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L’ETYMOLOGIE ET LA SIGNIFICATION DE PIRICI
DE LA VIE DE METHODE, 115

Marin Tadin

Le Xle Centenaire de la mission morave de Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode a
donné I'occasion aux savants d’examiner ou de réexaminer plusieurs détails de la
vie des deux Fréres de Thessalonique. Un des sujets qui intrigue certains cher-
cheurs, connus et respectables, est le mot pirici que 1’on ljt dans le chapitre 115 de
la Vie de Méthode.*

Tout d’abord, il est nécessaire de rappeler que la discussion concernant ce
mot est basée sur les huit exemplaires russes de la Vie de Méthode qu’ O. M. Bod-
janskij a publiés in extenso dans les Ctenija v Imper. ObSéestve istorii i drevnostef
rossijskich, St.-Pétersbourg, 1865, I, janvier-février. Ces exemplaires sont numé-
rotés par O. M. Bodjanskij lui-méme, selon I’ordre ou la place qu’ils occupent
dans la publication ci-dessus: | - VTO. Ces huit exemplaires contiennent, tous, le
chapitre 1l de la Vie de Méthode et, par conséquent, le mot pirici, ou des vari-
antes, qui nous intéressent. Nous tenons a dresser la liste des manuscrits en ques-
tion pour y relever le mot dont nous nous occupons.

4No.l, Ctenija, tom. ¢ itp. 1-14: Recueil de I’Eglise de la Dormition de la
Sainte-Vierge (Uspenskij Sobor) de Moscou, en parchemin, des Xlle-
Xllle ss., No. 175 (18), conservé actuellement & Moscou, Gosud.
istor. muzej, No. 1063, fol. 102ra-109va (11 mai): pirici (éd. cit.,

P- 4);

No.ll, Id.,p. 15-26: Grand ménologe de Macaire (6 avril), XVle s., No 993

de la Bibliotheque patriarcale (synodale) de Moscou, actuellement a
Moscou, Gosud. istor. muzej, No.791, fol. 173ra-181ra: perici (éd. cit.,
p. 18);

No.lll, Id., p. 27-39: Meénologe (6 avril) antérieur a la rédaction de Macaire,
du milieu du XVle s., No. 91 de la Bibliotheque patriarcale (syno-
dale) de Moscou, actuellement a Moscou, Gosud. istor. muzej,No0.782,
fol. 158r-170r: perd(éd. cit., p. 30);

No.IV,M, p. 40-47: Ménologe (6 avril) composé en douze volumes par le
prétre de la Trinité (Serg.), Ivan Milutin (1646-1654), N0.804 de la
Bibliotheque synodale de Moscou, fol. 269r-281r: gurey (éd. cit.,

P- 40);
1
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No.V, Id., p. 48-60: Recueil N0.63 du XVlle s. (6 avril), appartenant a
I’Académie de théologie de Moscou, actuellement a Moscou, Gosud.
bibl. SSSR im. V.I. Lenina, f. 173, fol. 120rb-128vb: percy (éd. cit.,
p. 51);

No.VI1,Zi, p. 61-72: Ménologe pour avril-mai (6 avril), No. 93 (mais
O.M. Bodjanskij écrit N0.94!) de la bibliothéque de I’Académie de
théologie de Moscou, XVle s. (aprés 1549), actuellement a Moscou,
Gosud. bibl. SSSR im. V.I. Lenina, fol. 209v-230r: pirti (éd. cit.,
P- 64);

No.VIL/ri., p. 73-84: Ménologe pour avril (4 avril!), XVe-XVle ss., prove-
nant du monastére de S. Joseph Volokolamskij et appartenant a
I’Académie de théologie de Moscou, No. 198 (596), actuellement a
Moscou, Gosud. bibl. SSSR im. V.l. Lenina, f. 173, fol. 36-45:
purti (ed. cit., p. 76);

NoVIIL,/ri., p. 85-97: Meénologe pour avril (6 avril), daté de 1600, au
temps du tsar Boris Fedorovid Godunov, copié sur I’ordre de I’archi-
mandrite Pafnutij, appartenant au monastére Cudov de Moscou,
No0.313 (11), actuellement a Moscou, Gosud. istor. muzej, fol. 135-
145: pend (éd. cit., p. 88).

