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DIE ANFANGE DES SLAVISCHEN SCHRIFTTUMS
UND DIE BYZANTINISCH - GRIECHISCHE LITERATUR

F. V. Mares

0. Durch das Verdienst der byzantinischen Gelehrten Konstantin des
Philosophen (Kyrills) und seines Bruders Method, die auf Wunsch des groB-
mihrischen Fiirsten Rostislav im Auftrag des Kaisers Michael III. die Mission
zu den mitteleuropéischen Slaven unternahmen, sind die Anfinge des slavischen
Schrifttums zu einer der groBen Perioden der slavischen Literatur und Kultur
geworden (863 bis zum Tod Methods i. J. 885). Konstantin hat die erste sla-
vische Schriftsprache (Altkirchenslavisch) geschaffen und eine vollkommene
slavische Schrift (die Glagolica) verfaf3it. Von ihm, von seinem Bruder Method
und wahrscheinlich von einer ganzen Schule ihrer unmittelbaren Mitarbeiter
und Jiinger stammt eine beachtliche Anzahl von ausgezeichneten literarischen
Ubersetzungen und Originalwerken.

0.1. Die Slavisten haben viel Miihe und FleiB der Losung der Frage erteilt,
welche literarischen Werke der kyrillo-methodianischen Epoche zuzuschreiben
sind. Neuerlich wurde dieser Problemkreis von der Arbeitsgruppe des Prager
akademischen Altkirchenslavischen Woérterbuchs sorgfaltig iiberpriift, denn
die Gesamtheit der altkirchenslavischen Texte kyrillo-methodianischer Her-
kunft bildet die Basis dieses Lexikons. Es wire tibertrieben zu behaupten, da3
wir iiber den Umfang des kyrillo-methodianischen literarischen Nachlasses
bereits allseitig und endgiiltig im klaren sind, aber im groBen und ganzen ist
dieses Problem verhiltnismidBig schon gut durchforschtl. Mit geringen Aus-
nahmen vermdgen wir auch, die Ubersetzungstexte von den Originaltexten zu
unterscheiden. Den Kern der kyrillo-methodianischen literarischen Téatigkeit
bilden die Ubersetzungen, iiberwiegend Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen.

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

1. Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského — Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae, Pragae, ab 1958,
LXII-LXXIII; in dieser von K. Haderka verfaBten Ubersicht sind alle Texte kyrillo-metho-
dianischen Ursprungs ausdriicklich als solche bezeichnet. - F. V. Mares, Konstantinovo kul-
turni dilo po 1100 letech (= Das kulturelle Werk Konstantins nach 1100 Jahren), Praha
1970 (Ubersichtstabelle, S. 25; dazu s. hier FuBn. 12).
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bisher {iiblich war: Wie widerspiegelt sich die byzantinisch-griechische Lite-
ratur im altkirchenslavischen Schrifttum der kyrillo-methodianischen Pericde
(etwa 863-885).

1.1. Es wurden folgende griechische Texte iibersetzt?: 1. die Bibel
(mit Ausnahme der Biicher der Makkabier); 2. die byzantinische MeB-,
Ritual- und teilweise auch Horologion-Liturgie, méglicherweise auch die grie-
chische Petrusliturgie; 3. eine Auswahl von Homilien (besonders in den altkir-
chenslavischen Denkmilern Glagolita Clozianus und —teilweise— im Codex
Suprasliensis erhalten); das Paterikon; 4. das Strafgesetzbuch fiir die Laien
(Zakon sudnyj ljudem); der Nomokanon; 5. die Chersoner Legende von der
Uberfiihrung der Reliquien des hl. Klemens I. (autorisierte Ubersetzung von
drei urspriinglich nur lose verbundenen griechischen Werken Konstantins?;
zu diesem Punkte vgl. auch §§ 2.5.1.1, 2.5.1.2, 2.5.2 und 3.1.3).

2. Die iltesten und zugleich authentischen Nachrichten dariber befinden sich in der
Vita Constantini, Kap. XV., und bescnders in der Vita Methodii, Kap. XV.;s. Ausgaben:
P. A. Lavrov, Materialy po istorii vozniknovenija drevnejsej slavjanskoj pis’mennosti (= Ma-
terialien zur Entstehungsgeschichte des dltesten slavischen Schrifttums), Leningrad 1930
(Reihe: «Trudy Slavjanskoj komissii AN SSSR», Bd. I; photomechanischer Nachdruck bei
Mouton 1966, Reihe: «Slavistic Printings and Reprintings», Bd. 67), 28, 61, 77. - F. Grivec-
F. Tomsi¢, Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses. Fontes, Zagreb 1960 (Reihe: «Ra-
dovi Staroslavenskog instituta», Bd. 4), 131, 164, lat. Ubersetzung: 202, 234-235.-Uspenskij
sbornik XII-XIII vv., herausgeg. von O. A. Knjazevskaja, V. G. Dem’janov, M. V. Ljapon,
unter Red. von S. I. Kotkov, Moskva 1971, 197. -F. Grivec, Konstantin und Method, Lehrer
der Slaven, Wiesbaden 1960, 132-137, iiber die frithere Ubersetzungstitigkeit Kyrills: 62-63,
168-169. Der Autor der Vita Methodii berichtet, daB Method die Bibeliibersetzung am 26,
Oktober beendet hat und als Danksagung die Messe zu Ehren des hl. Demetrios von Saloniki
(des Tagesheiligen) zelebrierte.

3. Die wichtigste Bibliographie zu diesem Problemkreis ist in den beiden Werken von
Grivec zu finden (s. FuBn. 2); neulich dazu: (Allgemeines:) J. VaSica, Literdrni pamdtky
epochy velkomoravské 863-885 (= Literarische Denkmiéler der groBmihrischen Epoche),
Praha 1966 (besonders Kap. 1.: Literdrnéhistorickd studie [ = Eine literaturwissenschaftliche
Studie], 7-98); (Bibel:) Ch. Hannick, Das Neue Testament in altkirchenslavischer Sprache.
Der gegenwdirtige Stand seiner Erforschung und seine Bedeutung fiir die griechische Textge-
schichte, Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung, Bd. 5, Berlin-New York 1972,
403-435 (nicht in allen Punkten genau); V. Kyas, «PoloZenie issledovanija v oblasti vizantij-
sko-staroslavjanskogo parimejnika» (=Der gegenwaértige Stand der Erforschung des byzanti-
nisch-altkirchenslavischen ParOmiarions), Byzantinoslavica 16 (1955), 374-376; (Liturgie:) V.
TkadlI¢ik, Byzantinischer und rémischer Ritus in der slavischen Liturgie, Wegzeichen (=Fest-
schrift H. M. Biedermann), Wiirzburg 1971, 313-332; (Paterikon:) F. V. Mare§, Welches grie-
chische Paterikon wurde im 1X. Jahrhundert ins Slavische iibersetzt ?, Anzeiger der phil-hist.
Klasse der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 109 (1972), 205-221 (weitere dies-
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2.1. Die altkirchenslavische Bibeliibersetzung geht im groflen
und ganzen auf den offiziellen Text der Ostkirche zuriick, d. h. auf die kon-
stantinopolitanische Rezension (Lukiansche Rezension, koiwv); dies gilt jedoch
nur als eine Rahmenfeststellung, auch die nichtkonstantinopolitanischen Le-
sungen kommen verhiltnismiBig haufig vort. Weder Ubersetzungen aus dem
Lateinischen (oder aus anderen Sprachen, vgl. jedoch FuBin. 17), noch ein
direkter EinfluB} lateinischer Quellen, z. B. der Vulgata, lassen sich im Bereich
der kyrillo-methodianischen altkirchenslavischen biblischen Texte feststellen.
Die kyrillo-methodianische altkirchenslavische Bibel beruht also ausschlieBlich
auf den griechischen Vorlagen.

2.2. Auch die kyrillo-methodianischen liturgischen Texte gehen
in iiberwiegender Mehrheit auf griechische Originale zuriick; dies betrifft so-
wohl die MeBliturgie (Chrysostomos- und Basiliosliturgie), als auch das Stun-
dengebetoffizium und die Liturgie der Sakramente und der Sakramentalien
(d. h., in der abendlindischen Terminologie, das Rituale). Wieweit solche
liturgischen Biicher, wie z. B. die Minden, iibersetzt wurden, bleibt gegenwirtig
noch immer unklar.

2.2.1. Es ist moglich, daBl auch die Liturgie des hl. Petrus zu
kyrillo-methodianischer Zeit ins Slavische tibersetzt wurde, d. h. eine gemischte
Liturgie: mit romischem Kanon, aber mit byzantinischem Anfang und Ende.

beziigliche Literatur s. ibid., FuBn. 3); (Rechtstexte:) J. Vasica, «Collectio 87 (93) capitulorum
dans les nomocanons slaves», Byzantinoslavica 20 (1959), 1-8; ders., «Kirillo-mefodievskie
juridiCeskie pamjatniki» (=Kyrillo-methodianische Rechtsdenkmiler), Voprosy slavjanskogo
Jjazykoznanija V1I (Moskva 1963), 12-33; ders., «Pravni odkaz cyrilometodg&jsky» (=Das ky-
rillo-methodianische Rechtserbe), Slavia 32 (1963), 331-339; (Historisch-hagiographische Li-
teratur:) J. VaSica, Die Korsuner Legende von der Uberfiihrung der Religuien des hl. Clemens,
Nachdruck: Miinchen 1965 (Reihe: «Slavische Propylden», Bd. 8).

4. J. Vajs, Evangelium sv. Marka a jeho pomér k recké predloze, (=Das Evangelium nach
Markus und sein Verhdltnis zur griechischen Vorlage), Praha 1927; ders., «Které recenze byla
fecka predloha staroslovénského prekladu zaltdte» (=Welcher Rezension war die griechische
Vorlage der altkirchenslavischen Psalteriibersetzung), Byzantinoslavica 8 (1939-1946), 55-86;
K. Horalek, Evangelidre a étveroevangelia, (=Evangeliarien und Tetraevangelien), Praha 1954;
V. Jagi¢, Zum altkirchenslavischen Apostolus, I-111, Wien 1919-1920 (Reihe: «Sitzungsberichte
d. k. Akademie d. Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Klasse», Bd. 191/2, 193/1, 197/1); F. Pechuska,
Reckd predioha staroslovanského textu Skutk i apostolskych,(=Griechische Vorlage des alt-
slavischen Textes der Apostelgeschichte), Slovanské studie (= Festschrift J. Vajs), Praha 1948,
60-65; J. Laurencik, Nelukianovskd ¢teni v Sinajském zaltdri, (=Nichtlukiansche Lesungen

im Psalterium Sinaiticum), ibid., 66-83; vgl. auch die Aufsitze von Hannick und Kyas in der
vorangehenden FulBinote.
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Die zwei bisher bekannten kirchenslavischen Handschriften (beide verhiltnis-
maBig sehr spiate Abschriften, vgl. FuBn. 7) bezeugen, daB3 auch der romische
Teil dieser Messe, der Kanon, nicht direkt aus dem Lateinischen, sondern aus
dem griechischen Text der Petrusliturgie iibersetzt wurde. Diese Liturgie wurde
hochst wahrscheinlich nur gelegentlich, ne ben den anderen Liturgien ver-
wendet.

2.2.2. Auf Grund der Kiewer Blatter und einer ausreichenden Anzahl von
historischen und textologischen Angaben kdnnen wir praktisch mit Sicherheit
annehmen, daB in GroBméhren auch die rémische MeBliturgie iibersetzt wurde,
wenigstens teilweise (libelli), und zwar aus dem Lateinischen; falls
wir jedoch die Ubersetzung der Petrusliturgie zu dieser iltesten Zeit des sla-
vischen Schrifttums annehmen, dann geht auch der romische Kanon, der wesent-
lichste MeBteil, in seiner slavischen Version auf die griechische Vorlage zuriick
(vgl. § 2.2.1). —Das Stundenoffizium und das Rituale blieben zwar im Grunde
byzantinisch («griechisch»), sie wurden jedoch auch durch rémische, aus dem
Lateinischen iibersetzte oder nachgeahmte Elemente bereichert.

2.2.3. Imaltkirchenslavischen Euchologium Sinaiticum kommt eine Beicht-
formel vor, die offensichtlich eine althochdeutsche Vorlage verrit
(das sog. St.-Emmeram-Gebet). Die wahrscheinlichste Erklirung dieser Tat-
sache wiirde ich darin suchen, daB} dieses Gebet in Médhren von den vorkyrillo-
methodianischen deutschen Missiondren im lokalen slavischen Kulturdialekt
verbreitet und von der byzantinischen Mission rezipiert und vielleicht sprach-
lich vervollkommnet wurde.

2.2.4. Im erwdhnten Euchologium Sinaiticum kommt eine bedeutsame
Anzahl von Ritualtexten vor, die ihrer Struktur, Ausdrucksweise und ihrem
Stil nach an die byzantinischen Sakramentalienformulare erinnern, zu denen
es jedoch bisher nicht gelang griechische Originaltexte zu finden; am meisten
handelt es sich um Segensformeln und Gebete, die mit dem landwirtschaftlichen
Leben in Verbindung stehend. Bei dieser Gelegenheit mdchte ich die griechi-
schen Slavisten bitten zu versuchen, griechische Parallelen zu diesen Texten

5. Vgl. in der Ausgabe: R. Nahtigal, Euchologium Sinaiticum, II, Ljubljana 1942, 419-
423 (alle Gebete, zu denen die Vorlagen bekannt sind, werden mit einem Asteriskus be-
zeichnet, mit einem Kreuzchen sind diejenigen Gebete bezeichnet, wo der slavische Text mit

dem griechischen Original nur teilweise {ibereinstimmt; keine Bezeichnung: die griechische
Vorlage fehlt).
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aufzufinden; es scheint jedoch s¢hr wahrscheinlich, da manche von diesen
Formeln und Gebeten als altkirchenslavische Originalwerke anzusehen
sind, die im GroBmaéhrischen Reich von der kyrillo-methodianischen Schule
verfafit wurden. —Daneben entstanden in Mdihren einige neue Offizien des
Stundengebets nach dem byzantinischen Ritus, die mit GewiBheit fiir slavische
Originaltexte gehalten werden konnen: der Kanon zu Ehren des hl. Demetrios
von Saloniki, die Offizien dreier neuer Festtage, d. h. der Auffindung der Re-
liquien des hl. Klemens (30. Jinner), des Festes des hl. Konstantin-Kyrill (14.
Februar) und des hl. Method (6. April).

2.2.5. Die kyrillo-methodianischen liturgischen Texte waren also ge-
mischt. Der Texturvorrat am Anfang der mahrischen Mission beruhte auf
griechischer Basis. Mit der Zeit haben Konstantin und Method fiir Médhren
einen eigenartigen Typus von Ritus geschaffen, wo neben der byzantinischen
MeBliturgie auch die romische Messe und vielleicht auch die Petrusliturgie
gebraucht wurde, wahrscheinlich mit besonderer Riicksicht auf den Charakter
der Festtage oder es wurde die Liturgie jeweils nach anderen aktuellen Um-
stainden gewdhlt. Das Stundengebet und das Rituale wurden freier behandelt:
der Kern dieser Texte blieb zwar im wesentlichen byzantinisch, aber er war
der Bereicherung durch andere, auch neue Elemente immer durchaus aufge-
schlossen. Der Ritus bei dem Begribnis Methods illustriert diese Verhiltnisse:
die Trauerfeierlichkeiten wurden dreisprachig abgehalten® —lateinisch (sicher-
lich nach dem romischen Ritus), griechisch (sicherlich nach dem byzantinischen
Ritus) und slavisch?.

2.3. Der Bestand der kyrillo-methodianischen altkirchenslavischen h o-
miletischen LiteraturlaBt sich nicht eindeutig bestimmen. Es wird gegen-

6. Vita Methodii, Kap. XVII; Ausgaben (s. FuBn. 2): Lavrov, 78; Grivec-Tom3i¢, 166,
237; Usp. sbornik, 198.

7. Uber die wahrscheinlichste Losung aller mit dem kyrillo-methodianischen Ritus ver-
bundenen Probleme s. im Aufsatz TkadlCiks, Byz. u. rom. Ritus... (s. Fun. 3)—mit einer vor-
ziiglichen Ubersicht des gegenwirtigen Forschungsstandes und reicher Bibliographie. Uber
die Frage der slavischen Petrusliturgie schrieb neulich J. Laurencik, K otdzce slovanské litur-
gie sv. Petra (=Zur Frage der slavischen Liturgie des hl. Petrus), Studia palaeoslovenica
(=Festschrift J. Kurz), Praha 1971, 201-214; meines Erachtens ist jedoch in dieser Studie
kein endgiiltiges Wort gefallen, der Autor hat den grundiegenden Aufsatz von Tkadl¢ik (s.
FuBn. 3) noch nicht gekannt. Ich bereite die Ausgabe eines bisher unbekannten Textes der
kirchenslavischen Petrusliturgie vor (die Handschrift stammt aus dem XVII. Jahrhundert;
Offentliche Bibliothek zu Kiew, Signatur 104 [105]).
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wartig allgemein anerkannt, daB3 die im Glagolita Clozianus enthaltenen Homi-

lien kyrillo-methodianischen Ursprungs sind; eine davon ist eine Original-

predigt Methods (Adhortation an die Fiirsten-Richter, dem Inhalt nach steht

sie den Rechtsdenkmiilern nahe, vgl. § 2.4.2), die iibrigen gehen auf griechische

Vorlagen zuriick (Autoren: Ioannes Chrysostomos, Athanasios, Epiphanios).

Ich bin personlich der Meinung, dafl manche (nicht alle) Homilien, die im alt-

kirchenslavischen Codex Suprasliensis enthalten sind, noch aus GroBméihren

stammen; das vollstindige lexikalische Material im Prager akademischen

Altkirchenslavischen Woérterbuch (s. FuBn. 1) zeigt ndmlich klar, daB der
Wortschatz dieses Denkmals mit dem Wortschatz der tschechisch-kirchen-

slavischen Denkméler auffallend iibereinstimmtS. Bei der Mehrzahl der Supras-
liensis-Homilien sind griechische Originaltexte wohl bekannt. Die Auswahl
fiir einzelne Tage entspricht im wesentlichen dem Usus und der damaligen
Vorliebe fiir gewisse Autoren im byzantinischen Kulturbereich; unter den
insgesamt 48 Homilien (die bestimmt nicht alle kyrillo-methodianisch sind)
befinden sich 19 von Ioannes Chrysostomos, je eine von Basilios, Epiphanios
und Photios, die restlichen sind anonym. Zu sechs von diesen Homilien fehlen
bisher griechische Vorlagen: 1. Oratio S. Pionii; 2. Passio S. Alexandri, pres-
byteri Sidae; Passio SS. Trophimi et Eucarpionis; 4. Auferstehungshomilie,
angeblich von Ioannes Chrysostomos; 5. Vita et passio SS. Basilii et Capitonis,
episcoporum Chersonae; 6. Vita S. Anini®. Es ist jedoch kaum anzunehmen,
daB diese altkirchenslavischen Texte Originaltexte wiren; sowohl die Sprache
als auch der Inhalt fiihren fast restlos zur Voraussetzung, daB uns auch in diesen
Fillen Ubersetzungen vorliegen (vielleicht konnte man bei der Vita der Bi-
schéfe von Chersones an ein Originalwerk Konstantins denken??); es
wire wiinschenswert sich weiter zu bemiihen, die fehlenden griechischen (bzw.
lateinischen) Vorlagen zu finden (besonders die griechischen Kollegen kénnten
in dieser Hinsicht wesentlich helfen).

2.3.1. Die Frage, welches Paterikon von Method ins Altkirchenslavische
iibersetzt wurde, ist noch nicht véllig abgeschlossen (die sog. otsceskyje korigy

8. Dies geht u. a. aus der nichtgedruckten Seminararbeit R. Fischers und aus der vor-
bereiteten Dissertation G. Kappels hervor (beide Universitdt Wien); vgl. auch F. V. Mares,
«Cesk4 cirkevni slovanstina v svétle Beséd Rehore Velikého (Dvojeslova)» (= Die tschechische
Redaktion des Kirchenslavischen im Lichte der Homilien Gregorius des GroBen [Dialogus]),
Slavia 32 (1963), 442, § V/4. Ich danke der Redaktion des Prager akademischen Aksl. Worter-
buchs fiir die mir und Herrn Kappel erteilte Genehmigung die Worterbuchskartei beniitzen

zu diirfen,
9. Lexicon linguae palaeosl. (FuBn. 1), LXXIV-LXXVI.
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im XV. Kap. der Vita Methodii, s. FuBn. 1)'°. Meiner Ansicht nach war dies
das «Romische Paterikony, d. h. die Dialoge Gregorius des GroBen (Gregorii
Magni Dialogorum libri IV'); dieses Pateriken wurde eindeutig aus dem Grie-
chischen tbersetzt, nur das Proomium aus dem Lateinischen
—wabhrscheinlich aus dem einfachen technischen Grund, daB in Mihren keine
griechische Handschrift mit diesem Prooémium vorhanden war!! (vgl. FVM,
Welches gr. Paterikon..., s. FuBn. 3).

2.3.2. Die altkirchenslavische groBméihrische homiletische und patri-
stische Literatur geht also praktisch ausschlieBlich auf griechische Vorlagen
zuriick und die Auswahl entspricht im wesentlichen der Gesinnung des IX.
Jahrhunderts. Zu einer lateinischen Quelle (Prodmium zum Paterikon) hat man
nur ausnahmsweise gegriffen, wahrscheinlich aus Mangel an einem griechi-
schen Text. Die Originalhomilie Methods (Adhortatio im Glagolita Clozianus)
entstand aus AnlaB der an Ort und Stelle gegebenen Verhiltnisse und Bediirf-
nisse.

2.4, Ein interessantes, gemischtes Bild bieten die kyrillo-methodianischen
slavischen Rechtsdenkmiler.

2.4.1. Der Nomokanon —eine Sammlung weltlicher (vopot) und
kirchlicher (xavéveg) Rechtsbestimmungen— wurde von Method aus dem
Griechischen {iibersetzt.

2.4.2. Der sog. Zakon sudnyj ljudem (= Strafgesetzbuch fiir die Laien)
beruht hauptsichlich auf der griechischen Ekloge; die Zahl der angenommenen
Elemente des westlichen (rémischen) Rechts ist jedoch keineswegs geringfiigig
und einen wichtigen Bestandteil des Ganzen bilden Originalabsidtze,
die dem alten slavischen Gewohnheitsrecht entstammen.

2.4.3. DasP6nitential(Handbuch der Bubestimmungen fiir Beicht-
viter) wurde aus dem Lateinischen libersetzt, zweifellos deshalb, damit es der
in Mihren schon frither, vor Kyrill und Method, verbreiteten Praxis entspreche.

2.4.4. Die Rechtstexte kniipfen also grundsitzlich ebenfalls an die betref-

10. Vgl. Slovo 24 (1974), 5-201: dort sind alle Referate veroffentlicht, die auf dem
Wiener Symposion iiber die slavischen Paterika (Mai 1974) verlesen wurden.

11. Oder aber hat Method mit der Ubersetzung des Prosmiums einen von seinen méhri-
schen Jiingern betraut (z. B. Gorazd), der lateinisch konnte, griechisch jedoch weniger?
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fende griechische Fachliteratur an, sie riumen jedoch viel Gelegenheit zur Re-
zeption der dem méhrischen Raum entsprechenden nichtbyzantinischen Gepflo-
genheiten ein (ungefdhr dhnlich wie die liturgischen Texte).

2.5. Das iibrige Gebiet des erhaltenen kyrillo-methodianischen
Schrifttums umfal3t die historisch-hagiographische Literatur, ein Traktat iiber
die Ubersetzungstheorie und poetische Werke!2.

2.5.1.1. Das historisch- und rhetorisch-hagiographische Werk Konstan-
tins, daB uns in der altkirchenslavischen Chersoner Legende Von der Uber-
fithrung der Religuien des hl. Klemens vorliegt, wurde vom Autor urspriinglich
griechisch verfaBt, und zwar in drei selbstandigen Teilen: historica narratio,
sermo declamatorius, rotula hymni (d.h. Auffindungsbericht, Lobrede, Hymnus).
Die altkirchenslavische Bearbeitung ist entweder eine Autoreniibersetzung oder
mindestens eine vom Autor gebilligte Version, sie stellt jedoch zugleich eine
Neuredaktion des Ganzen dar. Dieses Denkmal steht also an der Grenze der
Ubersetzungs- und der Originalliteratur. Dieser Umstand hidngt eng damit
zusammen, daB es sich gegebenenfalls um keine «klassische» byzantinische
Literatur handelt, sondern um eine aktuelle Geschichte, um ein persdnliches
Erlebnis Konstantins (denn er hat selbst die Reliquien des hl. Klemens gefun-
den), um ein Ereignis, von dem er als Augenzeuge und Urheber der ganzen
Aktion berichtet.

2.5.1.2. Zur kyrillo-methodianischen historisch-hagiographischen Litera-
tur zihlen auch die beiden Vitae der Slavenapostel, Vita Constantini und Vita
Methodii. Die erstere stammt entweder direkt von Method oder sie entstand
wenigstens unter seiner Redaktion; die letztere entstand praktisch unmittelbar
nach dem Tode Methods und wurde von der unmittelbaren kyrillo-methodia-
nischen literarischen Schule verfaf3t. In der Frage, ob es sich um slavische Origi-
nalwerke handelt, oder aber um autorisierte Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechi-
schen, ist das letzte Wort noch nicht gefallen. Ich halte es fiir wahrscheinlich,
daB manche Abschnitte der Vita Constantini auf griechischen «Memoires-
Skizzen» Konstantins oder auch Methods beruhen, aber im ganzen ist es eher
ein selbstidndig redigiertes Originalwerk. Das Leben Methods ist, meines Erach-

12. Das sog. Napisanie o pravéi véré (=Traktat (iber den wahren Glauben) stammt nicht
von der unmittelbaren kyrillo-methodianischen Schule; s. V. Tkadl¢ik, Das Napisanije o
pravéi véré, seine urspriingliche Fassung und sein Autor, Konstantin-Kyrill aus Thessalonike,
herausgeg. von A. Salajka, Wiirzburg 1969 (Reihe: «Das 6stliche Christentum», neue Folge,
Heft 22), 185-209.
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tens, noch viel mehr fiir ein Originalwerk zu halten, obwohl es auch hier schwer
ist, die Moglichkeit a priori auszuschlieBen, dal der Autor (die Autoren) auch
eine Art von «Tagebuch» Methods in griechischer Sprache zur Verfiigung
hatte(n). Ahnlich wie in der Chersoner Legende, widerspiegelt sich auch in den
beiden Heiligenleben das aktuelle, zeitgendssische Geschehen.

2.5.2. Das Traktat Konstantins iiber die Ubersetzungskunst (U ber-
setzungstheorie), das in der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung des Hil-
ferdingschen (Makedonischen) kyrillischen Fragments bekannt ist, liegt uns
nur in dieser altkirchenslavischen Version vor, obwohl es mit héchster Wahr-
scheinlichkeit von Konstantin urspriinglich griechisch verfaBit wurde!®; die
griechische Version erfiillte wahrscheinlich die Rolle cines apologetischen
Traktats, in dem Konstantin seinen Ubersetzungsvorgang gegen die moglichen
griechischen Gegner zu verteidigen beabsichtigte, die slavische Version diente
als Einfithrungswort des Ubersetzers zum slavischen Evangelistar. Auch hier
haben wir also mit einer zweisprachigen Autorschaft zu tun, auch hier handelt
es sich um keine traditionelle Thematik, sondern um ein neues, hochst aktuelles
Werk.

2.5.3. Zwei selbstindige® Gedichte kyrillo-methodianischer Her-
kunft (das erste sicher von Konstantin selbst) ergdnzen das Gesamtbild der
groBmaihrischen Literatur: Proglas (Vorgesang zur slavischen Tetraevangelium-
Ubersetzung) und das Alphabetgedicht (Az» jesme vesemu miru svéts “Ich bin
das Licht der Welt’)15. Beide Gedichte sind altkirchenslavische Originale, beide

13. Vgl. A. Vaillant, «La préface de I’Evangéliaire vieux-slave», Revue des Etudes slaves 24
(1948), 5-20; ders., Textes vieux-slaves, 11, Paris 1968 (Reihe: «Textes publiés par I'Institut
d’Etudes slaves», Bd. VIII/2), 52-54.

14. Sonst kommen poetische (versifizierte) Texte auch in den verschiedenen iibrigen li-
terarischen Gattungen vor, besonders in den liturgischen und historisch-hagiographischen
Denkmilern.

15. F. V. Mares «Azbund basei z rukopisu Stédtni vefejné knihovny Saltykova-S¢edrina
v Leningradé (sign. Q I 1202), (=Das Alphabetgedicht aus einer Handschrift der Leningrader
Offentlichen Staatsbibliothek, Sign. Q 11202), Slovo 14 (1964), 5-24; vel. auch ders., «Hlaho-
lice na Moravé a v Cechédch, (=Die Glagolica in Méhren und Béhmen), ibid. 21 (1971), 159,
172 (§§ 17 u. 20/3); —einer anderen Meinung sind N. S. Demkova -N. F. Droblenkova, «K
izudeniju slavjanskix azbuényx stixov» (=Zur Erforschung der slavischen Alphabetgedichte)
«Literaturnye svjazi drevnix slavjan» =Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoj literatury AN SSSR 23
(1968), 27-61, und V. TkadlCik, Systém hlaholské abecedy, (=Das System des glagolitischen
Alphabets) Studia palaeoslovenica (=Festschrift J. Kurz), Praha 1971, 369, FuBn. 37; dage-
gen: FVM, «Hlah. na Moravé a v Cechdch», FuBn. 53 und ders., «Kyrillo-methodianische
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waren zu ihrer Zeit von aktueller Bedeutung: als poetischer Einfithrungsgesang
besingt das erstere den Wert der Schrift und der Biicher, es betont und verherr-
licht deren Bedeutung fiir dic Slaven; das letztere diente als mnemotechnisches
Hilfsmittel zur Erlernung der slavischen (glagolitischen) Alphabetordnung.

3. Die durchgefiihrten Erwagungen erlauben uns, aus dem vorliegenden
Material des tiberlieferten kyrillo-methodianischen altkirchenslavischen litera-
rischen Erbes einige SchluBfolgerungen zu ziehen. —Es sei noch vorbemerkt,
daB es die Absicht Konstantins und Methods war, nicht blo3 die griechische
christliche Kultur in einem verdiinnten Absud nach Mahren zu iibertragen,
sondern sie haben sich vorgenommen, fiir die Slaven eine eigenartige, neue
christliche Kulturbasis zu schaffen, mit eigener Schrift und mit zigener
Schrift- und Liturgiesprache, eine Kulturbasis, dic auf einem breiten und festen
byzantinisch-griechischen Unterbau beruhte, zugleich jedoch Bereicherungen
und Variationen verschiedener Art offen bliebe, scien es schon westliche (ro-
mische) Flemente oder slavische Eigentiimlichkeiten (beispielsweise im Bereich
des Rechtes), oder aber ganz neue Faktoren (2. B. die Schrift, die Glagolica).
Als weise und erfahrene Missionare haben Konstantin und Method dabei
immer verstindnisvoll darauf geachtet, was den in Mihren bereits eingebiir-
gerten Sitten und Gepflogenheiten entsprach!®. —Auf dem Gebiet der Literatur
waren Konstantin und Method vorerst bemiiht, einen slavischen literarischen
«Minimalkanon» von denjenigen Schriften zu iibersetzen, ohne die das christ-
liche und kulturelle «Alltagsleben» undenkbar gewesen wire (typisches Bei-
spiel: die Perikopeniibersetzung); eine zweite Bestrebung trat dazu, die Be-
strebung, dem jungen slavischen Schrifttum die Wege zu einer reicheren, kul-
turell vielseitigen und auch aktuellen Literatur anzubahnen (typisches Beispiel :
das Proglas-Gedicht).

3.1. Alle Schriften, bei denen es praktisch moglich war, die griechischen
Vorlagen zu beniitzen, wurden aus dem Griechischen tiibersetzt. Hier-
her gehort die Bibel und die Homilienauswahl, Schriften, diz ihrer allgemeinen
Beschaffenheit nach von den verschiedenen Kultursphiaren praktisch unab-
hangig waren. Weiter betrifft dies alle Bereiche des Schrifttums, wo Konstantin
und Method bewuBlt und irgendwie selbstverstandlich auf dem byzantinischen

Waurzeln der tschechischen diakritischen Orthographie», Anzeiger der phil.-hist. Klasse der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 110 (1973), 81-99 (Fufin. 35 auf S. 95-956).

16. Vgl. F. V. Mares, «Die Anfinge des slavischen Schrifttums und die kulturelle Selb-
standigkeit der Slaven», Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch 16 (1970), 77-88.
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Boden standen, d. h. bei der Ubersetzung der urspriinglich einzigen Liturgie im
byzantinischen Ritus, beim Strafgesetzbuch fiir die Laien (Zakon sudnyj ljudem)
und beim Nomokanon.

3.1.1. Selbst wenn Konstantin bei der Bibeliibersetzung textkritisch ar-
beitete und nichtkonstantinopolitanische Lesungen in seinen Text aufnahm,
stiitzte er sich nicht direkt auf die anderssprachigen Textel?, sondern bediente
sich verschiedener griechischer Kodices.

3.1.2. Sogar iiberall dort, wo es Konstantin und Method fiir sinnvoll und
zweckmiBig hielten, abendldndische Texte zu iibersetzen, wurden
griechische Vorlagen verwendet, wenn sie nur vorhanden waren: so
geht wahrscheinlich der slavische Wortlaut des rémischen MeBkanons auf die
griechische Ubersetzung zuriick (iiber die Petrusliturgie) und die Dialoge Gre-
gorius des GroBen wurden auf dem Umweg liber ihre griechische Version ins
altkirchenslavische Schrifttum aufgenommen.

3.1.3. Eine besondere Gruppe bildendie zweisprachig, d.h. paral-
lel griechisch und slavisch verfaten Werke: die Chersoner Legende, das Trak-
tat iiber die Ubersetzungstheorie = die Vorrede Konstantins zur slavischen
Ubersetzung der Evangelienperikopen, bzw. auch die Vita Constantini und
Vita Methodii (??). Die griechische Version geht zwar chronologisch voraus,
aber die slavische Bearbeitung vom Autor selbst oder von seiner unmittelbar-
sten literarischen Schule stellt eine autorisierte Neubearbeitung dar (iiberdies
sind alle diese griechischen Urfassungen verloren gegangen). In solchen Fillen
ist es schwer von einer iiblichen Rezeption griechischer literarischer Werke zu
sprechen; wir haben es vielmehr mit einer typisch gemischten, griechisch-
slavischen literarischen Produktion zu tun, die den beiden Literaturen
in gleicher Stufe angehort, in der die beiden Literaturen in einem spezifischen
Begegnungspunkt zusammentreffen'®. Die Kontaktpunkte sind zwar zahlen-
miBig duBerst bescheiden, aber die Tatsache selbst ist fiir das kyrillo-metho-
dianische kulturelle Milieu sehr kennzeichnend und fiir das Verstehen der

Epoche aufschluBreich.
3.2. Zur Ubersetzung von Texten ausdem Lateinischen istesnur

17. Es wurde jedoch die Meinung geduBert, daB er ab und zu zum syrischen Text griff;
vegl. Grivec, K. u. M., Lehrer d. Slaven (s. FuBn. 2), 49.

