sofia 1970, pl. 6). 

Planche 28 

Exernples de lettres de l'alphabet de l'inscription de Jean Vladislav (1015/16), (d'apres 
J. Zaimov). 

Planche 29 

Kastoria. Eglise de Saint-Nicolas (43). 

Planche 30 

a,b. Kastoria. Eglise Saint-Jean Prodron ιe (Baptiste) (64), (1727). 
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Planche 1 Planche 2 
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Planche 3 
Planche 2 ( Suite) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

871 g·~ αί. 1074#75 1237/38 

(1] t2] (3] Α Ν ~ Α Ν Ά Ν 
4oc;,soc;aί 514 μ . χ . 

Js ~ ~ •' 

r ο r ο r ο Γ ο 

Δ π Τfϊ! Α n Λ n 
nΠ Γ1 π.τττι ι ι Ρ ε ~ € r € f 

c c c > c 
6 

Η Τ Τ Η Τ Η Τ 

v 1( '6τ γ γ 

pρpF ?!ΡΡ 
Σ c c [. c L 

Τ ΤΤ J Τ '/ 

φ ~ Ι φ [ φ 

Ι< ~ Ι< χ !< χ 

ι\ λ 1- Λ ψ 

Μ ω Μ ω J'ft uι }Ύ1 ω(λ) 

χ )< χ χ ! 

ψ "r ψ 
r----------t-----+---~---+--

Ω ώW i 6.JWUJLiJW 

77 
76 



-..J 
-<Χ> 

-.:ι 
'D 

11 

148) 

13Dθ 

4 
b 
Δ 

κ 

il 
h1 
(J 

1 2 3 

[!!!) [11) [13) 

873 812 1000 

~ Α Α 
.&. ~ 
λ Λ. λ '~ . 
κ J{ 1): 
Α ί\ λ 
ΙΥΙ h1 Μ 
ω (,) 

12 Ι 13 14 

115121 1!131 1!!14) 

1319 1358 13152 

~ ~ 4. 
b g . 

Α Α λ 
.κ κ κ 

Λ Λ Α 
Jγf fγΙ fyJ 

ω 00 ιJ 
ω 

4 5 6 

[18) [Ι!!ΟJ 

1028 11152 

Α Α Α 
Β b 
Δ Α Ά 
κ κ κ 
λ Λ 11 
Η h1 hf 
\.Α) ω ro 

1 

15 16 17 

l!Ι!ΙJ 1!17) IBl!!J 

1135δme 137'1'715 1378 

Α 4 ~ 
b ~ 
LJ Λ 

κ Ι< κ 
ι\ ίΙ Λ 
ΙΥ1 Μ h1 
ω ω ω 

7 

(34) [37) 

1180,90 12!58 

J1 ~ 4 ~ 
Β 

Δ. Λ Α 
κ κ 
lt Λ λ 

1Yt 11 h1 f'ι1 
ω (J 

18 19 20 21 22 

184) l&!IJ 187) 173) 17!1) 

1393 '1413,14 1432 1481 1478(77 

ιf ά aA ~ 4 

b Β Β b & 

Α Α Α Λ· Α 

κ κ κ κ κ 

J1 ί\ . ίΙ λ Λ 

Μ 111 trt tτΙ Ιϊ1 

(J ω ω LJ ω 

8 9 

(41!!) 1411) 

12158 1287 

R il 
Β 

Α Λ 

κ κ 
f' fl 
tt1 Μ 
ω ω 

23 24 

l7BJ 1821 

14ΒΒ 11501 

ι:Ι α 

iJ_ α-
t\ κ 

Λ 
h1 Ιή 

ιJ ίJ 

10 

[48) 

1303 

Α 

b 
Λ 

κ 

l\ 
h1 
CJ 

25 

IBOJ 

11522 

'1 
g 
Jt 
κ 

~ 
w 
(J 

~ g.. 
~ 

~ 

'Ί::ι 
iS" := g.. 
~ 

Ι..ι) 



00 
ο 

"" 

00 -

26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

[92) [ΒΘJ [104) ' (11231 [1331 [1!1R] ('187] [1711] [11111] [llC.8] ["37] tΙΙRΟ] (RR4] [233] [2341 

11524 1!542 1!547 115θ8 11570 180Β 1814 1830 183lil 18fl0 115152 18812! 1883 1677 1682 

4 d ι1' ά ~ tl α Α α 4 (ί{ JI ~ pf ιΙ 

g b ~ ~ R ~ Β g Β 

Α -ΕΙ Α Α- λ Α Α Α Λ Ά- ιL '1ι Α- *' Λ 
κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ κ 

11 ι1 ι1 ι1 }\ Λ Λ Λ ί\ Λ Α /\ 
Μ Μ Μ m tΠ fYI ΙΥ1 hf ιτι 111 ΙΥ1 ΙΥΙ trl h1 tτ1 
ω (,.j tJ (J ω C) w ο D (J ο (J ο ω 

41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 

[Rl!lll] [Ιi!841 [RΙΙ1] [301] [3R1] [338] (388) (384] 13911) (431) (441) (440) 1484) 14701 14&101 

1708 1717 1727 173!5 1744 17153 1781 17615 1774 1788 1BDB 1BDB 1BD3 1BDB 1Β13 

ι:1 Α Ά vf q f1 ~ fl ΙΑ ~ ~ il4 Α Α fl 

Β b ~ b b ~ b b c g Β Β g 

Δ Δ Δ λ Δ Ίι LI l1 Δ Δ Δ Δ Δ 1 
κ κ κ Ι{ κ κ κ κ Ι{ κ κ κ κ f{ κ 

λ Λ ί1 Λ Λ Λ Λ ίΙ Α Λ λ Λ Λ Λ J[ 

Μ ιτt tι1 Μ tr1 h1 Μ ιτι m Μ Μ ΙΥΙ Μ Μ fI 

w (J ω ω fJ CJ ~ Q CJ lJ ω ω (J tJ 
ω 

~ 
::: g.. 
(\) 

°' 

~ 
ϊ5" 
:::ι g.. 
(\) 

~ 



Planche 8 
Planclιe- 9 

ι: 

~ <IZ - 111 
-=::χ:: ~ ~ c ,, 111 

.... Ι'Ι .. .. D 

. Cll 
φ < ~ ~ < Σ: 3 - φ 

~ D .. 

"' D 

"' ! 
Cll 
111 

~ ~ - 111 

~ ~ ~ "ς "' 
: .. 

"' ~ 

1 ι2> 873 tιΓΝ ΓΉ HC ΓΝ 
2 "" 912 trH . 

1 _J_J D fXI ι 3 "3) 1000 1 
ΟΙ 

~ - ιn 

<Ι: ~ <1 ~ ~ 11 111 
.... 111 .. 

"' ~ 
τcλn .iΓΗ π-Ν Η Pi 4 t3~) 12oua 

111 
- 111 

~ ~ Ξ:: 3 ,, 111 
ι-z:ς ~ D .. ... !! ... 5 

τcλn .az ~ Λ-fϊΝ 4\1 ι1t ΔΙ N-tfB (3!!5] 12σu c 

ι: 

<-.::α Ξ3 - 111 

~ ~ ~ < :ε D ID 
Ν " .. ... !! 6 

t37J tf Πf MW 11 MtN ιltf 
1240/1258 

Μ 
- 111 

ι-cτ; :ε &3 111 ID cQ <Ι ~ '"ς: - 11 .. ... !! 7 142) :1259 
OtN-i ~ rn 6 

ι: 3 - ι: ,<:J ε: 11 111 < ~ < CI 
,, .. 

"' ~ 
8 (45) 1287 

FM ;r Γϊ1 ΓrΙ Nvf ;r HfY 
111 

- Μ 

<C <3 'L < Σ c 111 111 c::Ω .., ίi .. 
"' 

9 (40) 1303 
ψ ΗΓ Μ+ι 'fN 

ID 
ΩΙ 

~ Ξ ο - Q 
-αι ~ ~ ... ~ .. 

"' !! 
10 (49) 1306 

trb Ή 4 Δ/ ιΚ J-f Μ-1 4 
.. 

- ΩΙ 
-α: ~ ~ ~ Ξ ~ Ι' ID a..o .... D .. 

"' !:! 
ΟΙ 

~ - .. 
~ ~ ~ :ε s .. 111 

"' 
D .-

"' !:! 

(52) ψ Η'1 11 1319/1320 

12 (53) 1338 R-f fίf cB 
13 t!!54J 1352 

tΚ;ΗιΝ RYfYB 
14 (55>1355Π56 

Η qp~tτp ιΚ 

15 187) 1371/7f 
4{ h1f ~ 4 ιV 

82 
83 



Planche 10 

1 

16 CB21 137 8 ΦΓΓ ht rΗϊΒ Λ/ ΓιΝ φ ftN 
17 (84) 139 

3 m ίΓ Μ n-ιtN JFϊ r ιr 
18 CB&I 1413,1 

4 lC Ιί1f l-B δ/ Μ ΙΤΗ\ 
19 (87) 1432 

"'1 iHi Ίί tr lYH 
20 

ι?σJ 

4iΓ ιf Νή-Ν Δ;Η Φ1l 
1476 

21 C7BJ 
Ν1:1Ή Αι1 1486 

22 ΙΒ2Ι 1501 ιΝ rr Ύ ι{)Ί~ιfι mr --, __ 

23 CBDJ 1522 
4tr .ιr hH 

24 CBlilJ 1524 
4νfΡ ιf d'H κ 

25 [96) 1542 
W Ffs ~« ~-ιf ~ 

26 (104) 1547 
Ρ Ν\ 1YtN Tr 
TV f&WΦ 27 t123J 1566 

ihf ιf '1ιΜ ~ }\~,., 
28 [1331 1570 

~ 

29 [137) 1592 'f ur Cιf1 ,. 9\ ,~ δί t ιΝ 
30 [167) 1614 . _Ι Cif 4t1 <D- ~ 

84 

Planche 11 

31 [20BJ1B!50 Ι Τ~ Ύ Δι J; Ι ~ (f 
32 C2201 1ΒΒ2 π Ήι ~ u htN 

. 33 [224) 1Βθ3 · m~ rr rr Ηή 
35 [234) 1662 ιΝ tr Γf ιJΉ NrHtH '1 
36 ιR&Β) 1708 n-r ιf 'fi> tfH fP JtN Ρ 
37 ιRΒ4) 1717 ? ιV ιf df fr t1., #~ Vf 

41 (3ΒΒΙ 1761 ιw ;& Θ m i JH lf 

43 cao11 1819 ιf ιf Δ Ιι J 1 ι «f ιιμ 
44 ιaae, 1853 Β Η+Ι LE Έ ΜΨΙ f\E 
45 (B70J 1854

1 ιΡ f{P frE Ε 

85 



*~ 
~m ~ 
~ .., 

~ CD 
~ε~ 
~~ 

.,..._ ςJ 

~ 

Planche 13 

87 



Planche 14 

~/ ΙΚ Λ ~Ν! 
(Q) nrtT Ο 

88 

ΥΦ 
ω 

Planche 15 

89 



_planche 17 

Planche 16 

.91 



Planche 18 

1 

ΠΑΡΑ ΧΡΙΣΤΩΦΟΡΟΥ ΕΝΔΟΞΟΤΑΤ(ΟΥ) ΒΑΣΙΛΗΚΟΥ Α ΣΠΑθΑΡΗΟΥ ~---

ΟΣ ) fB ΕΤΟΥΣ ΣΤΦΛΖ+ Κ(ΑΙ) ΚΑΤ(Ε)Π(Α)ΝΟ ΛΑΓΟΥΒΑΡΔΙΑΣ ΗΝΔ(ΙΚΤΙΩΝ 

+ EKvH1oi~f ΘΎιWΑrιfΑκεcΤ1\ 
(ι-{)FετχcΆΦΝ Η t 

2 

3 

92 

- ' - - ) ΚΕ ΣΤΡ (ΑΤΗΓΟΣ + ΕΚΥΜΗθ(Η) Ο ΔΟΥΛΟΣ ΤΟΥ θ(ΕΟ)Υ ΙΩ(ΑΝΝΗΣ) Α ΣΠΑθ(ΑΡΙΟΣ 

ΤΟΥ θΕΜΑΤΟΣ---Ι)ΝΔΙΚΤΙΩΝΟΣ f ΕΤΟΥΣ ~ΦΝΗ+ 

eεόΔΩΡΟΣ ΚΗΛnΝ ΛΗΜΝΙnΤΩΝ ΟΣΦΥΟΣ; 
ΦθΑΝΩ; ΠΡΟΣ ΙΣΤΩ ΤΟΥΣ ΣΤΥΛΟΥΣ 
ΤΩ ΤΗΣ ΕΜΗΣ ΔΕ ΤΡΙΜΕΡΟΥΣ ΨΥΧΗΣ nόen 

2 

Planche 19. . . . . 

JUr:~rω 
1~ [ IRΓf llffl 
~ 

~!©@~~ . 
• - - ' ) / ΚΑΙ ΗΟΥ ΤΟΥ ΚΤΗ/ΤΩΡΟΣ ι-.:. Δ~ΗΣ Ι Σ ΤΟ~ ΔΟΥ / ΛΟΥ ΤΟΥ θ(Ε)ΟΥ ΙΩ(ΑΝΝΟΥ 

93 



Planche 20 

J~ ·~:~:~ '1W 1 ζ" 1 
ίνδ(cκ"ωνο') Ο 

/Vl, 

ΚΑqyοΦΥΛιΚΟC 
Ί<ΑΣΤΡΟΦΥΛΑΚΟΣ 

2 

ΑιΤΊιιc,~cnΆ~~ ιlΗκτιrΜ~ 
ΛΙ ΤΑΣ ΦiΡΩΣΟΙ ΕΥΣΠΛΑΓΧΝΕ(ΙΑΝ) ΠΑΝΟΙΚΤΙΡΜΟΝ 

3 

94 

, 

ΜΕΓΑΛΟΜΑΡΤΥΡΟΣ ΤΟΥ . Χ(ΡΙΣΤΟ)Υ ΔΙ ΕΞΟΔΟΥ 
2 

ΕΤ(ΟΥΣ) ΣΤΩ 

~ΣΤ 

Planche 21 

'W Gn:>Ι·ιi1~·JA6KΔJ 11'14· 
ώrdοόGτίΝΟC'~ΝόΚόΠ~·-

·~N ."ETOI .. zii. ι νδ(ικηωνο,) ·~ · ΔΕΚΕΥΡΙΩ .Α. 
ΩΡΑ Ο θ(ΕΟ)Σ ΤΙΝΟΣ 'ΕΣΤΙΝ ό ΚΟΠΟΣ 

3 

ΚΑΜΟΥ ΤΟΥ ΑΜΑΡΤΟΛΟΥ . ΙΩ(ΑΝΝΟΥ) ΙΕΡΕΟΣ , ΜΕΤΑ ΤΩΝ ΤΕΚΝΩΝ 

95 



Planche 22 

2 

3 

-&-' ,, 
m-ιεκg~erώJTtε~~ 
ΜΗθ(Η) ΕΚ ΒόθΡΩΝ ΔΗ ΕΞΟΔ (ΟΥ) 

;ΣΤΟΡ Ι(θΗ ) Τ~Ν . ΔΕ ΤΟΥ ΑΓΙΟΥ Ν~Ρ 
ΕΤΕΛΙΩθ ( Η ) ΔΕ , ΟΚΤΩΒΡiοΥ 

ΈΤΟΥΣ ---- - - -αφμη . CμC . t νδ ι κτ ιώνοc Dτ 

/ 

-τ ΨΪΝ os; _i iPr δw · ~N rf~,Wir~;~ 
+ ΤΙΝΟΣ ΤΟ ΕΡΓΩΝ ΕΝ • • • ο 

4 
. ΓΡΑΜΑΣΙΝ ΟΥ ΛΕΓΩ θ(Ε)ΩΣ 

96 

j 

1 

P/anclre 23 

Κ(ΑΙ) ΙΕΡΑΤΕΥΟΝΤΟΣ 

G. 

οιc6 T;JΦ6~1ΆlG»C}{ 
ΊfΜ θ6ΆΝ . 

ΟΡΩ ΣΕ Τ _ 2 • ΑΦΕ ΔΕΙΛΙΩ ΣΟΥ 
ΤΗΝ θΕΑΝ 

'1 

3 ΕΙΠΕΝ . . 
Ο ΚΥΡΙΟΣ 

ΤΗΝ ΠΑΡΑ 
' 

ΒΟΛΗΝ . 
ΤΑΥΤΗΝ 

97 



Planche 24 

ΛΗ~~~ fiτ}:h~ 
*ΠιΝl~οtJε 

1 

2 

98 

ΔΗ ΕΞΟΔΟΥ ΕΠΙΤΡόΠΟΥ 
ΤΟΥ ΠΑΝΙΕΡΟΤΑΤΟΥ 

ΕΚ ΒΑθΡ • - Υ 
- .. ΩΝ Ο θΕΙΟΣ ΟΥΤΟΣ 

ΤΩΝ ΑΓΙΩΝ . ' • • 
ΠΑΝΤΩΝ ΕΝ ΕΤΕΙ Σ (ΩΤΗ)ΡΙΩ 

Planche 25 

ΚΩΝΣΤΑΝΤΙΝΟΥΠόΛΕΩΣ 

1 

, / - ) / 

~rII T~AUT~KPATO ΡΟ~ 
~ ' Ι 

Τ~ t1>ΛΤΑΝ ΙΜΤοΛ JVl€NτZHT .. 
ΕΠΙ ΤΟΥ ΑΥΤΟΚΡΑΤΟΡΟΣ ΧΑΝ 

. ΤΟΥ ΣΟΥΛΤΑΝ ΑΜΤΟΥΛ ΜΕΝΤΖΗΤ 
ΧΑΝ 

2 

~ ,, , 
Tis M4{ιft ΤΗGVΝΑΔΕΛ 
Φb' ΙΥfdς:ΔWΡοΘέΥ: 
ΤΟΥ ΜΑΚΑΡΙΤΟΥ ΣΥΝΑΔΕΛΦΟΥ ΜΑΣ : ΔΩΡΟθΕΟΥ: 

3 

99 



-ο 
ο 

...... 
ο ...... 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Α ~~ Α ~ Α Α Α Α Α Α ~ Α 
ΒΒ 

') 

~ 8 Β Β Β Bf Β Β 
bi 

rr Γ Γ r Γ Γ r Γ 
Δ Α Δ 11 Δ Δ. Jl Δ Δ Δ Λ 
Ε ε; Ε ~ ε ~ t ε [Ξ Ε ε Ε 
Ζ Ζ Ζ Ζ l Ζ :L Ζ 
Η Η Η Η Η ~ Η 

Θ θ ~ ~ e θ e θ θ 
1 J 1 [ 1 1 1 f ~ ~ 

κ f< κ κ J(κ Ι< rς J\ κ κ κκ κ 
Λ Α !\ λ Λ Λ ΛΙΙ Λ λ Λ Λ 

Μ Μ ΙΥ1 Μ Μ Μ Μ ΜΙ Μ Μ /f1 

Ν Ν Ν Ν Η Η Ν Ν ~ Ν Η Ν 
- ~ Ζ 
ο ο ο ~ ο ο ο ο ο ο ο ο 
n n η π Γ1 π π n n π 
Ρ ~ Ρ r pr Ρ Ρ F Ρ Ρ Ρ Ρ 
Σ c [ c (( c c G ( c ( c 
τ Τ Τ Τ Τ Τ Τ Τ 1Γ Τ =r Τ 
vY v v γ γ v ν Υ Υ v 
φ φ φ φ φ φ 

χ 
χ χ χ χ χ χ Ί< 

ψ 
ψ ψ t 

Ω(}ό w 00 φ ω ω ω 

12 13 

Α lλ 
gB Ε 
r Γ 
Λ 

~ Ε 

Ζ 
Η Η 
θ θ 

~ J 

κ !< 
Λ 

Μ Μ 
Ν Ν 

ο ο 

π 
Ρ Ρ 
( ( 

Τ Τ 
l'f/'{ 

(~) 

χ 

(J 

14 

Α 
Β 

Α 
ε 

Η 
θ 

κ 
Λ 

Μ 
~~! 

ο 
π 

Τ 

φ 

15 

δλ 
J! 
Γ 

~ 

$. 
f . 

~ 
Λ 

Μ 
HJ 

1 

1 

-----

ο 

ΠΙ 
Ρ --
( 

Τ 

1-ςι 

~ 
;::ι 

g. 
~ 

~ 

~ 
§ 
g.. 
!'\) 

~ 
........_ 

~ 
~ 



Planche 27 

~ 

~ 
:Ζ 
~ 

1 @ 

~ 

~ 
~ 

'Ο=:) 

~ 
102 

c:~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 
~ 

~ 

:r: 
~ 

ι- ι 

L ~ 

νΛ 

/ 
Planche 28 

Α Α D 6 g r; ·r Γ 
ΑΑε ε ~·~ 
? ~Η ΗΙΙl<Ζ1\Λ 
ΛΜΜΝΝ()ΟΠ 
nrrccrτγ 

. :r uuιp~I 

Lf YYbbhb 
~tQ[ δi131 

103 



Planvhe 29 

1(()4 

Planche 30 

t ι)('~OfiιrllHC~titiR3trΚW J1Π ~~~!2ΙΟ!ΧΠUΦΗWΙ ι~ 
h1pMΙM111f% ΚSΑΝΆΚ6ΝΗώΜeΝΥΔ§m~οceΉ 
Α 1 IOθ(;OffiNJ~CAΨA ΛNM<Jt11ιtc1iinentΠ01eG.N JIHz~(ε 
N,U1ίf€ Ν~ ΙιΥfrιf fΑΛΗ ωο CGΛΊitf Η . 6!1ΚΩrϊ, θH&l\Oι;ntς.)Cb 
CIΠitner~τc21ιJιcuυLm'MH&1tΔι1ruNHCΠ~eNΛin.t 

Ι ~ ' ι ....ι • 

LJ fAΉ~~;r.;&"CθOCJN~ΦJJ!!>XJlf&~XRflAN{NN ·lfX/fJf}J 
~ {ΗόfWΠιΠΙΙeι:Τι15ΚiΥΧf! 'ON(JN' ΙιJ./θ/J'ΠΟΙΥ! 
κ,iί'.!ΜΙΧΗl-Μ :Jf&Ίf ln ~ιιχ ... ~,..εm~'(ιωΝΧr.αι 
ZlfMIΊi~~tMΎ.&Iiff-IO]f !CM&rι~06ιΉ.:"l@~fJP. ιrrf H 

JIYAi :κr· έ r;;~cGJ{[f!f.PΚ3WCfC!fftf CJNιiKONO 
MJWC· .-ilΨiff · ~_β7i.,~~?SJHI! 

a. 

< ~ r ~·~ 
OcD:eTAΦεAYAl~C~ΊW 
θ~ΙΙΝΙί~ΙΚ,\ΙrΑΙΟrιιι;r 
Oh&N~JΊOKOJNO 
ΦllH~tNOOJJAιftt 
ttNωwrιttώeΆ 

' ' ~ 
ΝλΤ6θΜΑΊ&Ίf1ίC / . ~ι 

.1\UlJΛΊίΠΦΥ~~ 
b. 

105 



ΝΕΚΙ ELEMENTI ODNOSA GLAGOLSKIH IMENICA 

OD NEPRELAZNIH GLAGOLA U STAROSLOVENSKOM 
, ν 

PREMA ODGOVARAJUCIM RECIMA 
ν 

U GRCKOM ORGINALU * 
D. Stefanovίc 

Medju najznacajnije ekstralingvisticke faktore u razvoju slovenskih je­
zika u 9. veku spada prijem i sirenje hήscanstva kod Slovena. Prevodjenjem 
grckih knjiZevnih tekstova religiozne sadrzine stvarao se prvi jezik knjizevno­
sti1-staroslovenski jezik. S jedne strane, trebalo je prevoditi sa grckog na odre­
djeni slovenski jezik, s druge strane, trebalo je nove pojmove preneti na knji­
zevnom nivou tako da se oni shvate. U stvari uspostavljala se komunikaciona 
veza izmedju razvijene vizantijske hriscanske kulture i ιωvokrstenih Slovena. 
U prenoseηju poruke odlucujucu ulogu je imao jezik. Tako je jedan od osno­
vηih aspekata razvoja prvog slovenskog jezika kηjizevnosti (ί njegovih kas­
nijih crkvenoslovenskih redakcija) u primanju velikog broja grcizama i u cu­
vanju sopstvenog slovenskog jezickog identiteta. 

Nova jezicka kretanja izazvala sυ nagli prodor velikog broja apstraktnil1 
pojmova ί cestu upotrebu reci sa apstraktnim znacenjem u staroslovenskom 

* Ovaj clanak predstavlja deo magistarskog rada koji je odbranjen 1972. godine. U radu 
se daje tvorbena sistematizacija ί klasifikacija glagolskih imenica od neprelaznih glagola na 
-nije, -enije, -ije, -tije, -bstvije u staroslovenskom jeziku. Osnovna gradja ekscerpirana je iz 
osam veeih staroslovenskih spomenika (Zografsko j evandjelje, napisano krajem 10. pocetkom 
11. ν., cuva se u Leningradu; Marijίnojevandje/je, napisano u prvoj polovini 11. ν., cuva se 
u Moskvi; Savίna kιιjiga, napisana u 11. ν., cuva se u Moskvi; Asemanovo jevandjelje, napi­
sano krajem 10. ili pocetkom 11. ν., cuva se u Vatikanu; Sίnajskί psa/tίr, napisan u 11. ν. , 

cuva se u manastiru sv. Katarine na Sinaju; Siιιajskί trebnίk, napisan u 11. ν., cuva se u 
manastiru sv. Katarine na Sinaju; Klocev zborιιίk, napisan u 11. ν., cuva se u Tridentu ί 

Insbruku; Sιιprasa/skί zbornίk, napisan u 10. ί J 1. ν., cuva se u Ljubljani ί Leningradu.) Eks­
cerpirane su sve imenice- bez obzira na prelaznost ί neprelaznost-date kategorije. Posle 
ekscerpira materijala izvrsena je selekcija izvedenica prema prelaznosti ί neprelaznosti. Iz­
vedenice su uporedjene sa odgovarajucim recima grckih paralela, sem Sinajskog trebnika, 
gde nije postojala mogucnost za uporedjivanje. 

1. Ο problemu knjizevnog jezika ί jezika knjizevnosti ν.: Ι. Grickat, «Jezik knjizevnosti 
ί knjizevni jezik - na osnovu srpskog pisanog nasledja iz starijih epoha>>, Juiιιos/ovenski 

fίlo/og XXVIII, 1-2 (Beograd 1969), 1-36. 
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jeziku, medju njiιna i prosirenu upotrebu glagolskih imenica od neprelaznih 
glagola na -nije, -enije, -ije, -tίje, ~bstvije. (Primeri: padenije, visenije, umil'­
enije, zitije, sbstvije). 

Vec su u praslovenskom bili oformljeni oblicί glagolskih imenica navedene 
kategorije. Sigurno su izvrsene ί odredjene sema11ticke promene u odnosu na 
primarno znacenje oblika. Prilikom prevodjenja sa grckog postojali su gotovi 
oblicki elementi i semanticke mogucnosti za prenosenje odredjenog znacenja 
iz jednog jezika u drugi. 

Kod odredjivanja prelaznosti ί neprelaznosti glagola treba imati u vidu 
da u grckom jeziku prelaznost i neprelaznost glagola predstavlja sintaksicku 
kategoriju, a u staroslovenskom leksicko-sintaksicku kategoriju. (Ο tome ce 
jos biti reci u daljem). Kakva su sve znacenja imali oblίci glagolskih imenica 
od neprelaznilι glagola do 9. veka, ne zna se. Medjutim, sigurno je da se pre­
vodjenjem sa grckog jezika ί ulaskom ηονίh pojmova ιι jezicku stvarnost se­
mantika oblika menjala ί obogacivala ιι staroslovenskom. Na ονο ocigledno 
ukazuje kvantitativni odnos grckih rcci i odgovarajιιcih staroslovenskih gla­
golskih imenica date kategorije (priblizno 295:167). U tοιη smislu vrlo je cest 
slueaj da se nekoliko grckilι reci prevodi jednom stαι:ostovenskom reCi, napr. 
staroslovensko «zitije» odgovara sledecim recinιa u grckom orginalu: παλιγγε­
νεσία, άγνεία, ά.ρετή, ι'ίσκ:ησις, βίος , βιώσιμος, διάθεσις, ζωή, κατοικία, 

μαμωνaς, πολιτεία, πολίτευμα, συναναστροφή, στρατεία, σωτηρία, τρόπος. 

Rec «zitίje» ima sledeca znacenja: zίνοt, stan, provodjenje zivota, zivotopis 
(biografija), sredstva za zivot. Staroslovenskom <φovel'enije» u grckom odgo­
varaju sledece reCi: άντιγραφή, βούλημα, γνώμη, διάταξις, δόγμα, έπέταξε, 

έπιστασία, έπίταγμα, κέλευσις, κέλευμα, νεϋμα, αποστολή , πρόσταγμα, πρό­

τασις, τό προσταχθέν, φιλοτιμία. Znacenja su sledeca: naredjenje, proρis, 
pravilo, zakon, ucenje. Postoje primeri, retko, da se ista grcka rec prevodi ve­
cim brojem staroslovenskih reci, napr. ά.νάστασις prevodi se glagolskin1 ime­
nicama «νΊ>skrbsnovenije» i <<V'bStanije». 

Ι bez dublje semanticke analize mogu da se potvrde senιanticke promeue 
u smislu pojave novih znacenjskih tipova kod pojedinih oblika, napr. konkre­
tizacija znacenja «leganije» t.j. <<ρrbvoνΊ>zleganije»-«sedenje u procelju», 
ali i <φrocelje kod zajednicke trapeze». Grcka konkretna ime11ica σάλπιγξ 
(truba, trubni znak) prevodi se na staroslovenski glagolskom imenicom «tr9bl'­
enije». 

Manji je uticaj odgovarajuCih grckih reci na oblicku strukturu staroslo­
venskih glagolskih imenica od neprelaznih glagol~. U tom smislu moze da se 
govori ο kalkovima, nιanjem broju slozenica koje su .oblicki gradjene pτema 
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grckom uzoru, napr. πρωτοκ:λισία pr bVOVΊ>zlezenije. Ova pojava obuhvata pri­
mere koji pokazuju daje prefiksiranost nekih imenicakalkirana prema 5rckom, 
pr. pregresenije prema παράπτωμα. 

Najzad, verovatno je da su pod neposrednim uticajem grckog orginala 
pocele da se izvode glagolske imenice ί od onih neprelaznih glagola koji ra­
nije nisu imali svoje ι:;lagolske imenice. 

Uporedjivanje glagoslkih imeιιica od neJJrelaznih glagola (a isti je slucaj 
ί sa prelaznim glagolima) u staroslovenskom sa odgovarajuCim recima grckog 
orginala veoma izrazito pokazuje oblicko siromastvo ί semanricko bogatstvo, 
stvarno ί potencijalno, imenica date kategorije u staroslovenskom. Glagolskim 
imenicama date kategorije prevode se sledece grcke reci: 

1. licni glagolski oblik (1 primer), pr. έπέταξε 
2. imenice: 
a. infinitiv sa clanom (16 primera) pr. το έλαύνειν 
b. imenice sa Iazlicitim sufiksima: 

sa -μα (24 prim.), pr. πτ&μα 
sa -σις (51 prim.), pr. πτώσις 
sa -μσς (11 prim.), pr. διαλογισμός 
.sa .:ειίi (20 prim.), pr. συμπάθεια 
sa -σια (17 prim.), pr. πρωτοκλ ισία 
sa -ιον (2 prim.), pr. βραβείον 
sa -ιίi (37 prim.), pr. διδασκαλία 
sa -ις (1 prim.), pr. ϋβρις 
sa -της ( 4 prim.), pr. στιλβότης 
sa -τρον (1 prim.), pr. φόβητρον 
sa -ος (10 prim.), pr. βλαστός 
sa -α /η (39 prim.), pr. i)ττα 
sa -ας (1 prim.), pr. μαμωνiΊ.ς 
sa -θ- (1 prim.), pr. πάθος 
sa -γγ (1 prim.), pr. σά.λπιγξ 

v. imenice u mnozini na- (3 primera), pr. τά εvεδρα 
3. pridevi (3 prίrnera), pr. έπίβατος 
4. sintagme (5 primera), pr. «έν ρύσει αίματος» 

Svega 295 grckih reCi prevodi se sa 167 staroslovenskih reci. (Ne racuna­
juci Sinajski trebnik). 

Kod navedenih grckih reci, poied oblicko-sufiksalne raznolikosti, veoma 
je sirok dijapazon semantike. Od .najapstraktnijeg znacenja prσcesa Iadnj.e, 
koje ·se najizrazitije ί u potpunosti σstvaruje kod infinitiva sa clanom, pieko 
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znacenja cina i osobine, do konkretnih znacenja predstavljen je veliki broj 
znacenjskih tipova imenica. 

Sema,1ticka analiza glagolskilι imenica koje su izvedene od glagolslάh 
parova koji se razlikuju po prelaznosti ί neprelaznosti, uporedjivanje oνih ime­
nica sa odgovarajucim grckim recima pokazuju nam da je kategorija prelaz­
nost-neprelaznost imala i morfolosko obelezje kod glagola u staroslovenskom 
ί da je ona predstavljala leksicku kategoriju kod navedenih glagolskih parova. 
U daljem navode se primeri glagolskih parova sa izvedenim glagolslάm i­
menicama i odgovarajucim grckim recima. Brojevi u zagradi obelezavaju uce­
stalost primera ιι spomenicima. (Broj glagola uzet je na osnovu veceg broja 
spomenika po Dostalu2, a broj imenica je naveden prema manjem brojιι 

spomenika koji su sluzili kao osnovna grad_ia za ovaj rad. Ovakav odnos ne 
dovodi do bitnih pomeranja u proporcijama). 

1. Neprelazni glagol: vΊ>skrbsn9ti (94)-vΊ>skrbsnovenije (4)-(το έγερθfj­
ναι) Vl>SkΓbSenίje (37)- (άνάστασις, το έγερθfίναι, εγερσις, κ:pύψις). 

Prelazni glagol: vΊ>Skresiti (67)-vΊ>skresenίje (62) (άνάστασις). 
Ovi glagolί sa svojim ίzvedenicama spadaju u crkveno-bogoslovsku ter­

minologiju i cesto se upotrebljavaju. Razlika po prelaznosti i neprelaznosti 
relevantna je zbog pojmovne distribucije vaskrsnuca bozanstva (neprelazno 
znacenje) ί coveka (prelazno znacenje). Ονa znacenja se prenela, sa manjim 
kolebanjima, ί na glagolske imenice gornjih glagolskih parova. Tako VΊ>SkΓΙ>­
senije (vΊ>skrbsnovenije) znaCi, uglavnom, vaskrsnuce lsusovo. Rec VΊ>skresenije 
znaci, vaskrsnιιce coveka iz ιnrtvih ί sveopste vaskrsnuce, dogadjaj koji ce se 
desiti drugim dolaskom Isusovim. Ovde su pojmovne razlike obelezene ί obli­
ckom razlikom, koja se dosledno sprovodi kroz spomenike. lzuzetak predsta­
vlja AS J 11, 24. Ovu oblicko-semanticku distribuciju jos jace istice grcki orgi­
nal gde je jedan oblik (άνάστασις) nosilac oba znacenja. Ostale odgovarajuce 
reci prevode se samo neprelaznom glagolskom izvedenicom. 

2. Neprelazni glagol: gndeti (u kasnijim spomenicima)-gndenije (u 
kasnijim spomenicima)- (άλαζονεία); vΊ>zgndeti- (nema glagolske imenice) 

Prelazni glagol: gnditi- gnzdenije (έπιληψία)-v1>zgnzdenije- (nema 
glagolske imenice). 

3. N eprelazni glagol: ob~tr'ati (1)- (nerna glagolske imenice) 
Prelazni glagol: ob~triti (5)-ob~str'enije (2) (οίδημα, φλεγμονή). 
4. Ν eprelazni glagol: oslabeti (6)- (nerna glagolske imenice) 
Prelazni glagol: oslabiti (20)-oslabl'enije (1) (liνεσις) 

2. Α. Dostal, Sιιιdίe ο vidove111 systeniιι v sιaros/ovl11sti11i!, Praha 1954. 

109 



D. Stef anovίc 

5. Neprelazni glagol: tbleti-tblenije (2) (σαθρότης, φθoρά)-neti.lenije 
(άφθαρσία); istbleti (u kasnijim spomenicima)-isti.lenije (14) (αφθαρτος, δια­
φθορά, φθορά); neisti.lenije (άφθαρσία); isti.leni.rύje (διαφθορά). 

Prelazni glagol: thliti- (nema glagolske imenice); isti.liti-isthl'enije (1) 
(φθορά). 

Izvedenica od prelaznog glagola je slabo dokumentovana. Ista grcka rec 
se prevodi izvedenicama od prelaznih i neprelaznih glagola. Na osnovu ana­
lize tekstova moglo bi se zakljuCiti da izvedenica od neprelaznog glagola znaci 
iskvarenost, pokvarenost u moralnom smislu. 

6. Neprelazni glagol: umreti (163) - umri.tije (2) (τελευτη) 
Prelazni glagol: umfbtνiti (34)-umri.tvije (1)3 (τελευτή). 
Ονe imenice se vrlo retko pojavljuju. U spomenicima pojam smrti obe­

lezava rec sΊ>mrbth (θάνατος) ί ona se vrlo cesto pojavljuje. U Νονοm zavetu 
θάνατος (sΊ>mntb) ima, uglavnom, religiozno-moralno znacenje, a τελευτη 
(umri.tije) znaci fizicki kraj zίvota, smrt. τελευτη se pojavljuje samo jednom 
u Νονοm zavetu (Mt 2,15): radi se ο Irodovoj smrti. U Marijinom jevadjelju 
i Saviuoj knjίzi ονa grcka rec se prevodi izvedenίcom od neprelaznog glagola. 

U slovenskiιn jezicima glagolske imenice na morfoloskom nivou posma­
trane spadaju medju imenice, a ρο svojoj semantίci cine deo glagolskog siste­
ma. U staroslovenskom .iezίku semauticka glagolska kateι:;orija prelaznosti i 
neprelaznosti ima i svoje morfolosko obelezje u izvesnoj meri (νΊ>skri.snoti­
VΊ>skresiti). Ovakva morfoloska diferencijacija u nekoliko slucajeva prisutna 
je ί kod glagolskih imenica izvedenih od glagolskih parova koji se razlikuju 
po prelaznosti i neρrelaznosti. Ονe vrste morfoloske diferencijacije nema kod 
glagola u grckom jeziku. υ tom pogledu su glagoli i navedene glagolske izve­
denice leksicki autohtonίje i semantika prelaznosti i neprelaznosti predstavlja 
leksicko-sintaksicku kategoriju za razliku od grckog jezika, gde se semantika 
prelaznosti i neprelaznoti moze ustanoviti samo na nivou sintakse, prema kon­
kretnom kontekstu. 

Beograd 

3. Oνaj glagol νοdί svoje poreklo od glagolskog prideva mrbtV'b. 

110 

Α. S. NOROV AND ΤΗΕ PAN-ORTHODOX CAUSE 

Peter Weίsensel 

One of the prominent names before the Russian reading public in the mid­
nineteenth century was that of Avraam Sergeevich Νοrον (1795-1869). His 
three books, Puteshestvίe po svίatoί zen1/e (Journey Through the Holy Land) 
(1838), Puteshestvίe po Egiptu ί Nubii (Journey Through Egypt and Nubia) (1840), 
and Puteshestvίe k seιnί tserkvam upomίnaemym v Apokalίpsίse (Journey to the 
Seven Churclιes Mentίoned ίn the Apocalypse) (1847), which described his ex­
periences and researches ίη the Near East in 1834-35, captured the fancy of 
literate Russians since they capitalized οη Russia's growing interest in the 
«Eastern Question». Nicholas Chernyshevskii wrote that Norov's works were 
of such irnportance that they occupied «a place not only in Russian but also 
in general European literature [οη the Near East]»1. So closely was Norov's 
name associated with the Holy Places, wrote V. Ν. Khitrovo, one of the f ound­
ers of the Russian Orthodox Palestine Society, that ίη the minds of his con­
temporaries <<υnwittingly arose the figure of Α vraam Sergeevich» whenever 
the Holy Places were mentioned2. 

Since his death in 1869, however, Norov's part in Russian-Near Eastern 
affairs has been forgotten. If historians recall Norov at all, they refer to him 
only as the ineffective Minister of Public Instruction during the last years of 
Nicholas Ι. Contemporaries typically commented that he was «kind» and 
«good» but also «weak» and «characterless», a typical bureaucrat of Nicho!as' 
epoch. Quite apart from his bureaucratic career, however, Νοrον was signifi­
cant for his part in a field yet little researched, Russian-Near Eastern cultural 
and religious relations ίη the nineteenth century. The diplomacy of the «East­
ern Question» has long been a popular field for research. Ιη this diplomatic 
context historians have agreed that it was an axiom of eighteenth -and nine­
teenth- century Russian f oreign policy that exercise of the right of protection 
of Ortbodox Christians ίη the Ottoman Empire disgnised pragmatic great­
power objectives. Some in Russia, however, took seriously the protection of 
Orthodoxy ίη the Levant, for they nurtured the- hope tbat selfless help would 

1. Otechestvennye Zaplskl 98 (1855), 52. 
2. Khitrovo's introduction to Noroν's lerιιsalinι ί Sύιaί. Zaplskl vtorago pιιteshestviia 

na vostok, St. Petersburg 1878, p. ί. 
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establish a close communion with their Eastern co-religionists, a close com­
munion which would enable the entire Orthodox world to ward off material­
istic and Latin influences from the West. Α. S. Norov was such an individual 
and it is the purpose of this essay to explore Norov's ideas and activities on 
behalf of the Eastern Church since his ideas were quite outside the varieties 
of Russian conservatisrn and nationalism heretofore studied. 

Avraam Sergeevich Norov3 was born the son of a retired aI"my officer on 
October 29, 1795 οη his father's estate of Kliuchi in the Saratov province on 
the Volga. By all available evidence, Norov's father desired a military career 
for his son. After preliminary education at home young Norov was sent to the 
pension attached to Moscow University, but bef ore he finished the course of 
study his father withdrew him from the school. After a period of preparation 
at home Norov passed the examination which would permit him to enter the 
lmperial Guards. With the personal intercession of the otherwise infamous 
Count Α. Α. Arakcheev, the Minister of War and family friend, young Norov 
was admitted to the artillery brigade of the Jmperial Life Guards in St. Peters­
burg in March, 1810. Norov took part in the campaign against Napoleon and 
commanded a battery at the massive conf rontation at Borodino. He was severe­
ly wounded at Borodino and \ater captured when the French occupied Mos­
cow. Owing to the severity of his wounds it was found necessary to amputate 
his left leg, an amputation conducted by Baron Larrey, surgeon to Napoleon's 
general staff. 

After a period of recuperation at his family's cstate near Moscow, Norov 
returned to active service ίη the Guards in the spring of 1814. He was gradually 
promoted from first lieutenant to captain in February, 1819 and to colonel 
in June, 1820. N orov, however, found himself drawn to literary and scholarly 
pursuits. As an amputee he had at best limited prospects f or a successful 
military career. After 1815 he devoted himself to the study of French, Italian, 
Latin, Greek and English and to foreign and Russian literature. In the romantic 
style of Byron, Norov tried his hand at poetry and published several items in 
literary journals between 1818 and 1834. Α series of translations from Dante, 
Chenier and others appeared as well. 

3. Basic biographical inforrnation can be found ίη Α. V. Nikitenko, «Α vraam Sergeevich 
Νοrον», Irnperatorskaia Akaderniia Nauk. Otdelenie russkago iazyka i slovesnosti. Sbor11ik, 
Vol. 7, Νο. 9 (1870), 11-34; Ε. Dylevskii, «Avraam Sergeevich Νοrον», Stra1111ik, Νο. 4 (1871), 
10-44; V. Ν. Khitrovo's introduction to Norov's Jerusalim ί Si11ai, pp. i-x; and Α. S. Νοrον, 
«Vospominaniia>>, Russkii Arklιiv 3 (1881), 173-214. See also the aιιthor's dissertation, 
Avraam Sergeevich Norov: Nineteeιιtlι Cerιtury Russian Traveler, Bureaucrat arιd Educator 
(University of Minnesota, 1973). 
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These romantic impulses were behind Norov's initial attraction to the 
Levant. Norov's interest inciderιtally was a part of a growing concern through­
out literate Russian society for Levantine affairs in the 1820's and 1830's4• 

V. Ν. Khitrovo cominented that Norov's love of the Greek and Roman clas­
sics and the roιηantic trends in literature of the 1820's, especially Chateau­
briand's Ιtί11eωί1·e de Ρα;-ίs a Je,.usale1n (Paris 1811), drew hirn to the East5• 

Regai-ding tlιe ωmantic element Norov himself wrote much later that the 
«lofty poetic dreams of yout\1 deeply f urrowed in my imagination» drf'w him 
ini1ially eastward6• 

The «iofty poetic dreams of youth» beckoned Norov to the East in the 
1820's, but his motivatίons sobered before his first voyage in 1834. Jn 1823 
Norov abandoned his DΊilitary career and in 1827 entered the civilian admin­
istration, becoming a «bureaucrat of special assignments» (chίnoνnίk osobykh 
poruc/1enίί) in the Ministry of tlιe Interior. As a man drawn to literature, Norov 
becaιne deeply dissatisfied with the nιundane and stifling atmosphere in the 
bureaucracy. After only four ιnonths' service in the Ministry, in May, 1828 
Norov approached his friend Konstantin Iakovleνich Bulgakov and pleaded 
f or his aid in arranging an appointment as secretary to Admiral D. Μ. Seniavin, 
the conιDΊander of the Baltic Fleet. Bulgakov arranged an interview for Norov 
and witl1 Seniavin's intercession N orov received leave of absence to sail with 
Seniavin to London as secretary and translator7• Norov did not return to his 
desk in St. Petersbui-g until 1830. Α. V. Nikitenko, an old friend, well-known 
professor at St. Petersburg University and advisor to Norov in the Ministry 
of Public InstΙ"uction, wrote after Norov's death: «As his external activities 
isolated hiιn in a confined cii-cle his internal yearnings could not be content ... 
Hιιnιanity deνelops ... when it is threatened with being toi-n apart [and it] rushes 
to strengthen itself in the fundarnentals so irresistibly inherent in us, in the fun­
damentals of faith ... Firmly then the religious mood developed in hirn finally 

4. On this upsurge of interest in the East see especially Α. V. Fadeev, Rossiia ί vostoc/ιrιyi 

krizis v 20-ykh godov ΧΙΧ veka, Moscow 1958, Ch. 1; 1. l u. Κrachkovskii, Ocherki po istorii 
ι-ιιsskοί arabistiki, Moscow-Leningrad 1950, pp. 73-123; V. Bartol'd, lstoriia izucherιiia 

vostoka ν Evrope ί Rossii, 2nd edition, Leningrad 1925, Chs. ΧΙ, ΧΙΙ. Α nurnber of special­
ized articles on the sιιbject appear in the irregιιlarly pιιblished Ocherki po istoriί russkogo 
vostokovedeniia (1953- ). 

5. Κhitrovo, p. ii. 
6. Α. S. Νοrον, Ierasa/iιn ί Sίιιαί, p. 133. 
7. «lz pisern Konstantina Iakovlevicl1a Bιιlgakovo k bratιι ego, Aleksandru lakovl­

evichu», Russkii Arkhiv, Part 2 (1903), 561-562. 
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a fervent desir~ to visit the Holy Places [of Palestine]»I!. Ιη sin1ilar vein, V. Ν. 
Κhitrovo wωte: «This was not the same young artillery sub-lieutenant witl1 
whom we were acquainted [in the 1820's]. The Byronism of tl1e l820's left its 
mark on him bιιt ... a deep religiosity, not ackno\vledging or ι·ecognizing even 
the slightest doubt, was most ill1portaot»9• 

Norov received leave of absence frοΠΊ the Ministry of tl1e Jnterior ίη the 
autumn of 1834 to visit the Holy Places and l1e arrived in AlexandΓia in De­
cember 1834, only to return to Russia in J ιιηe 1835. He visited several archaeo­
logical sites οη the Nile as far soutl1 as the second cataract, and ρassing into 
Palestine overland through the Jsthmιιs of Suez Norov visited most of the 
important religious places in the Holy Land, especially in Jeωsalem and its 
environs. With significance for the futuΓe l1e ιηet the PatriaΓcl1s of Alexandria 
and Jerusalem and other prelates, whom he iιnpressed with 11is piety and de­
votion to the Orthodox Church. Accompanied quite accidentally by the British 
writer Alexander W. Kinglake, Norov travelled through Anatolia to Constan­
tinople, visiting en route the locations of many ancient ClΊristian cities. Frωn 
Constantinople he returned to Russia through the Bal!cans. 

Norov maintained 11is position ίη the Ministry of tl1e Interior until January 
1839 when he transferred to the Con11ηission fοΓ the" Reception of Petitions 
to the Tsar, a position which s01neti111es brought him to Γeport peΓsona lly to 
Nicholas Ι. In 1847 he became a senator. Norov's conservative outlook and 
reputation as a writer played their part and in 1850 he received the appoint­
ment of Deputy Minister (tovaι·ιs!1c/1) of Public Instruction. He replaced the 
Minister, Prince Ρ. Α. Shirinskii-Shikhmatov, upon the latter's death ίη 1854. 
Norov's tenure as the Minister of Public Instruction spanned tl1e last years of 
the reign of Nicholas 1 and the first years of Alexander ΙΙ. High 11opes and 
good intentions marked his tenure, but there were few Γeal accomplisl1ments. 
Laxness in the censorship a.d1ηinistration and clisordeΓs ίη the universities, 
for which Alexander ΙΙ blamed Noωv's «simple1nindedness», comρelled hi1n 
to J"esign in 185810. 

During these years, ho'ννever, Norov pursued a parallel career in scholar­
ship pertaining to the C11ristian East. Between 1838 and 1847 the tlπee woΓks 
describing the visit of 1834-35 appeared in print (Pιιtes/1estvίe po svίatoί zemle 
[2 vols., 1838]; Pιιteslιestvίe po Εgίptιι ί Νubίί [2 vols., 1840]; Pιιte.s/1est11ίe k 

8. Α. V. Nikitenko, «Avraam Sergeevich Νοrον», 18. 
9. Khitrovo, p. ίν. 

10. Alfred Rieber (ed.), T/1e Politics of Autocracy. Letters of Alexancler ΙΙ to Prince Α . / . 
Barίatίnskίί, 1857-1864, Paris, Mouton, 1966, p. 46. 
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se111ί tseι·kvam ιιpon1ίnae111ym ν Apolωlίpsίse [1847)), and they were warmly 
received f or tl1e archaeological and historicnl scbolarship they demonstrated. 
His work brougl1t invitations f or membership of Russian and foreign scholar­
ly societies and helped to inaugurate correspondence νιith scholars in and, out 
of Russia. In the words of V. Ν. Khitrovo, however, the essence of his Jink 
to the East la)1 not in scholarship but «in that religious feeling, in that un­
lin1ited love of the Holy Land which lived ίη hin1 witl1out interruption»11• 

Norov confined his public life after 1858 to me1nbeΓship of the Sτate 
Council, wl1eΓe !1e fougl1t a losing battle fοΓ the privileges of the Church during 
t!1e era of refonηs, and to presidency of the Archaeographic Commission. 
After the death of 11is wife in 1860, Νοων travelled once again to Paiestine; 
he teπned it «a pilgrimage of salvation f or union \Vitl1 her in the lap of our Jesus 
Christ»12• Scholarship remained a major consideration in these later years. He 
edited a vvork pertaining to the history of Orthodoxy (lvfarka Efesskago Ο­
/αιιz/111οe poslanίe, nazίdate/'n.vίa 111yslί, pι·edsιneΓtnoe zaveshanίe Georgίίu Skhο­

!αrίίι,ι ί μedsιneΓtnyia slova Geoι·giίa Slc/10/aΓiίa, Paris 1859) and another οη the 
histoιΎ of Russian pilgrin1age to tl1e East (Putes/1estvίe ίgιιmeηα Danίilapo svίatoί 
zeιn!e ν nac/1a!e Χ 11 veka [1113-1115], St. PetersbnΓg 1864). Norov was tbe 
most energetic petitioner f or Russian funds to finance Konstantin Tischendorf's 
seaΓch for an ancient Greek text of the New Testament, the Codex Sίηαίtίcιιs 
wl1ich Tischendo1-f gave to tl1e Russian govern1nent in 1862. Norov also spon­
sored tl1e publisl1ing of the Ne\v Testa1nent in a bi-lingual Greek-Slavonic 
edition in 186 l anct 1867. After years of gradually failing health and spiritual 
prepaΓation , Norov died in JanuaιΎ 1869. 

Quite apaΓt from his career in the tsarist bureaιιcracy, Norov involved 
hi111sclf in the relations bet\νeeo Russia and the GΓeek Patriarchates of the 
Otto111an Empirc. He maintained a set of ideas, however, \Vhich were in clear 
contΓast to long-standing Russian assumptions about the Near East. Since 
the time of Peter Ι, Russian diploιηacy had used the right of protection of 
Christians in the Otto111an Empire as a tool \Vith whiclι to advance her great­
poweΓ interests. FοΓ the Russian state, politics pΓevailed over regard for the 
health of Orthodoxy. Siιnilaι ly, 'vhen Russia set out οη a course of \Vestern­
izaιion her once close relations with the Greek world gradually fell into abey­
ance. Norov's notions about the Orthodox East rejected both thest> traditions. 

Ιη several respects Norov's ideas were similar to those of the Slavophiles. 

11. Κhitrovo, p. ί. 

12. Gosudarstvennaia Publichnaia Biblioteka im. Saltykova-Shchedrina (Leningrad), 
(hereafter GPB), fond 531, delo 9, 1. 4. 
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Like the Slavophiles he came froΩ1 an old and honored gentry family and like 
the Slavophiles he was closely associated v.'ith Moscow. He once adιηitted 
that in youth his friends were nearly all Mιιscovites13, and a certain disapρoint­
ment with the St. Petersburg bιιreaιιcracy has al ready been noted. Both Norov 
and the Slavophiles coιιld agree that the religioιιs side of man was most in1-
portant and that the Russian society of the future woιιld have to be foιιnded 
οη firm Orthodox principles. Both drew a dichotoιηy between Rιιssia and the 
West. Norov periodically used «republican» or «Western liberalism» when 
describing principles unsuited to Rιιssia14• Norov and the Slavophiles coιιld 
agree οη an interpretation of Peter the Great: he 11ad peιΎerted Orthodoxy 
by institnting the western Holy Synod to govern tl1e Chuι·ch. Yet the most 
fundamental of Norov's ideas remained oιιtside Slavophilism. The Slavophiles 
believed that Orthodox Christianity and Slavdom were virtually inseparable. 
Ιη this the Greek East had little place. Often the teachings of the Byzantine 
Greek fathers were spoken of with respect, but the contemporary Hellenic 
world offered little warιηth. lvan Κireevskii emphasized that Greece lay de­
based and desecrated ιιnder the heel of the Turks15• And ίη the Bιιlgarian Ex­
archate affair, Α. S. Khomiakov sided with the Bιιlgarians against tl1e Orthodox 
Greeks. Khomiakov declared his respect for the «Hellenic-Christian» or «en­
lightened-Christian» aspects of Byzantine civilization but deplored its «Roιηan­

statist» side represented by the Phanaι-iots of Constantinople. The Oι-thodox 
Bulgarians took precedence over the Orthodox Greeks who were not Slavsl6. 
Norov, however, it will be shown, .sligbted the Slavic element and eιηpl1asized 
that just as the Orthodox religion bound Russia and the otl1er Slavic nations 

' 
it bound them to the Greek East as well. lt was a contrast between Slavic 
Orthodoxy, in which the Greeks were ignored, and what might be described 
Norov's Panorthodoxy. 

Norov did ηοι expound ίη a special publication or statement a systematic 
philosophy of Panortl1odoxy but several essays and petitions produced over 
tbirty-odd years of eastern activity contain tl1e main elements of his thinking. 
Each of these essays and petitions will be described in detail in chronological 

13. Α. S. Norov, «Vospominaniia», Rιιsskii Arkhiv 3 (1881), 174. 
14. See Norov's «Comparison of the Orthodox and Greek Churches» below and his 

opinion on the statutes for the peasant emancipation, GPB, f. 531 , d. 65. 
15. Abbott Gleason, Europeaιι αιιd Mιιscovite. Ιvαιι Kireevsky and the Οrίgίιιs of Slavo­

philism, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard, 1972, p. 177. 
16. Peter Κ. Chι·istoff, An Introductίon to Nίneteenth-Century Rιιssίαιι Slavoplιilism, Vol. 

1: Α. S. Xomίakov, The Hague, Mouton, 1961, pp. 115-116. 
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order. Moreover, throughout his public life, Norov consistenιly performed 
acts ίη Sτ . Petersbιιrg οη behalf of the Greek Patriarchates. These also will be 
desCΓibed in the saΩ1e chronology, as they COΩ1pleωented and verified thc as­
sunψtions contained in the essays. 

Αη ιιndated and unpublished essay, «Α Coωparison of tbe Orthodox and 
Greek Cl1urches ίη the XVI1Itl1 and XIXth Centuries», held in the State Public 
Library in Leningrad, deserves first attention since it includes basic assump­
tions about the purity of GΓeek 0Γthodoxy which cont.rasted markedly to the 
state of Russian 0Γthodoxy. Norov was deeply distΓessed at ιhe Rιιssian 
Church's Ω1etamorpl1osis from a living and spiritually integrating body in 
ancient times to a bureancΓatic aΓη1 of tl1e state in the nineteenth century. 
According to Norov the Church could trace its decline to Latinism which was 
brought to Russia by westerners dιιring the Mongol period and by westward­
looking advisors to Peter Ι. As a consequence, Norov continued, the Russians 
divided between Orthodox and Latins, ancient church customs were abandoned, 
coldness and disΓespect f or the ChuΓch developed, and the raskol festered 
and became stronger. The Church saved Russia during the Tatar yoke, she 
was «the invisible e111press of Holy Rus'», her laws were life-giving and she 
strengthened and united hι;r diverse coΩ1111ιιnicants. The Church's prelates 
were the reconcilers, coωforters and ωediators for all. Neither in Russia, By­
zantiuω, Greece nor ArΩ1enia did the Church seek worldly possessions. The 
foolish tsarist advisors, however, not understanding either the history of the 
West or their own history, led the Ω10narchs to «the darkness of the West» 
and av.1ay froω «the light of the East», the f inal arbiter of truth and heresy. 
Under the influence of \vestward-looking advisors, Peter Ι did away with the 
Patriarchate and in its place established «the republican Holy Synod» which 
becaΩ1e bound to tl1e state in soulless bureaucracy. Το save the Church and 
reestablisl1 harιnony, Νοrον concluded, Rιιssia would have to reestablish the 
Patriarchate17• 

Such bitterness did not characterize Norov's published writings and dis­
creetly he chose to keep these thoughts to his own writing desk, but the docu­
Ω1ent speaks clearly enough ofhis feelings about the state of the Russian: Church 
and its relationship with the Ortl1odox East. Norov thought that whereas 
Russian Orthodoxy had succn01bed to Latin influences, the Eastern Church 
had not faltered. Russia had abandoned «the light of the East» to f ollow «the 
darkness of the West» by abolishing the Patriarchate, but the East had not 

17. GPB, f. 531, d. 95, 11. 1-10. 
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relented. Under the Holy Synod the Russian Church ceased to be an integrat­
ing force ίη society because it became a bureaucratic arm of tl1e statt, but 
the East avoided such errors. Norov repeated these assumptions about the 
purity of the Eastern patriarchates in his other \.vritings and petitions on be-

. half of the Eastern patriarchates. The East I1ad escaped Russia's eιτors and 
was worthy of Russia's attention. 