On peut constater qu’un seul exemplaire (No.IV) publié par O. Bodjanskij
porte le mot gurcy. Or, il s’agit la d’un des manuscrits les plus récents et, de
surcroit, amputé du chapitre | de la Vie de Méthode. En revanche, I’exemplaire
No. VIl de notre liste transmet le mot purti. En effet, c’est le douziéme ou le
dernier mot de la dix-huitieme ligne de la page soixante-seize des «Ctenija»
ci-dessus.

Il est étonnant que plusieurs savants, dont la compétence ne peut guére
étre mise en doute, disent et écrivent que I’exemplaire No VII de Bodjanskij
mentionne gurti et pas purti}

Giircy = lat.: Graeci

Il est vrai que le nom gurti n’est pas inséré dans I’exemplaire No.VII de
Bodjanskij, mais force est d’avouer que le manuscrit No. IV mentionne explicite-
ment et clairement gurcy. Comment expliquer cette exception? Nous avons déja
dit que le manuscrit No. IV était le plus récent de tous le exemplaires de la Vie de
Méthode que Bodjanskij a publiés. Le copiste s’est permis d’y supprimer le cha-
pitre I; de plus, son orthographe gurcy est erronée. En effet, les textes vieux -
russes écrivent réguliérement, et correctement, grikii (VM, V2 ;VI3) et gricisku
(VM XV ; XVII ), ce qui confirme I’absence de tout r sonore (-w™*-).2 M faut

2

Pirici dans la Vie de Méthode

donc songer a une bévue du copiste qui aurait pu facilement confondre gircy
avec plrcy, vu la grande ressemblance des deux lettres cyrilliques: T (=g) et
P (=p). Si, dans le manuscrit, la deuxiéme barre verticale de la lettre T, P
(=p) n’est pas suffisamment longue ni bien lisible de nos jours, le lecteur est ten-
té d’y voirun [ (=g) et non pas un P (=p); surtout, parce que le nom ethni-
que de gurcy est plus familier que celui de pircy ( =plrici). La forme estropiée
gurcy (\=grici) suppose, pensons-nous, le terme régulier purti dont on trouve des
variantes dans tous les autres manuscrits: No. 1:pirici; Nos Il et VIl :pend; No. IlI:
perd; No.V: pericy; No. VI: pirti; No. Vil: purtfi.

D’un autre coté, le mot gurici a été employé par P. J. Safarik, Pamatky dre-
vniho pisemnictviJihoslovanuv, Prague, 1851; 2e éd. par Joseph Jiredek, Prague,
1873 (parmi les pieces réunies, la Vie de Méthode porte la date de 1868). Cette
editio princeps de la Vie de Méthode a été faite d’aprés une copie d’un manuscrit
du XVle siécle, que M. P. Pogodin avait transmise a P. J. Safarik. Ce manuscrit
était déposé a I’Académie de théologie de Moscou. Or, nous savons bien que I’Aca-
démie possédait les Nos V, VI et VII de Bodjanskij, mais qu’aucun de ces trois
manuscrits ne contient le mot ethnique girici que P. J. Safarik transcrit en toutes
lettres (op. cit,, p. 3): potomou ze i grici ljubpste j iz detiska, cestny¢c besedy
déjachou, ... (VM, 115). On fera remarquer que l’orthographe inattendue glrici
(=Graeci) est inconnue des huit exemplaires publiés par O. Bodjanskij, comme le
soulignent Fr. GrivecetFr. TomSic, Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses.
Fontes, Zagreb, 1960, p. 153, note 15.

Nous tenons a rappeler que le manuscrit publié par Safaiik est celui de I’A-
cadémie de Moscou, No. 93 (No. 94 d’aprés Bodjanskij!) ou I’on lit pirti = No.
VI de Bodjanskij, éd. cit., p. 64. L’un des deux savants, Pogodin ou Safaiik, a
commis une erreur de lecture ou de transcription: pi- a été mal lu ou arbitraire-
ment remplacé par gu-. 1l semble que le U doit son origine & la deuxiéme partie
de la consonne cyrillique T accouplé avec le «jeri» mou: P G. C’est ainsi que P +
b apudonner F'b:p+1> g-hu.