18. Eine dhnliche Erscheinung ist auch in der Neuzeit bekannt; vgl. beispielsweise die
deutsch-polnische literarische Titigkeit von S. Przybyszewski oder die sorbisch-deutsche
von K. Lorenc.
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dann gekommen, wenn ein gewisses Werk aus ortlich (d. h. méhrisch) moti-
vierten Griinden iibernommen und iibersetzt werden sollte, ohne daB es jedoch
in griechischer Version vorhanden gewesen wire. ies gilt ganz eindeutig von
der romischen Liturgie (wahrscheinlich mit Ausnahme des MeBkanons, s. §§
2.2.1. und 3.1.2) und vom Ponitential (§ 2.4.3); die westlichen Elemente im
Zakon sudnyj ljudem (§ 2.4.2) verraten eher dic Kenntnis der abendldndischen
Rechtsbestimmungen, als eine wahre Ubersetzung der betreffenden Paragra-
phen. (Das Proomium der Dialoge Gregorius des Groflen wurde vielleicht nur
aus einem rein technischen Mangel am griechischen Text aus dem lateinischen
Original iibersetzt; s. § 2.3.2, vgl. auch FuBin. 11).

3.3. Ahnliches gilt auch von der vereinzelten Ubersetzung einer Beicht-
formel aus dem Althochdeutschen (im Euchologium Sinaniticum),
wenn es sich nicht eher um Annahme eines vorkyrillo-methodianischen sla-
vischen Gebetes handelt (§ 2.2.3).

3.4. Die kyrillo-methodianischen altkirchenslavischen Original-
werke gehoren—ahnlich wie die zweisprachig verfaBBten Schriften — zu den
zeitgenOssischen Aktualitiaten und zu derjenigen Schicht der Literatur, die den
Rahmen des «lebensnotwendigen» Schrifttums iiberschreitet; vgl. §§ 3 (zum
SchluB) und 3.1.3. Es gehoren hierher: der liturgische Kanon zu Ehren des hl.
Demetrios von Saloniki, die Offizien zu Ehren des hl. Klemens, Konstantin-
Kyrills und des hl. Method (§ 2.2.4); die Adhortation Methods an die Fiirsten-
Richter (§ 2.3); Proglas und das Alphabetgedicht (§ 2.5.3); wahrscheinlich auch
die Vita Constantini und Vita Methodii, falls es sich nicht um zweisprachig
verfaBBte Werke handelt (§§ 2.5.1.2 und 3.1.3). —3.4.1. Die dem slavischen Ge-
wohnheitsrecht entnommenen Absitze des Zakon sudnyj ljudem (§ 2.4.2) k6nnen
dagegen vielmehr mit den aus dem Lateinischen (bzw. Althochdeutschen) tiber-
setzten Texten verglichen werden: die Rezeption dieser Rechtsbestimmungen
erschien in Méahren als notwendig und der Wortlaut war in der slavischen miind-
lichen Uberlieferung vorhanden.

Das Verhiltnis des kyriilo-methodianischen altkirchenslavischen Uber-
setzungsschrifttums zur griechischen Literatur zeigt im Vergleich mit dessen
Verhiltnis zu den nichtgriechischsprachigen Urtexten und zu den kyrillo-metho-
dianischen altkirchenslavischen Originaltexten, dal die alteste slavische Lite-
raturperiode in vielen Richtungen bewulit weltoffen und selbstindig war, als
ihre breite und feste Ausgangsbasis aber erscheint ganz eindeutig die byzanti-
nisch-griechische Kultur.

Universitit Wien
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CARATTERISTICHE STRUTTURALI E PROTOTIPI GRECI1

DELL’ AZBUCNO -IERUSALIMSKIJ
E DELL’EGIPETSKIJ PATERIK

Mario Capaldo

1. In questi ultimi anni, nel clima di crescente interesse per tutto il comples-
so di problemi relativi al patrimonio letterario comune—in etd medievale—
agli Slavi meridionali e a quelli orientali (drevneslavjanskaja literatura-posred-
nica nella terminologia di D.S. Lichacev), si sono fatti notevoli progressi anche
nello studio dei pateriki tradotti dal greco!, come dimostra anche il semplice
riferimento al lavoro svolto e a quello in corso: dalle edizioni del Sinajskij e
dello Skitskij paterik® alla discussione, tuttora aperta, sulle oteceskye kohigy
del capitolo XV della Vita Methodii®, fino al recente Symposium iiber Fragen
der slavischen Paterikon-Ubersetzungen (Vienna, 19-22 maggio 1974) che, oltre
ad aver avuto il merito di indicare la direzione del lavoro futuro?, ha dato an-

1. I pateriki di traduzione sono raccolte di sentenze e racconti dei primi anacoreti cristia-
ni, dai padri del deserto (Egitto, Palestina, ecc.) ai monaci dell'Italia meridionale: il Sinajskij
paterik e il Rimskij paterik sono traduzione di due opere d’autore, rispettivamente del Pra-
tum spirituale di Moschus e dei Dialogi di Gregorio Magno; nello Skitskij paterik sono rap-
presentati gli Apophthegmata Patrum, in una delle loro varie collezioni (cf. la nota 10); degli
originali greci degli altri due pateriki di traduzione, I’ Azbucno-ierusalimskij e 1 Egipetskij pa-
terik, si parlera ampiamente in seguito. Per la bibliografia su di loro, che & gia abbastanza
considerevole, rimandiamo alle rassegne di Sv. Nikolova, «Rannite starobalgarski prevodi
na pateri¢nite sbornici», in Konstantin-Kiril Filosof. Jubileen Shornik po sluc¢aj 1100-godisai-
nata ot smartta mu, Sofija 1969, pp. 219-236 e di Dj. Trifunovié¢, «Azbuénik srednjovekovnih
knjiZzevnih naziva», Knjizevna istorija 1V, 15 (1972), 515-518.

2. Sinajskij paterik. 1zdanie podgotovili V. S. GolySenko, V. F. Dubrovina, Moskva 1967;
N. van Wijk, The Old Church Slavonic Translation of the’ Avdgdy dyiwv BifAog, La Haye 1975.

3. ThlAG KE H HOMOKAHONR @ERhLIE 3AKONOY NPABHAO H © (’I‘h)'ﬂxtlﬂxllﬂ KHHIkI
ngkAoRH (Magnae Moraviae fontes historici, 11: Textus biographici, hagiographici, liturgici.
Curaverunt D. Bartoiikovd, L. Havlik, J. Ludvikovsky, Z. Masatik, R. Veterka. Brno 1967,
p. 160). Si discute su cosa debba intendersi per oteCsskye ksnigy: un paterik, come credono
i pit, o un’ opera patristica. Un’accurata storia della questione ¢ stata fatta da R. Pope nella
«Preface» a N. van Wijk, The Old Church Slavonic Translation..., 1-24.

4. In particolare ¢ stata sollecitata la preparazione di edizioni dei singoli pateriki. Dei
partecipanti al Simposio gia lavorano in questo senso F. V. Mares (Rimskij paterik, trad. A),
R. Pope (Egipetskij paterik), M. Capaldo (Azbucno-ierusalimskij paterik), W. R. Veder (Skit-
skij paterik).

13



M. Capaldo

che buoni contributi particolari su una parte di questi testi®.

Gli unici pateriki che, nonostante questo revival di interesse, non hanno
attirato ancora l’attenzione degli studiosi e che purtroppo sono stati assenti
anche al Simposio di Vienna sono I’ Azbuéno-ierusalimskij® e I’ Egipetskij pa-
terik?. Eppure sia per ’uno che per ’altro molti sono i problemi—filologici, lin-
guistici e storico-letterari—che aspettano ancora d’essere studiati. Le uniche
notizie che se ne hanno, dal tempo della loro scoperta ad opera dei bibliofili
e codicologi russi del secolo scorso®, risalgono a questi stessi e, con qualche
ulteriore precisazione, a due filologi variamente benemeriti dello studio dei
pateriki di traduzione: I. P. Eremin e N. van Wijk®. Queste notizie—che, come
vedremo, sono in parte da rettificare—si riferiscono esclusivamente al loro
contenuto e—ma ¢& solo l’altra faccia della stessa medaglia—ai testi greci di
cui sono traduzione. Cosi, dell’ Azbudno-ierusalimskij paterik si sa che é una
raccolta (divisa in due parti, ognuna preceduta da un prologo) di sentenze e
racconti provenienti in gran parte dagli Apophthegmata Patrum'®; e dell’ Egipet-

5. Cf. i resoconti del Simposio (i cui atti sono editi in Slovo 24, 1974) di Chr. Hannick,
«La version slave des Paterika», Irénikon 3 (1974), e M. Capaldo, «Il Simposio di Vienna sui
pateriki slavi di traduzione», Ricerche Slavistiche 22 (1975).

6. Va senza dire che questo titolo non ricorre nei manoscritti. Esso rappresenta la fusione
dei titoli con cui le due parti che costituiscono questo paterik sono indicate in qualche mano-
scritto recente.

7. 11 titolo di questo paterik nei manoscritti € CKA3AHHE O EMOYNETCKAIXs YEPHOPH3-
LLEX B

8. V. Undol’skij, «Bibliograficeskie razyskanija», Moskvitjanin (1846), 11-12, 201 ss.; A.
Vostokov, Opisanie russkich i slovenskich rukopisej Rumjancovskogo Muzeuma, SPbg 1842,
pp. 435-437; ierom. Arsenij, Opisanie slavjanskich rukopisej Biblioteki svjato-Troickoj Sergie-
voj Lavry, 111, Moskva 1879, pp. 99-104; [I. Ja. Porfir’ ev, A. V. Vadkovskij, N. F. Krasnosel’-
cevl, Opisanie rukopisej Soloveckogo monastyrja nachodjaséichsja v biblioteke Kaz. Duch. Sem.
11, Kazan’ 1885, pp. 154-161, ecc.

9. I. P. Eremin, «K istorii drevne-russkoj perevodnoj povesti», Trudy Otdela drevne-rus-
skoj literatury IL, 111 (1936), 37-57; N. van Wijk, «O proischozdenii Egipetskogo paterikay,
in Shornik v cest na prof. L. Mileti¢, (Sofija 1933), pp. 361-369; idem, «Die slavische Reda-
ktion des Méya Agipovépiovs, Byzantinoslavica IV (1932), 236-252; idem, «Podrobnyj obzor
cerkovnoslavjanskogo perevoda Bol’$ogo Limonarija», Byzantinoslavica V1(1935-1936), 38-84.

10. Degli Apophthegmata Patrum si conoscono varie collezioni, pii 0 meno notevolmente
diverse tra di loro. Da quale di queste collezioni derivi I’ Azbucno-ierusalimskij paterik € uno

dei problemi che affrontiamo in questo articolo. Qui & bene comunque tener presente il quadro
di queste collezioni, cosi come risulta dagli studi piu recenti (J.-C. Guy, Recherches sur la
tradition grecque des Apophthegmata Patrum, Bruxelles 1962; idem, «La tradition manuscrite
des Apophthegmata Patrum. Etat présent des recherches», Revue d’Ascétique et de Mystique
XLI (1965), 113-124). Nella fase pit antica circolavano due serie distinte di collezioni: 1) le
alfabetico-anonime, costituite di due parti, la prima contenente apoftegmi attribuiti esplici-
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skij paterik che & costituito da due Reisebilder monastici (capp. 1-32, 36-60):
la Historia monachorum in Aegypto e la Historia Lausiaca'®, da un trattatello
morale sotto forma di dialogo tra Alessandro Magno e i Bragmani (capp. 33-
35): il De gentibus Indiae et Bragmanibus®®, e da una serie di apoftegmi attri-
buiti ad abba Antonio (cap. 61) e ad abba Arsenio (cap. 62), tutti provenienti
dagli Apophthegmata Patrum. Per quanto riguarda il resto, che € il piu, si &
invece completamente all’oscuro: ancora interamente inesplorata rimane la
ricca tradizione manoscritta dei due paterikilt; della lingua, dell’ epoca e della

tamente a questo o a quel monaco (da *Avtdviog a "Qp) e ordinati alfabeticamente (edita in
Migne, PG, LXYV, 71-440; in seguito ci riferiremo agli apoftegmi di questa edizione con la
sigla G seguita dal numero d’ordine dell’apoftegma nel dossier in questione; alla sessantina di
apoftegmi mancanti in G — per cuicf. Guy, Recherches, pp.236-238 — si fara riferimento con
la sigla S), la seconda centenente apoftegmi anonimi, € raramente anche nominativi, raggrup-
pati talvolta in piccoli gruppi, intitolati a questa o a quella virtt monastica (gli apoftegmi
1-392 sono stati editi da F. Nau in Revue de I’Orient Chrétien, 1907-1913; degli altri, 393-765,
manca ancora ’edizione, si conoscono pero gli incipit, grazie a Guy, Recherches, pp. 64-74,
95-97; agli apoftegmi anonimi noi ci riferiremo con la sigla NJ: N 1-392, J 393-765); 2) le si-
stematiche, in cui gli apoftegmi nominativi e quelli anonimi, i primi in ordine alfabetico se-
guiti dai secondi, sono organizzati in una ventina di capitoli dedicati alle varie virti mona-
stiche (finora & stata edita solo la traduzione latina di Pelagius e Iohannes di una di queste
collezioni (Migne, PL, LXXIII, 851-988, 993-1022): la citeremo con la sigla PJ; da una colle-
zione molto simile a PJ ¢ stato tradctto lo Skitskij paterik. Delle altre collezioni si ha I’ana-
lisi dettagliata in Guy, Recherches, pp. 126-181: agli apoftegmi di queste collezioni ci riferi-
remo col numero del capitolo e quello progressivo dell’apoftegma). A partire da questi due
tipi di collezioni «normali» sono state fatte successivamente diverse collezioni «derivate»,
alcune — semplici epitomi, altre — completi rifacimenti di quelle «normali».

11. A.-J. Festugicre, Historia Monachorum in Aegypto. Edition critique du texte grec et
traduction annotée, Bruxelles 1971.

12. C. Butler, The Lausiac History of Palladius, I-1I, Cambridge 1898-1904. Sull’edizione
del Butler ha avanzato numerose e fondate riserve R. Draguet; si cf. di quest’ultimo almeno:
«Butler et sa Lausiac History face & un ms. de I’édition, le Wake 67», Le Muséon 63 (1950),
205-230, e «Butleriana. Une mauvaise cause et son malchanceux avocat», Le Muséon 68 (1955),
239-258.

13. Tutte e due le recensioni del trattato sono state edite recentemente: la rec. © da J. D.
M. Derrett, «Palladius: De vita Bragmanorum narratio, alias Palladii de gentibus Indiae et
Bragmanibus commonitorii necnon Arriani opusculi versio ornatior», Classica et Medi-
aevalia 21 (1960), 100-135; larec. £ da W. Berghoff, Palladius de gentibus Indiae et Bragmani-
bus, Meisenheim an Glan 1967.

14. Dell’ Azbucno-ierusalimskij paterik van Wijk conosceva solo 4 manoscritti; di altri
20 mss. diamo notizia in «La tradizione slava della collezione alfabetico-anonima degli Apo-
phthegmata Patrum e il suo prototipo greco. I, La struttura della parte alfabetica», Ricerche
Slavistiche 22 (1975). Ai 9 mss. dell’ Egipetskij paterik citati da van Wijk (si tratta propria-
mente di 8 mss., perché il Fygol. mon. 40 e il Petrozav. arch. d. 36 sono lo stesso manoscritto)
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provenienza delle due traduzioni non si sa quasi niente!®; tutta da studiare ¢&
I'influenza da essi esercitata sulle opere originali delle letterature slave medi-
evali'®. E non ¢ tutto. Ci sono altri due problemi relativi ai nostri due pateriki
ancora insoluti. Siccome ci sembrano pregiudiziali per ogni altro tipo di ricer-
ca, noi li illustreremo ampiamente nei loro vari aspetti e nella loro portata;
cio anche perché il presente articolo vuole essere un contributo alla loro solu-
zione.

Il primo problema & quello dei prototipi greci, il problema cioé di stabi-
lire se le particolarita strutturali e testuali che distanziano pilt 0 meno notevol-
mente i nostri due pateriki dalle redazioni note dei corrispondenti testi greci
risalgono al traduttore-redattore slavo oppure se erano gia, tutte o in parte,
nei rispettivi prototipi. Pill che insistere sull’importanza di questa ricerca, vor-
rei accennare, con le parole di van Wijk, alla condizione fondamentale per av-
viarla a soluzione: «Fiir das Studium der Paterika ist ein gegenseitiger Mate-
rialaustausch zwischen Byzantinologen und Slavisten notwendig. Einerseits
sind die slavischen Sammlungen ohne eine grundliche Kenntnis der griechi-
schen Vorlagen schwer genau zu charakterisieren, anderseits diirfte die slavische
Uberlieferung die Rekostruktion bisher unbekannter Variationen griechischer
Paterika ermoglichen»!?.

Il secondo problema, collegato strettamente col primo, ¢ quello di fare
i conti con i dati spesso contradditori della tradizione manoscritta dei due pa-
teriki in questione su cio che ¢ da considerare come facente parte di essi. Si
tratta cio¢, per quanto riguarda I’Azbudno-ierusalimskij paterik (in seguito
AIP)'8, di stabilire se il corpus di apoftegmi cosi come ci & testimoniato dalla
maggior parte dei manoscritti (+500 apoftegmi nominativi in ordine alfabe-
tico seguiti da 450 apoftegmi anonimi divisi in 17 capitoli) rappresenti la for-
ma pil antica del testo, contrariamente alla indicazione del secondo prologo

possiamo ancora aggiungere MOSKVA, GIM, OR, Sin 549 e 995; LENINGRAD, BAN, 21.6.4 (Nov.
976); GeB, Solov. mon. 459-462.

15. Cf. gli articoli citati alla nota 9 e, in pit, N. van Wijk, «Dva slavjanskich paterika»,
Byzantinoslavica IV (1932), 22-35.

16. Per questa problematica, e in particolare per I’Egipetskij paterik cf. R. Pope, «O cha-
raktere i stepeni vlijanija vizantijskoj literatury na original’nuju literaturu juznych i vosto€nych
Slavjan: diskussija i metodologija», American Contributions to the Seventh International
Congress of Slavists (Warsaw, August 21-27, 1973), The Hague-Paris 1973, pp. 469-493, e la
letteratura ivi citata; si cf. inoltre I.P. Eremin, «K istorii...», 52-57.

17. N. van Wijk, «Die slavische Redaktion...», 251.

18. Quando sara necessario distinguere tra la parte alfabetica e quella anonima, useremo
la sigla AP per la prima, € la sigla IP per la seconda.
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coi suoi 40 titoli di capitoli di apoftegmi anonimi, o se non sia piuttosto da dare
ragione al prologo e, considerando ormai la vulgata dell’ AIP come una sua
forma decaudata, attribuire alla forma originaria dell’ 4ZP, oltre ai 17 capi-
toli conservati, anche i 23 perduti. E ancora: questi 40 capitoli (qui non impor-
ta se completi o frammentari o, degli ultimi 23, solo i titoli) 1i si dovra consi-
derare tutti come facenti parte dell” 4/P, contrariamente a quanto ci suggeri-
scono le collezioni greche che contano solo 20 capitoli, corrispondenti ai primi
20 del secondo prologo dell” A7P? Oppure, in accordo a quest’ ultime, si dov-
ranno considerare i capitoli che seguono ai primi 20 come una appendice es-
tranea al vero e proprio A/P? In maniera non dissimile—mutatis mutandis—
stanno le cose anche con I’ Egipetskij paterik. Molti sono gli interrogativi sulla
sua forma originaria che aspettano ancora una risposta: i 62 capitoli che lo
costituiscono nella maggior parte dei manoscritti sono veramente da conside-
rare una unita (come tale intesa dal suo traduttore, o gia dal suo prototipo),
oppure solo successivamente quello che in origine non era che uno sbornik
monastico, un yepovtikov di struttura pitu o meno casuale, & stato sentito come
un tutt’uno omogeneo e come tale esplicitamente proposto (con la numerazio-
ne e il sommario dei capitoli all’inizio dell’opera)? E ancora: cosa dire di quei
manoscritti che ai 62 capitoli suddetti ne aggiungono ancora degli altri? Sono
aggiunte posteriori, o non € piuttosto questa forma piu ricca la forma piu an-
tica dell’ Egipetskij paterik?

Quanto qui diremo, nel tentativo di dare una risposta ai suddetti proble-
mi, € il risultato delle nostre ricerche sulla fortuna dei pateriki di traduzione
nelle letterature slave medievali. La circostanza che una parte di queste ricer-
che & ancora in corso spiega il fatto che non su tutte le questioni trattate si €
raggiunto lo stesso grado di certezza. Va infine detto che qui in genere ci limi-
tiamo solo all’ essenziale della dimostrazione, rimandando per analisi piu det-
tagliate e per lo sviluppo di alcune questioni particolari ad altri nostri articoli.

2. Sull’ origine della struttura composita dell’ Egipetskij paterik (in segui-
to EP), supponendo per ragioni di semplice strategia espositiva che esso sia
veramente composto dei quattro diversi elementi di cui si ¢ detto, ¢ possibile
formulare due ipotesi: che essa dipenda dal prototipo greco, oppure che sia
dovuta al traduttore-redattore slavo, il quale avrebbe messo insieme e suddi-
viso in ordinata successione di capitoli quei diversi elementi esistenti in greco
(o gia in slavo) indipendentemente. Se finora non & stato trovato un manoscritto
greco perfettamente parallelo all’ EP, sisa perd che spesso nei manoscritti greci
le opere che da sole costituiscono il 95% dell’ EP ( HistMon, HistLaus, DeBrag)
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si presentano raccolte insieme, anche se in un ordine diverso dall’ EP; e gia
questo ¢ un indizio importante a favore della prima ipotesi. Ancora piu deci-
sivo nello stesso senso sembra inoltre il fatto, finora non rilevato, che in due
manoscritti greci alle tre opere di cui si & detto segue una raccolta di’Ano@0£y-
pata in cui i dossiers di "Avtdviog e *Apcéviog presentano la stessa scelta e
la stessa successione di apoftegmi dei capp. 61-62 dell’ EP.

I due manoscritti in questione sono: pARIs, Bibliothéque nationale, Fonds grec 1596,
€ CITTA DEL VATICANO, Biblioteca apostolica, Vat. gr. 25922°. L’accordo con EP ¢ perfet-
to, se si esclude qualche omissione supplementare di quest’ultimo?®!:

EP cap. 61 (Tr. Serg. Lavra 710, ff. 987-100v): AHTOHHH 1-23
Fonds grec 1596: *Avt®viog 1-23 =G 1-4. 6-23. 32
Vat. gr. 2592: *Avtdviog 1-23

EP cap. 62 (Tr. Serg. Lavra 710, ff. 100V-1057): Apceunnt 1-30 | =G 1-15 (EP om. 12).33.

Fonds grec 1596: *Apcéviog 1-37 ) 16.39.4 (EP om. 4);

Vat. gr. 2592: *Apcéviog 1-37 3 18-25 (EP om.20-21,
‘ 24-25). 28.27.29.S1.
/ G 30-32. 40-42

Un altro manoscritto greco (paRris, Bibliothéque nationale, Coislin 378) s’accorda con
i due su citati nella struttura dei dossiers di ’Avtdviog e "Apcéviog. L’interesse del Coislin
378—che non ha né la HistMon, né la HistLaus, né il DeBrag—¢ nel fatto che, accordandosi
con il Par. gr. 1596 e col Vat. gr. 1592 limitatamente ad *Avtdviog e *Apcéviog, indizia con
cio stesso I’autonomia dei due dossiers, che € presupposta anche dall’ EP.

Diciamo subito che la speranza di aver trovato nei due suddetti mano-
scritti greci il prototipo dell’ EP non ¢ risultata, all’ analisi, fondata in quanto
troppo numerose sono le differenze strutturali e testuali tra loro e I’ EP nelle
tre parti precedenti perché si possa pensare ad una dipendenza del secondo dai
primi. Cid comunque non diminuisce 'importanza per noi del Par. gr. 1596 e
del Vat. gr. 2592: grazie a loro noi sappiamo con certezza che tutti e quattro
gli elementi costitutivi dell” EP si trovavano raccolti insieme gia in greco; se
poi € solo per i capp. 61-62 che ci offrono un testo perfettamente parallelo,
questo non vuol dire che non sia possibile trovare altrove (nella ricca tradizione
manoscritta della HistMon, della HistLaus e del DeBrag) conferma delle parti-
colarita testuali e strutturali dei capp. 1-60 dell’ EP. Ché questo ¢ anzi il caso,

19. Nei mss. greci la successione & in genere la seguente: HistLaus, DeBrag, HistMon.

20. Cf. su questo ms. I'eccellente analisi di P. Canart, «Une nouvelle anthologie mona-
stique: le Vaticanus graecus 2592», Le Muséon 75 (1962), 109-129.

21. Per le sigle G e S ricorrenti nel prospetto seguente si cf. la nota 10. Per I’EP ci riferia-
mo qui, come altrove in seguito, ad un manoscritto del XV sec. (1493): moskva, Gosu-
darstvennaja Biblioteka im. V. I. Lenina, Otdel rukopisej, sobr. Troice-Serg. Lavry (f. 304),
No 710.
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come cercheremo di dimostrare per la prima (capp. 1-32: HistMon) e per la
seconda parte (capp. 33-35: DeBrag).

Per quanto riguarda i capp. 36-60, contenenti un’epitome della HistLaus, la nostra ri-
cerca non si € ancora conclusa. Come € noto, I’edizione del Migne (PG, XXXIV) ¢ il frutto
di una manipolazione arbitraria del testo, ¢ quella critica del Butler, fondata sulla red. G, non
favorisce I'orientamento nelle varie redazioni secondarie (B, A), tra cui appunto sembra sia
da cercare il prototipo della traduzione slava. Sicché noi dobbiamo studiare per nostro conto
I’intera tradizione manoscritta della HistLaus, in particolare i mss. (circa 40) non utilizzati
dal Butler, in gran parte difficilmente raggiungibili. L’unica cosa che possiamo dire é che, per
quanto riguarda il testo, la traduzione slava s’accorda bene con la redazione B, edita dal Meur-
sius?2,

Per il confronto dei capp. 1-32 dell’EP con la “H ka1’ Alyvntov tdv po-
vay®v iotopia sia Eremin che van Wijk si erano serviti della eccellente edi-
zione che di quest’ultima aveva fatto E. Preuschen?® alla fine del secolo scorso.
La conclusione a cui erano giunti i due studiosi era la stessa. Citiamo Eremin:
«Po sravneniju s greceskim originalom, v slavjanskom perevode ne dostaet 1i§’
skazanija ob oksirinchskich otSel’nikach i zametki o Didime, t.e. glavy 51i 25
po izdaniju Preuschen’a. Sovpadaja s tekstom etogo izdanija, poka edinstven-
nogo v nasej nauke, slavjanskij perevod otli¢aetsja ot nego 1i§* porjadkom, v
kotorom sledujut odna za drugoj povesti sbornika»?%. L’edizione di Preuschen
non era I’unica, ché nel 1914 ne era uscita un’ altra?®>—rimasta sconosciuta
non solo ad Eremin e a van Wijk ma anche al Festugiére—fondata su di un
manoscritto (GERUSALEMME, TIgpocolvpttikr] Bifriodnkn 112, ff. 1167-168r)
che, a giudicare dagli studi pilu recenti?®, ha una posizione tutta particolare
nella tradizione manoscritta della HistMon. Ora € proprio con questa edizione
che s’accorda la traduzione slava: vi si ritrova la stessa successione di capitoli
e, in pil, ’omissione del cap. 5.

Proponiamo il confronto della struttura dei capp. 1-32 dell’EP con lo Hierosol. 112 da
una parte e con le edizioni di Preuschen e Festugicre dall’ altra:

22. J. van Meurs, Palladii episcopi Helenopoleos Historia Lausiaca, Leiden 1616.

23. E. Preuschen, Palladius und Rufinus, Giessen 1897.

24. 1. P. Eremin, «K istorii...», 46.

25. Ialladiov émioxdmov *Elevovrdiews 7 mpog Aaiicov iotopia fitor Aavoaixdy
xal 177 xav Alyvarov t@v povaydv iotopla megiéyovoar Plovs T@v enuitwy matéowy 8&
legogodvuitinod yegoyodpov IXT’ ai@vog, &kdiSoviar dHmd Adyovstivov povayod ’lop-
Sdavitov, Hierosolymis 1914,

26. A.-J. Festugicre, Historia Monachorum..., XXXVI-XLIIL.
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EP Hierosol. 112

Preuschen Festugiére
1 prologo prologo prologo
2 1 ’Iodvvng 6 &v Auvk® 1 1
3 2 7Qp 2 >
4 3 Bf 4 4
5 ’OEbvpuyyog 5
5 4 Otwv 6 6
6 5 ’Amollag 8 8
7 6 “Appov 3 3
8 7 T“Apouvv 9 9
9 8 Kompng 10 10, §§ 1-2, 25-35
10 9 TIlateppovdiog 11 10, §§ 3-24
11 10 Xovpoug, ‘Hoaiag, ITabrog 12 11
12 11 “EAAR 13 12
13 12 AmelAd 14 13, §§ 1-2
14 13 ’lwdvvng 15 13, §§ 3-12
15 14 TlagvolTtiog 16 14
16 15 ITvtopiov 17 15
17 16 EdAOYLOG 18 16
18 17 oi év 1fj Nutpig 23 20, §§ 5-8
19 18 ’AmoAAdviog 21 19
20 19 Awdokopog 22 20, §§ 1-4
21 20 °HM\iag 7 7
22 21 ’lIoidwpog 19 17
23 22 Zapumiov 20 18
24 23 ’Appdviog 24 20, §§ 9-11
24 Aidvpog 25 20, § 12
25 25 Kpovidng 26 20, §§ 13-14
26 26 Ebddayprog 27 20, §§ 15-17
27 27 Mauakdprog 28 21
28 28 ’Apodv 29 22
29 29 Makdaprog 6 wOALTIKOS 30 23
30 30 ITudrog 31 24
31 31 TIMwppovia 32 25
32 32 ’lodvvng &v AtoAke + epil. 33 + epilogo 26+ epilogo

L’accordo tra I’ EP e lo Hierosol. 112 non si limita alla sola struttura, ché anche molte
particolarita (omissioni, errori, ecc.) del testo del primo trovano conferma nel secondo: cosi,
per esempio, in EP (cap. 9; Tr. Serg. 710, f. 25v) manca il racconto del miracolo del obkov
péya (ed. Festugiere, cap. X, §§21-22); ora di tutti i mss. greci che hanno il cap. su ITateppoo-
0106 il solo Hierosol. 112 presenta questa stessa omissione. Un altro esempio: B'h3EOHE

tA del’EP (OH Ke HHUCOXK(E) R'BBROMR €A QEYE EH LOKOBK MOKASATH f. 247) contro

pndev eidévar (undév elvar) di tutti gli altri mss. greci & confermato dallo Hierosol. 112:
undev dediévat.
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Come nell’EP cosi nello Hierosol. 112 alla HistMon segue il trattato di
Palladio sui Bragmani (ff. 168V-184r). Purtroppo perd I’edizione di Adyovoti-
vog si arresta al f. 1687, sicché noi non possiamo dire se anche per questa parte
I’EP s’accorda con lo Hierosol. 112. Checché sia di cio, ¢ certo in ogni caso—
come dimostra il confronto con le recenti edizioni di Derrett e Berghoff—che la
traduzione slava ¢ strettamente imparentata con la rec. £ del DeBrag, anche
se talvolta si allontana da questa per accordarsi con I’altra rec. (©). Il fatto che
nei pochi casiincui la traduzione slava s’accorda con la rec. ®, questa presenta
un testo migliore di X fa pensare che il DeBrag slavo non sia propriamente un
testimone della rec. 2, ma che tutt’e due—Ila traduzione slava e la rec. Z—discen-
dano, indipendentemente I’'una dall’altra, da un prototipo comune.

La questione merita un’attenzione particolare, e noi la studiamo ampiamente altrove®?.
Qui bastera confortare con qualche esempio quanto detto piu sopra.

Errore congiuntivo della traduzione slava e £ con valore separativo rispetto a @: II, 22
{oov épol mivelg B8wp. Kai oVk dywvid obdE TPadHATE PEP® OVSE TOAEIG KUTACKATTO KOl
ionv Exw oot yfv kai U3wp O; sia £ che DeBrag slavo omettono (omeoteleuto!) kai odk dyw-
vid....03mp.

Accordo di © con la trad. slava contro X che innova: II, 38 té0paupat Pap., tpépopat ©,
NMHTAKW €A (Tr. Serg. 710, f. 52r) contro tépropar di X.

Sulla base di quanto sin qui detto, risulta assai verisimile che la struttura
e il testo dell’ EP ripetano la struttura eil testo di un manoscritto greco (un
vepovtikdv, per intenderci, del tipo dello Hierosol. 112). Piu difficile € decidere
se anche I’'indice dei capitoli, col quale generalmente comincia ’EP (o, in altri
termini, la concezione unitaria del paterik) risalga al prototipo greco. Possiamo

solo dire che ¢ possibile che anche su questo punto I’ EP riproduca fedelmente
il suo prototipo.

Se non conosciamo manoscritti greci (i.e. yepovtika del tipo del Par. gr. 1596, del Vatz.
gr. 2592, dello Hierosol. 112) con kepdiaia che comprendano, se non tutt’e quattro le parti
dell’ EP, almeno I’HistMon e la HistLaus, un fatto ¢ perd certo: I'indice dei capitoli dell’” EP
non & opera del traduttore slavo; infatti i primi trentadue riproducono esattamente i Ke@G-
Aawa dello Hierosol. 112, e nella parte riguardante la HistLaus ¢’¢ un titolo (cap. 43: 0 Hy-
AWK epaecci’kms =nepi Tovhavod, Butler XLII) al quale non corrisponde nessun testo,
dal che & evidente che nemmeno per questa parte I'indice € stato fatto sulla base dei capitoli
realmente occorrenti nell’EP. Quanto detto non esclude comunque la possibilita che il tra-
duttore slavo abbia riunito da solo i diversi ke@dAaio in un unico indice.

Un’ ultima questione ¢ quella relativa ai tre testi che, nella maggior parte

27. «La traduzione slava del trattato di Palladius De gentibus Indiae et Bragmanibus»,
Rivista di Studi bizantini e neoellenici.
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dei manoscritti, seguono ai 62 capitoli. Il loro contenuto non differisce molto
da quello dei testi precedenti, anzi in uno di essi si parla degli stessi anacoreti
egiziani di cui tratta la HistMon: il primo comprende, riuniti insieme in una
successione di 31 capitoletti, le Constitutiones asceticae e il De ascetica disci-
plina di Basilio di Cesarea, il secondo la Epistula ad Anastasium episcopum di
Nilo d’Ancira, e il terzo estratti dalle Historiae ecclesiasticae di Teodoreto di
Ciro e di Sozomeno?.

E’ probabile che tutt’e tre questi testi si trovassero gia nel prototipo greco
dell’ EP. Per il primo cid é quasi certo se si tiene conto del fatto che anche lo
Hierosol. 112 si conclude con éoxetikd di Basilio di Cesarea®. Non ¢ possibile
invece decidere se gli caoreca di Basilio—ed eventualmente anche gli altri due
testi—debbano essere considerati parte costitutiva, e cio€ come i capp. 63-65,
dell’EP o solo come una appendice del vero e proprio Gkasanue o eroyneTcksiXs
YepHOPHBLEX costituito esclusivamente dai 62 capitoli tradizionali®.

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

28. Tra i manoscritti che hanno questi tre testi ricordiamo, oltre al 7r.-Serg. Lavra710,
altri due: LENINGRAD, Gosudarstvennaja Publi¢naja Biblioteka, Solov. mon. N° 458 (635) e
Moskva, Gosudarstvennyj IstoriCeskij Muzej, Siii. sobr. 995. L’analisi che ne diamo ¢ fon-
data su quest’ultimo:

1) (f. 926r) CEATArO WTLA HALWENO BACHAII AQXIENHCKONA KECAQlA KAMOAOKIA CAORECA
XOTAYHME KHTH YEQHOPHSKAA KHTIA (capp. 1-30: PG, XXXI, 1321 ss. Adyor mpog
T00¢ 1OV povnpn Biov dokobvtag (rec. N secondo J. Gribomont, Histoire du texte des
Ascétiques de S. Basile, Louvain 1953, p. 304 ss.); cap. 31 W KHTiH Kako aRno BwTH
YeEPHOPHBL W ! PG, XXXI, 648 ss. ndg 8el koopeicBat tov povayov, 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. 947v) Huaa wrua envcrodia Km endckonoy Auacracoy (PG LXXIX, 345 ss. npog
’Avactdoiov énicronov).