Νοrον, however, did not ignore Russian Orthodoxy. Since tl1e Rιιssian 

Church was in such need, Norov's personal religiosity brought hίιη to renάer 
what monetary and political aid he coιιld to the Rιιssian clergy. He regularly 
dispatched money to various monasteries, and clergyιηen often wrote to hίιη 
requesting that he bring their petitions to tl1e attention of the authorities. After 
such a venture Archbishop Innokentii of KI1erson, a famous theologian and 
religious orator, wrote to Νοrον in 1855: «You are in the avant-garde of 
Christ's Orthodox Church; may her faitbful sons take J-ιeart and be strength­
ened»18. 

Νοrον helped the Russian Church but his caιιse celebι·e was the Ortl1odox 
East. Απ element of his interest in Greek Orthodoxy, we have noted, came 
from recognition that somehow the Greek Church had ιnaintained its purity 
when the Russians had fallen to Latin influences. However, otl1er develop­
ments also drew him to help the Eastern Church. Νοrον retuι-ned to Russia 
from the Holy Land in 1835 deeply depressed by the material poverty of the 
Greek Church and determined to do his bit to bring about its revival. Νοrον 
also resolved to study the history of Orthodoxy. His Pιιteslιestviia published 
between 1838 and 1847 \νere as ιηuch works of history and 11istorical geography 
as they were a description of his personal expeΓiences. His study of tl1e l1istory 
of Orthodoxy brought Ιιίιη to see tl1e 11oιnogeneity in the Oι-thodox woΓ!d, an 
element often overlooked in his time of national Orthodox Chuι-cl1es. Norov 
determined to bring the bι-anches of Orthodoxy into a closer comιηunion with 
one another. Α means to the end was the political and material aid whicl1 Russia 
could render to the Orthodox East. Thus we n1ust understand tl1e significance 
of his petitions f or political aid and money before the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs or the Holy Synod οη behalf of the Eastern Patriarchates. 

Νοrον was well-inclined toward the Greeks for ι-eligious reasons. Frοιη 
the Greek point of view, however, several important developments material­
ized in the decade after Norov's visit in 1834-35 \.Vhich 111agnified the need for 
pro-Greek spokesmen such as Νοrον in St. Petersburg. Wheι-eas tlιe 1830's 

18. Innokentii of Kherson to Norov, 18 February 1855. GPB, f. 313, d. 36, 1. 489. 
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marked a Russian ascendancy at the Porte owing to the Treaty of Unkiar 
Skelessi (1833), the diplomacy of Palιnerston and the London Conventions 
of 1840-41 sιφplanted the Russian supremacy and replaced it with English 
and Frencl1 doιηination at tlιe Porte. Russian interest only increased as a result 
of this setback, buι the methods tl1e Russian policy-makers used to reestablish 
her position severely antagonized the Greeks who \Vanted to maintain their 
l1egeωony over tl1e Ortl1odox Christians in the Ottoιηan Empire. With the 
precedent of the Ang\o-Prussian Bisl1opric in Jerusaleω (1841) and the French­
backed Latin PatriaΓcl1ate of Jerusalen1 (1847), Russia decided to establish 
her own Ecclesiastical Mission in Jerusaleιn to reassert Russian presence. Count 
Κ. V. Nesselrode, the FoΓeign Minister, doωinated ίη this decision. Nε..sselrode 
regarded Orthodoxy as ηο more than another weapon in the Russian diplo­
matic arsenal to be used when needed for political advantage19. Nesselrode had 
ηο intention of arousing the Greel<s but unfortunately the choice of head of 
tl1e Mission fell to Archiιnandι-ite Poι-firii Uspenskii, a graduate of the St. 
Petersburg Ecclesiastical Academy and former pastor of the Russian embassy 
churcl1 in Vienna. Sent initially to Jerι1salem in 1843 οη a fact-finding mission, 
he and the Greek hierarchy became alienated froιn the start over the issue of 
the Arab Orthodox of the Jerusalem Patriarchate. Porfirii maintained tbat the 
Greeks exploited the Arabs. When the Russian Mission was f ormally estab­
lished ίη Ι 848 Porf irii was its f irst head. The objective of the Mission was to 
reform by exaωple the Greek clergy in order to raise its prestige in its own eyes 
and ίη the eyes of otheι· Orthodox people. The second trip was n1ore success­
f ul than tl1e first: Porf irii got οη ωuch better with the new PatΓiarch, Cyril ΙΙ, 
who had replaced the «Panhellene» At11anasios, but his aπogance and continued 
favoritisω toward the Arab Orthodox prolonged distrust20• Ιη August 1852, he 
wωte to the Rιιs sian General Consul in Beiωt, Konstantin Bazili: «Ιη general 
tl1e poor inclination of tl1e Brotherhood of the Holy Sepulcl1er to the commo­
dious and timely establishn1ent of our Ecclesiastical Mission is apparent» 21. 

19. Τ. G. Stavroιι, R11ssia11 /ιιterests in Palestine, 1882-1914. Α Stιιdy of Religioιιs and 
Educational Eιιteι·pι·ise, Thessaloniki 1963, pp. 32-33; lgor SΠ1olitsch, «Zur Geschichte der 
Beziei1ungen zwischen der Russischen Kirche und deΠ1 Orthodoxen Osten. Die Russische 
Kirchliche Mission in JerιιsaleΠ1 (1847-1914)», Ostkiι·chliclιe Stιιdien V (June-SepteΠ1ber, . 
1956), 94-96. 

20. Τ. G. Stavrou, «Porfirii Uspenskii and the Slavic Cause», Actes dιι pre111ier Congι·es 
/11terιιαtίοιια[ des Etudes Balkaniques et Sιιd-Est Europeennes, Sophia 1966, ΠΙ (Sophia, 1969), 
p. 803. 

21. Quoted in Ρ. Bezobrazov, «0 Snosheniiakh Rossii s Palestinoi ν ΧΙΧ veke», Snoshe­
ιιiia Imperatorskago Ρrανοs[ανιιαgο Palestinskago Obshclιestνa 22 (1911), 514. 
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Russia's increasing political and cultural interest in the East was clear enough 
to the Greek hierarchy througb the establisbment of the Ecclesiastical Mis­
sion. Το thern the Russian offensive was a threat to «Hellenism» or continued 
dominance of the Greeks over other Orthodox in the East. The Metropolitan 
Dionisios of Bethlehem told Porfirii at the time of his first visit that another 
war between Russia and Turkey would not be without negative consequences 
for the Greeks 22• 

Added to these increasingly difficult relations with Russia were other 
problems that called for special help. Egyptian control of Palestine after 1833 
inaugurated an official policy of toleration f or all religious sects. This encour­
aged a greater influx of Latin and Protestant missionaries. Although Protest­
ant missionaries largely avoided proselytism among the Orthodox, the few 
cases that did occur caused a violent reaction among the Greek hierarchy. The 
Bishop of Beirut threatened to excommunicate parents who sent their clιildren 
to an Arnerican school in Beirut, and when an English missionary school opened 
in Jerusalern the Patriarch issued an anatherna against it23• The Arrnenians 
encroached on Greek privileges at the Holy Places. Only with a vigorous Rus­
sian diplomatic offensive at the Porte were the Arrnenian advantages abrogated 
in 183724• Ιη addition, to the displeasure of the Russians who often suspected the 
Greek hierarchy of squandering alms for the Holy Sepulcher sent frorn Rιιssia,the 
Greeks redoubled those requests for alms ίη the l 830's and 1840's. The Greeks 
pleaded a greater need to bribe Turkish off icials ίη the f ace of Arrnenian, 
Latin, and Protestant proselytisrn, but also because of loss of revenue f rorn 
their «dedicated rnonasteries» ίη Wallachia and Moldavia, the funds from 
which fell instead into the coffers of tl1e anti-Greek Rumanian hospodars. 

Under these difficult circumstances the Greek hierarchy found it extremely 
desirable to cultivate friends in high Russian circles. Α. S. Νοrον must have 
been a logical choice. As letters to Νοrον demonstrate, the Greek hierarchy 
was deeply irnpressed with Norov's religious devotion ίη geneι-al and devotion 
to the Holy Places in particιιlar. When, upon returning to Russia, he wrote to 
Jerusalem expressing his willingness to help, a steady strean1 of petitions for 
political aid and money followed. 

The services Νοrον rendered the Eastcrn Patriarchates were not unlike 
those perforrned for Russian churchrnen. The Metropolitan Peter, fοι· exarnple, 

22. Smolitsch, pp. 103-104. 
23. Α. L. Tibawi, British lnterests ίη Palestine, 1800-190/, Oxford 1961, p. 95; idem, 

American lnterests in Syria, 1800-190/, Oxford 1966, pp. 65, 79. 
24. Ρ. Bezobrazov, «0 Snosheniiakh Rossii s Palestinoi ν ΧΙΧ veke», 180-182. 
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wωte fωιn Jerusalen1 to Νοrον in 1838 thanking hirn for pleading Jerusalern's 
petitions f or funds «before tbe powerful and the great»25• In a si111ilar νeίη, Ν.Α. 
Protasov, the Obeιpι-okισor of the Holy Synod, in 1838 received through Νοrον 
and with Norov's own plea a petition for funds frorn the fathers of St. Savva's 
rnonastery ίη Palestine. Protasov later notified Νοrον that he had forwarded 
the petition to the Holy Synod for deliberation as Νοrον had requested26• 

Between 1833 and 1839 the Archbishop Ierotheos of Tabor, οη assignment 
fron1 Patriarch Athanasios of Jerusalern, lived in Moscow as the head of the 
Jerusalenι ωetochion in the city27 • After Norov's return from the East, Ierotheos 
ωaintained close relations \Vith him. Soon after Norov's arrival in St. Peters­
burg Ierotheos wrote hirn of the dark side of affaiι-s in Jerιιsalern and of the 
recent incursions of the Aι-menians at the Holy Places. He begged Norov's 
protection and implored him to present those facts to the Synod28• Three weeks 
later Νοrον wrote to Ierotheos of his successes and Ierotheos responded with 
his thanks and blessings bιιt implored Νοrον, «do not leave this part of sal­
vation, do not abandon tlιe Holy ChuΓch in the hands of foreigners, use your 
petitions as the Lord God comrnands and f ortifies you»29• The correspondence 
continued through 1837 and 1838. ln August 1838 lerotheos rerninded Νοrον 
again of the great needs of the Church in Jerusale111: «Although ... you have 
already announced your \Villingness to ask Count Nesselrode about the affairs 
in Jerusaleω ... 1 will still reωind you of my rnost hurnble reqιιest: serve the Holy 
Church of Jerιιsalern !, put a crown to her well-being and cornfort !»30 Νοrον 

forwarded Ierotheos's letter to Count Nesselrode. Ierotheos's letters there­
after concentrated οη the deplorable situation in Moldavia and Wallachia. On 
one occasion Ierotheos wrote that he hoped that this affair would corne to the 
attention of the E111peror through Νοrον31 • lerotheos returned to Constantinople 
in the spring of 1839, but he continued to write Νοrον about the Moldavian 
and Wallachian estates and the pressing financial need of the Eastern Church. 
Νοrον supplernented this political aid with his own rnaterial contributions in 
money and religious objects for divine service, and he spread first-hand in-

25. Metropolitan Peter to Norov, 7 April 1838, GPB, f. 531, d. 525, 1. 12. 
26. Ν. Α. Protasov to Norov, 21July1838, GPB, f. 531 , d. 543, 1. 1. 
27. On Ierotheos's stay in Russia see Ν. F. Kapterev, Snoslιeniia ierιιsalimskiklι patri­

arklιov s russkim pravitel'stvoιn s poloviιιy XVI do serediιιy ΧΙΧ st., Vol. 11, St. Petersburg 1898, 
pp. 592-596, 598-608, 611-613, 654-656, 800-806. 

28. Archbishop Ierotheos to Norov, 17 November 1836, GPB, f. 531, d. 358, 11. 4-4ob. 
29. Archbishop Ierotl1eos to Norov, 24 December 1836, GPB, f. 531, d. 358, 1. 6. 
30. Archbishop Ierotheos to Norov, 8 July 1838, GPB, f. 531, d. 358, 1. 17. 
31. Archbishop Ierotheos to Norov, 27 October 1838, GPB, f. 531, d. 358, 1. 20. 
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form ation about those needs to friends \vho contributed as well. Ierotl1eos 
wrote to Νοων of the need for a\taι-s, iconostases, vestn1ents, etc., and wit\1 
Norov's participation Princess Τ. Β. Potemkina sent several beautifυl iten1s 
to the Cairo cathed ra l of the Patriarchate of Alexanclria32• 

Ιη 1847 Norov attempted to go beyond his own individual effoι-ts . He 
and a group of friends organized a society or committee to ga tl1er together 
alms collected ίη the provinces and to dispatcl1 tl1em to the East according to 
need. Norov was the society's first president and anotl1er officer was Andrei 
Nikolaevich Murav'ev, the author of an iιnportant work οη Palestine, Pιιte­
shestνie k sνiatγm n1estaιn (1832), and an official in the office of tl1e ObapιΌ­
kuroι· of the Holy Synod. Little is known of the other members but Porfiι·ii 
Uspensl<ii described them as «several chaιnpions of the Holy SepυlcheΓ in 
Petersburg»33 . T11e formation of such a society, however, de1nanded in1perial 
appωval. Ιη April 1847, Count Orlov presented Norov' s petition for iιnpeΓial 
sanction to Nicholas Ι. Tl1e petition's course throιιgh tl1e bυrcaιιCΓatic laby­
rinth thereafter is not kno\'111 but in the end the petition νιas not appωved. 

Norov's zeal simply failed to take into accoιιnt the political objectives of 
the Russian government in Palestine. We get an inkling of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs' reaction and th..: pressure likely brought to bear against the 
idea ίη the position of Konstantin Bazi!i, the Russian General Consul in Beirut. 
Bazili disapproved of the Norov plan, \Vrote a negative report on it to St. Peters­
burg and later explained his reasons to Porfirii Uspensl<ii. 

Messrs. Norov and Murav'ev nourish unrealizable desires. They want 
to have a spiritual influence οη tl1e Orthodox Churches in Palestine and 
Syria, in all Turkey and even in Λustria, to send doles and ecclesiastical 
οΓ secular men of similar views bypassing ουr ιninistry of foreign affairs. 

... The system of our governιηent is a system of the greatest unity. Every­
thing originates f rom the Enψeror and everything is brought to him tlπough 
the Ministry. With this there are, secrets wlιich ηο one 111ust know except 
tlιe emperor and a few of his closest confidants . Can th{' Palestine Com­
mittee be initiated into tl1ese secrets .... ? 

The emissaries of the Norov committee by their character, 1nisunder­
standings, even stupidity or presuιnptιιousnes ΠΊay cause unpleasantness 
fοι- the consuls and lead thell1 into difficulty ... 34 

32. Α. U(n1anets), «Znakomstvo s aleksandriiskim patriarkhom», Moskvitiaιιiιι, Part IV 
(1845), 147. 

33. Porfirii Uspenskii, Kniga bytiίa moego, Vol. 3, St. Petersburg 1896, p. 449. 
34. Porfirii Uspenskίi, Knίga bytiia moego, Vol. 3, pp. 449-450. There is some difficulty 
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The Crimean War severely restricted Norov's applications οη behalf of 
the Eastern Cl1uΓch. T11e Turks closed tl1e Russian Ecclesiastical Mission in 
Jerusale01 and expelled Porfirii Uspenskii and its staff ίη 1854. Pilgrimages for 
Russians were i111possible as was direct communication witlι the Eastern Church 
hierarchy. During the Crimean War, however, Norov was at the height of his 
bureaucra tic career. Nicholas Ι nan1ed hi111 as Minister of Public Instruction 
in 1854. Tl1e de111ands of the office did not pern1it 11ί111 to pursue either his re­
searcl1 or zealous cl1aιnpioning of the Greelc Church35• Once relieved of his 
duties in the Ministry of Public Instruction ίη 1858, the Christian East becall1e 
again 11is priιnary concern. 

The Peace of Paris concluding tlιe Criιnean War, among other things, 
deprived Russia of her exclusive right to protect the Christians of the OttomHn 
E111pire. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 110\vever, devised ΠΊeans to reestab­
lish Russia's presence ίη the East \vithout aroυsing the suspicions ofthe western 
powers. It was decided to create a second Jerιιsalenι Mission. The Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, PΓince Α . Μ. Gorchakov, explained that behind the religious 
exterior the Mission was to have a political objective: «The role of humble 
observers for ουr Mission is not possible. We need presence ίη the East, of 
course, not ρolitical but religious . Neither the Turks nor the Franks, who have 
their patriarcl1s and bishops in the Holy City, can deny us this». The Ieader of 
the Π1ission, Gorcl1akov continued, would have to be a bishop ίη contrast to 
the Π10re ιnodest ranlc of arc11iιnandrite which Poι-firii Uspenskii had, for this 

i11 ide11tifyi11g Norov's col\eagues ίη this venture but it is likely that they included persons 
who ofte11 gatl1ered at Norov's ho111e to discuss Palestine affairs. His associates elected Norov 
the p1"eside11t of the comιηittee which sought imperial sanctio11 (George Wil\iams to Norov, 
2 November 1847, GPB, f. 531 , d. 718, 1. 6ob) a11d Andrei Nikolaevich Murav'ev, a νιriter 
on Palestine and an official ί11 the office of the Obeι·prokιιroι· of the Holy Synod, cooperated 
with Norov to found the committee. A11otber perso11 likely associated was Tat'iana Borisovna 
Potemkina (nee Golitsyna). PorfiΓii Uspe11skii n1entioned her presence at Norov's home 011 
several occasions whe11 Palestine affairs ~vere discussed (see, for example, Κιιίgα bytiίa moego, 
Vol. 7, ρρ. 56, 69), and with Norov's intercession she sent lavish gifts to tl1e Patriarcl1Hte of 
Alexa11dria (see foot11ote 32). Other identification is problematical. Α. Ρ. Tolstoi, the Oberpro­
kιιror of the Holy Synod, V. Ρ. Titov, the Ambassador to the Porte, 1843-56, Alexander 
Soutsos, tl1e Greek ambassador to St. Petersburg, and «many Greeks» were often ίη Norov's 
compa11y bιιt there is 110 evidence to co1111ect them specifically with the project of 1847 (see 
Κιιίgα bytiia 111oego, Vol. 7, pp. 56, 69) . 

35. One of Norov's causes while the Minister of Public Instruction was the wider study 
of Latin a11d especially Greek. It would trai11 you11g mi11ds and divert them from pernicious 
reading a11d it woιιld familiarize Russian youth with the writings of the Greek fathers ί11 the 
original la11guage. 
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«would create a beneficial impression not only in Jerusalem but also in Con­
stantinople, where they have seen neiιher a Russian bishop nor tl1e magnificent 
rituals of our divine service»36• Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow suggested 
that the Mission be responsible to the Holy Synod rather than the Ministry but 
his opinion was shunted aside. Alexander 11 approved Gorchakov's plan ίη 
February 1857 and Kirill Naumov, a Doctor of Theology and Inspector at the 
St. Petersburg Ecclesiastical Academy, was selected as its head. Ιη coιηpliance 
with Gorchakov's plan Νauιηον r·eceived the bishop's miter, becoming the 
Bishop of Melitopol. With negative consequences for tl1e futυre Naumov re­
ceived contradictory instructions to concentrate his νvork aιnong the «wretched 
Arab clergy» but still maintain good relations with their superiors ίη tl1e Greek 
hierarchy37• 

The Mission and the renewed f!o\v of pilgrims to the Holy Places became 
the concern of another group which was not content with the rnodest plans of 
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The Ieadership of this grοιιρ belonged to 
tb.e advent-urous Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich, the Tsar's brotl1et" and 
Mίm.ster of Marίne. Kσnstantin Nikolaevich was th e prίme ίnfluence behind 
the creation in 1.8~6 of the Russian Steam Packet and Trading Company, a 
government-subsιdrzed merchant-shipping concern operating from Black Sea 
~or.t~. The Company was to promote the development of the economic poten­
tialιtιes of South Russia and provide a training for seamen, but its real pur­
pose was to show the flag and thereby enhance Russia's prestige in the Medi­
terranean38. 

Norov found himself involved ίο a second project of Konstantin Nikola­
evich, to found a Palestine Committee in St. Petersburg in 1858. Two years 
earlier Konstantin Nikolaevich had dispatched a subordinate, Β. Ρ. Mansurov, 
to Palestine to gather inf ormation οη the conditions of the Rιιssian pilgrims. 
The report which Mansurov submitted to the Grand Duke painted a dismal 
picture of the conditions of the Orthodox pilgriιηs and sιιggested that the Rus­
sian Orthodox create facilities separate from those operated by the Greeks. 
This would enable the Russian pilgrims to develop their own spiritual life and 

36. Quoted in Α. Α. Dmitrievskii, /mperatorskoe pravoslaνnoe palestiιιskoe obslιclιest vo 

ί ego deiatel'ιιost' za istekshιιiu chetvert' veka (1882-1907), St. Petersburg 1907, p. 8. The 
emphasis is Gorchakov's. 

37. lbid., pp. 9-10. 
38. W. Ε. Mosse, «Russia and the Levant, 1856-1862; Grand Dιιke Constantin Nichola­

evich and the Russian Steam Navigation Company», Jourιιal of Moderιι History XXVI 
(March, 1954), 40. 
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their own spiritual needs under native Russian supervision. The report con­
cluded witl1 an appeal for funds to enable the Palestinian Orthodox to hold 
theiι- own against the proselytisω of tl1e Protestants and Latins39• Politics, how­
ever, still prevailed over religion. Mansurov also submitted a secret report to 
Konstantin Nilcolaevich which was much in the tone of Gorchakov's plan f or 
the Second Jerusalem Mission. The government could not intervene politically 
in the Levant becaιιse it had poν,ιerful enemies, but it and the Trade and Navi­
gation Company could act through the developn1ent of Russian religious inter­
ests. The whole attempt «must be ωade to assume the form of a private chari­
table undertaking created for the commercial interests of the Company, but 
protected by the government for the sal(e of its pious objects». If funds could 
be collected in Rιιssia and dispatched to the Levant f or the proposed Russian 
institutions withoιιt the interference of St. Petersburg bureaucrats, it would 
«clothe our interference in Eastern matters in such non-political form, as will 
disa rm our adversaries, and give Russia the opportunity of working directly 
and openly, with the right of prosecuting all her designs»4o. 

Το discuss the Mansurov report in February 1858, Konstantin Nikola­
evicl1 invited Α. S. Norov to attend a meeting in his offices, also attended by 
Goι·chakov, Bro](, tl1e Minister of Finance, Α. L. Tolstoi, the Oberp1·okuror of 
tl1e Holy Synod, and M ansurov hiιnself. The meeting decided to solicit funds 
for tl1e improvement of tl1e conditions of Rιιssian pilgrims, send doctors and 
sisters of mercy to Palestine, establish churches at the Russian consulates ίη 
Sιηyrna, Beiωt and Alexandria, and enlarge the staff at the Russian Mission 
and establish an additional consulate in Jerusalem41. Alexander 11 approved 
these plans and to coordinate and sιιpervise their enactιηent the Palestine Com­
ιηittee νvas establisl1ed ιιnder the presidency of Konstantin Nikolaevich. 

N orov's participation in the meeting to establish the Palestine Committee 
was not accidental. As a petitioneι- before the Holy Synod, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and the Emperor, his interest in religious affairs in the Levant became 
well-known. As a correspondent with Greek prelates and a traveller-scholar 
in Palestine he acqιιiι-ed uniqιιe insights. However, Norov must indeed have 
had mixed feelings about the decisions reached in Konstantin Nikolaevich's 
chaωbers. Νοrον could enthusiastically applaιιd the organization of Russia's 
material efforts οη behalf of Easteω Orthodoxy. He hirnself had requested 

39. ln abridged form it appeared as Praνoslaνnye pokloιιnikί ν Pa/estiιιe St. Petersburg 
1858. , 

40. Quoted ίη Mosse, «Russia and the Levant, 1856-1862», 44. 
41. Porfiι-ii Uspenskii, Kniga bytiia moego, Vol. 7, p. 155. 
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such aid from Nicholas Ι with the petition of 1847. However, tl1e aid gathered 
in Russia in this case was clearly destined for Russian churches, the Arab clergy 
and the comf ω·t of Russian pilgrims in tl1e Levant. How would this narrowly 
f ocused beneficence help Russia's co-religionists, the Greeks, and tl1e ultimate 
goal of a panortl1odox cωnmunion? Equally important, was not even this aid 
to religion prostituted to the Iarger goals of Russian diplomacy? 

Norov coιnposed two pieces during the years 1856-58 \Vhen tl1e govern­
ment was seeking alternative paths to reestablish Russian presence in tl1e Le­
vant. One was another petition to Alexander ΙΙ to establish a central Palestine 
society or committee to conduct a permanent collection of alms for the Church 
in Palestine. The otheΓ was an essay, «Α Few Thoughts of an Old Pilgriιη», 
published in the Jouι·nal ο/ the Μ ίηίstι·y ο/ Public 111stπιctίo11. Both offer ample 
evidence of Norov's zeal for the Panortl1odox goal and his disc0111fort witl1 the 
final plans of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Konstantin Nikolaevich's 
Palestine Committee. 

Since the proposal f or a central Palestine committee contained n1any of 
Norov's basic assumptions about Orthodoxy and the Chl'istian East, it de­
serves a detailed description. Norov submitted the proposal to Alexander ΙΙ 
in June 1856, the time of flux before Gorchakov's plan for the Second Jerusa­
lem Mission received the Emperor's approval. Ιη stark contΓast to Gorchakov's 
and Konstantin Nikolaevich's lateΓ programs, the health of Orthodoxy and a 
closer co01munion with the Greeks were Norov's objectives. Νοrον proposed 
to establish a «permanent collection of voluntary offerings on behalf of our 
co-religionists abroad». Ignoring political considerations, it was the depressed 
state of Orthodoxy ίη the face of the enormous expenditures of the Latins and 
Protestants which necessitated the collection. Responsible persons would collect 
funds in the provinces and dispatch them to a central coιηnιittee composed of 
hierarchs of the Russian Church and representatives of the bureaucΓacy. Hav­
ing gathered inf orιηation about the conditions abroad, the central comιηittee 
>vould then send the aid to local institutions according to need. Ιη tl1at way the 
funds would lead to the confirmation <ωf the entire local population in an 
identity of faith and ίη its love f or us. If the champions of Latinism and differ­
ent Protestant sects spare neither effort nor expense for their uncanonical ec­
clesiastical conquests in the Orthodox East, then we can be assuJ"ed of the pious 
zeal of the Russian people f or the peaceful and entiΓely canonical sιιpply of 
our Eastern brothers with means to maintain themselves in the purity of the 
saιηe faith for wί1ich we are obliged to their predecessors»42• The objective then 

42. GPB, f. 531 , d. 53, 1. 3. Νοrον included an outline of how the central comrnittee or 
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was the reassertion of Orthodox unity tl1rough donations to the Eastern Church. 
Whereas Gorchakov's plan for tl1e Second Jerusaleιη Mission showed 

little regard for Greek feelings, Norov's pIΌposal pleaded the Greek cause. 
Many Russians, Νοrον maintaineι\ bla111ed the whole Greel( Church for the 
improper activities of some of its bishops and ignored tJ:ιe fact t11at i111proper 
behavior emanated frοιη an ιιninterrupted and toilso111e struggle with servitude. 
«We must do justice to them that they maintained tlιeir l1oly oppressed Chιιrch 
ίη purity and have not to the present day allo\ved heresies and schis111s to creep 
into it. Unfortunately, even our powerful Cl1urch was not able to do [this]»43• 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs (the German Balt Nesselrode, dis111issed short­
ly after Norov presented 11is proposal), Norov added, «not being Orthodox 
cannot see these conditions fro111 the present point of view»44• Concluding, 
Norov eιηphasized clearly his policy of Ortl1odox ιιηίty: «Tl1e most i ιnportant 
subject to have ίη mind from the beginning is the building of a close intercourse 
of our Chuι·ch \Vith the Greek ; otherwise, instead of the benefit of tl1e two 
chuΓches, irreconcilable I1ostility or coιιnteraction \Vill arise ... »45• 

Alexander ΙΙ sent Norov's proposal to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for 
consideration, but there it perished. Norov submitted tlιe plan before other 
alternatives had been explored and 11e focused his proposals too narrowly 011 
religious objectives when higher political goals had to take precedence. Had 
Russia en1erged victorioιιs fro111 the Crimean War, Norov's ideas might have 
been entertained as a cultural detail added to a politically advantageous reality. 
As it turned out, tJιe Russian Foreign office I"ightly or v.τongly ignored ΝοΙΌν's 
suggestions. 

Norov's article, «Α Fe\v Thoughts of an Old Pilgriιη», pιιblished in the 
Journal of tl1e Μίηίstι·y of Public Instι'uction in 1858, expI"essed again his dis­
coιηfort with tl1e political use of religion at the expense of «close intercourse» 

council would operate. The central coιηιnittee wou\d stand at the l1ead of each collection in 
Rιιssia and woιιld make decisions aboιιt the distribιιtion of offerings ίη cooperation with the 
Holy Synod. The coιιncil woιιld collect information aboιιt the needy churches of the East 
and pron1ote publication of this information ίη the periodical press. The council would help 
with the establishment of schools, libraries and printing houses ίη the East and would publish 
boo!cs in Russia of benefit to Orthodoxy. The council would have two presidents: one, a 
chuΙ"ch !1ierarct1 to deal vνith al\ religious affairs, and the otl1er, a secular person to handle 
external relations and coιτespondence \Vith other govern111ent agencies. The otl1er meωbers 
of the council would be persons vνho had contΓibuted at least fifty rubles each. GPB, f. 531 , 
d. 53, 11. 4-5. 

43. GPB, f . 531, d. 53, 11. 8-8ob. 
44. GPB, f . 531, d . 53, 1. 8. 
45. GPB, f. 531, d. 53, 1. 10. 
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with the Greeks. Norov began praising the work of the Russian Jerusalem 
Mission and the Trade and Navigation Company for making the stay of Rus­
sian pilgrims ίη the Levant more pleasant. About the beneficial work of the 
Company Norov wrote: «Ι was touched to tl1e depth of my soul by the infor­
mation provided me by the Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevicl1 .. . Now 
hostels and hospitals are prepared to open their doors to pilgrims, doctors 
to lend a helping hand, Russian translators to ease communication with tl1e 
locals»4 6• 

However, in the subsequent paragraphs, treading very lightly, Norov ex­
plained why help to «our suffering [Russian pilgrim] brothers» was not enough. 
«General comf ort» certainly came to all Orthodox tl1rough the establishment 
of the Russian institutions, but Νοrον asked: «What sort of close union has 
come about through this among the Russian, Greek and Arab Churches?» 
Doubtless with the pro-Arab activities of the Mission in mind, Norov wrote: 
«The hand of help is needed for our co-religionist Greek brothers as well as 
for the [Orthodox] Arabs», and continued, «Has not the time come for all 
[Orthodox] peoples who believe in the Trinity to enΊbrace one another at the 
place of their atonenΊent, to f orget their hostilities ... ? Is it not tinΊe f or them to 
ask themselves with what spirit they are driven?»47• 

If then Gorchakov and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs offered one alter­
native blueprint f or Russia's new course in the East and Grand Duke Konstan­
tin Nikolaevich and the Russian Steamship Cornpany offered a second, Norov 
and his friends presented a third based on religious ties and cooperation with 
the various Orthodox groups, especially the Greek one. 

Norov's political and ΠΊaterial aid to Eastern petitioners, the petition for 
a Palestine cornnΊittee in 1856 and his writings, «Α Comparison of the Orthodox 
and Greek Churches», and «Α Few Thoughts of an Old Pilgrim», reflect his 
thinking οη the Christian East. The Eastern Patriarchates had maintained the 
purity of Orthodoxy («the ligl1t of the East») but that pure Orthodoxy was 
threatened by Latinism and Protestantism, the f ormer of which had pernicious­
ly corrupted the Orthodox Church in Russia. Russia was the richest and most 
powerful in the Orthodox world and thus was best able to lend a helping hand 
to the sister churches of the East. Through his applications f or money and poli­
tical aid in St. Petersburg οη belιalf of the eastern Christians, Norov hoped to 
alleviate the weak condition of the sister churches of the East. He made ηο 

46. Α. S. Νοrον, «Neskol'ko myslei starago palomnika», Zhurιιal miιιisterstva ιιαrοdιιαgο 
prosveshcheniia 97 (1858), otd. 2, 198. 

47. lbid., 198-199. 
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ethnic diff erentiation betwcen the Orthodox Churches as all were part of the 
whole of Orthodoxy48• Norov deplored the use of religion for political purposes 
as it sought a goal other than a closer religious communion, and by the form 
it took it angered the Greeks and endangered warm relations with them. If 
Russia could render aid unselfishly, Eastern Orthodoxy would be uplifted, 
Iove among the branches of Orthodoxy would result, and Latin and Protestant 
incursions would be repulsed. 

During the last decade of his life Norov took upon himself the respon­
sibility of protecting the Russian Church fronι secularization. As a member 
of the State Council which considered the various projects f or internal reform, 
Norov fougl1t a consistent but losing battle against those who would remove 
elementary education from the control of the parish priest, and in another case 
against the suggestion tl1at general civil rights be granted to the raskol'niki49• 

Regarding tl1e East, Norov recognized clearly the danger to selfless Greco­
Russian religious coopeΓation posed by the program of the Ministry of For­
eign Affairs and the Trade and Navigation Company. It remained then to ply 
onward with aid, publications and even direct interference if anything like a 
Panortl1odox c01ηιηuηiοη was to result. 

Turning to his activities for tl1e Greeks after 1856, one is struck by the 
many ways Norov found to pronΊote the Panorthodox cause. Ιη 1859 Norov 
turned to scholarship to underscore tlιe common tradition of Greek and Rns­
sian Orthodoxy. He feared that recent negotiations with Rome produced a 
feeling in the East that Russia was assuming a Ron1an Catholic inclination. 
The Greeks had to be reassured that ηο such inclination existed50• Ιη that year 

48. In this regard Norov's views contrasted markedly with a growing tendency toward 
Panslavism in Russian-Near Eastern relations. His proposal of 1856 to col\ect alms for the 
Church abroad inc\nded provisions for aid to Orthodox S\avs in the Austrian Empire bnt he 
justified the concern not on ethnic but on religious grounds (GPB, f. 531, d. 53, 11. 9-9ob). 
While in Constantinop\e in 1861 he noted that the discord between the Blligarians and Greeks 
over the exarchate question «was the subject of lively meetings in the Constantinople Patri­
archate», but he refrained from taking sides (Ierusalim ί Sίιιαί, p. 3). He corresponded with the 
Czech Slavicist Vaclav Hanka, who filled his letters with g\orious praises of S\avic Rus', 
and he sent money and religious objects to Μ. F . Raevskii, the head of the Russian embassy 
church ίη Vienna, for distribution to the Slavs of the Austrian Empire. Ιη Norov's thinking, 
however, Panorthodoxy never gave way to Panslavism. Religions sentiments always were 
foremost. (See «Pis'ma V. V. Ganka k Α. S. Norovu ί Baronu Μ. Α. Korfu (1841-1857)», 
Chteιιiia obslιchestva istorii ί drevιιostei rossiiskiklι, Book Ι (1881), 1-23; and Letters of Μ. F. 
Raevskii to Α. S. Νοrον, 1848-62, GPB, f. 531, d. 548). 

49. See GPB, f. 531, dd. 46, 66. 
50. GPB, f . 531, d. 53, 1. 9. 
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appeared his edition of theretofore unpublished documents of Mark of Ephesus, 
Marka Efesskago okruzhnoe poslanie, nazidatel'nyia ιnysli, predsmertnye zave­
shchenίίa Grίgοrίίιι Skhο!αι·ίίιι. The collection reasserted the common f oundations 
of the Russian and Greek Churches by reiterating the anti-Latin views of Mark 
of Ephesus at the Council of Florence. Νοrον doubtless intended to spread 
knowledge ofGreek as we!J since the volumt was bilingual,Russian and Greek5 1• 

Ιη a similar vein Norov undertook the publishing of a bilingual edition of the 
New Testament in 1861 together with Ρ. 1. Savvaitov, a member oftl1e Archaeo­
graphic Commission and forn1er teacber at the St. Petersburg Ecclesiastical 
Academy. Ιη tbe introduction Norov wrote, as if ι0 underscore tl1e fundamen­
tal unity of the Greek and Russian Churches maintained through the New Tes­
tament: «Not one of the translations of the New Testament in expressiveness 
and closeness to tbe original Greek text can compare with tl1e Slavonic trans­
lation»52. Norov also intended it to disseιninate the Greek Ianguage ίη Rιιssia 
and the Balkans as he later wrote to a friend53• 

The bi-lingual New Testament and the papers of Mark of Ephesus might 
perform part of the task but direct involvement coιιld <:lCcomplish even more. 
After Crimea Norov continued his applications οη bel1alf of the Greeks, acting 
almost as their unofficial diplomatic agent in St. Petersburg. Typical was the 
request of Patriarch Iakovos of Alexandria in October 1862 that Norov arrange 
aid to the neglected Christians of Upper Egypt: «For the sake of God do what 
you think necessary, tell whoever you l<now for the achievement of this bless­
ed affain>54• Similarly, in October 1864, Metropolitan Sofronios of Tripoli (Syr­
ia) turned to Νοrον to use hi s influence ίη the government to expectite the 
collection offunds ίη Russia for tl1e erection of a new Church in Tripoli55• Norov 
took his concern f or good relations to the Holy Synod οη another affair in 
1862. Ιη 1862 the Synod contemplated raising a certain Bisl1op Iosif, a Bulgar­
ian cleric then living in Kiev, to the archbishop's throne. Since Iosif was osten­
sibly still under the canonical authority of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, 
Norov and a group of clerics successfully opposed the appointment for fear 
of offending the Ecumenical Patriarch5 6• 

The most pressing need for Norov's service, however, caΩ1e amid worsen-

51. For comment on this work see Pι·avoslavnoe Obozreιιίe (1860), Νο. 2, 280-291. 
52. GPB, f. 531, d. 130, 1. 1. 
53. «Pis'mo Α. S. Norova k Α. Ο. Smirnovoi», Rιιsskii Arkhiv (1897), book 3, 378. 
54. lakovos of Alexandria to Νοrον, 26 October 1862, GPB, f. 531, d. 356, 1. 2. 
55. Sofronios of Tripoli to Νοrον, 12 October 1864, GPB, f. 531, d. 585, 1. 1. 
56. Pis'ma mitropolita moskovskago Filaι·eta k Α .Ν.Μ. , Κίeν 1869, pp. 601-602. 
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ing relations between the Second Jerusalem Mission and the Jerusalem Patή­
archate. Kirill Naumov was the first Ieader of the renewed Russian Mission, his 
tenure Iasting until 1863. By 1864 the Russians had built a colony in Jerusalern 
consisting of a catl1edral, a residence f or the new Russian consul in Jerusalern, 
a house for the Mission, a pilgrim hostel and a hospital with funds collected 
by the Palestine Committee and the Eιnperor's personal donation of 500,000 
rubles57• The establishment of the Mission, however, infιιriated the Greeks as 
they had not been consulted. Ιη addition, the sending of Kirill, newly ordained 
Bishop of Melitopol, aιnounted to a violation of canon law, namely tbe in­
cιιrsion of one bishop into another's see. Patriarch Cyril ΙΙ of Jerusalem point­
ed out both matters to Porfirii Uspenskii during the latter's visit to Jerusalem 
in 185858. Writing to Gorchakov, Naumov complained of the Greeks: «[Tbey] 
hinder me in everything which may confirm me in Jerusalem, make me m<;.πe 

independent, or provide the means whereby Ι could offer greater help to the 
local Christians»59• Simnltaneously n1atters worsened with the Russian consuls 
in Jerusalem, especially Α. Ν. Kartsov, the consul after 18.61. Orders were im­
precise as to whose authority prevailed over Russian ρilgrims in Palestine, the 
Mission's or the Consιιlate's. When Naumov resisted Kartsov's attempts to 
exert his aιιtl1ority, Kartsov retaliated with negative reports of Naumov to St. 
Petersburg. Οη the basis of these reports in 1863 the Obeφrokuror Akhmatov 
decided to recall Naumov60• 

Kirill Naumov's successor upon the recommendation of Metropolitan 
Philaret of Moscow was Archimandrite Leonid Kavelin, a former military 
officer who entered the monastic life in 1852. With the errors of Naumov in 
mind Gorchakov and the Holy Synod agreed that an arcl1imandrite and not 
a bishop would be more suitable for the Mission. The Synod issued Kavelin 
with specific orders limiting l1is sphere to conducting divine service and look­
ing after the spiritual needs of Russian pilgrims or other Orthodox who might 
turn to tbe Mission. He was ordered to ιnaintain friendly relations with the 
local Greek clergy, transιnit offerings sent from Russia, and assist tbe consul 
if he turned to the Mission for aid 61• 

57. Article by «Μ.», «Rossiia na chernom more ί ν Palestine ν 1856-60 gg.», Russkaia 
Stariιιa 62 (1889), 723. 

58. Archimandrite Kiprian, Ο. Αιιtοιιίιι Kapustiιι arklιimaιιdrίt ί ιιαclια!Ίιίk duklιovnoί 

ιnίssii ν Ierιιsalime , (1817-94), Belgrade 1934, p. 120. 
59. Τ. 1. Titov, Preosvίaslιclιeιιιιyi Kirill Ναιιιnοv, Kiev 1902, p . 224. 
60. Archimandrite Kiprian, pp. 125-129. 
61 . Dιnitrievskii, pp. 54-56. 
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The Synod saw in Leonid Kavelin the «strict piety» and «f irmness of char­

acter» necessary for the post. However, his stay ίη Jerusaleιη was short and 

did not counteract growing Greek suspicions. Kavelin's severe and heavy-hand­
ed authority alienated several members of the Mission and the Russian consul 

' 
Α. Ν. Kartsov, who desired to remove any rivals to his authority ίη Jerusalem. 
During an absence from Jerusalem several of Leonid's secret reports to Peters­
burg concerning irregularities in the Patriarchate fell into the hands of Pa­
triarch Cyril, who was already unfavorably inclined to the Russian archi­
mandrite. Cyril received Leonid coldly thereafter and οη one occasion even 
suggested that Kavelin should abstain from offering divine service. Cyril ceased 
inviting Kavelin to participate ίη services ίη the Cathedral of the Holy Sep­
ulcher. Ιη April 1865, the Patriarch wrote to the Holy Synod coιηplaining of 
Kavelin's «disorderly» and «dissolute» behavior and asked the Synod to re­
place him62• On his side Kavelin wrote to the new ambassador ίη Constanti­
nople, Ν. Ρ. Ignatiev, defending his actions and denouncing the actions of a 
clique in the Jerusalem Consulate against him. ΑΙΙ of this disreputable business 
had an unfavorable reaction from Ignatiev. Ιη June 1865, upon Ignatiev's sug­
gestion, Kavelin was removed from the Jerusalem Mission and transferred to 
Constantinople as the new head of the Russian eιηbassy church63. 

Norov knew both Kirill Naumov and Leonid Kavelin personally and 
corresponded with them during their tenure ίη Jerιιsalem. He did not think 
highly of Naumov, being fearful of the latter's effect οη Russo-Greek relations. 
Visiting Jerusalern ίη 1861 , Norov expressed his displeasure with Naumov's 
estrangement at the Patriarchate, and Iater he adιηitted to Porfirii Uspenskii 
that Naumov was «not an ecclesiastical person»64. Nonetheless, he availed him­
self of Naurnov's written offer to act as a mediator, and Norov sent icons, books, 
and other gifts to Naumov for distribution to the Greek hierarchy. N aun1ov 
never disclosed his personal problems with the Greeks to Norov ίη his Ietters6~. 

Norov had a closer relationship with Leonid Kavelin, Naumov's successor 
in the Jerusalem Mission. Norov and Leonid were already acquainted be­
fore the latter's appointment in the East. From his place at the Optina pustyn' 
Leonid saw to it that there was a priest permanently attached to Norov's village 
of Nadezhdino in the Moscow province. Leonid and Norov made plans to 
travel together in the Levant in 1861 but ίη the end Norov made the trip with-

62. lbid., pp. 66-67. 
63. Jbid., pp. 67-68. 
64. Porfirii Uspenskii, Kniga bytίίa moego, Vol. 8, p. 209. 
65. See letters from Kirill Naumov to Νοrον, GPB, f. 531, d. 387 (1862-1863). 
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out Leonid66. At the time of Leonid's appointment to the Jerusalem Mission 
Norov provided him with a glowing letter of recommenda,tion to Patriarch 
Cyril 11 of Jerusalem which Leonid presented to the Patriarch during his stop 
en route in Constantinople67. 

Their friendship αllowed Norov to exeΓt some beneficial influence on the 
tense relations with the GΓeeks. Unlike Naumov's letters, Leonid Kave!in's 
letters to Norov demonstrated at once the trust and respect Kavεlin held for 
him. WheΓeas Naumov said noιhing about the Mission or his regarJ f or the 
Greeks, Kavelin discussed his activities and feelings with candor. Almost from 
thc start of his stay Kavelin complained of the Greek domination of thc· Russian 
pilgrims ίη Jerusalem and his n1istrust and dislike of the Greeks in general. Ιη 
May 1864, only a fe\v weeks after his arrival in Jerusalem, Kavelin wrote to 
Norov that the Greeks had not welcomcd him affectionately. «For reasons 
well known to you they complain about .. . Kirill Naumov, during whose tenure 
th.eir influence over the Russian pilgrirns was cornplete, but from my side they 
wιll exert all efforts to sιιpport a bcneficial agreement with the Greek Church»6s. 
Norov's letters hoped to soften Kavelin's harsh evaluation of the Greek hier­
archy. Once after Kavelin had complained of the Greeks and the Russian con­
sular staff, Norov advised 11im: «You must acquire the love of the Greeks, but 
you hate theιη . Is this really in agreement with the teachings of the Gospels?» 
Responding, Leonid admitted that he had not received the love of the Greeks, 
but announced that a person such as he could not do so without the «loss of 
honor and conscience». Ιη the end he confessed that the Greeks would never 
have his love but they might have his condescension if they renounced any 
religious inflιιence over tlιe Russian pilgrims69• 

Norov tried to soften the differences between the Greeks and Russians 
tlπough his gifts and favors but also tlirough his influence as a friend over the 
rather abrupt and undiplomatic Leonid Kavelin. When, however, in the spring 
of 1865 Kavelin informed Norov of the insults he bore frorn Patriarch Cyril 
11, even Ν orov's patience carne to an end. After a delay of several months Norov 

66. Leonid Kavelin to Νοrον, April 1861, GPB, f. 531, d. 427, 1. 7. 
67. Norov to Patriarch Cyril ΙΙ of Jerusa\em, undated, GPB, f. 531, d.179, 1. 2. Norov 

introduced Leonid as a «νirtuous and trιι\y spiritual n1an whom Ι know intirnate\y and with 
whom 1 an1 united by spiritual love ... Leonid is penetrated by spiritua\ love for our Mother, 
the Orthodox Church, and ardently takes her spiritual interests to his heart. .. (1. 2.). Later 
Leonid dedicated his collection of writings οη Pa\estine to Νοrον (Staryi Ierusalinι Moscow 
1873). ' 

68. Leonid Kavelin to Norov, 18 May 1864, GPB, f. 531, d. 427, 1. 25ob. 
69. Leonid Kavelin to Νοrον, 12 December 1864, GPB, f. 531, d. 427, 11. 37-38ob. 
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composed a letter of protest to Cyril. So as not to aggravate the poweΓs in 
St. Petersburg, he sent a draft of the letter to D. Α. Tolstoi, the Obeηπolωror 
of the Holy Synod, for his comments. Tolstoi responded that Norov's letter 
expressed exactly the view of the Synod οη the unpleasant clash between the 
Russian Mission and Patriarchate but advised Νοrον to exclude any ll1ention 
of Leonid in it70• Norov ignored this last suggestion and sent a surprisingly 
abrupt letter to Patriarch Cyril. In the past Νοrον had cultivated and even 
pampered the Greeks as their frίendshίp was essential to «close ίntercourse» 
between the Orthodox Churches. But relations between Cyrίl 11 and Leonid 
Kavelin showed Norov that Greek abuses could also threaten the aill1 of «close 
intercourse». 

Norov's letter began reminding the Patriarch of his love of the Holy Places 
and of high regard for him personally. But he quickly turned to an apology 
for Archimandrite Leonid: «He is a true monk and deeply pious, but his ιηora\s 
are stern and impatient and not always social, and also since he does not know 
Greek, having relations with Your Beatίtude always through a translator, his 
merits are hidden from you and only bίs shortcomings are visible .... » Νοrον 
reviewed the unfortunate relations between Kavelin and the Patriarch but 
reminded Cyril that in the face of accusations against 11im, Leonid could not 
adequately respond since he did not know Greek. 

As diplomatically as possible Norov then chastized Cyril that even if 
Kavelin were guilty, the sister Greek Church «should have covered the inciden­
tal act with the manna of love and hidden it from the eyes of the non-Orthodox 
Christians of Jerusalem who took pleasure in such an incident ... ». He further 
added tbat he knew the Holy Synod in Petersburg was «deeply outraged» by 
the disrespect shown to Archimandrite Leonid by the Jerusalem Patriarchate, 
and he concluded with a poorly-veiled threat that if the sad situation did not 
reach a peaceful outcome the offerings from Russia to Jerusaleιn might suffer 
significant damage. «My heart whicl1 completely belongs to Jerusaleιn is dis­
tressed at the specter of such conditions»71• 

Norov's complaint and thinly-veiled tl1reat marked the Iow point of his 
relations with the Jerusalem Patriarchate. The effect it had was predictable. 
Archimandrite Antonin, Kavelin's successor, wrote to Oberprokιιror Tolstoί 

in March, 1866 that His Beatitude Cyril ΙΙ had appeared before the Russian 
consul with Norov's letter which apparently deeply insulted him. He did not 
recognize Norov's right to instruct despite the Iatter's zeal for the affairs of 

70. Tolstoi to Νοrον, 15 December 1865, GPB, f. 531, d. 608, 1. 1. 
71. Νοrον to Cyril 11 of Jerusalem, undated, GPB, f. 531, d . 179, 11. 5-6. 
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the Church72• Norov, however, soon returned to good standing in Jerusalem. 
Νο small part in this \νas played by Antonin Kapustin, a cleric whose qualities 
and experience could produce a warmer relationship with the Greeks73• Al­
most regretting his indiscretion witl1 Cyril 11, Norov redoubled his gifts to 
the Patriarchate of money and \)ooks, wlιich he sent through Kapustin. Grad­
ually relations between Νοrον and Cyril improved. Kapustίn presented Cyril 
\Vith a letter from Norov in early 1867 which suggested anotheI" trίp to Palestine. 
The Patriarch expressed great pleasure at the prospect adding that he would 
receίve Norov more wanηly than ever before7·1• By the end of 1867 relations had 
returned to normal. Kapustίn wrote to Norov that Cyril ΙΙ was «greatly pleased 
and calmed» by all Norov's gifts and efforts for the Church75• 

Greek susρicions and ίntransigence brought religious leaders such as Kίrill 
Naumov and Porfiriί Uspenskίί to abandon any thought of cooperation with 
the Greek hierarchy. Ν orov's last major eff ort ίη the East, ίnvolving the Alex­
andrίne Patrίarchate, dell1onstrated that despite his clash with Patriarch Cyril 
11 of Jerusalem he stίll did not leave the cause of Panorthodox «close inter~ 
course». Ιη 1867 the personal weakness of Patrίarch Nikanor of Alexandria en­
couraged a pretender, a certain Archimandrite Eugenios Dankos, who brought 
his charges against Nikanor to the Patriarch of Constantinople. Dankos con­
vinced the Ecumenical Patriarch that Nikanor was incapable of admίnistering 
the Patriarchate and received froω him the title of vicar and guardίan of the 
patriarchial throne. Nίkanor and hίs supporters refused to accept the appoint­
ment and considered Constantinople's involvement an illegal interference. 
Nikanor received support from the Patrίarchates of Antioch and Jerusalem 
but the affair left the Alexandrίne Church split into two parties. 

Norov received word of these dίsturbances from Patriarch Nikanor: «Do 
not refuse to do f οι- ll1e what your high position permits you. 1 lay my hope 

72. Antonin Kapustin to Tolstoi, 26 March 1866, GPB, f. 253, d. 177, 1. 19. 
73. Antonin Kapustin was completely fluent in Greek and thus able to cornmunicate 

with the Greek hierarchs without an interpreter. He was an expert on Christian antiquities 
and a\so acquainted with the canonical and political problems of the East thanks to his tenure 
at the Russian embassy churches ίη Athens and Constantinople. Kapustin appreciated the 
threat felt by the peoples of the East, the Greeks as wel\ as the Turks and South Slavs, in the 
face of Russian expansion. Much like Νοrον he recognized the need for selflessness and non­
interference when dealing with the Greeks if ever their friendship was to be won. Archiman­
drite Kiprian, Ο. Antoni11 Kapustiιι, pp. 90-93. For a bibliography of the works of Archiman­
drite Antonin see Trudy kievskoi dukhovιιoi akadenιiί 45 (Noveωber, 1904), 319-380. 

74. Antonin Kapustin to Νοrον, 9 March 1867, GPB, f. 531, d. 229, 1. 3ob. 
75. Antonin Kapustin to Νοrον, 27 December 1867, GPB, f. 531, d. 229, 1. 11. 
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completely οη your Christian feelings and οη the generosity of your heart»76• 

Το Nikanor Νοrον responded suggesting that Archimandrite Eugenios return 
to Alexandria for the «reestablishment of general peace and calιn»77• He then 
rushed a letter to Gorchakov insisting that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
intercede to restore order to the Alexandria Patriarchate. Gorchakov respond­
ed politely but firmly that indeed the situation ίπ Alexandria was saddening 
and deserved the «fervent participation» which Norov was exerting. «None­
theless, 1 must say that the interference of our embassy in the present religious 
disagreement must be conditioned with extreme care and must be limited to 
indications of only the necessity to bring an end to the discord not projecting 
into any other action» 78• Το reassure Norov that the Ministry was taking all 
possible steps to restore order, Gorchakov for several months thereafter sent 
him copies of Ambassador lgnatiev's despatches from Constantinople pertain­
ing to the Alexandrine affair. 

After several years of failing health and spiritual preparation Norov died 
in January 1869. He was buried at the cemetery in the Sergiev pustyn' outside 
St. Petersburg where many prominent families maintained mausoleυms. By 
Norov's wish a white stone from Golgotha marked the grave. In Jerusalem the 
Brotherhood of the Holy Sepulcher assembled to pray f or the repose of his 
soul. Archimandrite Antonin wrote in his diary that Norov's absence was deep­
ly felt in the East79• 

After Norov's death relations worsened between the Greeks and Russians. 
Panslavism clashed with Panhellenism where their spheres overlapped in the 
Balkans. In one form or another Russia lent support to Panslav moveωents 
and the Greek hierarchy began to view the activities of the Jerusalem Mission 
in this light. Antonin Kapustin had ideas more condυcive to cooperation 
with the Greeks but he cam~ to the Mission when it was encuωbered by politi­
cal and ecclesiastical intrigue. Greek resentment against τhe Mission increased 
as Antonin and Russia sided against the Greeks ίη the Bulgarian Exarcl1ate 
question. In 1872 the Brotherhood of the Holy Sepulcher deposed Cyril 11 
becaυse with Russian promises and influence he ref used to sign the document 
declaring the Bulgarian Exarchate schismatic. Ambassador lgnatiev ίη Con­
stantinople tried to use economic pressure to reιηove his sυccessor, Prokopios 

76. Nikanor to Norov, 8 October 1867, GPB, f. 531, d. 466, 1. 3. 
77. Norov to Nikanor, undated, GPB, f. 531, d. 184, 1. 1. 
78. Gorchakov to Νοrον, November 1867, GPB, f. 531, d. 315, 11. 2ob-3. 
79. Diary of Antonin Kapustin, Tsentral'nyi Gosudarstvennyi Istoricheskii Arkhiv SSSR 

(Leningrad), f. 834, op. 4, no. 1124, 1. 20. 
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ΙΙ (1873-75), but was υnsuccessful. For the rest of the century reconciliation 
between Greeks and Russians became virtnally impossible. As a Greek bishop 
noted: «Tl1e Slavs are our natural enemies. We must support the Turks. As 
long as Turkey still exists we are safe»80• Men such as Norov were conspicuously 
absent. V. Ν. Khitrovo, one of the founders of the Russian Orthodox Palestine 
Society, believed that the moral and spiritual bankruptcy of the Greek clergy 
had lect to a decline of Orthodoxy ίη the Levant. Russia had an obligation to 
uplift Orthodoxy by becoming Orthodoxy's chaιnpion in the East, especially 
in Palesιine . His Russian Orthodox Palestine Society (founded in 1882) built 
schools and chυrches in the Levant, but after 1889 government and Panslav 
influences penetrated the Society, affecting its development and policy. The 
Greeks became convinced with justification that the Society was a mantle for 
tsarist and Panslav political objectives. 