Aprés la publication de la Vie de Méthode par P. J. Safaiik (1851), I’erreur
évidente de gurici a été adoptée par d’autres historiens des Freres de Thessaloni-
que. Aug. Bielowski fait paraitre en parallele le texte vieux-slave et sa traduction
polonaise: gruci, Grecy4. Cet auteur «corrige» I’orthographe de P. J. Safaiik et
invente la forme gruci qu’aucun des témoins de Bodjanskij ne contient. Cepen-
dant, dans la note 22 (loc. cit.) il signale :gruci » periciB. Ce B majuscule indique
le Ménologe de Macaire pour le mois d’avril. Fr. Miklosich fait connaitre la pre-
miére traduction latine de la Vie de Méthode, dans le travail d’E. Dimmler, Die
pannonische Legende von hi. Methodius, Archiv for Kunde Osterreichischer
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Geschichtsquellen,13(1854), Vienne, p. 156-163;p. 158: etiam Graeci il-
ium a puero amantes magni faciebant...5J. Perwolf connait la lecture de

introduite par P. J. Safaiik, Pamatky, p. 3, mais il préfére celle de pirici pour la

traduire en tchéque: odpurcft.Fr. Pastmek dit que les deux Nos de Bodjanskij

(IV et VII) et I’exemplaire de la Vie de Méthode publié par P. J. Safaiik portent
le mot gurci; toutefois, il adopte pirici inséré, malgré la variante orthographique,
dans tous les manuscrits de la Vie de Méthode, a I’exception du No. IV de Bod-
janskij7.

Il semble que, grace a l'autorité de Fr. Pastmek, les éditeurs et les traduc-
teurs de la Vie de Méthode n’insistent plus sur le mot gurci; surtout, parce qu’en
général les historiens des SS. Cyrille et Méthode ne doutent pas de leur origine
grecques8.

Un cas particulier est celui d’lvan Dujéev dont I'attitude a cet égard mérite
notre attention. Ce savant bulgare s’exprime: “In derTat steht in einigen Abschrif-

ten der VM nicht pndern glrcy ( =Graeci) Der Umstand, dass diese Ver-

sion nur in verhaltnissmassig wenigen Abschriften des Textes vorkommt, ist kein
entscheidendes Argument...9.

Or, il faut répondre que, dans la Vie de Méthode, un seul des copistes con-
nus de Bodjanskij (No. 1V) remplace le pirici par et non pas gircy, comme
Ivan Dujbev I’écrit, deux fois a la page dix-sept, et deux fois a la page dix-huit.
D’un autre c6té, ce méme auteur insiste sur la variante pour défendre I’ori-
gine slave de Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode cit.,, p. 18-19): les Grecs appré-
ciaient les qualités exceptionnelles du jeune Méthode bien qu’il n’appartint pas a
leur race. Pour appuyer son hypothése, Ivan Dujoev rappelle les travaux de V. Po-
gorelov. Celui-ci a souligné que les traducteurs de I’Evangile et du Psautier vieux-
slaves, c’est-a-dire les freres Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode, possédaient parfaite-
ment le slave, tandis que le grec leur était une langue étrangérel0.

C’est précisément la bonne connaissance du slave qui a servi aussi a J. Va-
sica pour admettre I’ascendance slave de Constantin-Cyrille et Méthodel1.

Il va de soi que méme la plus profonde connaissance d’une langue ne suffit
point pdur préciser I'appartenance ethnique de son auteur. Dans tous les temps,
certains individus ont maitrisé parfaitement telle ou telle langue étrangere. En
outre, nous ne connaissons aucun document vieux-slave qui puisse, avec certitude,
étre attribué, soit a Constantin-Cyrille, soit a Méthode.

Il faut ajouter ici que I’interprétation de V. Pogorelov n’est pas décisive,
car les deux Fréres ont effectué leur travail en compagnie des disciples d’origine
slave, et ces derniers connaissaient certainement toutes les nuances du slave qui
était leur langue maternelle.

4
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En ce qui concerne le mot gurcy (=Graeci), Ivan Dujéev le considére comme
une legon authentique (“... dass “Graeci,, die ursprungliche Lesungist ...,, ;op. cit., p.
18) a laquelle s’est substituée de bonne heure la mélecture pirici, par le change-
ment des deux premiéres lettres: > T1 = [bpub | > MbpbuH (1).