3) (£.9487) W OTIE(h CAOBO WT HeTopia B akTo B Heme uapcTRoBa Hovans uagh
(PG LXXXII, 1163 ss.: 1. IV, capp. 17-18, 20-23, 26, 28-32; PG LXVII, 1343 ss.: capp. 21,
28-34; edizioni recenti delle due opere: Theodoret Kirchengeschichte, herausgegeben von L.
Parmentier, zweite Aufgabe bearbeitet... von F. Scheidweiler, Berlin 1954, 246 ss.; Sozo-
menus Kirchengeschichte, herausgegeben von J. Bidez, eingeleitet... von G. Chr. Hansen,
Berlin 1960, p. 263 ss.).

29. Sulla base della descrizione del catalogo (S. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘IepocoAvpi-
Tikn BipAtobhkn I, SPb. 1891, 198) non ¢ chiaro quali delle opere ascetiche di Basilio siano
contenute nel manoscritto.

30. In qualche manoscritto (per es. Solov. mon.458) gli tAOREcA di Basilio sono registrati
nell’ indice come cap. 63.
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Patrum, al punto che una derivazione del primo dalla seconda & pensabile solo
supponendo una serie di massicci interventi redazionali.

Per quanto riguarda I’AP le particolarita che ne stabiliscono la distanza dall’ éAeapnti-
koOv «normale» (G) sono le seguenti:

[1.a-b] omissione di un gran numero di apoftegmi ricorrenti in G, e cid sia (a) nel senso
della eliminazione completa dei dossiers che (b) in quello della loro riduzione;

[1.c-e] comparsa di apoftegmi nuovi (i.e. sconosciuti a G), provenienti: (c) dalla serie anoni-
ma dell’ aloufnrtikov «normale» (NJ), (d) dalle ccllezioni sistematiche, (¢) da opere impa-
rentate in qualche modo con gli Apophthegmata Patrum come, per es., il Pratum spirituale
di Mosco e la Historia Lausiaca 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 I’ordine dei capitoli delle collezioni
sistematiche) all’ interno dei singoli dossiers;

|2] ordine di successione dei dossiers, a partire dalla lettera A, diverso da G.

Anche nell’ IP si registra una collusione con le collezioni sistematiche; i tratti che la dis-
tinguono da NJ riguardano sia la struttura della collezione che I'inventario degli apoftegmi:
[1] 1a successione degli apoftegmi, in /P, non ¢ quella della sezione quarta di NJ 3, ma quella
delle collezioni sistematiche;

[2] l'ordine degli apoftegmi all’ interno dei singoli capitoli di 7P non ¢ quello delle collezioni
sistematiche, ma quello progressivo di NJ;

[3] alla fine dei capitoli di IP ricorrono apoftegmi di diversa provenienza, tutti comunque es-
tranei a NJ.

Di fronte ad una struttura cosi diversa da quella della collezione «normale»
e delle altre collezioni allora note3?, ecco in che termini van Wijk formulava
il problema del prototipo greco del nostro paterik: «Ne znaju, sochranilsja
li v kakoj-nibud’ rukopisi gregeskij tekst, to¢no sootvestvujuscij slavjanskomu.
Poka takoj tekst ne budet najden, nuZno s&itat’sja s vozmoznost’ju, ¢to pere-
vod&ik v to Ze vremja byl redaktorom-kompiljatorom, derpaviim iz raznych
isto¢nikov. Ja dumaju, odnako, &to slavjanskij tekst byl pereveden s gotovoj
gredeskoj redakcii Bol’Sogo Limonarija, i ne udivilsja by, eslib pri tsatel’'nom
razbore vsech sochraniviichsja rukopisej udalos’ najti gredeskij tekst, bolee
pochozij na slavjanskij ¢em issledovannye do sich por kodeksy»®. Ora noi un
testo greco sufficientemente (se non «toéno») corrispondente all’ AIP, dispo-

31. La sezione quarta di NJ, comprendente gli apoftegmi N 133-369, rappresenta «le
noyau primitif de la série des anonymes» (J.-C. Guy, Recherches..., p. 79): i 237 apoftegmi di
questa sezione sono divisi in capitoli pill 0 meno esattamente corrispondenti a quelli delle
collezioni sistematiche.

32. Grazie soprattutto a W. Bousset, Apophthegmata. Studien zur Geschichte des dlte-
sten Mdnchstums, Tlibingen 1923.

33. N. van Wijk, «Podrobnyj obzor...», 81.
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nendo di una migliore conoscenza delle collezioni «secondarie» (abbreviate e
derivate) degli Apophthegmata Patrum grazie soprattutto alle Recherches di
Guy, lo abbiamo in effetti trovato: si tratta di una collezione alfabetico-ano-
nima derivata (in seguito A/fDer) testimoniataci, per quanto ne sappiamo, da
otto manoscritti®. Il raffronto delle due collezioni (A/P e AlfDer) non lascia
alcun dubbio sulla derivazione della prima dalla seconda. Per quanto riguarda
la sezione degli anonimi I’accordo ¢ perfetto.

L’esempio che diamo a dimostrazione di questo accordo serve anche ad illustrare in con-
creto la distanza dell’AIP (e, come adesso sappiamo, dell’4lfDer), per quanto riguarda la
struttura, dalle collezioni normali sia alfabetico-anonime che sistematiche:

cap. 11 AIP3% AlfDer? cap. 11 AIP% AlfDer3s
1. N34 f.244v, 12 £.283v,1 15. N 279 £.247r, 21 f.285r,12
2. N 56 245v,9 284r, 6 16. N 401 247v,12 285r,23
3. N 109 245v,18 284r,16 17. N 546 248r,6 285v,8
3. N 121 245v,19 284r, 14 18. N 473 248,10 285v,12
5. N 265 245v,22 284r,20 19. N 485 248v,10 285v,30
6. N 266 2461, 3 284r,23 20. N 574 248v, 14 2867, 1
7. N 267 246r,9 284r,29 21. N 619 248v,22 2867, 8
8. N 268 2467, 14 284r 32 22. N 620 249v,5 286V, 1
9. N 271 2467,22 284V,7 23. N 630 252r,23 288r,22
10. N 273 246V, 5 284v,11 24. N 652 252v,8 288v,7
11. N 274 246,16 284v, 19 25. 1 720 252v, 11 288v, 10
12. N 275 246V, 20 284v,23 26. J 732 252v,23 288v, 19
13. N 276 247, 8 284v,32 27. 11:90 253v,3 289r,7
14. N 277 247,16 2857, 6 28. 11:89 253V, 7 2897, 10

Non v’¢ dubbio che anche nella sua parte alfabetica I'AIP derivi dall’
AlfDer; vi sono perd tra queste due collezioni, cosi come ci sono testimoniate,
numerose discordanze, le quali tuttavia non infirmano la loro somiglianza,
o piu esattamente la dipendenza dell” A/fDer dall’ AIP, in quanto sono ancora
trasparenti gli interventi redazionali che le hanno generate.

Noi qui adesso esporremo e spiegheremo brevemente, una per una, queste discordanze:

34. Cf. R. Draguet, Les cing recensions de I’ Ascétikon syriaque d’abba Isaie 1, Louvain
1968, 50*; Draguet non dice quali sono questi manoscritti. Noi ne conosciamo solo tre:
ESCORIAL, Biblioteca, Cod. gr. R-11-1; PARIs, Bibliothéque Nationale, Fonds grec 919; MOSKVA,
GIM, Sin. gr. 345.

35. Per ’AIP ci riferiamo al ms. LENINGRAD, GPB, sobr. Gil'f. 50; per I’AlfDer al Sin.
gr. 345.
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1) Molti degli apoftegmi dell’ AlfDer mancano in AP.—Ora la maggior parte (95%) di questl
apoftegmi ricorrono nella collezione sistematica PJ; in altri termini gli apoftegmi che I'4If
Der ha in comune con PJ non si trovano in AP. Evidentemente ’4AP & da considerare una

collezione differenziale: il suo redattore, in possesso di una collezione del tipo PJ, non aveva
interesse a ricopiare apoftegmi gia a lui noti.

2) AlfDer: a-y e AP: a-T si differenziano nella scelta degli apoftegmi e nella successione dei
dossiers.—Questa differenza si spiega bene supponendo che I’4AP ha in questa parte (63 apo-
ftegmi) ha contaminato due collezioni, I’ dAgapntikdv «normale» (considerato come guida
per la successione dei dossiers e degli apoftegmi) e I'’4lfDer, utilizzato per completare (con 8

apoftegmi) la collezione di base. Nel seguito (A-W) I'4 P avrebbe abbandonato I’ éAeafnti-
KOV «normale» per seguire esclusivamente I’ AlfDer.

3) Tra le due collezioni, anche nella parte in cui si accordano (4lfDer: §-0—AP: A-\W), si rile-
vano delle differenze nella successione dei dossiers.—La loro origine risiede paradossalmente
nel desiderio di AP di portare ordine nel suo prototipo: e infatti spesso nell’AlfDer i dossiers
non si susseguono in ordine alfabetico, e altre volte gli apoftegmi di uno stesso monaco ricor-

rono in due gruppi distinti, separati da altri dossiers; in questi casi 4P ha ristabilito 'ordine
alfabetico e ha riunito insieme i dossiers spezzati.

4) Alcuni apoftegmi nuovi dell’4P (cf. sopra [l.e]) mancano nell’d/fDer.—Nei mss. dell’
AlfDer questi apoftegmi si trovano raccolti in un gruppetto a parte anteposto alla collezione
alfabetica; in AP questi apoftegmi sono inseriti al loro posto nel corpus degli apoftegmi no-

minativi.

Resterebbe a questo purto da chiedersi se i suddetti interventi redazionali
siano opera di uno o di piu redattori e, inoltre, se possa ritenersi che il tradut-
tore slavo sia anche I'autore di una parte di essi, se non di tutti. Secondo noi,
I’ AIP ¢ la traduzione di un manoscritto greco che gia presentava tutte le parti-
colarita che allo stato attuale distinguono I’4/fDer, cosi come ci € noto sulla
base di tre soli mss., dall’ AIP. Non disponendo pero di prove sicure in questo
senso, siamo costretti a lasciare aperto questo problema.

Checché si abbia a pensare di cio, possiamo qui —in attesa che venga stu-
diata tutta quanta la tradizione manoscritta dell’ A/fDer—prescinderne, e cer-
care invece di dare una risposta—sulla base dei tre mss. noti—ad un altro pro-
blema, quello della consistenza della parte anonima dell’ 47P. Su questo punto
la conclusione che si imponeva, quando non si disponeva che di pochi mano-
scritti slavi e non si conosceva ancora I’AlfDer, era che dovevano far parte
dell’ AIP, oltre alla parte alfabetica, solo 17 capitoli di apoftegmi anonimi (e
non 40, come vuole il secondo prologo). E questo ¢ infatti il punto di vista di
van Wijk: «Beim jetzigen Stande unserer Kenntnisse sehe ich keinen Grund,
weshalb wir annehmen sollten, daB die slavische Ubersetzung jemals mehr als
die aus den oben besprochenen Codices (BERLIN, Staatsbibl., Ms. Slav. Wuk
40; BEOGRAD, Nar. Bibl. 726) bekannten 17 Kapitel enthalten habe. Keiner
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dieser Codices hort mit Kapitel 17 der Anonyma auf, aber bei den weiteren
Abschnitten gehen die Handschriften auseinander, wihrend 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, da der Ubersetzer mit Kapitel XVII aufgehért hat,
obwohl in seiner Einleitung noch von weiteren Kapiteln die Rede ist»*¢. Per
noi invece che abbiamo la preziosa testimonianza dell’ A/fDer e una migliore
conoscenza della tradizione manoscritta dell” AIP, le cose stanno diversamente.
Infatti nel Gil’f. 50 ai ff. 3-313r, che contengono I’ AIP cosi come lo ha definito
van Wijk, segue una serie di 110 apoftegmi e racconti monastici (ff. 313r-378r),
per i quali si riesce a vedere abbastanza chiaramente il riferimento ai capitoli
18-40 del prologo dell’ IP. Dal punto di vista della loro provenienza gli apof-
tegmi di questa parte si lasciano distinguere in sei sezioni, ciascuna corrispon-
dente a uno o piu capitoli.

Nel manoscritto questo gruppo di apoftegmi non si presenta diviso in capitoli, oltre a cid
'ordine dei fogli & sconvolto, sicché non & sempre agevole ricostruire la corretta successione
degli apoftegmi. Altrove facciamo un’analisi dettagliata di questa parte del Gil’f. 50 *"; qui

basti riassumerne i risultati:
sezione 1 (=Prologo dell’IP, capp. 18-20): apoftegmi provenienti dai capitoli 18-20 delle col-

lezioni sistematiche;
sezione 11 (=Prologo dell’IP, capp. 21-23): la collazione dei 12 anacoreti, il dialogo mepi Ao-

yiou®v e una breve collezione di sentenze; la collazione e il dialogo ricorrono per lo pilt come
dossier supplementare alla fine delle collezioni sistematiche;

sezione 111 (=Prologo dell’IP, cap. 24): estratti del Pratum spirituale;

sezione IV (=Prologo dell’IP, capp. 25-36): parte dei racconti attribuiti ad Anastasio sinaita:
sezione V (=Prologo dell’IP, cap. 37): © YWAECH EbIEWHME HA WEpasE xpHcToORE

Bh XAAKOMATOH;
sezione VI (=Prologo dell’IP, capp. 38-40): estratti dalle Collationes di Cassiano.

Non ¢’¢ alcun dubbio che la sezione I ¢ da considerare parte integrante
dell’ IP. Per quanto riguarda le altre, estranee propriamente agli Apophthegma-
ta Patrum, 1l fatto per noi importante ¢ che esse si ritrovano tutte nell’ 4/fDer
a continuazione dei venti capitoli di apoftegmi anonimi. Che anche la sezione
II faccia parte dell’ IP & certo, se si considera che i tre elementi che la costitui-
scono sono registrati nell’ indice dell’ A/fDer come capp. 21-23. In quest’ulti-
mo si ritrova—perd senza numerazione—anche la maggior parte dei titoli delle
sezioni I1I-VI. La loro aggregazione, come capp. 24-40, al corpus dell’ /P puo

36. N. van Wijk, «Die slavische Redaktion...», 239.

37. In un articolo di prossima pubblicazione dal titolo «Podrobnyj obzor glav 18-40
anonimnej Casti Azbu¢no-ierusalimskogo paterika».

26

Prototipi greci di Pateriki slavici

risalire sia al prototipo greco che al traduttore slavo: sia nell’ uno che nell’
altro caso questi capitoli debbono ormai essere considerati come facenti parte
dell’ AIP, anche se converra—tenendo conto del loro contenuto— tenerli in
qualche modo distinti dai precedenti 23 capitoli di apoftegmi «anonimi».

Universita di Roma
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BYZANTINE - BULGARIAN ECCLESIASTICAL RELATIONS
DURING THE REIGNS OF IOANNIS VATATZIS
AND IVAN ASEN II, UP TO THE YEAR 1235

loannis Tarnanidis

The Archbishopric of Trnovo was created within the context of the Bulga-
rian rebellion of 1185!. In their attempt to create an independent Bulgarian
state, the leaders of the movement—the brothers Peter and Ivan Asen®*—con-
ceived the idea of the parallel creation of an independent Bulgarian Church. In
this way would be achieved the complete severance of the new state from every
Byzantine influence. This Archbishopric, founded in a somewhat revolutionary
way?®, existed until 1204, although it received no official recognition from the

1. For this uprising see N. Choniatis, De Isaakio Angelo 1, ed. 1. Bekker, Bonnae 1835,
pp. 482-483 and G. Acropolitis, Annales, ed. Bekker, Bonnae 1836, p. 22. Cf. V. 1. Zlatarski,
Istorija na bdlgarskata ddrZava prez srednite vekove, t. 111, Sofija 1940, p.431 and G. Ostro-
gorski, Istorija Vizantije (=Sabrana Dela 4), p. 378.

2. For the origins of these two brothers there exists, in addition to the contemporary
Byzantine and Latin sources (N. Choniatis, G. Acropolitis, Villehardouin etc.), a comprehen-
sive modern bibliography, for which see G. Ostrogorski, Istorija Vizantije, p. 378 note 3, and
G. Litavrin, Bolgarija i Vizantija v XI-XII vv., Moskva 1960, pp. 430-437.

3. There exist two almost contemporary sources, dating from the end of the second de-
cade of the thirteenth century, which relate to the conditions under which this archdiocese
was founded. The first is contained in the letter addressed by Demetrios Chomatianos to
Metropolitan Pediaditis of Kerkyra, which was written as a result of the matter of the «Bou)-
vapoenickonow (Bulgarian bishops). On this, see below. On the manner in which the Bul-
garian Archbishopric of Trnovo was founded, it includes the following: «xai 6 Aeyduevog
8¢ matprépyng abt@v [the Bulgarians], kiiv Uotepov eic 10 matplupylkov GEiopa mupd tod
nana tfig npecPutépag ‘Poung avixdn: aAlda Tnv apynv eig tov tiig dpylepmwovving Bubuov
napa éniokdmov dvvouou kai popaiov tod Budivng ékeivov kai &tépov 800 Emiokonwv
nponyOn». J. B. Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica spicilegio solesmensi parata. Juris ecclesias-
tici Graecorum selecta paralipomena, t. VI, Romae 1891, col. 43. The other related source
is more explicit as to the intentions of the Bulgarians. This is contained in the synodic act
of the Council of 1217 called on account of the aforementioned matter of the «BovAyupo-
ernickonow. For this, see: Sp. N. Laghopatis, I'epuavés 6 B’ matoudoyng Kwvotavrivov-
nméAews - Nuxalag (1222-1240), Tripolis 1913, pp. 74-76 and A. Miliarakis, “ Iotopla 00 fa-
oukelov tijc Nixalag xal tod decmordrov tijg *Hnelpov (1204-1261), Athens 1898, p. 181.
Here is the related passage: «oOk &vta0a 8¢ 16 ndvtolpov Ectnoayv, aAle kal elg adTtd TO
péya tiig iepapyiog aéiopa v Eautdv dkpatdg EEEtelvav Epeoty, fj0ehov yap tfj Buoiiki
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other Churches. However, in that year, after persistent efforts by Tsar Ioan-
nikios?, Pope Innocent III canonically declared it an archbishopric while naming
its primate, Vassilij, primate of all Bulgaria and Wallachia®. Although this region
was subject to the claims of the Oecumenical Patriarchate®, the approach to
the pope followed the natural course of events since Byzantium was the chief
enemy of the Bulgarians. From that time until the ascent to the Bulgarian
throne of Tsar Ivan Asen II (1218-1241) the Archbishopric of Trnovo was de-
pendent on the papacy, although it is true to say that a certain relaxation of
the relations between the two Churches was observed under Asen II's prede-
cessor, Boril. The irregularity created in 1210 (due chiefly to political reasons)
was, however, corrected after only two years’. Nonetheless, the presence of Lat-
ins in the Balkans was a permanent source of agitation and friction which pa-
pal intervention was never able to check. Asen inherited this situation when
he ascended the Bulgarian throne in 12188, At the same time the Bulgarians

atiq mapaledbéal kai matplapyiknv». Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica, t. VI, col. 564. Cf.
P. Nikov, «Prinos kam istori¢eskoto izvoroznanie na Bilgarija i kdm istorijata na bilgar-
skata carkva», in Spom. Balg. Akadem. na Naukite XX (1921), passim; and Zlatarski, Isto-
rija, t. 11, Sofija 1934, p. 475 note 1.

4. Toannikios ascended the Bulgarian thronein 1197. For his meeting with Pope Inno-
cent III on the ecclesiastical and more general political questions relating to Bulgaria, see Iv.
Dujcev, «Prepiskata na papa Inokentij III s Balgarite», in Godisnik na Sofijsk. Univ., Istor.-
Filol. Fakultet 38 (1942), nr. 11, XV, XVIII and IX, as well as Izvori za Bdlgarskata Istorija XII
(Latinski Izvori III), Sofija 1965, pp. 307-378. For the relations of Innocent III with Byzantium
in general, see the recent study of Gerd Hagedorn, «Papst Innozenz II1. und Byzanz am Vor-
abend des Vierten Kreuzzugs (1198-1203)», Ostkirchliche Studien 23/1-3 (1974), 3-20 and
105-136, with a full bibliography (both ancient and modern).

5. Migne, PL 215, col. 294: «Archiepiscopo Trinovitanensi totius Bulgariae et Blachie
primati....... nec non et Ecclesiae tibi commisse, tradimus tibi pallium de corpore beati Petri
sumptum, insigne videlicet plenitudinis pontificalis officii...». Cf. Izvori XII, pp. 343-342, also
Gesta Innocentii 111, §§ LXXV-LXXVI, in PL 214, col. CXXVII-CXXVIII and Izvori XII, pp.
374-375. Cf. also 1. Snegarov, Kratka Istorija na savremenite pravoslavni carkvi, t. II, Sofija
1946, pp. 43-45 and Zlatarski, Istorija 111, p. 203.

6. The eparchies of the newly-founded archdiocese of Trnovo formerly belonged direct-
ly on the one hand to the autocephalous archdiocese of Ochrid, and on the other to the
general spiritual concern of the Oecumenical Patriarchate. The related letter of Archbishop
Demetrios Chomatianos of Ochrid to the Oecumenical Patriarch Germanos 11 is quoted in
Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica VI, col. 496.

7. See Chronicon Alberici Trium Fontium: Pertz, Monumenta Germaniae historica, t.
XXIII, p. 886. Cf. V. G. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie Bolgarskago patriarSestva pri care Ioanne
Asene I1v 1235 godu», Zurnal Ministerstva Narodnago Prosveséenija c. 298 (1885), 15-16 and
Zlatarski, Istorija 111, pp. 308-310.

8. See G. Acropolitis, Annales, 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 Serbs?®, Tsar Asen was called upon to deal with a new set of circumstances.
The rapid rise to power of the despot of Epirus, Theodoros Angelos Doukas,
must have played a special réle in the readjustment of Asen’s policy. The for-
mer had undertaken a victorious advance northward, capturing many impor-
tant towns in Macedonia'®. An even greater impression had been made by the
capture of Thessaloniki in 12241, and by Theodoros’ subsequent crowning as
king (basileus)'®. Initially, Asen’s relations with Theodoros were friendly and

9. See Domentijan, Zivot Svetoga Simeuna i Svetoga Save, ed. Dj. Dani¢i¢, Beograd
1865; and Teodosije, Zivot Svetoga Save, ed. Dj. Danici¢, Beograd 1860. The related biblio-
graphy is massive. Among the most detailed studies are: I. Paljmov, «Istori¢eskij vzgljad na
nacalo avtokefalii serbskoj cerkvi i uérezdenie patriarSestva v drevnej Serbii», Christianskoe
Ctenie 3-4 (1891), 345-405; St. Stanojevié, «Sveti Sava i nezavisnost srpske crkve», Glas
Srpske Kraljevske Akademije CLXI (1934), 197-251; and N. Radoj¢i¢, «Sveti Sava i avto-
kefalnost srpske i bugarske crkve», Glas Srp. Kralj. Akadem. CLXXIX, 2 (1938), 177-258.

10. See D. M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epirus, Oxford 1957, p. 29 ff.

11. For the date of the capture of Thessaloniki by Theodoros Doukas, see J. Longnon,
«La prise de Salonique par les Grecs en 1224», Actes du VI® Congrés International d’Etudes
Byzantines 1 (Paris 1950), 141-146; and B. Sinogowitz, «Zur Eroberung Thessalonikes im
Herbst 1224», Byzantin. Zeitschrift 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 themselves more on de-
ductions than on historical testimony, have considered this event as directly associated with
the capture of Thessaloniki by the above despot. Since the date of this capture 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 likely for the coronation. See G. Ostrogorski, Istorija Vizantije, pp. 406-407;
D. M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epirus, pp. 65-66.In a later study, 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 letters in the Codex Petropolitanus gr. 250 are placed among
those dated after 1227, the above researcher has drawn the conclusion that the coronation of
Theodoros must have taken place during either 1227 or 1228. See L. Stiernon, «Les origines
du Despotat d’Epire. La date du couronnement de Theodoros Doukas», Actes du XII¢ Con-

greés International d’Etudes Byzantines 11 (Belgrad 1964), 197-202. However, A. Karpozilos,
carefully studying this Codex, has shown that the title of king was given to Theodoros before
his coronation. See Karpozilos, The ecclesiastical Controversy between the Kingdom of Nicaea
and the Principality of Epirus (1217-1233), Thessaloniki 1973, pp. 74-75. In addition, he has
shown in a recent study that the texts in this Codex are not placed in chronological order.
See, «The date of the coronation of Theodoros Doukas Angelos», Bvfavrwva 6 (1974),
257. Thus Stiernon’s suppositions have been destroyed and with them the dating of Theo-
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were somewhat strengthened through alliances which were sealed when Asen
gave his illegitimate daughter, Maria, in marriage to Theodoros’ brother, Ma-
nuel Comnenos'®. Theodoros’ rising power, however, combined with his ambi-
tions, naturally made the Bulgarian ruler uneasy, especially since it was well-
known that Theodoros’ next move would be the capture of Constantinople.
Asen’s uneasiness seems to have been shared not only by the Latins but also
by the Emperor of Nicaea, Ioannis Vatatzis. Each, for reasons of his own, wanted
Theodoros’ rise stopped and, if possible, neutralised. Thus no other path
was open to them apart from collaboration in a common front against this am-
bitious and dangerous claimant to the Byzantine throne. If the negotations
initiated to this end during this period did not have time to produce a full
alliance, this was due to the sudden turn of the Latins of Constantinople to
Asen!?. According to the accounts of Western writers!s, it wassuggested to the
Bulgarian Tsar Asen, after the sudden death of Emperor Robert de Courtenay
in 1228, that he should undertake the guardianship of Emperor Baldwin II,
who was a minor. The suggestion was most tempting, since not only did it satisfy
the ambitious schemesof the Tsar, but it also included an agreement to marry the
minor Emperor to Asen’s daughter’s. Asen had been adjudged suitable for this
guardianship due to his relationship with the Imperial House of Constantinople
through his wife Anna-Maria, daughter of the Hungarian King AndrewII'?. The

doros’ coronation to 1227-1228. In view of the above, A. Karpozilos returned to supporting
the earlier theory that Theodoros’ coronation took place in 1225. However, E. Bees-Seferli
has recently brought to light unpublished letters of Ioannis Apokafkos from which the
coronation of Theodoros Doukas has been ascertained as taking place between April and
August 1227. See E. Bees-Seferli, «"O ypdvog otéyeng tod @eoddpov Aovka g tposdiopi-
Cetar & dvexdoOtov ypappdtov tod “lodvvov "Amoxadkov», Byzantinisch-Neugriechische
Jahrbiicher XXI (1971-1974), Athen 1975, 272-279.

13. Acropolitis, Annales, p. 41. Cf. Nikov, «Carkovnata politika..», p.76. Zlatarski, Istorija
III, pp. 333-334, follows Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie..», p. 23, in supposing that the rapproche-
ment through marriage between Asen and Theodoros Doukas took place after the latter had
captured Thessaloniki in 1224.

14. Acropolitis, Annales, p. 59: «xai np®dta pév 10V "Acav dronotodvral, kai 100T® Td
mpog eipnvnv omévdovtaw. According to Zlatarski, the discussions between Asen and
Patriarch Germanos II on the ecclesiastical question had the same fate, being broken off dur-
ing 1228 without result. See, Istorija 111, pp. 366-367.

15. See Marini Sanuti Torselli, Secreta Fidelium Crucis, lib. 11, cap. XVIII (apud Bon-
gars, Gesta Dei per Francos, t. 1), Hanoviae 1611, pp. 72-73. Cf. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie»,
p. 32.

16. «tandem domino Balduino...ad modum utiliter tractatum et jurejurando firmatum
fuit de filia Imperatoris Exagorarum». M. Sanuti Torselli, Secreta Fidelium Crucis, p. 72.

17. See Th. Archidiaconi, «Historia Salonitana», Monumenta spectantia Historiam
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Latins’ haste was completely justified at this 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 remain fruitless. In our opinion (which
we shall attempt to substantiate below) the full restoration of ecclesiastical rela-
tions between the Archbishopric of Trnovo and the Patriarchate was realised
in the context of the political rapprochement of the Bulgarians with the Greeks
of Nicaea, referred to above.

The intervening Latin approach to Asen would seem, however, to have
been simply a political manoeuvre, since while the latter was priding himself on
his success!®, the Latins changed their plans!®. The agreements with Asen were
set aside and his place was taken by Jean de Brienne, King of Jerusalem?®. This
change in the Latin position was strengthened, perhaps even provoked, by the
catastrophic defeat of TheodorosDoukas near Klokotinitza in 123021. Asen won
that battle, but lost the diplomatic battle with the Latins, since after the neu-
tralisation of Theodoros, Asen’s presence became dangerous, and thus the ful-
filment of the agreement concerning the regency was senseless. After this, with
everything happening in Asen’s ignorance, Jean de Brienne arrived in Con-
stantinople in 1231, and was crowned Emperor®2. This event enraged the Bul-
garian Tsar to such an extent that he resolved to avenge himself on the Latins.
For the success of this plan he did not hesitate to cooperate with the Byzantine

Slavorum Meridionalium, Zagrabiae 1894, SS.1II, p. 92, as well as the letter of King Andrew
I to Pope Honorius 11, in A. Theiner, Monumenta hist. Hungariae, vol. I, Romae 1859, p. 21.

18. See the inscription of Ivan Asen in the church of the Forty Martyrs in Trnovo, from
the year 1230, in which he speaks of his conquest and subjugation even of the Latins of Con-
stantinople, in J. Ivanov, Bdlgarski starini iz Makedonija, Sofija 1931, p. 420.

19. For the secret agreement between the Latins of Constantinople and Jean de Brienne,
King of Jerusalem, made in Perugia during the year 1229 in the presence of the Pope, see C.
Hopf, «Geschichte Griechenlands von Beginn des Mittelalters bis auf unsere Zeit», Ersch und
Gruber’s Encyclopddie, 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, Istorija Vizantije, p. 410, sees this event as the result of the
change in political conditions after the defeat of Theodoros Doukas at Klokotinitza.

21. For the battle at Klokotinitza see Acropolitis, Annales, p.45; N. Gregoras, Historiae
Byzantinae, p. 28. Also cf. Zlatarski, IstorijaI1I, 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, Istorija III, p. 358, upholds that the agreement

between the Latins of Constantinople and the Pope with Jean de Brienne was carefully kept
secret from Tsar Asen.
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Emperor, Ioannis Vatatzis?, with whom only three years earlier he had discussed
the neutralisation of Theodoros. The later negotiations led to the accord of
Lampsakos in 123524, In this, among other items, was included the final settle-
ment of the ecclesiastical problem, with the Bulgarian Church being proclaimed
a Patriarchate?®,

From the above, it is clear that the period between 1231 and 1235 was
really an opportune one for the restoration of the relations between the Bul-
garian Church and the Patriarchate. This has so influenced historical research
to date, that the earlier amicable period of 1224-1228 has been completely
ignored. Two contemporary sources have given strong support to this impression,
a letter relating to the person who occupied the Archiepiscopal Throne of
Trnovo up to 1232 and the «Sinodik» of Tsar Boril2¢, The first, an indirect source,
was written by the Metropolitan of Ancyra,Christophoros,whowassent to Greece
about the year 1232, following a decision of the Oecumenical Patriarchate??.
The purpose of this journey was, in his capacity as Exarch of the Oecumenical
Throne, to negotiate a solution to the schism, and the restoration of canonical
relations between the Greek dioceses of the West and the Patriarchate28. While

23. For the negotiations between Asen and Vatatzis, see Acropolitis, Annales, p. 53, and
Gregoras, Hist. Byzantinae 11, 8, p. 29. From the Latin side, mention is made of these nego-
tiations by Andrea Danduli, Chronica per extensum descripta aa. 46-1280 d.c., ed. Muratori
t. X1II, parte I, p. 295. Cf. D. Angelov, «Italianski izvor za bilgarskata srednovekovna isto.
rija», Ist. pregled 28/6(1972), 86-99, and A. Miliarakis, ‘Jotogpia tod faciAeiov tic Nixalag,
pp. 267-275; Zlatarski, Istorija 111, pp. 379-380, and Ostrogorski, Istorija Vizantije, pp.409-410.

24, Acropolitis, Annales, pp. 54-55, and Gregoras, Hist. Byzantinae, p. 30.

25. In addition to Acropolitis and Gregoras (as above), this event is mentioned by
Ephraemius Monachus, ed. Angelo Maio, Bonnae 1840, p. 329.

26. This «Sinodik» was published by S. N. Palauzov, «Sinodik carja Borisa», Fre-
mennik Imp. Mosk. obst. ist. i drevn. Ross. XXI (1855), 9-12, and later by M. G. PouZenko,
Sinodik carja Borisa, (Izvestija Russkago Archeol. Inst, v Konstantinopole), sv. 2 (1897) Prilo-
Zenie I-II, pp. 1-82. Cf.J. Andreev, «Belezki viarhu Palauzovija prepis na Borilovija Sinodik»,
Isvestija na Balg. istor. Druzestvo XXIX (1974), 137-141, and B. St. Angelov, «Deux contri-
butions i I’histoire de la culture médiévale bulgare», Byzantino-Bulgarica IV (1973), 75-83.

27. See «Evtaipo tiig &Eapyiag tod "AykOpacy, in Fr. Miklosich - Jos. Miiller, Acta
et Diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana, t. III, Vindobonae 1865, p. 65.

28. Christophoros’ role is mentioned in the letter addressed to him by Metropolitan Var-
danis of Kerkyra. In this, the latter explains to Christophoros that, owing to sickness, he will
not be able to be present at the council called to end the schism. See Ed. Kurtz, «Christo-
phoros von Ankyra als Exarch des Patriarchen Germanos I1», Byzantinische Zeitschrift
16 (1907), 139-140. Patriarch Germanos II, in his letter to the despot Manuel Doukas, also
gives explanations for the presence there of Christophoros as the representative of the Patri-
archate, saying: «téwg 8° obv pd¢ 10 TapdV TOV mapdVIa iepdTatov unTponoritnyv *Ayid-
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Christophoros was on the Holy Mountain, he sent a personal letter to the Bul-
garian Tsar, Asen,on the subject of the ecclesiastical question itself. This letter,
dated 123329, contains some very interesting information about the condition of
the Bulgarian Church and its relations with the Patriarchate. It contains, among
other things, the valuable information that Christophoios had met the Aich-
bishop of Trnovo, who had resigned from his throne, and who had, that year,re-
tired to the Holy Mountain®. It is true that no further details are contained in
the letter as to the reason for and date of the resignation of the Bulgarian Arch-
bishop. Researchers, however, have not found it difficult to make up for this
omission with material supporting theirideas that, up to this time, the Bulgarian
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 the Throne of
Trnovo would not be difficult to find—it woud have been due to his opposi-
tion to Asen’s turn towards the Greek Patriarchate®!.