Despite his prodigious efforts spanning nearly forty years, Norov's work 
did not appreciably affect worsening Russo-Greek relations in the nineteenth 
century if judged by results. At best his applications for the Greeks and in­
terference in Russian f oreign policy slowed the f inal rupture. Because of tbe 
development of f orces in the East which did not recognize the primacy of 
Orthodoxy, it was a foregone conclusion that Norov's Panorthodox goal would 
be a f ailure. Two conflicting ideologies, Panslavism and Panhellenism, lay 
behind mutual sυspicions of Greeks and Russians throughout the Christian 
East. Balkan nationalism appeared with all its negative implications for Greek 
hegemony and Russian Panslavism joined it to champion Slav interests and 
to liberate the Balkan Slavs from political and cultural domination. Panhellen­
ism sought to preserve the traditional prestige whicb the Greeks had held in 
the East since the fall of Constantinople. Had Norov lived a century earlier bis 
ideas might have led to a «close intercourse», but in the mid-ninetenth century, 
especially after the Crimean War. tbere \Vas little common ground for agree­
ment. Actually, against the backgroιιnd of ideological conflict one gets the 
impression that Noroν's goodwill was exρloited, especially by the Greeks. Pan­
hellenism was no more inclined to Panorthodoxy tban Panslavism, bnt a stra­
tegically placed Russian official, who desired cooperation and not Russian 
dominance, could be of benefit to stave off the gigantic pressure from the Slavic 
Nortb. 

Norov's significance lies less in his accomplishments than ίη his efforts 
and the assumptions behind those efforts. lt is apparent from the start that his 

80. Quoted in Konstantin Leontiev, Vostok, Rossiia ί Slaνianstνo, 1, Moscow 1885, p. 13. 
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app1ications on beha1f of the Greek Church, acting a1D1ost as its unofficial 
diploD1atic agent in St. Petersburg, offer an interesting f ootnote to the history 
of Russia's diplomatic and cultural involvement ίη the Levant. More note­
worthy, however, was his unusual reaction to the Westernίzatίon and secular­
izatίon of Russίan socίety. Confrontίng Westernizatίon, the Slavophiles wanted 
Russia to become the seat of a new culture founded upon traditίonal Russian 
values and Orthodoxy. Norov, also offended by the influx of foreign values, 
turned, however, to the Ort\1odox East. Somehow the common struggle of 
Russίa and her co-religionίsts would repel the western ίnfluences penetrating 
both areas. Needless to say Norov was not alone in his efforts to promote 
cooperation bet\veen Orthodox Russίa and the Greek patriarchates. Α. Ν. 

Murav'ev, Archimandrίte Antonin Kapustin and Metropolίtan Philaret of 
Moscow were all concerned with the question of Orthodox unίty, and study 
of their views οη the subject could prove enlightening οη a vital question of 
Orthodox culture in the nineteenth century. This essay οη Norov's ideas is a 
modest contributίon to that eff ort. 
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GEMEINSAME KULTURELLE ZUSAMMENARBEIT 
ZWISCHEN BULGAREN UND GRIECHEN ΙΝ PLOVDIV .. .. 

W AHREND DER ERSTEN HALFTE 
DES ΧΙΧ. JAHRHUNDERTS 

Manjo Stojan ov 

Plovdiv (Philippopel), die Hauptstadt von Nordthrazien, ist der Ort, in 
dem der griechische EinfluB \Vahrend der tίirkischen Herrschaft in Bulgarien 
sehr stark, sogar starker als in jeder anderen bu1garischenStadt war. Der Haupt­
trager dieses Einflusses l1ier wie ίiberall in Bulgarien war der hohe griechische 
Klerus, da, wie bekannt ist, alle bulgarίsc1ιen Diozesen bis zum Jahre 1870 
dem Patriarchen νοη Konstantinopel υnterstellt \Varen. Die Diozese νοη Plov­
div war eine der groβten und reίchsten in Bnlgarien, und deshalb anziebend 
fίir die grieclιischen BischOfe, die mit g,roBen Stiiben νοη Episkopen, Archiman­
driten und Diakonen 1ιierher kamen.Die vie1en in derNahe derStadt 1iegend­
en Kloster zogen auch grieclιische Monche herbei an. Die Stadt selbst war 
wichtiges G ewerbe- und Handelszentrum, das viele grieclιische Gewerbemeister 
und Kaufleute besuchten und wo sie sich vorίibergehend aufhielten, oder sich 
dann fίir in1mer niederliessen. 

Die Bιιlgaren in der Stadt waren bis zur Mitte des ΧVΙΠ. Jhds nicht sehr 
zahlreich, vermeh..-ten sich aber gegen Ende des Jhds ιιnd besonders in der er­
sten Halfte des ΧΙΧ. Jhds durch Zuzug νοm Lande und hauptsachlich aus dem 
Balkan- und Rhodopagebirge. Da die ϋbersiedler aus den Dorfen kamen und 
gewo\1nlicl1 einfaclιe Landarbeiter und Handwerker waren, gerieten sie bald 
unter den wirtscl1aftlich~n und kulturellen EinfluB der Stadt. Immerhίn setzten 
sich einίge νοη ihnen durch und gewannen arι wirtschaftlicher Bedeutung. 

Der grieclιiscl1e Εiηflιιβ wirkte erstens dιιrch die Sprache, dann aber auch 
durch die Aufnahme der gι-iechisch-levantinίschen Kultur, welche in den 
Stadten des Tίirkischen R eiches herrschte. So formte sich in Plovdiv ein Grii­
zismus als Kulturιιnd W eltanschaιιung einersozialenSchicht vonGrιιndbesitzern, 

Handwerkern und Kaufleuten, die zahlenn1al3ig im Vergleiclι ωit der tίirkischen 
BevOlkerun"' nicht groB war, wirtschaftlich aber νοη gro13en Gewicht war. 

Zu dieser Schicht f;ehorte aιιch der Klerus, in dessen Hiinden die ideolo­
gische Fίihrung lag. Die einfachen Leuten, die in den \Veι-kstatten und auf 
dem Lande der Grundbesitzer arbeiteten, folgten ihren Herren. 
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app1ications on beha]f of the Greek Church, acting alιnost as its unoff icial 
diplomatic agent in St. Petersburg, offer an interesting f ootnote to the histoι-y 
of Russia's diplomatic and cultural involvement in the Levant. More note­
worthy, however, was bis unusual reaction to the Westernization and secular­
ization of Russian society. Confronting Westernization, the Slavophiles wanted 
Russia to become the seat of a new cu\ture founded upon traditional Russian 
values and Orthodoxy. Norov, a\so offended by the influx of foreign values, 
turned, however, to the Ortl1odox East. Somehow the common struggle of 
Russia and her co-religionists would repel the western influences penetrating 
both areas. Needless to say Norov was not alone in his efforts to promote 
cooperation between Orthodox Russia and the Greek patriarchates. Α. Ν. 
Murav'ev, Archimandrite Antonin Kapustin and Metropolitan Philaret of 
Moscow were all concerned with the question of Orthodox unity, and study 
of their views οη the subject could prove enlightening on a vital question of 
Orthodox culture in the nineteenth century. This essay on Norov's ideas is a 
modest contribution to that effort. 
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Plovdiv (Plιilippopel), die Hauptstadt νοη Nordtlπazien, ist der Ort, in 
dem der griec11ische Einfluf3 'vνalπend der tϋrkischen Herrscl1aft in Bulgarien 
seh.r stark, sogar starker als in jeder anderen bulgarischen Stadt war. Der Haupt­
trager dieses Einflιιsses hier wie ίiberall in Bulgarien war der hohe griechische 
Klerus, da, wie bekannt ist, aHe bulgarischen D iozesen bis zιιm Jahre 1870 
dem Patι-iarchen von Konstantinopel υnterstellt \Varen. Die Diozese νοη Plov· 
div war eine der grof3ten und reichsten ίη Bυlgarien, und deshalb anziehend 
fϋr die grieclιischen Bischofe, die ΠΊit g,rof3en Staben von Episkopen, Archiman· 
driten und Diakonen lύerher kamen. Die vielen ίη der Nahe derStadt liegend­
en Kloster zogen aιιch grieclιiscl1e Monche herbei aη. Die Stadt selbst war 
wicl1tiges Gewerbe- und Handelszentrum, das viele grieclύsche Gewerbemeister 
und Kaufleute besuchten und wo sie sich vorίibergehend aufl1ielten, oder sich 
dann fίir iιηmer niederliessen. 

Die Bιιlgaren ίη der Stadt waren bis zur Mitte des ΧVΙΠ. Jhds ιύclιt sehr 
zahlreich, vermehrten sich aber gegen Ende des Jhds ιιηd besonders ίη der er­
sten Halfte des ΧΙΧ. Jhds durch Zuzug νοm Lande und haιφtsachlicl1 aιιs dem 
Balkan- ιιηd Rl1odopagebirge. D a die ϋbersiedler aus den Dorf en kamen und 
gewol1nlich einfache Landarbeiter und Handwerker waren, gerieten sie bald 
unter den wirtsclιaftliclι~n und kulturellen EinfluB der Stadt. Immerhin setzten 
sich einίge νοη ihnen durch und gewannen an wirtschaftlicher Bedeutung. 

Der grieclύscl1e Einfluf3 wirkte erstens dιιrch die Sprache, dann aber auch 
durch die Aufnahme der gΓiechisch-levantinischen Kultur, welche in den 
Stadten des Tίirkisclιen Reiches herrschte. So formte sich ίη Plovdiv ein Gra­
zismus als Kultur ιιηd W eltanschaιιung ein ersozialen Schicl1t vonGrιιndbesitzern, 

Handwerkern und Kaufleuten, die zahlennιaBig im Vergleiclι mit der tϋrkischen 
Bevolkerun0 nicht groB war, wirtschaftlich aber νοη groβen G ewicht war. 

Zu dieser Sc11icht 5ehorte auch der Klerus, ίη dessen Handen die ideolo­
gische Fίihrung lag. Die einfachen Leuten, die in den \V eikstatten und auf 
dem Lande der Grundbesitzer arbeiteten, folgten ilιren Herren. 
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Bis zum Anfang des ΧΙΧ. Jhds hatten die fίihrende Rolle in dieser Gesell­
schaft der Metropolίt, und die von ihm favorisierten Familien. In den ersten 
Dezennien des ΧΙΧ. Jhds geνιannen die aus dem Balkan- und Rhodopagebirge 
stammenden Bulgareu die Oberhand in den Gewe;bezίinften der Stadt und 
verschafften sich dadurch Geltung bei dem Metropoliten und den Vertretern 
der tίirlGschen Regierung. Unter den aus dem Balkan ίibersiedelten Familien 
nahmen die ersten Stellen die zahlreichen Vertreter der Familie Tschalakovi 
aus Koprivschtiza ein. Sie waren reiche Viehzίichter und Begliktsclιii1 schon 
vor ihrer Ankunft in Plovdiv und ilπ Reichtum vermehrte sich hier noch mehr. 
Von den Ansiedlern aus dem Rhodopagebirge durclι ilιren Reichturn stieg be­
sonders die Familie Gίirnίischgerdan empor. Bis zum Krimkrieg (1853-1855) 
lag die ganze J.Grchliche Macht eigentlich in den Handen dieser Familien. Dank 
ihrer wirtschaftlichen Macht erlangten sie Geltung auch bei der weltlichen 
(tίirkischen) Administration. 

Was die Ideologie betrifft, heπscbte zwischen den bulgarischen ιιπd den 
griechischen Ansiedlern vδllige Einstimmigkeit. Die bulgarischen Ansiedler, 
besonders jene aus den Stadten Koprivsclιtiza, Panagίirischte, Karlovo, Sopot 
und anderen, waren zwar sehr in ihren δrtlichen Volkstraditionen und G ebrau­
chen eingewurzelt, da der griechische EinfluB dort nicht eingedrungen war, 
in den Stadten wie Philippopel, Adrianopel und Konstantinopel folgten sie 
der griechischen Bourgeoisie, die ihnen weit vorangegangen war. So karn es in 
den dritten und vierten Dezenιllen des ΧΙΧ. Jlιds in Plovdiv zu einer gernein­
sarnen kulturellen Mitarbeit zwischen bulgarischer und griechisclιer Bevδlke­
rung oder, genauer gesagt, zu einern Anteil der Bulgaren an der Entwicklung 
der griechischen Bildung und Literatur, was urnso wichtiger ist, weil sofort nach 
dem Κrimkrieg die Beziehungen zwischen den Bulgaren und den Grieclιen 
sich in einen heftigen Kaιηpf ausarteten. 

ϋber diesen bulgarisch-griechischen Kampf, gewδhnlich Kirchenstreit 
genannt, ist schon viel geschrieben worden, ίiber die friedliche Zusamrnenar­
beit zwischen den beiden christlichen Nationen in Plovdiv ιιηd anderswo in 
Bulgarien aber so gut wie nichts. 

Die gemeinsame Arbeit zwischen den Bulgaren und den Griechen zeigte 
sich bei dem Aufbau νοη Κirclιen, bei der Grίindung νοη Schulen und in der 
Unterstίitzung der Lίteratur. 

Gegen Ende des XVIII. Jlιds gab es in Plovdiv sechs Kirchen: der heiligen 
Paraskewa, der heiligen Marina (die Bischofskirche), Panagiaskirche (die Ka-

1. Die Begliktschii ίibernahmen das Erheben der Steuer ίiber das Vieh ίη der Tίirkei. 
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thedrale), der heiligen Konstantin und Helena, der heiligen Kyήaki und des 
heiligen Demetrius. Sie alle waren kleine Gebaude und scho11 veraltet, deshalb 
mu13ten sie in der ersten Halfte des ΧΙΧ. Jlιds, als die Zahl der Bevδlkerung 
stieg, renoviert und vergrδl3ert \verden2 • 

Als erste wurde schon im J ahre 1783 die Κirche der heiligen Marina re­
noviert. Die Bulgaren nalιmen Anteil an der Aufbringung der Geldmittel. 
Aus dern Kirclιenkodex, der erl1alten ist3, ersieht man, daB das Geld νοη Zunft­
orιΞ;anisationen auf gebracht wurde, deren Mitglieder meistens Bulgaren wa­
ren, was ίhre Unterschriften bezeugen. So fίir die Schneiderzunft Hadschi 
Athanas Hadsclιi Stoio (Χατζί 'Αθανάσιος Χ. Στοϊο), fίir die Zunft der Mei­
ster νοπ Hίiten und Mίitzen Slatan, Stoio und Angel (Ζλατάνι, Στοϊο, Γεώργι), 

fίir die Zunft der Meister von Oberrδcken Georgi Manolov (Γεώργι Μαvολου) 
und Margari Η. Boschkov (Μαργάρι Χ. Μπόσκου), fίiΓ die Zunft der Pelz­
scl1neider Η. Nikolai Clιristu ιιπd Pentscho Aleksiev (Χ. Νικολάας Χρίστου, 
Πεvτσο 'Αλεξίου). 

Ιη deιη Vorstand der Kίrche (Epitropie) walιrend der ersten Halfte des 
ΧΙΧ. Jhds waren auch die Bulgaren Mavrodi Bojadscl1iov, Η. Jeko aus Tschir­
pan, Petko K asandschi aus Νονο selo, Nikola Batschkvaliata, Ivan Zagarlijata 
ιιηd Duschko Moravenov aιιs Koprivschtiza, Filip Apostolov aus Mrasjan und 
andere Mitglieder. So!!.ar der Kassierer der Kirche war gewisse Zeit der Bulgare 
Nikola Tschalakov. Dank ihrer Sparsamkeit konnte genιιg Geld aufgebracht 
werden, um in den Jahren 1820 und 1853 neune Renovierungen und Ver­
schδnerιιngen an der Kirche vorzunehmen. 

Fίir die Κirche der lιeiligen Konstantin und Helena sorgte Valko Todorov 
Tschalakov und fίir die Kirclιe der heiligen Kyriaki sein Vetter Valko Kurto­
vitsch Tschalakov. Sie fίihrten zuerst Ordnung in den Einnahmen der Κirchen 
ein, welche lange Zeit vernaclιlaf3igt und ausgebeutet wurden, und dann er­
suchten sie den Sultan, einen Ferωan fίir den Aufbau der Κirchen erlassen 
zu wollen, der iηι Jahre 1832 begonnen wurde. Die Baιιarbeiten der Κirche 
der heiligen Konstantin und Helena organisierte Valko Tschalakov mit der 
freiwilligen Mitwirkung aller Bulgaren aus dem Κirchenbezirk und den be-

2. Zum Aιιfbau der Kίrchen νοη Plovdiv und ϋberhaupt ίiber die Geschichte der Stadt 
vgl. St. Schischkov, Ρ/ονdίν ν sνoeto ιniιιαlο i ιιostojaste ( Ρ/ονdίν ίιι ilιrer Vergaιιgeιιlzeit ιιnd 

Gegen1vart), Plovdiv 1926, und Κ. Μ. 'Αποστολίδου, 'Η τής Φιλιππουπόλεως ίστορία dπό 

τών dρχαιοτάτων μέχρι τών καθ' ήμδ.ς χρόνων, Άθfiναι 1959. 
3. Ιν. Snegarov, Grάcki kodeks na P/oνdiνskata nzitl"Opolija ( Der grieclιische Kodex der 

Metropo/is νοn Ρ/ον(/ίν), Sofia 1949, S. 216. 
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nachbarten Stadtteilen. «So, schreibt Konstantin Moravenov4, wυrde die Kir­
che in einem Jahre neu aufgebaut, grδ13er als die alte, υηd zwar ohne Geldan­
leihen rnachen zu mίi~sen, denn als die ersten Κirchen gebaut wurden, arbei­
tete das ganze Vo1k-Manner, Frauen υηd Kinder-wochenlang ohne Gehalt 
zu verlangen». Auf diese Weise entstand die Kirche. 

Valko Todorov Tschalakov hat die kleine Κirche der heiligen Paraskewa 
erweitert und renoviert und ihr aιιch das Recht aufStavropigie (Unablιangig­
keit vorn δrtlichen Bischof) verschafft. Zum Vorsteher υηd Kontroleυr ilιrer 
Einnahrnen ernannte er Peju Georgiev Kίirktschijata, einen Zunftmeister, be­
kannt wegen seiner Ehrlichkeit υηd seines Fleif3es. Die Bulgaren wirkten mit 
auch bei dem Aufbau der Kirche des heiligen Demetrius. Die Κirche des hei­
ligen Georgi irn Stadtbeziιk Marascha und des heiligen Ivan Rilski im Stadtteil 
Karschiaka wurden im Jahre 1848 νοη den Bulgaren allein gebaut. Ιη diesen 
Stadtteilen wohnten keine Griechen und Grekomanen und in den neuen Κir­
chen wurde der Gottesdienst νοη Anfang an nur in bulgarischer Spraclιe ge­
halten. 

Ιη Plovdiv-wie ίiberall in Bulgarien biszum ΧVΙΠ. Jhd.-wurde elementarer 
Schulunteπicht nur in den sogenannten kirchlichen Zel! en erteilt. Am Anf ang 
des ΧVΠΙ. Jhds wurde in Plovdiv eine δff entliche Schule gegrϋndet. Sie υn­
terstand dem MetropoHten, hatte kirchlicben Charakter und der Unterricht 
wurde natίirlich nur in griechischer Sprache erteilt. Die ersten Lehrer ίη ihr 
waren Spantonakis, Androrιikos und Leontarakis Artinos. Am Anfang des ΧΙΧ. 
Jhds entwickelte sich die Schule unter der Leitung des gelehrten Priesters Kon­
stantin Ikonorn gut, wurde «Gymnasion» δenannt und erfreute sich eines guten 
Narnens. 

Die Bulgaren, die aus dem Rhodopagebirge nach Plovdiv kamen, waren 
alle Analphabeten und diejenigen aus dern Balkangebirge hatten ganz ele­
mentare Kenntnisse νοη1 Lesen und Schreiben, was fίir das Leben ίη der 
Stadt ganz ungenίigend war. Sie sahen ein, da/3 die Bildung notwendig war, 
und deshalb unterstίitzten sie mit allen Κraften die griechische Schule, welche 
die einziδe Bildungsanstalt in der Stadt war. Die Brίider Valko und Stojan 
Tschaliikovi wurden bald nach ihrer Ankunft ίη der Stadt zu Mitgliedern des 
Schu1vorstandes (έφόροι) gewahlt, der fίir den Unterhalt der Schule zu sorgen 
hatte. Der aus dem Rhodopagebirge stammende Athanas Gίimίischgerdan 

4. Pamjatnik na christianskoto naselenie na Ρ!ονdίν po proiznosno predanίe ot Konst. 
G. Moravenov, 1868 ['Υπόμνημα περί τοϋ Χριστιανικοϋ πληθυσμοϋ τfjς Φιλιππουπόλεως 
άπό τοϋ 1868]. Bulgarische Handschrίft in der Nationalbibliothek zu Sofίa, Nr. 1328. Ver­
kϋrzte Ausgabe νοη ΑΙ. Peev, Plovdiv 1930. 
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gelιδrte zum selben Vorstand noch vor ihnen. Nach ihrem VorscWag wurde im 
Jahre 1829 als Lehrer in der Schule der Bulgare Ivan Selinύnski berufen. Er 
stammte aus Sliven und hatte das grieclύsche Gymnasium in Κidonia absolviert. 
Allein er hielt sich nicht lange in der Schule und seit 1832 ίibernahm ihre Fίih­
rung der tatkriiftige Georgios Tsukalas νοη der Inse1 Zakynthos (im Jonischem 
Meer). Unter ihm und seinen Nachfolgern, Alexander Xant und Adamantios 
Tzapek, blίihte diese Schule auf und zog Sclιίiler auch νοη anderen Orten an. 

Die Sorgen der bulgaιischen Ephoren fίir die Schule sind νοη Tsukalas 
selbst zugestanden, obwohl er im bald daraιιf eingesetzten bulgarisch-grieclύ­
schem Kirchenstreit als Feind der Bulgaren aιιftrat. Irn Jahre 1846 schrieb er 
eine Grammatik der altgriechischen Sprache und wίdmete sie au/3er dem Me­
tropoliten aυclι Τοίς Εύγενεστάτοις κσi Φιλομούσοις Έφόροις τfjς Έλλη­
νικης Σχολfjς Φιλιππουπόλεως κυρίοις Βούλκφ καi Στογιάνvφ Θεοδώρο­

βιτς, Άθανασίφ ΓιουμουσγερτάνlJ , ΛάμπιJφ παππα Σαούλ καi Άvτωvίφ Στο­

γιάννοβι τς. 

Im J ahre 1846 fiel das Schulgebaude einern Brand zunι Opfer, ίη dem 
auch die schδne Schιιlbibliotlιek verlorenging. Die Initiative zum Wiederauf­
bau der Schule kam νοη Stojan Tschaliikov. Mit Geld, gesanυnelt an erster 
Stelle νοη den Bulgaren, wurde sclιon in demselben Jahre ein neues Schulge­
baude gebaut. Auclι ein neuer Schuldirektoι wurde ernannt-Alexander Xant, 
der an der Universitat in Wien studiert hatte. 

Bald war die grieclύsclιe Schule fίir die gro/3e Zalιl νοη Schίiler unzurei­
chend zumal sie sich, wie gesagt, zιιr Mittelschιιle (Gymnasium) entwickelt 
hatte. Notwendig \Varen Grundschulen fίir den elementaren Unteπicht im 
Lesen und Schreiben, die ωehr Schίiler aιιfnelιmen konnten. Auch solche 
wurden gegrίindet und bei deren Grίindung betatigten sich wiederum auch 
die Bulgaren. Die erste wurde bei der Κirche der heiligen Kyriaki im Jahre 
1843 νοη V alko Kurtovitsch Tschal akov gegrϋndet. Sie hie/3 die Trinitatsschule 
(der heiligen Dreifaltigkeit). Naclι ihrem Reglement, bestatigt vomgriechischen 
Patriarchen νοη Konstantinopel, war sie eine Grundschule nιit Internat, in der 
nur 100 Κinder aufgenommen werden konnten und zwar nur aus armen Fa­
milien, hauptsachlich aus der Enorie der Kyriakikirche.Der Stifter derSchule, 
Kurtovitsch, verschaffte ίhι aιιc~ Einnahmequellen fίir ihre Unterhaltung. Nach 
der Absicht des Stifters sollte der Unterricht ίη der Schule aucl1 ίη der bulga­
rischen Sprache erteilt werden, sie entwickelte sich aber νοη Anfang an als nur 
grieclύsche Schule. Lehrer hier waren Georgios Papakonstantinιι und sein 
Bruder Ioantύs . S pater zerfiel sie. 

Anch bei der KiTche der heiligen Paraskewa im Jahre 1845 wurde eine 
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kleine Grundschule gegrίindet und zwar als griechisch-bulgarische. Der erste 
Lehrer in ihr Nikola Tondschorov aus Samokov fίihrte den Untenicl1t in den 
beiden Sprachen-griechisch und bulgarisch. Nach seinem Weggehen ver­
schwand die bulgarische Sprache aus der Schule, und es blieb nur der griechi­
sche Unterricht. 

Im Jahre 1848 wurden bei den neuaufgebauten Κirchen ίη den rein bul­
garischen Bezirken Marascha und Karschiaka Grundschulen erδffnet die von 

' 
Anfang an bulgarisch waren. Im Jahre 1850 machten die Bulgaren den Versuch 
die bulgarische Sprache ίη das griec11ische Gymnasium einzufίihren und, als 
dies ihnen nicht gestattet wurde, erδffneten sie eine bulgarische Mittelscl1ule 
unter der Leitung νοη Naiden Gerov aus Koprivschtiza, der in Ru/3land stu­
diert hatte. Die griechische Spracl1e stand auch im Programm dieser Schule, 
sie entwickelte sich aber als Pflanzstatte fίir die bulgarische Bildung. 

Die Bulgaren ίη Plovdiv haben nicht nur das Kirchen- und Schulwesen 
unterstίitzt, sondern auch die Verbreitung griechischer Bϋcher. Zu dieser Zeit 
-dendritten und vierten Jahrzehnten des ΧΙΧ. Jahrhunderts-erschjenenschon 
viele bulgarische Bίicher, welche auch in Plovdiv verbreitet wurden, die hiesi­
gen Bulgaren sind aber unter den e1 sten Syndromiten fίir jedes griechische Buch, 
welches ihnen angeboten wurde5• 

So haben schon im Jahre 1819 fίir das νοη Grigorios Kalaganis ϋbersetzte 
Buch •Ιστορία τής Παλαιaς γραφής (Βιένντι) in Plovdiv als Syndron1iten nach 
dem Metropoliten Paissios und seinem Episkop und Protosyncel auch einige 
Bulgaren abonniert. Fίir dasselbe Buch hat auch Σμαράγδη Χ. Βούλκου abon­
niert und zwar in Brasov (Rumanien), wo sie lebte. Ihr Gatte oder vielleicl1t 
Sohn Αναστας Χ. Βουλκου ist Syndromit wiederum in Brasov fϋr Στοιχεία 
τής Έλληνικijς γλώσσης ('Εν Βιένντι, 1818). 

Im Jahre 1833 erschien ίη Bιιkarest das Buch Στοιχεία παιδαγωγίας, (ερα­
νισθέντα καi εκδοθέντα ύπό Δημ. Γκανfj). Unter den Syndromiten in Plovdiv 
auf3er dem Lehrer Georgios Tsukalas sind auch die folgenden Bulgaren: 'Ιάκω­
βος Νάϊτινι, Στογιάννος Γκάντζιου, Κωνστ. Δόμπρου. 

Fίir die groI3e Kirchenliedersamrnlung Ταμείον άνθολογίας νοη Grigorij 
Protopsalt (2. Auflage, Konstantinopel 1834) haben sich als Syndromiten abon­
niert, wie auch. zu erwarten ist, an esrter Stelle di e Liebhaber der Kirchen-

5. Das Herausgeben νοη Bϋchern durch Syndromiten, d.h. Kaufer, welche fϋr das Buch 
abonnierten und es vorausbezahlten, war ίη Balkanlandern ίm χα. Jahrhundert sehr ver­
breitet, da es keine Verleger gab. Ober die bulgarischen Syndromiten fϋr griechische Bϋcher 
im ΧΙΧ. Jahrhundert vgl. meine Arbeit ίη Byzaιιtinisch Neugriechische Jalιrbίiclιer, Bd. (der 
letzte). 
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musik (μουσικοί), Lehrer, Archi111andrite;i und Igumenen in den nahen Κlδs­
tern νοη denen ηιιr der Ιgιιιηeη von Kuklenkloster, Archimandrit Nikodim, 
Bιιlgare ist. D ann lωmnιen andere Syndromiten, νοη denen Bulgaren nur die 
fol5enden sind: Π~τρος Π. Στογιάννου, Κωνσταντίνος Δόμπρου, Γεώργιος 
Π. Ηλία Πατακλής καi μουσικός, οί αυτάδελφοι Πέτρος καi Παναγιώτης 

Σπάσου. 

Bulgo.riscl1e Syndrorniten von Plovdiv und anderen Orten finden wir auch 
fίir die dritte Auflage (Konstantinopel 1837) desselben Buches: Π. 'Αθανά­
σιος Π. Στογιάνου εφημέριος τfjς Παναγίας μουσικός, Π. Κωνσταντίνος 
Δήμου εφημέριος του Άγίου Κωνσταντίνου μουσικός, Γεώργιος Στογιάνου 

ψάλτης του ·Αγίου Δημητρίου, ό μουσικολογιώτατος Χ. Στέφανος Χ. Γεωρ­

γιάδης εκ Παζαρτζικίου, Βασιλειος Γεωργίου Μαρασλfjς παιδαγωγός καi 

μουσικός, Χρfjστος Πέτρου άπό χωρίον Καρατζιόβου, Νικόλαος Δημητpίου 

ράπτης, Δημήτριος Π. Πέτρου άπό Τσηρπάνη. 

Auclι fίir das Bucl1 Σύνοψις καλοφωνικών εΣρμών ... εκδοθέν παρα 'Ιωάν­
νου Λαμπαδαρίου (1842) sind einige Bulgaren νοη Plovdiv und von benach­
barten Orten verzeichnet, Παυλος Κούρτοβιτς, Γεώργιος Παναγιώτου, 'Ιωάν­
νης Τσήτσης, Γεώργιος Χ. Σιεφάνου, Πέτρος Στογιάννου, Νικόλαος Π. 

Γεωργίου, 'Αναστάσιος Δημητρίου άνεψ11ς του Γκάντσου γουναρής, Παρα­

σκευα.ς Μαρινοβιτς . 

Die Bulgaren νοη Plovdiv unterstίitzten nicl1t ηυr das Herausgeben von 
Bίichern, welche fίir den Gottesdienst notwendig waren, sondern aucb solche 
weltliclιen Inl1alts. Nicht ηιιr die eΓwahnte Γραμματική τijς άρχαίας έλληνικijς 
γλώσσης νοιι Georgios Tsυkalas ist den bulgarischen Notabeln νοη Plovdiv 
gewidnιet, sondern Bulgaren stehen an erster Stelle nach dem Metropolίten 
im Verzeiclιnis der Syndro1niten: Βουλκος Θεοδώροβιτς, Στογιάνος Θεοδώ­
ροβιτς, Βλασάκης Τούτσουβιτς, 'Αντώνιος Στογιάννο/:)ιτς, ή φιλόμουσος 

κοκκόνα Έλένη Στογιάννου, 'Ιωάννης Νέμψογλους, 'Ιωάννης Τζιτζάνης, Χ. 

Ιωάννης Χ. Παύλου, VΙσιcρος Βούλκου, Δημήτριος Γ. Κέσογλους, Γεώργιος 

Χ. Νένου, ό τζιορπατζης Στογιάννος Κούρτοβιτς, ό τζιορπα1 ζi]ς Θεόδω­

ρος Βούλκου, ό Σταuρος Μπόντζιου γούναρις , ό Γεώργιος Δ. Τζαλαπίτζας. 

Man kann sagen; daI3 das Buch nur dank der Unterstίitzung der bulga­
risclιen Syndromiten ersclιienen ist; drei Viertel davon denen sind Bulgaren. 
Es ist klar, die Bulgaren νοη Plovdiv iιιteressierten sicl1 fίir das griechische Buch. 
Sie unterstίitzten die Ausgabe des Buches νοη Tsukalas, obwolιl er Grieche 
und νοη Anfang an den Bulgaren nicht freundlich gesonnen war, weil diese 
in Plovdiv aιιs Koprivschtiza ka1nen und sich f est an ihre δΓtlichen Gebrauche 
ιιηd Sitten klan11nerten wie die groI3e Familie Tsclιalakovi. 
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lm Jahre 1837 erschien Έπιστολάριον κοινωφελές, (έρανισθέν ύπό Μιχ. 
Χρηστίδου), das Muster fϋr verschiedene Briefe und alleΓl ei andere nϊιtzliche 
Anweisungen entl1alt. Die Bulgaren-ιιnd Z\var nίcl1t nur die νοη Plovdiv, son­
dern auch νοη anderen Stadten ιιnd sogar aus Rυm.anien-nel1men wiederυn1 

den ersten Platz unter den S yndromiten ein: Βασίλειος Μαρασλ1Ίς παιδαγωγός, 
Κάλλιστρος Λουκa άπό Σόποτ, Γεώργιος Χ. Στεφάνου άπό Χατζιάρ, Πέτρος 

Π. Στογιάνου όμοίως, Κωνσταντίνος Δόμπρου, Πέτρος Δόμπρου Τσελεπfj, 

Παναγιώτης Σπάσου όμοίως, Πέτρος Κωνσταντίνου άπό ΖαγορCίν, Γεώργιος 

Μλαδέvου Οίκονομου, 'Αθανάσιος Νικολάου, Νάϊδεν Βούλκοβιτς άπό Ά­

βράδαλαν (Koprivschtίza). 

Durch gemeinsame griechisch-bulgariscl1e Mitarbeit in Plovdiv wurde ein 
Buch niclιt nur herausgegeben, sondern aιιcl1 vorbereitet und gesclιrieben. Es 
ist: 'Ανθολογία πάσης τfjς ενιαυσίου iκκλησιαστικ1]ς άκολουθίας, έσπερινού, 

ορθρου τε και λειτουργίας. τfjς τε μεγάλης τεσσαρακοση]ς και τού Πάσχα ... 
Νυν το πρώτον έκδοθείσα είς τύπον δ' έρυθρών σημείων παρά των έν Φι­

λιππουπόλει Παύλου Κουρτοβιτς Τσαλόγλου καi Γεωργίου Π. Κωνσταντί­

νου Μ. διδασκάλου της Τριαδικfjς Σχολfjς ... Εν Κωνσταντινουπόλει, 1846. 
Der Bulgare Pavel Kιιrtovitsch aιιs der Fanιilie Tschalakovi !1at sicl1 nιit 

der Ausgabe der Anthologie-einer fϋr ihn fremden Sache, da er Kaιιfιnann 
war-, befal3t, weil das Buch nach deιn Plan zweisprachic scin sollte-?_!.riecl1isch 
und bulgarisch (kirchenslavisch)-, ιιη1 beill1 Gottesdienst in beiden Sprachen 
dienen zu kδnnen. Wegen seines grol3en Umfangs sollte es auf zwei Bande νer­
teilt werden, νοη denen der erste in griechischer ιιηd der zweite in bulgari sclιer 

Sprache vorgesehen war. Erscl1ienen ist nur der erste Band, der Kirchenlieder 
nur in grieclιischer Sprache enthalt ιιηd nur ein Lied und einige Beωerkιιngen 

in bulgarischer Spracl1e. 
Die gemeinsa1ne &1'1eclιisch-bιιlgarische Arbei.t an der Heraιιsgabe des 

Buches hat groJ3es Interesse unter den Bulgaren in Plovdiv ιιηd in andercn Or­
ten hervorgerufen ιιηd, sie beeilten siclι, die Aιιsf,abe zu ιιnterstίitzen. Von 
den ίiber 130 Syndronιiten νοη Plovdiν sind drei Viertel Bulgaren. Sie sind in 
spezieller Reihe geordnet-zueΓst der Metropolit νοη Plovdiv und andere Bi­
schof e, Diakone und Lehrer, dann die Priester und die Laien naclι den Kirchen­
enorien, wo sie \Vohnten. So ist di eses Syndronιitenverzeichnis ein wicl1tiges 
Dokument fίίr die christliche Beνδlkerung der Stadt Plovdiν in der ersten 
Halfte des ΧΙΧ. Jhds. 

Ιη der ersten Gruppe gemeinsam nιit den grieclιischen Lelπern stel1en 
auch die Bulgaren, δ εl.ς Σοφίαν σλαβενοδιδ. έκ Σαμοκοβίων κ. Ζαχαρίας 

(Κruscha), δ άρχιδιδ. της σχολής της ό.γίας Παρασκευής κ. Νικόλαος Χρή-
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στουβιτς (Tondsclιorov) Μ. έκ Σαμακόβι, δ λογιώτ. Βουλκος παιδαγωγ. είς 

Μαρασία Μ., ό μουσικολ. Πέτρος Στογιάννου παιδαγ. εiς Κλεισούραν (bei 

Karlovo), δ κ. Πέτκο Μπόσκου Μ. δμοίως, δ μουσικολογ. Γεώργιος Χ. Στεφ. 
άπό Χατζιάρι (Sveschen bei Plovdiv), δ μουσικολογ. Πέτρος Παπ. Στογιάν 
άπό Χατζιάρι6 • 

Bei der Theotokenkirche (Ή έκκλησία τής Παναγίας)7: οί αίδεσιμώτατοι 
έφήμεροι αuτiiς Παπ . Δ. Π. Ιωάννου, Παπ . 'Αθανάσιος, Παπ. Δημήτριος, Παπ. 

Στεφ. · οί χρησιμώτατοι τσορπατζή Στογιάνος Θεοδώρουβιτς, Θεόδωρος 

Βούλκοβιτς , Νεδέλκος Β. Τσελέπης, Σάλτσιος Ίωάννοβιτς, Ισκρος Βούλ­

κουβι τς ( alle νοη der Fanιilie Tscl1alakoνί), οί έντιμότ. κύριοι 'Ιωάννης Δ. Νεμ­
στογλου, Δημήτριο; 'Ιωάννου Γκέσογλου8, Δημήτριος Κωνστ. Χ. Στέργιου, 

'Αθανάσιος Ν. Τσαλόγλου Μ. 

Bei der Κirclιe der Iιeiligen Kyriaki ('Η έκκλησία τής άγίας Κυριακης): 
δ προεστώς αuτfις ύπομνηματογράφος Θεόφιλος ίερεύς οί έφημέριοι αύτf\ς 

Παπ. 'Αργύριος Θεοδώρου, Παπ. Παναγιώτης 'Αργυρίου, Παπ. Νικόλαος 

Χίος, Παπ. Βασίλειος οί χρησιμώτ. κύριοι Στογιάννος Κούρτοβιτς, Βλασά­

κης Τόντσιουβιτς Τσιαλίκη9, ή εύγενεστάτη κ. Έλισαβετ Β. Τσιαλίκη, τα 

δύω τέκνα αuτfίς Γεώpγιος καi 'Αλέξανδρος10, οί έντιμώτ. κύριοι Χ. Γιωβαν­

ν1)ς Χρήστου Κογιμτζόγλου, Γεώργιος Κεντηντενοβιτς, Στάντσιος 'Ιωάννου, 

Βασίλειος Παπ. 'Ιωάννου, Πέγιος Δ. Γούναρης, 'Ιωάννης Άθ. Κοτσιάσοβιτς, 

Δημητράκης Χρηστοδούλου Καζάσης, 'Αθανάσιος 'Ρούσην Ταχτατζης, 

'Ράσκος Μαλεοβιις (aus Koprivscl1tiza), Κωνσταντίνος Στεφάνου Τένιου 
Μ., 'Αθανάσιος Δ. του Χ. Γκάντσου Γούναρη, 'Ιωάννης Μπράτης Γιάντσο­

γλου, Δημήτριος Κ. Μανόλτσου Μελενίκος, Μιχ. Στογιά.ννου Λιοϋτα Τσο­

χατζής aπό Άβρ. (Aνradalan=Koρrivsclιtiza), Χ. Κάλτσιος Χ. Πέτρου άπό 

Τρογίαν Μ., Βοuλος Άθαν. Στενιμαχίτης, 'Αναστάσιος Γ. Καζάσης Τήτσ. 

Bei der Κirclιe des heiligen Demetrius (Ή 'Εκκλησία του άγίου Δημη­
τρίου): δ προεστώς αuτfjς Σακελλίου Ν. Οίκονομίδης, οί έφιμέριοι Παπ. 

Δημήτριος, Παπ. Κωνσταντϊνος Δημ., δ κ. Γεώργιος Στογιά- Σιαγκούνη, 

'Ιωάννης Χ. Παύλου, 'Αθανάσιος Χ. ΠαίJλου. 

Bei der Kirche des lιeiligen Konstantin (Ή έκκλησία τοϋ άγίου Κωνσταν-

6. Die Namen geben wir wieder so wie sie geschrieben sind-mit Verkίirzungen und un­

richtiger Orthographie. 
7. Bei den Kirchen geben wir die NaΠΊen aller Priester, obwohl sie nicht alle Bulgaren 

sind, weil-wie gesagt-das Verzeichnis wichtig fϋr die Bevolkerung der Stadt ist. 
8. Δημ. Γκέσογλου ist der Erzvater der bekannten Familie Geschovi. 
9. Alle sind aus der Familie Tschalakovi. 

Ι Ο. Die Sohne von Elisabeth Tschaliki haben Medizin studiert und Georgi ist der bekannte 
Arzt und Politiker Dr. Valkovitsch; sein Bruder Alexander ist jung gestorben. 
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τίνου): δ προεστώς αuτi'jς pεφενδάριος Παππα Στέργιος Μετσοβ, οί έφιμέριοι 

Παππa. Μιχαήλ Ν., Παππa Βασίλειος Μ., ό μουσικολ. 'Αποστόλης Κ. Με­

λενίκιος Δ. αλληλοδ., οί έντιμώτατοι κύριοι Κυριύ.κος Ν., 'Αναστάσιος Τόν­

τσιουβιτς, Άργύριος Χρήστου Κογιμτζόγλου, Πέτκο Βούλκοβιτς (aυs Ko­
privschtiza), Νικόλαος Φιλίππου, Γεώργιος Χρ. Τσοχατζi)ς, 'Αθανάσιος 

Χ. 'Αθανασίου, Άργύριος Δ. Ζάγαρλη (aus Stara Zagora). 
Bei der Κirche der 11eiligen Marina (Ή 'Εκκλησία της άγίας Μαρίνης): 

δ προεστώς αuτi'jς πρωτονοτάριος Παπ. Λάμ., δ ίερομνήμων Παπ. Μιχαήλ 

Μ., οί εφιμέριοι Παπ. Κ. Άστερίου, Παπ. Σωτήριος Άθ. Μ., Παπ. Παπ. 

Γεώργιος Χ. Δ. , Παπ. Στογιάννης 'Ιωάν, · οί έντιμώτατοι κύριοι Τσάντσιος 
'Ιωάν. Τσελέπης, Δημήτριος Πέτκου Καζαντζιόγλου, Γεώργιος Φιλιππίδης 
Μ. Γαβριήλ Άθ. Μουροβένοφ (υηd) Νικόλαος Μαλέοβιτς (die beiden aυs 
Koprivschtiza), Β. Δ. Χ. Μιλκόγλου (aυs Cl1askovo) . 

Bei der Kirche der heiligen Paraskewa (Ή 'Εκκλησία τής άγίας Παρα­
σκευής): δ προεστώς αuτής πρωτοπ. Κωv. Δήμου Μ., δ έφιμέριος Παπ. 

Γεώργιος 'Αγγελή, δ κ. Βοuλκος Τόλιουβιτς. 

W eiter folgen Namen von Abten υηd Mδncl1en in den Klδstern υη1 Plov­
div, νοn denen einige bυlgarischer Abstall1mυng sind. 

Auch aυs anderen Orten υηd zwar aυs solcl1en, in denen es keine Gι-iechen 
gab, haben sich viele Bulgaι-en als Syndωrniten fίir das Buci1 inskribiert. Es 
gibt solche aυs Pasardschik, Panagjurischte, Samokov, Rilakloster, Haskovo, 
Karlovo, Sopot, Vratza υηd Pleven. Die Namen der Syndromiten νοη Saιno­
kov und Rilakloster sind ωit kyrillischen Bυchstaben gedrιιckt. 111 kiΓcl1ensla­
vischer Sprache ist aιιch der Nall1e des bckannten bιιlgarischen Bϋcl1erverkaυ­
fers Naiden Η. Iovanovitscl1 aus Pasardschik gegeben, und zwar n1it der An­
merkυng, daJ3 er aus Eifer fίίΓ die Aιιfklarιιn~. seiner bυlgariscl1en Brϋder 100 
Exemplare νοm Buche bestellt habe. 

Man kann sa&en, daJ3 die Antl1ologie νοη Georgios Ρ. Konstantinu und 
Pavel Kurtovitsch νοm Jahre 1846 das beste Beispiel fUr das bulfariscl1-g.rie­
chische Zusamn1enwirken aυf dem Gebiete des Schrifttums im ΧΙΧ. Jalirhυn­
dert ist. Zum Bedauern mυ13 man anfίi~en, es ist das letzte. In den Bϋchern aus 
den folι:,enden zwei oder drei Jalπen findet man hie und da einige Nanιen 
νοη Synctromiten aus Plovdiv ιιηd \Veiter nichts. 7ιιm Beispiel gab der schon 
erwahnte Georgios fsukalaι im JahΓe 18)1 sein bekanntes \Verk '/στοριογεω­
γραφική περιγραφή τής επαρχίας Φιλιππουπόλεως, lιeraus. Die Syndronιiten 
νοη Plovdiv sind sehr zahlreich, aber kein einziger ist Bιιlgare. 

Sofia 
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ΤΗΕ IMPORTANCι!: OF ΤΗΕ THRENOS 
ΙΝ ΤΗΕ CHURCH OF SAINT ΡΑΝΤΕLΕιΜΟΝ 

ΑΤ NEREZI 

C ο n s t α η t ί n e Ρ. C 11 α r α Ι α m p ί d ί s 

Ιη tlιe church of St. Panteleimon at Nerezi, near Skopje, one finds, among 
tl1e fanιous mιιral decorations of 1164, tl1e celebrated representation of the 
Funeral Lamentation ('Επιτάφιος Θρήvος)1 (fig.1 ). According to Α. Grabar, this 
depiction of tl1e Lanιentation or Tlπenos, represents a stage in the history of 
European painting2 since it !1as an artistic, aesthetic and humanistic importance 
\vitlύn tl1e framew01·k of tl1e world 11istory of art and civilisation. The represen­
tation is to be fοιιηd οη the north side of the chυrcl1, above a seήes of saints 
who are dcpicted frontally, and has a powerfιιl realistic accentuation and dra­
matic passion. 1t is a characteristic exan1ple of tl1e painting of the Comnene 
period, and a ι-eωarl<able representation of the subject within the whole ico­
nogra phy of the Fιιnereal Lanιentation. lts origin lies deep in the Ancient Greek 
and subsequent Cliristian '<νorld extending to the period in question. Fιιrther­
ιnore, the EasteιΏ tradition offered its living renlity to the development and 
prevalence of tlιe iconograplιical subject. The representation of the Threnos 
ίη Byzantine art \vas shaped and developed by the existing pagan literature 
(ί.e. pl1ilology, mytl1s), and that of the Christians (i.e. apocryphal, patristic), 
as \vell as by artistic ηιοηιιη1eηts ( e.g. carved representations). The depiction 
is ιιηkηοwη in Palaeo-Cl1 ristian times and appears during the eleventh centu­
ry ιιnder tlιe inflιιence of tl1e funeral laιnentations of the Mediterranean East 
and of Corsica. 

Ιη ancient times, there \vere t\vo \vords ίη common ιιsagewhich expressed 
lamentation, tl1e θρfjνος and t11e γόος. Despite the very slight difference in their 
use and meaning by classical writers, there is a certain distinction in Hon1er. 

1. For tiΊis Byzantine monun1ent, see the following general bibliography: Α. Grabar, 
La peίιιtιιre byzantine, Geneva 1953, pp. 141-143; R. Ljubinkovic, «La peinture murale en 
Serbie et en Macedoine at1x xre et XIle siecles», Corsi di Cιι!tιιrα sιιll'arte Ravennate e Bi­
zantina, Rανeιιηα 1-13 apι·ίfe 1962, Ravenna 1962, pp. 405-441. V. Lazarev, Storia della 
pittιιra biza11ti11a, Tnrin 1967, pp. 199-201, and elsewhere, as well as the bibliography on 
p. 256, n . 60. 

2. Α. Grabar, La peiιιtιιre byza11ti11e ... , p. 143. 
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For him the γόος is the most frequent of all the laments mentioned. Tlιe Threnos 
in the Ilίad is a particular song, while the γόος is completely laωentary . Tlιus 

mourners, both men and women, are found in Homeric works, as in ancient 
Rome, lamenting the dead, although men are used to a Jesser degree. Ternιs 

similar to γόος are the Homeric groans and \Vailing wlιiclι relate to the pop­
ular laments, and more particularly to the act of the weep er tl1an to the 
lament itself. In Aeschylus ' Libatίon Bearas the great κομμός ( = κτύπημα 

beating; πλήξις wounding) ίs found as an antipl1onic I anιent between Orestes 
and Electra. The lament for Adonis (Adonia), who is paralleled with Christ 
in the Christian period, symbolizes the idea of death and resυrrection . Tl1e Ia­
ments in the veneration of heroes and in the mystical rites (such as those of 
Elefsis) had an even more powerful tradition in the ancient world, and inflυ­
enced and shaped theLament ofthe Motlιer ofGod. Thus the relation between 
θρήνος, γόος and κομμός is that the first ίs sung by officials who moυrn tlιe 
dead, the second is characterized by the spontaneous weeping of tlιe fenιale 
members of the family, while the third is an especial type of tragic lament. 

Also associated with the survival of the formal lament of the νωmeη in 
Eastern Christian art is ancient lyric poetry with its laments, and later poetry 
with its dirges in honour of individuals, peoples, nations, and other instances3• 

Ιη Holy Scripture, we find the prophetic lament of the Old Testament, while 
in the Ne\v Testament, we find mentioned the mourning and laments tlιat occυr 
in all ancient civilisations4 • The Old Testament lament is the reply to tlιe jυdge­
ment of God, while that of the Ν ew Testament leads the Church militant to 
the joy of the Church triumphant. 

Lucian, in his work «Concerning Grief», speaks tlιιιs of the moιιrners: 
<ωlμωγαi δέ έπi τούτοις καi κωκυτός γυναικων καi παρά πάντων δάκρυα καi 

στέρνα τυπτόμενα καi σπαραττομένη κόμη καi φοινισσόμεναι παρειαί · καί 

που καi έσθi]ς καταρρήγνυται καi κόνις έπi ττJ κεφαλ1] πάττεται καi οί ζων­

τες οίκτρότεροι του νεκροu· οί μέν γάρ χαμαi κυλι νδοuνται πολλά,Κις καi 

τάς κεφαλάς άράττουσι προς τό εδαφος»5 • Elsewhere in the same work, the 
dead son is depicted as saying to his f ather: «ώ κακόδαιμον Ciνθρωπε , τί κέκρα­

γας; ... παuσαι τιλλόμενος τi]ν κόμην καi τό πρόσωπον έξ έπιπολfjς άμύσσων»6 • 

3. Μ. Alexiou, The Rίtιιαl Lament ίn Greek Tradίtίon, Cambridge University Press 1974. 
4. Theologίsches Wδrterbuch zιιm Neuen Testament (von G. Kittel) vol. 3, Stuttgart 1957, 

article «θρηνέω-ΘρfΊνος», pp. 148-155. 
5. 12th edition of C. Jacobitz, vol. 3, Leipzig 1913, Biblίotheca graecor11n1 et ronιanoram 

teubnerίana. 

6. 16th ed. supra. 
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As we lιave seen, the accompaniment to lamenting the dead to which Lucian 
refers-suclι as tlιe untying of the hair and its being pulled out.; the shrieks and 
wailing of tlιe woωen; tears; beating the breast and head; the reddening of the 
cheeks; the rending of clotlιing; the sprinkling of dιιst οη tlιe heaά; sittίng or 
rolling face down οη tlιe ground-are, in general, found throughoιιt the ancient 
Greek world. 

Tlιe Clιristian world adopted these customs for the lamentation of its dead, 
and indeed often enforced tlιe ex pression of its grief, in this \vay imitating the 
Jιeathen. That tίιere exists a relation bet\veen tlιe ancient and Byzantine tra­
ditions οη tlιis matter 1nay be seen by ref ening to ecclesiastical literature7 • The 
attitιιde of tlιe Virgin weeping over the passion of Christ is mentioned, in the 
first place, by apocryphal Christian literature. Tlιe Acta Pilati says thίs: « ... (the 
Mother of God) κατέξαινε μετά των ονύχων τό πρόσωπον αυτfjς καi έτυπτε 
τό στήθος που διέβησαν, ελεγε, τά άγαθά δσα έποίησας έν τij 'Ιουδαίq,; ... »8 

and elsewhere in tlιe sanιc text: «ελεγε, κλαίουσα πώς, ου μή σε θρηνήσω, 
υίέ μου· πως τό έμόν πρόσωπον ου σπαράξω τοίς ονυξιν ... τίς τά έμά δάκρυα, 
γλυκύτατέ μου υίδ , καταπαύσει;»9 • The ecclesiastical writers Jater made their 
own contribution to tlιe matter. Georgios of Nicomedia (9th century) writes of 
the Virgin: «άλλ' ώ γλύκιον Τέκνον!. .. νυν σου μόνη σφοδροτέρας σου τάς 
όδύνας έν τij έμi] είσδέχομαι καρδίq,. ουκ ενι γCιρ ό συμμετέχων μοι τών 

άλγεινων, ουκ ενι ό τοuς μώλωπας συνδιαμεριζόμενος))10 , and elsewhere: «ή 
Μήτηρ βαθυτέρως μέν την ψυχην πεπληγυία, πολλαίς δέ ταίς ά.νακλήσεσι 

τόν ό.νασχόμενον έπικαλουμένη οuτω δάκρυα χέουσα πpοσεφθέγγετΟ ... ))11. 

Tlιe same \Vriter also mentions the beconιing expression of the Virgin at the 
passion of her Son, where «τφ τε γάρ πάθει κοσμίως καi ουκ ό.γεννώς προσω­
μίλει»12 and \Nashed His most holy Body with ardent tears.Symeon the Logo­
thete and translatoΓ (lOth century) lιas also descήbed the sepulchral laments 
and funeral Ιιyιηηs of the Mother of God, describing the Virgin saying to her 
Son: «χλιαροίς έλουσάμην σε νάμασιν, καi θερμοτέροις Ciρτι καταντλω σε τοίς 

7. For the ecclesiastical and Byzantine writers, as well as other Christian texts, see gener­
ally the notes to the work of Ph. Koukoules, Βυζαvτιvών Βίος καi Πολιτισμός, vol. 4, 
Athens 1951 (for that which relates to the Tlπenos, pp. 162-167). 

8. Χ, pp. 282-283, in C. Tischendorf, Evangelίa Apocrypha, Leipzig 1853. 
9. lbid., ΧΙ, p. 292. 

10. 8th Sermon on «εfστήκεσαν δέ παρά τψ σταυρφ το(j Ίησοu ή Μήτηρ αύτοu καi 
ή άδελφη τfΊς Μητρός αuτοϋ» καi εtς την θεόσωμον ταφην τοu Κ. Η. Ι. Χριστοu, τtι άγίq. 

καi μεγάλτι Παρασκευτ\, PG 100, 1472 D. 
11. lbίd., PG 100, 1481 BC. 
12. Ibίd., PG 100, 1485 D -1488 Α. 
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δάκρυσιν. Έσταύρωμαί σου τοίς πόνοις, νενέκρωμαί σου τφ πάθει ... »13. Tlιe 

informatίon given by these ecclesiastical writers speaks more of a beconύng and 
thoughtful gesture οη the part of the grieving Virgin. The Fathers of tlιe Churclι 
reproved the Christians of their ti1ne for their pagan and sometimes ind ecent 
exhibitίons of grief. St. Basίl the Great is especially clιaracteristic wlιen, ίη order 
to emphasize decorous and beconύng tears of grief, he writes: «καί τό δάκρυον 
ούκ εστι νομοθεσία προς τό θρηνείν, άλλά μέτρον εύσχημονέστατον έκτεθέν, 

καί κανών άκριβής, καθ' δν προσfjκε σεμv&ς καί εύσχημόνως τοίς τfjς φύ­

σεως δροις έμμένοντας διαφέρειν τά λυπηρά»14 • This custom of expressing 
grief has remained ίη the Byzantine world until the present day, and is found 
in modern Hellenisrn, together with dirges for tlιe dead15. 

Greek mythology also gives us sirnilar lanιentations ίη its 1nythological 
narratives. Thus Nonnos Panopolitis, ίη Ιιίs work Dίonysialω16, speaks of Ac­
taeon, son of Aristaeos and Autonoe, and of his adventures dιιring his lιιιηtίηg 
ex peditions. Apollodoros does the same17 • However, Actaeon is pιιnished by 
Diana because he has seen her naked, and is torn to pieces by his dogs who fail 
to recog11ize him since lιe has been transfornιed into a deer. His tragic death 
is described more closely by Nonnos, and in particular the lanιent with whiclι 
his mother Autonoe bewaίls him: «φιλοστόργφ δε μενοινij νήλιπος Cικρήδε­
μνος ίμάσσετο πένθεϊ μήτηρ· καi πλοκάμους έδάϊξεν δλον δ' ερρηξε χιτ&να, 

πενθαλέοις, δ' όνύχεσιν έCι.ς έχό.ραξε παρειάς αϊματι φοινίξασα κατά στέρ­

νοιο δε γυμνοu παιδοκόμων έρύθηνε φερέσβιον ι'lντυγα μαζ&ν μνησαμένη 

τοκετοίο· φιλοθρήνου δε προσώπου δάκρυσιν άενάοισιν έλούσατο φάρεα 

νύμφη»18 . Autonoe's lament for her beloved son Actaeon, and l1is words to lιis 
father, Aristaeon, when he appears to hίηι ίη a dream after his deatlι: «άλλ&, 

πάτερ, πυμάτην πόρε μοι χάριν, άφραδέας δε πένθος εχων φιλότεκνον έμούς 

μη κτείνε φονfjας, παιδοφόνους ο'ίκ:τιρον άμεμφέας ήμητέραις γάρ θηρείαις 

άέκοντες άπεπλάγχησαν όπωπαίς»19 renύnd us of the Virgin's la1nent and tlιe 
words of Christ οη the Cross. We have representations of this lament οη a sar-

13. Sermon εις τόν θρfινον τfις ύπεραγίας Θεοτόκου, δτε περιεπλάκη τό τίμιον σώμα 
το{) Κ.Η.Ι. Χριστοϋ, PG 114, 216 CD. 

14. Περi εόχαριστίας, PG 31, 229 CD. 
15. Μ. Alexίou, op. cit., pp. 122-128. 
16. Book V, 287 et seq. (English translatίon by W. Η. D . Rouse) London and Cambrίdge, 

Mass. 1940. 
17. Βιβλιοθήκη, ΙΙΙ, IV, 4, p. 322 (English translation by Sir J. G. Frazer) London and 

Cambridge, Mass. 1967, νο\. 1. 
18. Book V, 374-380. 
19. Book V, 442-445. 
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coplιagus of tlιe Hadrianic period (2nd century BC) wlιίch is now to be found 
ίη the Louvre Μ useum in Paris. This representation is one of four scenes from 
tlιe tale of Actaeon, occιιpγing the last place in the series, and located οη the 
riglιt short siιle20• Tlιe reρresentation shoν:νs an alnιost open cave before wlιich 
lics tlιe body of Actaeon. Over it weeps his motlιer Autonoe, who is foυnd in the 
nιiddle of tlιe composition. Αιιtοηοe bows down οη lιer knees, bending over 
lιίηι and tearing at lιer lιair (a detail that is frequently found ίη ancient fwιeral 
depίctions) . Above right is depicted a dog, \Vho with tlιe others tore the body 
of Actaeon to pieces after he had been transformed into a deer. Κ. Weitznιann 
believes21 tlιat tlιis po\verful representation from the iconogI"a phic cycle of the 
tale of Actaeon \vas kno\vn in t.he Byzantine world tlιrough the \vorks of the 
Dίonγsiaka of Nonnos, the Bibliotl1ikί of Apollodoros and the illι!ll1inated text 
of the Corn111 entary of pseudo-Nonnos οη the S ermons of Gregory Nazianzinυs. 