Other information to supplement this is contained in the Life of St. Para-
skeve®?, According to the narrative of its writer, Patriarch Efthymij, when Tsar
Asen heard of the miracles and fame of the Saint, he asked the Latins to per-
mit the transference of her relics from the village of Epivatae to his capital,
Trnovo. After the agreement of the Latins, who were richly rewarded for it,
the reception of the relics of the Saint in Trnovo took place with all splendour.
The Tsar Ivan Asen with the royal family, in order to receive the relics went

pog, &v Kupio dyamntov adeAeov kui cLAAELTOLPYOV TiiG MUMV HETPLOTNTOG, GLVOSIKT
okéyel kKui cupPovriq EEanéctelha TOV TONOV Tiig UGV peTPLOTNTOC OPEiAOVTH ExAnra-
pobv &v mict mpukTéol T BpoVe 1@ Tatplapyik® mposappodfovsivy. Miklosich-Miiller,
Acta et Diplomata 111, p. 64. In addition, Christophoros himself in his letter to Asen states
the purpose of his arrival in a similar manner: «o0 yap arAi®dg 008" i ETvxEV 1| fuetépa
gyeyovel katélevolis, Bote kv Talg ieporpakialg kai ALY ndon ékkAnoclaotikf] adBevriq
tom évi ) xhpe i neptypdoecbal, AN’ v andon tfi Sboel torotnpNTAg Kal EEupyoc
anectdAny mapd e Tod GylmTdTov decmdTOL Kal oikovpuevikoDd matpiipyov Kai Tiic iepdc
Kai Gyiag ovvodov, dravia katd dbotv SieEayely kal &vepyelv, dmdoa mPocupuolel Td
0pove 1@ matplapyikd». Kurtz, op. cit., 141. Cf. Laghopatis, T'epuavos 6 B’ marpidoyns
Kwvoravtwovndiews, pp. 30-71, and A. Karpozilos, The ecclesiastical Controversy, pp. 89-95.

29. In Kurtz, op. cit., 141-142. Cf. Zlatarski, Istorija 111, pp. 361-362.

30. Kurtz, op. cit., 141.

31. Zlatarski, Istorija I11, p. 355.

32. See S. Novakovi¢, «Zivot sv. Petke od patrijarha bugarskoga Jeftimija», Starine
IX (1877),48-59, and J. Ivanov, Starini iz Makedonija, pp. 431-433. A Greek translation of the
Bulgarian narrative of Patriarch Efthymios survives, undertaken by Metropolitan of Myrea
at the end of the sixteenth century. See A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, >Avdiexta *fegooorv-
unrixils Ztayvoloylag, t. I, pp. 438-453.
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out from the city while Archbishop Vassilij with all the clergy went out, too.
«H rakoxxe ce OyR'EAR BAArouncTHRIH Ldagh Iwan’nn Ackib, HZRAE HZh FpaAd Ch Ma-
TEYTIO CROEID LLAPHLLEI GAEHOI0, H Ch CROEI LLAPHLLE AN’HOK H ¢h R’cEMH REA’ MOYHKH
CROHMH, C'h HHMH KE H RRCEYRCTHAI NATQIAp’Xh Kyph BacHdle ch B’ cRMb NOHURTWMA
LLPhKORHAIH MBS,

It is true that it is not known when. exactly, the transfer of St. Paraskeve’s
relics took place. However, it seems clear that the above event took place after
Asen’s triumphant victory over Theodoros Doukas at Klokotinitza, since it is
mentioned in the na.rative that the Tsar had subjected to his authority the whole
of Macedonia together with Serres, the Holy Mountain, Thessaloniki, Thes-
saly, Serbia, Dalmatia and Albania as far as Dyrrachion®. On the other hand,
from the readiness of the «Franks» to hand the relics of the Saint over to Asen,
researchers have been led to the conclusion that the relations between him and
the Latins during this particular period were good, and consequently that the
event took place before the coronation of Jean de Brienne as Emperor of Cou-
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 place®, the mention of Vassilij’s name is without doubt a
positive factor in the investigation of the matter that concerns us.

Historical research has been particularly concerned with thisreference to
the name of Vassilij as Archbishop of Trnovo, and in particular as to whether
he ought to be identified with the Uniate Vassilij or whether he is a separate
personality®?. The great interval between 1185 and 1231 (forty-six years) has
raised doubts as to the identification of this Vassilij with the first Archbishop
of Trnovo®. Finally, to fill another lacuna in the history of the Archbishopric,
it has been accepted that Archbishop Vassilij was the same as the one who, in

33. S. Novakovié, «Zivot sv. Petkey», p. 58; Cf. J. Ivanov, Starini.., p. 433.

34. S. Novakovié, «Zivot sv. Petke», p. 57.

35. Zlatarski, summarising the views of E. Golubinskij, Kratki oderk istorii pravoslavnych
cerkvej bolgarskoj, serbskoj i rumynskoj ili moldovalaskoj, Moskva 1871, p. 281, and P. A.
Syrku, «Neskoljko zametok o dvuch proizvedenija trnovskago patriarcha Evtimija», Sbornik
V. Iv. Lamanskago 1, St. Petersburg 1883, p. 382 note 3, accepts that the event took place be-
tween 1230-1231, when Asen vanquished and neutralised Theodoros Doukas. See Istorija
II1, p. 345, note 1. However, we shall return to this with more recent information.

36. See below.

37. See Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie..», pp. 51-52; P.Nikov, «Carkovnata politika na Ivan
Asenja 1I», Bdlgarskata Istoriceska Biblioteka III (1930), 89-90, and Zlatarski, Istorija III,
p. 362, note 1.

38. Nikov, «Carkovnata politika», pp. 89-90.
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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 Wallachia by
the Pope. The above supposition has been defended in the following manner:
fi:st by the claim that, under his Unijate identity, he was forced by Asen to resign
after the latter’s turn to the Eastern Church, and secondly by the absence of
his name from the list of Patriarchs of Trnovo contained in Boril’s «Sinodik»®.
This «Sinodik» which is preserved in a later copy attributed to the Synod held
in Trnovo in 1211 under Tsar Boril, aimed at combatting the Bogomiles®. This
Council was characterised as Orthodox since the Uniate Archbishop Vassilij
was not present at it. An original text to this effect has survived, although the
later additions followed the same line*!. Thus when a list of Archbishops of
Trnovo was drawn up at a later date, the name of Vassilij was deliberately omit-
ted as incompatible with the Orthodox character of the text. This is the offi-
cial view of present-day historical research?2.

Attempts have also been made to interpret a later text along these lines.
It concerns the «pittakion» sent to Patriarch Germanos II drawn up in the name
of all the Western bishops by Metropolitan Ioannis Apokafkos of Nafpaktos®s.
It is true that in this letter there is an allusion to negotiations and correspondence
between Ascn and Nicaea. Defending Theodoros Angelos’ right to be called
king (a title that the patriarch had denied him), Ioannis Apokafkos com-
plains how, despite this, it is possible for the title to be borne by the Latin gov-

39. Toakim is referred to as the first Patriarch in the Sinodik. See the edition of Popru-
Zenko, Sinodik..., p. 75. Cf. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie..», p. 52, and Zlatarski, Istorija 111,

p. 301.
40. For the Bogomils in general see: Zlatarski, Istorija 111, pp. 290-303; G. Ostrogorski,

Istorija Vizantije, pp.259-260, note 1; D. Angelov, B. Primov, G. Batakliev, Bogomilstvoto v
Bdlgarija, Vizantija i Zapadna Evropa v izvori, Sofija 1967; D. Angelov, Le Bogomilisme en
Bulgarie, Sofija 1969; Cf. P. TivCev, Byzantino-Bulgarica IV (Sofija 1973), 333-344; Drag.
Dragojlovi¢, «Bogomil political role among Balkanic nations», Balcanica 1 (Beograd 1970),
43-69, and «Bogomilisme et mouvements hérétiques dualistes du Moyen Age», Balcanica 4
(Beograd 1973), 121-143; idem, Bogomilstvo na Balkanu i u Maloj Asiji, 1. Bogomilski Rodo-
nacalnici (Balkan. Inst., posebna izd. 2), Beograd 1974.

41. It ought to be noted here that it is more than likely that the original description of
the founding of the Bulgarian Patriarchate underwent various alterations with the passage of
time. This view is strengthened by the existence of certain variations of the texts which relate
to the list of Patriarchs of Trnovo. See the study of V. S. Angelov, «Deux contributions a
I’histoire de la culture médiévale bulgare (1. Copie inconnue du récit de la restauration du
patriarcat bulgare)», pp. 75-83 and especially 76.

42. See Zlatarski, Istorija 111, pp. 202-203.

43. See this letter, «pittakion», in Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica saeculi XI1I. Iz perepiski Ioan-
na Navpaktskago», Vizantijskij Vremennik III (1896), 288-293.
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ernor of Constantinople, who indeed errs in the faith, as well as by the «Ar-
chon» of «Aemos» the Scythian Asen: «Kai 31xai00c0w Aowndov 6 povy T
Kovotavtivoundrer tov Bactitkov meplypayauevog mAatuoopdy, 6 a[CJopi-
™e, 6 mepl v nictiv c@allopevos, BPaoiiedsg dvopalecdart, ET1 88 kai 6 Tod
Aipov katdpyov Zxk00ng ‘Acdv, kal Baciiedg Dynidtatog drxovéte kal pe-
yailvvécOw €v ypappaot, tapopicbw 8¢ 6 10 dikaiwpa tiig Bociieiog &k ntpo-
vovov AaBov kal glg avtnv dikaing kahoduevos.. . »*,

This letter is undated. At first, Vasiljevskij* and after him Zlatarski% sup-
posed that it was written in 1228, and that the negotiations hinted at in it took
place during that year, but were doomed to failure due to the fact that the pri-
mate of the Bulgarian Church was a Uniate. In particular, Zlatarski mentions
that Patriarch Germanos rejected Asen’s proposals because of the allegiance
of the Bulgarian «patriarch»*’. Consequently, according to this view, Apokaf-
kos’ letter is further evidence for the occupancy of the Uniate Vassilij of the
Archiepiscopal Throne of Trnovo up to that year.

Our first doubts as to the above argument arose after a careful reading of
the «pittakion», that is to say, of the letter which Metropolitan Ioannis Apo-
kafkos drew up and sent to Patriarch Germanos II. Especially on reading the
above quotation, for although the condemnation that he is an «unleavened one
...erring in the faith», is levelled at the Emperor of Constantinople, there is
no similar condemnation of the Archon of Aemos, the «Scythian Asen». If, in
the year that this letter was drawn up, the Church of Bulgaria continued to be
subject to the Pope, what would have prevented its writer from characterising
Asen as at least «erring in the faith», if nothing else? This would have been an
additional argument for the Metropolitan as to the irregularity of the titles attri-
buted to this archon by the Patriarch and, in all probability, by the Byzantine
court in Nicaea.

As has been said, this letter was undoubtedly written after Theodoros Dou-
kas’ coronation as king. Mention of this event is made at a number of points
in the letter and especially in the phrase, «Ei 8¢ kol mpog ta mapd TodToL KO-
topBdhpato &ridn 116, £€ 6tov Bedlev Tapérafe TV TdV Evtadba ToTOV dia-
kuBépvnoty, GAA’ ovde Tadta, el pf T dAAO glyopev £ig mpotiunoly, ovk &i-
kaiog tovte drnofpafedvoet 10 tiig Pacideiog afimpon®s.

44. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», p. 292.

45. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 235-236.
46. Zlatarski, Istorija ITI, pp. 355, 360.
47. Zlatarski, Istorija, 111, 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 middle of 12274, It
is also worth noting that at the beginning of the letter, Apokafkos makes spe-
cial mention of the Archbishopric of Ochrid (Achris) as desiring to subscribe
to the «pittakion», and, by so doing, to express its submission to the Oecu-
menical Throne: «€t1 8¢ kol 1§ kata Bovlyapiav adtokepdln dpylepatiki
£Eovoiq kail toig O’ adTnV émokdémolg” NOEANGE Yap Kol aitn T® AE1wHaTIKG
ol cpeTépov Bpdvov TV mapodoay Nuetépay dvagopay Kal 81’ £avtiig ovy-
Kpotfiocain®,

However, such a readiness on the part of the Archdiocese of Ochrid (in
reality of its Archbishop, Demetrios Chomatianos) is incomprehensible, at
least after the sharp letter of Patriarch Germanos, in which he reproaches the
Archbishop on account of the coronation of the despot, Theodoros, as king by
Demetrios®!. Consequently, we ought to draw the conclusion that the «pittakion»
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. In a letter which he sent to the Pa-
triarch, he not only defends his right to act as he did, but counterattacks and
condemns the Patriarch with a list of his own irregular actions®2. 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 II, 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
Georges Bardanés, Métropolite de Coféyre, au patriarche oecuménique Germain 11, 1226-
1227», *Enetnoic “Erawelag Bolavrwav Zmovd@y 33 (1964), 111. As a result of Con-
stantinos® refusal, Archbishop Demetrios Chomatianos of Ochrid was invited, and he wil-
lingly crowned Theodoros king. Chomatianos, defending his action to Patriarch Germanos II,
invokes a synodic decision which entrusted him with this undertaking»: «Tfi¢ xotvfig Toi-
vov tavtng okéyeng kol dpofoviiag Epyov yéyovev 1 xpicig TovTov 100 &v Auiv adtokpd-
1T0p0oG, fiv &M kol wpoekpiOnpuey MUEIS Yvoun naviov iepovpyficatl, dg tnv Onepoynv Exov-
tec». Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica V1, col. 489 (nr. 114). For the synodic 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 classica VI, col.
483-486 (nr. 113).

52. Letter of Demetrios Chomatianos to Patriarch Germanos II, in Pitra, Analecta sacra,
cols. 487-498 (nr. 114).
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sition as is evident in Apokafkos’letter. But Chomatianos’ letter is also undated.
However, in it there are indiect references and phrases which enable us to de-
termine, even if only approximately, the date of its composition.

Chomatianos’ reply is a remarkable historical text8, even though it con-
tains much information that is either defective or of little importance. In the
first place, with reference to the date of its composition, we have already said
that there is no direct information. However, from the description of the events
contained in it, we are able to draw certain definite conclusions. In particuiar,
defending himself for his audacity in crowning Theodoros king, Chomatianos
invokes the noble and royal descent and military successes of the despot, saying:
«T1 yoOv kaivov kai dAAokotov, el Tov &€ aiparoc fvia paciiikod, el TOv viov
100 éoteppévon mepikAitov cefactoxpdTopos, el TOV Tjg TOpPLPOYEVVTTOL
g€kyovov, gl 1Ov 100 dowdipov kai peydhov Paciiémng tob Kopvnvod kvpod
*ALeEiov dvoékyovov, €l TOV KAnpovopov tfig Paciieiag, &l tOv TorobTOV
apiotéa, €l TOV €k vedTNTOG Kal Ewg ApTL oTpatnylkoic poyboig Eyyvpuvecda-
pevov, vov 100 Ovopatog ME1LD oa e v

Without doubt the above phrases «€wg Gpt» and «viv 10D dvoportog RELDO-
copev» imply no 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 we ought not to overlook the way in which 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 arrive in
Ochrid, and vice versa. Thus if the letter of Germanos followed the information
of Theodoros’ coronation, the earliest that it could possibly have been written
would have been the end of 1227 or the beginning of 1228%. Chomatianos’
reply, taken in conjunction with the phrases «Ewg dpt» and «viv oD Ovo-
patog HEwboauev» that are contained in it, ought to be placed during 1228%.
Consequently, the letter of Ioannis Apokafkos must have been written be-
(ween 1227 and 1228, and certaifily before the worsening of relations between
Chomatianos and patriarch Germanos®”, However, in this casewecught to accept
that during this time serious negotiations took place between Asen and Nicaea,

53. Cf. G. Ostrogorski, «Pismo Dimitrija Homatijana Sv. Savi i odlomak Homatijanovog
pisma patrijarhu Germanu o Savinom posveéenju», Sabrana Dela, t. IV, pp. 170-189. See
especially p. 172.

54. Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica, col. 492.

55. Karpozilos, The ecclesiastical Controversy, p. 105 (nr. 11) places it between 1226-1227.

56. Cf. Karpozilos, The ecclesiastical Controversy, p. 105 (nr. 13), who places it between
1226-1227.

57. Karpozilos, The ecclesiastical Controversy, p. 105 (nr. 14)places it between 1226-1227.
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as Apokafkos clearly hints in his letter when he says, «11 8¢ kai 6 Tob Afpov
Katdpymv Zxving *Actv, kol Bociieds DYNAOTUTog AKOVET® KUl LEY @k v-
VECO® &V YPAUULPOGC Y.

This interpretation ought not to be considered impossible, especially if
we have in mind Theodoros Doukas’ dangerous advances, his capture of Thes-
saloniki and his coronation there as king. This last action of Theodoros, which
in the relevant letters of the ecclesiastical leaders is represented as the sealing
of his struggles against the Latins®®, 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 troubled 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 considered inopportune, but, indeed, most likely.

It is true that a problem is created as to how the Latins, who were surely
aware of Asen’s change in allegiance, especially following the restoration of
his Church to the Patriarchate after he had disowned the Pope, could possibly
have proposed that he undertake the regency of the minor, Baldwin II. Perhaps
here we ought to accept Vasiljevskij’s opinion that the above proposal (which
was of a political nature) was made without the Pope having been consulted,
and that the latter opposed it as soon as he learnt of it5%; perhaps even that the
Pope himself was responsible for the rejection of Asen and for entrusting the
regency of the throne of Constantinople to Jean de Brienne, the 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. This view is made even more convincing by other information from
Chomatianos which, as we shall see below, speaks clearly and directly of the

58. See similar expression in the synodic act recognising Theodoros as king: «Abdtog yap
&yéveto POOTNG petd Oedv kal coTip NUETEPOG Kal ADTOTEANG cOTNPid.... £K TOV TOAEUL-
KOV dydvev Kal copnhok®y OnEp deavicpod pEv tedeiov TOV KATOMOAEUTCAVTIOV THAG
a0éwv Aativov, €t 8¢ kal tdv &k 1o Aipov TxuvBdv». Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», p. 285;
likewise, in Apokafkos’ letter: «’AAN” 6 @goc....0nétaée kai ToVTOLG LILO TOLE TOduG Tob Pa-
SLAEOG NUAOV Kol CUVETPLYEV.....TAC TOAELS dvechoato 1f) ‘Popaiov dpxfi, ta &miokoneia
0eod Aativikfic papiag dnelvtphdooato..». Vasiljevskij, op. cit., p. 292, and in that of
Chomatianos to Patriarch Germanos: «oi ka0’ £kdotny Hudv katacyafovtes &vieddev
ocvotéAavtal, 1@ Bacidik® droxwpodvieg dvouarti e kal dEidpart, odg 6 xpatatdg odTog
kol dytog Nudv Buoihedg £k thig nepry@pov tadtng, dpvbntolg i8pdor kol wdvolg amn-
Auace...» Pitra, Analecta sacra, col. 489.

59. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie..», p. 33.
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restoration of relations between the Patriarchate and the Archbishopric of Trno-
vo during the period in which he wrote to Patriarch Germanos II. This explicit
information completely overturns all those hypotheses advanced to date in
which it is stated that ecclesiastical relations were restored after 1231, and sup-
ports the many other allusions to this subject that are to be found scattered in
various other texts.

The information is contained in the above-mentioned reply of Choma-
tianos to Patriarch Germanos II, who had reproved him for his action in crown-
ing Theodorosking. In his reply, Chomatianos cites among the Patriarch’s irreg-
ular actions his intervention in the Archdiocese of Ochrid and che establishment
within its boundaries of the Archbishopric of Serbia®, as well as the Archbishop-
ric of Zagora. Concerning the latter, he reproves the Patriarch for appointing
an Archbishop in Zagora for it is known that «Ternovos» belongs to his own
eparchy. Here is Chomatianos’ text: «Ei 8¢ kol v mpoyeipnowv tfic iepopyi-
k¢ keQaAfic tfig antobev dedopévng 1% Zayopd &ig pécov mpobfcopey, gd-
prioopev kal tavtny émogpuyicacav 1oL £keloe mGhat mponyuévovg dxa-
voviotwg, obg potyovg kai émiPritopag 6 1ig ékkAnoiog dpBog Aoyos olde
KaAglV, o0 povov 8€, AL kal fpétepov dikalov mapoondacacay, HEPOS YAp
tiig ke’ Nudg Enapyiog 6 TépvoPog»el.

From the above paragraph of Chomatianos, we can surely draw the fol-
lowing conclusions: First, that at the time of the letter’s composition, there was
an «lepapyikn ke@aAn» (archbishop) in Zagora who had received his «npoyei-
pnoig» (consecration) from the Patriarch, whose see was in Nicaea; second,
that this ordination relates to a single instance since the verb «3gdopévng» does
not contain the idea of repetition—if this were the case he would havesaid «3180-
pévne»,to express an action that was either repeated now, or in the future; and
third, that there is no doubt that it relates to the Archbishopric of Trnovo since
he expressly says: «pépog yap tfic ka®’ fpds &napyiag 6 TépvoPogy. It is true
to say that this fully confirms the doubt expressed above as to the correct inter-
pretation of the «pittakion». It also fully justifies Apokafkos’ omissicn in not
characterising Asen as «nepi TV nioTV GEAAAOHEVOVY.

In the light of the above information given to us by Chomatianos, we are
in a position to give the true interpretation to another misinterpreted letter, to
which we have already referred, which is the letter of Metropolitan Christo-

60. «AbTOBeV Yhp, iva 10 dndppntov einw, &ni ddikig NpETEpy, &xelpotovidn apyieni-
oxomnog ZepPiag». Pitra, Analecta sacra, col. 495. Cf. Ostrogorski, «Pismo Homatijana», pp.
188-189.

61. Pitra, Analecta sacra, col. 496.
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phoros of Ancyra to «King» Asen in the year 1233%2, Addressing himselfto Asen,
Christophoros calls him «the spiritual son of the most holy Jerd and oecumeni-
cal patriarch»%, something which it would have been impossitle for him to say
to an archon, subject to the Pope of Rome. But continuing, he expresses him-
self even more clearly, explaining the spiritual relationship created by the union
under Asen of the formerly divided Churches, «811 tfic ayiag kaborikfic kai
aroctorikiig EkkAnoiog Tékvov éyévou yvRiolov Kal fivooag KaA®G td Tpodny
dtecthto Kakd®g kol eVodwoag mpiypa OpBodofdtatov egig tnv Zoyopav,
Omep ovdelg TAV PO ool Toyvoen®,

In the past there have been attempts to alter the meaning of the above
phrase; i.e. it has been claimed that it expresses the spirit of the negotiations
already begun, and that the exaggeration of the expressions was aimed at the
euticement of the Bulgarian leader®. However, today, we are able to emphasize
with certainty that the warmth of the expressions had other inteations, and that
the restoration of ecclesiastical relations between the Patriarchate and the Bul-
garians referred to in these lines was a reality. Christophoros neither exagger-
ates the essence of the matter nor does he outstrip events, but according to
the epistolary custom of the time he elegantly describes a fact.

Further on,when he has explained to Asen the purpose of his visit, he gives
us more valuable information: that on the Holy Mountain he had met the «pa-
Kopidtatog apyleniokonog T pivo B ou»®. His report in this instance is very
interesting. He had wanted, he says, to write to the king earlier «of the many
matters(on which he had conversed)with this archbishop» but «worldly disor-
ders»®? had prevented him. And he continues: «kol fviykaca adtdv e dciv
el tnv £kkAnoiav adtol. 6 8& petdvorav Ogig kal ovyyvoduny aitfoag dne-
kpivatd pot Tva dokobvra evAoyar»ss, which means that he had made great
efforts and had exercised all his influence to persuade the Archbishop in ques-
tion to return to his throne. Who, therefore, was the Archbishop to whom
Christophoros refers, who had conversed with such intimacy with the exarch of
the Oecumenical Throne, who had knelt bsfore him to ask forgiveness, and

62. Kurtz, op. cit., 141-142.

63. Kurtz, op. cit., 141.

64. Kurtz, op. cit., 141.

65. Nikov, op. cit., 86. Vasiljevskij, «Obnovlenie..», pp. 50-51, maintains that the com-
plete submission of the Archbishopric of Trnovo to the Patriarchate had already been
achieved even before 1232.

66. Kurtz, op. cit., 142.

67. Kurtz, op. cit., 142.

68. Kurtz, op. cit., 142.
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who had justifiable explanations for his removal from his throne which he ex-
pressed to the exarch? Was it perhaps the Uniate Vassilij who, as has been up-
held®, was compelled to resign on account of his 2llegiance to the Pope? But
can the stand of a Uniate, and indeed of one so faithful to Rome, ever be recon-
ciled with one who kneels, asks forgiveness and wno also revezled, «tiva So-
kobvta ebloya» which surcly related to his resignation? And, moreover, why
would Christophoros insist on trying to persuade a Uniate Archbishop to return
to his throne at the very moment, it is argued, when it was exactly this that was
the reason for the relations with the Patriarchate not having been restored? It
is true that the Archbishop in question is on the Holy Mountain, having pre-
viously left his throne. Christophoros speaks of the resignation of the Aich-
bishop, and even adds that he was informed of this later, not by the Archbishop
himself but by others: «p8dver §Etépwbiv EvnynOfivar tf AudV petproTT,
6t v apyiepwodvny 6 tolodtog dpylenickonog mapnTHoato...»?,

But it wasonly the matter of the Unia which could have led to the presumed
resignation of the Archbishop. If something had occurred, it would have been
impossible for Christophoros not to have known of it and even to have insisted
on returning him to his throne. On the other hand, no other mention of this is
made in the letter, so it is an unsupportable hypothesis, on its own, which in the
light of the above mentioned information of Chomatianos ought to berejected.

However, if one excludes the above supposition one may ask the question,
what positive purpose was served by the letter and what was Christophoros’
aim in writing it? As is known, the mission of Metropolitan Christophoros of
Ancyra as exarch of the Patriarchate «&v Gndon 1ij S0cew™ had the express
purpose of ending the schism which «f] kaipikf TdvV TpAyHATOV TEPLYOPE KO
KaBoAikn ovyyvoig»™ had produced. As is clearly described in the correspond-
ence between Patriarch Germanos II and the Western Metropolitans™, this
schism and the ecclesiastical disorder in general was created by the demon-
strations of autonomy, the ordination of bishops and other initiatives™ which

69. Nikov, «Cirkovnata politika», p. 89, and Zlatarski, Istorija III, pp. 362-363.

70. Kurtz, op. cit., 142.

71. Kurtz, op. cit., 141.

72. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», p. 290.

73. See Karpozilos, The ecclesiastical Controversy, pp. 46-49.

74. See characteristically: the letter of Ioannis Apokafkos to Patriarch Manuel, in which
mention is made of the difficulties facing those wishing to travel to Nicaea for ordination:
«kal Tdvtag, énel d1a 1@ &v pEce kal katd xépoov kai Odhuccav ék tfic Aativikfig &nnpeiog
OK®AG 1€ Kai gunddia dvoyxepng Npiv M mpdg v Nikaiav dvodog». Vasiljevskij, «Epiro-
tica», p. 266; the letter of Patriarch Manuel to the above Metropolitan in which the for-
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canonically belonged to the Patriarchate. The basic element of the independ-
ence of a Church was the election and consecration of the archbishop by the
bishopsof that Church?. Itwas possible to use the Archbishopricof Ochrid, which
was already autocephalous and as such was considered by the Western Metro-
politans who co-operated with it, as an example of the disruptive inclinations
of certain ambitious Metropolitans. This especially could have influenced the
Bulgarian Church which had a tradition of autonomy and which, from its foun-
dation, had made persistent effortsto obtain fullindependence?. Onthe other
hand, from the content of Christophoros’ letter to Asen it would seem that the
patriarchal exarch was concerned with the matter of the election and the man-
ner of the cousecration of a new Archbishop for the Church of «Tpivofog».
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: «ei oUv €toipwg [Exsic]
&v ™) avotolri] otelhal TOV yeipotovnOnoopevoy kakeifev deEacOal Ty YeL-
potoviav...» continuing «idriog 8 tig pur) OTELOY TOVTY oKONOG, (G £ YE MO’
ov yneiobnoetal, mop’ ékeivov yeipotovndnoeta»’®, He does not mention
the restoration of relations or the rejection of the Unia,since these had already
been accomplished. Otherwise it would have been impossible for Christopho-
ros to mention solely the manner of the election and consecration of the new
Archbishop, and to omit the most important matter, the rejection of the Unia,
if the Bulgarian Church had not been restored to her canonical position towards
the Oecumenical Patriarchate. It is well-known that the Eastern Church attrib-
uted great importance to the matter of the return of hierarchs to Orthodoxy.

mer specifies the instances of arbitrary ordination of the Metropolitans of Dyrrachion and
Larissa. Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 268-269; the letter 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 result of po-
litical confusion: «'H yap katpikn td®v mpuyndtmv mepLopd Kai kaBoAlkn cVYXVoLg Gdetav
napaldyov xoivotopiag xai &ni toig émicxomikoic eionveykev évepyfuaow». Vasiljevskij,
«Epirotica», p. 290. See also the case of the Bishop of Servia in Pitra, Analecta sacra, cols,

577-588.
75. For this, see detailed observations of S. Troicki, «Sustina i faktori avtokefalije»,

Arhiv za pravne i drustvene nauke 3 (Beograd 1933), 2-16, especially 8-11.

76. See the letters of Ioannis Apokafkos, Vasiljevskij, «Epirotica», pp. 272-273 and 288.

77. The repeated pressure put on the Patriarch from the time of foundation of the Bul-
garian Church under Boris (865), as well as the arbitrary announcements of titles and digni-
ties expressing its independence are known from history. We shall return to this subject in a
future study.

78. Kurtz, op. cit., 142.
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An almost contemporary example was the case of the so-called «BovAyapo-
eniokomow (Bulgarian bishops) on account of whom a local council had been
called? to determine their validity and to decide their fate. These hierarchs were
judged by one party as uncanonical, having been appointed to sees that were
already occupied since they had been ordained by Archbishop Vassilij for dio-
ceses under the Archbishop of Ochrid®. It is not possible therefore to believe
that Christophoros would have overlooked the matter of the return of the Bul-
garian Archbishop to the Orthodox 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 Christophoros was not worried about the re-
storation of canonical relations between the two Churches. However, following
his authorisation, he is concerned with trying to define the level of these rela-
tions, since the consecration of a new Archbishop by the local bishops would
have meant the full independence of that Archbishopric. On the contrary, the
Patriarchate sought as far as possible to retain a greater influence over it by
reserving the right of consecrating the new Archbishop. At all events, Christo-
phoros’ uneasiness and his concern in this instance show clearly that this matter
had not beensolved at an earlier stage. On the other hand, this matter is quoted
by Nikov as positive evidence that the relations between the two Churches were
not restored until 1232-1233. According to him, Christophoros wanted to pre-
vent the new situation which would have followed the realisation of the rap-
prochement of the two Churches®!. It is true that there is a new factor in the mat-
ter in question which disturbed the Oecumenical Exarch. However, as we
shall see below, this is not the restoration of the canonical relations of the two
Churches, but the first election and cousecration 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 «npoyeipnoig iepap-
Y1Kfig ke@aAfic» without the fundamental matter of the consecration of the

Archbishop having been solved beforehand.
The restoration of relations between the Archbishopric of Trnovo and the
Greek Patriarchate could have taken place in one of two ways: either by the

79. See Laghopatis, I'epuavos 6 B’ matgudoyns Kwvetavtwovndiews, p. 79, and Mi-
liarakis, “Iotopia tov fagidelov tijg Nixalag, pp. 181-183.

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

(nr. 156).
81. Nikov, «Cirkovnata politika», p. 87.
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resignation of the previous Uniate Archbishor, the rejection of the Unia 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 Unia 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 evident.
It is sufficient for us to mention that, in the case of the «BovAyapoenickomow,
unfrocking had been discussed®?. 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
canonically consecrated by the Orthodox Bishop of Vidin during the early sta-
ges of the Bulgarian revolution of 11858, However, it ought to be emphasised
that, during this period of pronounced hostility towards the Latins, any case
of secession from Orthodoxy and a later return to it was not a simple formal-
ity. If, from the anxiety of Christophoros on the matter of the succession, we
are led to the reasonable conclusion that another election and consecration of
a Bulgarian Archbishop was not held until that time?, we ought to accept that
it was Vassilij himself 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 canonically unavoidable process was necessary on
the part of the Patriarchate which did not give a pretext forother similar initia-
tives. Then, since there existed no way of self-restoration, the intervention of
the Patriarch was undoubtedly needed, and the «npoyeipnoig tfig iepapyikfig
kc@alfic» to which Chomatianos refers and which was necessary for the canon-
ical restoration of this Church, was accepted by the Bulgarians without com-
plaint. However, in the case of the election and consecratioa 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 «Eidnoig» of the monastery
of Vatopedi published by Porf. Uspenskij, in Vostok christianskij. Pervoe putesestvie v Athon-
skie monastyri i skiti v 1845 godu, 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 in the «Eidnoic» mention is made of a
certain Archbishop Gregorij of Trnovo, who «rpdtepov xpnuaticag pntpororitng @iAinrwve.
Op. cit., p. 46. A more critical edition of this text has been undertaken by Ph. Meyer, Die
Haupturkunden fiir die Geschichte der Athoskloster, Amsterdam?® 1965, pp. 187-189. Zlatarski
has also dealt with this matter in a specific study, «Edin gricki falsifikat, kojto se otnasja
kam 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,
in her study «Vosstanovlenie bolgarskogo patriarSestva v 1235 g. i 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 improbable that
there was a departure from the canonical path perhaps even inspired aund di-
rected by the great authority and ambition of the secular leader Asen. As we
have mentioned elsewhere, there were numerous examples in the tradition of
the Bulgarian Church itself that could be imitated. Apart from this, it could
be used to stir up the rivalry towards the neighbouring autocephalous
Churches of Ochrid and Serbia. In addition, that a parallel tendency existed
within the circles of the Bulgarian Church is shown by its proclamation, a few
years later, as a Patriarchate, something which was certainly not due to a Greek
initiative. Christophoros’ letter, therefore wanted to forestall these tendencies.
At fiist sight, the problem as to why, since Archbishop Vassilij had been
reinstated, his name is not included in the list of Orthodox «patriarchs» of Trno-
vo is certainly not solved by the above. In fact, the matter would seem to be-
come more confused. However, we ought not to oveilook 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 Sinodik,
at the point that interests us, contains the «patriarchs» of Trnovo®, Yet, accord-
ing to the account of this Sinodik®®, the title of «patriarch» was first held by Ioa-
kim, and thus it is natural that he should be placed first in the list that follows
the above description, and that the name of Vassilij should be missing. How-
ever, this is not a complete explanation, since it is known that the Bulgarians
had a tendency to call all their Archbishops «patriarchs». Consequently, there
is nothing that would have prevented the writer from including Vassilij in the
list of «patriarchs» since he had been restored to Orthodoxy. Most probably the
explanation is to be found in the more general impression that Vassilij’s lengthy
devotion to the Pope had created. He was widely known as a Uniate, and the
change that occurred during the later years was 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 Nikov® and without any de-
monstrable evidence, expressed the opinion that the negotiations of 1231-33
between Asen and the Patriarchate on the ecclesiastical matter ended without
result. Christophoros’ intervention bore no fruit. From then on, the new «pa-
triarch» of Trnovo was elected and consecrated by the local bishops, without

85. «llg'koc(Rk)penin namgiagecH TOHNOROYY. 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 Pope®®. Fortunately, the conclu-
sions of more recent research on this matter are very revealing. Of special inter-
est, is a recent article by S. KoZuharov® in which he publishes for the firsttime
a Chronicle of this period which was previously unknown?. The subject of the
Chronicle is the Fame of St. Paraskeve, and the manner of the transfer of her
relics from Callicrateia® to Trnovo. At the end of the description, reference is
made to the death of the Bulgarian Patriarch during the year of the arrival of
the relics in Trnovo, and the dispatch of the monk Ioakim to Nicaea for conse-
cration by Tsar Asen; «H no ngkcTagalensl coylpoy naTgHapxoy akroy Tomoy,
nocaa a(a)rogkonnt u(a)ph Hoaknama MHHA, WTLUA CBOEFO  MHWrocMkpen’naaro
H np(e)n(0)A(0)BHAArY Bk MEAOTOUHAArO oyuenHra, npkuTn wr I (a)pn ro(a)aa Be
Hugwio Beanxoyio, BA(a)r(0cAo)BAIGHHIE NEHETH APXHEQEHCKOEN®Z,

Here we see that the unknown 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 bishops, 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 upheld in this study and sheds new lighton them.
The action of Asen in sending the Archbishop-elect to Nicaea not only corre-
sponds with Christophoros’ recommendations, but shows that the matter had
been settled earlier. In addition, the Chronicle’s information concerning the
sending of the monk Ioakim to Nicaea for consecration is in complete agree-
ment with the historical facts of the time, and fills certain gaps in them. KoZu-
harov, in publishing and commenting on the Chronicle, advances the plausible
and sound hypothesis that Ioakim, during his journey to Nicaea for consecra-
tion, was a member of a Greek delegation with more general terms of reference.
Arriving in Nicaea during the year 1234, this delegation discussed the terms
of the Byzantine-Bulgarian treaty with Emperor loannis Vatatzis. The Byz-
antine writers Acropolitis®® and Gregoras®, as well as contemporary Lat-

88. Zlatarski, Istorija III, p. 368.

89. Kozuharov, «Neizvesten letopisen razkaz ot vremeto na Ivan Asen II», Literaturna
Misal XVIIL, 2 (1974), 123-135.

90. The writer places this Chronicle after the third decade of the thirteenth century. See
Kozuharov, «Neizvesten razkaz», p. 123.

91. Epivatae is a village near Callikrateia, for which reason mention is made of the latter
in most of the related texts.

92. KozZuharov, «Neizvesten razkaz», p. 128.

93. G. Acropolitis, Annales, p. 52: «npecPeiav yobv otéArel 6 Buocihedg mpoOg TOV TMV
BovAydpmv dpyovta tov "Acdy, kai pvnaoteiag tdv naidov pvnuovede.

94, N. Gregoras, Hist. Byzantinae, p. 29: «'Ev t00701¢ 8’ 8vtog 100 Baciiéng, fikovot
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ins®, inform us explicitly about this event. Thus Acropolitis’ statement that
the Archbishop of Trnovo was subject to the Patriarch of Constantinople until
the treaty of Lampsakos is explained: «koi 6 Tpivéfov dpytepedg dnd tOV
tfic Kovotaviivoundiems teAdv avtovouig TeTipntoin’.

There exists another text dating from either the thirteenth or fourteenth
century?? concerning the dependence of the Archbishop of Trnovo on the Pa-
triarchal Throne up to 1235, namely the «Eidnoig» at the end of the Typikon
of the Monastery of Vatopedi®. This refers to a certain dispute between the
monks of the Holy Mountain and the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki. The latter,
having been ordained by the Bulgarian «Patriarch», wanted to ordain his own
bishop for Ierissos and through him, extend his jurisdiction to the Holy Moun-
tain. About three thousand monks opposed this, and appealed to the kings
Asen and Vatatzis who, together with the Patriarch, were at Callipolis. There,
they accused not only the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki, but the Archbishop
of Zagora as well; «ta tfjg bnoBécewg eig EykAnoty énotcavto Adyov KT T
tod maTpLdpyov Zoayoplds kai 1ol Oeccalovikng Evomiov ApQotEpwv TV
BactAémvn®,

It is true that much has been written concerning the authenticity and
historicity of this manuscript’®. However, despite historical inaccuracies
(chiefly concerning names!?), certain historians have accepted that it contains

npéoPelg £k Boudydpmv omovddy Te €iveka, kai dua &ni tfj Ouyatpl 100 *Acav “EAévn TOV
100 Baciiéwg viov Oeddwpov yauPpov EEattodpevory.

95. Mar. San. Torselli, Secreta Fidel. Crucis, p. 73; Danduli, Chronica, p. 350;as well as
information from four Roman Catholic monks who were in Nicaea at that time conducting
negotiations with the Oecumenical Patriarchate. See Mansi, Amplissima Collectio Conciliorum,
t. XXIII, p. 294.

96. Acropolitis, Annales, p. 55; Gregoras, Hist. Byz., p. 30.

97. Zlatarski, «Edin falsifikat», p. 256, places it during the second half of the fourteenth
century, while Cankova-Petkova, op. cit., 144, place it at the end of the thirteenth.

98. See Ph. Meyer, Die Haupturkunden, pp. 187-189; P. Uspenskij, Vostok christianskij,
pp. 46-48; Zlatarski, «Edin falsifikat», pp. 235-236; and Cankova-Petkova, op. cit., 141-143,
Russian translation.

99. Meyer, Die Haupturkunden.., p. 188; cf. Zlatarski, «Edin falsifikat», p. 235: «&i; &€y~
KAV notoavto, AOYous Katd te Tob matpldpyov Zayopds kai tod dtoAnebéviog Oeo-
SaAOViKNC EvOTov Kai dueotépnv tdv Busiiéov kai 100 Kevetaviivourmoiens c@odpig
fiyav mOLoOUEVOLY.

100. See chiefly, Zlatarski, «Edin falsifikat» and Istorija 111, p. 362, note 1.

101. For example, a certain Manuel is referred to as Patriarch of Constantinople, although
it is known that in the year 1235 Germanos II was Patriarch. In the same way, a certain Gre-
gorij is mentioned as «Patriarch» of Zagora, although it is known from the Sinodik of Boril
that at the time 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 know from other sources!®2. If this view is
correct then the «'EyxAnoig» of the «Patriarch» of Zagora before the Patriarch
of «Constantinople» is of special importance for the matter examined Fere,
namely the relations between the Archdiocese of Trnovo and the Patriarchate.
However, a similar indictment would be impossible if the «Patriarch» of Zago-
ra continued to be a Uniate, subject, that is, to the Pope, or if (as Zlatarski sug-
gests) he was autocephalous?®,
However, let usreturn to the Slavonic Chronicle published by KoZuharov.
The information given in it that the consecration of the new Archbishop, loa-
kim, took place after the death of his predecessor deserves special attention.
If this is correct, it cannot have been accidental, since, as we have come to be-
lieve from certain allusions in Christophoros’ letter to Asen, the aforementioned
«patriarch» (who was surely Vassilij) had not resigned from his throne. As
a result of this, the Tsar was prevented by the canons from appointing another
in his place. It is true that Christophoros mentions in his letter that he had been
informed indirectly about the Archbishop’s resignation, «p0daver & &tépwbev
EvnynOfjvor tf Hudv petprdéTnTy, 8TL TV Apylepmcdvny O TolobTog GpyLEni-
okonog mapintnoaton’®®, Consequently the Archbishop himself had not dis-
cussed the matter with him.So what prevents us from supposing that the Arch-
bishop, who for some reason or other was in disagreement with Tsar Asen, was
forced to leave his throne, and that after this, his opponents gave out that he
had resigned? It was they who informed Christophoros of the matter and he,
not wishing to displease the Tsar, spoke of the vacancy of the throne of «Tp1-
vopov Ekkinoiag»!®®. Despite what Christophoros says about the vacancy of
the throne, we see from the Chronicle that the Tsar waited until the «patriarch’sy»
death before proceeding to the election of another. However, what meaning
would such a delay have had if the ejected «patriarch» was a Uniate? If, as has
been suggested!®, the reason for the disagreement was the Archbishop’s alle-
giance to the Unia, then with the agreement of the other hierarchs, it would have
been possible for the Tsar to proceed immediately to the election of another
«patriarch» subject to the Oecumenical 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 on the Holy Mountain

102. See Cankova-Petkova, op. cit., 144.
103. Zlatarski, Istorija I1I, p. 367-368.

104. Kurtz, op. cit., 142.

105. Kurtz, op. cit., 142.

106. Zlatarski, Istorija III, pp. 355, 360-361.

S0

Byzantine-Bulgarian Ecclesiastical Relations

was Vassilij himself, but no longer a Uniate since he had already been restored
to the Eastern Church. However, being in disagreement with Tsar Asen, he was
forced to leave his throne and seek refuge on the Holy Mountain. Furthermore,
only anorthodox hierarch could possibly have had the cordial conversations with
the patriarchal exarch Christophoros 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 his successor, Ioakim, to Nicaea for consecration in the
same year is correct, then Vassilij’s death ought to be reckoned as having occur-
red at the endof 1233107 In fact, according to thesequence given by the Chroni-
cle,which can be fully justified, the order of events concerning Vassilij could be
thus: at the beginning of 1233, the arrival of the relics of St. Paraskeve in Trnovo,
where they were received by «patriarch» Vassilij. Immediately after this and
following a disagreement with the Tsar over an unknown matter, he was forced
to leave his throne and take refuge on the Holy Mountain where, in the middle
of the same year, he met Metropolitan Christophoros. Subsequent to this, and
at the end of the same year, Vassilij died, and Ioakim left for Nicaea. In the
case of the first hypothesis concerning the transfer of the relics of St. Paraskeve
in 1233, it is true that it is possible to express many doubts, chief among which
is the Latins’ readiness, mentioned in the life of the Saint, to hand over the
relics—a readiness which contrastswith the condititons prevailingin 12331, 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: «H no ngRcTaRAIGHK coYIIOy MATPHAPXOY ARTOY TOMOY, Nocda
ga(a)roekount u(a)ps Hoakuma», 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 «ARTOY TOMOY» 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 KoZzuharov 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. On 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 extreme animosity after the year 1231, when
Asen realised the deception that had taken place on 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 with these events. This hierarch translated a Bulgar-
ian manuscript that is unknown to us!%, and tells us he undertook this transla-
tion diligently; «fnep Tjpeig Empehdc petnvéykapey €ig TNV EAANVIdan!lo, In
this Greek translation, mention is made of the Latins’ refusal to hand over the
relics, something which forced Asen to threaten them with war'*!, In the face
of Asen’s pressure, the Latins, aware of their inability to resist and fight him,
gave way and promised that they would hand over the relics**. It is therefore not
impossible that this allusion may conceal a certain truth. The Latins, knowing
Asen’s wrath 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 in 1233.

However, independently of the above details about which it is quite 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 Arch-
diocese of Trnovo and the Patriarchate based in Nicaea took place before
Metropolitan Christophoros of Ancyra’s arrival on the Holy Mountain. It was
the result of the broader policy of both the Bulgarian Tsar Asen and the Byz-
antine Emperor Ioannis Vatatzis, who sought to form a commeoen front against
the dangerous and ambitious Theodoros Doukas, especially after the latters’
capture of Thessaloniki and his coronation as king in 1227. Archbishop Vassilij
of Trnovo accepted this change and was restored to the Orthodox Church, sub-
mitting both himself and his Church to the Oecumenical Throne. His suc-
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 A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus,
’AvdAexta, pp. 438-449.

110. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, > Avdlexra, p. 449.

111. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ’AvdAexta, p. 448: «Avtiheydviov 88 1@v Pplhykov kai
un Beroviav dobval, mpdc payxnv Todtov ékivnoavy, and «&k devtépov npicPelg ouv dpyf
anooteilag T elkdTa mpoonmeilew. The threat was clear: if his desire for the relics to
be handed over was not complied with, he would mobilise against them «obv Aad aneipw
kai éuneipo wpdc ndcav Gvtinapdrably kad’ OpdvV ékotputevcw». Ibid.

112. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, *AvdAexta, p. 448: «Tabta ol tfig norewng axobdoavieg
kal pr duvauevol dvropbuipfical kul cupmdaxiivat adbtd, toig Ekeivov Dmékvyav phuact
Kai TNV Abpvoka Onéoyovio dobvaw.
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LA MORPHOLOGIE DES INSCRIPTIONS BYZANTINES
ET POST-BYZANTINES DE GRECE *

N. Moutsopoulos

Une condition préelable fondamentale pour I’étude de I’évolution de
’écriture hellénique, est le rassemblement du matériel, la création d’un corpus
constitué de photos et de copies en vraie grandeur. Ces copies en cellophane
sont particuliérement précieuses car, au cours de la procédure de copie, la
personne qui effectue cette tiche se familiarise avec ’objet.

Durant les derniéres quinze années nous avons rassemblé des copies d’en-
viron mille inscriptions de monuments byzantins et post-byzantins, en parti-
culier des inscriptions appartenant a des églises. Ce matériel constitue une base
sur laquelle peuvent se formuler des observations qui, & notre avis, pourraient
avoir une application plus générale. Toutefois, ’étude de I’écriture d’une cer-
taine période, comme celle que nous nous efforgons de faire, c’est a dire des
inscriptions des années de servitude de la «Nation» aprés la chute de Constan-
tinople (1453) jusqu’a la résurrection de la nouvelle nation hellénique (1821),
suppose une connaissance de la morphologie de I’écriture byzantine. Autrement
la comparaison serait impossible.

Ainsi, nous avons di rassembler du matériel d’inscriptions byzantines
qui couvre une période allant du 9¢ siécle jusqu’a la date-étape qui est géné-
ralement reconnue comme une donnée historique, a savoir la chute de Constan-
tinople. Au fond pourtant, cette date n’a aucune influence sur I’art ecclésias-
tique, sur I'iconographie des temples et naturellement, sur la morphologie de
I’écriture. Certaines transformations et évolutions dans I’art de I’Hagiogra-
phie, quant 2 la technique, sont observées bien avant le milieu du XVe siécle;
certaines caractéristiques purement byzantines dans I’art et la morphologie de
I’écriture byzantine sont observées méme beaucoup plus tard.

Du fait que I’année 1453 est reconnue comme une étape, comme une date-
limite qui détermine le sort historique des balkans pour une longue période,
sous le joug d’un souverain implacable, nous sommes obligés d’utiliser les dé-

* Communication du Congrés de Varna, sous ’égide de P'UNESCO, 15-20 septembre
1975, sur le théme: «Les civilisations slaves et les Balkans».
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nomina:ions suivantes: «conservatisme», «archaisme» ou, dans les meilleurs
des cas, survie de formes byzantines et «mémoires byzantines».

Au fond, la chute de Constantinople n’eut qu’une répercussion trés faible
sur Iiconographie et sur la morphologie de I’écriture. Bien que ce fait ait
troublé I’hellénisme, dans I’art, nous ne voyons que bien plus tard une trans-
formation des valeurs artistiques de I’iconographie byzantine qui ont desservi
les nouveaux besoins culturels du peuple asservi. L’introspection, 'austérité
et Pascétisme dans la représentation des formes des Saints, la gamme plus sobre
des couleurs et d’autres valeurs esthétiques connues observées dans I'iconogra-
phie des années de I’occupation turque commencent a apparaitre lentement
et avec beaucoup d’hésitation. Il a fallu beaucoup de temps pour que I’évo-
lution interieure et le monde spirituel des rayas chrétiens trouve son expression
figurative.

Dans l’intérieur mi-obscur des basiliques humbles, basses, a la toiture en
bois de I’époque de la domination turque, le peuple asservi se consolait des
tourments de la servitude et puisait de la patience dans ’étude et I’enseignement
des scénes des martyrs du nouveau synaxaire des saints, des néo-martyrs de
la foi, et dans de I’espoir qui donnaient des scénes allégoriques pour une ré-
surrection future de la Nation, pour une victoire de la croix sur le croissant;
pour une libération dont les retentissements lointains arrivaient avec les mes-
sages de rayas émigrés, de la grande nation «blonde» chrétienne du nord.

Cette situation statique qui, pendant une longue période, domina I’art
de ’'Hagiographie et, comme nous verrons, I’épigraphie, était due notamment
au conservatisme de ’Eglise exprimé par la politique du Patriarcat Oecumé-
nique qui était le seul dépositaire des valeurs dogmatiques et morales de 1’or-
thodoxie orientale.

Il ne faut pas oublier que, pendant I'occupation turque, la juridiction
du Patriarcat Oecuménique s’est étendue de nouveau du Danube jusqu’aux
fonds de I’Anatolie, jusqu’a «Kokini Milia».

Il faut, toutefois, examiner trés succinctement I’origine de I’écriture grecque.

L’examen systématique de la morphologie de chaque lettre séparément
de l’alphabet grec nous conduit a des constatations intéressantes sur I’évolution
de I’écriture grecque.

La transformation de ’alphabet archaique en celui de I’époque classique
refléte toute I’évolution des mémes forces internes qui ont transformé les va-
leurs artistiques de I’art archaique en formes d’une parfaite harmonie et de
P’«edpetpion (juste mesure, juste proportion) qui ont insufflé le souffle aux
filles archaiques de I’Acropole pour qu’elles deviennent des cariatides.
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La finesse du tracé I’«ebpetpion, I’harmonie entre ’espace couvert par
les lettres des inscriptions de I’époque classique et I’espace négatif entre deux
lettres, ont atteint ici leur perfection. Il s’agit de I’alphabet de ’époque classique
dont la beauté, comme dans chaque époque, apparait dans la composition des
lettres en mots, en phrases, en parole, en message de I’inscription. Les décrets,
les lois, les dédicaces de I’époque classique constituent des monuments d’Art
individuels.

La forme et la structure d’une inscription de I’antiquité classique, consti-
tuent I’extension, le complément naturel de I'oeuvre artistique, qu’il s’agisse
d’une statue en relief ou d’une oeuvre architecturale.

L’inscription de I’époque classique exprime parfaitement ’esprit constant
de I’époque, ce méme esprit que nous voyons créer le temple classique, les
oeuvres de la sculpture et la parole.

Au cours de I’époque hellénistique, ’écriture a suivi la transformation
de I’art classique qui est descendu de sa hauteur au niveau des hommes, de la
foule anonyme qui formait les Démes, en abandonnant la sérénité olympienne
et son isolement pour exprimer de maniére plus descriptive et plus humaine
les nouvelles valeurs, pouvant raconter le mythe créé pour unir I’hellénisme
et divulguer les messages des miracle de I’incarnation des dieux au fond de
I’Anatolie.

Il était évident que linscription aussi devient plus artistique, plus «ba-
varde», comme les textes. Vers la fin de cette période commencent a appa-
raitre des transformations substantielles qui influencent certaines lzttres dans
leur morphologie méme.

Toutefois, les années de la domination romaine ont été décisives pour
I’évolution morphologique de I’écriture grecque.

Alors que plusieurs lettres conservent leur indépendance, d’autres sont
transformées et altérées de maniére substantielle, en perdant ainsi une grande
partie de leur simplicité classique initiale.

L’esprit classique est & présent oublié. La sculpture de 1’époque romaine
recherche d’autres émotions esthétiques et les visages sculptés sont empreints
des caractéristiques du portrait. L’artiste créateur n’évite pas ’expression de la

douleur et d’autres sentiments humains et états psychologiques internes qui
sont reflétés dans les yeux grands ouverts et les traits asymétriques des visages.

Dans les compositions a plusieurs visages des reliefs, on reconnaissait des
physionomies de la vie quotidienne, avec leurs caractéristiques humaines parti-
culiéres et leurs imperfections naturelles. L’esprit de perfection, la symétrie,
I'«edpetpia» (juste mesure) sont abandonnés, et certaines inquiétudes in-
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ternes apparaissent sur les regards pétrifiés des portraits pensifs de la sculpture
romaine que nous étudions dans les musées. L’individu isolé a cédé la place
au peuple, voire a la foule. Les valeurs graphiques de I’art expriment a présent,
de maniére plus responsable, un golit commun qui se trouve trés loin des ii-
nesses de l’ancien esprit perdu.

Ovket” ®oifog €xel kaAvfnv
o0 pavtida daevnv

o0 mayav AgAEovcayV
anéoPeto kal AdAov Gdwp. *

Toutefois, les nouvelles valeurs ont un contenu substantiel, car elles offrent
certains messages qui ont, depuis cette époque, marqué de leur empreinte ’art
humain. C’est la premiére fois que nous voyons se manifester une tentative de
représentation des sentiments humains et d’états psychologiques inconnus dans
les oeuvres de I’art ancien.

L’oeuvre d’art devient un outil aux mains de I’appareil étatique qui veut
imposer universellement, dans une mosaique multicolore de peuples et de ci-
vilisations, sa volonté sous la forme connue de «pax romana».

L’épigraphie a servi fidélement et d’une maniére consciente les nouveaux
programmes étatiques. Nous la rencontrons partout, a chaque pas, des mi-
liaria jusqu’aux dédicaces «intentionnelles» assez douteuses des bourgades,
dans des générosités d’empereurs ou de fonctionnaires politiques supérieures
déifiés. La péninsule balkanique est riche de ces inscriptions.

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

La prédominance du christianisme a apporté un bouleversement a I’équilibre
social de I’état romain dont nous ne trouvons d’équivalent qu’au début du
XXe siécle. L’écroulement des valeurs morales d’un ordre social établi qui, tout
comme la religion, étaient deja contestées, a laissé ses traces dans le monde entier.

La nouvelle religion trébuche avant de trouver sa nouvelle expression,
parfois en rejetant I’art paien, parfois en I’embrassant avec angoisse et en
s’efforgant d’exprimer de maniére figurative ses premiers signes et ceux-ci, parmi
des symboles paiens connus par des larges couches du peuple.

La religion chrétienne, aussitot aprés son triomphe et aprés étre devenue
I’église officielle de I’état, a veillé, a déraciner systématiquement tous les vestiges

* *0dvo. Aapyidov, «ZyxoAiia elg 10V Mg SEAPIKOV QEPOUEVOV % pNGROV TPOS TOV adTO-
kpatopa "loviiavov», ITAdrwy, Etog Yov, 1eby. A’, 1957, o. 133,
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du paganisme, en particulier ses temples. Sur les ruines des anciens temples,
et en utilisant leurs matériaux, la nouvelle religion a bati ses propres temples,
suivant le méme style et avec presque les mémes symboles, en veillant toute-
fois a leur donner une nouvelle signification.

Le nouvel ordre était établi.

Le nouvel état chrétien théocratique, issu de la grande révolution sociale,
a assimilé tel quels le mécanisme administratif romain, la législation et, bien
entendu, ce qui nous intéresse, I’Ecriture.

La morphologie du tracé des inscriptions paléochrétiennes, différe trés
peu de ’alphabet grec de I’époque romaine.

Les alphabets des inscriptions, comme nous les examinons par grandes
unités de temps, par périodes, présentent, bien naturellement, sur les positions
marginales, de plus grands rapports avec les alphabets des périodes précédentes
et suivantes.

Il est pourtant intéressant de constater que depuis cette époque appa-
raissent sporadiquement des tendances archaisantes et certaines lettres, inopiné-
ment, imitent des tracés plus archaiques.

Ce phénomeéne, comme nous le verrons, reapparait tout au long de la pé-
riode byzantine et se poursuit durant les années de la domination turque, en
suivant alors certaines tendances correspondantes dans I’éducation, les «let-
tres» de I’hellénisme assujetti.

Les formes des lettres de I’époque paléochrétienne (1Ve-VIe siecles aprés
J.-C.) se répétent tout au long de la période byzantine et post-byzantine, sans
différences d’évolution essentielles (P1. 1-3).

Nous avons rassemblé dans un tableau (Pl. 3-8)les tendances les plus repré-
sentatives dans les lettres de cette période. Ces formes précisément se poursui-
vront avec trés peu de variations et d’évolutions jusqu’a la fin du XIXe siécle,
avec une structure différente dans la composition de I'inscription, dans les
abréviations et les ligatures (Pl. 9-11).

En dépit de la répétition des formes des lettres isolées au cours de la pé-
riode entre le VIII® et le XI¢s., nous observons certaines absences de formes qui
peuvent, méme de maniére négative, déterminer une limite maximale de fixa-
tion de la date d’une inscription, sur la base de données uniquement morpho-
logiques. Parmi ces données, nous n’observons plus ’écriture du A avec I'angle

vers le bas a la place de la ligne horizontale ,.«’% apres le début du XlIes. De

méme, nous ne rencontrons plus I’écriture de K sous la forme K K apres
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le milieu du XIe ou ces signes apparaissent sous la forme suivante: K K
L’Q, en particulier a partir du VIIIe jusqu’au milieu du XIe siécle, pré-

sente une double lentille, soit sous forme de deux O tangents w soit en restant

ouverts vers le hauteten formant des angles versle bas (4/ . L’arrondissement

commence plus tard, a partir du XIe siécle (Pl. 1-4).

Aucun autre élement de ’alphabet ne présente de particularité nouvelle
au cours de cette période. Seules des constatations négatives créent les condi-
tions préalables d’exclusion de fixations de dates postérieures.

Ainsi, en ce qui concerne I’écriture de la lettre N, 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 la base de la ligne

verticale droite, parfois en s’arrétant un peu plus haut N N Pour la lettre

M, I’angle avecla pointe vers le bas qui caractérise la lettre au cours de cette pé-
riode, suit deux formes. Dans le premier cas, ’angle ci-haut prend la forme d’une

courbe avec un tracé elliptique dont le sommet touche la base AA, AA_ .

Dans le deuxiéme cas, I’angle soit touche la base M soit se trouve en suspens

en se soutenant des extrémités supérieures des lignes verticales M

En ce qui concerne I’écriture du A nous observons que le tracé particu-
lier avec les extensions de par et d’autre de la ligne horizontale de la base et la
réfraction des extrémités vers le bas, constituent une forme qui apparait plus

tard encore Z§ (Pl. 4-8).

Au cours de cette période, nous voyons que 'usage de la ligature est limité,
mais nous observons souvent des abréviations dans les terminaisons des mots.
Certaines différences imperceptibles dans I’épaisseur des lignes verticales (sys-
téme semi-épais) différencient lcs inscriptions du Xe siécle (Voir inscriptions
de Saint Etienne a Kastoria et des églises contemporaines de Cappadoce (Pl.
12-13). L’évolution du tracé des lettres est, pour des courtes périodes de temps
imperceptible mais, pour des périodes plus longues elle est apparente, comme
dans I’espace d’un siécle. (PI. 8-11).
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Sur les mosaiques et les fresques de I’église d’Hosios Loukas*, nous voyons
la grande finesse des inscriptions qui prouve la haute qualité de I’Art de I’«Eco-
le de la Capitale» (Pl. 14, 15). Nous distinguons ici déja les germes d’une dis-
position pour une décoration artistique qui prédominera plus tard dans les
inscriptions de la fin du XIIe siécle, comme a Haghii Anarghyri de Kastoria,
tendance a présent manifeste en faveur d’une écriture fleurie (Pl. 17). Cette
tendance apparait clairement sur d’autres monuments contemporains tels que
Saint Georges de Kourbinovo, en particulier dans I’art des hagiographies (PI.
18,4, 19).

Des mouvements violents caractérisent les corps dans les diverses scénes
a plusieurs visages et les tuniques se replient comme si agitées par des vents
imaginaires dans une démonstration intentionnelle de connaissances de la dra-
perie.

Une forte tendance baroque se manifeste dans 1’esprit des hagiographies
du dernier quart du XIIe¢ siécle qui se réfléte, comme il est naturel, dans la
structure, mais en particulier dans la composition des inscriptions (Pl. 20, 21).

Par une recherche plus détaillée on pourrait éventuellement signaler des
influences orientales, comme c=lles des inscriptions arabes (coufiques) fleuries
de I’époque. Nous observons également une tendance vers la perte de I'indé-
pendance des lettres et de plus en plus une réunion morphologique de plusieurs
lettres et abréviations. Nous rencontrons encore des lettres et des consonnes

superposées, au dessous ou a l'intérieur d’autres ] M [f] ®L 9,y).

La disposition compliquée dans la composition de I'inscription suppose
une culture particuliére, des qualités, de la sensibilité et de 'imagination, des
vertus et des connaissances dont le lecteur doit étre muni également.

Evidement, pour mieux expliquer I’évolution des lettres, nous avons choi-
si, parmi le matériel d’inscriptions que nous avons rassemblé, sept lettres ré-
présentatives de I’alphabet (A, B, A, K, A, M, Q). Du IX® jusqu’au début
du XXe siécle, nous observons, en lignes générales, que la morphologie by-
zantine reste stable et inaltérable dans les lettres de ’alphabet, avec une seule
exception: I’apparition sporadique du tracé classique morphologique des let-
tres au cours du deuxiéme quart du XIXe siécle, influencées clairement par
Iimprimerie de I’époque (PI. 25).

Durant les années intermédiaires de servitude, les variations du A diffe-

* 1042-1043. Construite & I'époque de Constantin IX Monomaque (1042-1055) et pro-
bablement pendant les premiéres années de son régne (Voir Eust. Stikas, T6 oixodopixdy
xoovixov tijc Movijc “Oclov Aovxi: Pwxidog, Athénes 1970, p. 36).
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rent et s’alternent, toujours parmi les types connus qui préexistaient au cours
de la période byzantine également. Ce fait peut étre interprété si I’on prend en
considération le mode de travail des groupes errants (isnaf) des peintres qui
trouvent leurs modéles dans les archives limités (antheboles) q’ils transportent
toujours avec eux méme dans les exemples les plus anciens d’hagiographies.
C’est a ces raisons qu’est dii le caractére parfois archaique de la morphologie
de certaines lettres qui trouble le chercheur.

Pourtant, I’imitation d’un tracé de lettres plus ancien ne se combine ja-
mais avec une composition plus ancienne de I’inscription. L’inscription est
écrite toujours selon les habitudes de I’époque et le nombre et le genre des abré-
viations et des ligatures montre quelle est ’époque de I’écriture.

En ce qui concerne le A, nous avons vu qu’aprés les débuts du XIe siecle

nous ne rencontrons plus la forme ,q . Pourtant, une autre forme, prove-

nant de microlettres ou d’habitudes sténographiques, continue a apparaitre

régulierement jusqu’au milieu du XIX¢ siécle A . Une troisi¢me forme du

A est la suivante: A d ﬂ ol la ligne droite est stable, plus verticale et la

ligne gauche courbe, en formant une bosse au point de son union avec la ligne
verticale; la ligne horizontale oblique vers le haut a son point de tangence avec
la ligne verticale. Des variations de ces formes et des transformations mineures
continuent & apparaitre réguliérement a partir du Xe siécle et tout au long de
la période byzantine et post-byzantine.

Le B, a partir du XIe siécle, suit une évolution stable, selon laquelle, a
droite de la ligne verticale sont fixés deux demi-cercles superposés. Les va-
riations du B, au cours des siécles suivants, sont déterminées par la distance
des deux demi-cercles du point de leur tangence, par la forme de leur courbe
qui, en réalité, n’est jamais demi-circulaire, mais soit ellipsoide et soit orthogo-
nale. Parfois, la partie inférieure s’élargit en devenant triangulaire. A partir
du XIVe siécle, réguliérement, les deux parties sont presque égales et assez

¢loignées 'une de l'autre g ’

Le A, avec es formes connues a partir du [Xe siécle A Z d a

continue a suivre une marche conservatrice en aboutissant a des formes qui ne
différent pas beaucoup des formes initiales du XVIII® et du XIXe siécle.
Le K, comme nous ’avons mentionné au début, abandonne, a partir du
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XIe siecle sa forme K/ K , en suivant la forme K ol la partie supérieure

est légérement courbe vers 'intérieur, au lieu de se pencher vers le bas, comme
par le passé.

Le A ?\ f-l suit, quant au tracé et aux inclinaisons de ses deux bras, les

évolutions correspondantes du A, selon les époques.

Le M m m M 'h—,' répéte ces formes a partir du Xe siécle, en ayant

déja abandonné la forme courbe u{/( &
L’Q, aprés la forme lenticulée qu’il prend jusqu’au Xe siécle, se présente
d’habitude toujours sous une forme demi-épaisse () () (0D OO0 AJ (I

(PL. 12-17). Parfois, nous rencontrons pourtant une forme différente de I'Q
sur la méme inscription (Pl 3,4, 5).

Les ligatures sont également des traits caractéristiques de I’épigraphie by-
zantine, en particulier a partir de la fin du XIe siécle, bien que les limites par
siécles ne soient pas absolues. Aux XIIIe et XIVe siccles elles se multiplient et

nous voyons des compositions de plusieurs lettres: £+ T+ H -+ N: Gy :
M+ N+ H 4 N: M¥N etc., ainsi que des superpositions de lettres par d’autres;
du I par le IT: m du Tpar le IT: ] etc. Cette habitude se poursuit avec
un plus grand effort de composition méme de mots tout entiers, au cours du

XVe et du XVIe (p. ex. sur une inscription de 1501: qu;\ =..ENOY

MAPIAC (ITapBévov Mapiag: vierge Marie) (Pl 1 , ).
Nous rencontrons également des abréviations de mots, de véritables idéo-

grammes et des symboles tels que ﬁi’l(-l (=Higoumene) ﬁf‘(zProdrome

etc.) (PL. 10, 55).

Pendant ’occupation turque, une épigraphie savante et compliquée s’in-
staure, en particulier dans les inscriptions des églises exigeant une connaissance
profonde de la paléographie byzantine pour la déchiffrer.

Cet hermétisme est intentionnel. Les prétres érudits qui rédigeaient les
inscriptions et les copistes, savaient qu’ils s’adressaient a un public limité de
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lettrés et méme a un public encore plus limité qui pouvait lire les inscriptions
de cette composition.

Plusieurs de ces inscriptions sont de véritables oeuvres d’art dans les an-
nées obscures de la domination turque.

Les inscriptions des églises de cette méme époque sont précieuses, car elles
nous ont donné une multitude de renseignements. Grace a ces inscriptions,
ont été conservés des événements historiques, d’habitude dramatiques, sur le
sort des asservis, des grecs rayas.

A l'intérieur des églises, dans demi-obscurité, I’Eglise, représentée toujours
par des érudits, membres du clergé, trouvait ’occasion de graver les belles in-
scriptions, en préservant ainsi le patrimoine historique des rayas. La sauvegarde
tant de la langue que du caractére national du peuple asservi est due aux efforts
du Patriarcat Oecuménique.

En tout cas a cette dépendance intellectuelle est dii le conservatisme de
I’écriture et I’archaisme et la mystique des symbdles. Le dévoilement du ren-
seignement caché dans I'inscription nécessite des connaissances spéciales. La
lecture avance lettre par lettre, le déchiffrage mot par mot et I’éclaircissement
des fideles est complété par le dévoilement du message récité de mémoire, se-
lon I'habitude des gens illettrés (P1. 29, 30).

Voyons quel est d’habitude le contenu d’une inscription des années de la
domination turque. Nous avons choisi au hasard une inscription d’une église
du XVIIIe siécle, Haghios Dimitrios au village Mavrilo de Fthiotis (1728):

T ANHIEPOH KAI ANEXTOPIOH O OEIOE KAI ITANZIEITO{Z) NAOZ TOY
ATIOY ENAOZOY MEFAAOYMAPTYPOX AHMHTPIOY TOY MYPOBAHTOY
AIA ZYNAPOMHZ TON ITPOEITOTOQN APXONTON TON YIIOKATQOEN I'E-
IT'PAMMENQN KTHTOPQON THX NYN TAYTHZX IZTOPIAZ A’ EEOAQN KAI
THN KATA OGEON ATAIIHN KAI AOYAOI TOY ATIOY EITIN OYTOI NEOI
KTHTOPEZ O KYP XPIZTOZ, IQANNHZ IEPEYZ KAI KYP AAEEANAPOZ, TA
MYAONOIIOYAA KAI AYTAAEA®OI KOITIONTEXZ KAI ZIIOYAAZONTEZ ME
OAO TO KOINON THX XQPAX EIX ETEPOYX KAAOIIIZMOYZXZ KAI EZXTQ TO
MNHMOZYNON AYTQON AIQNION APXIEPATEYONTOXZ TOY ITANIEPQTATOY
MHTPOIIOAITOY NEON ITATPON KYPIOY KYPIOY NIKH®OPOY EIIITPO-
IIEYONTOZ KYP ZOI'PA®OY, IEPEQT IQANNOY é&tedei@dn 10 kalov Epyov (&v)
£€ter 1728 NoepPpiov C, da xepds Kavotavrivov ‘Iepéws kai MixdAn GvayvdcsTov.

Aprés le point ou se trouve la croix, les inscriptions commencent toujours en
mentionnant la construction et I’histoire, c’est-a-dire I’iconographie de ’église,
suivies par le nom du Saint auquel le temple est consacré, en mentionnant
ensuite tous ceux qui ont apporté leur contribution pour sa construction (d’ha-
bitude avec les mots: 81 kémov kai ££630v) ainsi que ’évéque dont dépend
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la paroisse, les noms des marguilliers, du curé, du peintre et a la fin la date:
dans les anciennes inscriptions, depuis la création du monde, I'indiction aussi et
dans les plus récentes depuis I'incarnation du Christ, parfois le mois et le jour.