Tlιus tlιese c!assical e\eιnents of the ancient Greek tradition (viz. tlιe literary, 
nιythological and iconogΓaphical evidence) resιιlted ίη a more human con­
tribution to tlιe religious sιιbject of the Passion ίη Byzantine aI"t. HoweνeI", 
the Byzantines as Greeks did not simply copy the ancient Greek originals, but 
endowed tlιem witlι a nιore profound meaning, tlιus jυstifying their selection22. 

Tlιus tlιe \VholeoΓ tl1is ancient tradition of laments for the gods and heroes 
prodιιced tlιe nιaterial necessary for the conιposition of tlιe La1nent of the 
Motlιer of God and tlιe developnιent of tlιis dI"anιatic subject ίη Byzantine art23• 

It is the opinion of Κ. W eitznιann t!1at the representation of the Fιιneral La­
ment developed as tlιe resυltof a gradual transfornιationof the Bnrial of Clυ·ist24 • 

20. Κ. Weίtzωann , «The Origin of tl1e Threnos, De Artίbus opuscu\a XL», Essays ίιι 

honor of Ε/"\vίιι Paιιofsky (ed. by Millard Meiss), New York 1961, p. 487 et seq., plate 17. 
21. lbid., p. 490. 
22. Κ. Weitzmann, «The Survival of Mythological Representations ίn Early Christian 

and Byzantίne Art and their impact on Christian Iconography», Dωnbaι·ton Oaks Papers 
14 (1960), p. 68. 

23 . Οη this subject, see geneially the bibliography noted below: L. Reau, Jco11ograpl1ie 
de l'art chretieιι, t. 11, Jconograplιie de /a Bible 11, Nouveaιι Testanιent, Paris 1957, article «La 
lamentation» pp. 519-521; G . Schiller, Ι koιιograplιie der clιι·istliclιeιι Kunst, νο\. 2, Gίiters­
loh 1968, article «Die Beweinung)>, pp. 187-192; G. Mi!!et, Reclιerclιes sιιr l'icoιιograplι.ie de 
l'evangile αιιχ XJVe, XVe et XVJe siecles, Paris 1960 (second edition), article «Le Threne», pp. 
489-516; Κ. Weitzmann, «η1e Origin of the Threnos ... » pp. 476-490, and plates 161-166; C. D. 
K alokyris, Ί-J Θεοτ6κος εlς τήν εlκονογραφία~• 'Ανατολ1)ς καί Λ ύσεως, Thessaloniki 1972, 
par. ή Θεοτόκος εις τήν ταφήν τοϋ Χριστοϋ, 'Επιτάφιος Θρήνος, ή Pieta, pp. 163-1 67. 

24. Κ. Weitzmann, «The Origin of the Threnos ... >) p. 476. Cf. the different opinion of 
Μ. G. Sotiriou ίη her article, «'Ενταφιασμός- Θρfiνορ>, Δελτίον τής Χριστιανικής Άρχαιο­

λογικijς Έταιρείας, period IV, νο\. VII (1973-74), pp. 139-147, \νhο exan1ines the main ωο-
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It oυght to be noted that the Entombment of C11rist is n1entioned in the Fοιιr 
Gospe]s of t]1e New Testalllent, \vhile, as we have said, tl1e Lament is to be 
found only in the Acta Pilati. Proceeding furthcr, Weitzmann says25 tl1at, as in 
a play, this transfornιation from tl1e Entombment to tl1e Laιnentation unfolds 
before our eyes in five stages, namely (ί) the placing within tl1e toωb; (ίί) the 
ending of the entoωbment; (iii) the addition of tl1e Motl1er of God; (ίν) the 
influence of the Virgin's Repose; and (ν) the deposition ιιpοη the groυnd. Τ11ιιs 
was fashioned tl1e form of tl1e Fιιneral lament th::ιt developed ίη most Byzan­
tine representations. But tl1e original representation of this scene depictsClπist 
Jaid out οη a red-coloured slab and surroιιnded by ange!s. According to tradi­
tion, tl1e slab was used so tl1at Cl1rist might be Iaid out after His Deposition in 
order to receive the required pre-burial rites 26 . Anotl1er representation ofCl1rist 
shows Him laid out on a taut, \Vhite sheet (as in tl1e damaged 13tlι century wall­
painting in the church ofSamarina, Messinia) 27 • This ίs the so-cι.ιlled eιιcl1aristic 
or liturgical scene. Under tl1e inflιιence of ιωs scene, the em broiclerecl «Epita­
phioi» began to appear during the Palaeologan period. This representation 
was altered by the addition of the historical personages present at the buria] 
of Christ. Thus this new representation, which includes tl1e Virgin among the 
historical personages, is a combination of tbe eucharistic and historical Funeral 
Laments28 • 

Theremarkablewall-painting ofthe Threnos at Nerezi belongs to this type 
of composition29 (fig. 1). The dead Christ, with eyes closed, Iies stretched out οη 
a burial sheet which has cross-sha ped decorations, and He Iιas a Ioin-cloth around 
His lower parts. Beside Hi111 to His left, the weeping Virgin embraces Ι-Ιiω, Iιer 
right hand around His neck while her left arm is stretched across His chest to 
clasp the right arm ofherSon in her Jιand. Her appearance is mournful,shedding 

numents οη this subject and concludes (p . 146) that ιJ1ese two iconograpl1ical tl1emes 
(Lamentation and Entombment) have a different origin, tl1e former not evolving from the 
Jatter, but rather having a parallel iconograpl1ical evolιιtion. 

25. Κ. Weitznann, «The Origin of tl1e Threnos ... », pp. 477-487. 
26. C. D. Kalokyris, 'Η Θεοτόκος ... p. 164; L. Reau, ίη Iconograplιie cle /'art clιι·etieιι, 

t. ΙΙ, /conograplιie de Ια Bible ΙΙ, Νοιιveαιι Testan1eιιt, Paris 1957, p. 519, writes that this 
spotted (marble) slab was yellow ίη colour and that the marks were the prints of the Virgin's 
tears. He also mentions that this slab is venerated in the church of the Holy Sepulchre, be­
tween Golgotha and the tomb. 

27. C.D. Kalokyris, Βυζαντιναί Έκκλησίαι τής Ί. Μητροπόλεως Μεσσηιιίας, Thessa­
loniki 1973, plate 27, fig. α. 

28. C. D. Kalokyris, Ή Θεοτόκος ... p. 165. 
29. Α. Grabar, La peinture byzantiιιe ... , colour plate οη p. 143, and Ο. Bihalji-Merin, 

Byzantine Frescoes and Icons ίn Υιιgοs/ανία, London 1960, colour plate 26. 
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teaι·s ίη great gι-ief, in accordance with the ancient Greek andChr.istian tradition 
already mentioned. His beloved clisciple, Jolιn, is pictιιred οη His left, grievous­
ly expressing lιis great sorrow at tbe death of his Master, and kissing the Sav­
ioιιr's left hand. He is pictιιred in a standing position, looking frontally, and 
siiηultan eously expressing profoιιnd reverence and gri ef. John's grief, as opposed 
to tlιat of tlιe Motlιer ofGod, .is not mentίoned in anyof tbe literary sources,and 
seems ΙΌ lιave entered tlιis scene undertlιe inΠuenceofthe representationofthe 
Donnition of tlιe Virgin. However, since Byzantine art reprf'sented this grief in 
the episode of the Crucifixion of Christ, by analogy it ouglιt also to be present 
in tlιis scene. lt is the expression of a popular sentiment evidenced by the fact 
that Christ entrusted the Virgin to John's care. Οη the riglιt of the represen­
tation are Josepl1 and Nicodenιus, who kneel and incline theίr bodies over the 
f eet of Christ wl1icl1 they hold in the;r hands. Behind them one of the myrrh­
bearing women is represented, participating ίn tlιίs scene by \veepin~ for Christ. 
Το tlιe teft ancl right of the scene arf' moιιntain slopes. The horizontal line of 
these mountains giνes greater emphasis to tl1e impression of depression and 
grief produced by tlιis scene. Α little above and to the left of Clιrist's head opens 
tl1e cave of Ηίs tomb. Ιη the upper part of the scenc are three flying angels, 
one of \Vhom Jooks out towards the beholder, wlιile tlιe othertwo face eachother. 
Το tlιe left and below Christ's head is sbown the container witlι tbe myrrh to be 
used for annoiι:ιting the Dead Christ. Beside tlιe contaίner is depicted a basket 
containing the tools σf the preceding Deposition, tαe pincers being especially 
promίnent, while belιind tlιe 1nyrrh-bearing woman a portion of clothiπg is 
visibl e wl1icl1, in all probability, belongs to another sinύlar woman30• The forms 
are delineated by tlιe folds of tl1eir clotJ-1ing, \Vhile the Iigbt has been depicted 
nervously with deep, white, twisting lines. The s1nιple, 1ight colours relieve tbe 
scene of any lιeaviness and make it a work of the refined art of the Imperial 
Court. The clιromatic harnιony of the deep blue of the sky, the green of t11e 
t,round, and tlιe maιιve of tlιe 111ap/1orion of the Virgin, together with the ochres 
and t11e light red ot botlι the nιountains anιi tlιf' naked Body ofChrist, constitute 
a sιιperb imabe fitting in its expression of this tragic moment of tbe Divine 
Person and C_hrist's eloquent inaίffereηce. His broken, naked Body remiιιds 
us of the bodies of tlιe ancient koιιroi, and He bears οη His Hands the nιarks 
of the nails caused by His Crucifixion. The wlιite slιeet οη wlιiclι Christ's Body 

30. See the photograph published by W. Fritz Volbach and J. Lafontaine-Dosogne, 
Byzaιιz ιιnd der christlic!ιe Osteιι, Berlin 1968 (Propy/aeιι K1111stgeschicl1te, Band 111), plate 
230, where tl1e scene of the Lan1entation is reproduced in its entirety, and where the basket 
and the portion of clothing of a de-stroyed form may be discerned. 
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lies is decorated witlι delicate lines, oclυ·e in cο1οιιr, wliicb give a certain grace 
to the wiιole scene. Al)ove tlιe' !1alocs of botl1 Cl1rist and tl1e Virgin are the 
abbreviations of their names. 

This scene wi.tlιin the Passion-series of the wall-paintings of Nerezi ex­
presses the natural grief of J1un1a11 paiιι and realistically demonstrates tlιe long 
tradition of man's participation in tlιese scenes of grief. As in all the art of Ne­
rezi, tlιe expression of man's Jιumanity is amazing in its affjrmation of ΙΊίs pain­
ful e;notion. The artist reproduced contem porary family mores and tl1e social 
belιaviour of tlιe world in wlιiclι Ιιe Jived. Thus tlιίs representation, taken to­
getlιeΓ with the artistic whole of tlιe clιurclι of St. Panteleimon at Nerezi, con­
tains an especial artistic and hιιn1anistic valιιe witlιin Byzantine art. Jn addi­
tion, according to OttoDeiηιιs31, one of tlιe great themes of Jyric expression in 
the art of Byzantiιιm was just tlιis Lament. 

Α similar development and artistic arrangemeπt to the S eΓbian wall-paint­
ing is that of the same sιιbject ίη the eleventlι centιιry clιιιrch of ti1e Agioi Annr­
gyroi in Kastoria32 (fig. 2). There exists ::ι similarity in tl1e characteΓistics ofthe 
persons prese11ted, right do~1n to details which are the same in both nιonιιments 
(of Nerezi and of Kastω·ia). It would therefore seem, for both cl1ronological 
and artistic reasons, that the representation at Kastoria inflυenced tlιe ex ecu­
tion of that of Nerezi, and that tl1e origins of tlιe Lamentation at this Serbian 
monument lie in the great artistic centre ofThessalonίki33• Ιη the cl1urcl1 ofthe 
Virgin of tlιe Coppersmiths in that city, a cl1uι-ch whiclι dates from 1044, a sim­
milar wall-paiηting depίcting tlιe Lamentation was formerly to be found above 
the central doors Jeading from the narthex into tlιe main churclι, a depiction 
wlιich ηο Ionger exists34• Froω a sυrviving sketch by Α. Xyngopoυlos it can be 
inferred that this iconograpJ1ic ι-epresentation was veιΎ sin1ilar to tlιat of Ne­
rezi. The sanιe is tι-ue of anotJ1 e ι· wall-painting, this tiιne in tlιe twelftlι-century 
monastery of Backovo, as we are infoπned by Α. Grabar's sketch35. The wall-

31. Byzantίne Art and the West, London 1970, p. 224. 
32. S. Pelekanidcs, Καστοριά, !. Βυζαvτιναl τοιχογραφlαι, πίναΥ.ε:; , Thessaloniki 1953, 

plates 17 β, 18. 

33. See that wl1ich is written by Prof. C. D. KalokyΓis ίη «Προέλευσις τών βυζαντι­

νών μνημείων του γεωγραφικοu χώρου τής Μακεδονίας, τής Σερβίας καί τής Βουλγαρίας 

(ή συμβολή τής τέχνης ε!ς τήν άλήθειαν)», Thessaloniki 1970, p. 26 and tl1e reprint of νοl. 

XV Ϊrom the 'Επιστημονικiι 'Επετηρiς τής Θεολογι.κ?)ς Σχολής τού 'Αριστοτελείου Πανεπι­

στημίου Θεσσαλονίκης, \νritten in Geϊman, «Entstehung ιιπd Gcstaltung deI" byzantinischen 
Denkmaler ίη Mazedonien, Alt-Se!'bien, und Bulgarien», Tl1essaloniki 1970, pp. 16-17. 

34. See Α. Xyngopoulos, Thessaloniqιιe et la peintιιre Λιfacedo11ien11e, Athens 1955, p. 17, 

p late 2. 
35. La peintιιre relίgίeιιse en Bιιlgarie, Paris 1928, p. 59, pl. 13. 
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painting of tlιe sanιe sυbject in tlιe c]ιιιrch of St. Gcorge, Kυrbinovo3G belongs 
to the end of tlιe twelfth century. Here Jolιn Iιolds J esus' legs around the knees 
while he touclιes Clιrisc's Jeft hand ννίt!ι lίis face. 

Kastoria, togetheΓ 'ινίtlι Thessaloniki, Nerezi and Kυrbinovo is, as far as 
this particular iconographic representation is concerned, a continuation of the 
artistic tradition in absolιιte chronological sequence. Kastoria is the original for 
tlιe painter of Nerezi. Wlιile a certain restraint is expressed in the passion at 
Kastoria, at Nerezi it is given its 1nost fιιlly dranιatic and hυman force. Α deep 
feelingoftlιe spiritιιal Iife, and dra1natic expressions and gestιιres, are expressed 
in tlιis realistίc image. Tlιere is ηο attempt at realistic exaggeration on the part 
of tlιe artist, yet Ιιe sιιcceeds ίη g\ving eaclι person an individυal part in the di­
vine drama. It is trιιe tlιat tlιere exists a contrast between Iife and death. Ιη .tlιe 

sanιe way that tlιe Dead Clιrist is calm in tlιe Deposition scene at Nerezi37 , so 
He ;s ίη the Lanιentation. Tlιere is absolutely ηο clιange, ίη this way expressing 
peace in deatlι and avoiding any possible natυralistic interpretation of the 
Passion of Clιrist as οccιιιτed, by contrast, ίη the W est .. 

Οη the other I1and, a genuine expression of pain is drawn on the faces 
of the Virgin and John, and tlιe painter lιas created a sίωilaΓity in the anatomi­
cal cl1aracteristics of tlιeir faces dιιring tlύs tinιe of moυrning. Their eyes, the 
pointea corners of tlιeir eyebrows, their closed moυths, make both faces iden­
tical. The contrast bet~1een tl1e ideal calnι and peace of Clιrist and the deeρ ex­
pression of pain οη the faces of the otlιer persons achieves the most po'vνerfιιl 
results, and cι-eat.es tlιc true iconograplιical type of this sυbject, filled with high 
draιna and deep spiritue:ιlity. At Nerezi, one observes tlιe expression at the 
height of tlιe Divine Dra111a, and tl1e monιent of sl1ock for the Mother and per­
sons beloved of Clιrist. As the Slav nιonuments slιow, tlιe artists tl1ere painted 
a series of wall-paίntings relating to the Laιnentation, already baving in mind 
tlι e prof essional Iaιnents tl1at existea anιong tlιe Balkan peoples38. In the church 
of Nerezi, an iconographical solution is given to the problelll of representing 
the divine passion, wl1icl1 is the result of many previoιιs acc0111plish111ents in the 
history of the art of the Middle Ages39 • 

36. C. D. Kalokyris, Προέλευσις τών βυζα-vτι11ώv μνημείω11 ... plate 2, fig. β. 
37. See the pl1otogωph ίη V. Lazareν, Storia della pίttιιι-α bίzαιιtίιια ... , pl. 301. 
38. For this subject, see the article of Τ. Vukanoνic, «Lamentation dans Ia peintιπe a 

fresque chez les Slaνs du Sud au Moyen Age», Vraιιjski glasnik 8, Vranje 1972, pp. 78-89, 
and the same anthor's «Profesionalno naricanje ιι balkanskih naroda» ibίd., pp. 229-307, 
πeither of which haνe 1 read, haνing been unablc to find them. 

39. See also Μ. Rajkovic, «Iz likoνne problematike Nereslωg zivopisa», Zboπιik Racloνa 
S .A.N. XLIV-Vizaιιto/o§ki Ιιιstίtιιt , Knj. 3 (1955), pp. 198-200. 
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fhe difference in the representation of Nerezί from tlιe otl1ers of tl1e san1e 
period lies in ίts artistίc qualίty, which raises its standard of execution to tl1at of 
the Imρerial art of Byzantium. D. Talbot Rice menτions tlιat this mοηιιιηeηt 
is characteήsed by tlιe style of tl1e «Renaissance», with all tlιe ele1ηents tlιat 
are assocίated with it, naιηely movement, lif e, acτίvity, hιιωa11ism. Indeed, 
even more personal subJects were adopteα-such as the Lamentation-wl1ich 
had been presented v.·ith difficulty before this period in B:μantine art40 • It is 
true that the art of Kurbinovo (proνincial in origin, and execιιted by an artist 
froιr tbe region of Macedonia) and tl1at of A?ioi Anargyroi in Kastoria are 
closely related artistically to the extent that it is bel;eved that tlιe painted dec­
oration belongs to the same movement, ρerhaps even to the same artists. 

Tbe mural depίction of the Lamentation in the chapel below the monas­
tery of S t. (John) Cl1rysostom at Koutsoventi, Cyprus, also belongs to the tv.·elfth 
century41 . H ere, there aι·e two myrrh-bearing \Vomen, as opposed to the depic­
tion at Nerezi, where only one is featured. Christ ίs Iaid out on a sheet that 
has vertίcal Iines on ίt. The twelfth century presents a grou p of developed exanι­
ples of this scene, following its appearance during the previous centuιγ Tlιe 
earliest examples of the depίction of this scene are certain eleventlι century 
ivory reliefs, such as that in the museuιn at Rosgarten, Constance42, in tlιe W ern­
her Collection at Luton Ηοο (where the scene is depicted with tl1e Dormitίon)43, 

in the Byzantine Museum at Ravenna 44, in the NatίonHI Library in Berlin45, 

and in London's Vίctorίa and Albert Museum (also depicted wίtlι the Dormί­
tίon)46. Ιη addition, mention oιιght to be made of the mίnίature of the eleventlι 
or twelfth century of the Book of the Gospels (EvangelistaΓium - Ms gr. 1156, 
f.194v) ίη tlιe Vatican Library, Rome47 , the iconographίc arrangement of \\ιhich 
is even closer to the representation at Nerezi, and even earlier than that of 
Kastoήa. The myrrh-bearing women are represented, upper left, behind the 
tomb, while the chίef scene remains the same. Tlιis is also true of the miniature 

40. The Twelfth Century Reιιaissaιιce in Byzantiιιe Art, Uniνersity of Hull 1965, in Byzaιι­
tine Art αιιd its lιιflueιιces (collected studies), London 1973, p. 10. 

41. C. Mango and Ε. J. W. Hawkins, «The Hermitage of St. Neophytos and its wall-paint­
ings», Dumbarton Oaks Papers 20 (1966), pl.120, and G . Sotiriou, Τά βυζαντινά μνημεία τής 
Κύπρου , Athens 1935, pl. 77. 

42. Κ. Weitzmann, «The Origin of the T11renos ... »·, pl. 10. 
43. Ibid., pl. 12. 
44. lbid., pl. 13. 
45. lbid., pl. 14. 
46. lbid., pl. 15. 
47. R. Valland, Aqιιi/ee et /es oι·igiιιes byzantiιιes de Ια Reιιaissance, Paris 1963, pl. 20. 
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of the Tetraevangeliuιn of Parma (Palat. 5) \Vhich dates from the enα of the 
eleventh century48, \Vl1ere the Cross (witlι Christ already deposed) is also repre­
sented. Characteristic is the exceptional absence of John \νhο elsewhere is 
depίcted as ardently embracing the Lord's left hand. Artistically this represen­
tatίon is considered inferior to that of Nerezi, despite their unimportant ίco­
nogra phic differences. 

Ιη addίtion, the representation of the Lamentation is found during the 
same perίod (1 lth century) ίη tlιe West. Tlιe Balkao influences came by way 
of tlιe Adriatic to Aquileia, in nortl1ern Italy, \Vhere the Funeral Lamentation 
is represented ίη the bιιrial cl1amber of SS Hermagoras and Fortunatυs in the 
Basilίca of that cίty49 (fίg. 3). Tlιere is at present ηο agreeιnent as to the exact 
dating of the paίnt;ng in the crypt of Aquileia50• The iconographίcal dίstribu­
tion of tlιe clιaracters ίη tlιe Laιnentation οη tlιis monument follows the tra­
dition kno\vn from tl1e S erbo-Greek regions. One of the myrrlι-bearing women 
\vho stands to tlιe left, at the 11ead of Clπist, raises her hands, full of grίef, while 
Joseplι kneels, and Nίcodemus renιaίns standing, botlι expressing their grief 
(they are to be found at the feet of Christ). Tlιe ιnyrrh-bearing v.1omen are re­
presented οη the left, behind the tomb, just as in the other Italian exarnples 
(Palat. 5 of Parn1a and Vat. gr. 1156), while tl1e number ofv.1omen who parti­
cipate varίes. The two angels flying overhead extend tlιeίr hands-one towards 
the nιyrrl1-bearing women, the otlιer tov.1ards Nίcodemus. Tlιe first contemplates 
Christ witlι a nervous n1ovement, ex pι-essing his despair before this divine drama. 
The Aquileia Lan1entation consίderably resembles that at Koιιtsoventi, Cyprιιs, 
wl1ere we find tl1e Virgin, Jolιn, Joseph and Nίcodemus in the same postures51 • 

It is clear that t11ere is a general rela.tίonship betv.ι een Aqιιileia and Nere­
zi, but that thίs relationship ιneans that the first was entίrely dependent οη 
Nerezi, asDina dalla Barba Brusίn and Gίovanni Lorenzoni believe52, is at Ieast 

48. lbid., pl. 28. 
49. For tl1is representation, see R. Valland, Aqιιilee ... , pl. 11. Apart from this particular 

scene, there are also the Crucifixion, the Deposition and the Dormition of the Virgin. The 
cl1oice of these subjects is due to tl1e intended use of the Iocation for funera\s. 

50. AccoΓding to G. Millet, it belongs to the beginning of the twelfth century («L'art 
des Balkans et d' Italie au XIIIe siecle», Atti del V Coιιgresso Internazioιιale di Stιιdi Βίzαntίιιί, 
Rοιηα 20-26. settenibι·e 1936, pp. 272-297) \νhile according to Ρ. Toesca, it belongs to the 
end of the twelftl1 century (Gli affresci di Aqιιileia, Dedalo, Giιιgno 1925, p. 36 et seq.). 

51. Additional information in R. Valland, Aqιιilee .. . , pp. 41-42,'where sheexamines the 
mercantile and economic relations between the regions of the Adriatic coast and the East 
(Cyprι1s) in order to jιιstify the artistic siιηilarities between Aquileia and the Eastern and 
Balkan countries. 

52. L'arte del Pafl'iaι·cato ι/ί Αqιιί/eία dal secolo ΙΧ α/ secolo ΧΙΙΙ, Padι1a 1968, p . 61. 
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doubtful and open to question. The usuall) accepted opinion is tl1at the paiιιt­

ing of the scenes of the Passion in the crypt of Aqυileia originated frοΩΊ the 
style of Nerezi. Ιη addition, the aforementioned writers speak of tl1e artistic 
vocabυlary of Aqυileia, and of the existence of a connection between the latter 
and Nerezi53• The expression of the Virgin's passion with all the holy lamenta­
tion of the 1nonuments of the East and of Serbia (Nerezi and elsewl1ere), in­
fluenced the wall-painting ίη tlie crypt of Aquileia . This painting developed 
under tl1e beneficial influence of Byzantiuin, for Balkan and ltalian artists 
based οη both sides of the Adriatic cooperated in their artistic field. 

Tbrough this wall-paίnting, Aquileia transmitted the ex pression of tl1e 
Passion to the entire West and inspired an abundance of artistic achievements 
which owe their creation to tl1e original in this Italian city54 • The meaning of t11e 
passion and of the huinan drama ίη this superb form in the works of the twelfth 
century (and especially ίη the wall-paintίng of Nerezi) was 1ηade known to 
the Western world by the Balkan road that passed through Aquileia. Later 
art was taught much by this Italian city, and the Renaissance understood the 
Christian drama in its own way. The Byzantine discernment of the most human 
of man's expι-essions, and in particular of his suff ering, created the iconogra ph­
ic type of the Funeral Lament. Thus it is neither an Italian product, nor a 
commentary of the various monastic orders of the Roman Catholic Church. 
It is true that the East had always retained the representation of the lament of 
the Mother of God, while the tradition of the Latin Middle Ages produced the 
Stabat Mater, where greater in1portance is given to the patience and courage 
of the Mother of God. 

Ιη the East, there was an alteration in the iconographic arrangement of tl1e 
Funereal Lamentation during the tlιirteenth century, as is seen from the wall­
painting in the church of St. Clement (Perivleptos), Ochrid, which dates from 
the ep.d of that century55 (fig. 4). Cl1Γist lies in the opposite direction from tl1at 
which we lcnow fr01n the ωonuments that we have exaωined; that is, His head is 
οη the right of the representation. CI1Γist'shead is tilted downwards and His body 
is οη the sarcophagus slab. Tlιe Virgin neither eωbraces nor kisses her Son, but 
is found in the midst of a crowd of other women who weep and 1nourn. Jolιn, 
Joseph and Nίcodemus occupy tlιeίr usual places, as in the monωηents of the 
twelfth century. Ιη the following centuries, as in the fourteenth century clιurch 

53. L'arte del Patriarcato di Aquileia .. . , p. 61 et seq. 
54. See R. Valland, Aqιιi/ee ... , pp. 43-44. 
55. C. D. Kalokyris, 'Η προέλευσις τών βυζαντινών μvημείων ... , pl. 20, fig. α. 
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Fig. 1. Threnos: cl1urch of St. Panteleiιnon, Nerezi, 1J64. 

Fig. 2. Tl1Γenos: cl1ιιrc l1 of Agioi AnaTgyωi , Kas toJ"ίa , 11 ιl1 ceηιιιιy 



Fig. 3. Threnos ίη the crypt of the Aquileia basilica, 11 th centιlry. 

Fig. 4. Threnos: church of St. Cleιηent (PeΓiνleptos) , Ochrid , J 3th centιιry. 

The T/1renos ίn St. Panteleίmon at Nerezί 

of St. Athanasius of Μουζάκης (near the Cathedral cl1urcb of Kastoria)56, the 
s?1all fifteenth century church of tl1e township of Pedoula in Cyprus57, and the 
sιxteenth century cl1urch of St. John the Theolo!ήan «Mavrίotissa» also ιΏ 

b ' ' 
Kastoria58, new iconograpl1ical and artistic elements were added, wllich either 
compound or siιnplify the representation of the Lamentation. 

Returning to tl1e West, subsequent to the twelfth century (to which the 
Aquileia \vall-painting belongs), the sυbject is found again in a paliotto from 
tl1e end of tl1e t'1irteent\1 century \vhicl1 is now to be found in the Vanucci Gal­
lery in Perugia (ηο. 21)5 9• Here the iconographίc type of Aquileia is repeated, 
except that Clπist's position is reversed (viz. His head is οη tl1e right of tl1e 
scene). Ιη tl1is it resembles that of St. Clement (Perivleptos), Ocmid, wlllch is 
of exactly tl1e same period, for in botl1 of then1 the downward tilt ofChrist's head 
is to be observed. The paliotto of Guido da Siena to be found in Perugia also 
belongs to tl1e end of the sam e century60 • Christ is represented with His hands 
crossed, while one of the inyrrh-bearing women bel1ind the Virgin holds the 
palms of her l1ands to l1er face sl1edding tears of grief. At the beginιllng of the 
fourteenth century, Giotto painted his Funeral Lamentation in the Scrove­
gni cl1apel in Padua61 • Tllis representation maintains the Byzantine tradition 
in part. Here Clιrist is semi-inclined, surrounded by the holy persons, while the 
sky is filled witl1 angels. Νο longer is emphasis given to Byzantine colour, but 
instead to the living form. This wall-painting is characterised by its dramatic 
life as indeed is all the pίctorial decoration of Padua. Giotto, in llls Lamenta­
tion, furtl1er abstracts his iconogra phy from the Eastern tradition, while at the 
same time heralding a new period. Ιη the fifteenth century, Botticelli (in his 
Funeral Lamentation now to be fοιιηd in the Museo Poldi Pezzoli of Milan62, 

and in another, which is now ίη tl1e Alte Pinakotlιek of Munich 63, depicts the 
dead Christ in a way that is both fully naturalistic and anatomically realistic, 
and surrounds Ηiιη witI1 grieving figures. During this period, Western art is of 
the type of tl1e Pieta detaching tl1e Virgin and the Dead Christ and represent­
ing her with ι1 er Dea'd Son οη her knees. Tllls type was clllefly represented in 

56. S. Pelekanides, Καστοριά ... , pl. 149 α. 
57. G. Sotiriou, Τά βυζαντινά μνημεία τής Κύπρου ... , pl. 101. 
58. lbid., pl. 206 β. 
59. R. Valland, Aquilέe ... , pl. 15. 
60. G. Schiller, Ikonographie ... , vol. 2, pl. 598. . . 
61. La peintιιre ίtαlίeιιιιe, les crέateurs de {α renaissaιιce (etudes cntιques de Lonello Ven-

turi) Geneva 1950, pl. 63, and detail, pl. 65. . 
62. See Botticelli (Classici dell'arte, Rizzoli editore, Mιlano) colour plate 58. 

63. lbid., pl. (small photograph) 134. 
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sculpture (see the marble Pieta of Michelangelo in St. Peter's, Rome which 
is dated 1496)64 • 

During the Byza11tine period, tlιe depiction of the Funeral Lament of 
Nerezi was the most classical and representative type of the great passion, 
which remains a lίturgical image in the Christian East. The art of this S erbian 
wall-painting with its human drama, the emotional ex pression of pain, and tl1 e 
unrepeatability of its artistic creation, reached ltaly by way of ίlιe Adriatic S ea 
and greatly influenced the artίstic execution of the vνall-painting at Aqιιileia. 
Indeed, Otto Demus65 maintains that for many years the majority of Italian art­
ists imitated conιpositions full of passion and drama, such as those at Nerezi. 
This Serbian representation, together with all tlιe powerfιιl Eastern tradition 
οη this subject, fashioned the iconography of the Lamentation tlιrοιιglιοιιt tlιe 
Middle Ages and the Renaissance. 

Therefore the art of the duecento and the Renaίssance owes mιιch to the 
superb art of Nerezi, sίnce its Byzantine testimony crossed artistic boυndariεs 
and influenced the Latin artists to the extent that tlιey created great woΓks 
of art of personal hιιman piety and devotion. 

64. C. D . Kalokyris, Ή Θεοτόκος ... , pl. 245. 
65. Byzantine Art and the West, London 1970, p. 224. The writer mentions tl1at among 

the Italian painters, either Coppo or one of his assistants painted tl1e scene of the Lamen­
tation οη the Cross of San Gimignano in the Museo Civico (pl. 250), repeating the chief 
characteristics, but placing the figures nearer to each other. 
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«HONGROIS ΕΤ ν ALAQUES» ου «HONGROV ALAQUES» 
DANS LA «VIE DE S. THEODOSE DE TARNOVO»? 

Ρ e t ι· e $. Ν ii s t u ι- e 1 

Monsieur Enιile Turdeanu a releve dans la Vie de saίnt T/Jeodose de Taι·­
novo un passage fort interessant pour l'lιistoire du rayonnement spiritιιel de 
la conπnunaute groupee ηοη Ioin de Tarnovo, la capitale bulgare d'alors, a 
Kelifarevo, aιιtοuι· d'un autre Theodose, ascete contemporain du patriarche. 
La nouvelle de son etablissι.nιent dans ce nouveau centre de vie orthodoxe, 
lit-on dans ce texte l1agiogΓaphique, «s'envola partout, plus rapide que l'oiseau, 
ηοη seulenιent clιez le peuple bιιlgaΓe, nιais aussi chez les Serbes, les Hongrois 
et les Valaques et aιιssi clιez ceux qui vivent autour de Meseιηbrie»1 • 

Le texte original de la Vίta fιιt redige en grec par l'ex-patriarclιe recumeni­
que Calliste Jcr ou par quelqu'un de ses disciples. Mais seule la traduction 
slave nous est parvenue2• Le caΓactere aιnpoule du recit ressort du siιηple frag­
ment de citation reprodιιit ci-dessus. L'allusίon aux habitants des alentours de 
Meseιηbrie (Nesebar) concerne, a mon sens du ηιοίηs, les Grecs, deia influences 
auparavant par le rayonnenιent de GΓegoire le Sinaϊte, dont TModose de Keli­
farevo avait sιιίνi l'enseigneΩ1ent a la Paroree, jιιsqιι'a la mort dιι grand ascete 
en 13463. 

Mais la ιnention des Hongrois dans ce concert de peuples ortlιodoxes ne 
laisse pas de m'intriguer, surtout parce qu'ils sont enumeres juste avant les 

1. Ε. Turdeanιι, La /itteι·atιιι·e bιι/gαι·e dιι XJV• siec/e et sa dίffιιsίοιι dαιιs les Ραγs rοιι­

mαίιιs, Paris 1947, p. 36 (ηουs nous son1n1es pe!'mis de modifier legerement la traduction 
du savant roumain en y retablissant Ie mot Valaques-co11forme111ent iι la citation slave-, 
au Ιίeυ de celυi de Roumains, prefen~ par notre co111patriote: ce qui est du pMeil aυ 111e111e, 
111ais plυs pres de !Όriginal). 

2. Le texte a ete edite par V. Ν. Zlatarski, Zitie ί iizn' pι·epodobnago otca ιιafego Tlιeo­
dosija iie v Τrάιιονe postιιic'sf\lovavfago, sάpίsαιιο svetiteifiιnί patriaι·hoιnii Koιιstantiιιagωda 
kyr' Ka/istoιnιi, Sofia 1904 (tirage iι part de Sbornik za narodni υ111otvorenija, naυka ί knizni­
na). Le passage qui nous occιφe ici se lit iι la p. 23. Le Professeυr 1. Dujcev, Medioevo bizan­
tiιιo-slavo ΠΙ, Ro111e 1971, p. 339, attribue categorique111ent iι Calliste la Vie de saint Theodose 
de Tarnovo. C'est avec interet qυe noυs attendons l'edition qu'il prepare de cette source si 
importante. (Ρουr la bibliographie y relative, ibid. , p. 339, η. 1). 

3. Ε. Turdeanu, op. cit., pp. 34-36. Pour l'e111placement probable du centre de la Paro­
ree, ν. 1. Dujcev, loc. cit., p. 340. 
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Roumains4• Sous ce terme faudrait-il entendre les ortl1odoxes roumains de 
Transylvanie et dιι Banat, SOLΙmis a la COLΙronne de Hongrie? Ce n'est certaine­
ment pas le cas, car cela reviendrait a mentionner Ics Roumains par deιιχ f οίs. 
Aussi, je n'hesite pas a croire a une alteration du texte. LΌ1·iginal devait parler 
des Bulgares, puis des Serbes et des Hon,g/'Ova/aqιιes (qιti sont les Roumains de 
l':έtat valaque) et, enfin, des Grecs de la region de Mesembrie. La Hongrova­
lachie est l'appellation officielle donnee par les Byzantins a Ia Valachie tournee 
du cδte de la Hongrie5, pour Ia distinguer de Ia Valachie de Grece (Thessalie). 
Le terme de Οί'Jγγροβλάχοι se rencontre pour Ia premiere fois sous Ia plume 
de I'empereur Jean Cantacuzene pour designer Ies Valaques du voevode Basarab 
Jer vers 1324; οη rencontre celui de Οί'Jγγροβλαχία tres souvent dans les 
sources byzantines de caractere ecclesiastique, de meme que dans la titulature 
en slavon des princes valaques 6• Rien de plus naturel que l'auteur de la Vie 
originale de saίnt Tlzέodose de Tarnovo s'en soit servi, surtout s'il a nom Calliste, 
patriarche de Constantinople de 1350 a 1353, puis de 1355 a 13637 • 

Notre emendation offre l'avantage de circonscΓire netteιηent la zone de 
reputation du centre monastique de KelifaΓeνo aux orthodoxes de l'Europe 
du Sud-Est. Si, comme nous l'apprend Monsieur TurdeanLΙ, une cinquantaine 
de rnoines s'y grouperent autour de T11eodose, il n'est pas defendu de croiΓe 
avec lLΙi qu'il y aura bien eu parmi eux quelques Valaques8 • La precision rela­
tive a Mesembrie denote que, en depit de ses fioritures, le passage considere 
n'est pas une simple Γedondance coutumiι':l'e aιι style hagiographique9 • De 

4. :έvidemment, si l'auteur avait cite les Hongrois apres les Valaques, je n1e serais garde 
de toucher au texte, en depit de la bizarrerie de l'information. Apres tout, pourquoi aurait-il 
parle des Hongrois (catholiques), qιιand il ne soιιffle mot des Albanais, en majorite orthoclo­
xes a l'epoque? 

5. C'est ce que j'ai deja affirme dans mon compte rendu de Ia 1 ere edition des Byzaιιtiιιo­

turcica de G. Moravcsik (νοίr dans la Revue lιistorique clιι 8ιιd-Est europeen 25 (1946), 297): 
l'illustre et regrette savant hongrois voyait dans ce vocable une allusion a la suzerainete hon­
groise sur la Valachie. Pour plus de details, Ε. Stiίnescu, «L'unite du territoiΓe roumain a la 
lumiere des mentions exterieures (sic!). Le nom de «Valachie» et ses sens (re-sic!)», Revιιe 
roumaine cl'lιistoire 7/6 (1968), 877-898; D. Ρ. Bogdan, «Diplomatica slavo-rominiί», dans 
le νοl. Acad. R. Ρ. Romiine, Docιιmente privincl istoria Roιniniei. Ιιιt rodιιcere 2, Bucarest 1956, 
78 sqq. et not. 83. 

6. Jean Cantacuzene (Corpus de Bonn), 1, p. 175, 1. 17; les renvois a la Ούγγροβλαχία 
chez G. Moι·avcsik, Byzantinotιιrcica 2, Berlin, p. 225 (avec quelques omissions qu'il seraί t 

oiseux de citer ici). Voir aussi plus bas, notre note 10. 
7. Outre Ε. Turdeanu, /oc. cit., voir par ex. W. Bucl1wald, Α. Hohlweg et Ο. Prinz, 

Tusculum-Lexikoιι, Munich 1963, pp. 273-274. 
8. R. Theodorescu, Βίzαιιf, Βαlcαιιί, Occident [α incepιιtιιrile cιιlturii n1edievale romδne~tί 

(secolele X-XIV) Bucarest 1974, p. 203 admet, sinon la presence de Roιιmains de Valachie 
a Kelifarevo, du moins l'existence d'ecl1os de la doctrine de Theodose au nord du D anube. 

9. Restriction suggeree par Ε. Turdeanu, op. cit., p. 36, tout en admettant que «la popu_ 
Iarite dont jouissait le nom de Theodose parmi les Roumains a quelques chances de traduire 
la realite meme». 
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«ΗοngιΌίs et Valaqιιes» οιι «Hongrovalaques» 

1ηeme qιtc l'attΓacti Jl1 exercee pa1· l'Atlιos allait bientδt attirer a Kutlumus 
VC\'S 1369 Ul1 groupe de ffiOΪl1CS «hongroνaJaqUeS»10, de Inerne la ΓCl10ffiffiee dιι 
pieux Theodose en au_ra fait venir aussi a Kelifarevo. L'besychasme, tel que 
l'entendait saint Gregoire le Sinaϊte, ne devait pas etre inconnu en Valachie: 
Ie μrince Nicolas. Alexandre sen1ble avoir entretenu correspondance avec le 
fondateur de !?. ParoΓee11 • 

Notre corre~tion s'appuie donc sur l'enun1eration assez inattendue des 
Hongωis dans un contexte paΓ principe orthodoxe. Et elle vient «normaliser» 
Ies chose.~. Certes, ίl faut soulH1iter voir apparaitre LΙη 1neilleur texte slavon que 
celLΙi edite par Zlatarski οLΙ, n1ieLΙx encore, la decouverte de la v~rsion grecque 
originale. C'est alors sellleιηent qLΙe , notre emendation devenant un fait, on 
pΟLΙΓΓa en tίrer les COΠSequences d'ordre historique qLΙΪ permettront de SC faire 
une idee LΙη peu plLΙs precise de la vie spirituelle du Sud-Est europeen au coLΙrs 
des annees qιίί s'encadrent entre le rappel a Dieu du Sinaϊte (1346) et le deces 
a Constantinople de l 'asc-~te de Kelifarevo (1363). 

Paris 

10. Ρ. Lemeι·Ιe, Actes de Κιιt/ιιιnιιs, ΡaΓίs 1945, pp. 10-11, 102-105, 110-116, 116-121 et 
134-138; Ρ. $. Nasturel, «Αperςιι criιique des ra pports de la Valachie et dιι Mont Athos 
des origines aιι debut du XVJc siecle», Revιιe des Etιιdes sιιc/-est-eιιropeeιιιιes 2/1-2 (1964), 
94-96 ; R. Theodorescu, op. cit., pp. 224-228 et passi111. 

11. Ε. Koιιrilas et F. Halkin, «Deux Vies de S. Maxime le Kausokalybe, ermite au Mont 
Athos (XJVe siecle)», Aιιalecta Bollandiaιιa 59 (1936), 20. Pour le commentaire de l'infor­
mation : Ρ. $. Nasturel, «Le Mont Atl10s et ses premiers contacts avec la principaute de Vala­
chie», Bu//etiιι cle lΆssociatioιι ίιιιeπιa tίοιιαle d'Eιιιdes dιι Sιιd-Est eιιropeeιι, 1/1-2 (1963), 
33, et l'article cite ci-dessus, 123 ; j'ai signale ce passage au regrette n1etropolite Tit Si­
medrea, <<Via\a miίnastireasca in Tara Romiineasca inainte de anul 1370», Biserica Ortodoxii 
Roιnanά. 80/7-10 (1962), 675-679, qui en a reconnu l'importance. R. Theodorescu, op. cit., 
pp. 202-203 νοίt une «affirmation hyperbolique» dans la mention du nom du voevode 
roun1ain sous la plume de l'hagiograpl1e byzantin edite par Mgr Kourilas et le R. Ρ. Halkin. 
Mais c'est oublier les liens de parente ιιnissant le pΓince de Valachie au tsar bulgare Alexandre, 
son gendre. Or Gregoire Ιe Sinaϊte avait fonde son monastere de la Paroree en territoire ap­
paΓtenant aιι souverain bulgare, mais sιιr la frontiere avec l'Empire byzantin. L'echange de 
lettres entre Nicolas-Alexandre de Valachie et l'hesychaste Gregoire peut se referer non seule­
ment a ιιη echange spirituel mais aussi (et surtout) a une aide materielle roιιmaine pour la 
Paroree. Ι1 ne faut pas oublier que c'est ce prince roumain qιιί posa les bases de l'assistance 
secιιlaire de la Valachie enνeΓs Ιe Mont Athos en inaugurant les premiers rapports avec Κut­
Ιιιη1ιιs (νοίr bibliographie a la note precedente). Νοη moins eloquent est l'exemple de l'adop­
tion du prince de Valachie Vlad le Moine par la sιιltane Mara, fille du despote de Serbie Georges 
Brankovitch, dans le bιιt de le faire «fondateιι r» et donc protecteur dιι monastere serbe par 
excellence de Ia Sainte Montagne, Chilandar; c'est ce que !Όη apprend d'un chιΎsobulle de 
1492 dιι voevode roumain: Ρ. $. Niίstιιrel, «Aperςu .. . », 108-109. De meme, dans les Pays 
roumains -Valachie et Moldavie-, il etait de regle qιιe les membres de la famille des fon­
dateurs de monasteres, princes ou boϊars, s'associassent tδt ou tard a leur action ou qu'ils 
en assumassent la continuation. Certains rapports entre la Valachie, la Paroree et Kelifarevo 
ont, par consequent, toutes chances d'avoir effect.ivement existe. 
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DE LA DATATION D'UN EVANGELIAIRE SLAVO-ROUMAIN DE VARSOVIE 

Ρ e t r e $. Ν a s t u r e Ζ 

11 faut feliciter Monsieur Rezachevici d'avoir identif ie a la Bibliotheque 
Nationale de Varsovie un manuscrit moldave. Son colophon en proclamait en 
effet l'origine. 11 s'agit en l'espece d'un tetraevangile ecrit sur parclιenιin et re­
lie sur l'initiative de dame Theodora dite Dragna, fille du bιιrgrave Duma, 
pour le repos de son ame et de celles de divers membres de sa famille et offert 
a l'eglise metropolitaine de Suceava1. 

Plusieurs des personnages mentionnes dans Ia notice etaient inconnus 
jusqu' ici (y compris Ia donatrice du codex). Et Μ. Rezachevici a profite, c0111me 
de juste, de l'occasion pour se lancer dans d'erudites considerations genealo­
giq~es,,I?ontrant ainsi qιιe Theodora-Dragna etait la niece du prince de Mol­
davιe Etιenne Ie Grand (1457-1504). Son article est renforce par cinq facsimi­
Ies, dont celui du colophon et de deux frontispices. 

D~ux autres planches reproduisent des miniatures en pleine page, saint 
Matthieu (f. 11 v) et saint Marc (f. 72r). Ces miniatures tranchent sur celles 
de~ manuscrits moldaves similaires (21 evangeliaires pour I'epoque meme 
d'Etienne). Aussi insisterons-noιιs Ia-dessus pour completer, grace aux photos 
publiees par l'historien roumain, le peu qu'il en a dit. 

Εη effet, alors que l'art moldave represente les evangelistes dans la tota­
lite du feuillet, ecrivant ou dictant leurs souvenirs sacres, au milieιι d'une am­
biance d'architecture fouillee et de tradition byzantino-sud-slave, ici Matthieu 
et Marc sont cantonnes chacun dans un grand cercle borde, dans le haut et le 
bas, d'une frise de medaillons. Ceux-ci n'ont pas retenu l'attention de Μ. Re­
zachevici. Certes, ces illustrations sont assez peu claires. Mais, si leur coloris 
no~s echappe (le roιιge et l'or dominent, nous dit-on), οη n'en reconnalt pas 
moιns: 

a) dans le cas du feuillet consacre a saint Matthieu: en lιaut, au centΓe 
Jesus-Christ (avec au-dessus de l'encadrement les mots, en slavon, «1' Ancie~ 
des Jours»), accoste a dextre et a senestre d'un buste d'archange; en bas, les 
bustes des prophetes Isaac, Abraham et Jacob2• 

b) dans celui de saint Marc, en /1aut: a nouveau l'Ancien des J ours ( en­
core appele Jesus-Christ), avec a sa droite le Christ Pantokrator et a sa gauche 

1. Constantin Rezachevici, «Un tetraevanghel necunoscut apartϊnind familiei dinspre 
mama a lui ξ)tefan cel Mare», Studii ~ί ιnateria/e de istorie nιedie VIII (1975), 161-183 (le co­
lophon aux pp. 166-167, la traduction roumaine p. 168 et le facsimile p. 168). Le manuscrit 
se trouve a la Biblioteka Narodowa de Varsovie, sous la cote Β.Ο.Ζ., sygn. 4. 

2. Voίr la photo de la p. 167. 
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la Col0111be du Saint-EspΓit (posee, semble-t-il, sur le Trδne de l'Hetimasie); 
en bas, saint Jean-Baptiste, une etoile a huit pointes (celle de la Nativite?) et 
UΠ seΓaphίn (ou UΠ chcrubin, les detaίls distinctifs etant indiscernables)3. 

Le dessin est plutδt rudiιηeπtaire si l'on songe au taleπt des miniaturistes 
1noldaves du xve siecle et du sιιivant. 

Ce maπuscrit appelle, iπdeπiablemeπt, uπe etude plus f ouillee. 11 est dom­
ιηage que Sa relΪUie ait disparu'1 : SaΠS doute etaίt-Ce Ull traνai} d'orfeνrerie, a 
l'instar de ceux qui soπt parvenus jusqιι ' a ποιιs. 

Mais un detail du travail de Μ. Rezachevici πe nous satisfait poiπt: pour 
lui , le codex de Varsovie est le huitieιne tetraevangile connu de l'epoque d'Etien­
ne le Grand, l'oπcle de la donatrice5• J'eπ doιιte fort, et voici pourquoi. 

Τοιιt d'abord-saπs que cette remarque, je le coπcede, constitue en soi 
ιιπ argument dirimant-les ιηiniatures du manuscrit tranchent nettement sur 
celles des autres codices du teωps de l'illustΓe voevode moldave. Et puis, si 
Tlιeodora est bieπ la niece d':έtienne (et Μ. Rezachevici ιn'a pleiπement coπ­
vaincu la-dessus~, il faut adιnettre peut-etre un certaiπ decalage chroπologique 
entΓe Jes generatιons et envisageΓ )a possibίJίte que }e tetraeνangile ait ete COill­

n1ande apres la nιort du prince (l 504), disons dans la premiere ou meωe dans 
Ιη seconde decennie dιι XVJe siecle, sinon meme un peu plιιs tard. 

. Or le coloplιon bien qιιe ποπ date Γenferιηe un element capital pour l'his­
toιre du codex: l'indication qu'il fut offert a l'eglise Saint-Georges de la me­
tΙΌpole de Suceavar.. 

Pour Μ. Rezachevici, il s'agit de la vieille cathedrale des metropolites 
de Moldavie (Moldovalachie), l'eglise de Miriiuμ, dont le vocable fut en effet 
celui de Saint-Georges7• Mais il a perdu de vue que l'edifice fut graveιnent 
aνaΓie au xye Siecle, si graνeιηent ιηeιηe qu'au debut du XVJe siec}e OD COΠ­
struίsίt un nouveau sanctuaire, ηοη loin de la. Ce fut le fils d'Etienne le Grand 
Bogdan le Terrible (ου le Borgne) qui en conιmenςa l'edification en 1513/1514 
et son petit-fils, $tefanita, qui en acheva la construction en 1522. C'est vers 
cette date qιιe logiquenιent l'evangeliaire de Tlιeodora-Dragna dut etre donne 
a la nouvelle eglise, placee elle aussi sous le patronage de saint Georges. L'edi­
f ice n'etait d'ailleurs pas encore fin pιΊ~t: ses peintures furent executees de 1532 
a 1534 sιιΓ l'ordre dιι prince Pierre Rare~, un fils d'Etienne8• C'est dire combien 

3. Pl1oto de la p. 166. 
4. Son existence se laisse deduiΓe du texte meme dι1 colopl1on ( Ι)ΚΙ)RΔ Cι\\ ). 
5. C. Rezachevici, /oc. cit., 165. 

6 .. .. Η Α"ΑΕ cR•kT\) ΕΒΔΗrεΛϊε ΛΙΗ'Ι'\)Ι)Ιll)ΛΪι1 GωιιΔΚCΚΙ)Η, Η,Λ,εmε εcΤ Χ\)ΔΛ\ cκ-kTl)rl) 

ΚΕΛΗΚΙ)ΛΙbΙ'ΙΗ~ΙΚΛ Γη\ψrϊι1 .• • 

7. C. Rezachevici, foc. cit ., 181 et note 100. 
8. Nicolae Stoicescu, Repiι·toι·iιιl bibliogι·afic α/ localitι'i{ilor $Ϊ n101111mentelor nιedievale 

din Moldova, Bucarest 1974, p. 798 (eglise de Μίraιψ) et p. 803 (eglise du monastere de Saint­
Georges, plus connue soυs le nom de monastere de Saint-Jean-le-Noυveau, le patron de la 
Moldavie, dont elle possede les Ι"eliqυes). Sυr ces deux ιnonuments voir aussi le volume Mo-
11ιιn1ente istorice biserice~ti dίιι ιnitropo/ia Moldoνei $i Sιιcevei (preface par Justin, aΙ"cheveque 
et metropolite de Moldavie; introd. par V.Dragut et Corina Nicolescu),Jassy 1974,pp. 155-

167 



Petre $. Nasturel 

l'on a de marge pour assigner quelque chronologie a I'evangeliaire de Varsovie. 
Ce fut de toute evidence a cet edifice tout nouveau pour l'epoque et ηοη a Ia 
ruine croulante du xrve siecle qu'il aura ete offert. 

L'objet, qui appartenait ainsi au tresor de I'eglise metropolitaine de Mol­
davie, Iui en fut arrache dans des circonstances et a une date conjecturees par 
Μ. Rezachevίci ποπ saπs vraisemblaπce. Le faίt est que les armees poloπaises 
qui envahireπt Ia Moldavie en 1595 et 1600 etaίent placees sous le commande­
meπt du graπd hetman Jeaπ Zamoyski. Or le codex de Theodora se trouve 
atteste dans la bibliotheque d'uπ de ses descendants, Stanislaw Zamoyskί, en 
1803. Ce qui peut etre un indice du sort que connut le manuscrit9• 

ΙΙ est facheux que les miniatures des deux autres evangelistes π'existent 
plus. Saπs doute auroπt-elles arrachees par des mains barbares. Les memes 
peut-etre qui depouillerent Ie codex de sa somptueuse reliure. Mais iI πous faut 
faire rernarquer que daπs I'icoπographie des deux autres miniatures Ia pre­
sence de saiπt Jeaπ-Baptiste et du prophete Isaac ne saurait etre fortuite: Ie fils 
meme de Dragna-Theodora avait nom Jean et l'un des freres de Ia donatrice 
s'appelait Isaac, d'apres Ie colophon du codex, qui nomme encore d'autres 
membres de Ia famille de cette pieuse personne10• Οπ peut, dans ces conditions, 
se demander si Ies miniatures perdues des evangelistes Luc et Jean ne renfer­
maieπt point l'image egalement de sainte Anne et du prophete Elie. Notre re­
marque n'est pas futile: elle voudrait etre de quelque secours pour identifier 
grace a ces details hypothetiques mais logiquement possibles, Ies deux feuillets 
disparus, au cas ou ils existeraient encore quelque part. .. 

L'interet que suscite donc deja Ie tetraevangile slavo-roun1ain de Varsovie 
nou - taίt souscrire au voeu emίs par son inventeur de Ie voir faire l'objet d'une 
etude f;)u i l ί:_· et aussi complete que faire se pourra11• 

Sorbonne et C.N.R.S., Paris 1975 

162 (notamment l'inscription de Ia nouvelleeglise metropolita:ne, p. 156) et pp. 381-382 (eglise 
de Mirau\i). 

9. C. Rezachevici, loc. cίt., 181-182. 
1 Ο. Voir aussi le tableau genealogique de la p. 170 et surtoιιt celui hοι ~ texte entre les pp. 

182-183. 
11 . C. Rezachevici, Zoc. cit., 182 et note 110. (Nous avons juge inutile d'allourdir de 

renvois cette simple note qui suppose connues des lecteurs Ies etudes parues par les soins de 
Μ. Berza, Cultura moldoveneascd in tίmpιιl lιιί $tefan ce/ Mare, Bucarest 1964 et Repertoriιιl 
monumentelor ~ί obίectelor de artd din tίmpul lui $tefan cel Mare, sans oublier Jes etudes 
fondamentales publiees par Ε. Turdeanu). 
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Ε ν α η g e Ι ο s Κ. C h ι- y s ο s 

Die Frage nach der angeblicl1en oder tatsacl1lίchen «Kronung» des Bul­
garenherrscl1ers Symeoπ durch den Patriarchen νοη Konstantinopel und 
Reichsregenten Nikolaos Mystikos anlaf3licl1 ihrer Begegnung im Jal1re 913 ist 
neuerdίngs viel diskutiert und sogar als Thema einer Dίssertatίon behandelt 
worden1• Der kurze Bericl1t da.-ίiber ίη deπ byzaπtiπischeπ Chronikeπ, der 
trotz einiger Variaπteπ sehr wahrscheiπlich aus eiπer uπd derselbeπ Quelle 
stammt2, Iaf3t jedoch keine Z\vingende Rekonstruktion der tatsachlichen Ereig­
nisse zu, dafίir aber ιιιη so mehr Rauιn fϋr Spekulation. Ιη dieser Miszelle 
soll nίcht zιι den versci1iedenen Theorien Stellung genommen3, geschweige 
denπ eine ηeιιe νoΓgetragen werden. Sie soll ηuΓ einen Pιιnkt heΓVOΓheben, der 
bisher m .E. ungenίigend berίicksichtigt \vorden ist, naιnlich die Bedeutung 
des Ortes, an dem verιηutlich die Begegnung Symeons mίt Nίkolaos stattfaπd, 
das Hebdomon. 