Chaque inscription datée de la période de I’occupation turque, est une source
d: renseignements précieux, authentiques, provenant d’expériences directes
de persécutions, de famines, de guerres, (de recrutements de gargons pour le
corps des janissaires), de disettes. Nous lisons souvent sur des inscriptions le
niveau atteint par 'u/¢ek le blé ou le mais et la famine qui ravage «toute la Rou-
méliex. 11 s’agit d’événements historiques qui ont touché I’4me du peuple et non
de renseignements historiques écrits aprés une période de temps inconnue é-
coulée apres les événements et apres une évolution de la pensée et de la logique
d’habitude dans des régions éloignées et a travers le filtre de certains intéréts
et des convictions particuliéres d’'un chroniqueur.

Voila justement la valeur des renseignements des inscriptions de ces hum-
bles églises du temps de I’occupation turque. Les nouvelles émanantes de ces in-
scriptions constituent des messages désintéressés qui proviennent d’un besoin
interne, d’une conscience historique secréte du peuple qui luttait dans les té-
neébres pour sa survie.

Nous avons examiné plus hau, I’évolution normale et lente de I’écriture
byzantine de I’époque byzantine jusqu’aux années de ’occupation turque. L’é-
volution toutefois de I’éclaircissement, suivant I’esprit des érudits de la Nation,
distinguée dans I’éducation, les «lettres» des rayas, auquelles sont dues dans une
trés large mesure la résurrection de la nation grecque, apparait clairement dans
la forme des lettres également. Au milieu du XIXe siécle, se manifeste un
mélange d’éléments nouveaux dans Décriture post-byzantine traditionnelle,
inspiré clairement par les imprimés ecclésiastiques, surtout livres et autres ma-
ticres imprimées en Europe Centrale et a Venise.

Ces nouvelles lettres ont une forme purement néoclassique, mais leur
composition s’effectue selon le systéme traditionnel post-byzantin de I’épi-
graphie. Une multitude de réunions de deux, trois ou de plusieurs lettres for-
ment, avec les nouveaux éléments mélangés au début, les compositions connues:

E N ete. (PL 11,,y).

Je reviens a 'importance particuliére que revét, pour I’épigraphie byzan-
tine et post-byzantine, la composition des mots, non en tant qu’unités indépen-
dantes de la phrase mais suivant une disposition purement compositrice, gra-
phique, picturale.

Pour I’épigraphiste des années de la servitude, les mots n’avaient aucun
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sens, comme unités indépendantes, mais constituaient des moyens pour la créa-
tion d’une oeuvre synthétique et autonome, telle que I'inscription (Pl. 30).

Dans I’église byzantine et post-byzantine, I'iconographie, la peinture de-
vient «histoire» (les inscriptions écrivent que I’église sacrée a été historiée);
I’épigraphie peinture et les deux ensemble, iconographie et inscriptions, con-
stituent des oeuvres d’art autonomes et inséparables; ainsi que des sources his-
toriques inaltérables, ol I'on peut suivre les dispositions stylistiques de I’épo-
que et la volonté de I’employeur, ainsi que les tendances secrétes, par périodes,
de ’ame populaire.

Les inscriptions du XIIIe et du XIVe siécle constituent des «preuves histo-
riques» comme les habits sacerdotaux, ornés de dessins précieux, de véritables
arabesques, semblables a ceux qui décorent les étoffes de soie orientales dont
les marchés des villes byzantines étaient pleins. La gravure d’une inscription
fleurie du XVe siécle est une tache difficile nécessitante des capacités particuliéres
et de I'imagination (P1l. 18-21).

Les abréviations, les ligatures, ne sont pas standardisées; il ne s’agit pas
de connaissances, mais de décisions du moment qui font preuve d’énergie et
d’agilité qui prouvent ’admiration du chercheur, en particulier du chercheur
actuel ou toute sensibilité et toute personnalité dans les questions de I’écriture
sont perdues.

Le XVIIIe siécle a sauvegardé les inscriptions les plus riches, celles qui
sont calligraphiées le plus soigneusement. Toutefois, une standardisation et
une disposition morphocratique se manifestent dans les sens (P1. 23, 24).

Dans certaines inscriptions de la Gréce du Nord, on distingue des souve-
nirs passagers de la morphologie de I’écriture russe imprimée a lettres larges,
dont une grande partie, ainsi que des images imprimées, circulait dans les Bal-
kans et en Terres Saintes au cours du XIXe et au début du XXe siécle (Pl. 25, ,).

Une recherche inverse, au cours d’une période bien plus ancienne, vers
le Xe et le XI¢ siécle, aboutirait peut-étre a des résultats intéressants, en ce qui
concerne les inscriptions et les graffitis slaves et surtout bulgares de la méme
époque. Le méme effort également de recherche comparative d’inscriptions
du XIII® et du XIVe siécle aboutirait peut-étre a des résultats intéressants,
en ce qui concerne la morphologie comparative de 1’Ecriture byzantine et post-

byzantine.

De toute fagon, les inscriptions protobulgares datées du IXe siécle (808-
904) répondent a une periode spécialement importante; il en est de méme pour
les inscriptions datées dans I’aire grecque (cf. 'inscription sur la chancel de Saint-
Jean Magoutis au Musée Byzantin d’Athénes, en 871 et celle de Panaghia Skri-
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pou en Béotie de 873/74) (PI. 3). Ces inscriptions protobulgares en alphabet grec
et en langues grecque, grecobulgare ou slave se référent aux événements de la
guerre; il s’agit d’inscriptions des fondateurs ou tumulaires. Elles sont écrites
par des grecs, prisonniers de guerre probablement, ou par des bulgares qui au-
raient étudié et qui, en tout cas, connaissaient I’écriture byzantine. Morpho-
logiquement, elles ressemblent beaucoup aux inscriptions grecques-byzantines,
comme par ex. 'inscription 14 de la planche 24 (cf. V. BeSevliev, Die protobul-
garischen Inschriften, Berlin 1963, Nr. 15, p. 174-176, pl. 54) de 866. Le tracé
des lettres présente plusieurs éléments morphologiques communs avec les let-
tres de Skripou en Béotie (pl. 4, 1) spécialement les A, A et Q (pl. 27).

Aux inscriptions protobulgares, les plus anciennes (808-824), nous consta-
tons un archaisme sur le tracé 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 paléochretienne (IVe-VIe siécles), spécialement pour les
lettres A, E, Z, A, etc. (pl. 1, 2). Cette méme caractéristique, nous I’avons déja
constaté pour les inscriptions contemporaines de la Gréce.

La morphologie des inscriptions protobulgares suit sévérement I’écriture
des inscriptions byzantines en lettres majuscules de I’époque et spécialement de
manuscrits ecclésiastiques, dont on connait la circulation en abondance en
Bulgarie.

Mais aussi les inscriptions bulgares du Xe siécle suivent absolument la
morphologie de I’écriture byzantine contemporaine comme nous pouvons con-
stater facilement sur I'inscription de Temnié du Xe siécle (pl. 27). L’inscription
de Jean Vladislav, tzar des Bulgares (1015/16) trouvée a Bitolja en 1956 est trés
interessante pour I’étude de la paléographie bulgare (pl. 28). C’est le savant
bulgare Jordan Zaimov, qui a étudié spécialement cette inscription (L’inscrip-
tion de Jean Vladislav autocrator bulgare, monument vieux bulgare de 1015/16
découvert a Bitolja, Sofia 1970, en bulgare avec résumé francais, allemand et
anglais). Les remarques et les résultats de Zaimov ont une importance spéciale,
par ex. (op. cit., p. 131): «Nous attirons I’attention surtout sur la forme arrondie
et étirée des lettres, ce qui rapelle, comme il est connu, une étape du développe-
ment tardif de I'alphabet cyrillique (I’étape antérieure se fait remarquer par des
lettres pointues). Dans un certain nombre de lettres et suivant leurs particula-
rités graphiques, cette forme arrondie est exécutée d’aprés le systéme bicarré
superposé qui n’est pas tellement caractéristique des inscriptions en vieux bulga-
re: de Temni¢ (Xe s., trouvée au confluent des deux Morava—la Morava bul-
gare et la Morava serbe), de Mosti¢ (fin du Xe siécle, trouvée a Preslav, Mésie
orientale) et de Samuel (993, trouvée en Macédoine du Sud). D’aprés ce systéme,
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la partie supérieure de certaines lettres (d, A, 4 et—en partie—M, 9, X) est
élargie. On ne constate pas cette particularité dans toutes les inscriptions grec-
ques du Xe et XIe s.; elle fait complétement défaut dans les parchemins écrits
en onciale. On peut rapprocher de I'inscription de Jean Vladislav une inscrip-
tion grecque de 904 qui servait a marquer les frontiéres entre I’Etat bulgare
et Byzance au Nord-Ouest de Salonique. Mais la les lettres sont plus longues,
la ligne horizontale du dessus est plus petite et ne se détache pas aussi nette-
ment que dans I’inscription de Vladislav. On peut établir aussi paralléles avec
quelques inscriptions des souverains protobulgares de la Mésie orientale du
IXe-Xe s. (ces inscriptions sont en grec)».

Nous espérons qu’avec la publication de I’Album des inscriptions byzanti-
nes et postbyzantines nous offrirons une aide aux spécialistes qui s’interessent
aux études paléographiques et aux inscriptions surtout en lettres majuscules.

Les planches en alphabet d’inscriptions datées qui correspondent au texte,
sans compter les autres documents qui donnent, pourront aider a la datation
des inscriptions qui ne sont pas datées et surtout a la connaissance de la mor-
phologie de I’écriture byzantine et postbyzantine en lettres majuscules. Les
rapports étroits et la correspondance constatés entre les inscriptions grecques
-byzantines et bulgares aideront, avec la classification des documents pour
une datation comparative, plus ou moins précise, des inscriptions qui ne sont

pas datées.
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LEGENDES DES PLANCHES

Planche 1
Alphabet; époque paléochrétienne (IVe-VIe s.).

Planche 2

Alphabet; époque paléochrétienne (IVe-VIes.). 1. N. Bees, Corpus Inscr. Corinth., Inscr.
No 31, p. 61. 2. N. Bees, op. cit., Inscr. No 41, pp. 82, 87. 3. Anast. Bendes, Xpioriavixal
*Ervypapal “EAAddng, tome 1, A’ (IVe-VIe s.), Athénes 1970.

Planche 3

Exemples des lettres d’aprés d’inscriptions datées IXe, Xe et XII¢s. 1. Saint-Jean Ma-
goutis, Athénes; 871, ’Enernois ‘Erawgeias Bviavtwdyv Znovddy 8 (1931), 253. 2. Monast.
de Zoodochos Pegé, Midye, Thrace orient. Cahiers Archéologiques 20 (1970), 55, fig. 76,
IXe sieécle. 3. Saint-Merkourios a Corfou, 1074/75, Cahiers Archéologiques 21 (1971), 153.
4. Saint-Jean Magoutis, op. cit., 1237/38, p. 250.

Planche 4

. 873 (2): Monastére de Panaghia Scripou, Orchomenos, préfecture de Béotie.

. 912 (11): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria.

. 1000 (13): Monastére de Saint-Luc, Stiri.

. 1028 (16): Eglise de Notre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkéon), Thessa-
lonique.

5. 1152 (20): Mcnastére de Panaghia Cosmossotira, Ferrae.

6. 1180-90 (34): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria.

7. 1258 (37): Saint-Georges, Veria.

8. 1259 (42): Monastére Panaghia Mavrotissa, Kastoria.

9
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. 1287 (45) : Saint-Georges (Omorphoklissia) Galista, préfecture de Kastoria.
. 1303 (48): Basilique de Saint-Démétrios, chapelle de Saint-Euthymios, Thessaloni-

que.

1

Planche 5

11. 1306 (49): Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome a Serrés.

12. 1319 (52): Basilique de Saint-Démétrios, Thessalonique.

13. 1358 (53): Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Kastoria.

14. 1352 (54): Taxiarches, Kastoria.

15. 1355/56 (55): Inscription de Anna Paléologina, Thessalonique.

16. 1371-75 (57): Inscription a la chapelle de Saint-Nicolas au monastére de Saint-Jean
Prodrome a Serrés.
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la partie supérieure de certaines lettres (4, A, 4 et—en partie—M, 9, X) est
élargie. On ne constate pas cette particularité dans toutes les inscriptions grec-
ques du Xe et XI¢ s.; elle fait complétement défaut dans les parchemins écrits
en onciale. On peut rapprocher de I’inscription de Jean Vladislav une inscrip-
tion grecque de 904 qui servait a marquer les frontiéres entre I’Etat bulgare
et Byzance au Nord-Ouest de Salonique. Mais 12 les lettres sont plus longues,
la ligne horizontale du dessus est plus petite et ne se détache pas aussi nette-
ment que dans l'inscription de Vladislav. On peut établir aussi paralléles avec
quelques inscriptions des souverains protobulgares de la Mésie orientale du
IXe-Xe s. (ces inscriptions sont en grec)».

Nous espérons qu’avec la publication de I’Album des inscriptions byzanti-
nes et postbyzantines nous offrirons une aide aux spécialistes qui s’interessent
aux études paléographiques et aux inscriptions surtout en lettres majuscules.

Les planches en alphabet d’inscriptions datées qui correspondent au texte,
sans compter les autres documents qui donnent, pourront aider a la datation
des inscriptions qui ne sont pas datées et surtout a la connaissance de la mor-
phologie de I’écriture byzantine et postbyzantine en lettres majuscules. Les
rapports étroits et la correspondance constatés entre les inscriptions grecques
-byzantines et bulgares aideront, avec la classification des documents pour
une datation comparative, plus ou moins précise, des inscriptions qui ne sont

pas datées.
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LEGENDES DES PLANCHES

Planche 1
Alphabet; époque paléochrétienne (IVe-VIe s.).

Planche 2

Alphabet; époque paléochrétienne (IVe-VIes.). 1. N. Bees, Corpus Inscr. Corinth., Inscr.
No 31, p. 61. 2. N. Bees, op. cit., Inscr. No 41, pp. 82, 87. 3. Anast. Bendes, Xptoriavixal
*Envypapal “EAAddng, tome 1, A’ (IVe-VIe s.), Athénes 1970.

Planche 3

Exemples des lettres d’aprés d’inscriptions datées IXe, Xe et XIIes. 1. Saint-Jean Ma-
goutis, Athénes; 871, Enrernpis “Eraieias Bvlavtwdy Zrovddy 8 (1931), 253. 2. Monast.
de Zoodochos Pegé, Midye, Thrace orient. Cahiers Archéologiques 20 (1970), 55, fig. 76,
IXe siécle. 3. Saint-Merkourios & Corfou, 1074/75, Cahiers Archéologiques 21 (1971), 153.
4. Saint-Jean Magoutis, op. cit., 1237/38, p. 250.

Planche 4

. 873 (2): Monastére de Panaghia Scripou, Orchomenos, préfecture de Béotie.

. 912 (11): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria.

. 1000 (13): Monastére de Saint-Luc, Stiri.

. 1028 (16): Eglise de Notre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkéon), Thessa-
lonique.

. 1152 (20): Monastére de Panaghia Cosmossotira, Ferrae.

. 1180-90 (34): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria.

. 1258 (37): Saint-Georges, Veria.

. 1259 (42): Monastére Panaghia Mavrotissa, Kastoria.

. 1287 (45) : Saint-Georges (Omorphoklissia) Galista, préfecture de Kastoria.

. 1303 (48): Basilique de Saint-Démétrios, chapelle de Saint-Euthymios, Thessaloni-

que.
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Planche 5

11. 1306 (49): Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome a Serrés.

12. 1319 (52): Basilique de Saint-Démétrios, Thessalonique.

13. 1358 (53): Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Kastoria.

14. 1352 (54): Taxiarches, Kastoria.

15. 1355/56 (55): Inscription de Anna Paléologina, Thessalonique.

16. 1371-75 (57): Inscription a la chapelle de Saint-Nicolas au monastére de Saint-Jean
Prodrome a Serrés.
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17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22,
23.
24.

25.

1378 (62): Ohrid, Panaghia Périvleptos (Saint-Clément).

1393 (64): Inscription a la Metropole de Kalabaka.

1413 (65): Sainte-Paraskevi, Monodendri, Zagori.

1432 (67): Eglise de Panaghia 4 Zevgostassi, Kastoria.

1481 (73): Basilique de Saint-Démétrios, Thessalonique. Inscription de Loukas Span-
dounis.

1476 (75): Saint-Constantin et Héléne, Ohrid.

1486 (76): Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria.

1501 (82): Monastére de Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Météores.

1522 (90): Monastére de Panaghia Molivdoskepasti.

Planche 6

26.
27.

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

1524 (92): Panaghia Porphyra, Prespa.

1542 (96): Monastére de Plilanthropinon, Ile de Ioannina.

1547 (104): Saints-Apotres, Kastoria.

1566 (123): Monastére de Varlaam, Météores.

1570 (133): Saint-Démétrios, Palatitsa (Veria).

1606 (152): Panaghia Iconomou, Kastoria.

1614 (167): Panaghia Tsiatsapa, Kastoria.

1630 (178): Haghia Trias, préfecture de Larissa.

1639 (188): Saint-Nicolas Gournias, Veria.

1650 (206): Saint-Nicolas de Krepeni, préfecture de Kastoria.

1652 (137): Monastére de Metamorphossis 4 Dryovouno, préfecture de Kozani.
1662 (220): Monastére de Panaghia Redina, préfecture de Karditsa.

1663 (224): Monastére de Panaghia Xenia, Almyros, préfecture de. Magnessie.
1677 (233): Monastére de Panaghia Redina, préfecture de Karditsa.

1682 (234): Monastere de Haghia Trias, Météores.

Planche 7
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41.
42,
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

1708 (258): Monastére de Gonia, Kolimvari de Kissamos, Gréte.
1717 (264): Sainte-Paraskevi, Skamneli, Zagori.

1727 (281): Saint-Jean Prodrome, Kastoria.

1735 (301): Saint-Athanase, Dormani, Veria.

1744 (321): Saint-Athanase, Dormani, Veria.

1753 (338): Saint-Nicolas, Tsaritsani, préfecture de Larissa.

1761 (366): Chapelle de Haghii Pantes a Kalabaka.

1765 (384): Saint-Georges, Zagora.

1774 (398): Saint-Achillé, Pentalophos, préfecture de Kozani.

1789 (431): Saint-Jean Prodrome, Ile de Ioannina.

1809 (441): Evanguelismos, Vitsa, préfecture de Ioannina.

1809 (440): Evanguelismos, Vitsa, préfecture de Ioannina.

1803 (464): Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodromos, préfecture de Serrés.
1806 (478): Panaghia Makrynitsa, Pélion.

1813 (490): Monastére de Panaghia Klissoura, préfecture de Kastoria.

La morphologie des inscriptions byzantines

Planche 8

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.

64.

65.
66.
67.

1819 (501): Monastére Christossotir, Samarina, préfecture de Grevena.
1821 (507): Monastére de Siamades, préfecture de Karditsa.

1028 (510): Prophete Elias, Samarina, préfecture de Grevena.

1835 (516): Prophéte Elias, Kormista, préfecture de Serrés.

1844 (542): Saint-Georges, Eratyra (Selitsa), préfecture de Kozani.

1853 (566): Sainte Trinité (Haghia Trias), Messimeri, préfecture de Pella.

1854 (570): Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodromos, préfecture de Serrés.
1858 (584): Saint-Athanase, Tihio, préfecture de Kastoria.

1859 (585): Inscription du clocher a I’église de Dilopho & Zagori, préfecture de Ioan-

nina.
1859 (588): Taxiarches du quartier de Saint-Luc a Kastoria.

1869 (608): Inscription du clocher a I’église de Panaghia Vitasta, préfecture de Serrés.

1884 (634): Sainte-Kyriaki et Saint-Georges a Messoropi, préfecture de Serrés.

PLANCHES 9-11: LIGATURAE

Planche 9
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

. 873 (2): Monastére de Panaghia Scripou, Orchomenos, préfecture de Béotie.
. 912 (11): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria.

. 1000 (13): Monastére de Saint-Luc, Stiri.

. 1180-90 (34): Saints-Anarghyres, Kastoria.

. fin du XIIe s. (35): Inscription de Anna Maliassiné, Episkopi, Volos.
. 1240-1258 (37): Saint-Georges, Veria.

. circa 1259 (42): Monastére de Panaghia Mavrotissa, Kastoria.

. 1287 (45): Saint-Georges, Veria.

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

1306 (49): Saint-Jean Prodromos, préfecture de Serrés.

1319/1320 (52): Inscription sur les remparts, Thessalonique.

1338 (53): Saint-Etienne, Kastoria.

1352 (54): Taxiarches, Kastoria.

1355/56 (55): Inscription de Anna Paleologina, Thessalonique.
1371-75 (57): Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome, préfecture de Serrés.

Planche 10

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23,
24.

1378 (62): Saint-Clément, Ohrid.

1393 (64): Basilique de la Dormition, Trikkala.

1413/14 (65): Sainte-Paraskevi, Monodendri, Zagori.

1432 (67): Eglise de la Dormition, Zevgostassi, préfecture de Kastoria.
1476 (75): Saint-Constantin et Héléne, Ohrid.

1486 (76): Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria.

1501 (82): Saint-Etienne (Haghios Stephanos), Météores.

1522 (90): Monastére de Panaghia, Molyvdoskepasti.

1524 (92): Monastére de Panaghia Porphyra, Prespa.
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25. 1542 (96): Monastére de Philanthropinon, Ile de Ioannina.

26,
27

29

. 1547 (104):
. 1566 (123):
28. 1570 (133):
. 1592 (137):
30. 1614 (167):

Planche 11

31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

Planche 12

1650 (206):
1662 (220):
1663 (224):
1677 (233):
1682 (324):
1708 (258):

1717 (264):
1735 (301):
1744 (321):
1753 (338):
1761 (366):
1809 (440):
1819 (501):
1853 (566):
1854 (570):

Saints-Apotres, Kastoria.

Monastére de Varlaam, Météores.

Eglise de Palatitsa, Vergina, préfecture de Veria.

Eglise de Métamorphossis, Dryovouno, préfecture de Kozani.
Panaghia Tsiatsapa, Kastoria.

Saint-Nicolas, Krepeni, préfecture de Kastoria.

Monastére de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa.

Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria.

Monastére de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa.

Monastére de Haghia Trias, chapelle de Saint-Jean Prodrome, Météores.
Monastére de Gonia, Kolimvari de Kissamos, préfecture de Chania,
Crete.

Sainte-Paraskevi, Skamneli, Zagori.

Saint-Athanse, Dormani, préfecture de Veria.

Saint-Athanase, Dormani, préfecture de Veria.

Saint-Nicolas, Tsaritsani, préfecture de Larissa.

Métropole de Kalabaka, chapelle Haghii Pantes.

Evanguelistria, Vitsa, Dodone, Epiros.

Monastére de Christossotir, Samarina, préfecture de Grevena.
Sainte-Trinité (Haghia Trias), Messimeri, préfecture de Pella.
Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome, préfecture de Serrés.

Exemple des lettres d’aprés Haghios Stephanos de Kastoria (Xe s.).

Planche 13

Chapelle de Géreme 6a: 930-40 (d’aprés M. Restle, Byzantine wall-painting in Asia Mi-

nor, vol 1I, pl. IX).

Planche 14

Exemple des lettres aux mosaiques de Saint-Luc (d’aprés Eust. Stikas, 76 Oixodoput-
oy Xoovuxov tijs poviic ‘Oclov Aovxd Pwxidog, Athénes 1970, p. 36) 1042-1043.

Planche 15

Exemple des lettres d’aprés les inscriptions des fresques du S-O chapelle de Saint-Luc
(Eust. Stikas, op. cit.).

70

La morphologie des inscriptions byzantines

Planche 16

Exemple des lettres de I'inscription in fresco de la chapelle de Saint-Euthymios 2 la ba-

silique de Saint-Démétrios de Thessalonique (ETWIA=6811=sept. 1302—aott 1303).

Planche 17

Exemples des lettres d’inscriptions des Saints-Anarghyres de Kastoria; fin du XIIe siécle.

Planche 18

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1029: Thessalonique. Notre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkéon).
2. 1050: Serrés. Métropole (Saints-Theodores); inscription.

3. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du XIIe siécle.

Planche 19

Exemples d’inscriptions:
1, 2. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du XII¢ si¢cle.

Planche 20

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1309: Naxos.

2. 1355/56: Thessalonique. Inscription de Anna Paléologina.

3. 1371-75: Serrés. Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome; chapelle de Saint-Nicolas.

Planche 21

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1388: Météores. Metamorphossis.

2. 1413/14: Eglise de Monodendri & Zagori.

3. 1522: Zagori. Molyvdoskepasti.

4. 1537: Météores. Monastére de Varlaam; chapelle de Haghii Pantes.

Planche 22

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1560: Ksou Skyros. Panaghia.

2. 1566: Météores. Monastere de Varlaam.
3. 1548: Météores. Monastére de Varlaam.
4. 1570: Palatitsa de Veria. Saint-Démétrios.

Planche 23

Exemples d’inscriptions:
1, 2. 1727: Kastoria. Saint-Jean Prodrome.
3. 1730: Veria. Sainte-Anne.
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25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

1542 (96): Monastére de Philanthropinon, Ile de Ioannina.

1547 (104):
1566 (123):
1570 (133):
1592 (137):
1614 (167):

Planche 11

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43,
44.
45.

1650 (206):
1662 (220):
1663 (224):
1677 (233):
1682 (324):
1708 (258):

1717 (264):
1735 (301):
1744 (321):
1753 (338):
1761 (366):
1809 (440):
1819 (501):
1853 (566):
1854 (570):

Planche 12

Exemple des lettres d’aprés Haghios Stephanos de Kastoria (Xe s.).

Planche 13

Saints-Apdtres, Kastoria.

Monastére de Varlaam, Météores.

Eglise de Palatitsa, Vergina, préfecture de Veria.

Eglise de Métamorphossis, Dryovouno, préfecture de Kozani.
Panaghia Tsiatsapa, Kastoria.

Saint-Nicolas, Krepeni, préfecture de Kastoria.

Monastére de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa.

Saint-Nicolas, Kastoria.

Monastére de Panaghia, Redina, Karditsa.

Monastére de Haghia Trias, chapelle de Saint-Jean Prodrome, Météores.
Monastére de Gonia, Kolimvari de Kissamos, préfecture de Chania,
Créte.

Sainte-Paraskevi, Skamneli, Zagori.

Saint-Athanse, Dormani, préfecture de Veria.

Saint-Athanase, Dormani, préfecture de Veria.

Saint-Nicolas, Tsaritsani, préfecture de Larissa.

Métropole de Kalabaka, chapelle Haghii Pantes.

Evanguelistria, Vitsa, Dodone, Epiros.

Monastére de Christossotir, Samarina, préfecture de Grevena.
Sainte-Trinité (Haghia Trias), Messimeri, préfecture de Pella.
Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome, préfecture de Serrés.

Chapelle de Goreme 6a: 930-40 (d’aprés M. Restle, Byzantine wall-painting in Asia Mi-

nor, vol II, pl. IX).

Planche 14

Exemple des lettres aux mosaiques de Saint-Luc (d’aprés Eust. Stikas, 76 Oixodout-
%0y Xgovixov tijs povijs ‘Oclov Aovxd Pwxidos, Athénes 1970, p. 36) 1042-1043.

Planche 15

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

Exemple des lettres de I’inscription in fresco de la chapelle de Saint-Euthymios a la ba-

silique de Saint-Démétrios de Thessalonique (ETWIA=6811=sept. 1302—aolt 1303).

Planche 17

Exemples des lettres d’inscriptions des Saints-Anarghyres de Kastoria; fin du XIIe siécle.

Planche 18

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1029: Thessalonique. Notre Dame des Chaudronniers (Panaghia Chalkéon).
2. 1050: Serrés. Métropole (Saints-Theodores); inscription.

3. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du XIIe siécle.

Planche 19

Exemples d’inscriptions:
1, 2. Kastoria. Saints-Anarghyres; fin du XIIe siécle.

Planche 20

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1309: Naxos.

2. 1355/56: Thessalonique. Inscription de Anna Paléologina.

3. 1371-75: Serrés. Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome; chapelle de Saint-Nicolas.

Planche 21

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1388: Météores. Metamorphossis.

2. 1413/14: Eglise de Monodendri & Zagori.

3. 1522: Zagori. Molyvdoskepasti.

4. 1537: Météores. Monastére de Varlaam; chapelle de Haghii Pantes.

Planche 22

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1560: Ksou Skyros. Panaghia.

2. 1566: Météores. Monastére de Varlaam.
3. 1548: Météores. Monastére de Varlaam.
4, 1570; Palatitsa de Veria. Saint-Démétrios.

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: Pélion, Zagora. Saint-Georges.

Planche 25

Exemples d’inscriptions:

1. 1854: Serrés. Monastére de Saint-Jean Prodrome. Narthex.
2. 1859: Kastoria. Taxiarches du quartier de Saint-Luc.

3. 1866: Serrés. Saint-Georges Kryoneritis.

Planche 26

Exemples des lettres d’inscriptions protobulgares.

Les exemples des lettres d’aprés le Corpus des inscriptions protobulgares publiées par
le prof. Veselin BeSevliev, Die protobulgarischen Inschriften, Berlin 1963.

1. Inscription «von der alten Strasse nach Silistra» d’aprés Skorpil, ou dans les ruines de
Gradiste prés de Kadi-Kgj, au Danube entre Tutrakan et Silistra; aujourd’hui au Musée Ar-
chéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 362), 808-813; Besevliev; Nr. 3a-c, pp. 136-145, Abb. 27-30.

2. Fragments d’inscription trouvés dans les ruines de Pliska; aujourd’hui au Musée Ar-
chéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 364); 813. Besevliev, Nr. 16-40, pp. 180-189, Abb. 61-76.

3. Inscription sur un fragment de colonne de provenance inconnue, trouvé dans la gare
du Kaspican; aujourd’hui au Musée Archéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 633); 813. BeSevliev,
Nr. 42, pp. 206-208, Abb. 82.

4. Inscription trouvée a Selidte prés de Preslav ~ 812. BeSevliev, Nr. 49, pp. 232-233,
Abb. 95, 96.

5. Inscription trouvée au village Suleiman k6j (aujourd’hui Seciste) prés de Novipazar,
elle a été transportée du palais de Pliska; Musée Archéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 638); 814-
820. Besevliev, Nr. 41, pp. 190-206, Abb. 77-81.

6. Inscription gravée sur une colonne; elle a été transportée a I’église de 40 Martyres de
Tarnovo provenance probable Pliska; ~ 822. Be3evliev, Nr. 55, pp. 246-260, Abb. 104-106.

7. Inscription trouvée durant les fouilles de 1905 prés du village de Catalar, (aujourd’hui
Krumovo), prés de Sumen, Musée Archéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 697);822. Besevliev, Nr.
56, pp. 260-277, Abb. 107-112.

8. Inscription sur une colonne, trouvée prés des fouilles de la grande basilique de Pliska;
aujourd’hui au Musée Archéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 640); 822. Besevliev, Nr. 60, pp. 287-
289, Abb. 117.

9. Fragment d’inscription trouvée au village de Sujutli (aujourd’hui Varbjane); Musée
Archéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 643); ~ 822. BeSevliev, Nr. 63, pp. 292-293, Abb. 120.

10. Trois fragments d’inscription gravée sur une colonne qui a été trouvée prés du rem-
part N-O de Pliska; aujourd’hui elle est perdue; ~ 822 Be3evliev, Nr. 61, pp. 289-290, Abb. 118.

11. Inscription de provenance inconnue. Kanitz mention, a2 1872 encastrée au Coban-
djamici a Provadija; aujourd’hui au Musée Archéologique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 624); 818-823.
Besevliev, Nr. 58, pp. 281-285, Abb. 114, 115.
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12. Inscription sur une colonne de provenance inconnue; aujourd’hui au Musée Archéo-
logique de Sofia (Inv. Nr. 665); 827-829. BeSevliev, Nr. 59, pp. 285-287, Abb. 116.

13. Inscription trouvée durant les fouilles (1923, 1924, 1932 et 1933) de I’école francaise
dans la basilique de Direkler a Philippes; 837. Besevliev, Nr. 14, pp. 163-174, Abb. 48.

14. Inscription sur une colonne trouvée dans les ruines du Monastére de Balsi en Albanie;
866. Besevliev, Nr. 15, pp. 174-176, Abb. 54 (d’aprés J. Ivanov, Bdlgarski Starini 13).

15. Inscription sur une colonne trouvée au village de Naras (aujourd’hui Nea Philadel-
phia) 22 km au N de Thessalonique; aujourd’hui au Musée Archéologique de Constanti-
nople (Inv. Nr. 4691, du catalogue de Nezih Firatli, A short guide to the byzantine works of
art in the Archaeological Museum of Istanbul, 1955); 904. Besevliev, Nr. 46b, pp. 215-218,
Abb. 89, 90.

Planche 27

L’Alphabet de I’inscription de Temni¢ dans la vallée de la Morava Xe s. (d’aprés J. Zai-
mov, L’inscription de Jean Vladislav, Sofia 1970, pl. 6).

Planche 28

Exemples de lettres de I'alphabet de I'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 Prodronie (Baptiste) (64), (1727).
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NEKI ELEMENTI ODNOSA GLAGOLSKIH IMENICA
OD NEPRELAZNIH GLAGOLA U STAROSLOVENSKOM

PREMA ODGOVARAJUCIM RECIMA
U GRCKOM ORGINALU *

D. Stefanovié

Medju najznacajnije ekstralingvistiCke faktore u razvoju slovenskih je-
zika u 9. veku spada prijem i Sirenje hriS¢anstva kod Slovena. Prevodjenjem
grékih knjiZevnih tekstova religiozne sadrZine stvarao se prvi jezik knjiZevno-
stil—staroslovenski jezik. S jedne strane, trebalo je prevoditi sa grékog 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 hri§¢anske kulture i novokrstenih Slovena.
U prenosenju poruke odluujuéu ulogu je imao jezik. Tako je jedan od osno-
vnih aspekata razvoja prvog slovenskog jezika knjiZevnosti (i njegovih kas-
nijih crkvenoslovenskih redakcija) u primanju velikog broja grcizama i u &u-
vanju sopstvenog slovenskog jezi€kog identiteta.

Nova jeziCka kretanja izazvala su nagli prodor velikog broja apstraktnih
pojmova i Cestu upotrebu reéi sa apstraktnim znadenjem u staroslovenskom

* Ovaj Clanak predstavlja deo magistarskog rada koji je odbranjen 1972. godine. U radu
se daje tvorbena sistematizacija i klasifikacija glagolskih imenica od neprelaznih glagola na
-nije, -enije, -ije, -tije, -bstvije u staroslovenskom jeziku. Osnovna gradja ekscerpirana je iz
osam vecih staroslovenskih spomenika (Zografsko jevandjelje, napisano krajem 10. po¢etkom
11. v., Cuva se u Leningradu; Marijino jevandjelje, napisano u prvoj polovini 11. v., Euva se
u Moskvi; Savina knjiga, napisana u 11. v., uva se u Moskvi; Asemanovo jevandjelje, napi-
sano krajem 10. ili pofetkom 11. v., éuva se u Vatikanu; Sinajski psaltir, napisan u 11. v.,
Cuva se u manastiru sv. Katarine na Sinaju; Sinajski trebnik, napisan u 11. v., ¢uva se u
manastiru sv. Katarine na Sinaju; Klodev zbornik, napisan u 11. v., uva se u Tridentu i
Insbruku; Suprasalski zbornik, napisan u 10. i 11. v., ¢uva se u Ljubljani i Leningradu.) Eks-
cerpirane su sve imenice—bez obzira na prelaznost i neprelaznost—date kategorije. Posle
ekscerpira materijala izvrSena je selekcija izvedenica prema prelaznosti i neprelaznosti. Iz-
vedenice su uporedjene sa odgovarajuc¢im reima grékih paralela, sem Sinajskog trebnika,
gde nije postojala moguénost za uporedjivanje.

1. O problemu knjiZevnog jezika i jezika knjizevnosti v.: I. Grickat, «Jezik knjizevnosti
i knjiZevni jezik - na osnovu srpskog pisanog nasledja iz starijih epoha», Jusnoslovenski

filolog XXVIII, 1-2 (Beograd 1969), 1-36.
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jeziku, medju njima i prosirenu upotrebu glagolskih imenica od neprelaznih
glagola na -nije, -enije, -ije, -tije, -bstvije. (Primeri: padenije, vis€nije, umil’-
enije, Zitije, ¥pstvije).

Ve su'u praslovenskom bili oformljeni oblici glagolskih imenica navedene
kategorije. Sigurno su izvriene i odredjene semanticke promene u odnosu na
primarno znadenje oblika. Prilikom prevodjenja sa grékog postojali su gotovi
oblicki elementi i semanti¢ke mogucnosti za prenosenje odredjenog znacenja
iz jednog jezika u drugi.

Kod odredjivanja prelaznosti i neprelaznosti glagola treba imati u vidu
da u grékom jeziku prelaznost i neprelaznost glagola predstavlja sintaksicku
kategoriju, a u staroslovenskom leksi¢ko-sintaksicku kategoriju. (O tome ¢e
jo¥ biti reéi u daljem). Kakva su sve znadenja imali oblici glagolskih imenica
od neprelaznih glagola do 9. veka, ne zna se. Medjutim, sigurno je da se pre-
vodjenjem sa grékog jezika i ulaskom novih pojmova u jezicku stvarnost se-
mantika oblika menjala i obogadivala u staroslovenskom. Na ovo odigledno
ukazuje kvantitativni odnos grékih reéi i odgovarajuéih staroslovenskih gla-
golskih imenica date kategorije (priblizno 295:167). U tom smislu vrlo je Cest
slu¢aj da se nekoliko grckih reéi prevodi jednom staroslovenskom re€i, napr.
staroslovensko «Zitije» odgovara slede¢im re¢ima u grékom orginalu: maAiyye-
vecia, Gyveia, Gpetn, doknoig, PBiog. Pudopog, didbeocic, Lon, katoikia,
papovic, toiteia, molitevpa, cvovavacTpoen, otpateia, cotnpia, TpOTOG.
Re& «Zitije» ima sledec¢a znalenja: Zivot, stan, provodjenje Zivota, Zivotopis
(biografija), sredstva za Zivot. Staroslovenskom «povel’enije» u grékom odgo-
varaju sledece re€i: aviirypagm, povAnpa, yvoun, didatatic, doypa, &mnétae,
¢niotaoia, énitaypa, kéAevolg, kKEAEVPQ, VEDUA, GTOGTOAT, TPOCTAYNHO, TPO-
to01g, 1O npootaydiv, elotipia. Znadenja su sledeca: naredjenje, propis,
pravilo, zakon, u&enje. Postoje primeri, retko, da se ista gréka re¢ prevodi ve-
¢im brojem staroslovenskih reéi, napr. dvactacig prevodi se glagolskim ime-
nicama «vbskresnovenije» i «vbstanije».

I bez dublje semanti¢ke analize mogu da se potvrde semantiCke promene
u smislu pojave novih znacenjskih tipova kod pojedinih oblika, napr. konkre-
tizacija znadenja «l&ganije» t.j. «prevovbzléganijen—«sedenje u procelju»,
ali i «prodelje kod zajednicke trapeze». Gréka konkretna imenica c@Amiyg
(truba, trubni znak) prevodi se na staroslovenski glagolskom imenicom «trob!’-
enije».

Manji je uticaj odgovarajuéih grékih re¢i na obli€ku strukturu staroslo-
venskih glagolskih imenica od neprelaznih glagola. U tom smislu moZe da se
govori o kalkovima, manjem broju sloZenica koje su obli¢ki gradjene prema
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grékom uzoru, napr. tpotokiicia prevovezleZenije. Ova pojava obuhvata pri-
mere koji pokazuju da je prefiksiranost nekih imenica kalkirana prema grékom,
pr. prégréSenije prema TUPATTOHA.

Najzad, verovatno je da su pod neposrednim uticajem grékog orginala
pocele da se izvode glagolske imenice i od onih neprelaznih glagola koji ra-
nije nisu imali svoje glagolske imenice.

Uporedjivanje glagoslkih imenica od neprelaznih glagola (a isti je slucaj
i sa prelaznim glagolima) u staroslovenskom sa odgovarajuéim re¢ima grékog
orginala veoma izrazito pokazuje obli¢ko siromastvo i semanti¢ko bogatstvo,
stvarno i potencijalno, imenica date kategorije u staroslovenskom. Glagolskim
imenicama date kategorije prevode se sledee gréke redi:

1. liéni glagolski oblik (1 primer), pr. énétate

2. imenice:

a. infinitiv sa ¢lanom (16 primera) pr. 10 £éAadvely

b. imenice sa razli¢itim sufiksima:

sa -pa (24 prim.), pr. ntdua

sa -o1¢ (51 prim.), pr. nT®dOLG

sa -pog (11 prim.), pr. deroyiopog
sa -eid (20 prim.), pr. copundOein
sa -owo. (17 prim.), pr. mrpotokAicia
sa -tov (2 prim.), pr. Bpafeiov

sa -1d (37 prim.), pr. dackuiica
sa -1¢ (1 prim.), pr. 6Bpig

sa -tng (4 prim.), pr. cTABotng

sa -tpov (1 prim.), pr. eopntpov
sa -0oG (10 prim.), pr. pAocTtog

sa -0 /n (39 prim.), pr. 7jt70.

sa -ag (1 prim.), pr. popovig

sa -8- (1 prim.), pr. ndfog

sa -yy (1 prim.), pr. coAmiyg

v. imenice 1 mnoZini na- (3 primera), pr. ta &vedpo

3. pridevi (3 primera), pr. énipartog

4. sintagme (5 primera), pr. «&€v pvoet aipatoc»

Svega 295 grekih redi prevodi se sa 167 staroslovenskih reéi. (Ne raéuna-
juéi Sinajski trebnik).

Kod navedenih grékih reéi, pored obli¢ko-sufiksalne raznolikosti, veoma
je Sirok dijapazon semantike. Od najapstraktnijeg znaCenja procesa radnje,
koje se najizrazitije i u potpunosti ostvaruje kod infinitiva sa &lanom, preko
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znadenja ¢ina i osobine, do konkretnih znadenja predstavljen je veliki broj
znacenjskih tipova imenica.

Semaati¢ka analiza glagolskih imenica koje su izvedene od glagolskih
parova koji se razlikuju po prelaznosti i neprelaznosti, uporedjivanje ovih ime-
nica sa odgovaraju¢im grékim redima pokazuju nam da je kategorija prelaz-
nost-neprelaznost imala i morfolo§ko obeleZje kod glagola u staroslovenskom
i da je ona predstavljala leksi¢ku kategoriju kod navedenih glagolskih parova.
U daljem navode se primeri glagolskih parova sa izvedenim glagolskim i-
menicama i odgovaraju¢im grékim redima. Brojevi u zagradi obelezavaju ude-
stalost primera u spomenicima. (Broj glagola uzet je na osnovu vecéeg broja
spomenika po Dostalu?, a broj imenica je naveden prema manjem broju
spomenika koji su sluZili kao osnovna gradja za ovaj rad. Ovakav odnos ne
dovodi do bitnih pomeranja u proporcijama).

1. Neprelazni giagol: veskresnoti (94)—veskrbsnovenije (4)—(to &yep0ii-
var) veskresenije (37)— (Gvdaotaocig, 1o &yepOfival, Eyepoig, kpoyic).

Prelazni glagol: veskrésiti (67)—vuskrésenije (62) (4vacTooLg).

Ovi glagoli sa svojim izvedenicama spadaju u crkveno-bogoslovsku ter-
minologiju i esto se upotrebljavaju. Razlika po prelaznosti i neprelaznosti
relevantna je zbog pojmovne distribucije vaskrsnuéa boZanstva (neprelazno
znadenje) i Coveka (prelazno znadenje). Ova znalenja se prenela, sa manjim
kolebanjima, i na glagolske imenice gornjih glagolskih parova. Tako vbskrs-
senije (vbskrbsnovenije) znaédi, uglavnom, vaskrsnuce Isusovo. Re¢ veskrésenije
znaci, vaskrsnuce Coveka iz mrtvih i sveopste vaskrsnuce, dogadjaj koji ¢e se
desiti drugim dolaskom Isusovim. Ovde su pojmovne razlike obeleZene i obli-
¢kom razlikom, koja se dosledno sprovodi kroz spomenike. Izuzetak predsta-
vlja AS J 11, 24. Ovu obli¢ko-semanti¢ku distribuciju jo§ jace istie gréki orgi-
nal gde je jedan oblik (dvdotacig) nosilac oba znacenja. Ostale odgovarajuce
re¢i prevode se samo neprelaznom glagolskom izvedenicom.

2. Neprelazni glagol: gredéti (u kasnijim spomenicima)—gredénije (u
kasnijim spomenicima)— (dAafoveia); vbzgredéti— (nema glagolske imenice)

Prelazni glagol: grediti—greZzdenije (¢émAnyia)—vezgrezdenije— (nema
glagolske imenice).

3. Neprelazni glagol: obetr’ati (1)—(nema glagolske imenice)

Prelazni glagol: obgtriti (5)—obestr’enije (2) (oidnpa, @Aeypovn).

4. Neprelazni glagol: oslabéti (6)— (nema glagolske imenice)

Prelazni glagol: oslabiti (20)—oslabl’enije (1) (éveoic)

2. A. Dostdl, Studie o vidovem systému v staroslovénstiné, Praha 1954,
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5. Neprelazni glagol: teléti—tslénije (2) (caBpdtng, pBopd)—netnlénije
(doBapoic); istbléti (u kasnijim spomenicima)—istblénije (14) (G@Oaptog, dia-
©Bopd, pBopa); neistslénije (GpBupoia); istelénbnije (SiapBopd).

Prelazni glagol: tsliti— (nema glagolske imenice); isteliti—istsl’enije (1)
(pBopa).

Izvedenica od prelaznog glagola je slabo dokumentovana. Ista gréka red
se prevodi izvedenicama od prelaznih i neprelaznih glagola. Na osnovu ana-
lize tekstova moglo bi se zakljuciti da izvedenica od neprelaznog glagola znadi
iskvarenost, pokvarenost u moralnom smislu.

6. Neprelazni glagol: umréti (163) —umrstije (2) (tehevtn)

Prelazni glagol: umretviti (34)—umrstvije (1) (tehevtn).

Ove imenice se vrlo retko pojavljuju. U spomenicima pojam smrti obe-
leZava reé semrotb (8Gdvatog) i ona se vrlo €esto pojavljuje. U Novom zavetu
0dvatog (semrets) ima, uglavnom, religiozno-moralno znacenje, a TEAELTT
(umrstije) znadi fizicki kraj Zivota, smrt. televtn] se pojavljuje samo jednom
u Novom zavetu (Mt 2,15): radi se o Irodovoj smrti. U Marijinom jevadjelju
i Savinoj knjizi ova gréka re¢ se prevodi izvedenicom od neprelaznog glagola.

U slovenskim jezicima glagolske imenice na morfoloSkom nivou posma-
trane spadaju medju imenice, a po svojoj semantici ¢ine deo glagolskog siste-
ma. U staroslovenskom jeziku semaatiCka glagolska kategorija prelaznosti i
neprelaznosti ima i svoje morfolosko obeleZje u izvesnoj meri (vbskresnoti-
veskrésiti). Ovakva morfoloska diferencijacija u nekoliko slu€ajeva prisutna
je 1 kod glagolskih imenica izvedenih od glagolskih parova koji se razlikuju
po prelaznosti i neprelaznosti. Ove vrste morfoloske diferencijacije nema kod
glagola u grékom jeziku. U tom pogledu su glagoli i navedene glagolske izve-
denice leksi¢ki autohtonije i semantika prelaznosti i neprelaznosti predstavlja
leksi¢ko-sintaksiCku kategoriju za razliku od grékog jezika, gde se semantika
prelaznosti i neprelaznoti moZe ustanoviti samo na nivou sintakse, prema kon-
kretnom kontekstu.

Beograd

3. Ovaj glagol vodi svoje poreklo od glagolskog prideva mrotvs.
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Peter Weisensel

One of the prominent names before the Russian reading public in the mid-
nineteenth century was that of Avraam Sergeevich Norov (1795-1869). His
three books, Puteshestvie po sviatoi zemle (Journey Through the Holy Land)
(1838), Puteshestvie po Egiptu i Nubii (Journey Through Egypt and Nubia) (1840),
and Puteshestvie k semi tserkvam upominaemym v Apokalipsise (Journey to the
Seven Churches Mentioned in the Apocalypse) (1847), which described his ex-
periences and researches in the Near East in 1834-35, captured the fancy of
literate Russians since they capitalized on Russia’s growing interest in the
«Eastern Question». Nicholas Chernyshevskii wrote that Norov’s works were
of such importance that they occupied «a place not only in Russian but also
in general European literature [on the Near East]»'. So closely was Norov’s
name associated with the Holy Places, wrote V. N. Khitrovo, one of the found-
ers of the Russian Orthodox Palestine Society, that in the minds of his con-
temporaries «unwittingly arose the figure of Avraam Sergeevich» whenever
the Holy Places were mentioned?.

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 I. Contemporaries typically commented that he was «kind» and
«good» but also «weak» and «characterless», a typical bureaucrat of Nicholas’
epoch. Quite apart from his bureaucratic career, however, Norov was signifi-
cant for his part in a field yet little researched, Russian-Near Eastern cultural
and religious relations in the nineteenth century. The diplomacy of the «East-
ern Question» has long been a popular field for research. In this diplomatic
context historians have agreed that it was an axiom of eighteenth —and nine-
teenth— century Russian foreign policy that exercise of the right of protection
of Orthodox Christians in the Ottoman Empire disguised pragmatic great-
power objectives. Some in Russia, however, took seriously the protection of
Orthodoxy in the Levant, for they nurtured the hope that selfless help would

1. Otechestvennye Zapiski 98 (1855), 52.

2. Khitrovo's introduction to Norov’s lerusalim i Sinai. Zapiski vtorago puteshestviia
na vostok, St. Petersburg 1878, p. i.
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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. A. 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 conservatism and nationalism heretofore studied.

Avraam Sergeevich Norov® was born the son of a retired army officer on
October 29, 1795 on 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 before 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
Imperial Guards. With the personal intercession of the otherwise infamous
Count A. A. Arakcheev, the Minister of War and family friend, young Norov
was admitted to the artillery brigade of the Imperial Life Guards in St. Peters-
burg in March, 1810. Norov took part in the campaign against Napoleon and
commanded a battery at the massive confrontation at Borodino. He was severe-
ly wounded at Borodino and later 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 estate near Moscow, Norov
returned to active service in 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. Norov, however, found himself drawn to literary and scholarly
pursuits. As an amputee he had at best limited prospects for 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. A series of translations from Dante,
Chénier and others appeared as well.

3. Basic biographical information can be found in A. V. Nikitenko, «Avraam Sergeevich
Norov», Imperatorskaia Akademiia Nauk. Otdelenie russkago iazyka i slovesnosti. Shornik,
Vol. 7, No. 9 (1870), 11-34; E. Dylevskii, «Avraam Sergeevich Norov», Strannik, No. 4 (1871),
10-44; V. N. Khitrovo’s introduction to Norov’s lerusalim i Sinai, pp. i-x; and A. S. Norov,
«Vospominaniia», Russkii Arkhiv 3 (1881), 173-214. See also the author’s dissertation,
Avraam Sergeevich Norov: Nineteenth Century Russian Traveler, Bureaucrat and Educator
(University of Minnesota, 1973).
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These romantic impulses were behind Norov’s initial attraction to the
Levant. Norov’s interest incidentally was a part of a growing concern through-
out literate Russian society for Levantine affairs in the 1820’s and 1830’s%.
V. N. Khitrovo commented that Norov’s love of the Greek and Roman clas-
sics and the romantic trends in literature of the 1820’s, especially Chateau-
briand’s Itinéraire de Paris a Jérusalem (Paris 1811), drew him to the East5.
Regarding the romantic element Norov himself wrote much later that the
«lofty poetic dreams of youth deeply furrowed in my imagination» drew him
initially eastward®.

The «lofty poetic dreams of youth» beckoned Norov to the East in the
1820’s, but his motivations sobered before his first voyage in 1834. In 1823
Norov abandoned his military career and in 1827 entered the civilian admin-
istration, becoming a «bureaucrat of special assignments» (chinovnik osobykh
poruchenii) in the Ministry of the Interior. As a man drawn to literature, Norov
became deeply dissatisfied with the mundane and stifling atmosphere in the
bureaucracy. After only four months’ service in the Ministry, in May, 1828
Norov approached his friend Konstantin Iakovlevich Bulgakov and pleaded
for his aid in arranging an appointment as secretary to Admiral D. M. Seniavin,
the commander of the Baltic Fleet. Bulgakov arranged an interview for Norov
and with Seniavin’s intercession Norov received leave of absence to sail with
Seniavin to London as secretary and translator’. Norov did not return to his
desk in St. Petersburg until 1830. A. V. Nikitenko, an old friend, well-known
professor at St. Petersburg University and advisor to Norov in the Ministry
of Public Instruction, wrote after Norov’s death: «As his external activities
isolated him in a confined circle his internal yearnings could not be content...
Humanity develops... when it is threatened with being torn apart[and it] rushes
to strengthen itself in the fundamentals so irresistibly inherent in us, in the fun-

damentals of faith... Firmly then the religious mood developed in him finally

4. On this upsurge of interest in the East see especially A. V. Fadeev, Rossiia i vostochnyi
krizis v 20-ykh godov XIX veka, Moscow 1958, Ch. 1; I. Tu. Krachkovskii, Ocherki po istorii
russkoi arabistiki, Moscow-Leningrad 1950, pp. 73-123; V. Bartol’d, Istoriia izucheniia
vostoka v Evrope i Rossii, 2nd edition, Leningrad 1925, Chs. XI, XII. A number of special-
ized articles on the subject appear in the irregularly published Ocherki po istorii russkogo
vostokovedeniia (1953- ).

5. Khitrovo, p. ii.

6. A.S. Norov, lerusalim i Sinai, p. 133.

7. «Iz pisem Konstantina Iakovlevicha Bulgakovo k bratu ego, Aleksandru Iakovl-
evichu», Russkii Arkhiv, Part 2 (1903), 561-562.
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a fervent desire to visit the Holy Places [of Palestine]»®. In similar vein, V. N.
Khitrovo wrote: «This was not the same young artillery sub-lieutenant with
whom we were acquainted [in the 1820°s]. The Byronism of the 1820’s left its
mark on him but... a deep religiosity, not acknowledging or recognizing even
the slightest doubt, was most important»®.

Norov received leave of absence from the Ministry of the Interior in the
autumn of 1834 to visit the Holy Places and he arrived in Alexandria in De-
cember 1834, only to return to Russia in June 1835. He visited several archaeo-
logical sites on the Nile as far south as the second cataract, and passing into
Palestine overland through the Isthmus of Suez Norov visited most of the
important religious places in the Holy Land, especially in Jerusalem and its
environs. With significance for the future he met the Patriarchs of Alexandria
and Jerusalem and other prelates, whom he impressed with his 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 Christian cities. From
Constantinople he returned to Russia through the Balkans.

Norov maintained his position in the Ministry of the Interior until January
1839 when he transferred to the Commission for the Reception of Petitions
to the Tsar, a position which sometimes brought him to report personally to
Nicholas I. 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 (tovarishch) of Public Instruction. He replaced the
Minister, Prince P. A. Shirinskii-Shikhmatov, upon the latter’s death in 1854.
Norov’s tenure as the Minister of Public Instruction spanned the last years of
the reign of Nicholas I and the first years of Alexander II. High hopes and
good intentions marked his tenure, but there were few real accomplishments.
Laxness in the censorship administration and disorders in the universities,
for which Alexander II blamed Norov’s «simplemindedness», compelled him
to resign in 185810,

During these years, however, Norov pursued a parallel career in scholar-
ship pertaining to the Christian East. Between 1838 and 1847 the three works
describing the visit of 1834-35 appeared in print (Puteshestvie po sviatoi zemle
[2 vols., 1838]; Puteshestvie po Egiptu i Nubii [2 vols., 1840]; Puteshestvie k

8. A. V. Nikitenko, «Avraam Sergeevich Norov», 18.
9. Khitrovo, p. iv.
10. Alfred Rieber (ed.), The Politics of Autocracy. Letters of Alexander 1l to Prince A. 1.
Bariatinskii, 1857-1864, Paris, Mouton, 1966, p. 46.
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semi tserkvam upominaemym v Apokalipsise [1847]), and they were warmly
received for the archaeological and historical scholarship they demonstrated.
His work brought invitations for membership of Russian and foreign scholar-
ly societies and helped to inaugurate correspondence with scholars in and out
of Russia. In the words of V. N. Kbhitrovo, however, the essence of his link
to the East lay not in scholarship but «in that religious feeling, in that un-
limited love of the Holy Land which lived in him without interruption»!i.

Norov confined his public life after 1858 to membership of the State

Council, where he fought a losing battle for the privileges of the Church during
the era of reforms, and to presidency of the Archaecographic Commission.
After the death of his wife in 1860, Norov travelled once again to Palestine;
he termed it «a pilgrimage of salvation for union with her in the lap of our Jesus
Christ»2, Scholarship remained a major consideration in these later years. He
edited a work pertaining to the history of Orthodoxy (Marka Efesskago O-
kruzhnoe poslanie, nazidatel’nyia mysli, predsmertnoe zaveshanie Georgiiu Skho-
lariiu i predsmertnyia slova Georgiia Skholariia, Paris 1859) and another on the
history of Russian pilgrimage to the East (Puteshestvie igumena Daniila po sviatoi
zemle v nachale X1I veka [1113-1115], St. Petersburg 1864). Norov was the
most energetic petitioner for Russian funds to finance Konstantin Tischendorf’s
search for an ancient Greek text of the New Testament, the Codex Sinaiticus
which Tischendorf gave to the Russian government in 1862. Norov also spon-
sored the publishing of the New Testament in a bi-lingual Greek-Slavonic
edition in 1861 and 1867. After years of gradually failing health and spiritual
preparation, Norov died in January 1869.

Quite apart from his career in the tsarist bureaucracy, Norov involved
himself in the relations between Russia and the Greek Patriarchates of the
Ottoman Empire. He maintained a set of ideas, however, which were in clear
contrast to long-standing Russian assumptions about the Near East. Since
the time of Peter I, Russian diplomacy had used the right of protection of
Christians in the Ottoman Empire as a tool with which to advance her great-
power interests. For the Russian state, politics prevailed over regard for the
health of Orthodoxy. Similatly, when Russia set out on a course of Western-
ization her once close relations with the Greek world gradually fell into abey-
ance. Norov’s notions about the Orthodox East rejected both these traditions.

In several respects Norov’s ideas were similar to those of the Slavophiles.

11. Khitrovo, p. i.
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 from an old and honored gentry family and like
the Slavophiles he was closely associated with Moscow. He once admitted
that in youth his friends were nearly all Muscovites?!3, and a certain disappoint-
ment with the St. Petersburg bureaucracy has already been noted. Both Norov
and the Slavophiles could agree that the religious side of man was most im-
portant and that the Russian society of the future would have to be founded
on firm Orthodox principles. Both drew a dichotomy between Russia and the
West. Norov periodically used «republican» or «Western liberalism» when
describing principles unsuited to Russial%. Norov and the Slavophiles could
agree on an interpretation of Peter the Great: he had perverted Orthodoxy
by instituting the western Holy Synod to govern the Church. Yet the most
fundamental of Norov’s ideas remained outside Slavophilism. The Slavophiles
believed that Orthodox Christianity and Slavdom were virtually inseparable.
In 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 warmth. Ivan Kireevskii emphasized that Greece lay de-
based and desecrated under the heel of the Turks!®. And in the Bulgarian Ex-
archate affair, A. S. Khomiakov sided with the Bulgarians against the Orthodox
Greeks. Khomiakov declared his respect for the «Hellenic-Christian» or «en-
lightened-Christian» aspects of Byzantine civilization but deplored its «Roman-
statist» side represented by the Phanariots of Constantinople. The Orthodox
Bulgarians took precedence over the Orthodox Greeks who were not Slavs!e.
Norov, however, it will be shown,.slighted the Slavic element and emphasized
that just as the Orthodox religion bound Russia and the other Slavic nations,
it bound them to the Greek East as well. It was a contrast between Slavic
Orthodoxy, in which the Greeks were ignored, and what might be described
Norov’s Panorthodoxy.

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

13. A.S. Norov, «Vospominaniia», Russkii 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, European and Muscovite. Ivan Kireevsky and the Origins of Slavo-
philism, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard, 1972, p. 177.

16. Peter K. Christoff, An Introduction to Nineteenth-Century Russian Slavophilism, Vol.
1: A. S. Xomiakov, The Hague, Mouton, 1961, pp. 115-116.
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order. Moreover, throughout his public life, Norov consistently performed
acts in St. Petersburg on behalf of the Greek Patriarchates. These also will be
described in the same chronology, as they complemented and verified the as-
sumptions contained in the essays.

An undated and unpublished essay, «A Comparison of the Orthodox and
Greek Churches in the XVIIIth and XIXth Centuries», held in the State Public
Library in Leningrad, deserves first attention since it includes basic assump-
tions about the purity of Greek Orthodoxy which contrasted markedly to the
state of Russian Orthodoxy. Norov was deeply distressed at the Russian
Church’s metamorphosis from a living and spiritually integrating body in
ancient times to a bureaucratic arm of the state in the nineteenth century.
According to Norov the Church could trace its decline to Latinism which was
brought to Russia by westerners during the Mongol period and by westward-
looking advisors to Peter I. As a consequence, Norov continued, the Russians
divided between Orthodox and Latins, ancient church customs were abandoned,
coldness and disrespect for the Church developed, and the raskol festered
and became stronger. The Church saved Russia during the Tatar yoke, she
was «the invisible empress of Holy Rus’», her laws were life-giving and she
strengthened and united her diverse communicants. The Church’s prelates
were the reconcilers, comforters and mediators for all. Neither in Russia, By-
zantium, Greece nor Armenia 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 monarchs to «the darkness of the West»
and away from «the light of the East», the final arbiter of truth and heresy.
Under the influence of westward-looking advisors, Peter I did away with the
Patriarchate and in its place established «the republican Holy Synod» which
became bound to the state in soulless bureaucracy. To save the Church and
reestablish harmony, Norov concluded, Russia would have to reestablish the
Patriarchate!”.

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-
ment speaks clearly enough of his feelings about the state of the Russian Church
and its relationship with the Orthodox East. Norov thought that whereas
Russian Orthodoxy had succumbed to Latin influences, the Eastern Church
had not faltered. Russia had abandoned «the light of the East» to follow «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 in society because it became a bureaucratic arm of the state, but
the East avoided such errors. Norov repeated these assumptions about the
purity of the Eastern patriarchates in his other writings and petitions on be-
- half of the Eastern patriarchates. The East had escaped Russia’s errors and
was worthy of Russia’s attention.

Norov, however, did not ignore Russian Orthodoxy. Since the Russian
Church was in such need, Norov’s personal religiosity brought him to render
what monetary and political aid he could to the Russian clergy. He regularly
dispatched money to various monasteries, and clergymen often wrote to him
requesting that he bring their petitions to the attention of the authorities. After
such a venture Archbishop Innokentii of Kherson, a famous theologian and
religious orator, wrote to Norov in 1855: «You are in the avant-garde of
Christ’s Orthodox Church; may her faithful sons take heart and be strength-
ened»18.

Norov helped the Russian Church but his cause celébre was the Orthodox
East. An element of his interest in Greek Orthodoxy, we have noted, came
from recognition that somehow the Greek Church had maintained its purity
when the Russians had fallen to Latin influences. However, other develop-
ments also drew him to help the Eastern Church. Norov returned 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. Norov
also resolved to study the history of Orthodoxy. His Puteshestviia published
between 1838 and 1847 were as much works of history and historical geography
as they were a description of his personal experiences. His study of the history
of Orthodoxy brought him to see the homogeneity in the Orthodox world, an
element often overlooked in his time of national Orthodox Churches. Norov
determined to bring the branches of Orthodoxy into a closer communion with
one another. A means to the end was the political and material aid which Russia
could render to the Orthodox East. Thus we must understand the significance
of his petitions for political aid and money before the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs or the Holy Synod on behalf of the Eastern Patriarchates.

Norov was well-inclined toward the Greeks for religious reasons. From
the Greek point of view, however, several important developments material-
ized in the decade after Norov’s visit in 1834-35 which magnified the need for
pro-Greek spokesmen such as Norov in St. Petersburg. Whereas the 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 Palmerston and the London Conventions
of 1840-41 supplanted the Russian supremacy and replaced it with English
and French domination at the Porte. Russian interest only increased as a result
of this setback, bu. the methods the Russian policy-makers used to reestablish
her position severely antagonized the Greeks who wanted to maintain their
hegemony over the Orthodox Christians in the Ottoman Empire. With the
precedent of the Anglo-Prussian Bishopric in Jerusalem (1841) and the French-
backed Latin Patriarchate of Jerusalem (1847), Russia decided to establish
her own Ecclesiastical Mission in Jerusalem to reassert Russian presence. Count
K. V. Nesselrode, the Foreign Minister, dominated in this decision. Nesselrode
regarded Orthodoxy as no more than another weapon in the Russian diplo-
matic arsenal to be used when needed for political advantage!®. Nesselrode had
no intention of arousing the Greeks but unfortunately the choice of head of
the Mission fell to Archimandrite Porfirii Uspenskii, a graduate of the St.
Petersburg Ecclesiastical Academy and former pastor of the Russian embassy
church in Vienna. Sent initially to Jerusalem in 1843 on a fact-finding mission,
he and the Greek hierarchy became alienated from the start over the issue of
the Arab Orthodox of the Jerusalem Patriarchate. Porfirii maintained that the
Greeks exploited the Arabs. When the Russian Mission was formally estab-
lished in 1848 Porfirii was its first head. The objective of the Mission was to
reform by example the Greek clergy in order to raise its prestigein its own eyes
and in the eyes of other Orthodox people. The second trip was more success-
ful than the first: Porfirii got on much better with the new Patriarch, Cyril II,
who had replaced the «Panhellene» Athanasios, but his arrogance and continued
favoritism toward the Arab Orthodox prolonged distrust?’. In August 1852, he
wrote to the Russian General Consul in Beirut, Konstantin Bazili: «In general
the poor inclination of the Brotherhood of the Holy Sepulcher to the commo-
dious and timely establishment of our Ecclesiastical Mission is apparent»2L.

19. T. G. Stavrou, Russian Interests in Palestine, 1882-1914. A Study of Religious and
Educational Enterprise, Thessaloniki 1963, pp. 32-33; Igor Smolitsch, «Zur Geschichte der
Beziehungen zwischen der Russischen Kirche und dem Orthodoxen Osten. Die Russische
Kirchliche Mission in Jerusalem (1847-1914)», Ostkirchliche Studien V (June-September,
1956), 94-96.

20. T. G. Stavrou, «Porfirii Uspenskii and the Slavic Cause», Actes du premier Congrés
International des Etudes Balkaniques et Sud-Est Européennes, Sophia 1966, III (Sophia, 1969),
p. 803.

21. Quoted in P. Bezobrazov, «O Snosheniiakh Rossii s Palestinoi v XIX veke», Snoshe-
niia Imperatorskago Pravoslavnago Palestinskago Obshchestva 22 (1911), 514.
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Russia’s increasing political and cultural interest in the East was clear enough
to the Greek hierarchy through the establishment of the Ecclesiastical Mis-
sion. To them 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??.

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 for 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 children
to an American school in Beirut, and when an English missionary school opened
in Jerusalem the Patriarch issued an anathema against it23. The Armenians
encroached on Greek privileges at the Holy Places. Only with a vigorous Rus-
sian diplomatic offensive at the Porte were the Armenian advantages abrogated
in 183724 In addition, to the displeasure of the Russians who often suspected the
Greek hierarchy of squandering alms for the Holy Sepulcher sent from Russia,the
Greeks redoubled those requests for alms in the 1830’s and 1840’s. The Greeks
pleaded a greater need to bribe Turkish officials in the face of Armenian,
Latin, and Protestant proselytism, but also because of loss of revenue from
their «dedicated monasteries» in Wallachia and Moldavia, the funds from
which fell instead into the coffers of the anti-Greek Rumanian hospodars.

Under these difficult circumstances the Greek hierarchy found it extremely
desirable to cultivate friends in high Russian circles. A. S. Norov must have
been a logical choice. As letters to Norov demonstrate, the Greek hierarchy
was deeply impressed with Norov’s religious devotion in general and devotion
to the Holy Places in particular. When, upon returning to Russia, he wrote to
Jerusalem expressing his willingness to help, a steady stream of petitions for
political aid and money followed.

The services Norov rendered the Eastern Patriarchates were not unlike
those performed for Russian churchmen. The Metropolitan Peter, for example,

22. Smolitsch, pp. 103-104.

23. A. L. Tibawi, British Interests in Palestine, 1800-1901, Oxford 1961, p. 95; idem,
American Interests in Syria, 1800-1901, Oxford 1966, pp. 65, 79.

24. P. Bezobrazov, «O Snosheniiakh Rossii s Palestinoi v XIX veke», 180-182.
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wrote from Jerusalem to Norov in 1838 thanking him for pleading Jerusalem’s
petitions for funds «before the powerful and the great»?®. In a similar vein, N.A.
Protasov, the Oberprokuror of the Holy Synod, in 1838 received through Norov
and with Norov’s own plea a petition for funds from the fathers of St. Savva’s
monastery in Palestine. Protasov later notified Norov that he had forwarded
the petition to the Holy Synod for deliberation as Norov had requested?s.
Between 1833 and 1839 the Archbishop Ierotheos of Tabor, on assignment
from Patriarch Athanasios of Jerusalem, lived in Moscow as the head of the
Jerusalem metochion in the city??. After Norov’s return from the East, Ierotheos
maintained close relations with him. Soon after Norov’s arrival in St. Peters-
burg Ierotheos wrote him of the dark side of affairs in Jerusalem and of the
recent incursions of the Armenians at the Holy Places. He begged Norov’s
protection and implored him to present those facts to the Synod=?8. Three weeks
later Norov wrote to Ierotheos of his successes and lerotheos responded with
his thanks and blessings but implored Norov, «do not leave this part of sal-
vation, do not abandon the Holy Church in the hands of foreigners, use your
petitions as the Lord God commands and fortifies you»?. The correspondence
continued through 1837 and 1838. In August 1838 Ierotheos reminded Norov
again of the great needs of the Church in Jerusalem: «Although... you have
already announced your willingness to ask Count Nesselrode about the affairs
in Jerusalem... I will still remind you of my most humble request: serve the Holy
Church of Jerusalem!, put a crown to her well-being and comfort!»?® Norov
forwarded Ierotheos’s letter to Count Nesselrode. Ierotheos’s letters there-
after concentrated on the deplorable situation in Moldavia and Wallachia. On
one occasion Ierotheos wrote that he hoped that this affair would come to the
attention of the Emperor through Norov?®. Ierotheos returned to Constantinople
in the spring of 1839, but he continued to write Norov about the Moldavian
and Wallachian estates and the pressing financial need of the Eastern Church.
Norov supplemented this political aid with his own material 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. N. A. Protasov to Norov, 21 July 1838, GPB, f. 531, d. 543, 1. 1.

27. On Ierotheos’s stay in Russia see N. F. Kapterev, Snosheniia ierusalimskikh patri-
arkhov s russkim pravitel’stvom s poloviny XV1I do serediny X1X st., Vol. I1, 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. 4-40b.