Bekanntlich unterscheiden sich die zwei Zweige der chronographischen 
Όberlieferung, die das Ereignίs beschreiben, unter aπderem I1auptsacWich da­
rin, daf3 nach dem alteren Zweίg der Patriarch ZU dem auf3erhalb der Haupt­
stadt weilenden Fϋrsten kommt4 ; dagegen Iaf3t der jίingere Zweig den Fϋrsten 
zum Blachernenpalast ίη die H auptstadt kommen5• M an ist sich ίη der For­
schung nicht einig darϋber, welchen1 der zwei ϋberlieferungszweige der Vorzug 
gegeben werden soll 6 ; doch nicht nur die plausible Argumentation Stavridou-

1. Α. Stavridou-Zafraka, Ί-1 συιιάντηση Συμεώιι καί Νικολάου Λ1υστι,κοϋ ( Αϋγουστος 
913) στά πλαίσια τοϋ βυζαvτινοβουλγαρικοϋ dνταγωνισμοϋ, Thessaloniki 1972, nιit aιιs­
fϋhrlicher Literaturϋbersicht und Aιιseinandersetzung mit den νeΓschiedenen diesbezϋglichen 
Theorien. 

2. Ρ. Karlin-Hayter, «The Homily οη the Peace with Bι1lgaria of 927 and the 'Corona­
tion' of 913», Jahι-b. cl. Osteπ. Byz. Gesell. 17 (1968), 29-39, aιιf S. 34. 

3. Ιη der Zeitschrift Κlerοιιοιηία 5 (1973), 441 f. schlo/3 ich mich weitgehend der «Segens­
Theorie» an. 

4. Νικόλαος δέ ό πατριάρχης ήλθε (έξl'jλθε) πρός Συμεών, Theophanes cont. 385, 19 
Bonn; Georgius mon. cont. 878, 3 Bonn; Leo gramm. 292, 7 Bonn; Theodosiι1s Melit. 205 
Tafel; slavonische ϋbersetzung Symeons 126 SΓeznevskij. 

5 .... εiσήγαγον τόν Συμεών έν τφ παλατίφ καί συνειστιάθη τφ βασιλεί, Skylitzes 200, 
24 Thurn; Cedrenus 282, 18 Bonn; Zonaras 462, 4 Bonn. 

6. In jϋngster Zeit pliidieren Karlin-Hayter, S. 34 f. und Stavridou-ZafΓaka, S. 110 f. fίir 
die Begegnung auBerhalb der Stadt. Dagegen lassen Αί. Christophilopoιιlou, 'Η dντιβασιλεία 

εlς το Βυζάντιον, Athen 1970, S. 54 und R. Browning, Byzantium and Bιιlgaria, Berkeley-
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Zafrakas7 , die den Einzug S)1111eons in ιlie Stadt als selH unwalΊΓscl1einlich 
scheinen laf3t, sondern bereiιs der textgeschichtlicI1 ein'.vandfreie Voιτang 
der alteϊen, von mehreren Cl1ronil<en und durclι ιηeJιrere Handsc!Hiften ίiber­
lieferten Version8 laBt m. Ε. keinen Zweifel zu, daB sich die zwei Manner extι-a 
muros trafen~. 

Gilt somit als sicher, daί3 die berίilιmte Begegnung aυί3erhalb der Haupt­
stadt stattfand, dann kann sie nur ίη Hebdomon lo!<alisiert ννerden. Denn es 
geht aus dem chronographischcn Bericht deutlich hervor, daί3 siclι Symeon mit 
seinem Heer nach der erf olglosen Belagerung Konstantinopels naclι Hebdoιηon 
zurίickzog und von hier aus die Friedensνerhandl ungen aιιfnal11η, die zuιn 
Treffen mit dem Patri<nchen fίihrten10 • 

Los Angeles 1975, S. 62, die Begegnung im Blachernenpalast stattfinden. Es sei hier auch an 
die Meίnung V.N. Zlatarskys erinnert, der aus Grίlnden der bulgarischen Staatsrason, sowie 
der patriarchalen \Vίlrde des byzantinischen Regenten ebenfal\s fίlr den Blacl1erne11palast ein­
trat, lstoι·ija ιια bιi/gaι·5·kata dιiriaνa pι·ez 5Τec/ιιίιe νekoνe, Bd. Ι, ΙΙ, Sofia 1927 (Nacl1dnιck 1971 ), 
s. 358 ff., 772 ff. 

7. Α. α. Ο., S. 110 f. 
8. Wegen der Tatsache, da/3 Leo gramιηaticus i']λθε statt έξι'jλΟε schreibt, vermutet KaΓ­

lin-Hayter, S. 34, da/3 es um eine Neιιtralisieιυng des Sachverhalts handelt, die sogar Skyli­
tzes zur Eliminierung des entscheidenden Satzes ίiber den Gang des Patriarchen zιι Symeon 
au/3erhalb der Stadt gefίlhrt habe: «This plain νeΓb (ήλθε) gives the remark a very neutral 
look, which might induce Skylitzes !ο drop it». Das Alter der Handschrift jedoch, die Leos 
Chronik enthalt, namlich Cod. Paris. gι-. 1711, datiert ins Jahr 1013, la/3t vielmehr die Ve1Ώ1ι1-
tung aufstellen, da/3 die Lesart ήλθε ιιrsprίinglicher ist und daf3 sie erst in der spateren ϋ bcr­
lieferung in έξiiλθε prazisiert wurde. (Die slavoniscl1e Obersetzung der Cl1ro11ilc Sy111eo115·­
aus dem 14. Jahrl1undert-l1at iz'ide ( = έξiiλθε), S. 126 Sreznevskij). Denn alle anderεn 
Textzeur;en sind offenbar jίinger, G. Moravcsik, Byzantiιιotιπcica 1 (BeΓlin 21958), 270 f. 
und 516 f. Wie G. Moravcsik, S. 517, abscl1lief3end zur Textίlberlieferung des «Syωeon Ma­
gistros» schreibt, «das genaιιe AbhangigkeitsveΓhaltnis wircl sicl1 eΓst nacl1 dem Ersc\1einen 
einer kritischen Ausgabe feststellen Jassen». Trotz dieser fίlr die ganze chronographisc!1e ϋ­
berJieterung des 10. und 11. Jahrl1underts gϋltigen Feststellung scheint ωίr die VeΓn1υtu11g 
Karlin-Hayters zur Entstehιιng der genannten Variante jetzt schon unhaltbar zιι sein. Die 
Abschrift bzw. Fotokopie der handschι·iftlichen Textzeugen besorgte n1ir freundlicl1e1·\veise 
ΗeιΤ Ath. Markopoulos, Atl1en, der eine kritische Edition des Ps.-Symeon (Cocf. Ρω·i,· . r;ι·. 

1712) vorbereitet. 
9. Zwei Stellen aυs der Koaespondenz des PatriaΙ"chen Nilωlaos lassen ebenfalls den 

Eindruck gewίnnen, daf3 er den Bulgarenherrscher nicht ίιη Palast begegnete. Ιη seinem 8. 
Brief, an Symeon, geschrieben ίm Jahre 914, spricht Nikolaos νοη ihrer Begegnιιng im Jal1re 
zuvor als νοη einem kurzen Treffen, das die Feierlichkeiten eines Besucl1es des Fίirsten ίη1 
haυptstadtischen Palast ausschlief3t: Πέρυσtν εiς δψιν άλλήλων καταστάντων ήμων ... , S. 50, 
89 Jenl(ins-\Nesterink. Andererseits schrieb Niko!aos in seinem 26. Brief, an Symeon im Herbst 
922 νοη derselben Begegnung wiedeωm im Sinne eines kιιrzen Treffens: Όσα έγώ τήν σήν 
φύσιν ένόησα τήν όλίγην έκείνην ώραν έν 1] ένωθfiναι ύπfjρξεν, S. 182, 15 Jenkins-Westerink. 

10. Έπεi δέ τήν τε των τειχών κατέμαθεν (sc. Συμεών) όχυρότητα τήν τε έκτου πλήθους 
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SynΊeons Bereitsclιaft, FriedensveΓl1andlungen ιηίt den Regenten aufzunch­
ιηen, konnte ein ausreiclιender Grιιnd ge\vesen sein, waωm er das Druckιnittel 
der Belagerung aus seiner Hand fallen Ιίeί3, und sich «sieben-Meilen» ( = Hebdo­
ιnon) νοn der Stadt entfernte11 • Wir \vissen jedocl1, daί3 der Bulgarenlιerrscher 
nicht 111it teιτitorialen oder finanziellen Anspι·ίichen die Hauptstadt erreicht 
lιatte, sondern sich die byzantinisclιe Kaiserkrone zun1 Ziel gesetzt lιatte. Des­
wegen ιηuί3 sein Rίickzιιg nach Hebdoιηon nicht aus seiner Friedensbereit­
sclιaft verstanden, sondcrn iιη Ral11nen dieses besonderen Anspruchs gedeutet 
werden. 

Hebdomon \var ge'Λ-· iί3 nicl1t nur geogΓaplιisclι gιιt gewahlt \νorden, um 
dort das bulgarische Heer stationieren zu lassen12 . Als Caιnpιιs Α1αrtίιιs Kon­
stantinopels ausgebaut und organisiert verfϋgte es ϋbeΓ Kaserneneinrichtungen 
fίir das dort stationierte Korps der Tl1eodosianί ιιηd fϋΓ die offiziellen Militar­
paraden, die ofters stattfanden13 . Aber aιιch diese praktischen Vorzϋge Heb­
domons scheinen Π1ir nicht deι- aιιsschlaggebende Grund fϋr die Entscheidung 
S~meons gewesen zιι sein. Stand er ιnit seineιn Heer vor der Reichsstadt, ιιιη 
seιnen Ansρnιch aut' die Kaiseι-krone dυrchzιιsetzen, so ιηιιί3te er das fϋr das 
byzantinisclιe Kronungszeremoniell passende Milieu finden. Und fϋr diesen 
Zννeck war Hebdomon der ideale Platz. Denn es war hier, wo eine Reihe νοη 

καi των όπλιτών καi τών πετροβόλων καi τοξοβόλων όργάνων άσφάλειαν, τών έλπίδων 

σφαλεiς έν τφ λεγομένφ Έβδόμφ ύπέστρεψεν, εiρηνικάς σπονδάς α!τησάμενος. των δέ 

έπιτρόπων άσμενέστατα άποδεξαμένων, άποστέλλει Συμεών Θεόδωρον μάγιστρον αuτοϋ 

συλλαλfiσαι τά της ε!ρήνης. άναλαβόμενοί τε δ τε πατριάρχης Νικόλαος καi Στέφανος 

καί 'Ιωάννης οί μάγιστροι τόν βασιλέα ήλθον μέχρι τών Βλαχερν&ν καi ε!σήγαγον τούς 

δύο υίούς τοϋ Συμεών καi συνεστιάθησαν τφ βασιλεl έν τφ παλατίφ. Νικόλαος δέ δ πατριάρ­

χης έξiiλθε πρός Συμεών ... , Theophanes cont . 385, 9-19; Georgius mon. cont. 877, 16-878, 4; 
Leo gramn1. 291, 19-292, 8. Fast wδΓtlich auch bei Skylitzes 200, 16-24 und Cedrenus 282, 
9-18. Anhlicl1 auch bei Zonaras 461, 19-462, 5 und ίη dem verkίiΓzten Bericht des Ps.-Symeon 
721 Βοηη (Cod. Paris. gr. 1712, f. 262r). 

11. Elf Jal1re spatet" belagerte Syn1eon erneιιt die H::ωptstadt. Diesn1al blieb er abeΓ un­
ιηittelbar vor der Stadtιηaιιer stehen, als er seine BeΙ"eitsc!1aft fίlr Friedensνerhandlungen zu­
nacl1st persδ11licl1 n1it den1 Patriarchen ιιηd da11acl1 ιηίt deιη Kaiser bekanntgab: Έγγιστα 
δέ Βλαχερν&ν στρατόπεδον πήξας έπεζi1τησεν άποσταλήναι αύτφ τόν πατριάρχην Νικό­

λαον καί τινας των έν τέλει, ωστε περi εiρήνης διαλεχθfiναι, Skylitzes 219, 12-14. 
12. Αυf der bΓeiten Ebene υm das neuzeitliche Makrikoy liegt heιιte der internationale 

Flughafen Istanbul. 
13. Zur Funktion Hebdon1011s als Cαηιpιιs Martius sίehe J. Β. T11ibaut, «LΉebdon1on 

de Constantinople», Eclιos dΌι·ieιιt 21 (1922), 31-44, bes. aιιf S. 33 ff. (Le Champ de Mars ου 
Kampos), und Th. Makt"ides, «Τό βυζαντινόν "Εβδομον καi αί παρ' αuτφ μοναi Άγ. Παν­
τελε1Ίμονος καί Μάμαντος», Tlιι·akika 10 (1938), 137-198 und 12 (1939), 36-8). Cf. R. Janin, 
Co11sta11tinop[e Byzarιtine, Pari s 21964, S. 446-449, n1it \Veitereτ Literatu!". Zur Topographie 
sίehe den Beitrag νοη R. Demangel, «Encot'e le Tiibunal de \Ήebdon1on», 'Αρχαιολογικ1] 'b(pη­

μερlς, Jg. 1953/54 (ίη Memoriam G. Ρ. Oikonon1os), Athen 1955, S. 92-98, der die archaolo­
gische Diskussion zur Identifizierung der Ruinen abschlief3t. 
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Kaiserproklamationen und spater auch Kaiserkronungen stattgef unden hatte. 
Valens (364)14, Arkadios (383)15, Honorius (393)1 6, Theodosius 11. ( 402)1 7, MaΓ­
kianos (45ογs, Leon Ι. (457)19, Basilίskos (475)2°, MauΓil(ίos (582)21, Pho­
kas (602)22 und Leon V. (813)23 hatten hier ίη verscl1iedenen, άurch die Zeit 
bedingten Formen die Legitimation als Kaiser erhalten21 • 

14. Αί. Christophilopoulou, «'Εκλογή, άγόρευσις καί στέψις τοϋ Βυζαντινοϋ αύτοκρά-
τορος», Πραγματεϊαι τής 'Ακαδημίας Άθηvών22 (Athen 1957), S. 8. 

15. lbίd., s. 10. 
16. ίbid., S. 1 Ο. 
17. Zbίd., S. 1 Ο. 
18. Zbίd., S. 25-27. 
19. lbίd., s. 28-32. 
20. Ibίd., S. 38. 
21. Jbίd., (S. 54): folgt R. Guilland, «Α propos du Livre des Ceremonies de Constantin 

VII Porphyrogenete. Le Delphax», Αnιιιιαiι·e (/e /'/ιωίtιιt de Plιi/σlσgie er (/'/ιistσiN! σι·ieιιta/es 
et s/aves (Μέ/αιιges Η. Grέgoiι·e 11) 10 (1950), 297 (Nachdruck in έιιι(/es (/e ισpσgι·aplιie (/e 
Cσnstantίnσple Byzaιιtine Ι, [Berliner Byzantinistische Arbeiten, Bd. 37], Berlin-An1steΓdarn 
1969, S. 72, der das τριβοuνάλιον, aufwelchern nach Theophanes, S. 252, 8 ιιηd Zo11ar-as 111, 
182 die Krδnung des Maurikios durch Tiberios stattfand , n1it dem τριβουνάλιον τών ιθ' 

άκοuβίτων identifiziert. R. Guilland berϋcksichtigt jedoch dabei die Angabe des C!ιΙ"Οιιίcσιι 
Pascha!e, S. 690, 12 Bonn, nicht, das zνιar die Krδnung des Maurikios nicht lokalisiert, den 
Tiberios jedoch am Tage darauf in Hebdomon sterben lii/3t: καί τi] δεκάτlJ τρίτJJ τοϋ αύγού­
στου μηνός έστέφθη (sc. Μαυρίκιος) βασιλεύς .. . καί τij ιδ ' τοϋ αύτοϋ αύγούστου μηνός 

τελευτ~ Τιβέριος νέος Κωνσταντίνος έν προκέσσφ τοϋ 'Εβδόμου καί ένεχθέντος τοϋ λει­

ψάνου αύτοϋ πλοί έν Κωνσταντινουπόλει τij έξfjς ήμέρςι έκηδεύθη καί άπετέθη τό σώμα 

αύτοϋ εtς τούς άγίους 'Αποστόλους. Die zeitliche Abfolge wird auch durch Theophylaktos 
Sίmokattes, S. 43, 15 de Boor, bestiίtigt, der ebenfalls νοn τij ύστεραίςι spricht. Desν.'egen 

mϋssen wir auch seine Ortsangabe έπί τήν ϋπαιθρον τών βασιλείων αόλήν, tjτις παρήνω­
ται τij πολυστιβάδι τών άνακτόρων ο!κίςι προαuλίφ περιφανεί καi περιδόξφ τφ προσκηνίφ, 

S. 38, 27-39,2, gegen Guilland auf das Tribunal Hebdomons beziehen. Cf. R. Janin, Cσιι­
stαιιtίιισp!e Byzantίιιe, S. 139 f. 

22. Christophilopouloιι, S. 56 f. 
23. Die Chronisten Jokalisieren die Proklamation Leons V. in das πρό τής πόλεως τρι­

βοuνάλιον, Theophanes 502, 23 de Boor. Da/3 damit das Tribunal Hebdomons ge111eint sein 
muB, wίrd daduΓch ersichtlich, da/3 der feieΓliche Einzug in die Stadt nach der Proklan1ation 
Leons durch das Goldene Tor (Χρυσfι πύλη) und an der Kirche Johannes des Taufers (Προ­
δρόμου) vorbeίging. Cf. Christophilopoulou, S. 85 f. 

24. R. Janin, Cσιιstαιιtίιισp/e Byzantίne, S. 447, stϋtzt sίch offenbar auf Η. Glϋck, Das 
Hebdσmσn und seine Reste in Makrikoi, Wien 1920, S. 14 f., bzw. auf Th. Makrides, «Τό 
βuζαντινόν Έβδομον .. . », Thωkίka 10 (1938), 144-147,-die ίη chronologischen Listen die 
historίschen Ereίgnisse auffϋhren, die in Hebdomon stattfanden-, wenn er zu den Kaisern, 
dίe dort ausgerufen bzw. gelcrδnt wurden, zusiίtzlich auch Zenon (474), Maurikios (582), 
Leon ΠΙ. (717) nnd Nikephoros Phokas (963) einreiht. \Vίr verfϋgen jedoc]1 ϋber keine, oder 
keine sίcheren Zeugnisse darϋber. So ist der Verweis νοn Η. Glϋck aιιf Victor Tonnennensis 
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Sy111eon war bekanntlίch ίη Konstantinopel erzogen worden. Dort hatte 
er sicherlich die in den Quellen nicl1t direkt greifbare, aber durch die ganze 
Geschicl1te der byzantinischen Diplon1atίe gegen\vartίge «Schule» besucht, 
in der auswartige Herrschersprosse ίlπe Jugend ίη eleganter Geίselstellung 
verbrachten25• Hier sollten sίe neben ίhren norιηalen Schulfachern vorallem 
ίη die Reichsideologie, Reicl1ssymbolik ιιηd -mystik ίnitiίert werden, deren 
staatsrechtliche Relevanz gerade durcl1 die Schriften Kaiser Konstantins VII. 
Porpl1yrogennetos bekundet wίrd, des Kίndkaisers , dessen Krone ίm Jahre 913 
a uf deιn Spiel war. Syιηeon gehort 0!1ne Z\veifel zu den besten Schίilern seίner 
byzantiniscl1en MeisteΓ. Als er vor der Reichsstadt stand ιιηd sich berechtigt 
fίihlte, die Kaiserkrone ίη offizieller Όberbringung durch das legitime Staatsor­
gan, die Kaiserregenten zu erhalten, ιnuβ er gewuβt haben, daβ Hebdomon 
die Bedingung des dazugehorigen RahΠΊens ίη idealer Weise erfϋllte. Unab­
hangig davon, was bei111 Treffen ωίt deω Patriarchen tatsachlich geschah, und 
\Vie es den Byzantineι-n 11inter den verschlossenen Mauertoren die offiziose 
Publizistik sc11ilderte, die Auswahl des Treffpunktes durch Symeon bestatigt 
ιn.Ε. unz\.veideutig die Annahme, da!3 er wesentlich ωehr aus der «Begegnung» 
erhoffte, als die Byzantiner glaubten vergeben zu konnen bzw. vergeben zu haben. 

Vielleicl1t auf denselben Tag vor genau hundcrt Jahren hatte der befϋrch­
tete Vorganger Symeons Krum Hebdomons Anlagen teil\νeise zerstoΓt, als er 
mit der Arroganz des Siegers ϋber die byzantiniscl1en Armeen vor der Haupt­
stadt stand, seinen heidnischen Gottern opferte und nach Gutdϋnken die 
Friedensverhandlungen aufnahm und abbrach26. Symeon, der χριστιανικώ­
τατος27 und der seιnigΙ"ecus28 \νuβte als Kind des byzantinischen co111111on-
11ιealt/1-im Sinne D. Obolenskys-n1elπ und \νar der Bedeιιtung Hebdomons 
be\vuβt, als er nicht weniger als Haupt des Reiches werden wollte. 

Univeι·sitiit Jαnιιίιια 

fϋr die Krδnung Zenons (ίη Septimo contra consuetudinem coronatuι") nicht zwingend, nicht 
ηιιr weil eine solche Krδnung nicht cσιιtι·α, sondern secun(/ιιm cσιιsιιetιιdίnem gewesen wiίre, 
sondern weil diese Angabe duΓcl1 Theopl1anes, S. 120, 4 f. V.'iderlegt wird, der unmi13verstiίnd­
lich schreibt: (Λέων) έστεψε Ζήνωνα τόν Ιδιον πατέρα έν τφ καθίσματι του 'Ιπποδρο­

μίου. Andererseits ist der Verweis νοη Η. Glϋck auf T11eophanes, S. 502, 23 fϋr die Pro­
klamation Leons 111. ιιnrichtig, weil Theophanes an dieser Stelle νοη Leon V. (!) spricht. 
Endlich siehe fϋr die Aιιsrnfung des Nikephoros Phokas (fϋr welche Glϋck fiίlschlich auf 
Cont. Porph., de cer. 438 Β veι·weist, ιιιη sie da111it ins Hebdomon zιι νersetzen) Christo­
philopoι1Ιoι1, S. 105 f. 

25. Die Frage der Erziel1ιιng der aιιS\Viίrtigen Prinzen in Konstantinopel ist einer eigenen 
UnteΓsuchung wert. 

26. Ps.-Symeon 614 Bonn; cf. R. Janin, Cσιιstαιιιίιισp!e Βγzαιιtίιιe , S. 140. Nur wenige 
Tage zuνor hatte sich in Hebdomon Leon V. zιιm Kaiser ausrufen lassen: Μετά ς' ήμέρας της 

αύτοκρατορίας Λέοντος έπελθών (sc. ΚροGμμος) έν δυνάμει καi ϊπποις τij βασιλίδι πό­

λει ... , Theophanes 503,7. 
27. Nikolaos Mystikos, ep . 5, S. 26, 13 Jenkins-WesteΓink. 
28. Liιιdprand νοη Creιnona, Αιιtαpσdσsίs ΠΙ, 29. 
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ΕΙΝ MIΠELBULGARISCHES RATSEL 

Phae(/on Malίngoudίs 

Vor kurzem wurden die Ergebnisse der langjiilιrigen Ausgrabungen der 
bulgarischen Archiiologen am ehemaligen Hof der Caren des Zweiten Bulga­
rischen Reiches ίη Turnovo, duι-ch eine sehr eindrucksvolle zweibandige Aιιs­
gabe der breiteren Offentlichkeit zuganglich gemac\ιt1 • Zu den Funden za~len 
unter anderem einige nιittelbu\garische Inschriften aιιs dem 13.-14. Jh. (leιder 
sind sie fast al\e nur noch als Fragmente erhalten geblieben), νοη denen drei­
zehn im 1. Band der genannten Ausgabe νοη Ν. Ange\ov publiziert weΓden. 
Im Folgenden werde ich mich mit einer dieser Insclιriften kurz bef assen. 

Es handelt sich um eine fίinfzeilige kyrillische lnsclHift, deren Text auf 
einen Kalksteinblock (Abmessungen : 26 cm Liinge, 23 cιη Breite) eingeritzt 
wurde. Der Block wurde wiilι;end der Ausgrabungsarbeiten der Jahre 1946-
1951 im nδrdlichen Teil des ganzen Hofkomplexes zusammen mit Gegeι_ι­
stiinden und Materialien, die aιιs deιη 13.-14. Jh. staιηιηeη, gefunden2 • Dιe 
Lesung des Herausgebers lautet: 

( + ) Mene rodi basta mi 
(a)n rodichΊ> zen9 si 
(a) zena mi rodi de-
(ti) mi a deti mi 
(ιΌdίcha) bastin9 mi. 

Ich lasse hier die Frage nach der Sprache des Textes, die (wie der Heraus­
geber mit Recht hervorhebt) νοη den Normen der Sprache der offiziellen Sclιrift­
denkmiiler der Kanzlei des Caren abweicht, unberίihΓt; hier ωδchte icl1 nur 
einiges zur Deutung des Textes, den man r.eulich als «riitselhaft» bezeichnet 
hat3, beibringen. 

Hinsichtlich des Inhalts, begnίigt sich der Herausgeber ωit der Feststellung 
daI3 dieser einem Textpassus des Alten Testaments entnommen sei. Diese Aus­
sage bedarf einer Pri:ίzisieωng : wir haben es hier ιηίt nichts anderem als ωίt 
einem Riitsel zu tun, dessen Lδsung der Νaιηe einer Person aus deιη Alten 
Testament, Adam, ist. Nur auf diese Weise bekommt der sonst unverstiind­
liche Text einen Sinn :. 

1. Carevgrad Τύrηον, Dvoreciίt na bιϊlgarskite care prez vtorata biίlgarska dιϊriava, Bd. 
1 Sofia 1973, Bd. 2, Sofia 1974. 
' 2. Vgl. S. 174-176 des 1. Bandes der oben zit ierten Aυsgabe, sowie Ab. 8 ebd. 

3. So Ι. D(ιιjceν) ίη ΒΖ 68 (1975), S. 286. 
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«Mich (=Adam) zeugte mein Vater (=Gott) 
ich zeugte meine Frau (=Ενa) 
und meine Frau gebar ιηeine 
Kinder (=Abel und Kain) und Meine Kinder (=das Volk Israel) 
zeugten meinen Vater ( =Jesus Christιιs, Gott) 

Es ist mir nicht bel<annt, ob die ίiberlieferten alt- und mittelbulgarischen 
Denkmaler einen i:ihnliclιen Fall auf\veisen, oder ob das durch die Inschrift 
ίibeΓliefeΓte Riitsel das i:ilteste schΓiftliclιe Zeugnis fίir die Pflege dieser kleine­
ren literaΓischen Gattllng iιn mittelalterliclιen Bulgarien daΓstellt. Mit ziem­
licl1eΓ Sicherlιeit kann jedoclι behauptet \VeΓden, daί3 der PIΌtotyρ dieses Riit­
sels ίη deΓ nιittelgriechisclιen LiteΓatur zu suclιen wiiΓe. 

Bekanntlich waΓ das Ri:itsel ίη Grieclιenland, iιη Altertuιn wie in der by­
zantinischen Zeit, eine literarisclιe Gattιιng, die νοη vielen Dichtern gepflegt 
νvorden ist. Die Byzantinische Epoclιe hat viele VertΓeter aufzuweisen: Dichter 
\Vie Joh. Geoιηetres, Joh. MauIΌρous, ChristophoIΌs Mytilenaios, Th. Pro­
droιηos, Eust. Makϊembolites ιιηd νiele andere haben ihre Kιιnstfertigkeit mit 
der Sclιaffung solcl1er R i:itsel unter Beν.1eis gestellt, ίηdeιη sie aus der Antike 
ίiberlieferte Motive neu bearbeiteten odeΓ neue erclachten4 • Folgendes νοη 
Joseph Bσennios (gest. ca. 1431) verfa/3te Riitsel steht, ηιeίηeΓ Meiπ.ung nach, 
dem duΓch die nιittelbιιlgarisclιe Insclιrift ίiberlieferten zeitlich und inhaltlich 
am niichsten : «Mein Vater (=Gott) zeιιgte 1ηicl1 aus nιeiner Mιιtter (=Erde), 
und ich gebar ιηeine Frau und nιeine Sδlιne ( = Eva, Α bel und. Kain) und st~rb; 
und aιιs den Sδhnen meiner Sδhne ( = Volk Israel) wuϊde dιe Mutter ωeιnes 
Vaters ( = Mutter Gottes) geboren und sie erlδste n1ich νοη dem Tode»5• 

Offensichtlich stellt das mittelbulgarische R iitsel ein, wenn auch nach 
einer ιηittelgriechischen Vorlage gesc\1affenes, literarisclιes Produkt dar. Wir 

4. Unίίbertroffen bleibt bisher der Umri/3 νοη G. Destoυnis, «Ocerki gΓeceskoj zagadki 
s drevnich vren1en do nον:γc\1», in Ζιπιια! Miιιisteι·stva Narodιιago Prosvesceιιija CCCXX 
(Jllii 1890), S. 65-98, Aυgust, S. 262-290. Vgl. aιιc\1 Ph. Koυkoυles, Βvζωιτι~•ών βίος καίπολι.τι­

σμός . Bd. 1/11, Athen 1948, S. 64-86. Ζιιι· Ratselίi beΓlieferυng im Abendlande und im Orient 
(bis 1600) vgl. Α. Taylor, Τ/ιe Liteι·aιΎ Ridc!le befoι·e 1600, Berl<eley and Los Angeles 1948. 
Reic\1e Literatι1r\1inweise bietet L. \\/itkoνvski , der sicl1 111it der antiken Ratselίiberlieferιιng 

bei den Westslaven aιιsfϋhrlich befa/3t hat (νgl. dens. Pι·zekaz αιιtykιι 1v polskiej zagadce lite­
ι·ackiej ί !11do1vej, Toruή 1971 und dcιιs. «Griecl1isch-ron1isches Erbe ίη1 tsc\1echischen und 
slovakischen Literarischen- und VolksΓatsel», ίη List ;ί filologickέ 98 (\ 975), S. 129-158). 

5. »Ό Πατήρ μου έγέννησέ με έκ: τfjς Μητρός μου, κάγώ ετεκον τήν γυναίκ:ά μου καi 

τούς υiούς μου καi έτεθνήκειν. κάν τοίς υiοίς των υ!ών μου έγεννήθη ή Μ~1τηρ του Πατρός 

μου καi του θανάτου έλυτρώσατέ με». Zitiert nach Ν. Τωμαδάκης, Ό 'Ιωσήφ Βρvέ1111ι.ος καi 

1) Κρήτη κατά τό 1400, Athen 1947, S. 53. Vgl. ferneΓ das R iitsel νοη Μ. Pse\los «'Ανήρ 
μέ γεννά καi πατήρ ύπέρ φύσιν/ Ζωήν καλεί με, καi θάνατον προσφέρω»=Ενa (J. Fr. Bois­
sonade, Aιιecdota Graeca, Bd. ΙΙΙ., Paris 1831, S. 435) und das νοη eineιη Anony111us der 
spatbyzantinischen Zeit νeΓfa/3te: «'Ο πατήρ μου έγέννησέ με έκ κοιλίας μητρός μου/ καi 

έγώ έγέννησα τήν μητέρα του πατρός μoυ>> =Adam (Α. Παπαδόπουλος-Κεραμεύς, «Παλαιά 

καi νεώτερα αίνίγματα», Laogι·aplιia 1 (1909), S. 575). 
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haben es hίer mίt einem Kunstratsel zu tun: Stil und Aufbau, der Versuch 
durch wiederholt verschlίisselte Aussagen das Erraten der Lδsung zu ersch\ve­
ren, bezeugen, daf3 es nicht aus der volkstίimlichen Ratseltradίtion staιηιηt6 • 
Freilich Ratsel, die einen biblischen Bezug haben, sog. «biblische Ratsel», 
sind der Volksίiberlieferung nicht f remd; sie haben jedoch eine andere Ge­
stalt, ihre ϋberlieferung ist ίiberschaubar. 

Als Epimetron sei hier eίniges ίiber das volkstίimliche Adam-Ratsel ge­
sagt: anders als das oben behandelte ist dieses νοη einer relativ einfacheren 
Gestalt: «Wer ist ίη dieser Welt ohne Vater und Mutter geboren?»7 • Das Bild 
Adams als des «nicht-geborenen» ist ίη der Ratselίiberlίeferung aller Vδlker 
Europas zu finden. Erwahnt sei z.B. das Adam-Ratsel aus Bδhmen das der 
bδhmίsche Benediktiner Magister Claretus (gest. ca. 1379) schon um die Mitte 
des 14. Jhs ίη seinen Werk Aenigιnatίcιιs, einer Sammlung νοη 186 vorwiegend 
volkstίimlichen Ratseln, auf genommen hat: 

«Non natus moritur, utero matris sepelitur: 
Adam ηοη natus de terra matre creatus»8• 

Auch die Quelle des volkstίimlichen bulgarischen Adam-Ratsels ist leicht 
erkennbar: es ist eine jener Volksenzyklopadien des Mittelalters, eines der sog. 
Frage- und Antrvortbucheι-, die unter dem Namen Joca Monacho,-um, «έρωτ1)­
ματα» usw. im Osten wie im Westen Europas bis zur unserer Zeit l1in weit 
verbreitet waren9• Aus diesem kurzen Exkurs ergibt sich, glaube ich, dal3 das 

6. Ober den Unterschied zwischen Volks- und Kunstriίtsel vgl. Taylor, α.α.Ο., S. 1-10. 
7. «Κοί se e rodil na ονaί sνet bes tetko ί bez rnaika?» Zit. nach Ch. Ρ. Stoiloν, «Klasifi­

kacija ί stilisticni objasnenija na bίιlgarskite narodni gatanki» in Sborιιik za ιιαrοdιιί ιιmotvo­
renija ί narodopis ΧΧΧ(1914), S. 141. (Die bisher νollstandigste Sarnrnlung bulgarischen Riίt­
se\guts.). In der Arbeit νοη L. Sadnik, «Sίidosteuropaische Ratselstudien», Wieιιer Slavis­
tisches Jahrbuch, Erganzungsband 1., Graz-Koln 1953, werden bulgarische Vo\ksratsel be­
handelt, die Naturerscheinungen zurn Gegenstand haben (reiche, weiterfίihrende Literatur!). 
Zurn bulgarischen Ratsel νgl. noch Ch. Vakarelski, Etιιografija ιια Bίilgarija, Sofia 1974, S. 
668-670 und das, rnir z. Zt. unzugiίngliche, Werk νοη St. Georgieνa-Stojkoνa, Bίilgarski ιια­
rοdιιί gataιιki, Sofia 21970. 

8. V. Flajshans (ed.), Klaret ajeho drιιiίιια, Sν. 2, Texty glossovaιιe, Prag 1928, S. 72, 
184-185. Zu der Ratselsarnrnlung Klarets νgl. deιιs. «Klaretoνy hadanky», ίη Sborιιίk pracί 
vlnovaιιych profesorιι dru. Jαιιu Mάchalovi k sedmdesάtym narozeniιιάm (Prag 1925), S. 298-
306; νgl. noch die Neuedition νοn Fr. Peachy, Clareti Ειιίgnιαtα, The Lαtίιι Ricldles of Claret, 
Folklore Studies Νο. 7, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1957. 

9. Zur «Frage- und Antwoι·tliteratur» als Quelle fίir sίidslaνische Volksratsel νgl. Sadnik 
α.α.Ο., S. 15 ff. Fίir den lateinischen Westen νgl. Μ. Hain, Ratsel, Stuttgart 1966, S. 7-13. In 
einern, aus dem 18. Jh. starnmenden, neugriechischen Frage- ιιιιd Aιιtwortbιιch ('Ερώτησις 

παλαιά καί άπόκρισις) ist das Bild des «nicht-geborenen» Adam wiederzufinden: Έρ.: «Τiς μ~Ί 
γεννηθείς άπέθανε καί άποθανών εiς τήν κοιλίαν τής μητρός αuτοu έτάφη;» Άπ. : «'Ο 

'Αδάμ». Έρ. : «Τίς τήν ίδίαν θυγατέρα ελαβεν εiς γυναίκα;» Άπ.: «'Ο 'Αδάμ τήν Εuαν, (fι) 

έκ: τής πλευρδ.ς αύτοu ήν». (C. F. Abott, Μαcedοιιίαιι Folkloι·e, Chicago 1969 (Reprint d. 
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hier erδrtete ιnittelbulgarische Ratsel, kein Volksratsel sondern ein unmittelbar 
aus einer byzantinischen Vorlage ίibern01nmenens Kunstratsel ist. 

Mίiιιster/ West.f. 

Ausg. 1903), S. 320). Entspι·echend lauten auch rumiίnische Volksriίtsel :-«Cine nu s-a niiscut 
~ί a murit?-Adarn striimo~ul-Cine la moartea Ιιιί a intrat in pintecele rnaichi-sii?-Tot 
Adam stι·arno~ul», (zitiert nach Β. Petriceicu-Hasdeιι, Ety1110/ogicιιn1 Μαgιιιιnι Rοιηαιιίαe, Bd. 
1., Bukarest 21972, S. 196). 
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Α PROPOS ])Ε DEUX NOUVELLES REPRESENTATIONS 
DE «L'ENF ΑΝΤ BASILE» DANS LE CYCLE DE SAINT NICOLAS 

Anna Tsίtouι· idou 

Dans l'eglise de Ia Vierge Ljeviska, a Prizrene, et dans celle de Saint Ni­
colas a Psaca, il y a un cycle representant la vie et les miracles de Saint Ni­
colas1. Au cours d'une visite nous avons constate que, parmi Ies scenes plus ou 
moins connues, il existe deux qui etaient restees jusqu'a ce jour inaperςues 
et, de ce fait, n'avaient pas ete identifiees. Malgre les deteriorations subies, 
surtout dans les representatίons de Ljeviska, certains debris d'images conserves 
nous aiderent a les identifier: les deux ont Ie meme sujet. 

De la representation de Ljeviska2, des restes seulement ont ete conserves 
dans le tambour sud de la voute d'arete orientale du transept sud, ou est repre­
sente le cycle de Saint Nicolas: devant l'edifice qui porte une ouverture, est re­
presente Saint Nicolas. Il tient dans sa main gauche un livre richement decore, 
tandis que sa main droite est dirigee vers l'ouverture de la faςade. Α droite, οη 
aperςoit la figure d'un homme debout, d'un age que son visage abime rend in­
certain, vetu de blanc et portant un couvre-chef inconnu (turban?). Il tient une 
coupe dans ses mains. 

La plus grande partie de la representation de Psaca a ete conservee (pl. 1 ). 
Deux groupes s'y f ont f ace, dont l'un comprend quatre personnages debout 
et l'autre groupe, deux. Α l'extreme-gauche, οη voit un moine vetu d'une Ion­
gue tunique de couleur foncee et d'un habit blanc avec un capuchon noir sur 
la tete. 11 est tourne du cδte droit, Ies mains etendues en avant, dans une atti-

1. Α Psaca, la representation de la vie de Saint Nicolas etait chose naturelle, puisqu'il 
etait le patron de l'eglise. Ici, le cycle comprend, a part l'episode de Basile, l'entree du petit 
Saint a l'ecole, le sauvetage d'un matelot au cours d'un naufrage, Ie recit du sauvetage de trois 
generaux en quatre episodes et Ja Dormition du Saint (Ρ. Popovic- V. Petkovic, Staro Na­
gorίcino-Psaca-Kaleιιίc, Beograd 1933, pp. 52 et suiv., table ΧΙΥ, 1-2). Quant a l'eglise de la 
Yierge de Ljeviska, Ia representation de Ia vie de Saint Nicolas est due a l'ampleur qu'avait 
prise Ie culte du Saint dans Ia Serbie rnedievale, et qui trouve encore son expression dans Ia 
peinture contemporaine. Le cycle est represente sur la voute d'arete orientale du transept sud; 
les scenes qui y ont ete conservees sont: Ia naissance, l'ecole, Jes trois ordinations, l'assistance 
pecuniaire au pere des trois jeunes filles, le miracle de Basile, ainsi que deux episodes du sau­
vetage des trois generaux (apparition dans le songe du roi Constantin et de l'eparche Avla­
vios). 

2. L'image se trouve en si rnauvais etat qu'il ne servirait de rien d'en prendre une photo­
graphie; nous nous sommes donc contentes d'en donner une description. Les trois photogra­
phies publiees ont ete prise~ de la collection photographique du Musee National de Belgrade 
(nos 5483, 5790, 5791). 

178 

Repι·esentatίons de ((/'enfant Basί/eJJ 

tude qui denote la conversation ou la surprise. Οη voit ensuite une figure de 
femme, grande et f rele, trop abimee pour etre f acilement discernable. Tournee 
elle aussi vers la droite, elle porte un long veteΠΊent qui lui couvre la tete; ses 
mains ont la meme attitude que celle du personnage precedent. Devant elle 
est representee une figure d 'homme qui porte une longue tunique a longues 
manches. Il etend sa 1nain droite dans I'attitude de Ia parole, tandis que sa main 
gauche s'appuie sur son bras droit. La tete est cωnpletement abimee. Exacte­
ment au centre de l'image, οη voit un jeune homme a tunique courte. Il se dres­
se de f ace, mais etend ses mains vers Ia droite, tandis que sa tete est tournee a 
gauche, comme s'il discutait avec Ie personnage precedent. Du cδte droit de la 
representation, on distingue deux figures qui sont tournees vers le premier 
groupe. 

Οη voit d'abord un garςon vetu d'une courte tunique a longues manches; 
il tient une coupe de sa main droite et une crucl1e- de vin de sa main gauche. 
Il porte autour du cou une piece d'etoffe blanche; brodee, ressemblant a un 
essuie-mains. Exacteιnent derriere Iui, a l'extremite droite de I'image, οη voit 
Saint Nicolas Γe.νetu de ses vetements episcopaux et tenant de Ia main gauche 
un encensoir ferme. Son visage est completement abime. 

Des elements iconographiques mentionnes dans Ia description des deux 
representations, en particulier l'enfant avec la cruche de vin et Ia coupe ou seu­
Iement avec la coupe, en conjonction avec les textes se rapportant a la vie et 
aux miracles de Saint Nicolas3, not1s aident a identifier l'episode represente. 
11 s'agit de Ia delivrance par l'intervention de Saint Nicolas dt> l'enfant Basile 
arrache de sa captivite chez Ies Sarrasins et de son retour a Ia maison. 

Le miracle eut lieu apres Ia moΓt de Saint Nicolas et appartient au cycle 
de ses miracles se rapportant aux delivrances de Ιa captivite des Sarrasins4• 

Tous ces miracles, qui pΓirent place au cours du 9eme et du 1Qeme siecle, con­
tiennent un fond de verite historique, qui n'est autre que Ies Iuttes de Byzance 
contre les pirates Arabes sur Ies cδtes de l'Asie Mineure, en Crete, dans Ies 
iles de Ia mer Egee et en Sicile. Le recit concernant Basile se deroule sur les 
cδtes de la Lycie, οi:ι ίΙ vecut, ainsi qu'en Crete οiι il fut emmene captif5• 

3. L'episode se trouve dans «Thaumata tria», «Vita Acephala», et «L'Encomion de Neo­
phyte» (cf. G. Anrich, Hagίos Nikolaos-Der heίlige Nikolaos ίη der grίec/ιίscheιι Kirche, t. Ι, 
Leipzig-Berlin 1913, pp. 188-95, 273-5, 409-10, et t. ΙΙ, 1917, pp. 407-8. 

4. D'autres miracles appaι-tenant au meme groupe sont ceux qui ont trait a Petros Scho­
larios, au general de Ia Cappadoce, au pretι-e de Mytilene, a celui de Sicile, d'Evripos et de 
Catane (cf. Anrich, op. cίt., t. 11, pp. 402 et suiv.). 

5. D'apres les textes, Basile etait fils d'un paysan; il habitait sur les cόtes de Lycie pres 
de Myra. Ce paysan avait l'habitude, tous les ans a l'anniversaire de la mort du Saint, de ce­
lebrer sa memoire en offrant un festin chez lui. Α un de ces jours anniversaires, il envoya son 
plus jeune fils a l'eglise du Saint, a Myra. 11 y eut malheureusement une incursion de Sarra­
sins qui se saisirent de tous qui etaient la et les emmenerent en Crete. Tous les captifs furent 
vendus comme esclaves, a l'exception de Basile qui fut donne a l'Emir. Celui-ci, en vue du 
jeune age et de la beaute de l'enfant, lui confia seulement la besogne de servir le vin a sa table. 
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Ce miracle de Saint Nicolas n'est pas de ceux qui sont si souvent repre­
sentes dans la peinture murale et les icδnes portables. Οη le rencontre pour la 
premiere fois dans la crypte de Santa Annunziata, pres d'Aιηalfi (debut du J2eme 
siecle)6, et un peu plus tard, sur une icδne du Mont Sina (fin du 12eme siecle)7, 
ainsi qu'a Bojana, en Bulgarie8• Au 14eme siecle, nous Je retrouvons sur une 
icδne de Chypre9 et, peut-etre aussi, dans l'eglise en ruines de 1' Acropole de 
l'ile de Chalki dans le Dodecanese ou, par111i d'autres representations du cycle 
de Saint Nicolas, il en existe une tres ablιηee dans laquell~ οη distingue des 
figures aSSΪSeS a Ulle tabJe rectanguJaίre10• 

L'unique fresque de cet episode connue jusqu'a ce jour dans Ja peinture 
serbe medievale etait celle de l'eglise de Saint Nicolas a Ran1aca 11 ; elle presente 
un interet tout particulier du point de vue iconograpl1ique. Jci, la representation 
est donnee en deux scenes: au moιηent ou le Saint a cl1eval12 enleve Basile de 
la maison de l'Emir (pl. 2) et au moment ou, toujours a cheval, il le reιηet a ses 
parents13 (pl. 3). Le plus curieux, toutefois, est que dans la premiere scene il 
existe des inscriptions serbo-turques a cδte de l'Emir et de sa femme qιιi, saisis 
d'epouvante ainsi que l'indiquent leurs gestes, suivent des yeux I'enlevement 
de leur jeune serviteur. Dans ces inscriptions, l'Emir implore le Saint de ne pas 
le tuer, tandis que sa femme invoque l'aide de Dieu14. L'existence de ces inscrip­
tions, la composition en general avec ses particularites propres, ont ete ex­
pliques par la presence des Turcs en Serbie apres Ia bataille de Kossovo15, 

L'annee suivante, au jour de la fete du Saint, les parents de l'enfant, en depit de leur chagrin, 
offrirent Ie festin habituel. Au moment de s'asseoir a table, ils entendirent des aboiements de 
chiens et, s'etant rendus dans la cour, il virent Ieur fils en !1abits arabes, c.-iι-d . vetu d'une cour­
te tunique blanche, une coiffure arabe sur la tete et tenant de ses mains la coιιpe et la 
cruche de vin. Ce fut exactement au moment ou il servait le vin a la table de l'Emir qιι'ίl fιιt 
enleve par le Saint et transporte aupres de ses parents. 

6. Ε. Berteaux, L'art ιlans l'Ita!ie ιnericlionale, t. 1, Paris 1904, p. 281, fig. 106. 
7. Γ. καί Μ. Σωτηρίου, Είκ6νες τής Movijς Σινά, Athenes 1956-1958, t. Ι, fig. 165, 

t. ΙΙ, pp. 146 et suiv. 
8. Α. Grabar, La peiιιtιιre rέligieιιse eιι Bιιlgarie, Paris 1928, p. 130, pl. XVII. 
9. D. Talbot-Rice, Τ/ιe Icons of Cyprιιs, London 1937, p. 191, pl. VI, 2b. 
10. Cet episode ne s'identifie avec aucun d'autres que rapportent les textes. Les fresques 

de Chalki, qui n'ont pas encore ete publiees, se trouvent en fort mauvais etat. 
11. Br. Knezevic, «Crkva u selu Ramaci», Zborιιik za likovne uιnetιιos·ti 4 (1968), 121 et 

suiv. et particulierement en ce qui concerne cet episode 143 et suiv. Aujourd'hui, l'eglise est 
consacree aux Saints Constantin et Helene et les fresques y datent de la fin du 14eme siecle. 

12. C'est la seule fois ou, dans la representation de cet episode, on voit le Saint voler a 
cheval. Les textes mentionnent que Basile fut transporte «en l'air» (cf. Anrich, op. cit., t. 1, 
pp. 194, 410). 

13. Les images apparaissent, chronologiquement, en sens inverse. Ainsi, on voit Ie re­
tour de Basile chez lui (a l'extremite ouest de la troisieme zone du ωιιr sud) avant son enle­
vement de Ia ωaison de l'Eιnir (a l'extremite sud dιι mur oιιest, dans la troisieme zone). 

14. Knezevic, op. cit., 144. 
15. En 1389 (Voir Knezevic, op. cit., 145 et suiv.). 
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d'autant plus qιιe, comιne il a ete deja soιιtenu, il n'existe pas d'autres represen­
tations anterieures, c.-a-d. dans la periode ou florissait l'Etat Serbe16• 

Les repn~sentations de Ljeviska et de Psaca sont plιιs simples, moins de­
taillees que celles de Ra111aca; elles ne 111ontrent, en effet, que le mo111ent οiι 
Basile arrive chez lui et se rencontΓe avec ses parents. Ce genre de representa­
tion est aιιssi le plus repandn. Εη effet, tandis qιιe nous ne rencontrons la dou­
ble scene, celle de l'enleve111ent et du retour, a part celle de Ramaca, qu'a Santa 
Annunziata17 et sur l'icδne du Mont Sina18, l'autre type plus si111ple se retrou­
ve a tous les autres monu111ents connus. Ce sont les representations de Bojana, 
de Chalki, l'icδne de Chypre et celle de Decani19• Sur l'icδne de Chypre20, on 
voit a gauche le Saint conduisant le petit Basile a ses parents lesquels, assis a 
une table en demi-cercle, ont les bras Ieves en signe d'etonne111ent. Sur I'inscrip­
tion οη lit: «Saint Nicolas sauvant I'enfant». Sur I'icδne de Decani, trois hom­
mes et une feιnme, apparemment la mere de l'enfant, sont assis a table, tandis 
que le petit garγon se tient aupres du Saint. 

ΙΙ est vrai que Ies n1onu111ents connus a ce jour sont trop peu nombreux 
pour que nous puissions proceder a de plus amples observations iconographi­
ques ou n1ieux etudier le deve!oppement typologique du sujet. L'important, 
toutefois, est qu'avec la decouverte de ces deιιχ representatons, celle de Ljevi­
ska et celle de Psaca, non seιιlement le noιηbre des representations connues 
s'en trouve augmente mais encore ιιη probleme se pose, celui de Ieur existence 
dans Ia peinture mectievale du pays voisin. En effet, cet episode avec son noyau 
historique a un rapport plus direct avec les Grecs et les luttes qu'ils soutinrent, 
qu'avec cette region des Balkans. La presence des Turcs en Serbie ne donne pas 
d'explication satisfaisante, surtout apres la decouverte de deιιχ nouvelles re­
presentations anterieures a la bataille de Kossovo. Α notre avis, la presence 
de cet episode dans les n1onun1ents serbes du 14en1e siecle 111entionnes ci-des­
sus, du moins en ce qui concerne ceux de Ljeviska et de Psaca, s'explique par 
l'origine grecque des peintres. 

Οη sait, grace a I'inscription21 au-dessus de l'entree principale, que «As-

16. lbid., p. 145, ce qui ne se trouve plus etre vrai apres la decouverte de scenes sem­
blables a Ljeviska et a Psaca. ΙΙ est plιιs souvent represente dans la periode post-byzantine 
(voir Knezevic. op. cit., 145). 

17. Berteaux, op. cit., fig. 106. Dans la premiere scene, on voit trois figures assises a ta­
ble dont deux portent des turbans blancs. Basile se tient a droite, une essuie-ωains jetee sur 
l'epaule et tenant de sa main droite une cruche. Le Saint est absent. Dans Ιa seconde scene, 
trois personnages sont assis, toιιjours a table. Dιι cδte gauche οη νοίt venir le Saint et Basile, 
tandis qιιe sa mere s'empresse de l'accueillir. 

18. Σωτηρίου, op. cit., fig. 165. Ici, l'enlevement de l'enfant est effectue de la tente de 
l'Emir, a gaιιche. La seconde representation est celle, bien connιιe, de l'arrivee du Saint et du 
petit chez lui. Trois personnages sont peints assis a table, celιιi du milieu etant ιιηe femme. 

19. L. Mirkovic, «lkone n1anastira Decana», Stariιιe Kosova Ι Metonϋe, t.11-111 (Pristina 
1963), p. 46, fig. 54. 

20. Voir note 9. 
21. D. Panic - G. Babic, Bogorodica Ljeνiska, BeogI"ad 1975, pp. 22 et suiv. 
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trapas» fut peintre de l'eglise de Prizrene. Il s'agit, selon toute probabilite, 
du peintre grec Michel Astrapas de la Perivleptos d'Ohride, du Saint Nikίtas 
et du Staro Nagoricino22• Εη ce quί concerne le peintre de Psaca, Η y a une 
divergence d'opinions: Ρ. Miljkovic-Pepek23 soutient que Ie peintre auquel, a 
ce qu'il croit, appartient le nom de «Merkuri» inscrίt sur l'epee de Saίnt Mer­
cure, est un Serbe qui a appris le grec en travaίllant dans Ies atelίers de peintres 
grecs. Au contraire, V. J. Djuric24 est d'avis qu'au moins l'un des peintres de 
Psaca etait un Grec vivant dans le mίlieu serbe, du fait que l'on discerne dans 
certaines inscriptions mixtes slavo-grecques un mauvais emploi de la langue 
serbe. Le meme savant serbe n'exlut pas le cas selon lequel ce peintre s'appe­
la Merkurios; en meme ~emps, il exprime l'opinion que l'existence d'un nom 
sur les armes ou sur les habits des Saints, lorsque ce nom n'est pas accompagne 
du mot «peintre» ου de l'expression «de la main du peintre», ου encore seule­
ment par les mots «de la main», ne signifie pas necessairement qu'il s'agit du 
nom du peintre. 

Ainsi, nous croyons que l'existence de la representatίon du miracle de 
Basile dans l'eglise de Psaca, affirme, d'une certaine maniere, l'opinion de Dju­
ric, qu'un des peintres de cette eglise-:liι fut Grec. 

Uιιiversite de Thessa/onique 

22. V. S. Djuric, Vizantijske freske u Jugoslaviji, Beograd 1974, pp. 49 et suiv. 
23. Ρ. Miljkovic-Pepek, «Zograf 'Merkuri' -Jedan od autora fresaka crkve Sv. Nikole 

u Psaci>>, Zbornik za likoνne umetnosti 7 (1971), 219 et suiv. 
24. V. S. Djuric, «lme Merkurίje iz Psace», Zbornik za likovne umetnosti 7 (1971), 229 

et suiv. 
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SUR LES TRACES D'UN ACTE DU TSAR IVAN ALEXANDRE 

Α n t ο ί n e - Ε 111 ί Ζ e Ν. Τα c h ί α ο s 

Contrairement a ce qui est valable pour Byzance et Ia Serbie, en ce qui 
concerne les chartes et Ies diplδmes de Ieur souverains du Moyen Age, du pas­
se bulgare nous ne possedons qu'un nombre tres Iimite de pareils actes. Οη se­
rait tente de croire que Ies tsars bulgares n'avaient pas promulgue autant de char­
tes que les basileis byzantins et les souverains des autres pays voisins, mais lors­
qu'on se rend compte de la f orme et du contenu des actes qui sont conserves jus­
qu'a present, il est difficile de croire que la chancellerie des tsars bulgares n'ait 
pas f onctionne aussi activement que celle des autres souverains voisins. La vraie 
cause de la pauvrete en chartes bulgares que Ι'οη constate, doit etre recherchee 
dans le fait que la Bulgarie avait subi Ia conquete totale de son territoire par 
les Turcs, avant les autres pays balkaniques1• Les monasteres et Ies foyers cul­
turels ayant ete devastes par Ie conquerant, un grand nombre de monuments 
litteraires et autres ont peri a jamais. Ceci etant donne, il serait tres utile pour 
la recherche de l'histoire et de Ia culture bulgares du Moyen Age de retrouver 
au moins les traces laisses par Ies monuωen-ι s litteraires de cette epoque qui 
ont disparu. C'est dans une telle per~p~ctive que nous croyons avoir decou­
vert les traces d'un acte du tsar Ivan .... lcλa "re, acte qui n'a pas ete conserve, 
mais dont l'existence dans Ie temps -i n '..1 •. o;;st temoignee indirectement par une 
source hagiographique du χ1νe siecle. 

Vers l'annee 1335 le fameux maitre besychaste byzantin, Gregoire Ie Si­
naϊte2, accompagne d'un nombre de disciples grecs et slaves, vint s'installer a 

1. Sur la catastrophe apportee par Ιa conquete turque aux monasteres de la Bu\garie 
ainsi qu'aux monuments litteraires du passe bu\gare voir 1. Snegarov, Tιιrskoto vladicestvo 
precka za kulturιιoto razvitie ιια bάlgarskija ιιarod ί drι.ιgite balkaιιski ιιαrοdί, Sofia 1958, pp. 
145-149, 151-176. Cf. G. Nesev, «Κ voprosu ο sostojanii bo\garskich cerkvej ί monastyrej ν 
pervye stoletija osmanskogo vladycestva», Etιιdes lιistoriqιιes V (Sofia 1970), 273-290. 