29. Archbishop Ierotheos 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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formation about those needs to friends who contributed as well. Ierotheos
wrote to Norov of the need for altars, iconostases, vestments, etc., and with
Norov’s participation Princess T. B. Potemkina sent several beautiful items
to the Cairo cathedral of the Patriarchate of Alexandria®.

In 1847 Norov attempted to go beyond his own individual efforts. He
and a group of friends organized a society or committee to gather together
alms collected in the provinces and to dispatch them to the East according to
need. Norov was the society’s first president and another officer was Andrei
Nikolaevich Murav’ev, the author of an important work on Palestine, Pute-
shestvie k sviatym mestam (1832), and an official in the office of the Oberpro-
kuror of the Holy Synod. Little is known of the other members but Porfirii
Uspenskii described them as «several champions of the Holy Sepuvlcher in
Petersburg»®?. The formation of such a society, however, demanded imperial
approval. In April 1847, Count Orlov presented Norov’s petition for imperial
sanction to Nicholas I. The petition’s course through the bureaucratic laby-
rinth thereafter is not known but in the end the petition was not approved.

Norov’s zeal simply failed to take into account the political objectives of
the Russian government in Palestine. We get an inkling of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs’ reaction and the pressure likely brought to bear against the
idea in the position of Konstantin Bazili, the Russian General Consul in Beirut.
Bazili disapproved of the Norov plan, wrote a negative report on it to St. Peters-
burg and later explained his reasons to Porfirii Uspenskii.

Messrs. Norov and Murav’ev nourish unrealizable desires. They want
to have a spiritual influence on the Orthodox Churches in Palestine and
Syria, in all Turkey and even in Austria, to send doles and ecclesiastical
or secular men of similar views bypassing our ministry of foreign affairs.

... The system of our government is a system of the greatest unity. Every-
thing originates from the Emperor and everything is brought to him through
the Ministry. With this there are secrets which no one must know except
the emperor and a few of his closest confidants. Can the Palestine Com-
mittee be initiated into these secrets....?

The emissaries of the Norov committee by their character, misunder-
standings, even stupidity or presumptuousnes may cause unpleasantness
for the consuls and lead them into difficulty...3*

32. A.U(manets), «Znakomstvo s aleksandriiskim patriarkhom», Moskvitianin, Part 1V
(1845), 147.

33. Porfirii Uspenskii, Kniga bytiia moego, Vol. 3, St. Petersburg 1896, p. 449.
34. Porfirii Uspenskii, Kniga bytiia moego, Vol. 3, pp. 449-450. There is some difficulty
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The Crimean War severely restricted Norov’s applications on behalf of
the Eastern Church. The Turks closed the Russian Ecclesiastical Mission in
Jerusalem and expelled Porfirii Uspenskii and its staff in 1854. Pilgrimages for
Russians were impossible as was direct communication with the Eastern Church
hierarchy. During the Crimean War, however, Norov was at the height of his
bureaucratic career. Nicholas I named him as Minister of Public Instruction
in 1854. The demands of the office did not permit him to pursue either his re-
search or zealous championing of the Greek Church?®. Once relieved of his
duties in the Ministry of Public Instruction in 1858, the Christian East became
again his primary concern.

The Peace of Paris concluding the Crimean War, among other things,
deprived Russia of her exclusive right to protect the Christians of the Ottoman
Empire. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, however, devised means to reestab-
lish Russia’s presence in the East without arousing the suspicions of the western
powers. It was decided to create a second Jerusalem Mission. The Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Prince A. M. Gorchakov, explained that behind the religious
exterior the Mission was to have a political objective: «The role of humble
observers for our Mission is not possible. We need presence in the East, of
course, not political but religious. Neither the Turks nor the Franks, who have
their patriarchs and bishops in the Holy City, can deny us this». The leader of
the mission, Gorchakov continued, would have to be a bishop in contrast to
the more modest rank of archimandrite which Porfirii Uspenskii had, for this

in identifying Norov’s colleagues in this venture but it is likely that they included persons
who often gathered at Norov’s home to discuss Palestine affairs. His associates elected Norov
the president of the committee which sought imperial sanction (George Williams to Norov,
2 November 1847, GPB, f. 531, d. 718, 1. 6ob) and Andrei Nikolaevich Murav’ev, a writer
on Palestine and an official in the office of the Oberprokuror of the Holy Synod, cooperated
with Norov to found the committee. Another person likely associated was Tat’iana Borisovna
Potemkina (née Golitsyna). Porfirii Uspenskii mentioned her presence at Norov’s home on
several occasions when Palestine affairs were discussed (see, for example, Kniga bytiia moego,
Vol. 7, pp. 56, 69), and with Norov’s intercession she sent lavish gifts to the Patriarchate of
Alexandria (see footnote 32). Other identification is problematical. A. P. Tolstoi, the Oberpro-
kuror of the Holy Synod, V. P. Titov, the Ambassador to the Porte, 1843-56, Alexander
Soutsos, the Greek ambassador to St. Petersburg, and «many Greeks» were often in Norov’s
company but there is no evidence to connect them specifically with the project of 1847 (see
Kniga bytiia moego, Vol. 7, pp. 56, 69).

35. One of Norov’s causes while the Minister of Public Instruction was the wider study
of Latin and especially Greek. It would train young minds and divert them from pernicious
reading and it would familiarize Russian youth with the writings of the Greek fathers in the
original language.
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«would create a beneficial impression not only in Jerusalem but also in Con-
stantinople, where they have seen neither a Russian bishop nor the magnificent
rituals of our divine service»?®. 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 II approved Gorchakov’s plan in
February 1857 and Kirill Naumov, a Doctor of Theology and Inspector at the
St. Petersburg Ecclesiastical Academy, was selected as its head. In compliance
with Gorchakov’s plan Naumov received the bishop’s miter, becoming the
Bishop of Melitopol. With negative consequences for the future Naumov re-
ceived contradictory instructions to concentrate his work among the «wretched
Arab clergy» but still maintain good relations with their superiors in the Greek
hierarchy?®’.

The Mission and the renewed flow of pilgrims to the Holy Places became
the concern of another group which was not content with the modest plans of
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The leadership of this group belonged to
the adventurous Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich, the Tsar’s brother and
Minister of Marine. Konstantin Nikolaevich was the prime influence behind
the creation in 1856 of the Russian Steam Packet and Trading Company, a
government-subsidized merchant-shipping concern operating from Black Sea
ports. The Company was to promote the development of the economic poten-
tialities 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-
terranean3s.

Norov found himself involved in 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, B. P. Mansurov,
to Palestine to gather information on the conditions of the Russian pilgrims.
The report which Mansurov submitted to the Grand Duke painted a dismal
picture of the conditions of the Orthodox pilgrims and suggested 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 A. A. Dmitrievskii, Imperatorskoe pravoslavnoe palestinskoe obshchestvo
i ego deiatel’nost’ za istekshuiu chetvert’ veka (1882-1907), St. Petersburg 1907, p. 8. The
emphasis is Gorchakov’s.

37. Ibid., pp. 9-10.

38. W.E. Mosse, «Russia and the Levant, 1856-1862; Grand Duke Constantin Nichola-
evich and the Russian Steam Navigation Company», Journal of Modern History XXVI
(March, 1954), 40.
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their own spiritual needs under native Russian supervision. The report con-
cluded with an appeal for funds to enable the Palestinian Orthodox to hold
their own against the proselytism of the Protestants and Latins®. Politics, how-
ever, still prevailed over religion. Mansurov also submitted a secret report to
Konstantin Nikolaevich which was much in the tone of Gorchakov’s plan for
the Second Jerusalem Mission. The government could not intervene politically
in the Levant because it had powerful enemies, but it and the Trade and Navi-
gation Company could act through the development of Russian religious inter-
ests. The whole attempt «must be made 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 sake of its pious objects». If funds could
be collected in Russia and dispatched to the Levant for the proposed Russian
institutions without the interference of St. Petersburg bureaucrats, it would
«clothe our interference in Eastern matters in such non-political form, as will
disarm our adversaries, and give Russia the opportunity of working directly
and openly, with the right of prosecuting all her designs»4°.

To discuss the Mansurov report in February 1858, Konstantin Nikola-
evich invited A. S. Norov to attend a meeting in his offices, also attended by
Gorchakov, Brok, the Minister of Finance, A. L. Tolstoi, the Oberprokuror of
the Holy Synod, and Mansurov himself. The meeting decided to solicit funds
for the improvement of the conditions of Russian pilgrims, send doctors and
sisters of mercy to Palestine, establish churches at the Russian consulates in
Smyrna, Beirut and Alexandria, and enlarge the staff at the Russian Mission
and establish an additional consulate in Jerusalem?®!'. Alexander II approved
these plans and to coordinate and supervise their enactment the Palestine Com-
mittee was established under the presidency of Konstantin Nikolaevich.

Norov’s participation in the meeting to establish the Palestine Committee
was not accidental. As a petitioner 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 acquired unique insights. However, Norov must indeed have
had mixed feelings about the decisions reached in Konstantin Nikolaevich’s
chambers. Norov could enthusiastically applaud the organization of Russia’s
material efforts on behalf of Eastern Orthodoxy. He himself had requested

39. In abridged form it appeared as Pravoslavnye poklonniki v Palestine, St. Petersburg
1858.

40. Quoted in Mosse, «Russia and the Levant, 1856-1862», 44.
41. Porfirii Uspenskii, Kniga bytiia moego, Vol. 7, p. 155.
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such aid from Nicholas I with the petition of 1847. However, the aid gathered
in Russia in this case was clearly destined for Russian churches, the Arab clergy
and the comfort of Russian pilgrims in the Levant. How would this narrowly
focused beneficence help Russia’s co-religionists, the Greeks, and the ultimate
goal of a panorthodox communion? Equally important, was not even this aid
to religion prostituted to the larger goals of Russian diplomacy?

Norov composed two pieces during the years 1856-58 when the govern-
ment was seeking alternative paths to reestablish Russian presence in the Le-
vant. One was another petition to Alexander II to establish a central Palestine
society or committee to conduct a permanent collection of alms for the Church
in Palestine. The other was an essay, «A Few Thoughts of an Old Pilgrimy,
published in the Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction. Both offer ample
evidence of Norov’s zeal for the Panorthodox goal and his discomfort with the
final plans of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Konstantin Nikolaevich’s
Palestine Committee.

Since the proposal for a central Palestine committee contained many of
Norov’s basic assumptions about Orthodoxy and the Christian East, it de-
serves a detailed description. Norov submitted the proposal to Alexander II
in June 1856, the time of flux before Gorchakov’s plan for the Second Jerusa-
lem Mission received the Emperor’s approval. In stark contrast to Gorchakov’s
and Konstantin Nikolaevich’s later programs, the health of Orthodoxy and a
closer communion with the Greeks were Norov’s objectives. Norov 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 in 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 committee composed of
hierarchs of the Russian Church and representatives of the bureaucracy. Hav-
ing gathered information about the conditions abroad, the central committee
would then send the aid to local institutions according to need. In that way the
funds would lead to the confirmation «of the entire local population in an
identity of faith and in its love for 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 assured of the pious
zeal of the Russian people for the peaceful and entirely canomnical supply of
our Eastern brothers with means to maintain themselves in the purity of the
same faith for which we are obliged to their predecessors»*2. The objective then

42, GPB, f. 531,d. 53, 1. 3. Norov included an outline of how the central committee or
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was the reassertion of Orthodox unity through donations to the Eastern Church.

Whereas Gorchakov’s plan for the Second Jerusalem Mission showed
little regard for Greek feelings, Norov’s proposal pleaded the Greek cause.
Many Russians, Norov maintained, blamed the whole Greek Church for the
improper activities of some of its bishops and ignored the fact that improper
behavior emanated from an uninterrupted and toilsome struggle with servitude.
«We must do justice to them that they maintained their holy oppressed Church
in purity and have not to the present day allowed heresies and schisms to creep
into it. Unfortunately, even our powerful Church was not able to do [this]»*3.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs (the German Balt Nesselrode, dismissed short-
ly after Norov presented his proposal), Norov added, «not being Orthodox
cannot see these conditions from the present point of view»t. Concluding,
Norov emphasized clearly his policy of Orthodox unity: «The most important
subject to have in mind from the beginning is the building of a close intercourse
of our Church with the Greek; otherwise, instead of the benefit of the two
churches, irreconcilable hostility or counteraction will arise...»*,

Alexander 1I sent Norov’s proposal to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for
consideration, but there it perished. Norov submitted the plan before other
alternatives had been explored and he focused his proposals too narrowly on
religious objectives when higher political goals had to take precedence. Had
Russia emerged victorious from the Crimean War, Norov’s ideas might have
been entertained as a cultural detail added to a politically advantageous reality.
As it turned out, the Russian Foreign office rightly or wrongly ignored Norov’s
suggestions.

Norov’s article, «A Few Thoughts of an Old Pilgrim», published in the
Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction in 1858, expressed again his dis-
comfort with the political use of religion at the expense of «close intercourse»

council would operate. The central committee would stand at the head of each collection in
Russia and would make decisions about the distribution of offerings in cooperation with the
Holy Synod. The council would collect information about the needy churches of the East
and promote publication of this information in the periodical press. The council would help
with the establishment of schools, libraries and printing houses in the East and would publish
books in Russia of benefit to Orthodoxy. The council would have two presidents: one, a
church hierarch to deal with all religious affairs, and the other, a secular person to handle
external relations and correspondence with other government agencies. The other members
of the council would be persons who had contributed at least fifty rubles each. GPB, f. 531,
d. 53, 11. 4-5.

43, GPB, f. 531, d. 53, 11. 8-80ob.

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 in the Levant more pleasant. About the beneficial work of the
Company Norov wrote: «I was touched to the depth of my soul by the infor-
mation provided me by the Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich... Now
hostels and hospitals are prepared to open their doors to pilgrims, doctors
to lend a helping hand, Russian translators to ease communication with the
locals»*S.

However, in the subsequent paragraphs, treading very lightly, Norov ex-
plained why help to «our suffering [Russian pilgrim] brothers» was not enough.
«General comfort» certainly came to all Orthodox through the establishment
of the Russian institutions, but Norov 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 embrace one another at the
place of their atonement, to forget their hostilities...? Is it not time for them to
ask themselves with what spirit they are driven?»%,

If then Gorchakov and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs offered one alter-
native blueprint for Russia’s new course in the East and Grand Duke Konstan-
tin Nikolaevich and the Russian Steamship Company 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 material aid to Eastern petitioners, the petition for
a Palestine committee in 1856 and his writings, «A Comparison of the Orthodox
and Greek Churches», and «A Few Thoughts of an Old Pilgrim», reflect his
thinking on the Christian East. The Eastern Patriarchates had maintained the
purity of Orthodoxy («the light of the East») but that pure Orthodoxy was
threatened by Latinism and Protestantism, the former 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 for money and poli-
tical aid in St. Petersburg on behalf of the eastern Christians, Norov hoped to
alleviate the weak condition of the sister churches of the East. He made no

46. A.S.Norov, «Neskol’ko myslei starago palomnika», Zhurnal ministerstva narodnago

prosveshcheniia 97 (1858), otd. 2, 198.
47. Ibid., 198-199.
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ethnic differentiation between the Orthodox Churches as all were part of the
whole of Orthodoxy*®. 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,
love 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 from secularization. As a member
of the State Council which considered the various projects for internal reform,
Norov fought 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 that general civil rights be granted to the raskol’niki*.
Regarding the East, Norov recognized clearly the danger to selfless Greco-
Russian religious cooperation 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
Panorthodox communion was to result.

Turning to his activities for the Greeks after 1856, one is struck by the
many ways Norov found to promote the Panorthodox cause. In 1859 Norov
turned to scholarship to underscore the common tradition of Greek and Rus-
sian Orthodoxy. He feared that recent negotiations with Rome produced a
feeling in the East that Russia was assuming a Roman Catholic inclination.
The Greeks had to be reassured that no such inclination existed®. In 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 collect alms for the
Church abroad included provisions for aid to Orthodox Slavs in the Austrian Empire but he
justified the concern not on ethnic but on religious grounds (GPB, f. 531, d. 53, 11. 9-90b).
While in Constantinople in 1861 he noted that the discord between the Bulgarians and Greeks
over the exarchate question «was the subject of lively meetings in the Constantinople Patri-
archate», but he refrained from taking sides (Ierusalim i Sinai, p. 3). He corresponded with the
Czech Slavicist Vaclav Hanka, who filled his letters with glorious praises of Slavic Rus’,
and he sent money and religious objects to M. F. Raevskii, the head of the Russian embassy
church in Vienna, for distribution to the Slavs of the Austrian Empire. In Norov’s thinking,
however, Panorthodoxy never gave way to Panslavism. Religious sentiments always were
foremost. (See «Pis’ma V. V. Ganka k A.S. Norovu i Baronu M. A. Korfu (1841-1857)»,
Chteniia obshchestva istorii i drevnostei rossiiskikh, Book I (1881), 1-23; and Letters of M. F.
Raevskii to A. S. Norov, 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 mysli, predsmertnye zave-
shcheniia Grigoriiu Skholariiu. The collection reasserted the common foundations
of the Russian and Greek Churches by reiterating the anti-Latin views of Mark
of Ephesus at the Council of Florence. Norov doubtless intended to spread
knowledge of Greek as well since the volume was bilingual,Russian and Greek>'.
In a similar vein Norov undertook the publishing of a bilingual edition of the
New Testament in 1861 together with P. I. Savvaitov, a member of the Archaeo-
graphic Commission and former teacher at the St. Petersburg Ecclesiastical
Academy. In the introduction Norov wrote, as if 10 underscore the 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 the original Greek text can compare with the Slavonic trans-
lation»52. Norov also intended it to disseminate the Greek language in Russia
and the Balkans as he later wrote to a friend®.

The bi-lingual New Testament and the papers of Mark of Ephesus might
perform part of the task but direct involvement could accomplish even more.
After Crimea Norov continued his applications on behalf of the Greeks, acting
almost as their unofficial diplomatic agent in St. Petersburg. Typical was the
request of Patriarch Takovos 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 know for the achievement of this bless-
ed affair»®%. Similarly, in October 1864, Metropolitan Sofronios of Tripoli (Syr-
ia) turned to Norov to use his influence in the government to expedite the
collection of funds in Russia for the erection of a new Church in Tripolis5. Norov
took his concern for good relations to the Holy Synod on another affair in
1862. In 1862 the Synod contemplated raising a certain Bishop 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 Patriarch®s.

The most pressing need for Norov’s service, however, came amid worsen-

51. For comment on this work see Pravoslavnoe Obozrenie (1860), No. 2, 280-291.
52. GPB, f. 531, d. 130, 1. 1.

53. «Pis’'mo A. S. Norova k A. O. Smirnovoi», Russkii Arkhiv (1897), book 3, 378.
54. Takovos of Alexandria to Norov, 26 October 1862, GPB, f. 531, d. 356, 1. 2.
55. Sofronios of Tripoli to Norov, 12 October 1864, GPB, f. 531, d. 585, 1. 1.

56. Pis’ma mitropolita moskovskago Filareta k A.N.M., Kiev 1869, pp. 601-602.
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ing relations between the Second Jerusalem Mission and the Jerusalem Patri-
archate. Kirill Naumov was the first leader of the renewed Russian Mission, his
tenure lasting until 1863. By 1864 the Russians had built a colony in Jerusalem
consisting of a cathedral, a residence for the new Russian consul in Jerusalem,
a house for the Mission, a pilgrim hostel and a hospital with funds collected
by the Palestine Committee and the Emperor’s personal donation of 500,000
rubles®”. The establishment of the Mission, however, infuriated the Greeks as
they had not been consulted. In addition, the sending of Kirill, newly ordained
Bishop of Melitopol, amounted to a violation of canon law, namely the in-
cursion of one bishop into another’s see. Patriarch Cyril II of Jerusalem point-
ed out both matters to Porf{irii Uspenskii during the latter’s visit to Jerusalem
in 1858%. Writing to Gorchakov, Naumov complained of the Greeks: «[They]
hinder me in everything which may confirm me in Jerusalem, make me more
independent, or provide the means whereby I could offer greater help to the
local Christians»®. Simultaneously matters worsened with the Russian consuls
in Jerusalem, especially A. N. Kartsov, the consul after 1861. Orders were im-
precise as to whose authority prevailed over Russian pilgrims in Palestine, the
Mission’s or the Consulate’s. When Naumov resisted Kartsov’s attempts to
exert his authority, Kartsov retaliated with negative reports of Naumov to St.
Petersburg. On the basis of these reports in 1863 the Oberprokuror Akhmatov
decided to recall Naumov®®.

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 archimandrite and not
a bishop would be more suitable for the Mission. The Synod issued Kavelin
with specific orders limiting his sphere to conducting divine service and look-
ing after the spiritual needs of Russian pilgrims or other Orthodox who might
turn to the Mission. He was ordered to maintain friendly relations with the
local Greek clergy, transmit offerings sent from Russia, and assist the consul
if he turned to the Mission for aid®.

57. Article by «M.», «Rossiia na chernom more i v Palestine v 1856-60 gg.», Russkaia
Starina 62 (1889), 723.

58. Archimandrite Kiprian, O. Antonin Kapustin arkhimandrit i nachal’nik dukhovnoi
missii v lerusalime, (1817-94), Belgrade 1934, p. 120.

59. T. 1. Titov, Preosviashchennyi Kirill Naumov, Kiev 1902, p. 224.

60. Archimandrite Kiprian, pp. 125-129.

61. Dmitrievskii, pp. 54-56.
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The Synod saw in Leonid Kavelin the «strict piety» and «firmness of char-
acter» necessary for the post. However, his stay in Jerusalem 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,
A. N. Kartsov, who desired to remove any rivals to his authority in 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 on one occasion even
suggested that Kavelin should abstain from offering divine service. Cyril ceased
inviting Kavelin to participate in services in the Cathedral of the Holy Sep-
ulcher. In April 1865, the Patriarch wrote to the Holy Synod complaining of
Kavelin’s «disorderly» and «dissolute» behavior and asked the Synod to re-
place him®2. On his side Kavelin wrote to the new ambassador in Constanti-
nople, N. P. Ignatiev, defending his actions and denouncing the actions of a
clique in the Jerusalem Consulate against him. All of this disreputable business
had an unfavorable reaction from Ignatiev. In 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 embassy church?®3.

Norov knew both Kirill Naumov and Leonid Kavelin personally and
corresponded with them during their tenure in Jerusalem. He did not think
highly of Naumov, being fearful of the latter’s effect on Russo-Greek relations.
Visiting Jerusalem in 1861, Norov expressed his displeasure with Naumov’s
estrangement at the Patriarchate, and later he admitted to Porfirii Uspenskii
that Naumov was «not an ecclesiastical person»®. Nonetheless, he availed him-
self of Naumov’s written offer to act as a mediator, and Norov sent icons, books,
and other gifts to Naumov for distribution to the Greek hierarchy. Naumov
never disclosed his personal problems with the Greeks to Norov in his letters®.

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 in the end Norov made the trip with-

62. Ibid., pp. 66-67.

63. Ibid., pp. 67-68.

64. Porfirii Uspenskii, Kniga bytiia moego, Vol. 8, p. 209.

65. See letters from Kirill Naumov to Norov, GPB, f. 531, d. 387 (1862-1863).
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out Leonid®s. At the time of Leonid’s appointment to the Jerusalem Mission
Norov provided him with a glowing letter of recommendation to Patriarch
Cyril II of Jerusalem which Leonid presented to the Patriarch during his stop
en route in Constantinople®.

Their friendship allowed Norov to exert some beneficial influence on the
tense relations with the Greeks. Unlike Naumov’s letters, Leonid Kavelin’s
letters to Norov demonstrated at once the trust and respect Kavelin held for
him. Whereas Naumov said nothing about the Mission or his regard for the
Greeks, Kavelin discussed his activities and feelings with candor. Almost from
the start of his stay Kavelin complained of the Greek domination of the Russian
pilgrims in Jerusalem and his mistrust and dislike of the Greeks in general. In
May 1864, only a few weeks after his arrival in Jerusalem, Kavelin wrote to
Norov that the Greeks had not welcomed him affectionately. «For reasons
well known to you they complain about... Kirill Naumov, during whose tenure
their influence over the Russian pilgrims was complete, but from my side they
will exert all efforts to support a beneficial agreement with the Greek Church»Se.
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 him: «You must acquire the love of the Greeks, but
you hate them. 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». In the end he confessed that the Greeks would never
have his love but they might have his condescension if they renounced any
religious influence over the Russian pilgrims®.

Norov tried to soften the differences between the Greeks and Russians
through his gifts and favors but also through 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 from Patriarch Cyril
I1, even Norov’s patience came to an end. After a delay of several months Norov

66. Leonid Kavelin to Norov, April 1861, GPB, f. 531, d. 427, 1. 7.

67. Norov to Patriarch Cyril 1I of Jerusalem, undated, GPB, f. 531,d.179, 1. 2. Norov
introduced Leonid as a «virtuous and truly spiritual man whom I know intimately and with
whom I am united by spiritual love... Leonid is penetrated by spiritual love for our Mother,
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composed a letter of protest to Cyril. So as not to aggravate the powers in
St. Petersburg, he sent a draft of the letter to D. A. Tolstoi, the Oberprokuror
of the Holy Synod, for his comments. Tolstoi responded that Norov’s letter
expressed exactly the view of the Synod on the unpleasant clash between the
Russian Mission and Patriarchate but advised Norov to exclude any mention
of Leonid in it?. Norov ignored this last suggestion and sent a surprisingly
abrupt letter to Patriarch Cyril. In the past Norov had cultivated and even
pampered the Greeks as their friendship was essential to «close intercourse»
between the Orthodox Churches. But relations between Cyril II and Leonid
Kavelin showed Norov that Greek abuses could also threaten the aim 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 morals
are stern and impatient and not always social, and also since he does not know
Greek, having relations with Your Beatitude always through a translator, his
merits are hidden from you and only his shortcomings are visible....» Norov
reviewed the unfortunate relations between Kavelin and the Patriarch but
reminded Cyril that in the face of accusations against him, 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 that 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 Jerusalem might suffer
significant damage. «My heart which completely belongs to Jerusalem is dis-
tressed at the specter of such conditions»?™.

Norov’s complaint and thinly-veiled threat marked the low point of his
relations with the Jerusalem Patriarchate. The effect it had was predictable.
Archimandrite Antonin, Kavelin’s successor, wrote to Oberprokuror Tolstoi
in March, 1866 that His Beatitude Cyril IT 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 latter’s zeal for the affairs of

70. Tolstoi to Norov, 15 December 1865, GPB, f. 531, d. 608, 1. 1.
71. Norov to Cyril II of Jerusalem, undated, GPB, f. 531, d. 179, 11. 5-6.
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the Church?. Norov, however, soon returned to good standing in Jerusalem.
No small part in this was played by Antonin Kapustin, a cleric whose qualities
and experience could produce a warmer relationship with the Greeks?™. Al-
most regretting his indiscretion with Cyril II, Norov redoubled his gifts to
the Patriarchate of money and books, which he sent through Kapustin. Grad-
ually relations between Norov and Cyril improved. Kapustin presented Cyril
with a letter from Norov in early 1867 which suggested another trip to Palestine.
The Patriarch expressed great pleasure at the prospect adding that he would
receive Norov more warmly than ever before?:. By the end of 1867 relations had
returned to normal. Kapustin wrote to Norov that Cyril IT was «greatly pleased
and calmed» by all Norov’s gifts and efforts for the Church?.

Greek suspicions and intransigence brought religious leaders such as Kirill
Naumov and Porfirii Uspenskii to abandon any thought of cooperation with
the Greek hierarchy. Norov’s last major effort in the East,involving the Alex-
andrine Patriarchate, demonstrated that despite his clash with Patriarch Cyril
IT of Jerusalem he still did not leave the cause of Panorthodox «close inter-
course». In 1867 the personal weakness of Patriarch 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 administering
the Patriarchate and received from him the title of vicar and guardian of the
patriarchial throne. Nikanor and his supporters refused to accept the appoint-
ment and considered Constantinople’s involvement an illegal interference.
Nikanor received support from the Patriarchates of Antioch and Jerusalem
but the affair left the Alexandrine Church split into two parties.

Norov received word of these disturbances from Patriarch Nikanor: «Do
not refuse to do for me what your high position permits you. I 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 communicate
with the Greek hierarchs without an interpreter. He was an expert on Christian antiquities
and also acquainted with the canonical and political problems of the East thanks to his tenure
at the Russian embassy churches in Athens and Constantinople. Kapustin appreciated the
threat felt by the peoples of the East, the Greeks as well as the Turks and South Slavs, in the
face of Russian expansion. Much like Norov 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, O. Antonin Kapustin, pp. 90-93. For a bibliography of the works of Archiman-
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completely on your Christian feelings and on the generosity of your heart»?®.
To Nikanor Norov responded suggesting that Archimandrite Eugenios return
to Alexandria for the «reestablishment of general peace and calm»?”. 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 in Alexandria was saddening
and deserved the «fervent participation» which Norov was exerting. «None-
theless, I 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»®. To reassure Norov that the Ministry was taking all
possible steps to restore order, Gorchakov for several months thereafter sent
him copies of Ambassador Ignatiev’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 mausoleums. By
Norov’s wish a white stone from Golgotha marked the grave. In Jerusalem the
Brotherhood of the Holy Sepulcher assembled to pray for the repose of his
soul. Archimandrite Antonin wrote in his diary that Norov’s absence was deep-
ly felt in the East®™.

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 movements
and the Greek hierarchy began to view the activities of the Jerusalem Mission
in this light. Antonin Kapustin had ideas more conducive to cooperation
with the Greeks but he cam: to the Mission when it was encumbered by politi-
cal and ecclesiastical intrigue. Greek resentment against the Mission increased
as Antonin and Russia sided against the Greeks in the Bulgarian Exarchate
question. In 1872 the Brotherhood of the Holy Sepulcher deposed Cyril II
because with Russian promises and influence he refused to sign the document
declaring the Bulgarian Exarchate schismatic. Ambassador Ignatiev in Con-
stantinople tried to use economic pressure to remove his successor, Prokopios
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II (1873-75), but was unsuccessful. For the rest of the century reconciliation
between Greeks and Russians became virtually impossible. As a Greek bishop
noted: «The Slavs are our natural enemies. We must support the Turks. As
long as Turkey still exists we are safe»8°. Men such as Norov were conspicuously
absent. V. N. Khitrovo, one of the founders of the Russian Orthodox Palestine
Society, believed that the moral and spiritual bankruptcy of the Greek clergy
had led to a decline of Orthodoxy in the Levant. Russia had an obligation to
uplift Orthodoxy by becoming Orthodoxy’s champion in the East, especially
in Palesiine. His Russian Orthodox Palestine Society (founded in 1882) built
schools and churches 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 foreign policy slowed the final rupture. Because of the
development of forces in the East which did not recognize the primacy of
Orthodoxy, it was a foregone conclusion that Norov’s Panorthodox goal would
be a failure. Two conflicting ideologies, Panslavism and Panhellenism, lay
behind mutual suspicions 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 which the Greeks had held in
the East since the fall of Constantinople. Had Norov lived a century earlier his
ideas might have led to a «close intercourse», but in the mid-ninetenth century,
especially after the Crimean War, there was little common ground for agree-
ment. Actually, against the background of ideological conflict one gets the
impression that Norov’s goodwill was exploited, especially by the Greeks. Pan-
hellenism was no more inclined to Panorthodoxy than Panslavism, but 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
North.

Norov’s significance lies less in his accomplishments than in his efforts
and the assumptions behind those efforts. It is apparent from the start that his

80. Quoted in Konstantin Leontiev, Vostok, Rossiia i Slavianstvo, 1, Moscow 1885, p. 13.
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applications on behalf of the Greek Church, acting almost as its unofficial
diplomatic agent in St. Petersburg, offer an interesting footnote to the history
of Russia’s diplomatic and cultural involvement in the Levant. More note-
worthy, however, was his unusual reaction to the Westernization and secular-
ization of Russian society. Confronting Westernization, the Slavophiles wanted
Russia to become the seat of a new culture founded upon traditional Russian
values and Orthodoxy. Norov, also offended by the influx of foreign values,
turned, however, to the Orthodox 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. A. N.
Murav’ev, Archimandrite Antonin Kapustin and Metropolitan Philaret of
Moscow were all concerned with the question of Orthodox unity, and study
of their views on 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.

Macalester College
St. Paul, Minnesota
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GEMEINSAME KULTURELLE ZUSAMMENARBEIT
ZWISCHEN BULGAREN UND GRIECHEN IN PLOVDIV

WAHREND DER ERSTEN HALFTE
DES XIX. JAHRHUNDERTS

Manjo Stojanov

Plovdiv (Philippopel), die Hauptstadt von Nordthrazien, ist der Ort, in
dem der griechische EinfluBl wiahrend der tiirkischen Herrschaft in Bulgarien
sehr stark,sogar starkerals in jeder anderen bulgarischenStadt war. Der Haupt-
trager dieses Einflusses hier wie iiberall in Bulgarien war der hohe griechische
Klerus, da, wie bekannt ist, alle bulgarischen Didzesen bis zum Jahre 1870
dem Patriarchen von Konstantinopel unterstellt waren. Die Didzese von Plov-
div war eine der groBten und reichsten in Bulgarien, und deshalb anziehend
fiir die griechischen Bischéfe, die mit groen Stiben von Episkopen, Archiman-
driten und Diakonen hierher kamen. Die vielen in der Nihe derStadt liegend-
en Kloster zogen auch griechische Monche herbei an. Die Stadt selbst war
wichtiges Gewerbe- und Handelszentrum, das viele griechische Gewerbemeister
und Kaufleute besuchten und wo sie sich voriibergehend aufhielten, oder sich
dann fir immer niederliessen.

Die Bulgaren in der Stadt waren bis zur Mitte des XVIII. Jhds nicht sehr
zahlreich, vermehrten sich aber gegen Ende des Jhds und besonders in der er-
sten Halfte des XIX. Jhds durch Zuzug vom Lande und hauptsichlich aus dem
Balkan- und Rhodopagebirge. Da die Ubersiedler aus den Dorfen kamen und
gewohnlich einfache Landarbeiter und Handwerker waren, gerieten sie bald
unter den wirtschaftlichen und kulturellen EinfluB3 der Stadt. Immerhin setzten
sich einige von ihnen durch und gewannen an wirtschaftlicher Bedeutung.

Der griechische EinfluB wirkte erstens durch die Sprache, dann aber auch
durch die Aufnahme der griechisch-levantinischen Kultur, welche in den
Stiadten des Tiirkischen Reiches herrschte. So formte sich in Plovdiv ein Gré-
zismusals Kulturund Weltanschauung einersozialen Schicht vonGrundbesitzern,
Handwerkern und Kaufleuten, die zahlenméBig im Vergleich mit der tiirkischen
Bevolkerun, nicht groB war, wirtschaftlich aber von groen Gewicht war.

Zu dieser Schicht gehorte auch der Klerus, in dessen Hénden die ideolo-
gische Fithrung lag. Die einfachen Leuten, die in den Werkstatten und auf
dem Lande der Grundbesitzer arbeiteten, folgten ihren Herren.
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applications on behalf of the Greek Church, acting almost as its unofficial
diplomatic agent in St. Petersburg, offer an interesting footnote to the history
of Russia’s diplomatic and cultural involvement in the Levant. More note-
worthy, however, was his unusual reaction to the Westernization and secular-
ization of Russian society. Confronting Westernization, the Slavophiles wanted
Russia to become the seat of a new culture founded upon traditional Russian
values and Orthodoxy. Norov, also offended by the influx of foreign values,
turned, however, to the Orthodox 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. A. N.
Murav’ev, Archimandrite Antonin Kapustin and Metropolitan Philaret of
Moscow were all concerned with the question of Orthodox unity, and study
of their views on the subject could prove enlightening on a vital question of
Orthodox culture in the nineteenth century. This essay on Norov’s id