2. La Vie de Gregoire a ete publiee par 1. Pomjalovskij, Zitie ize νο svjatych otca ιιafego 
Grigorija Siιιaita po rιιkopisi Moskovskoj Sίιιοdα!'ιιοj bib/ioteki, St-Peterbourg 1894 (Za­
piski lstoriko-filologiceskago Fakulteta lmperatorskago S-Peterburskago Universiteta Ν0 

35). Cf. Afoιιskij paterik ili zizιιeopisanie svjatyclι na svjatoj Afoιιskυj gore prosijavsiclι 1, Mos­
cou 71897, pp. 318-340; Ι. Sokolov, Zitie ize νο svjatyclι otca ιιasego _Grigorίja Sίιιαίtα, Mos­
cou 1904; Ρ. Syrku, Κ istorίi ispravleιιija kιιίg ν Bolgarii ν XIV veke. Tom Ι, vyp. Ι . Vremja 
; zizn' patriarclιa Evfimija Terιιovskago, St-Peterbourg 1896, pp. 61-110, 149-156; Κ. Rad­
cenko, Religioznoe ί literatιιrιιoe dvizeιιie ν Bolgarii ν epoc/111 pered tureckim zavoevaniem, 
Kiev 1898, pp. 51-168; J. Bois, «Gregoire le Sinaϊte et l'hesychasme a l'Athos au XIVe siecle», 
Ec/ιos d'Orieιιt ν (1901-1902), 65-73; ν. sι. Kiselkov, Grigorij Siιιait predstavitel na mistici­
zma ν Vizantija prez XIV vek, Sofia 1928, et Ε. Turdeanu, La litterature bιιlgare du X/Ve 
siec/e et sa diffiιsio11 dαιιs les pays rounιains, Paris 1947, pp. 5-15. 
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un endroit situe pres de la frontiere byzantino-bulgare, qui a l'epoque etait 
appele Paroria3 • Dans l'interieur de cette region il y aνait une 111ontagne, la 
Katakekryorneni, οiι Gregoire se retira avec ses compagnons et construisit un 
grand monastere, auquel il annexa trois autres batiments 111onastiques plus 
petits. Bien que se trouvant a un endroit si lointain, la corn111unaιιte 111onasti­
que de Gregoire etait consta111111ent derangee par des brigands. Α la peur, pro­
voquee par les attaques des brigands, en 1341 vint s'ajouter l'horreur provo­
quee par les rumeurs, d'apres lesquelles une attaque des Mongols de Kipcak, 
qui avanγaient sous les ordres du khan Ozbeg, etait i111minente4 • Deνant un 
tel danger, Gregoire le Sinaϊte dont le monastere se trouvait sur le sol bulgare, 
prit la decision de s'adresser au tsar Ivan Alexandre et de demander sa prote­
ction. En fait le genereux tsar bulgare ne tarda pas a exprimer, de la fa9on la 
plus sornptueuse, son interet pour la communaιιte du Sinaϊte. Εη voici co111111ent 
les details de la bienveillance d'Ivan Alexandre sont racontes par le biographe 
de Gregoire, qui n'est autre que son disciple Calliste, futur patriarche de Con­
stantinople: Άλλ' δ θαυμάσιος ούτος καi ύψηλότατος βασιλεύς των Βουλ­
γάρων, διαφερόντως άρετήν καi τους ταύτην μετερχομένους άγίους aνδρας 
τιμών, καi διά τοuτο τούς εκείνου θεοφιλείς λόγους άσμένως δεξάμενος, χρ11-
ματά τε ίκανά εύμενως ά.ποστέλλει καi παντοίαν t'iλλην παρασκευήν εις δια­
τροφi]ν των έκει, διά τε τάς μεγάλας ά.πό του Θεου μισθαποδοοίας καi διά 
τάς ά.πο τούτων καθ' έκάστην πρός αί'Jτον Θεον ύπέρ της αύτοu ψυχfίς &.να­
πεμπομένας εί'Jχάς τε καi ευλογίας διά ταυτα καi πύργον έκ βάθρων ά.νοικο­
δομει στερρώτατον καi ίσχυρότατον εις ϋψος τε έπηρμένον, όμοίως δέ καi 
θυσιαστήριον πηγνύει καi άνεγείρει κατά το πρέπον κελλία καi την aλλην 
πiiσαν ύπηρεσίαν βασιλικως καi πλουσίως οίκονομει καi καταγωγην ι, αi 
άνάπαυσιν ποιεi:ται των ζώων, καθάπερ δρfiται μέχρι καi νυν παρά πάντων 
των ψυχικής χάριν ώφελείας καi προσκυνήσεως έκεισε άφικνουμένων. Που 
δ' αν είη των δικαίων τήν έτέραν μεγαλοψυχίαν καi μετά συμπαθείας φιλο­
τιμίαν του ύψηλοτάτου βασιλέως τουδε παραδραμεi:ν, καi δπως προάστεια 
κτήματα, ετι καi λίμνην ύπερμεγέθη βιβάρια εχουσαν εiς παντοίων Ιχθύων 

3. L'identification de cette Jocalite a fait l'objet de debats parmi Ies savants. De Ia biblio­
grapbie relative voir V. Sl. Kiselkov, «Srednovekovna Parorija ί Sinaitovijat monastin>, 
Sbornik ν cest na Vasil Ν. Zlatarskί (Sofia 1925), 103-118; G. Ρ. Ajanov, Stωndia. Etιιografskί 
ί ίstoriceskί proιιcvanija, Sofia 1938, pp. 160; idenι, «Stari manastiri ν Strandza. Prinos kiίm 
viiprosi za mestonachozdenieto na Sinaitovijam manastir», lzvestija na Bάlgarskija Aι·cheo­
logiceskija lnstίtut ΧΙΙΙ (1941), 253-264, et Ν. Α. Bees, «Ein Buchgeschenk an das Madonna­
Katakekryomeni-Koster», Byzaιιtinisch-neugriechische Jahrbίicher 15 (1938), Athenes 1939, 
187-195. 11 parait que Ie probleme soit resolu avec I'article de G. Gorov, «Mestonachozde­
nieto na srednovekovnata Parorija ί Sinaitovija monastir», /storiceskί pregled XXVIII (1972), 
knizka 1, 64-75. 

4. Voir R. J. Loenertz, «Dix-huit Iettres de Gregoire Acindyne ana\ysees et datees», Οrίeιι­
tα/ία Chrίstίana Periodίca ΧΧΙΙΙ (1957), 122-124, et V. Laurent, «L'assaut avorte de la HoΓ­
de d'Or contre l'empire byzantin (Printemps-ete 1341)», Revue des Etudes byzantines XVIII 
(1960), 145-162. 
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liγραν, πρόβατά τε καi βόας ετι δέ καi ύποζύγια πλείστα εις θεραπείαν τών 
μοναχωv, ώς ενταυθα επικαίρως aν είη λέγειν καi aγαν 1Ίρμοσμένως και 
προσηκόντως καί την βασιλικ1Ίν αί'Jτ~Ίν προαίρεσιν του ύψηλοτάτου βασι­
λέως έξισουν τlj μεγαλοφυ'iq, του &.οιδίμου καί άγίου βασιλέως του Βατάτζη 
κυρου 'Ιωάννου, του καί την σεβασμίαν των Σωσάνδρων μονην άνεγείραντος 
έξ αί'Jτων κρηπίδων, διά την πολλήν καi διάπυρον προς τον Θεον άγάπην 
καi τήν προς τούς μοναχούς αίδω καί τιμ11ν5 . Jvfais cet adn1iωble et tι·es 
gΓand ι·ο ί des Bulgaι·es, qιιί tc111oig11e de /'inteΓet pοιιι· !α ναtιι et Ιιοηοι·e Zes 
ho111n1es saίnts, et φιί pοιιι· cette ωίsοn αναίt αccιιeί//ί avec gωnd plaisir les 
paω/es saintes de ce!ιιί-cί (c.-a-d. de Gregoire), /ιιί envoie aνec bίenveίllance 
ιιηe qιιantίte sιιjjϊsante de p1·011ίsions et toι.ιte αιιtΓe vίctuaίlle pouι· !a subsίstance 
de ceux quί νίναίeηt a cet endι·oit. Et cette donation α ete /aίte pour les gωn­
des n1eι·ίtes de Dίeιι et pouι· les pι·ίeι·es et les benέdίctίons que ceux-cί (les 
ωoines) joun1elle111e11t ι·enclent a Dieι.ι pοιπ son άιne (c.-a-d. du tsar). C'est 
pοιπqιιοί ί/ constπιisίt (le tsar) ιιιιe tοιπ tι·es /1αιιte, solίde et pιιissante, αιιssί 
eι·ίge-t-il ιιηe eg/ise et edif ie, d'apι·es /es besoins, des ce/lιιles. Aussί arωnge-t-ίl 
de .faf0/1 ι·o.vafe et ι·iche111ent !OUS fes αιι/ΓeS SeJ"VίCeS et ί/ jaίt .fαίι·e des etab/es 
et des ω111111oclites pοιιι· les αηίι11αι.ιχ, tels qιιe tοιιs ceιιχ qιιί y viennent _jιιsqu' a 
l'/1eιπe pΓesente peιιvent les νοiι·. Ι/ seωίt νωίιηeηt ίnjιιste de passeι· soι~s sίlence 
/' αιιtι·e acte de geneJ"osίte qιιe le tι·es grand Γοί α /αίt avec a.f.fectίon et eι11ιι!αtίο11, 
α savoίr qu'il α v.ffat des pl"Opι·ίetes.foncίeι·es, de ιnen1e que des νίνίαs έnormes 
pοιπ la pec/1e de toιιtes soΙ"tes de poίssons, aussi ίΖ α o.f.fat des n1outons et des 
boeu.fs et plιιsieuι·es betes de so111111e pοιιι· les besoins des ιηοίηes, en nombι·e p/ιιs 
grand qιιe !Όη pιιίsse έηιιn1eι·eι·. Ι/ seωit oppoΙ"tun et convenable de /"QconteJ", et 
en me111e teιnps de 111ettι·e α ιιη ηίνeαιι egal cette intentίon royale du tι·es grand 
ι·οί avec le genie du ι·egι·ette et saint ι·οί Ιc.v ι· Jean Vatatzes, qui, pοιιι· !'αn1οιπ de 
Dίeιι et /'/1011ηeιπ et le Ι"espect qιl' ίΖ έpι·οιι ναίt pouι· les 111oίnes, eι·igea le veneΓa­
ble couvent de Sosandω. 

La νersion grecqιιe de la Vίe de Gregoire le Sinaϊte est la source la plus 
riche en ce qui concerne le geste dιι tsar bulgare. Il est vraiιnent etonnant que 
la version slaνe de ce 111e111e texte soit sur ce point de beaucoup plus succinte 
que la gΓecqιιe. Outre le fait qιιe le redacteιιr de la version slaνe n'ait pas uti­
lise des adjectifs aussi abondan1111ent que l'auteur du texte grec et qu'il n'ait 
me111e pas fait allιιsion aιι geste de l'e111pereιιr Jean Vatatzes non plιιs, il omet 
meιηe de nous tωnsmettre dans sa forωe ίntegrale l'information concernant 
le geste d'lνan A1exandre. Εη voicί le 111e111e passage dans la version slave de 
la Vie de Gregoire: ... ΗΛιει1Ί"ιl if\ε ΑΟΙ1ΟΛΉb. oγc9'hAHO 'l'OΛ1S noc1>.1Λ ιH'l''h Η Βc<kιι(ι,.)cκο 
ΗΗΟ SrΟ'l'ΟΒιΙΗΪΕ B'h n9<knϊ'l'ι1tΙΪε cSψ1η;('h) 'l'dΛΙΟ, \)<ΙΑ(Ιt) ΒΕΛΙ-ΙΚιΙΔrο W'l'('h) ι;οrι1 
Μ'sΑΟΒ'hsΑ<ΙιΙΗϊιΙ, Η \)<ΙΑ(ιι) Hil\E W'l'('h) HEro Ηιl HC<kl\('h) A('h)Hb. K'h ι; (or)S ο 'l'Oro 

A(S)w1·1 H'hs'cHΛ<ΙEMbΙX('h) Μ(ο)Λ(ι1)'1'R'h ;κε Η 1>Λ(ι1rο)c(Λο)ΒεΗϊι1. Gεro 9<ΙΑ(Η) 11 n19'r'h 

W'l'('h) rΛSE>IHlb.I B'hs'r\)ιlif\AιΙE'l'('"") 'l'B\)'hA <kHWΪH κ9•knoκ'h, nOARH'Rif\f 11 ilψ"b.'l'BEHHHK'h 
B'hsA\)3-if\ιlE'l'b., Η B'hsABΙ1if\E'l'( 'h) ΚΕΛΛΪιΙ Η ΗΗΟ BCE '1'\)ΕΒΟΒιΙΗΊΈ no ΩΟΑ( Ο )Ε>ιΙΙΟψΟιΗS 

5. Pomjalovsl<ij, Zitie ... Grigorija Sinaita, pp. 40-41. 
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oycrr9ι1ι1εrrb.6• Or, le redacteur de la version slave omet ce qui est dit dans le 
texte grec concernant les proprietes f oncieres et les viviers, dont le genereux 
tsar avait dote le ιnonastere7 • 11 est vrai que dans la version slave il y a le 
mot HMrkHΪd, quί pourraίt etre le substίtut pour πpοάστεια κτήματα, maίs 
comme ce mot est employe par le redacteur slave pour designer les χρήματα 
du texte grec, il n'y peut avoir doute qu'il s'agit de provisions ou de biens 
mobiliers. 

Une infoω1ation sur le geste en question d'Ivan Alexandre existe aussi 
dans la Vie du moine bulgan" Tl1eodose de Tarnovo, qui fut l'un des disciples 
de Gregoire le Sinaϊte. D'apres la Vίe de Theodose, c'etait notamment ce moine 
bulgare que Gregoire envoya comme mediateur a Ivan Alexandre pour lui de­
mander aide et protection. Le tsar, ayant ecoute les demandes que Theodose lui 
presenta, HMrRHΪd ικε Η CKOTb.Ι, 11 Hllιl fΛHKd T'RM'b. nOT9'RHlld H'RXOY Hd oyrrπ9'hmAfHΪε 
nΗ9ιτογ 8AOHb. \ΙJΤ(b.)CΛιΙ 9ιΙΑΟCΤΗΟΚ) Α(8)wειο Η Ηοιταrrοιο 9ογκο10 .... ΠΗ9ιτογ mε n9ονεε 
C'b.B9b.WHBW8CE Η U,(b.)\\KBb.I, ΗΕζΜΛb.ΒΪΕ B'b.CdKO Η ΤΗWΗιιογ nοΛογ<ι>ΗWΕ Η \\dζHOliHH'lb.C­
Kb.ΙHX(b.) ιιι1nι1ΑεtΙΪΗ n9•kΛι'RHHwεcε8• Cette affirmation, que Ia Vie de Theodose 
nous fournit, vient confirmer ce que nous apprenons sur le geste d'Ivan Ale­
xandre dans la Vίe de Gregoire le Sinaϊte. Εη plιιs de ce qui est dit dans Ιa 
version grecque de la Vie du Sinaϊte, la Vie de Theodose parle du betail 
(cκorrb.ι), lequel dans la version slave est peut-etre sous-entendu par Ι'expres­
sion πcε rr9εΗοπι1Ηϊε. Que les viviers eussent ete compris dans Ia donation du 
tsar bulgare, nous en avons le temoignage indirect par une autre source 
hagiographique du XIV~ siecle, la Vίe de Romylos, moine d'origine greco-bul­
gare, qui fut aussi l'ι!ln des disciples dιι Sinaϊte. D'apres l'aιιteur de ce texte, 
Romylos s'occιιpait de la peche dans les lacs qui se trouvaient dans la region 
du monastere de Paroria, en employant ηοη pas des Iignes, mais des f ilets, 
choses qui prouve l'existenc~ des viviers, dont ηοιιs parle Calliste dans la Vίe 
de Gregoire9 • 

D'~pres tout ce qui a ete dit il resulte que le tsar Ivan Alexandre a) fit 
constru1re pour le monastere dιι Sinaϊte des edifices (eglise, tour et cellules), 

6. Ρ. Α. Syrku, Ζίtίe Grigoι·ija Sίιιαίtα s·ω·tav/eιιnoe Κοιιstαιιtίιιοpο/'skίnι patriarchonι 
Kal/istom. Tekst s!avjanskago perevo{/a Ζίtίjα po rιιkοpίsί XVI veka ί istorίko-arclιeo/ogίce.vkoe 
vvedenίe, St-Peterboιιrg 1909 (Pamjatniki drevnej pis'mennosti i iskusstva Ν° CLXXII), p. 42. 

7. Les differe11ces entre version grecque et version slave de Ja Vίe de Gregoire ont ete 
etudiees de faι;on qui laisse beaucoup iι desίrer par Α. Jacin1irskίj, «Iz kritiko-Jiteraturnych 
nabljudenij nad Zitiem Grigorija Sinaita», Vizaιιtίjskijvre meιιιιίk XV (1908), St-Peterbourg 
1910, 300-331 . 

8. V. Ν. Zlatarski, «Zitie i zizn'ί pΓepodobnago otca nasego Feodosija ize ν Τrίίηονe 
postnic'ίstvovavsago, sίίpisano sveteisim'ί patriarchom'ί Konstantϊna grada kyr'ί Kalistom'ί», 

Sbornik za ιιarodni unιotvorenίja, kn. 11 (ΧΧ) 1904, 14. 
9. F. Halkin, «Un e1·mite des Balkans au ΧΙΨ siecle. La Vie grecque inedite de Saint 

Romylos», Byzantion ΧΧΧ (1961), 122, et Ρ. Α. Syrkιί, Μοιιαclια Grίgorίja Ζίtίe prepodobna­
go Romίla, po rukopίsi XV/ v. Imperatorskoj Pιιblicnoj Bίb/ioteki sobraιιίja Gil'ferdiιιga, St-Pe­
teibourg 1900, p. 10 (Pamjatniki drevnej pis'mennosti ί iskusstva Ν° CXXXVI). 
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b) fit la donation de biens mobiliers (provisions, betail etc.) et c) proceda a Ιa 
cession de proprietes foncieres (terres, paturages, viviers etc.). ΙΙ est evident 
que Ies προάστεια κτήματα impliquaient aussi l'existence de cultivateurs pay­
sans qui sans doute etaient sous la dependance du monastere10• Pour donner 
une image des richesses, que Ia generosite d'Ivan Alexandre avait cedees au 
monastere du Sinaϊte, Calliste evoque le geste de l'empereur Jean ΠΙ Doukas 
Vatatzes en faveur du monastere de la Vierge de Lemvoi a Sosandra en Asie 
Mineur. Cette evocation n 'est pas gratuite, car Jean Vatatzes avait fait recon­
struire entierement le monastere en question et il ne cessa pas de le combler 
de bienfaits tout au long de son regne, ses bίenfaίts etant confirmes par une 
serίe de diplδmes qu'il fit promulguer et par lesqιιels l'immunite du couvent 
etait assuree11• Or, si Calliste evoque Ie cas de l'empereιιr Vatatzes, qui avait 
vecu un siecle avant, ce n 'est que pour souligner I'importance du geste d'Ivan 
Alexandre et pour demontrer les analogίes qui existaient entre les deux cas. 
Par consequent cette evocation de Calliste nous autorise a conclure que, tout 
comme Jvan Alexandre avait imite Jean Vatatzes en ce qui concerne la quanti­
te et la qua lite des cessions, de meme l'avait-il imite dans la fa~on dont ces 
cessions furent ratifiees. 

D'Ivan Alexandre nous connaissons en tout quatre actes slaves12• 11 existe 

10. F. Dδlger, Beitri:ige zιιr byzaιιtίιιίscheιι Fi11aιιzver1valtωιg besoιιders des /Ο. uιιd J / . 
Jalιrlιιιnderts, Munich 1927, 115. Cf. G . Cankova-Petkova, Ζα agrarιιίte οtιιοieιιίjα v sredιιo­

vekovιιa Balgaι·ija (ΧΙ-ΧΙΙΙ v.), Sofia 1964, pp. 52-71. 
11. Voir Fr. Miklosich eϊ 1. Mίiller, Acta et diplomata medii aevi sacra et profaιιa. Vol. 

IV. Acta et diplonιata 1norιasterίor11111 et ecc/esiarιιm orίeιιtis. Tomus primus, Vindobonnae 
MDCCCLXXI, passίm; cf. F. Dδlger, Regesteιι deι· Kaiserιιrkιιrιde11 des ostromische11 Reiclιes 

νο11 565-1453. 3. Teil: Regesteιι vοιι 1204-1282, Munich et Berlin 1932, pp. 8-25. Sur les re­
Jations de l'empereur Jean Vatatzes avec Ie monastere de Sosandra voir aussi G. Ak.ropolites, 
Αιιιια/es (ed. 1. Bekker) chap. 74, pp. 163, 164, et Ν. Gregoras, Hίstoria byzantina, t. 1, livre 2, 
chap. 7, pp. 44-45. Cf. V. G. Vasiljevskij, «Materia\y k vnutrennej istorii vizantijskogo gosu­
darstva», Zιιrnal 111ί11ίsterstva ιιαrοdιιαgο prosveiceιιija 210 (1880), 98-170, 355-440; Α. Vis­
njakova, «Chozjajstvennaja organizacija monastyrja Lemviotissy», Vίzaιιtijskij vι·emeιιιιίk 

25 (1927), 33-52; Fr. Dδlger, «Chronologisches und prosopographisches zur byzantinischen 
Geschichte des 13. Jahr\1.», Byza11tiιιisclιe Z eitscl11·ift XXVII (1927), 291-320. G. Ostrogorski, 
Ρrοιιίjα. Prίlog istorίjί feιιdalίznιa ιι Vizaιιtίj ί ιι j11i11oslove11skίm zeljanιa, Belgrade 1951, pp. 
42-44, 52-57 ; iden1, Qιιe!qιιes problemes d'lιistoire de la paysanιιerίe bγzαιιtίιιe, (Corpus Bru­
xellense Historiae Byzantinae, Subsidia 11), Bruxel\es 1956, pp. 43-46, 48-52, 55-61, 64-68; 
idem, «Κ istorii immιιniteta ν Vizantii», Vizantijskij vre111e1111ik 13 (1958), 74-76, 100-101. 

12. Voir G. Α. lljinskij , Granιoty bolgarskiclι carej (DΓevnosti trudy slavjanskoj kommissii 
lmperatorskago Moskovskago Archeo\ogiceskago Obscestva, t. V), Moscou 1911, pp. 21-26, 
et S. Ljubic, «Listine ο odnosajih izmedju slovenstva ί Mletacke repub\ike», Μοιιιιmentα 
spectaιιtia histoι·ian1 Slavorιιιn nιeι·idionaliιιm ΠΙ (Zagreb 1872), 246-248. Cf. \V. Rege\, Ε. 
Kurtz et Β. Koiablev, Actes de Ζοgrαp!ιοιι (Actes de l'Athos,t. IV. Vizantijskij vremennίk, 
prilozenie k ΧΙΙΙ tοmιι, Ν0 1), St-Peterboιιrg 1907, 165-168, et J . Ivanov, Balgaι·ski stariιιi 
iz Makedonίja, Sofia 1931, 587-594. 
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trois actes en grec de cette epoque pouΓ des ιnonasteres de MeseιηbΓie, qui 
nous sont parvenus en copie et dont l'appartenance n'est pas encore definitiνe­
ment clarifiee13• Un certain nombre de donnes corrobore l'opinion selon laquel­
le ces actes pourraient etre egalement attribues a l'activite de la chancellerie de 
ce tsar des Bulgares14• Les actes en slave Ies plus importants sont deux chry­
sobulles qui concernent des donations et des privίleges cedes aux monasteres 
de Zographou du Mont Athos (1342) et de Saint Nicolas de la region de Mraka 
(1348). Dans le dispositif du deuxieme chrysobulle le donateιιr ennumere les 
villages, lequels paΓ son ordre passent a Ιa possession du monastere, et ajoute 
que cette possession est comprise ... c'h κc-kM'h Η\}ιΗΙΗψΕΜ'h HAfiΚE ιtψε cιY,T'h, ΗΛΙΙ 

Πd\}HLl,H Η W'ί'\}ΟψΙ, ΙiΛΗ TEXHHTd\}E, ΗιΙΗ ΛΙΟΑΗΕ KdKORll ΛΗΗΟ, ΙiΛΗ CιY..T'h HHRΪd, ΙfΛΙΙ 

RHHOr\}ιtAH, ΗΛΗ C'EtlOKOCH, ΗιΙΗ iΚ\}'ht!KH, Ηι\11 ΚΗΠ8\}ΗΕ, ΗΛΙi ΠΕ\}ΗRΟΛΕ, ΗΛΗ H\}dlHlψd 11 

\}b.IHHdd ΛΟRΗψd, ΗΛΗ W\}'RWΙH, Ηι\Η Hllb.lhl KdKORH ΛΗΗΟ CιY-.T'h CTdCH 11 Π\}ΙΙΛΕiΚdΗΪd 

TOro MOtlΔCTb.Ι\}t C'h. RC1:Λi'h Ad WHΛdA8ET'h ΤΟΙΙ MOlldCTb.l\}'h 15• Ensuitt il nomme 
tous les dignitaires de son royaume, qui dans aucun cas ... ωΤ CHX'h R'hc'kX'h Αιt 
ΗΕ ΗΛΙΔ'Γ'b. RιΙΔCΤΙ1 tlli)(TO HCΠdKOC'l'HTH ΗΗ Ι·ΙΟrΙi ΠOC'l'dRHTH Hd CHιl.V. R CHl<I CEιld Η ι\ΙΟΑΗ 

11 CfιΙΗψd ΜΟΙΙι\CΤΙ11\}'R U,(ιt)9(11)cTRd ΛiΗ 11 R'hCI.\ ΛΙ8 fl\}dRl111H, ΗΙΙ ΠHCdTH, 1111 ΑdΙΙΙΙ 
R~hlTH, 1111 ΚΟΛΙιtΑ, ΗΗ Λ\liTdTb.I, 1111 AfChlToΙ:'h tHIKdl<'b.R'h, ΗΗ ΧΛ'RΠ'h, 1111 RllHO, tHI 

Λ\hlCO, ΗΗ ~ΟΗΙΙ, tHI t<8\}Ι.\Τι1, tHI CdMoR)('h ΠΟΕΛ\ι!ΤΙΙ Hd KOhl ΛΗΕ:Ο \}dE:OT,y, ΙJ,(ι1)9(ι.)CΤΗι\ 
ΜΗ, ΗΗ ΗΛΙ'b. K011'b. EHrd\}EΠCdTH, ΗΗ ROΛORb.J, ΙΙΗ WCιlι\\TE, tΙΗ ΠO,ι\ROAffi R~hlTH, ΙΗΙ 

Hd HtlO 4ΤΟ HCΠι\l{OCTHTlf, T'RΛl'h ΛΙΟΑfιΙΙ'h \}d~Rt Ad HMdhlT'h Rc•kι{,y, RΛdC(Tι.) C'h 

RC'kMH CROHMll Π\}dRHt1dMH MOHdCTb.l\}1: u,(ιt)9(ι.)cTRd ΜΗ c(κ•k)T(ιt)ro ΗΗΚΟΛb.1 16. Etant 
donne que l'attente de l'attaque des Mongols se place en l'annee 1341 et qιιe 
Gregoire mourut en 1346, il resulte que les donations du tsar au monastere 
du Sinaϊte avaient ete faites entre ces deux dates, donc quelques annees avant 
la promulgatίon du chrysobulle pour le monastere de Mralca. Par ces extraits 
du chr~sobull~ en question que nous venons de citer, οη voit clairement que 
Ies cessιons faιtes au nιonastere de Mraka comprenaient des biens immobiliers 
et des proprietes foncίeres, de ιneme que des Viνiers (\}b.IE:Hdd ΛΟRΗψιt), tout 
comme dans le cas du monastere du Sinaϊte. Donc, si les cessions faites au 

13. Les actes en question ont ete pour Ja pι-emiere fois publies par Α. Papadopoulos­
Kerameus, 'Ανάλεκτα ίεροσολυμιτικ1)ς σταχυολογίας Ι, St-Peterbourg 1891, pp. 467-470, 
et de nouveau par 1. Dujcev, Iz starata bάlgarska kιιίiιιίιια. //. Κιιίiονιιί ί istoriceski pametnici 
ot νtοι-οtο bάlgarsko carstνo, Sofia, s.a., pp. 140-148. Le contenu de ces actes a fait l'objet d'une 
etude de Ρ. Mutafciev, «Kiirn istorijata na Mesemvrijskite rnanastiri», dans la reedition de 
ses ceuv1·es lzbraιιi pι·oizvedeιιϋa 1, Sofia 1973, 653-678. C'est notamment Mutafciev, qιιί 

a conteste J'authenticite des actes, et il parait avoir persuade Μ. Lascaris, «Influences byzanti­
nes dans Ja diplomatique bulgare, serbe et slavo-roιιmaine», Byzantiιιoslavica ΙΙΙ (1931), 509-
510. 

14. Voir Dujcev, op. cit., pp. 380-383. 
15. Iljinskij, Gι·amoty bolgarskiclι carej, p. 25. 
16. Iljinskij, Gramoty, p. 25. Pour les dignitaires du deι1xien1e royaume bulgare voir 

Μ. Ν. Andreev, Vatopedskata gra111ota ί vάpι·os·ite ιια br'ilgars·ko feodalιιo pravo, Sofia 1925, 

pp. 148-168. 
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monastere de Mraka necessitaient la promulgation d 'un chrysobulle, alors 
pourquoi celles pour le monasteΓe dυ Sinaϊte n'auraient-elles pas merite un 
acte pareil? Et si les cessions du chrysobulle de Mraka ont ete faites avec un 
dispositif si detaille, suivi de sanctions prevoyant une poena spίι·ίtιια/ίs, ne 
devons-nous pas croire que la meme chose etait valable dans le cas des cessions 
faites au monastere du Sinaϊte? Nous croyons que cela ne fait pas de doute et 
que toutes les donnes, tirees des sources deja citees, nous an1enent a l'affirma­
tion que le genereux tsar lvan Alexandrc-, en faisant les cessions et donations 
au ιηonastere greco-bulgare du Sinaϊte, les eίlt accompagnees et affermies par 
un chrysobulle. 

Malheureusement de ce clπysobulle nous n'avons qu'υn tres lointain echo 
dans les vers:ons grecque et slave de la Vίe de Gregoire le Sinaϊte. La conque­
te turque, outre les autres malheurs qu'elle apporta a la vie spirituelle et cul­
tιιrelle du peuple bulgare, a fait aussi disparaitre les temoignages de la gene­
rosite d'Ivan Alexandre, ce magnaniιηe Mecene du deuxieme royaume bulgare. 

Uιιiversite de Tlιessa!onique 
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ΤΗΕ SLAVS AND SLAV TOPONYMS 
AND THEIR ENDINGS ΙΝ GREECE 

Antonίos Tlιavorίs 

This criticism was prompted by the treatise of the Bulgarian linguist J. 
Zaimov which was published a few years ago by the Bulgarian Academy of 
Sciences under the title Zase!νane na Biilgaι·skίte Slaνjanί na Balkanskίja Polu­
ostrov. Prouδvane na Zίte/skίte ίηιenα ν Biilgaι·skata Toponίm.ίja ( Settleιnents 
of tlιe Bulgar Slavs ίn tlιe Ba!kan Penίnsula. Research on the names ojϊnlιabίtants 
ίη Bulgarίan Toponymy), Sofia 1967, vol. Ι, pp. 345; νοl. ΙΙ, 17 maps. 

Ιη his treatise, Zaimov surveys the toponyms of Bulgarian origin in the 
Balkan peninsula which come f rom the name of the inhabitants of a place. * 
Of the three main endings which are used ω form ιhem, -ίs, -jane and -cί, Zai­
mov confines his research to the last two, -jane (with its derivatives -jαιιcί and 
-δane) and -cί (with its derivatives -ονcί, -eνcί and -ίncί). 

Emphasizing the importance of his research οη toponyms of this kind ίη 
the preface of his treatise, Zaimov writes that, during their formative stage,these 
toponyms used to denote exclusively inhabited areas~ unlike other topo~yms, 
which are formed from appelatives or take other end1ngs, and denote unιnha­
bited areas (trees, hills, waters, rivers). Thus the verification of the origin of 
these toponyms can, according to him, reveal to us a whole series of areas wi1ich 
used to be inhabited and are now deserted, or sketch «more accurately the 
history of the settlement or migration of the popιιlation in the past». 

Zaimov also informs us in his preface that Bulgarian toponyms of this 
kind have not been adequately researcl1ed, as other countries' have been; and 
the Iack of such a systematic investigation has often led to erroneous con-

* Zairnov uses the terrn «inhabitants' narnes» («iitelski imena»), but in translation the 
sense is better conveyed by the periphrases «toponyms frorn inhabitants' names» or «topo­
nyms frorn national and farnily narnes». They are also called «proper-noun toponyms». (See, 
e.g., Έπετηρίς Έταιρε{ας Κρητικών Σπουδών 1 [1938] , 458). 

S. Menardos calls the narnes of the inhabitants of a place «local names» («τοπικά όνό­
ματα»; see S. Menardos, «Περί των τοπικων έπιθέτων τής νεωτέρας 'Ελληνικής», 'Επε­
τηρίς Έταιρείας Βυζαντινών Σπουδών 4 [1927], 333 ff.). D. Georgakas and W. Α. McDonald 
(P/ace-names of Soιιth-west Pe/oponnesιιs, Minneapolis, Minnesota Press, 1967, p. [6] 24) call 
the narnes of the inhabitants of a place «local ethnics». However, we shall call all «proper­
noun toponyms» «inhabitants' toponyms» for the sake of brevity. 
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clusions. Thus the aiιn of his research is to determine the routes, and if possible 
the time, of the settlement of the Bulgar Slavs ίη the lands of South-east Eu­
rope, following the exodus from the common Slav fatherland, and even to 
trace some of the migrations of the Bulgars within Bulgarian lands. 

He then lists his sources. These are mainly population registers, maps, 
documents and notes, as well as a personal collection of toponym rnaterial. 
Geographically the author includes ίη his work all the lands ίη which the Bul­
gars live or have Jived and in which traces of inl1abitants' toponyms are found. 
Great care is taken with the toponyωs found οη Roumanian soil, since Zairnov 
believes that there it is not easy to find a true name-giver ίη toponyms with Bul­
garian roots. This is because the Roumanians have borrowed ~any Bulga~ian 
words. However, the endings -jane and -jαηίη are -ian and -eJ·111n Roumanιan, 
while the Latin ending -anus became ίη Roumanian -ίn. If, therefore, the root 
as well as the ending of such a toponym is of Bulgarian origin, then chances 
are that the toponyιn must be a Bulgarian formation rather than a Rou111anian 
one. Οη the whole, it 111ust be stressed tl1at tl1is influence does not coωe from 
the mere interaction of the t\vo peoples, but rather fωm a Bulgarian population 
which was absorbed after its settlement in Roumanian lands centuries ago. 

Concerning the Bulgarian material in Albania and Greece, however, the 
situation is different. The Bulgarian-lent words in these languages· are not so 
many, nor of such a nature, as in Rouιnanian, and so the Bιιlgarian inhabi­
tants' toponyms can be traced con1paratively easily. For Greece, Zaimov re­
commends Μ. Vasmer's well-known work Dίe Slaven in G,.ίecl1e11land (Ber­
lin 1941). 

Ιη his conclusions (p. 99), Zain1ov states, a1nong other things, the f ollo\v­
ing: The geographical expansion of patronymics in -ist f1Ό111 *-ίtj-, in addition 
to the inhabitants' toponyιns, shows clearly tl1at the Bulgar Slavs entered 
Macedonia and Northern Greece directly by tl1e Ti111ok crossings. There they 
were followed by the north-western immigration torrent which descended fro111 
the crossings of the Morava, Tisa and Eastern Pannonia. The isoglosses of 
inhabitants' toponyms show crystal clear that the area wl1ich was origin~lly 
most densely populated by BulgaΓ Slavs was Macedonia, with its surroundιng 
areas, especially the lower crossing of the Bulgarian Morava, Central and Sou­
thern Albania the northern and central cωssings of the Vardar, Northern 
Epirus, North~rn Thessaly, and the Stry111on area with the Thessaloniki plain. 
Here Zaimov states that Ρ. Ivic's opinion (Juznosloν. Filolog ΧΧΙΙ [1958] , 192) 
concerning the «Macedonian language» is baseless. According to ~aimov 
«the Macedonian dialects and the inhabitants' toponyn1s in Macedon1an to­
ponymy are the most conservative and archaic ele°1:~?t in .tlιe Bulga~ian lan­
guage and in Bulgarian toponyrny», contrary to Ινιc s claιω (loc. cιt., 195). 
And he goes οη: 

It is not difficult to show that today's classif;cation of the Bulgarian dia­
lects does not coincide entirely with the regions of initial settlement of the Bul­
gar Slavs in the Balkan lands. Later influxes, especially after the 14th c., have 
somewhat changed the initial picture; to it \vas added the none too insignifi-
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cant degree of assimilation of the Bulgarian population in areas of oldel" settle­
ment-Wallachia, the Timok areas, Albania, Soιιthern Epirus, Thessaly. One 
of the most interesting conclusions is that referring to the settlement of tl1e 
Rodope range, which could not be settled from tl1e Thracian side. There, ac­
cording to historical records, no continuous settlements of Bulgar Slavs took 
place until several centuries after the f irst raids. Procopius and otl1er historians 
stress that the Slavs inflicted severe losses on the Byzantine troops in Thrace. 

About the 1ηiddle of the 6th c. they laid waste the Astiki area (between 
Philippopolis and Adrianople), and even got as far as the outer fortifications 
of Constantinople ( cf. Gι·eek Soιιι·ces οιι Bulgaι·ian History ΙΙ ( 1958], pp. 136 
ff.). Acco~ding to the same author, during the saιne period Philippopolis, Ai­
mos, Adnanople and Didymoticho were «in the griρ of the barbarians» (cf. 
GΙ"eek SouΙ"ces Π, p. 176). It is evident that we are concerned here with ruinous 
Γaids whiclίcannot be characterized as permanent settlements. Thus the Slav 
population invades not through tl1e Eastern Balkans but by the main Belgrade­
Constantinople road. We cannot speak of permanent settlements in Thrace 
even later, because Thrace was for long aftenvards laid waste due to the nu­
merous battles between the Byzantine and Bulgar armies. But this does not 
mean that there was ηο Bulgar settlement there at that tiiηe. It means tl1at set­
tlement was teiηporary, for the reasons already mentioned. The fortunes of this 
area reiηained unchanged for some centuries. We may cite as proof of this the 
fact that during the 9th c. the Byzantine Empress Theodora donated to tl1e Iea­
der of the Bulgars, Boris, the at that time deserted area from Sidera (in Western 
Strantza), vιhich then f ormed the boundary between the Romans and the Bul­
gars, to Delveto (between Pyrgos and Gruntovo), in Γecognition of his accep­
tance of Christianity. These areas were called (by the Bulgars)1 «zagora» (Ζα­
γορά). (Cf. also Greek Sources on Βu/gαΓίαη Hίstory V [1964], pp. 117 ff.). 

The name Ζαgοω (from za= behind and gora=mountain) alone shows 
that it was coined by the Slav tribes of Moesia and used to mean the territory 
south of the Balkans. Apart from this and a few nan1es f rom the southern areas 
of the Balkans, almost the whole toponymy of modern Thrace or medieval 
Zagora is of non-SJav origin . From all this it becomes evident that Rodope 
could not have been peopled from the east and stiJJ less from the north (p. 103). 
The geographical expansion of ancient names indicates beyond doubt that one 
of the earliest and most densely populated areas was that of Thessaloniki · both 
its. plain and the surrounding hills, as is directly testified by the powerful Slav 
ra1ds against the thriving fortif ied city of Thessaloniki during the 7th c. lt is 
possible that the starting points of tl1ese raids were certain distant areas from 
which the attackers must have originally come, and not the nearer existing 
f ortified places such as Mt. Paiko, Mt. Kozoucl1, Belasitsa, Roupel, Crna Gora 
(Montenegro), Zmiinitsa and Mt. Bog-dan. 

Οη the evidence of inhabitants' toponyms, Rodope was peopled frοιη a 

1. And by Byzantine writers too: e.g. Symeon Magistrus 655, 5 (Bonn.), cf. Κ. Amantos 
ίη 'Ελληνικά. 5 (1932), 428. 
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south-westeΓly direction. Judging from the geographical expansion of the 
names, it iηust be supposed tl1at from the Stryωon Straits there suddenly 
emerged a people who Iater descended to tl1e crossings of the lower Strymon 
and to the area of Thessaloniki and Chalkidiki, settled there, and some time 
later began to 1ηονe and settle in the north-east of Rodope and in the Eastern 
Aegean. 

The geographical area of this people sl1ows beyond doubt that it came and 
settled prior to the second wave via tl1e same route. This wave must have arrived 
~oι-~e~here between 111odern Meleniko and Upper Joumagia, and its language 
1s s1m1lar to that of the population of the Sofia aΓea, in the broadest sense. Thus 
Rodope is one of the boundary areas of Bulgaria with the most ancient settle­
ments. 

The organic unity between the Bυlgarian idioms of Thessaloniki (sic) and 
Rodope, as well as the evidence for the geographical expansion of inhabitants' 
t<?ponyms, leaves ηο do~bt whatever tl1at tl1e beaΓers of these two Bulgarian 
d_ιalects bel?ng to a natιonal group wl1ich was single in language during the 
f1rst .centuπes of settleιηent. The similarity of the Ianguage of Cyril and Me­
thodι us, as we know it froιn the first written monu111ents in Bulσarian with 
the Ro_dope dial_ect thus receives a convincing explanation. This is ;ot th; place 
to go ιηtο deta1Is about the similarities between the dialects of Thessaloniki 
an~ Rodope_. Tl1ey stand out, regardless of method of comparison, because of 
theιr phonetιcs, syntax, accent, articulation and above all their vocabulary and 
archaisms. 

. Jagic has already expr~ssed tl1e right opinion in saying that the area from 
wh1ch the language of Cynl and Methodius caιηe n1ust be between Thessalo­
niki and Constantinople (Ζιπ Entstel1ιιngsgesc/1ίc/1te deι· kiι·c/1enslavίsche11 SpΙ"a­
che (2 1913], pp. 241 ff.). The western section of τhe Thessaloniki dialect alrea­
dy seems identical witl1 the dialect of tl1e area of the Iower Axios. 

Reading Zaimov's work, we notice that l1e has attempted to Iocate the 
already known settlement of the Slavs in the Balkan peninsula οη the basis of 
a certain category oftoponyms; namely, as we have seen, those toponyms which 
were originally th~ naωes of the inhabitants of an area (a village, a place), and 
were then turned 111to toponyms, exactly as in Greek where the same thing can 
happen. 

For example, the name of tl1e inhabitants of tl1e village Καλημέρα, Κα­
λημεριάνοι (plural of Καλημεριάνος), was turned into tlιe toponym Καλη­
μεριάνοι 2 even when the ihabitants, whetl1er collectively or represented by one 
family or even a single person (i.e. a farnily surname), 1noved out for various 
reasons and settled in another place. Μ. Vasmer3 inent)ons the name of a cape 
Ζαγοριώτη in Samothraςe . T11is naιne, h e goes οη, is «zweifellos nach einem 
Ζαγοριώτης», i.e. from the inhabitant of Ζαγοριου. This obviously concerns 
someone who canιe from Ζαγόρι on Mt. Pelion, since the toponym Ζαγόρι is 

2. See, e.g., Νέα Έστία 68 (1960), 1554. 
3. Μ. Vasmer, Die Slaven ίιι Grieclιeιιlaιιd, Berlin 1941, p . 230. 
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not attested, as far as Ι know, anywhere else in Samothrace. The name Ζαγο­
ριώτης could have been turned into a toponym even through its use as a family 
name (surname), so it could have nothing to do, after its change ίηtο a topo­
nym, with the place of origin which it originally denoted: e.g. Zagoriotίs' fields 
(οη the cape), or something else relating to tlιe person named Zagorίotίs. 

In Bulgarίan the most important endίngs by whίch are denoted natίonal 
names (i.e. the inhabitants of a place) are, as Zaίmov informs us in his preface, 
the endings -is, -jane and -cί. The Greek language today has analogous and 
even rnore nurnerous endings, such as -αίος ('Αθηναίος), -αΊτης (ΜοραΊτης), 
-άνος (Πρεβεζάνος), -ανός ('Αφρικανός), -άτης ('Ασιάτης), -έζος (Μαλτέζος), 
-ιάνος(Καλημεριάνος, πρωτευουσιάνος), -ιανός (Σφακιανός), -ιάτης (Μανιά-
της), -ίνος (Φλωρεντίνος), -ινός (Ζακυνθινός), -ιός (Σαλονικιός), -ίτης (Θα­
σίτης), -ώτης ('Ηπειρώτης), -ιος (Πόντιος), and perhaps others4• 

Zaimov traces in his work only -jane and -cί (and their derivatives). His 
research must undoubtedly have been exhausting, both in the collection of ma­
terial so extensive in scope and in its classification and study. He attempts 
to handle thousands of toponyms, whίch cover the entire Balkan peninsula, 
reaching from the Caucasus to Cape Tainaros. 

In addition to the endings, he studies, as we have seen, the etymological 
origin of their roots, classifying them into groups, and, οη the basis of the so­
cial, historical and cultural problems they present, attempts to dι·aw general 
conclusions, especially as regards the settleιnent of Slav groups ίη various areas 
in the Balkans, as well as the routes of these groups, following them from their 
starting points in the northern parts of the peninsula. 

Ι should like here to make certain observations, chiefly concerning topo­
nyms of Slav origin in Greek areas. 1 think that the author's eagerness to make 
his collection as complete as possible has led him into certain errors and exagge­
rations, which are undoubtedly due to the fact that he does not seem to know 
Greek well: he was thus easily carried away by the apparent morphological 
similarity of the roots and endings of many Greek toponyms to ascribe a Slav 
origin even to those purely Greek, and also f ailed to use almost any even of the 
most important of the many studies of Greek toponymologists who have from 
time to time dealt with various related topics, especially toponyms and endings 
of toponyms of the same type as those which he himself studied, and which he 
concluded are of Slav origin through the use of exclusively Bulgar data. Ιη the 
Greek bibliography (p. 290), Greek topononymological science is alιnost to­
tally lacking, while if he had made use of the Greek toponymologists' rese.arch, 
even if it be regarded as incomplete5, he would have been better able to Judge 
whether a Greek toponym that he considers of Slav origin actually belongs to 
the category of toponyms he has studied. Ιη fact, however in spite of this se­
rious limitation, he follows a Procrustean method, so that every Greek topo­
nym of Slav root which happens to possess an ending phonetically somewhat 

4. ΟΕΣΒ, Νεοελληνική Γραμματικη (τijς Δημοτικής), Athens 1941, p. 204. 
5. J. Α. Thomopoulos, Μελέτη τοπωνυμική τijς νήσου Πέω, Syros 1963, p. 3. 
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similar to the Slav ending -jane or its derivatives is regarded by him as proof 
of the settlement of Slavs ίη the area of the presence of the toponym. 

It is vιell-known that the subject of toponyιns of foreign origin ίη a coun­
try is not amenable to easy ethnological conclusions. Ίf, f or example, it is quite 
certain that a Greek toponym has a Slav root, this cannot, ίη my opinion, be 
regarded as positive proof of the settlenιent of a Slav group in the area. Α num­
ber of other cases are possible ίη which the root of a \Vord of Slav origin, due to 
proximity of and frequent intercourse between Greeks and Slavs, during the 
medieval period as well as the more recent period of the Turkish occupation, 
could become the starting point of the f ormation of a Greek word, and circu­
late in Greek mouths and in Greek areas as a borrowed word, i.e. a word now 
Greek. Tl1en this word, lίke all otlιer Greek ones, could easily be turned into 
a toponyιη tlιrough the influence of vιell-kno\vn f actors-political, social, re­
ligious, cultural, etc.- and clιiefly with the help of Greek endings. 

Zaimov concedes this difficulty in the case of Roumanian toponyms, but 
not of Albanian and Greek ones. He justifies this by claiming that Bulgarian 
loanwoΓds aΓe not so common, nor do they have such a nature, in these two 
languages as they do ίη Roumanian. 

Μ. Vasmer, in tlιe book cίted by Zaimov6, examines tlιe question of ho\v 
far «the spΓeading of Slav toponyιns by tlιe Greeks» can be proven. 

As regards names of inhabitants and toponyms derived from them, we 
may observe tl1e following: 

Tlιere is always a high probability tlιat certain inhabited areas (villages, 
towns, settlements) wl1icl1 lιave names of foreign origin, for example Slav, may 
owe tlιeir names to originally foreign populations7 , for example Slavs, who ac­
cordίng to Procopiιιs (VII 14, 24) «aμείβουσιν ώς τά πολλά τόν της ένοική­
σεως χ&ρον». Bnt lι;story lιas sιιrprises in store for us, so tl1at we shoυld not be 
too sιιre about ethnologίcal conclιιsions of tlιis kind solely οη the basis of topo­
nyms, witlιout the aid of other evidence as well. Cases are listed going back to 
the period of Turkish occupation in which villages in Macedonia beaήng a 
name of Slav orίgin had a pιιrely GΓeek population (Greek surnames, Greek 
proper names, etc.) while, on the other hand, another village with a thoroughly 
Greek name was found to lιave a population of basically Slav character8• 

The probleιn does not end with tlιe case of toponyms of inhabited areas. 
Zaimov examines even toponyms of Slav origin wlιicl1 represent places 

now uninhabited and unknown to have been inlιabited in the past; for when 
we are dealing with various places-waters, rural areas, fields, hills, huts, 
sheepfolds, etc.-things are somewhat different. . 

In these cases ίt is in1possίble to claim, in the absence of any other histo-

6. Μ. Vasmer, op. cίt., p. 310. 
7. Cf. Κ. Amantos, Γλωσσικά Μελετήματα, Athens 1964, p. 445: « ... The names Βαρβά­

ροι, Βαρβάρω, Κομάνοι, Βουλγάρω, Άρμένοι sιιggest the settlement of foreign soldiers 
durίng the Byzantίne perίod». 

8. S. Kyrίakίdis, Τά β6ρεια εθνολογικά δρια, p. 41. 
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rical evidence whatever, that we are dea1ing with a co1lective sett1ement of fo­
reigners, just because the toponym has a foreίgn root, even if it belongs t_o tlιe 
category of oήgin from the name of an inhabitant or inhabitants of a v!llage 
or any other inhabited area. This is so simply because, apart frorn the ~eal s~ttle­
ment of a group in an area, it is equa1ly possible for the name of a_n _1nhab1ta_nt 
or inhabitants of an area to be turned into a toponyrn from an oπgιnal fan11ly 
surname. Generally such a Iocal name is turned into a farnily surnarne wlιen the 
inhabitant of a city, town or vi1lage moves to another area, f ar away or near, 
and settles there by hirnself, as we have seen to be the case with the narne Ζα­
γοριώτης in Samothrace or the name Καλημεριάνος elsewlιere. 

In modern Greek there exist farnily names wlύch refer to foreign natio­
nalities such as 'Αμερικανός or 'Αμερικάνος, Βούλγαρης or Βούργαρης (Βουρ­
γαρ-ίδης, Βουργαρ-άκης etc.), 'Εγγλέζος or 'Ιγκλέσης, Σενεγαλέζος, Γάλλος, 
Σέρβος, Τοuρκος etc. 

These names may be taken as family surnames by true Greeks for a nιιm­
ber ofreasons; they often start as nicknames. 'Αμερικανός, for example, might 
be taken by someone who lιad been to America or wanted to go there, or claim­
ed to be an American, or was naive; Βούργαρος or Βούργαρης miglιt be taken 
by someone who came from the Greek parts of Bulgaria (Plιilippopolis, Mele­
niko, Varna etc.), or someone who was psyclιologically akin to the Bulgars 
(as the Greeks pictured the B·ulgars, due to their cruelties during the incessant 
wars etc.)9. 

Then, as a surnaιne, the word may be turned into a toponym for tlιe rea­
sons we have mentioned. 

Generally every toponym of Slav root in Greece which has one of the fol­
lowing endings: -αινα, -αινη, -αινι; -ανα, -ανη, -ανι, -ανια; -(γ)ιάνοι, -εανους, 
-εν, -ενα, -ενη, -ενι, -ενια, -ενο, -ενον, -ενος; -ιανα, -ιανη, -ιανι, -ιανιν, -ιανις, 

-ιανο , -ιανον. -ιανος (-ιανου, -ιανους); -ιν , -ινα, -ινη, -ινο, -ινον; -υγιαννη, 
and perhaps others,is a possible indication tlιat we are dealing with a toponym 
of Slav origin, but is not proof of the settle1nent of Slav groups in the area. We 
can even claim that tlιe opposite is trιιe in such cases: that the heavy Greek po­
pιιlation of the area lιas turned tlιe perhaps originally Slav toponym into 
Greek; for it is well-known not only tlιat tlιe Slavs often turned Greek toponyms 
into Slav ones, modifying the phonetics and meaning to fit tlιeir own language, 
but that the Byzantine Greel<s also did the same to many Slav toponyms, which 
they replaced with phonetically sirnilar Greek ones. Ιη this connexion the exarn­
ple of Greek toponyms witlι second element the word πόλις (-πολις) speaks 
for itself. The Slavs replaced it in many toponyms with the phonetically sirni­
lar Slav word -polje ( = place, plain): e.g. Νικόπολις beca1ne Nίkopolje, Δρυϊ­
νούπολις Drenopolje, etc. Conversely the Byzantines substituted for Slav to­
ponyms with second element -polje tlιe plιonetically similar Greek ν.1ord πόλις: 

9. Cf. J. Α. Thomopou\os, «Τά νεοελληνικά έπώνυμα. 'Επώνυμα πατριδωνυμικά ξένα», 
Νέα 'Εστία 88 (1970), 886 ff. 
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Iιence tlιe Slav toponynι Ovδepolje ( =slιeep-place) is referred to by Byzantine 
writers as Εuτζάπολις or Νευστάπολις, etc.10 

It is a clιaracteristic that many suclι toponyms of Slav origin are used with 
the forms of the diff erent cases of the Greek noun, in botlι singular and pln­
ral. This can only mean tlιat we are dealing with genuine Greek formations, 
e.g. Βουργάρο ( =Βουργάρ-ων), Δοβελ(ι)τζηνοί (p. 187), Δρολιανών (Δρολια-
νά), etc. . . . 

Κ. Amantos has wisely written: «We would be makιng a grave mιstake ιf 
we characterized all parts of Greece ίη which there are Slav toponyms as zones 
of previous Slav settlement; and we \νould be unable to explain their Helleniza­
tion while the originally fewer Albanians \Vho came down to Greece ίη the 14th 
c. or even earlier were able to albanize tl1ose Greeks living among them»11• 

But the most imortant thing is that a good many of the above endings of 
Greek toponyms with Slav roots, which Zaimov lightly ascribes to the Slav 
ending -jane and its derivatives, have nothing to do with this ending, but were 
already used as toponym endings ίη ancient and later Greek, i.e. long bef ore 
the arrival of the Slavs ίη tlιe Balkan peninsula and Greece; and, of course, 
they did not al\νays give the toponym the sense of «inhabitants' toponym». 
Some of these, nιoreover, are of Latin origin, but ν.1ere adapted ίη time to the 
Greek language and soon enough became Gieek; some of them even became 
pωductive, like the Slav-as is believed-ending -ίτσα (also -ίτσι in medieval 
Greek)12• 

One should not exclude the possibility that many naιnes with the Slav end­
ing -jane may have been rendered by the Greeks wiιh the coπesponding, pho­
netically similar, Greek endings -ιανη and -ανη , as we have mentioned, ίη just 
the same way as the toponyιns whiclι had as second element the word -polje, 
or as those with the Latin endings -ensίs and -ense, which tl1e Byzantine Greeks 
rendered by the ancient Greek endings -ήσιος and -ήσιον13• 

Thus the continuation of tl1e forωation of such toponyms, including some 
with words of Slav origin, cannot always be connected with the settleωent of 
Slav peoples in the areas where the toponyωs appear. 

Ιη ωy vie\v, tl1e piesence in these cases of such toponyιns may render sup­
port to historical evidence, but the toponyιns alone cannot always be fιιithful 
witnesses to sucl1 historical events as the settlement of a f oieign people in an 
area ίη which we know fωω other sources that ηο settlement took place, e.g. 
the Aegean islands, the shores of Chalkidiki, Crete, Asia Minor, etc., especially 
when other explanations of their f oimation are possible. 

10. Κ. Jirecek, Die Heerstrasse νοιι Belgι·ad nach Constaιιtiιιopel, Amsterdam 1967 (pho­
tocopy reprint of the Prague edition, 1877), p. 70. 

11. Κ. Amantos, Γλωσσ. Μελετ. , op. cit., p. 337. 
12. Ν. Andriotis, Έτυμολογικο Λεξικο τής Ποινής Νεοελληνικής, Thessaloniki 21967, 

under -ίτσα. 
13. Cf. e.g., ancient Greek ήμερήσιος, Latin bιιrgeιιsis=medieνa\ βουργήσιος, modern 

άλογήσιος, etc. 
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There follow the results of the research Ι have done concerning such end­
ings ίη Greek. Their attestation ίη ancient and post-classical toponyιηs as well 
as ίη medieval and modern ones \Vith a Greek root, or even a Latin or Turkisl1 
root ίη borrowed words, clearly point to their Greek origin. 

-αινα (-ενα) 

On this toponymic ending there is in Greek D. Georgakas' treatise «Συμ­
βολη είς την τοπωνυμικην ερευναν. ΑΌ Περi έλληνικών τοπωνυμίων είς 
-ΑΙΝΑ»14; although Zaimov mentions this (p. 126, perhaps taking the reference 
from another author), he does not seem to have consulted it himself. 

Georgakas does not deny the existence in Greece of toponyms of Slav 
origin in -ενα (-αινα), both feminine (ή Υ Αλβενα, ή Λινίδενα) and neuter (τά 
Βρέστενα, τά Κρέστενα). But there are, he says, many toponyms in -αινα which 
are «Greek or at least forn1ed from Greek words»15• 

Ιη general, Georgakas accepts as correct the following principle as regards 
the medieval and modern elements in the Greek language: every language 
element which cannot be explained tlυough Greek must only tlιen be examin­
ed to determίue its origin, in order tlιat genuine Greek elements shoιιld not be 
regarded as Slav owing to tlιe many Slav remnants. Tlιus he attempts in his 
study to prove the Hellenism of many Byzantίne toponyms in -αινα (-ενα) as 
follows: The ending -αινα is an ancient Greek one and comes from masculine 
nouns in -ων, e.g. γείτ-αινα (γείτ-ων), δράκ-αινα (δράκ-ων)16 , Λάκ-αινα (Λάκ­
ων) etc.; and it underwent an analogous extension to otlιer nouns, e.g. Θέ-αινα 
(Θε-ός), λύκ-αινα (λύκ-ος), ϋ-αινα etc.17 With the sense «someones' wife», 
Georgakas mentions the names Σκύθαινα ( =Skythes' wife), which is ancient 
(Aristophanes, Lysίstrata 184), and Τρύφαινα, which is later (Ν.Τ., Romans 
16, 12: ά.σπάσασθε Τρύφαιναν. Cf. also Souidas, under aβαξιν). During By­
zantine times examples ofnames in -αινα multiply, e.g. Βατάτζαινα, Δούκαινα, 
Σκλήραινα, Παλαιολόγαινα etc. (from authors), Μαρουλάδαινα, Κολιάνδραι­
να, Μαστραγγέλαινα, Βράναινα, Ρήγαινα, Γλάβαινα, Χούμναινα, Γλύκαινα, 
Κοπάδαινα, Προγούλαινα, Πλεύραινα, Βουσμούλαινα, Τόμπραινα etc. (from 
various documents). Ιη modern Greek tl1e nse of such names is Panhellenic: 
Γιώργαινα, Λάμπραινα, Μάνθαινα, Νικόλαινα, Παύλαινα, Στεφάναινα etc. 

Because, according to Georgakas, there are many toponyms in Greece 
which come from women's baptismal names, e.g. Άνθοuσες, Γεωργίτσα, Ζα­
χαριά, Ζαχάρω, Ζωίτσες, Καλίτσα, Κυριάννα, Μαρίτζας (l 3th c.), Μάρθα, 
Παναγιώτα, Σταμάτα etc., we also have toponyms derived from andronymics 

14. 'Αθηνά 48 (1938), 15 ff. 
15. lbίd., p. 15. 
16. Cf. Ν. Andriotis, Λεξικό, under -αινα. 
17. Ε. Schwyzer, Grίeclιische Gramιnatίk, Munίch 1950, vol. 1, p. 456: «λύκαινα nach 

τέκταινα u.a., wo ν ursprϋnglich zum Wortstamm gehδrte» . Cf. also pp. 475 and 488. Ιη my 
opinion we are dealing with a regular formation from μέλαινα ( μέλαν-jα, cf. Ε. Schwyzer, 
op. cίt., 1, 272: «τέκταινα aus -ανjα». 

198 

The S/avs and S/av toponyιns and theίr endings in Greece 

(women's names formed οη tl1eir husbands') in -αινα, such as the medieval 
χωράφιον τfjς Κοκκομύλαινας, οiκήματα τfjς Ματζιφάραινας, ποτάμι τfjς 
Μαυροζούμαινας. etc., and the modern τfjς Δήμαινας ή λάκκα, μύλους τσ' 
Γιουργάκαινας, τfjς Παραγιούαινας δ τσfjπος, etc. Then the kind of estate 
was dropped and tlιey said simply τfjς Μαγούλαινας (13tlι c.), τfjς Καναβί­
τζαινας, τfjς Κολύμβαινας, στfjς Άναγνώσταινας, τς Δήμαινας, etc.18, whence 
from the genitive they becanιe single words in tlιe nominative: 'Αγγέλαινα, 
Άρκούδαινα, Άργύραινα, Βάναινα, Βίτσαινα, Μάκραινα, Ρόζαινα, Σώταινα, 
Φώταινες, etc19 • 

Thus, concludes Georgakas, we lιave the following process of formation 
for these toponyms: 

-andronymic: ή 'Αργύραι να 
-toponym in genitive: τfjς Άργύραινας (sc. the estates, the buildings) 
-toponym in nominative: Άργύραινα 
As we shall see below, a toponym Άργύραινας could also be formed, from 

a matronymic (δ Άργύραινας) which ίn turn came from the mother's andro­
nymic (ή Άργύραινα). 

Zaimov mentions (p. 42) quite a few sιιch toponyωs in -ena (-αινα, -ενα), 
and accepts that the Bulgar -e- derives from an older vowel -ja- (i.e. -ena comes 
from an older -jana). Ιη Greek toponyms of Slav origin he concedes the sub­
stitution of -αι- for Bulgar -e- through the influence of the ancient Greek ending 
-αινα, and adds that the Greek form replaces a live Bulgar one, as in the 
northern parts of Epirus and Thessaly, where a Bulgarian population exists 
even today(!). 

As even Georgakas stresses, we do not doubt the Slav origin of certain 
toponyms in -ενα. Βιιt Zaimov ascribes Slav origin to many other Greek ones 
wheιι it ίs evident that tlιey derive from andronymics, and he tries hard to ex­
plain them οη the basis of the Slav langιιages. For instance, he mentions as of 
Slav origin the following toponyms: Άλέσταινα (146), 'Ανδρίτσαινα (186), 
Βίτσαινα (115) and Βύτσαινα, Γόραινα (120), Γράμαινα (122), Δήμαινα (126), 
Ζαγάραινα (132), Ζούπαινα (135) and Ζούπενα, Καλίτσαινα (190) and Καλί­
τσενα, Κόλαινα (138), Μάκραινα and Μάκρενα (151), Λάζαινα (145), Σκλά­
βαινα (169), Τζέπαινα (182), Τόμπραινα (126), etc. 

It is obvious, however, that these toponynιs come from andronymics on 
surnames or proper naιηes suclι as Άλέστας (from the ltalian phrase α/Ια lesta 
=in a hurry),a surname;'Aνδρίτσoς(diminutiveof tlιepropername'Aνδpέας: 
cf. also Άνδροuτσος), a surname20; Βίτσας (from the noun βίτσα=rοd), a sur-

18. Cf. also the toponym Άλέξαινας, Ch. Papachristodoulou, Τοπωνύμια τής Ρόδου, 
Rhodes 1951, p. 209; and the surname Άλέξ-ινας: see Ν. Ρ. Andriotis, <<Die mittel- und neu­
griechischen Metronymika», Attί e memorίe del Vl/ Coιιgresso /ιιterιι. deί scieιιze Oιιoma­

stίclιe, Firenze - Pisa 1961, 62. 
19. Stephanos Byzantios mentions the toponym Μάζαινα: «Μάζαινα, πόλις της Παλαι­

στ[νης άπό Μαζα[νου, ot πολΙται Μαζαινηνο[». 
20. See D. Georgakas, «Συμβολή», 'Αθηνά 48 (1938), 22ff. 
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name; 'Αγόρος (from the neuter ά.γόρι, aγουρος) , a sιιrname; Γράμμος, also 
Γραμμός (from the noun γραμμή), a surna1ne; Δfjμος (diminιιtive of the proper 
names Δημήτριος or Δημοσθένης); Ζαγάρης (from tbe 1nodern Greek τό ζα­
γάρ-ι-6 Ζαγάρ-ης), a surname21; Μακρfjς (from the adjective μακρύς , μα­
κρός), a surname; Λάζος (proper name and surnaιne); Σκλάβος (from the ad­
jective σκλάβος) a surnarne already in medieval times: cf. the poet Μανόλης 
Σκλάβος; Τζέπος (perhaps from the well-known modern Greek sιιrname Ζέ­
πος), a surname; Τόμπρος (from the modern Greek adjective ντόμπρος, of 
Slav origin: dobiir=good), a surname. 

These, then, are the truly Hellenic toponyms that the Greeks used as mo­
dels for tbe adaptation of certain phonetically similar (i .e. in -ενα) words of 
Slav origin; but even these must be regarded as a Greek formation since the 
Greeks adapted them to their language so early. 

On toponyms in -αινα, -αινη, -αίνη, -αινή , see also the ending -ενα/-ενη, 
feminine of -ενος. 

-ανης 

Zaimov mentions only the toponym Άλητζανfj (104), aboιιt which see 
p. 213 below. 

-ανος (see also -ιανος) 

1. -ανος is an ancient ending of nouns, e.g. στέφ-ανος ( στέφ-ω) as well as 
an aιlcient and modern Greek ending of adjectives, e.g. άπίθ-ανος, άβάσκ­
ανος, άπήγ-ανος, άδάπ-ανος, άνίκ-ανος, άμήχ-ανος, περήφ-ανος, πεντάρφ­
ανος, ψηλοτάβ-ανος, where tlιe -αν- usιιally belongs to the root of the noun. 

The ocly toponym is the modern one Κάντανος (Crete)22 • Zaimov men­
tions none. 

2. -ανη is the modern Greek feminine ending of ancient and modern adj ec­
tives in -ανος, e.g. άπίθανη, άδάπανη, περήφανη, ψηλοτάβανη, etc. Cf. also 
the modern noun ρίγανη. 

Zaimov mentions a few toponyms, e.g. Άβόρανη (185), Άμόρανη(104), 
Ζάβλανη (131), Τσαρίτσανη, which come from Slav names in ~jane; cf. also 
the ending -ιανη. 

3. -ανο(ν) is a neuter ending of ancient nouns, e.g. φρύγ-αvον ( φρύγ-ω), 
fiγ-αvov (fiγ-νυμι), and of ancient and modern adjectives: άπίθανο, άβάσκανο, 
άνίκανο, περήφανο, etc. 

Ancient toponym: Μύρταvον 23• 

21. On the formation of modern Greek toponyωs from asiginatic nouns by the addition 
of -ς, e.g. βίτσα - Βίτσα-ς, ζαγάρι - Ζαγάρη-ς, see Ν. Ρ. Andriotis; «Τά βυζαντινά καi νεοελ­
ληνικά έπώνυμα», Μακεδονικόν 'Ημερολόγιον (1965), 163. 

22. See J. Α. Thomopoulos, «Τά ε!ς -ΑΝΟΣ όνόματα», Νέα Έστ[α 68 (1960), 1554. 
23. W. Pape - G. Benseler, Wδrterbuch der griechischen Eigenιιamen, Braunschweig 

1863 (hereafter = Ρ). 
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Modern: Μαύρανο (Syra)24, Σούλφανο (Milos)25• 

Zaimov mentions tlιe following: Ρηγόζανον ( 115-116), of Slav origin, and 
Παλαιογράτσανον (Παληογράτσανον 188), wl1icl1 as a compound seems pu­
rely Greek. Cf. also Παλαιογρατσ(ι)άνη as tlιe toponym of Velvendo (in whose 
area Παλαιογράτσανον is located), and Γρατσ(ι)άνη , whic11 seems more clo­
sely related to Γρατιανός, Γρατιανή. 

Τ!ιe plural -ανα is already obserνable in ancient toponyms, e.g. Υ Αδανα, 
Καύχανα, Κόμανα, Λίβανα, Μάλανα, Φάρσανα, Ώξείανα26 • 

Zaimov nιentions tlιe following: 'Αγόρανα (120), with tlιe Greek prefix ά-, 
Γκορίτσανα, Τζερίτζανα, Φρέστανα. Σχωρέτσανα seerns rather to be Greek 
(έσωχωρέτσανα=εσωχώρα or *Συχωρέτσανα); cf. also the genitive Σχωρε­
τσάνων (173). 

4. -άνος is a later ending and usually denotes national names. With it are 
rendered chiefly ηοιιηs of Italian origin wl1ich ended in -ανο, e.g. Βετεράνος, 
δραγουμάνος, πολιτσμάνος , ρουφιάνος, σαρακατσάνος, τσαρλατάνος, τσιγ­
γάνος (cf. Greek άθίγγανος) , etc. Then the national names: 'Αμερικάνος, Γαϊ­
τάνος, Καστελλάνος, Ναπολιτάνος, Πρεβεζάνος, etc. The lta1ian -ano, like 
the French -an, comes froin the Latin -αnιιs27 • 

The only toponynιs are tl1e modern ones Φουρκάνος (Rhodes)28 ( =the in­
habitant of Φούρκας, then a surname), and in the genitive Σινάνου29 (1834 «εiς 
τόπον λεγόμενον Σινάνου»). 

Zaimov mentions the toponym Δουπιάνου μονύδριον (34, 36, 129), where 
it seems that Δουπιάνου is the genitive of the sιιrname Δουπιaνος. Cf. also 
Ζοριάνου (173), Μουρστιάνου (153). 

5. -άνη is an ancient ηοιιη ending, e.g. στεφάνη ( στέφ-ω), etc., and the 
feminine of ancient and katl1arevousa adjectives in -άνος. 

Ioponyms (ancient): Κονάνη, Κοροσάνη30 . 
Of the toponyιns Ζaίωον mentions, those that are of iιnportance are tlιe 

ones tha.t refer to inhabitants' na1nes. (We may inclιιde ίη tl1is category certain 
names in -αnί wl1ich were rendered ίη Greek as neιιters in -άνι) . Of tbose of 
Slav origin ίη -ανη, such as Άβοράνη, Βισοτσάνη, Βλασάνη , Βοστα\)άνη, 
Γαβράνη, etc., soωe may coωe fron1 sυrnames , e.g. Γαβράνη. Γαβράνης or 
Γκαμπράνης is well-kno\.νn as a sυrname ίη northern Gτeek idioms (maybe 
from the word γάβρος or γράβος, later γράβιον, a kind of tree, well-known 
even ίη modern Greek. Cf. the corresponding Slaν word gabiίr=caprinus tree; 
ν. Ζaίιηον pp. 117-118. Cf. also the toponyωs Γραβιά, Γραβιανή, etc.). 

24. J. Α. Thomopoulos, «Τά είς -ΑΝΟΣ», 1554. 
25. lbid. 
26. See W. Pape - G. Bense\er, op. cit., and F . Preisigke, Wδrteι·bιιclι deι· grieclιischeιι 

Papyrusιιrkιιnden, Berlin 1925-1931, pp. 1-3 (hereafter = Papyr) . 
27. J. Α. Thomopou\os, «Τά είς -ΑΝΟΣ», 1554. 
28. Jbid. 
29. lbid. 
30. See. W. Pape - G. Benseler, op. cit. 

201 



Antonίos T11aνoris 

6. -ά.νο(ν) is not a productive ending either in ancient or ίη mod ern Greek. 
(Among the rare nouns ίη -άνο in 111odern Greek are άεροπλάνο and ύδρο­
πλάνο). 

Toponyιns: Zaimov ιnentions only Βριαζιτσάνον (also Βριζιατσάνον 187). 
See also -ιάνο. For topony111s in -άνι (Άσάνι, Γερμοτσάνι, Μεσδάνι etc.), see 
-άνη. 

7. -ανός is an ancient adjective ending, e.g. λιχ-ανός ( =finger), στεγ-ανός 
(στέγ-ω), etc. Cf. also the modern adjectives φαγανός (root φάγ-), Μωαμεθα­
νός (Μωαμεθ-), 'Αμερικανός etc. 

Toponyιηs (ancient): Άμανός (Ρ), cf. Άμανίτης. Zaimov mentions one 
in acc. pl. Βοστιτζανούς (187; from nom. pl. Βοστιτζανοί). Cf. also Κρυφτσα­
νοu (192, 206) which could be genitive of Κρυφτσανός. See also -ιανός. 

8. -ανή is the feminine ending of adjectives ίη -ανός, e.g. στεγ-ανή31,etc. 
Toponyιns (ancient): ΑΙ.ανή (cf. 'Αριανή), Φρεντανή (Ρ), Χουμβραν1) (Ρ). 

Cf. also Ώξειανή λίμνη (Ρ). Zaimov mentions none. See also -ιανή. 
9. -ανό(ν) ίs the neuter endίng of adjectίves ίη -ανός, e.g. στεγ-ανόν. 
Toponyn1s (ancίent): Άλβανόν ορος (Ρ), Άμανόν τό ορος (Ρ), Κομανόν 

τό ορος (Ρ), Φρεντανόν (Steph. Byzant. Ρ). Zaiιnov mentions only Γρατσανόν 
(188). See also -ιανό(ν). T11e plural -ανά is met in ancient toponyms such as 
Μαλανά (Ρ), Μαρικανά, as weJI as in Jater ones sucl1 as 'Αλεξανά32 ιfrom 'Αλεξ­
ης in Karpathos), Πετρανά ( a village ίη the Kozani area), Φρυγανά (Bithynia)33 • 

Zaimov mentions nine such toponyms of Slav origin: Βλιζανά or Βλυζανά, 
Γρατζανά or Γρατσανά, Δρεβενά, Κοτσανά, Λωζανά. Ότσανά, Ριζανά, Τσα­
ραπλανά and Φραστανά. Ριζανά, according to Zaimov fro1n the Bulgar riiz 
=rye, may perhaps be connected wίtlι the Greek ρίζα. 

-ενα (-αινα) 

The endings -αινα, -ενα and -αίνα, -ένα may ίη Greek be feminine sin­
gular or, especially in toponyms, neιιter plural. Zaimov mentions one feminine 
in -αίνα: Δομβραίνα (Δομπραίνα, Δοβραίνα), and three toponyms in -ένα: 
Βελιτσένα, Δοβρένα (Δομπρένα) and Ρετσένα, the gender of which, unfortu­
nately, he does not indicate. Tl1is is true of all toponyms in his treatise. 

-ενος (-αι νος) 

l. -ενος is also an unιιsual ending in Greek, except, of course, in proper 
names and participles in -μενος of ancient and modern Greek, e.g. (ancient 
proper names) Κλύμενος, Κτίμενος, Μελπόμενος, ΥΟρμενος etc. (cf. also the 
modern participles λεγάμενος, χαρούμενος etc). Zaimov mentions ηο related 
toponyms. 

2. -ενη (and -ενα, which can also be neut. pl.: see below) is also an unusual 

31. Ρ. Chantraine, La fornιatίon ι/e.~ ιιοms eιι Grec αιιcίeιι, Paris 1933, pp. 197 ff. 
32. Κ. Amantos, Dίe Suffixe ιler neιιgriechίscheιι Ortsnameιι, Munich 1903, ( = Sιιff), 

p. 54; see also Γλωσσικά Μελετήματα, where it is reprinted. 
33. Κ. Amantos, Γλωσσ. Μελετ. , p. 485. 
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ending, except as the f eminine form of adjectives ίη -μενος (but only in mo­
dern Greek: ancient Greek and katharevousa form the feminine ίη -μένη , not 
in -μενη). 

Zaiιnov ιnentions topony111s ίη -αινη and -ενη, e.g. Τζέπαινη, Λάζενη , 
Βύρμπενη (cf. also the neuter in -ενι: Βίγκενι). 

3. -ενο(ν) ίs also common only ίη participles ίη -μενος (ancient λzγόμενον, 
δηλούμενον etc., modern λεγάμενο, χαρούμενο etc.). 

Zaiιnov mentίons tl1e to ponyn1s Άραγόζενο, Δρέβενο and otlιers (ηίήe 
altogetl1er), all of Slav origin. So111e were also rendered in Greek by -αίνον, e.g. 
Λίπαιναν, Ρηγόζαινον, Σκλήβαινον. 

The plural -ενα coincided, as we have seen, with the feminine ending -ενα/ 
-αινα. 

4. -ένος is also an unusual ending, except in part~ciples ίη -μένος (ά.ναμμέ­
νος, θλιμμένος, πικραμένος, τεντωμένος etc). 

Zaimov 1nentions ηο toponyms in -ένος. 
5. -ένη ίs also uηιιsιιal , except ίη tl1e ending -μένη as the feιnίnine fοπη 

of ancient partίciples ίη -μενος and -μένος and of 111odern participles in -μένος. 
Certain particίples 11ad already been clιanged ίη ancient Greek ίηtο proper 
names and nouns, e.g. 'Επιλυσαμένη, Κλυμένη, Μελπομένη, οiκουμένη and 
δεξαμένη (which later beca111e δεξαμενή). 

Zaimov 111entions only the toponyms Σφραντζένη (168) and a few in -αίνη 
(Γιαννοβαίνη, Δρανοβαίνη and genitive Δρυανουβαίνης, Κουτσκοβαίνη, 
Σλαναίνη), as if tlιey were feminines formed from literary genitive cases: e.g. 
Γιαννόβαινα gen. Γιαννοβαίνης and then nom. Γιαννοβαίνη, etc., or from 
-αίνα (-ένα) gen. -αίνης (-ένης): Δομβραίνα gen. Δομβραίνης. Cf. also neuters 
ίη -ένι (Γερμοτζένι, Δρανοβένι, Μπιστένι, Τριβένι). 

6. -ένο(ν) ίs also fοιιηd as the neuter form of partίciples ίη -μένος (άναμ­
μένο, πικραμένο etc.). 

Ζaίηιον mentions only the toponym Τρεμπένο (176), wlιere, of course, we 
do not have the ending -ένο but the ada ptation of a word of Slav origin in -en 
to the class of Greek neuter nouns in -ο. 

7. -ενός is also an ιιnusυal ending in ancient Greek. The ending -μενός, 
however, is found ίη nιany ancient nouns (maybe from participles in -μένος 
witlι a change ofstress), e.g. Άγαπωμενός, 'Αγχομενός, Άκεσαμενόc;, Άκου­
μενός, 'Αλεξαμενός, Έπιλυσαμενός, Κλαυσαμενός, Τισαμενός ( τίομαι, έτι­
σάμην), Φιλουμενός etc. (Ρ). 

Ancient toponym: 'Ορχομενός. 
Modern: Άγρενός (άγρός), Γιαννιτσενός (Γιαννίτσης), Δαμαλενός (Δα­

μαλας), Καλαμενός (καλάμι), Καρδαμενός (Καρδάμης), Λευκενός (Λεuκες), 
Στυρακενός ( στυράκια) etc.34 

Zaimov iηentions only one toponym, Σφελενός (168) or Σφολενός (173). 
Cf. also the genitive Σφολενοu ( 173). 

8. -ενή, like -ενός, ίs fοιιηd only in ancient forms of ηοιιηs ίη -μενη (fronι 

34. Ch. Papachristodoulou, op. cίt., p. 200 ff. 
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participles ίη -μένη, wit\1 a change of stress to tlιe Γinal syllable), e.g. δεξαμενή 
(from original δεξαμένη, participle of δέχομαι), Έλλαμενή (cf. a\so Έλλαμέ­
νη) etc. 

Ancient toponyms: Είδομενή (also Είδομένη; Steph. Byzant.), Έλλαμεν1) 
(Ρ); plural Άκεσαμεναi (Steph. Byzant.), Δεξαμεναi (Steplι. Byzant.) 

Modern: Καλοστρατενή (Rlιodes)35, Κυρgaζενή (Kyriazis, Rhodes)36• 

Zai.mov mentions only two: Βερβενή and Ραβενή (Ραβαινή). The form 
Σφραντζαινης is perhaps genitive of Σφραντζαινή. 

9. -ενό(ν) is also an unusual ending in Greek. 
Toponynιs: tbere exist only modern dialect ones, e.g. Καταγρενό, Λευκενό, 

Μαλενό37 • Zaimov mentions only t\vo: Γρεβενόν (122) and Ζεμενόν (133). 
Plurals: Καστρενό., Κουνενά, Μουκενά, Τραχενά38 . Zaimov mentions 

tlπee: Γαρδενά, Γρεβενά and Δρεστενά, and three in -αινά: Βαρβαινά, Δια­
βαινά and 7ερβαινά. Οη Διαβαινά (12)) he writes nothing about the parety­
mological influence of tl1e Greek verb διαβαίνω. 

The endings -νός, -ενή, -ενό, \Vhich, as \Ve have seen, are found only ίη 
the soιιtl1ern dialects of modern Greek, ιnay perhaps be identified with the 
ending -ινός (with change of -ι to -ε). 

The -eιι in toponyms of foreign origin is an element ίη the root of tl1e words. 

-ηνος (see also -ινος) 

1. -ηνος. Αη unusual ending ίη Greek. 
2. -ηνη. Also unusual. 
3. -ηνο(ν). Also unιιsual. Tlιe noun δαμάσκηνον comes fronι the neuter 

of the medieval adjective δαμασκηνόν, from tl1e phrase δαμασκηνόν κοκκύ­
μηλον with recessive accent. 

4. -fiνος. We find ηο examples of this ending ίη Greek except the plurals 
of toρonyms, e.g. (genitive) Άντιοχήνων πόλις (Papyr.), Καμήνων χωρίον 
(Papyr.). 

5. -ήνη is kηο\νη only as an ending of ancient nouns (proper and co1nmon), 
e.g. Άθήνη , άπήνη, γαλήνη, εlρήνη, κρήνη, Μυκήνη, σαγήνη, ύπήνη etc., 
which seem to be of pre-Hellenic origin3υ . 

Toponyms: Καρήνη (Papyr.), Μακρ1)νη (Ρ). 
6. -fjνο(ν) is also an unusual ending. 
7. -ηνός is an ancient ending (ίη Doric -ανός), e.g. 'Αβυδηνός, Άσιηνός, 

Περγαμηνός, Σαρδιηνός, Φιλιππηνός etc. Cf. the ιηedieval Βυζαντηνός, 
Δαμασκηνός ( =inhabitant of Damascιιs and coming from Damascus. Cf. also 
δαμασκηνόν/ δαμάσκηνον above). Tlιe ending coincided in 1ηodern Greek 
with -ινός, οη wlιich see below. 

35. Jbid., p. 201. 
36. lbid. 
37. Jbid. 
38. lbicl. 
39. Ρ. Chantraine, op. cit., p. 206. 
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Zaimov 1ηentions the toponym Δεβλιτζηνός (189). 
Toponyιηs ίη the plural -ηνοi already existed in ancient Greek, e.g. Άλ­

πηνοi (Locris) (Heωdotus 7, 176, 229), Κοταρζηνοi (Ρ), Μησηνοi (Papyr.) 
Zaimov mentions tl1e toponym Δοβελ(ι)τζηνοi (189). 
8. -ηνή we ιneet in post-classical and medieval Greek,e.g.βωληv'ή( =νine)4°, 

ποταμην'ή (river and goddess)'11 , Παρθυην1Ί, Λευκοφρυηνή. Souidas \Vrites 
«Μαγδαληνή: ά.πό τόπου» (=Μάγδαλα). 

Toponyms: Αίαμηνη (Ρ), Καμισην1) (Ρ) Κομινηνή (Ρ), Μελιτηνή (Ρ), 
Μοριμην1Ί, Πτην1Ί, Σοφανηνή, Σωφην1Ί, Τανταρηνή, Τυρρηνη (Ρ), Χοαρη­
ν1Ί, Χορτζηνή, Χαρτιανηνή (Ρ, Papyr.). Cf. also -ινή. 

Modern: Άστοιφηδηνη (Pyrgio)42 • 

9. -ηνό(ν) ίs a well-known enόing ίη ancient Greek, e.g. ά.γρηνόν, καρυη-
νόν, (καστηνόν?). Cf. tlιe medieval δαμασκηνόν above. 

T11e ending coincided ίη ιηodern Greek \Vith -ινό(ν) . 
Τοpοηyιη: Μισηνόν (Ρ). 

Ζaiιηον nιentions t\1e toponynι Δοβελιτηνόν. 

-ιανος 

1. -ιανος is an unusual ending in Greek. 
Zaimov mentions the toponym Κόλιανοι (138). 
2. -ιανη (and -γιαννη or -γιανη , from false etymology of Γιάννης as second 

element ίη, e.g., Παπαγιάννης, Καλογιάννης, Κουτσογιάννης etc.) is a com­
mon ending oftoponyms ofSlav oriι:;in . Οη it see G. Stadtmίiller, «Ta προβλ1Ί­
ματα της ίστορικfίς διερευνήσεως της 'Ηπείρου», 'Ηπειρωτικa Χρονικa 9 
(1934), 160 ff. 

Ζaiωον nιentions 1nore tlιan seventy toponynιs in -(γ)ιαν(ν)η . Generally 
tlιe -η in these toponyιns, as well as t\1eίr fenιinine fοrιη, is a Greek adaptation . 

3. -ιανο(ν) is also an unιιsual ending ίη Greek. 
Zaimov mentions only Λάντζιανο and Ρηγόζιανον. T11is ending too, \\<ith 

its plural -ιανα, is a Greek adaptatίon to neuter ηοιιηs ίη -ο(ν). Zaimov men­
tions aboιιt twenty toponyms in -ιανα, e.g. Βρούβριανα, Γούργιανα, Κώλιανα, 
Σέλσιανα etc. (Βρούβριανα is perl1aps tlιe same as Βρουβιανά. See below, 
p. 210). 

4. -ίανος is met in the post-classical toponym Άμιτίανος κώμη (Papyr.). 
Ζaίnιον mentions none. 

5. -ίανη is an unknown ending in ancient Greek. 
6. -ίανο(ν) is familiar only ίη its plιιral form -ίανα, which we find ίn post­

classical toponyms, e.g. Κυρίανα (a castle in Macedonia) (Ρ), Λικινίανα (Pto­
lemy 2, 5, 8), Λογγίανα (a castle ίη Illyr\cun1), Τιτίανα(a castle ίη Epirus, La­
tin Titίana) (Ρ). 

40. See Liddell-Scott-Jones Lexicon, under βωληνή. 
41. lbid., under ποταμηνή. 
42. Κ. An1antos, Γλωσσ. Μελετ., p. 374, cf. idem, Sιιff, p 51. 
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7. -ιά.νος coωes ιnainly froω nouns and national names of Italian and Ve­
netian origin in -ίαnο= Latίn -ίαιιιιs, e.g. ρουφιάνος - πiffiano, Βενετσιά.νος­
Venezίαnο, Σισιλιάνος - Sίcίlίano. The l atίn ending -ίαnιιs, in the same way 
as -anus, becomes in Greek -ιανός, e.g. 'Αππιανός - Appianιιs, 'Ιουλιανός -
Jιιlίanus, χριστιανός - clπίstianιιs, πραιτωριανός - praetoι·ianus, βικαριανός -
νίcαrίαnιιs, etc. Thίs forω is also used by kathareνousa: Ζαγοριανός, Καλαμα­
τιανός43, Λιβισιανός, Σικελιανός, Ψαριανός44 . Tlιe difference a ppears most 
clearly in the pair Σισιλιάνος - Σικελιανός. 

Toponyms: we meet toponyms in -ιάνος in modern Greek chiefJy in the 
gen. sing. or nom. pl. 

a) in gen. sing.: του Μαυριάνου (a bay in Kythnos)45, Πλεμενιάνου (Mes­
senia)46. 

b) ίη nom. pl. : Άνδρωνιάνοι (Euboea)47 , Βαρδιάνοι48 , Γαργαλιάνοι (Mes­
senia), Καλημεριάνοι49, Καλλιάνοι50 etc. Cf. surnames ίη -ιάνοι, e.g. Βοκιά­
νοι, Γιατριάνοι, Στεφανιάνοι etc.51 

Zaimov mentions the following in -ιάνοι: Γκαβαλιάνοι (197), Δολιάνοι 
(and Δολιανοί, 127), Ζαγουριάνοι (132-133), Κεμενιάνοι (136), Καλλιάνοι 
and Κολιάνοι (138), Μπεμελιάνοι, Σερβιάνοι. The genitive Βερβιάνων (117) 
may come from a nomίnative Βερβιάνοι or a neuter form Βέρβιανα. Cf. also 
the accusatives Βανιάνους ( 106), Δελβοτζιάνους ( 124), Μ οκρεάνους (for Μο­
κριάνους, 151) and Ραβνιάνους (164). 

Here, too, it is obvious that these forms soon took the Greek ending, so 
that they eνen formed cases, along with a plural, during their use by tlιe Greeks. 

8. -ιάνη is an unusual ending in Greek. Το it were adapted a few Slav to­
ponyms: Zaimov mentions 'Αρτζιάνη, Βαριάνη, Βατουσιάνη, Ζοργιάνη, Κα­
λιάνη, Λυκουβιάνη, Λουτζιάνη, Σανιάνη, Φραστιάνη, Χοστιάνη. Of coιιrse, 
the Greek adaptation consists only in the final -η. The toponym Μελιντζιάνη 
( 192-193) is rather of Greek origίn. Ιη Greek μελιντζάνα ( =aubergine)is a very 
common word, as well as the colour μελιτζανi and the surname Μελιτζάνης 
(dialectal Μελιντζιάνης)52• Thus Μελιντζιάνη are M's estates. 

Some Slav toponyms were also adapted to the Greek neuter ηοιιηs in -ι, 
as -ιάνι(ν), e.g. Βροστιάνι (228) and Γλοζιάνιν (119). 

43. J . Α. Thomopoulos, «Τά ε[ς -ΑΝΟΣ», 1555. 
44. lbίd. 

45. Ibίd., ρ . 1554. 
46. lbίd. 

47. lbid. 
48. Ibid. 
49. lbid. 
50. lbid. 
51 . Ν. Fardys, 'Ύλη καί σκαρίφημα ίστορίας, τής έν Κορσικfi έλληνικής άποικ{ας, Athens 

1888, p. 26; cf. D. Vayakakos ία Λακωνικά 3 (1966), issue 15; 5 (1968), issues 28-30. 
52. Cf. the dialect form Μεpτζιάνης (also Μεpτζάνης and -ίδης), Thessaloniki; see the 

telephone directory. 
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9. -ιάνο(ν) is met only ίη the post-classical toponym Λογγιaνον (Ρ). 
Zaimoν nιentions the follo\νing toponynιs: Βανιάνον, Ζοπιάνον53, Καμε­

νιάνον (Καμινιάνον) and Κολιάνο, and the plurals Μπολιάνα, Σελλιάνα 
and Ύλασιάνα, altl1ougl1, as we Ιιaνe 1ηentioned, he does not indicate the gen-
der: they could be feminines ίη -ιάνα. · 

10. -ιανός is a post-classical Greek ending, coming from Latin -ίanus54 • 
It is a common ending of adjectiνes, e.g. αίγοκεριανός, καλοκαιριανός, μα­
γιανός, πραιτωριανός, πρασιανός, Ταυριανός, χριστιανός55, and of proper 
names, e.g. Άριανός, 'Ασιανός, Άττικιανός, Βακτριανός, Καυκασιανός, 
Λουκιανός, Νερωνιανός, Φουσκιανός etc.56 (Ν. Β. Φασιανός was formed οη 
the name of the riνer, Φάσις, gen. Φάσιος, by adding tlιe ending -ανός; and 
εύδιανός was formed οη the ancίent noun εύδία witlι tlιe ending -νος or -ανος 
Cf. εuδιος). 

Modern toponyms: Θημιανός (or Θυμιανός,= ηιοuηtaiη thyme)57 , Κου­
μαριανός, Χορτιανός (Kardamyla)58. Ιη tlιe genitiνe: Άλυκιανοϋ (άλυκιανός -
άλυκή)59, Καλλιανοu60 etc. Cf. the post-classical Αίλιανοu χωρίον (Papyr.). 

Ζaίιηον mentions the toponynι Καρδουλιανός as Slnν (137); but it seems 
thorouglιly Greek. Ιη modern Greek καρδούλα is today a νery con11ηon dimi­
nutίve of καρδιά. ( = lιeart), and from it is very easily formed the surname Καρ­
δούλας or Καρδούλιας (by adding tlιe ending -ιας; cf. tlιe surname Γιαννα­
κούλιας). From Καρδούλιας or Καρδούλας caΠΊe later Καρδουλιανός, witlι 
the ending -ιανός. Zai1noν also regards Καλλιανοϋ as Slav (136). He mentions 
the following plural forms: Άμοργιανοi (104), Δολιανοί, Δομιανοί (104). Cf. 
also Δολιάνοι (127). The genitive Δρολιανών has as non1inative either Δρο­
λιανοί or Δρολιανά. 

11. -ιανή is also a post-classical and nιedίeνal Greek ending as the femi­
nine of adjectiνes ίη -ιανός: καλοκαιριαν1Ί, πραιτωριαν11 etc. Oriνasius men­
tions Θεσπεσιανή as a 1ηedicine (6th c. A.D.). Cf. also tlιe proper noun Λευκια­
νή (as an epithet of Arte1nis; and Λευκιανοi=Lucίαηί), Μαρινιαν1Ί (cf. Μα­
ρινιανός, Ρ), Τατιανή, Τιανή ( =inlιabitant of tlιe city of Tios), Φλαβιανή (Ρ), 
Χριστιανή (Ρ). 

Post-classical and ιnedieνal topony1ns: Αίλιανή (Papyr.; cf. Αίανή, on 
which see -ανή)61 , 'Αριανή (a country in Eastern Persia: Strabo, Ρ), Βακτριανi] 

53. See also J . Α. Thoιηopoulos, «Τά ε!ς -ΑΝΟΣ» , 1554. 
54. W. Pape - G. Benseler, Worterbιιclι der gι·ieclιisclιeιι Είgeηιιαιneιι, 3Id reprint Graz 

1959, ρ. χχίί; Ρ. Chantraine, op. cit., p. 197; Κ. Dietericlι in Βαlkαιι Αι·c/ιίν 4 (1928), 158. 
55. See Ρ. Κretschmer - Ε. Locker, Riίckliiιιfiges Worteι·bιιclι deι· gι·ieclιisclιeιz Spωclιe, 

Gδttingen 1944, 2nd ed. 1963. 
56. Papyr. and Ρ. 
57. Κ. Amantos, Sιιff, p. 54. 
58. Κ. Amantos, «Τοπωνυμικό. Σύμμεικτα», Άθηνiί 22 (1910), 198. 
59. Κ. Amantos, Sιιff, p. 54. 
60. J. Α. Thonιopoulos, «Τά εiς -ΑΝΟΣ», 1554. 
61. These names are not exclusively naιnes of estates be\onging to a man (cf. ΑtλιανοϊJ 

207 



Antonίos Thavorίs 

(Steph. Byzant, Ρ), Δομετιαvη (Ρ), Καρκασιαvη πόλις (Ρ), Λικινιαvη (Λι­
κίννιος Ρ), Μαριανη (Marius Ρ), Ματιανη (an Asian district, ίη modern Adzer­
baijan; Ρ, Strabo 2, 73), Μισσιανη (Souidas), Σουσιαvη (Papyr., Ρ; σοuσα= 
lilies: see the Liddell-Scott-Jones dictionary; cf. also Σουσιανοi δροι), Τιτια· 
νη (P)etc. Κ. Amantos mentions also Σιγριανi\62 («το δρος η"jς Σιγριανfjς»). 

Modern toponyms: -ιαvη today usυally denotes a place where there is a 
church of Ουr Lady. The name of tl1e place comes from the adjective which 
goes with Παναγία in tlιe place to define it. Here is a selection of toponyms in 
-ιανή . Π stands for Παναγία and signifies a place where there is a chιιrclι of 
Ουr Lady: Άκρωτηριανη Π (cape)63, Άχλαδιανη Π (from tlιetoponym 'Αχλά­
δα, Thera)64, Βρυσιαvη (foυntain)65, Γαβριηλιανη (Gabriel)66, Γαλατιανη (Ga­
latas)67, Δωριανη (Rhodes)68, Έρειθιανη (ancient 'Ερειθαi)69, Θυμιανi\ Π (Sfa­
kia)70, Καισαριανη (a well-known subυrb of Athens; perhaps from the name 
Caesar), Καρδιανη (Καρυδιά, Tenos)71, Καστριανη Π72, Κεπαριανi\ and Κυπ­
περιαvη (Κύππερη Π)73, Λουτριανη Π74, Μεσσιανη (a village in Kozani pro­
vince), Όλυμπιανή75, Παραδεισιαvη Π76, Πη(γ)αδιανη Π77 , Ροδιαvη (a village 
in Kozani province), Σπηλιανi\78, Χαλανδριανi\79 etc. 

Ιη the plιιral we have the post-classical Μαριαναi φόσσαι (jossae j\.ιfa!'ίa­
nae; Ρ) and tlιe medieval Άρκαδιαναi (a place in Constantinople) and Θεο­
δωριαναί80. 

Zaimov mentions more than twenty toponyms in -ιανή, e.g. Άμμουλιανή, 
Βερτζιανή , Δολιανή, Δροβιανή, Ζεμιανή, Καλλιανή, Λουζιανi1 , Μουλιανή, 

χωρίον, Papyr.) or a woman (cf. Αίλιανής χωρίον, Papyr.), but also names that refer to a re­
gion (cf. Άριανή χώρα), etc. 

62. Κ. Amantos, Suff, p. 53. 
63. lbid., p. 54. 
64. lbid. 
65. lbid. 
66. Ibid. 
67. Ibid. 
68. Ch. Papachristodoulou, op. cit., p. 78. 
69. Κ. Amantos, <<Συμβολή εiς άνθρωπογεωγραφίαν Χίου», Έπιστημονικη Έπετηρίς 

Φιλοσοφικής Σχολής Πανεπιστημ{ου Θεσσαλον{κης 6 (1950), 64. 
70. Information from my colleague Ν. Drandakis. 
71. Κ. Amantos, Suff., p. 54. 
72. J. Α. Thomopoulos, op. cit., pp. 97, 127. 
73. lbid., pp. 100, 127. 
74. Ibid., p. 127. 
75. Κ. Amantos, Suff, p. 55. 
76. J. Α. Thomopoυlos, op. cit., p. 127. 
77. Ibid. 
78. Κ. Amantos, Sιιff, p. 55. 
79. Ibid. 
80. Ibid., p. 53. 
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Ποριαvη etc. Here, too, the Greek formation of these toponyms is obvious. 
Some seem also to have Greek roots: e.g. Γαβριανi] (117-1 18), wbich is best 
connected witlι tlιe toponym Γαβριά or Γραβιά, wlιiclι are themselves from the 
modern ηουη γάβρος, akind of tree(see above, p. 201). Οη the toponym Γαλανη 
see below. Ποριαvη (109) mιιst also be connected with the Greek noun πόρος 
( =river crossing, etc.). Tl1e toponym Ζημιαvη (134) has been under the parety­
mological influence of the Greek noun ζημιά, Όπισθιανη of the literary adjec­
tive όπίσθιος, and Ύπεκδοριαvη (160) of the preposition ύπο and the literary 
noun έκδορά. 

12. -ιανό(ν) is the neuter of tlιe ending -ιανος above. 
Post-classical and medjeval toponym: Μαριανον (cape and city, Mt. Pto­

lemy; Ρ). Zaimov mentions only Καρδουλιανο (145), οη which see above p. 207. 
The plυral -ιανά is a comnιon ending of ancient and medieval toponyms, 

e .g. 'Αλ<;;ξανδριανά81, Έλενιανά82, Εuτυχιανά83 (cf. Εuτυχιανός), Θεοδοριανά 
(Ρ), 'Ιστριανά (Ρ), Κανδιδιανά (Ρ), Κλημεντιανά (Ρ)84, Κυπριανά (Ρ)85, Μα­
ριανά (Ρ), Μαρκελλιανά (Μαρκελλινά, Ρ), Μαρκιανά (Ρ), Πετρωνιαvάε6 etc. 
(usually witl1 onιission of tl1e noun κάστρα). 

Ιη modern toponynιs witlι tlιe ending -ιανά, instead of κάστρα must rather 
be meant κτ~Ίματα or soιne otlιer related tlιing (fields, buililings etc.) which 
belong to one fanιily. Tlιis kind of toponynι is very common in many places, 
especially Crete87 . Tlιey Ιιaνe been fornιed mainly frωn surnames. Here is a 
small selection: 'Αγγελιανά (Υ Άγγελος), Άρμενιανά, Άμουρgανά (Rhodes)88, 
Βρανιανά, Βαριδιανά, Βαρδιανά (Βάρδας), Βλαχιανά (Βλάχος) Γαβαλιανά 
(Γαβαλfiς), Γερακιανά (Γέρακας, Γεράκης etc.), Έπιβατιανά89, Έπισκοπια­
νά (έπίσκοπος), Ζερβιανά (Ζέρβας, Ζερβός etc.), Ζωνιανά90, Ήρακλειανά91, 
Θεοδωριανά, Θυμιανά (and Θημιανά)92, Καλαθιανά (Καλαθaς), Καλλεργια­
νά. (Καλλέργης), Καλουδιανά. (Καλούδης), Καμουλιανά93, Καλογεριανά94, 

81. lbid. 
82. Ibid. 
83. lbid. 
84. Ibid. 
85. Ibid., p. 52. 
86. Ibid., p. 53. 
87. See ibid., pp. 52 ff.; Ν. Chatzidakis ίη Έπετηρίς Έταιρε{ας Πρητικών Σπουδών 

1 (1938), 454; and Ν. Stavrakis, Στατιστική τού πλυθυσμοϋ τής Κρήτης, Athens 1890. 
88. Ch. Papachristodoulou, op. cit., pp. 156, 248. 
89. Χρονικά τής Χαλκιδικίjς, issυe 17-18 (1969), 180. 
90. Έπετηρίς Έταιρε{ας Κρητικών Σπουδών 2, 376. 
91. Χρονικά η)ς Χαλκιδικής, νοl. cit., 179. 
92. Κ. Amantos, «Τοπωνυμικά σύμμεικτω>, loc. cίt., 198. 
93. Κ. Arnantos in 'Ελληνικά 6 (1933), 260; (Byzantine proper naωe: Θεόδωρος πατρί-

κιος Καμουλιανός). · 
94. Κ. Amantos, Sιιff., p. 54. 
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Κορακιανά (Κόρακας)95 , Καπετανιανά (Καπετάνιος), Καψαλιανά (Καψάλης), 
Κουμαριανά96, Κυνηγιανά (Κυνηγός), ΛαμανιανCι, Μανωλαδιανά, Παπαδια­
νά, Σιγανιανά (Σιγανός), Τσιμεριανά, Φωτιανά (proper name Φώτιος, -ης, 
surname Φωτίου), Χανωθιανά (Χανιά, Χανιώτης), Χριστιανά97 etc. 

Zaimoν mentions more than fifty such toponyms in -ιανά. Besides attri­
buting them all to the Bulgarian -jane ending Ιιe attempts to find Slav roots 
in all. That many ofthose which he regards as Slav are Greek nouns or modern 
surnames, despite the foreign origin of some, is evident from tlιe multitιιde 
of Greek toponyms in -ιανα we have seen, especially in Crete, i.e. in an area 
which no other soιιrce (except a doubtful one: see Zaimov, p. 89) mentions as 
having undergone Slav settlement, despite the claim of Zaimov, who wishes to 
base theories on these toponyms. Ιη fact, of the toponyrns he mentions, apart 
from the ending, which is a true Greek morphological element, the following 
are, ίη my opinίon, of Greek origin, theίr formatίon comίng from proper names 
and surnames:Bρoυβιανά (111; βρούβα ίs a kind of plant,fronι whίch tlιe sur­
name Βρούβας is perl1aps derίved), Βρανιανά (sιιn1ame Βρανiiς), Δαριβιανά 
(124; surname Δαρίβας), Δελιανά (surname Δέλιος), Δεμιρτζιανά (surname 
Δεμιρτζfjς, Turkish demir=iron; cf. the surname Δεμίρης), Δουλιανά (sιιrnanιe 
Δούλιας), Ζερβιανά (132, 173; surname Ζέρβας, Ζερβός; see above, p. 209), 
Θεοδωριανά (175; proper name Θεόδωρος, surname Θεοδώρου), Κουμπου­
ριανά (273; κουμπούρι=pίstοl; see below, p. 214), Λαζιανά (proper name and 
surname Λάζος), Λεσσιανά (146; village Λέσσι), Μελιανά (150; sυrname Μέ­
λιος), Μηλιανά (150; proper name and surname Μήλιος), Μουλιανά.(104; sur­
name Μουλiiς), Παλλ ηκαριανά( 137; παλλη κάρι), Πιστιανά (surname Πίστας), 
Πλεμενιανά. (surname Πλεμμένος), Σερβιανά (173; surname Σέρβος), Σεργια­
νά (173; proper name Σέργιος), Σφεντιλιανό. (135, 168, 173, 198; σφέdυλας= 
village Σφεντύλι, see below, p. 216), Χωσιανά. (χωσιά=crypt, from χώνω), etc. 

-ινος 

1. -ινος is an ancient ending of adjectives forιned from nouns, e.g. αίμάτ­
ινος (αίμα), aλ-ινος and άλάτ-ινος (ι':ίλς, aλας), βίβλ-ινος and βύβλ-ινος (βύ­
βλος), γή-ινος (γη), δρύ-ινος (δρuς), έλάτ-ινος (ελατον), πέτρ-ινος (πέτρα), 
etc. 98. Cf. also the modern Greek άγέρ-ινος, βελούδ-ινος, γίδ-ινος, κρεάτ-ινος, 
ξύλ-ινος, ρόδ-ινος, ψάθ-ινος, etc. 

There are ηο Greek toponyms in -ινος, neither does7aimov m~ntion an~. 
2. -ινη is the ending ιιsed to form the feminine of adjectives 1n -ινος, 1n 

modern Greek (ancient Greek and katharevousa form it ίη -ίνη), e.g. βελουδ­
ινη, ξύλ-ινη, ψάθ-ινη etc. 

Ιη ancient Greek, -ινα is found as an ending of toponyms, e.g. Αίγινα: ac­
cording to the Μεγάλη 'Ελληνικi} 'Εγκυκλοπαιδεία this word is of pre-Greek 

95. Ibid., p. 55. 
96. See also Έλληνικά 2 (1929), 338. 
97. Κ. Amantos, Suff, p. 55. 
98. Ρ. Chantraine, op. cit., p. 200. 
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oΓigin; probably, lιoweveΓ, it is related to the ancient αΙγες ( =waves; Artemi­
don1s Dald. , 2, 12, 2nd c. A.D.). Cf. Hesyclιiυs: «αΙγες τά κύματα Δωριείς», 
as well as αιγιαλός, Αιγαί, Αιγαίον, Αιγαίος etc. ln tlιe lexicon Ρ it is translated 
«Wellenkamp, Seeland»; Καμάρινα (Latin Cαι11αΓί11α), Μέλινα (an ancient 
city in tlιe Argolid; Steph. Byzant., Ρ; \Vlιence also Μέλιννα as a woman's name 
=s\veet), Μύριννα (Le11111os; ωodern Κάστρο), etc. 

Modern toponyn1s in -ινα: Φλώρινα, and perhaps Μόρνα (from Μόρινα: 
μόρινος=οf ωulberry from μόρον=μοuρο). Ζaίιηον mentions none. 

3. -ινο(ν) is the ancient and 111odern Greek neuter of the ending -ινος, e.g. 
αίμάτινον, άέρινον, βελούδινον, ξύλινον etc. 

Toponyιn: Λούρινον (Ρ; cf. Herodotυs 2 7: βολβίτινον στόμα). 
Ζaίιηον ιnentions Βράτσινον (116), Βριάσινον (116), Ρούζινο and Ρυζό­

γι νον (166-167). Here: too, the ending betrays tlιe Greek forιnation. 
4. -ίνος is used in ancίent Greek to denote a) co1Uillon nouns, e.g. γυρ-ίνος, 

κεφαλίνος, κυπρίνος, έχίνος, τυφίνος, χυτρίνος etc. (usually sea-beasts) and 
b) post-classical national names of Latin origin, e.g. Άκραγαντίνος,Ταραντί­
νος99. 

Ιη 1nodern Greek tlιere are some noυns in -ίνος of ltalian origin, e.g. άρ­
λεκίνος, καμποτίνος, λεβαντίνος, μανδαρίνος (and later also θεατρίνος), from 
aι·lec/1i110, cappιtccino etc. and peΓhaps teatΓino. Tbe feminine of these w01·ds, 
where it exists, is forωed in -ίνα: άρλεκίνα, θεατρίνα etc. 

Topony111: Άβαρίνος ( =Navarino); cf. also tlιe plυral Άβαρίνους. Zaimov 
mentions none. 

5. -ίνη is used to fοΓηι the fen1inine of tl1e ancient ending -ίνος and the 
later national names in -'ίνος, e.g. αίματ-ίνη, βιβλίνη, πρασίνη, Άκραγαντίνη 
etc. 

Ancient toponynιs (wl1ere υsιιally πόλις is υnderstood): Άλαβαστρίνη 
(Papyr.), 'Ελεφαντίνη (see Herodotυs 2, 17: Έλεφαντίνης πόλιος; cf. 'Ελε­
φάντων πόλις, Steph. Byzant., Ρ), Καλαμίνη (Ρ), Κωνσταντίνη (and Κων­
σταντίνα) (Ρ), Τραχίνη (Ταρρακίνα, Ρ). See also Άλματίνη, Βολβυθίνη, Τα­
λαμίνη, Τελλίνη, Χοατίνη etc. (Papyr. and Ρ). 

Modern: Κατερίνη (Έκατερίνη 100, Αίκατερίνη)1°1 • 
6. -ίνα appears in the toponyms Άβαρβίνα (Ρ) and Περσίνα (feminine 

of Περσεύς; see Α. Koraes, Κριτικά Σημειώματα _'Ηλιόδωρου Π, !~9). 
Modern toponyms: τfjς Μαλλίνας (Epano1111, nr. Thessaloruki)1°2• 

7. -ίνο(ν) ίs used ίη modern Greek to denote some noυns of foreign, mostly 
Italian, origin. e.g. καζίνο, καπελίνο, κινίνο, κομοδίνο, κρινολίνο, μαντολί­
νο, μαρασκίνο and όμπρελίνο . 

99. Ibid., pp. 205 ff. 
100. See Α. Keramopoullos in 'Αθηνά 51 (1941), 128. From Έκατερός and the ending 

-ίνη, Latin -ina. 
101. Cf. J. Tsikopoulos in 'Αρχεία Συλλόγου Κοραη, 33; Migne, Patι·ologia Graeca, 

116, 275-302. 
102. Χρονικά τής Χαλκιδικής, νο/. cit., p. 175. 
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Toponyms: Βελεστίνο, Βερολίνο, Δουβλίνο and perhaps others. 
8. -ινός is an ancient ending of adjectives, e.g. αuρινός, δροσινός, 1iμε­

ρινός, μεσημβρινός, πρωϊνός, σημερινός, χθεσινός etc. In modern Greek 
ίt ίs common as an ending of national names, e,g, Ζακυνθινός, Πατρινός, Κα­
λαβρυτινός etc. 

Zaimov mentions only the toponym Σφελινός (173). 
9. -ινη is the ancient feminine form of -ινός, e.g. αuρινή, δροσινή, 1iμε­

ρινή, μεσημβρινή, πρωϊνή, σημερινή, χθεσινη etc. Hesyclιius mentions βα­
ρακινη as a norninalized adjecitve: «βαρακινijσιν· ά.κάνθαις, σκόλοψι». 

Toponyms: the plural of this ending is common in modern dialect, e.g. 
Δενδρινες or Δεντρινες (Cephalonia), Κεχρινες (Lefkas)1°3, etc. 

Zaimov mentions only Βερβινη (117) and Βουλγαρινη (112). 
10. -ινό(ν) is the neuter form of ancient adjectives in -ινός, e.g. αuρινόν, 

δροσινόν, ήμερινόν, μεσημβρινόν, πρωϊνόν, σημερινόν, χθεσινόν etc. 
Toponyιns: the plural of this ending is common in ancient and later to­

ponyιns, e.g. Μαλαγινά (Ρ), Μαρκελλινά (Ρ), 'Ρωματινά ( =castle; see Con­
stantine Porphyrogennitus, De adιninίstrando iniperio 127, 10). 

Modern toponym: Ροδινά (Μaιιί)104• 
Zaimov mentions only Βαλτσινό (105) and Γαλεανινό (118). 

-ίτσι 

Zaimov also exarnines many other Greek toponyms of Slav origin, mainly 
in -ίτσι, all ofwhich he attributes to tlιe Bulgarian ending -ci, wlιich, along witl1 
-jane, is an ending of inlιabitants' names; and he attem pts to draw ethnological 
conclusions from tlιese in the same way. 

With these, too, he 1nakes the same mistake. One cannot postulate the 
settlement of Slav groups in these cases merely on tl1e basis of toponynιs, with­
out the aid of other sources. The reason ίs tl1at the ending -ίτσι had become, 
quite early in t11e Middle Ages, a productive Greek diminutive ending (πηδη­
ματίτσιν, τυρίτσιν, ψωμίτσιν etc.), whiclι was ]ater taken over by proper names 
and surnames (Γιαννίτση-ς, Μιχαλίτση-ς etc.); and it was mainly from these 
surnames that ωost toρony1ns in -ίτσι canιe . As proof of tlιίs, we 111ay cite their 
presence today ίη a11 Greek places. Today topony111s in -ίτσι exist even in areas 
in which there is no suggestion of the presence of Slavs, e.g. ίη ωany Aegean 
islands and ίη Asia Minor. Τlιίs is satίsfactorily accounted for by tlιe fact that 
these toponyωs ωust come from surnames. Thus we have the topony111 του 
Γιαννίτση ίη Ceos105, του Διαβολίτσι, του Πετρίτση, του Μιχαλίτση in Asia 
Minor106, etc. 

103. Κ. Amantos, Γλωσσ. Μελετ. , p. 374; Άθηνοj 22 (1910), 198. 
104. Κ. Aιnantos, Γλωσσ. Μελετ., p. 374. 
105. J. Α. Thomopoulos, op. cit., p. 78. 
106. D. Zakynthinos, Πρακτικά Άκαδημlας 'Αθηνών 1946-1947 and 1947-1948, Thes­

saloniki 1953, p. 206. Cf. 'Ελληνικός Φιλολογικός Σύλλογος Κωνσταντινουπόλεως, year l 1 
(1877), 81 . 
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Ιη some of these toponyms ίη -τσι, nιoreover, coming from surnames, we 
may even have tlιe influence of t]ιe Turkislι ending -9ί (and -_cι)1°7 , which is a 
not nnknown ending ίη Greek and Slav \.νords . 

Let us ηο\.ν proceed to certain specific observations. 1 wonld chiefly like 
to demonstrate what 1 stressed at first: tlιat Ζaίηιον ]acks adequate know]edge 
of the Greek language. This failίng is evident from tlιe wrong accenttiation and 
mίsspelling of many Greek \νords. Οη page 290, for example, there are so many 
mistakes that they cannot, Ι think, be considered typographical errors: Άτλάς 
τών δημών .. , γλώσσις ... etc. 

Here, then, are a few remarks: 
p. 104: Avlίenί, a village in Bulgaria. Its name, according to Zaimov, comes 

from tlιe toponym Avlija(ta), \.vhiclι he says is a dialectal form of av/ija=vege­
table garden; this frorn tlιe Turkish avlr, aνlu=court. He finally states that «thίs 
ίs not the medieval city Avli». 

The ιnost ancient and very conιmon Greek word αuλη (ancient, medieval 
and modern Greek), fronι \Vl1ich come, besides the Latin αιιlα, the Turkish word 
and the Bιιlgar ωponym, ίs completely unknown to him. 

p. 104: Άβλίανα, a village ίη Kozani province. lt is not clear why Zaimoν 
separates this toponym fro1n the above-mentioned Avlieni and attribυtes it to a 
certain Slav form Obljane, which he says comes fronι an original toponym obla 
=hill, monntain top. 

p. 104 (and 34): Άλητζανfj, a village ίη Crete. Here Zaiιnov's imagination 
tempts hίm to separate tlιe word ίηtο tlιe Greek prefix ά- and *Λητζανfj , be­
caιιse he wislιes to match the Iatter \vitl1 tlιe Slav *lίδane, wlιich he says is from 
the toponym /ίδe=snnshine. 

Obvionsly we are dealing \.νίtlι tlιe nanιe Άλη-Τζανης (Turkish a/ί-Άλfjς, 
proper name, and Tζανfjς=Venetian Gίαηηί, or more probably Turkislι can 
= soul). Moreover, ίt concerns a village located on a hill and of f enιinine gender: 
ή Άλητζανfj is preserved in old docιιments under tlιe na1ne Άλιτζάν or Άλι­
τσάν-Α/ίcαn. For fιιrtherdetails, see J. S. Alexakis, «The toponym Άλιτζανfj»108• 

p . 106 (and 38): Βραστά and Vrasta, a viJiage in Chalkidiki. Zaimov again 
mentions the opinion of Μ. Vasmer109, who attribntes tl1e toponym to the Slav 
* Briistane. Abont tlιe Gl'eek word βραστός neither Vasmer nor 7aimov says 
anything at all. 

The toponym Βραση) also exists, in tl1e Yannitsa region. Tlιe older name 
of the village ίs Πρόσνα. 

p. 118 (and 37): Γαλανή, a village οη the island ofSerifos. Cf. also Gαlαnί­
τό Γαλάvι, a village in the Kozani area. Ζaί111ον derives tlιis name from the 
Bulgar form *Goljane (cf. also Γόλιανη , he writes) or the form *Galjane, i.e. 

107. Η. C. Hony-Fahir lz, Α Tιιrkis/1-Englίs/1 Dίctioιιaι·y, Oxford 21960, under the words: 
r-ir-ek-r-i. r-ift-r-i, r-ikik-ρ'. 

108. J. S. Alexakis, «Τό τοπωνύμιο Άλιτζανfj», Κρητική Έστlα 6 (1954), issue 42, pp. 
23-25. 

109. Μ. Vasmer, op. cit., p. 180. 
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from the toponym Gala ( e.g. gala reka, gala bαι-α: gal= black; cf. also, lιe writes, 
Galik=the river Γαλλικός ίο Thessaloniki). 

He fails to rnention the very comnιon rnodern Greek adjective γαλανός 
= blue (from the noun γάλα and the ending -ηνός, or frorn the ancient adjectiνe 
γαληνός)110• Frorn γαλανός corne: 

1. The adjective γαλάνης= blue-eyed 
2. The surnarne Γαλάνης 

• 3. The toponyms Γαλάνα (a subιιrb of Carystia οη Euboea), Γαλανέϊκα 
(a s~burb of Lamia), Γαλανιανιi (a suburb of Anticythera), and Γαλανάδος 
(a village οη Naxos)111• Cf. also the various places in any areas cal\ed Γαλανό­
βρυση, γαλανό νερό, etc. 

p. 123 (and 68): Γουναριάνικα. Zaimov relates this to tlιe Slaν gumno 
=threshing-floor. Hesays that the toponym comes from the oldcr forrn *Γουνα­
ριάνι; this in turn from tlιe form 'Τουμιναριάνι, wlιich comes frorn tl1e topo­
nym *Gumanar, which comes from the noun *gun1a11aΙ"=one who works οη a 
threshίng-floor, thresher. The month of August (the threshing rnontb) ίs, he says, 
call.ed in some Bulgarian dialects Gιιmηαι· and Gumnac. He jιιstifies the pho­
netιc changes as follows: for ιnn > νη >η, cf. Bulgarian dialect gιιιηηο ~ gιιηο 
and gu_anu. He stresses that οη Greek soil tbe name evolved with the ending 
-ικα, like the toponyms Αραχοβίτικα , from the Bulgar *Orachovo and the 
nearby Καρυώτικα (with the same meaning). ' 

He knows neither the very comrnon modern Greek word γούνα( =fur), pl. 
γοuνες, nor γουναρίΊς ( =fιιrrier), ηοΓ the well-known surname Γούναρης. If he 
does know them, he should explain why Γουναριάνικα are not the estates of 
one Γούναρης or of some furriers, and why so many plιonetic changes Iιad to 
occur for a Slav toponym. 

The same can also be said about Γιαννιτσάνικα (p. 196), which he says 
comes from the toponym Γιαννιτσάνη. This, he writes, rnay have been formed 
οη ~ulgarian orGreeksoil f7om tl1e ~ame Γιάννηςοr Jan(o) and tlιe ending-ιτσα 
or -ι13α; cf. the toponym Γιαννιτσα ιη the same area. He says nothing about the 
well-known modern Greek surname Γιαννίτσας. 

. p. 143 (and 23): Κουμπουριανά, a village in Thessaly. Zaimov states that 
this.1!1ay c~me from the form */(ο boιjane ( originally *ka boιjane), i. e. tlιe pre­
pos1t10Ω ka and the toponym *b01jane. He says notl1ing at all about the modern 
Greek word κουμπούρι (from the Turkish laιbur). But there exist today not 
only the modern Greek surname Κουμπούρης, but also Κούμπουρας ( or Κου­
μπουρίlς or Κουμπούρας), Κούμπουρος etc., Κουμπουρλης, Κουμπουρόπου­
λος_ and Κουμπουρίδης, so that there is ηο need to derive the toponym by tlιis 
elaborate system, \Vhich Zaimov sιιggests only to slιow that the toponym is a 
Slav one. 

p. 151: Μακρυγιάννη, a village in Crete. Zaimov deήves this toponym 
from the Slav * Mokrjane as follows: the unstressed ο \.Vas rendered by α, some-

110. Ν. Ρ. Andriotis, Λεξικ6, under γαλανός. 
111. See under the appropriate words ίη the LV!εγάλη Έλληνικ1] Έγκυκλοπαιδεία (ΜΕΕ). 
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tlιing whiclι often 11appens in older Bιιlgar toponyms in southern Greece. It is 
difficult, tlιere[ore, to relate this name to the Greek adjective μακρός, μακρύς, 
because then ιt shoιιld lιave been *Μάκριανη; tlιe -υγια-, coming from the 
Bulgar -ja-, slιows that the na1ne is not Greek. 

Zaimov's complete lack of knowledge of Greek and of the rules for the 
formatio~ of Gre_ek names becomes ob~ious here. Tlιe ancient adjective μακρός 
bec~m~, ιη medι~val ,Greek, μακρuς lιke adjectives in -υς (παχύς, βαρύς), μα­
κριος Ιι~e those ιη -ιος, μακρινός with the ending -ινός, and μακρουλός with 
t\1e endιng -ουλός112 • Ιη the same period \Ve also find the dirninutive μακρού­
τσικος113. 

Greek adjectives ίη -υς take the ending -ινός, not -ιανός: e.g. ταχuς - ταχ­
ινός, βραδuς - βραδ-ινός, μακρuς - μακρ-ινός, and perhaps others. Thus a form 
*Μάκριανη from *μακριανη (with recessive accent) is unthinkable ίη Greek. 
Also, Bulgar -ja- gives Greek -για-, not -υγια- as Zaimov thinks. Thus of the 
topo.nyms Μόκραινη, Μάκραινα (and Μάκρενα) and Μακρυγιάννη mentioned 
by h1m as ~lav, onl~ Μόκραινη could conιe fronι the Slav * Mokιjane. Μάκραι­
να a~d Μακρενα, ιf they do not conιe from the andronymic Μάκραινα, (ί.e. 
the w1f e of Μακρης, which is a very coιnιnon n1odern Greek surname), on ν,ιhich 
see below, could also be a Greek transforn1ation of Μόκραινη. 

But how could Μόκρενη become Μακρυγιάννη, especially in Crete, 
\Vl1ere no Slav ever set foot? Once again, Zaimov is ignorant of the widely-known 
mode~n Gr~ek sur~ame Μακρυγιάννης ( =Long Jol1n); he did not notice that 
the vιllage ιs ment10ned with the article: στου Μακρυγιάννηη4; and he has 
ne.ver hear~-how could he-of the well-known quarter of Atl~ens Μακρυ­
γιανvη, which was named after the Greek hero of 1821, General Μακρυγιάν­
νης, famous for his memoirs, whose house and estates \vere loca.ted there. 

. p. 162 (and 36): Πορατζάνος, a village, now γεφύρι του Μπουραζάνι (-άνη). 
Zaιmov mentions the opinion of Μ. Vasmer115, who accepts the theory that the 
toponym comes fronι the Slav form *poral3ane. Ι think that here too we are 
dealing with a bad rendering in somewhat learned language of the dialectal 
Greek noun μπουραζάνης (still used today) ίη the northern dialects bουραζάντς. 
This is a borrowing from Tιιrkislι boΙ"azan=trιιmpeter (and trumpet, too, as ίη 
Turkish) from bοrιι= μπουρί, wlιiclι, among other nιeanings ( e.g. stovepipe ), 
means trumpet ίη certain dialects, as in Turkislι116 • Tlιe bridge is indeed called 
γεφύρι του Μπουραζάνη to this day. Οη the modern Greek surname Μπουρα­
ζάvης see the newspaper Μακεδονία, issue of 20.5.71. 

p. 169 (and 24): Άγκουσελιανά, two villages in Crete. Zaimov's method 

112. See Dιιcange, Glossariιιnι α(/ Scriptoι·es ιnediae et infin1ae Graecίtatis, Graz 1958 
(reprint), under μακριός and μακρύς. 

113. lbίd., under μακριός: μακρούτζικος. 
114. See ΜΕΕ under Μακρυγιάννης. 
115. Μ. Vasmer, op. cit,, p. 47. 
116. Η. C. Hony-Fahir lz, Dictionary, undeι- pοι·αzαιι; Heuzer - Sefket, Tίi,-kish-Deutsches 

Worterbuch, Wiesbaden 61967, under bοιπ 
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forces him to mutilate this toponym too, breaking ίt into Άγκου- and -σελιανά 
(sic), since the latter, due to its plιonetic similarity, could be identified with the 
toponyms Σελλιάνα, Σέλιανη and Σελιανή (from the Slav selo and the ending 
-jane) . But \Vhat about Άγκοu? Notbing to ίt, according to Ζaίηιον: it ίs the 
Greek preposition (sic) *αγκου ( =ancient Greek ιΊ.γχοu), wlιich we meet ίη tlιe 
modern verb αγκουσεύομαι ( =gasp). He refers the reader \ιere to D . Deme­
trakos' dictionary, where one may read: «άγκουσεύω, -ομαι: εχω αγκούσα, 
πνευστιώ// μεταφ. στενοχωρούμαι, δυσφορώ» . 

1 sincerely regret the unforgivable lύgh-handedness of ηιy friend Zaimov. 
How could the Homeric adverb (not preposition -pι·edlog) άγχου wait for tlιe 
Slavs or Slav-speaking Greeks iu order to joi.u the toponym Σελιανά, being 
substituted for the Slav preposition do (*doseljane - *Ντασελιανά) or the pre­
position prii (Priiseljane- *Πρεσελιανά). Zaimov does not even lιesitate to place 
διάσελλο (διάσελο, Dhiaselon, διάσελλον, Διάσελα: p. 55) in the same ca­
tegory, i.e. to separate the word into διά (preposition) and -σελ(λο(ν)=Slaν 
selo ( =νillage), wlιile it is \Vell-known that the word has as second element the 
Latin derivative σελi=σελλίον, diminutive of σέλ(λ)α117 • 

Το make matters worse . he attempts to give the etynιology of άγκουσεύο­
μαι: frοιη άγκου and the verb σεύομαι // σεύω=hunt, provoke - «lovuvam, 
gonja, draznja». He pays no attention to Demetrakos' reference to the word 
άγκούσα, meaning today difficυlt breatbing, tension, whose etymologyis, accord­
ing to Ν. Andriotis, from the Venetian angossa (Latin angustίa; or, according 
to Chatzidakis, from όγκουσα, a participle of the verb όγκοuμαι118 ; or still, in 
my own opinion, from the influence of liγχος). From αγκούσα the modern 
Greek dialect surname Άγκουσέλης is easily formed, with the ending -έλ(λ)ι, 
which is prevalent in Mytilene. Άγκουσελιανά, therefore, can be noth~ng but 
the estates of one Άγκ:ουσέλλης. 

p. 173: Σφεντιλιανά. Zaimov exaggerates the importance of this toponym 
in Crete in order to give credence to his claim of the settlement of Slavs there 
(which he mentions οη pages 18, 36, 50, 55, 58, 89, 135, 168, 195 and 198). 

In this case his imagination has gone wild. The toponym, according to lιim, 
comes from the Slav phrase *svjat Ilίjane, wlιich in turn comes from the topo­
nym *Svjat llίja ( =St. Elias). Then the sv- (ζβ-, σβ-) became in Greek σφ-, 
something we observe also, according to Zaimov, in the word σφινάρι, wlιich 
he derives frorn σβινάρι; he ignores the word σφηνάρι, from the ancient Greek 
σφήν, modern σφήνα. Here he refers us to Μ. Vasmer119, as well as to Sisma­
nov120. 

We are concerned with a little vίllage in the parish of Moulete, in the Κis­
samos district of Chania province121 • Ι do not know if the village possesses 

117. Ν. Ρ. Andrίotίs, Λεξικ6, under διάσελο . 

118. lbίd., under άγκούσα. 
119. Μ. Vasmer, op. cίt., p. 175. 
120. See B<i.lgarskί Pregled IV (1897), pp. 3, 90. 
121. See ΜΕΕ under Σφεντιλιανά. 
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an Άη-λιά; but Άηλιάδες exist ίη countless Greek villages. As far as village 
names go _. lιowever, only one exists in Greece: Προφήτης 'Ηλίας. 

Βυt Zaiιnov ίs unaware t\ιat in Crete (district of Heraklion Plain) there is 
a village Σφεντήλι (also Σφενδηλι, today Σφενδήλιον)122, obνiously from the 
modern Greek word σφοντύλι ( =spindle; ancient σπονδύλων, dirninutive of 
σπόνδυλος). Also, in Crete σφέdυλας is a word for neck, neck vertebra123 • 

W e also note the Cretan \.Vord σφεdιλοράδι 124 meaning an ear of ά.σφεdιλιfiς , 
i.e. ό.σφοδέλου=asplιοdel. (Ιη Crete, ό.σφεdιλιά and άσφεdιλιtς =άσφοδί­
λια, σπερδούκια, σφερδούκλια, a kind of plant)125. 

There is ιιο doubt, therefore, that Σφεvτιλιανά as a toponym may come 
from tlιe toponym Σφεντήλι (sc. Σφεντύλι) or from the surname Σφεντύλ-ης 
or Σφέdυλας (cf. tlιe surnanιe Τραχίλης), or even from tlιe noun ασφεdιλιά 
or ασφεdιλιtς (with loss of original α-, cf. σφεdιλοράδι), originally *Άσφεντι­
λιανά; cf. Βουρβουλιανά from Βουρβουλιά =κράταιγος, πυράκανθα126, a kind 
of plant, and -ιανά , cf. Βρουβιανά aboνe. 

p. 213 (and 12): Γεpακάρτσί (today Γερακώνας) in the Yannitsa area . 
Zainιov derives this toponym froιn the Bιιlgar jel'akaι· ί ( =falcon hιιnter) «in all 
probability ίη conuexion \Vith the privileges of inlιabitants \.νhο "vere enιployed 
as f alcon hunters, taming these birds and using then in tl1e lιunt dιιring the 
Middle Ages». 

But γερακάρης in this sense (ίερακ:οτρόφος) is an early medieval Greek 
word127 ; it seems to have replaced the ιηοre ancient ίερακ:οτρόφος and ίερα­
κοβοσκός (3rd c. B.C.)128• Zaimov does not rnention that je/'Okarί is of Greek 
origin: frorn medieval γερακάρης, post-classical ίερακάριος, \vhich in turn 
comes frorn the ancient ίεράκιον, dinιinutive of ίέραξ, medieval γεράκιν, mo­
dern γεράκι, and the ending, also nιedieval, -άριος (from the Latin -aι·ius , 
later -άρις /-άρης (alread)' found in medieval times). 

Ιη Greek today, besides the sιιrnames Γεράκης, whiclι exists even in fo­
reign langυages (cf. the Eιιropean Falkon), and Γερακάρης, there exist also 
in various places several toponyms, nam es of νi1lages, suburbs etc., wbich come 
from the medieval γερακάρης. Tlιus \Ve have Γερακάρι in Crete, in tl1e Aglύas 
area (Larisa), and in tlιe Yannina area (Dodoni); Γερακάρι( ον) ίη tlιe distrlct 
of Kalabaka, οη tlιe island of Kytlιera, and in the Arcadia area of Zakynthos 
ρωνίηce (ιιpper nιiddle and lower), Γερακαριά ίη Chalkidiki, Γερακαροu in 
the Langada area of Thessaloniki, and perhaps others129• 

W e conιe now to the Yannitsa Γερσ.κάρτσι. The ending -τσι made Zai-

122. lbίd. 

123. G. Panga\os, Περi. το1ί γλωσσικού lδιώματος τής Κρ1)της, Athens 1961 , νο\. 3, p.495. 
124. lbid., νο\. 2, p. 182. 
125. lbίd., νο\. 2, p. 183. 
126. See ' Ιστορικόν Λεξικόν under βουρβουλt;ά. 

127. See Liddell-Scott-Jones, Lexίcon, under γερακάρης. 

128. lbiιl., under the appropriate words. 
129. See ΜΕΕ. 
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mov suppose that the toponyn1 has its roots in a Slav inhabitants' na111e. But 
how can one be certain about such a hypothesis wlιen the ""ord could also J1ave 
the Turkish ending ς:ί- or ρ-, or may in any case origίnate ίη a surname? Cf. tl1e 
surname Λυκάρτσης. 

p. ~48; Zaii;no~ derives the name L_evta from the Greek proper name Λεύ­
τερος (literary ελευθερος). Of course, ιη Greek the proper name is Λευτέρης 
(litera1y 'Ελευθέριος). 

On page 89 Zaimov writes that the f act that in the north the Slavs moved 
so~th ~hr.oιιgh va_Heys and _between river banks, bιιt in the south along tL1e ηιοιιη­
~aιns, ιs ιrnpressιve: and ωstead of considering this logical and natural-since 
ιn the north, wlιere their places of origin were, the Slavs descended in greater 
numbers-he attempts to offer a diff erent interpretatίon, ex pJaining tl1e fact 
throιιgh tl1e political conditions of the areas and the Byzantine administration, 
claiming that the Byzantines had stronger garrisons in the south than in the 
north in the 5th and 6th centuries. 

Ι shall stop here altlιoιιglι l could go on with my criticisιη. My conclusion 
is that wίt\1οιιt a good knowledge of the Greek Janguage and at least the most 
important works among tl1e relevant Greek bibliography,sιιch a treatise shoιιld 
never have been attempted. 1 tl1ink that in these cases tlιe cooperation of Greek 
and Slav toponymologists, linguists and other specίalists is preferable, since the 
danger of misunderstandings and other serious errors could thus be minimized, 
at least ίη certain dis puted cases. 

Regarding Greek toponyms of Slav origin, the existence ofwhich ίη Greece 
?ο one ~enies: ~t would be better if their origin is attributed more to the language 
1nteractιon which developed duήng the peaceful coexistence of Greeks and 
Slavs in the period of Turkish occupatίon130, and less to the forced Slav influ­
ence during the settlement of Slav groups in Greek lands. 

Thus not even this treatise by Zaimov could present the argument for 
which our northern neighbours have been looking for so long ίη order to def eat 
the only correct view regarding the SJavs and their settlement in Greece in the 
By~ant~ne period: whic_h is that «the Greek food-ceJJs devoured to complete 
ext1nct1on the f ew fore1gn bJood corpuscles that invaded»I31. 

Uιιiversity of Jaιιnίιια 

130. Α. Vacalopoulos, 'Ιστορία τής Μακεδονίας, 1354-1833, p. 153. 
131. S. Kyriakidis, Βυζαντιναί Μελέται VI, Thessaloniki 1947, p. 97. 
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Maria Nystazopoιιlou-Pelekidis et 1.-R. Mircea, Τά ρουμανικά lγγραφα τοiί 'Αρχείου τ~)ς 
έv Πάτμψ Jlιfov1)ς (Les docιιn1eιιts rο11111αίιιs des arclιives dιι ιnonastere de Pat111os). 
Tirage a paτt des Σύμμεικτα du Centre de Rechercl1es byzantines (Κέντρον Βυζαν­

τινών 'Ερευνών) du CentI"e National de la Recherche (Έθνικόν Ίδρυμα 'Ερευνών), 

toιne II, Athenes 1970, pp. 257-327 (aνec restιΠ1e en franς:ais et 19 planches). 

Enfin un traνail sur les relations des Principautes rournaines aνec le rnonastere de Saint­
Jeao l'Eνangeliste, dans l'ile de Patrnos ! Le pren1ier dιι genre. Et c'est bieo ce qui en fait l'in­
teret. 11 a fallu pour y parνenίr la collaboration de deux saνants, ιιηe Grecque et un Roιιrnain. 
ΙΙ faut s'en feliciter. Et les feliciter. 

Que saνait-on jιιsqu'ici de ces relations? Rien, οιι pΓatiqueιηent rien puisqu'on aνait 
::iνance, bien iι la legere, qιιe Ie prince de Molclaνie έtienne le GΓand aνa it fait don d'ιιηe paire 
de Γl1ipidia (eνentails litιιrgiqιιes) au cοιινeηt c\e Patn1os 1• ΟΓ je n'aνais pas eιι de ιηal a rnon­
trer ~ son 11eιιre l'ina11ite de cette donation: ίΙ s'agit en fait d'ob_iets 1·eligieux offerts en 1488 
par Etienne le Grand aιι rnonastere de Zographou, au Mont-Atl1os, et alienes dans des ciΓ­
constances derneurees encore inconnues. (Voir Π1οη article. «Ιο Jegiίturiί cu unele danii 
de la ~tefan cel Mare», Romaιιoslavica V [ 1962], 148-149). Ce n'est que tοιιt receΠ1Π1ent 
qιι'ιιηe etude bien n1enee du Professeur C.C. Giurescιι , «L'aide accordee par les Pays rournains 
a l'enseignernent de la Peninsιιle balkaoique et dιι Proche-Orient», Revιιe des etιιdes sud-est 
eιιropeeιιιιes ΙΧ (1970), 831-832, a projete quelques lιιeurs sιιr les donations roun1aines au 
profit de l'Ecole du ιnonastere de Pat01os. Mais νοίcί n1aintenant la riche recolte du Centre 
d'etudes byzantines d'Athenes qιιί, sοιιs la direction dιι Professeιιr D. Zakythinos, traνaille 
d'arrache-pίed depuίs pJusίeUΓS annees a inνentorier et etιιdieΓ aιιχ fins de pubJίcation, Jes 
tresors n1ultiples de Patrnos a I'epoque byzantine et post-byzantine. 

Dans ce traνai1 en collabo1·ation, le slaνiste rournain Ion-Radιι Mircea s'est reserνe la 
lecture et le declιiffrernent des docurnents en slavon ου en rournain, qu'il a con1n1uniqιιes 
en resun1e a sa collegιιe atl1enienne. Cette derniei-e a assun1e la redaction d 'une excellente in­
troduction historique (aνec un aperς:ιι sιιr la diplornatique roun1aine), la description de tous 
les actes et les notes explicatiνes bien inforn1ees qιιί les accon1pagnent. Le traνail etant pu­
blie en grec, ίΙ ne seι-a rnalheι1Γeusen1ent accessible qιι'a un petit nornbre de lecteιιrs rournains 
et, si je puis eleνer un νoeu, c'est qu'on Ie publie un jour aιιssi en Rournanie. 

Εη attendant ηοιιs en donnerons une breνe presentation. 
11 s'agit d'un recueil de 36 docιιrnents rournains dont le plιιs ancien Γernonte iι l'ao 1584 

1. Μ. Beza, Uπ11e ι-σιηάιιe~tί ίιι Ra!>aritιιl ortodox, 2• ed., Bucarest 1937, p. 179 et pl1oto. 
La notice dιι Repeι·toι·iιι/ r11011uιneιιte/01· $Ϊ obiecteloι· de αι·ιa c/ίιι tίηιpιιl lιιί $Ιefαιι ce/ Mare, 
Bιιcarest 1958 etait deja inconψlete Ιοι·s de sa parιιtion. Le texte slaνon qιιe poι·tent Ies deux 
1·11ipidia est pιιblie pοιιr Ia prerniei-e fois, a 1na connaissance, par S.A. Papadoponlos, 'Επι.­

γραφές ' ! . iΊι/ονής 'Ιωά·vνου Θεολόγου dans le νοlιιme' Επιγραφές τοiί Πάτμου, Athenes 1966, 
p. 93, η0 250 et 250a et photo. pl. 11 (Δημοσιεύματα του Άρχαιολογικοu Δελτίου, Ν0 9). 
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et le plus recent a 1820. Οη les a classes en deιιχ groupes: d'uoe part les docuωents princiers 
(22 chrysobulles dont 4 cn slave, 16 en roun1ain et 3 en grec) et d'une aιιtre, un dossier de 14 
pieces relatives aux qιιetes de subsides faites en Moldavie et Valachie en 1815 et 1816 par les 
moines de Patmos en la personne de Ιeιιr higoumene Jacob (toutes en langue ωun1aine, saιιf 
une, cοηηιιe eπ tradιιction grecque). 

Les auteurs ne nοιιs Jivrent pas le texte intέ:gra! de ces documents, mais seu!ement de lar­
ges rέ:sumέ:s (regestes). 

Si, comme nous le dέ:claΓions ί! y a un instant, !es relations roumano-patmiotes ne re­
montent pas aιι χye siecle, leur anciennetέ: n'en est pas moi11s respectable: il semble qιιe le 
prince de Moldavie Pierre le Boiteux les inaugura le 30 aοίΗ 1584, lorsqu'il octroya aιι mo­
nastere de Patωos u11e charte de donation annuelle de 5000 aspres (plιιs 1000 autres encore 
pοιιr coιιvrir les frais de roιιte des moines qιιί viendraient toucher ladite somme). ΙΙ mit aussi 
une condition a sa donation: les nιoines le reconnaitraient pour leur nouveau fondateιιr (novy 
ktitor, νέος κτήτωρ) et prieraient au mέ:mento de la liturgie pour lui-meme et son epoιιse la 
princesse Marie, pour ses fils ξ)tefan et Vlad et sa fille Marie, pοιιr ses parents pieusen1ent de­
cέ:dέ:s, \e vo~vode Mircea et Despina, pour ses freres, les voέ:vodes Mihnea, Vlad, Μί10~2• et 
Mircea, et pοιιr ses soeιιrs Marie, Solϊa, Roxandra, Despina et Samfίra . La donation fιιt faite 
avec J'assentime11t de l'Eglise et des boyaι·ds ιnoldaves. Je signalerai aux deιιχ aιιteιιrs que 
si Je texte original slave est encore inedit, le docιιrnent figure en tradιιction ωιιmaίηe da11s 
Jes Docιanente priviιιιl ωοrία Rornάιιiei. Veacιιl XVI. Α) Moldυva, νοl. ΠΙ, Bucarest 1951, pp. 
260-262. 

Apres ce piemier docun1ent, il faιιt patienter jιιsqu'en plein XVI1e siecle pour rencontrer 
a nonveau des donations roumaines, celles de 1670 dιι prince de Valachie Antoine de Pope~ti 
et du prince de Moldavie Georges Doukas. Certes, cela ne prouve pas absolument qu'il y ait 
eu une aussi longue cέ:suΓe dans les relations roιιmano-patn1iotes, rnais dans l'etat actuel 
des recherches οπ ne saurait en dire davantage. 

Le chrysobulle d'Antoine de Pope~ti est un magnifique parchemin enluminέ:: le symbole 
de Saint-Jean l'Evao gέ:liste (enseveli, selon Ja tradition, iι Patmos οi:ι il έ:crivit son evangile), 
y figure dans l'angle sιιpeΓieur de gaιιche. C'est l'Aigle, qui tient ouvert dans ses serres J'e­
vangile selon cet apόtre. On y decl1iffre dιι reste les premίCΓs mots de l'incipit Jn priιιcipio 
erat νerbιιm, etc., (en slavon toutefois). 

J'en reprodι1irai ι1n fragment (i11edit) ροιιr l'edification du lecteur, car il en ressort la 
fraternelle sympathie des Roumai11s pour les Grecs opprimes. Le prince valaque declare ca­
tegorique1ne11t ceci: «ΕηνeΓs la gra11de et sai11te έglise qui s'appelle Patmos ou est le merveil­
leux et gra11d saίnt Jea11 le Theologie11 et οίι aussi a ete ecrit par Iui le Saint έva11gile, pe11-
dant toutes les an11ees de notre vie que nous soyons redevables de 3000 sous (bani), somme 
que nous nous engageons iι don11er on plutδt 11ous estimo11s qne nons fixons cette aumδne iι 
la sns-dite eglise, parce qιιe nous la savons comιne une nef qui vogue au milieu des vagues 
et de la tempete de la mer, souffrant au milieu des aceΓbes J1eretiqιιes, Jes fils d'Agar ( = les 
Tιιrcs) ... ». La photo de ce docιιme11t (voir la ρ1?.nc11e 4) ηοιιs pern1et quelques observations 
supplen1entaires. L'acte tout d'abord est inteι·essant paleographiquernent du fait que son 

2. Α noter, rapprochement que l'avenir έ:clairera peut-etre ιιη jour d'u11e lumiere nou­
νelle, que Milo~ etait deve11ιι en 1573 le «ηοιινean fondateur» d'un aιιtre sanctuaire illustre de 
Ja mer Egee, JaNea Μοηί deChio: ν. Ν. Iorga, Byzaιιce apres Byzance, Bucarest 1971, p. 144. 
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ecriture (cyrilliqιιe) accuse une νίνe te11dance a la cursivite: des fioritures ala111biquees e11 
enjolive11t avec vivacίte mai11te lettre. Et puis, chose toLJte nonvelle a ma connaissance, il y a 
l'emploi de parentheses rondes et droites, qιιe je n'ai ja111ais renco11trees jusqu'iι p.-esent dans 
Ιa paleographie roLJ111ai11e du temps. Autre cl1ose: la premiere lig11e dιι docLJ111e11t utilise des 
majuscules ou ΙΌ11 decele sa11s peine Ι'ί11!Ίιιeηce des ca racteres rιιsses de l'epoqLJe. Οη connais­
sait cela e11 Valachie depLJis l'epoque dιι prince Mathieu Basarab, quand la chancellerie etait 
entre les mains de so11 έ:rudit beau-frere Ud.-i~te Niistιιrel, excellent co11naisseuΓ du νίeιιχ slave 
et men1e du rιιsse. Or, Ιe chrysobulle d'Antoine de Pope~ ti a έ:te co11ψose sous le contrδle du 
fils meme d'Udri~te, Radul Nasturel, lui aιιssi LJ11 lett.-e. Les aLJteιιrs ιne permettront peLJt­
etre de rectifier ici une me11ue erreur de leLJr coιnn1e11taire: l'acte n'a pas ete compose par 
Radul Nasturel, alors second logothete, qui etait ίsρι·ανιιίc (cxecuteιιr) de la decisio11 princiere, 
n1ais ecrit en avril 1670 par un sinψle logotl1ete Radul, fils dιι \)Ufar Georges. 

Peu de temps apres, le 4 jui11 de la me111e a11nee, le voevode de Moldavie Georges Dou­
kas accorda aH 111onastere une donation de 4000 aspres, plns 800 antres destines a dedoιnma­
ger les freres queteurs du debours occasionne par le voyage. 

Je 11'entrerai pas ici dans le detail des nombreιιses do11ations, valaqιιes et surtout mol­
daves. L'ouvrage et, dans u11e ceΓtai11e n1esure, so11 resume doivent y subve11ir. On y verra 
comme11t iι un 111ome11t do11ne les donations au profit dιι couvent se double11t de largesses 
tres substantielles pour l'Ecole de Patn1os. 

Parmi les docu111ents de ce recueil, il faut sig11aler aιιssi un acte prίνέ:, conserve en tra­
duction grecque autl1entifiee: celui par Jequel haute et noble da111e Anita Goleasca, qui ap­
partenait iι l'une des premieres familles de boyards valaques (les Golescu), dedia iι Patmos 
le mo11asteΓe de Vieros, bati par ses ancetres non loin cte Ja ville actuelle de Pite~ti. La dona­
tion (20 fevrier 1759) embrassait aιιssi tous les biens de cette fondation pieuse3 • L'higoume11e 
devait etre e11voye par le coιιvent de Pat111os. L'acte fut passe avec le consenteιnent du prince 
et du metropolite de Valachie et aιι su des gra11ds boyards. C'est, en l'espece, l'un des in­
nombrables cas d'octroi de couve11ts IΌumains a ιι11 ιηonasteι-c grec, question qιιί allait sιιs­
citer au siecle dernier, con1me 011 sait, un delicat probleme 0011 seιιlen1ent pοιιr les interets 
vitaux de la jeu11e Rouma11ie, mais meme pοιιr la diplo111atie euωpee11ne. 

L'un des aspects les plus inteΓessants iι mon sens de toute cette collection de documents 
c'est le dossier relatif iι la quete effectuee en 1815 et 1816 par l 'higoιιn1ene Jacob. Mada111e 
Nystazopoulou-Pέ:lέ:kidis met paι·faiteιnent en Jun1iere les conditions dans lesquelles le dέ:­

legue d'un monastere crible de dettes pouνait aller demander des secou.-s iι ses coι-eligionnai­
res plus heureux des bords du Danιιbe. Elle nous apprend le n1eca11isn1e de Ja ζητεία•. Le 
queteur effectuait sa mission muni de lettres de recomn1andation et de reliques. Ces deιηar­
ches etaient rendues necessaiΓes par les exactio11s et l'aΓbitraire otto111a11s. Et c'est bien l' un 
des titres de gloire des Pays roumai11s d'avoir SLJ et pιι έ:pauler fortement-bien plυs fortement 

3. Ceci complete avantageuseιnent \'histoiι·e du n1onastere de Viero~ (έ:difie e11 1571), 
sHr leqιιel 011 consultera Ν. Stoicescu, Bibliografia focalitάtίloι· $Ϊ n101lίln1eιztelor feιιdale dίιι 

Romάnia. !) Tara Rσιn ... , νοl. 2 (1970), pp. 708-710. 
4. Sur cette pratique voir aussi les suggestives remarqιιes de Madaιne Nystazopoulou, 

«Τέσσαρα Ο.γνωστα ρωσικά εγγραφα όπέρ της έν Μήλφ Μοvης της Θεοτόκου (1656-1705)», 
dans Σύμμεικτα, tome Ι [ 1966), pp. 246 sqq. L'histoire des l'elations roιιn1anoathonites 
co11stitue en fait un aιnple clιapitΓe ωu111ain de la ζητεία des moi11es grecs. 

221 



Notίces bίb/ίogι·ap/1iques 

que l'immense empire des tsaΓs-\eurs freres eproιιves des Balkans et de l'Orieht orthodoxe 
sans nourrir des visees imperialistes iι Ιeιιr detriment comn1e le faisait perfidement la Rυssie, 
dont le monarqιιe, sοιιs cοιι\eιπ de vouloir delivrer les chretiens du Sud-Est de l'Eυrope op­
primes par les Turcs, revait de s'emparer de Constantinople et de faire sillonner la Medi­
terranee iι ses marins .. . 

Qιιe ΙΌπ me pern1ette qιιe\ques remarques aussi. 
Page 288 (note 7 dιι docιιment n° 8): \'on nοιιs dit que Constantin Brancovan de 1748 

n'est certainen1ent pas le meme que le prince homonyme qui regna sιιr la Valachie de 1688 
iι 1714. Et pour caιιse : le prince fut decapite par les Turcs avec ses qυatre fils Ιe 15 aolιt 1714 
iι Constantinople. Celui de 1748 etait son petit-fils. S'il ne put retroυver Ιe trδne de ses an­
cetres, il n'en devint pas moins grand ban, la plus haute des dignites de Ιa cour de Valachie. 

Page 297: ίΙ est dit des cάmάrά.yi de οcιιά que c'etait le Γesponsable des nιines de sel (ex­
ploitees par les forι;ats). En fait le mot ici est au plιιriel. 

Page 304: certes, l'etymologie du mot rouιηain popor «peυple» dιι latin pop11!115· est ten­
tante. Mais les philologues en doutent depuis longte111ps pοιιr bien des raisons d'ordre pho­
netique ... , iι commencer par la place de l'accent toniqιιe. 

Page 311 (resume du document 25): je ferai observer que Neamt et Secu\ sont deιιχ mo­
nasteres distincts, mais reunis alors sous une seule administration religieuse, depuis Ιe fameux 
starets Paisie Velitchkovski. Zagavia est υπ ermitage (skit) sur une colline qui sιιrplombe, aιι­

deliι du Bal1Ιui, la petite ville de Hirlau, en Moldavies. 
Quand j 'aurai dit qιιe les 19 planches qui illustrent ce travail constitιιent en miniatιιre 

un album de paleographie, de diplomatiqιιe et de sigillographie slavo-roumaines, j'aurai, je 
pense, acheve de presenter cet ouvrage qui continue sιιr le plan scientifique les relations secιι­
laires multilaterales qui ιιnissent si etroitement la Grece et la Roumanie. 

Desireux du reste d'apporter mon obole moi aussi aιιχ deux coJ\egues et amis qui s'oc­
cιιpeot de Patmos, je leur devoilerai l'existence, iι la bibliotheqυe de \Άcadeιηie de Bιιci1rest, 
d'un manιιscrit (slavon, si mes souvenirs sont exacts, ou grec si ma memoire me trahit) ren­
fermant des documents de Patmos qui, peut-ctre, con1pleteront leur dossier. J'esperais bien 
m'en occuper, mais mon sejoιιr en Grece me met dans l'in1possibilite de le faire. Et comme je 
ne νοίs pas de motif de garder le secret pour moi,je le leur signale, anime du desir de Jes voir 
poursuivre une collaboration qιιi a si heιιΓeusement debute dans l'interet reciproque de Ja 
science de nos deux pays. 

Paris Ρ. NASTUREL 

Evangelos Kofos, Greece αιιd the Εω·terιι Cι·isis 1875-1878, Thessaloniki, Institute for Bal­
kan Stιιdies no. 148, 1975, pp. 284. 

Le probleme balkanique aιι cours des eveηernents qui ont amenes au Congres de Berlin 

5. Quelqιιe chercheur grec aura peιιt-etre inteΓet iι savoir qu'il existe iι Zagavia la pierre 
tombale d'un certain Zacharie, de Neo-Patras, decede en 1812, et de sa femme Atoros. J'igno­
re qui ils furent. Voir \e texte integral de l'inscription grecque dans mon article «InsemniίΓi 
din Hirliiu §Ϊ 1mprejιιrimi», Monιιmente ~ί n1uzee Ι , Bιιcarest 1958, p. 225 (avec, a la note 2, 
Ja bibliographie concernant la skite de Zagavia). 
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n'a ete aborde, jusqu'iι une date relativement recente, que dans son ι·apport avec \e probleme 
plus general de \'equilibre eιιropeen. Dans les ouvrages classiques de Sumner ou de Gorianov, 
ιa reference aιιχ peup\es de la peninsule n'a pas ete faite iι la suite d'une recherche ou d'une 
connaissance approfondie de leurs problemes. Les perspectives assez differents de l'historio­
graphie europeenne et \es difficιι\te.s d'accession aιιχ soιιrces principales avaient \ongtemps 
entrave \es tentatives d'ιιπe approche systematique de \'histoire contemporaine des etats οιι 
des natio11s balkaniques. Ceίte etude ιηethodiqιιe n'a ete entreprise qιι'apres Ia deuxieme 
gιιerre mondiale. Εη ce qιιί concerne plus specialement la periode critiqιιe dιι Congres de 
Berlin, les oιιvrages de R. Η. Davison, Serif Mardin et Ε. Ran1saιιr sιιr Ia Turqιιie, ceux de 
D. MacKenzie sur \a Serbie et de Stavro Skendi sιιr \es Albanais, en constitιιent \'exemple. 
Le travail de Μ. Kofos vient couronner cette meme tendance en mettant en Iumiere encore 
ιιπ aspect tres important de \a question d'Orient. 

L'intention principa\e de Μ. Kofos est d'exaιηiner la position de la Grece au cours de 
la crise qui eclata par les evenements de Bosnie et d'Herzegovine pοιιr troιιver ιιπe solution, 
toujours contestee et transitoire, dans les decisions de Berlin. L'auteur se penche sur \e de­
veloppen1ent de la diplomatie hellenique en fonction de \'evo\ution des evenements au niveau 
international. Dans son introduction, bien concise, ί\ tient iι esquisser les traits generaux de 
la Grande ldee, les rapports de Ia Grece avec Ies grandes puissances et Ies etats voisins bal­
kaniques, ainsi que Ia position de IΊ1ellenisn1e au sein et en dehors du royaume Iibre. Dans 
le deve\oppement du sujet I'auteur examine tοιιt d'abord l'attitιιde adoptee par \e gouverne­
ment d'Athenes face iι l'insurrection de Bosnie et d'Herzegovine ainsi que l'influence exercee 
par les evenements revolutionnaires sur ses rela.tions avec les voisins Serbes, Bulgares et Roιι­
mains. Ensuite, apres avoir aborde l'activite deployee par les Grecs lors de Ia Conference de 
Constantinople, il entΙ"eprend d'eclairer la position indecise des aιιtorites d'Athenes face a 
Ia gιιerre rιιsso-tιιrqιιe, jusqιι'iι leur initiative tardive d'envahir les territoires de Thessalie, 
qui viendra coιιronner l'effervescence revo\ιιtionnaire de l ' hellenisιηe en Crete, en Epire et en 
Macedoine. L'aιιteur se penche, enfin, sιιr les negotiations et les decisions de San Stefano et 
de Berlin, tοιιt en mettant l'accent sιιr ce qui a tι·ait plus specialenιent aux affaiι·es helleniques. 

L'examen detaille et systematiqιιe des reactions helleniqιιes lors de \a crise des annees 
1875-1878 permet a Μ. Kofos de reveler les aspirations, Ies buts determinants et les dilemmes 
de Ia politique exterieure de la Grece. Le goιιverne111ent d'Athenes, Iargement determine dans 
ses decisions par sa faiblesse diplomatiqιιe et militaire, se trοιινa Iors des evenements devant 
un choix bien difficile: participer iι ιιπe action nιilitaire cοηιmιιηe contre la Porte, dans I'es­
poir dΊ1eriter, iι breve echeance, ιιπe parcelle dιι territoire ottoman, οιι preserver Ie statιιs qιιο 
balkaniqιιe en attendant ιιπe occasion p\ιιs propice iι l'hellenisme? Prendre position aιιχ cδtes 
des Rιιsses et de \eιιrs proteges slaves οιι suivre \es conseils de prudence fouΓnis par les puis­
sances occidentales, et, surtout, par \Άngleterre? 

Le dilemme prendra aux yeux des dirigeants et du peup\e grec une allure draιηatiqιιe, 
etant donne que ηί dans ιιπ cas, ni dans \'autre, \es aspirations natioπales n'aιιraient pas pιι 
etre satisfaites. Si les decisions prises iι Berlin ont finalement pΓeserve ceι·tains des interets 
\es plus legitimes de l'hellenisme, c'est un fait tenant beaιιcoup plus au jeu de \'equilibre des 
forces entre les grandes pιιissances qu'iι Ia presence dynamique de la diplomatie d'Athenes. 
D'autre part, Ia Grece, tout en sortant de la crise en partie rassuree, fut neannιoins condamnee 
iι des choix diplomatiqιιes extremement limites. Obligee dejiι de faire face iι une pression slave 
de p\us en plus menaι;ante, elle ne parviendΓa pas davantage iι ιιπ accord avec la Turqιιie iι 
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cause, tout d'abord, du probleme de la delimitation des nouvelles frontieres en Thessalie et, 
ensuite, du conflit iι propos de la Crete qui restait assujettie au joug ottoman. 

L'auteur tout en mettant l'accent sur le probleme hellenique, procede en meme tenips iι 
l'examen des conditions qui ont determine le developpen1ent de la crise generale et l'evo\u­
tion des rapports interbalkaniques. ΙΙ met ainsi pour la premiere fois en luΠΊiere les efforts 
entrepris en vue de Ιa reconcialition et de la collaboration de \a Grece avec ses voisins; or, 
\es peup\es de Ιa Peninsule, bien que conscients d'etre lies par des interets comn1ιιns, n'arri­
veraient pourtant pas iι se decider iι faire fωnt commιιn contre la domination ottomane. Εη 
effet, \es nouvelles realites issues des evenements des annees 1875-1878 et Ies pressions con­
tradictoires des grandes puissances ouvrirent p\ι1tδt Ja voie iι l'exasperation de I'antagonisme 
entre les nationalismes balkaniques. 

L'ouvrage de Μ. Kofos eclaircit egalement la politique des grandes pιιissances, surtout 
celle de l'Angleterre et de la Russie. Ses longues recherches dans les archives du Public Re­
cord Office lui ont permis de mettre en relief le rδle joue par \a diplomatie britannique. Mais 
l'auteur se penche aussi sur l'activite deployee par le gouvernement russe qui a largement 
conditionne le declenchement et l'evolution de la crise balkanique. Apres avoir fait le point 
sur Ιe cl1eminement de Ιa Russie vers \a prise d'uπe position bien nette en faveur des revendi­
cations slaves aux depens des a.spirations panhelleπiques, il met encore en lumiere les f\ι1c­

tuations de Ja diplomatie officielle de Petersbourg, dictees sous l'imperatif d'un opportu­
nisme momentane. La crainte d'un eveπtuel front anglo-turco-hellenique et encore l'espoir 
de faire participer les Grecs iι la gι1erre contre le Sultan, poussa le representant du Tsar iι ten­
ter de convaincϊe le gouvernement d'Athenes d'entreprendre une action militaire. Or, l'at­
titude de ce dernier, dictee sous Ia pression des sentiments et d'influences contradictoires, resta 
dilatoire et hesitante; et sa decision finale de declarer la guerre iι la Porte a ete soldee par 
l'echec diplomatique le plus complet, Ia Russie s'averant iι San Stefano bien resolue de joιιer 
iι fond \a carte s\ave. 

L'ouvrage de Μ. Kofos est base sur \'etude de soυrces inedites. L'auteur a bien mene ses 
recherches dans les archives publiques-archives dip\omatiques autrichiennes, franς:aises 

et, surtout, britanπiques et grecques. Mais il a ega\ement consulte \es documents prives de 
certaines personnalites ayant joue un rδle important au cours des evenements. Sa tache Ιιιί a 
permis d'e\argir l'horizon de nos connaissances et de completer Ie tableau esquisse jusqu'iι 
present par des historiens qui ont base leurs syntheses, parfois tres interessantes, sιιr une re­
cherche beaucoιφ plιιs restreinte de soιιrces inedites. Bien fixe qιιant iι l'etιιde de la question 
d'Orient par rapport au probleme l1elleniqιιe, il nous perΠΊet d'enrichir et d'approfondir nos 
connaissances sur tous Ies aspects d'une crise qui marqιιa par sa portee et ses consequences 
un tournant dans Ja vie internationale. Certes, pour etablir une vue d'ensemble exacte de la 
situation dans les Balkans, non seulement au niveau des developpements au sein des nations 
de la Peninsule, mais encore au niveau des Γapports interbalkaniques, non p\us interetatiques 
mais internationaux, il reste beaucoup iι faire. Dans cette voie, la contribution de Μ. Kofos 
peut servir d'exemple. Son ouvrage, fonde sιιr une recherche bien etendιιe et enrichie de ma­
teriel inedit, repond aux exigences accrι1es d'ι1η sιιjet d'interet primordial. 

Athenes C. SvoLOPOULOS 
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Ζbοπιίk istoι ·ije kιιjiievιιosti, Srpske akademije naιιka ί umetnosti u Beogradu, knj. 9, Jova11 
Sterija Popovif:, Beograd 1974, pp. 672. 

The ninth book of the Ζbοπιίk istorije kιιjiievιιosti (Collection of the History of Litera­
tι1re), pιιblished by the Department of Language and Literature of the Serbian Academy of 
Arts aπd Sciences υnder the editorship of tl1e academician Vojislav Djuric, relates to the col­
lection of works dedicated to the scientific and literary creativity of the Serbian comedist, 
satirist, poet, and philologist J. St. Popovic (1806-1856). 

«Sterija comes from tl1at polyglot area wl1ere even modern Greek could be heard and 
learned ... He knew enoυgh classical langιιages too; he stιιdied lexica\ connections between 
Serbian and Vlach ... Even Sterija's nan1e does not contain ~omogeneoιιs elements: Jovan 
is Hebrew, wl1ile Sterija and Popovic are of Greek origin, with only the distinct.ion that the 
common noun pop (πάππος) must have entered the Serbian Ianguage before the period in 
which the Thessaloniki Brothers began their ·translating work ... » (p. 4)-reads the conclusion 
of the introdι1ctory article Steπja te1·111i110/og (Sterija the Terminologist), written by the clas­
sica\ philologist, balkanologist and linguist Milan Budimir. In the article this excellent expert 
011 ancient Balkan langιιages and cιιltιπes scientifically treats that work of Sterija which is 
entitled Razlozi ο ιιezανίsιιοs/οiιιίιη ι·eCίιηα (Arguωents concerning Independent-compound 
Words). 

SteΓija's idea that t\1e Dι·us~tvo Sφske slovesιιosti (The Society for Serbian Entightenment) 
sl1ou\d ιιndertake as its task the pι1bHcation of a terminological dictionary was coπect and 
\1as been justified. Ho~·ever, the translation of cultιιral, scientific, and technical terms is a 
difficult and responsible task. Μ. Bιιdimir pointed out, in a series of examples, exceptions 
and incongrυities, as well as some po\yonomy ίη the production and reproductioή of such 
expressions aπd teω1s. The creator of Serbian literary langιιage and of national cultιιre, the 
encyclopedist from Trsic, Vuk Stefanovic Karadzic raised his voice against the translation of 
foreign terms. And he was right ωore than Sterija \νas-concludes Μ. Budimir-as «he does 
not force the Serbianization which, in this case, only separates and increases the distance 
between LΙS and an international vocabulary, which we necessarily meet with while learning 
foreign Ianguages and ιιsίηg υntranslated terminology of a classical origin», (p. 6). 

Sterija's Slogomerje (Syllable-n1easurement) and his classical metrίcs (pp. 13-110) are 
tl1e subject 111atter of ZaΙ"ko Rι1zic's discussion aimed at enlightening the issue of classical 
111etrics of J. St. Popovic on the basis of an analysis of his article entitled Ο srbskom s/ogo-
111erjι1, as well as of the unfinished Pι·edgovoι· ο slogo111erj11 sι·bskom (On Serbian Syl\able-mea­
SUI"ement; Α Foreword to Serbian Syllable-measurement), the critica\ edition of which we 
find in the Appendix of the discussion. 

The rules of Sterija's metrics are n1ainly limited to prosody. Ιη fact, Sterija is here under 
the inflLΙence of Ρ. J. Safarik, and ίη his conceptions is nearer to the rules of classical metrics, 
while building verses (hexameter, elegiac couplet, A\caeics and Sapphics) according to the 
principle of the quantity of syllables. 

Wl1i\e following the development of Sterija's verse, the author, however, did not take 
into sufficient consideration Sterija's translations of Horace. In relation to that subject, we 
refer the reader to ουr contribution «Eo\sko metricko ruho Sterijine poezije» (Aeolic Metric 
Attire of Sterija's Poetry), published in the review Balcaιιica V (1974), 395-412. 

Α large study, almost a book ίη itself, entitled Retorski, parodisticki ί satirίckί e/ementi u 
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romanima Joνana Sterije Popovica (Rhetorical, Burlesque, and SatiΓical Elen1ents ίη tl1e No­
νels of Joνan Sterija Popoνic) (pp. 111-429), by the classica\ philo\ogist and liteI"aΓy histoΓian 
Miron Fla5ar is diνided into three parts; particular\y inteΓesting is the second part: Sterijiιι 
«Rοmαιι bez romaιιa», aιιticka dijatriba ί prosvetiteljska satira («The Νονe\ \νitl1oυt a Noνcl>> 
by Sterija, classica\ diatribe and enlightening satirc), as well as a general rcνiew οη thc sub­
ject Sterijinί romaιιi ί aιιticko kιιjiievιιo ιιasledje (Sterija's Noνels and tl1c Classical Literary 
Inheritance). 

The literary-historical approach to the study of the origin of Sterija's pseιιdo-historical 
noνel Boj na Κοsοvιι (The Battle at Κοsονο) and of tl1e satirical-burlesqιιe Rοιnαιι bez 1·0111αιια 
could, in terms of the subject matter, be best illustrated by some of the titles, cited here, of 
the chapters of the second part of the study: Motivi iz «Dοιι Kilιota», Rebeιιeι·ov «Ciιιik» i 
Vilandov Diogen. Κυνικός τρόπος dijatribe i rnenipske satire, (Motifs fron1 «Don Qιιixote», 
Rebener's «Cynic» and Diogenes Viland's Κυνικός τρόπος Diatribes and Menip Satires). 
Έπιδιόρθωσις, Παραβολή, Παράδειγμα. Iιιcertae persoιιae ficta oratio. Noviji posredιιici ί 
retorski prίrιιcιιίcί, Horacije kao ιιegatίvιιί primer mora/iste ί patriote, Seιιekίιι pseι.ιdoistorio­

grafskί Προοίμιον. Poigravaιιje kiιιicko-stoickiιn stavovima ί ιιαpαι/ ιια pitagoΙ"Ovce, Μeιιίp, 

Lukijaιι ί Viland, u sceιιi sa gi111ιιosofistom, (Recent Mediators and Rhetoric Hanclbooks, Ho­
race as a Negatiνe Example of a Mora\ist and Patriot, Seneca's pseudo-historica\ Προοίμιον, 
P\aying on Cynic-Stoic Attitudes and an Attack on Pithagoreans, Menip, Lucian,and Viland, 
in a Scene with a Gymnosophist). 

One is led to the conclusion that there is a multi-layer classical element in the literary 
matter which has been gradual\y accepted and critically eνaluated by Sterija, as well as that 
the part of the ancient inheritance ίη Sterija's noνels is, in many cases, indirect and con­
cealed by contaminations from more recent literary conceptions a11d influences of baroque­
sentimental prose, including the baroque-knight-type noνel-concludes Μ. Flasar (p. 405). 

Until now, in all comparatiνe research οη Serbian poetry concerning the first l1alf of the 
nineteenth century, the name of the eighteenth century Eng\ish poet and aesthete Edward 
Young (1683-1765), the author of the well-known religious ωystical poeω Τ/ιe Complaiιιt 
or Nίght Thoughts (1742-45) has rarely been mentioned. The work of Dragisa Ziνkoνic 
Odjeci «Νοcιιίh mίsli» Edvarda Jαιιgα kor/ Sterίje ί 11 sι·pskoj poezijί prve polovίιιe Χ/Χ veka 
(pp. 431-450) (Echoes of «Night Thoughts» of Ε. Young ίη Sterija a11d i11 Serbian poetry of 
the first half of the ΧΙΧ c.) is writte11 with the purpose of poi11ti11g out son1e rather conspicuoυs 
similarities between some of the poems a11d motifs ί11 Serbian poetΓy of the first half of the 
ninetee11th century (Ρ. Ρ. Njegos, Joνan Subotic, and particularly Sterija ί11 the collection of 
poems Davorje-1854) and Young's poetic thoughts. 

Prva pomίιιjaιιja Sterijίnih dela kod Nemaca (First Mention of Sterija's Worlcs ί11 Ger­
many) (pp. 451-456) is related to the reνiew by Zora11 Konsta11ti11oνic. Ο. D. ν. Pirclι (1830) 
was the first to write for the Germans, ίη his interesting notes 011 tΓaνels throughout Serbia, 
on the Serbia11 country as well as 011 achieνeme11ts of νarίοιιs kinds ί11 cultural life, besides 
the Serbia11 folk poetry already-known at the time. At the same time he i11formed them of 
the fact that the Serbs possess a drama-Svetislav ί Mileva, as well as aboυt its authoΓ­
J. St. Ροpονίc. 

The plays Pokondirena Tikva by Joνa11 Sterija Popoνic and Fashion by Anna Cora 
Mowatt Ritchie depict the same social ma11ners which, ί11 fact, result from the similar circu111-
stances responsible for the deνiatio11s the two playwrights make fun of. Starting from this 
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ρΙ"eιηίse the autl101" of tl1e aΓticle (Ileana Cosi~) coιnιηents , ίη bωad oιιtlines, οη tl1e social 
cliιnate ίη Vojνodina and AιneΓica ίη tl1e fiΓst !1a lf of tl1e XIXtl1 centιuΎ and then pIOceeds 
to tl1e analysis of cl1aracters by coιηparing tl1e ιηaίn ones ίο Ροkοιιdiι·eιιa Tίkva >νit\1 theiι· 

counteφarts ί11 Fαs/ιίοιι . ln conclusion tl1e autl1or en1phasises tl1at by depicting two distinct 
groups of different chaϊacters and confronting false with t nιe νalues botl1 playwrights pur­
posely made tl1eir n1essage explicit. 

Ziνan Milisaνac, ίη his contribιιtion Steπja ιι Κeiιηaι·kιι (Sterija in Kezn1ark) (pp. 473-
538) sl1ows the iιnpoι·tance of that Hιιngarian tοννη at tl1e tin1e wl1en Serbian autl1ors studied 
la>ν at the local Lyceιιιη. This sιιbject n1atter is particularly t ι·eated ίη two chapters οη Sterija: 
Ρι·e od/as·/ω ιι Keiιnaι·k (Before tl1e DepartuΓe to Kezn1ark) and Pι·eokret 11 gledaιιjιι ιιa svet 
ί ιι kιιjίievιιοιn post1φk11 (The Cl1ange in Viewing the \VoΓld and ίη Literary PιΌceedings). 

lνanka Υ. Veselinoν presents to the reader an original and ιιηtίl now unpublished ma­
nuscript of Retoι·ika (Rhetoric) by Joνa11 SteΓija Popoνic (pp. 539-631), vνhich is stored at 
tl1e Manuscript Departωent of tl1e «Matica sι·pska» ίη Νονί Sad, as well as Sterija's article 
οη the theater and οη theatΓical woΓks (Steι-ijiιι claιιak ο teatπι ί teatι·a/ιιim delin1a). This ma­
nιιsαipt οη tl1e Serbian tl1eatι·e is different fωη1 the inconψlete νersion pιιblished ίη tl1e pa­
peΓ «SΓbske ηονίηe», Bclgrade, May 1, 1852, Νο. 50, p. 1, so tl1at Ι. Veselinoν is ριιblislιing 
ίι ηο\ν ίιι exteιιso (pρ. 633-639). 

Bibliogωfija ο Jοvαιιιι St. Popovic11 (Bibliography 011 J. St. Popoνic), drawn up by Lidija 
Subotin, is diνided into tl1ree different parts: (ί) the bibliography on the work and perso11 of 
J. St. Popoνic ίη SeΓbo-Cωat and ίη Slaν Janguages using tl1e Cyrillic alpl1abet, wlιere n1ate­
rial is classified by a lphabetica l order; (ίί) writings ίη our own and in foreign languages using 
tl1e Roman alphabet, where material is classified ίη Rοιηaη alphabetica l order, and (iii) col­
lectio11s of works, and works of a ιηonographic cl1aracter, dedicated to J. St. Popoνic. 

Viewed as a wl1ole, this collection of works οη Sterija, with a series of until now unex­
plained details concerni11g his literary inheritance, has monographically conψleted the re­
search of the scientific, liteι·ary and cιιltural renaissance of tl1e Serbian people ίη tl1e first half 

of the nineteenth centιιry. 

Beograd Μ. SτOJANOν1c 
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Prinwd in Greece by Ν. Nicolaides, Thessaloniki. 