Nous avons déja fait remarquer que I’unique variante —orthographi-
guement irréguliére et absente d’autres sources cyrillo-méthodiennes de la pre-
miere période —doit étre négligée. Par conséquent, cette variante ne peut nulle-
ment étre utilisée comme une preuve supplémentaire et sdre (“... weitere und sichere

Beweise ... ,, ; . Dujoev, op. cit. p. 19) de I’origine slave de Constantin-Cyrille ¢

thode. Dailleurs, A. Vaillant juge la variante ci-dessus «sans valeur», mais tout
de méme digne d’attention car elle a pris la place d’un mot (pirici) dont le vrai
sens échappait au copiste de la Vie de Méthodel2. Celui-ci I’a transformé en gur-
cy ne tenant aucun compte de l'orthographe pratiquée par les scribes du slavon
russe (- grici).
Pirici

Ici, une remarque d’ordre général simpose: tous les exemplaires de la Vie
de Méthode qui nous sont parvenus sont de rédaction russe. Le mot pirti,
purti, introduit dans cette Vie, est connu des auteurs russes. Il est inséré dans des
Dictionnaires du vieux-slave et des différents parlers slaves d’¢poque intermédi-

airel3. Les linguistes le font dériver du verbe préti qui a plusieurs équivalents,
soit en grec, soit en latin: 1) Biv =contendere; 2)

3) dikaloAoyei» =causam tueri; 4) Pdubitare; 5) kpiveaBan =

tendere. Le nom de pirici est donc de nature & étre traduit par: contentiosus,
adversarius, causidicus, advocatus, defensor, et - par extension - intercessor,
patronus, protector. Dans la Vie de Méthode, II'5, aucun de ces sens ne trouve
sa raison d’&tre. A juste titre, A Vaillant (op. cit., p. 232) écrit que pirici «ne
peut signifier «juristes» qu’en y mettant quelque bonne volonté, le sens du mot
étant proprement «ceux qui disputent», «les contestants» en justice; et qu’est-ce
que les juristes ont a faire ici? »Le sens de «orateur public», qu’ A. St. Teodorovu-

Balanil y voit, n’est pas appropriéld et celui de «Professoren, Lehrer», au dire
d’l. Dujoev, semble énigmatiquel5 .

A titre de renseignement, il est utile de rappeler que le mot est tou-
jours en usage a Dubrovnik (Raguse) en Dalmatie. Saint Biaise, patron de cette
ville historique, est invoqué comme parac de Dubrovnik et de ses habitants. Dans
ce cas, le parac équivaut au latin advocatus, et trouve son correspondant dans

5
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une exclamation du «Salve Regina» de la liturgie romaine: Eia, ergo, Advocata
nostra. C’est dans ce sens que le mot parac a été interprété par Vrancic ( -

eus), par Mikala (parac,odvitnik, branitelj, patronus, defensor, advocatus) et par

DaniCic ( parici= litigans, procurator) 16

Toujours est-il certain qu’a Dubrovnik existaient au XHe siécle les prici opi-
kini(s)ki... pricigradici (') .  Au sujet de ces prici ragusains, le grand Diction-
naire de langue croate ou serbe, publié par I’Académie de Zagreb (T. Maretié), 1X,
p. 637,V° parac, § g, note: «Ne razabire se znaaene u primjeru: Prici opiciniski...
prici gradici» (sic!). Nous disons que dans cet exemple aussi les prici ne signifient
pas autre chose que les advocati de la Commune et de la Ville de Dubrovnik 18.

L’existence de ces avocats est attestée par les Statuts de Dubrovnik (Raguse)
composés en 1272: Et advocati comunis (var. E: communis) teneantur per sacra-
mentum eorum denunciare, accusare et placitare contrafacientes, ... tune ipsi ad-
vocati, quia sunt officiales comunis (var. E: communis), habeantur pro accusa-
toribus 19 Us prétaient le serment de défendre les intéréts de la Commune 20. De
son cOté, le Petit conseil (parva curia) procédait a I’élection de deux avocats dis-
tincts de ceux de la Commune: Statuimus quod duo advocatores elligantur (sic!)
in parva curia,... 21. Ces avocats devaient appartenir aux familles nobles et influ-
entes: cum semper eligantur advocati curie de melioribus et utilioribus civitatis ...22
Somme toute, les avocats ragusains (Commune-Ville) étaient des fonctionnaires
publics & I’instar de leurs colléegues dont parlent les Statuts de Split (1312), une
autre ville dalmate :DE AD VOCATIS COMMUNIS SPALATI 23.

Inutile de dire que prici opikini(s)kipricigradici de I’exemple ci-dessus ne
comporte aucun probléme d’étymologie ni de signification:prici < préti.

Tous les advocati (prici), fonctionnaires de la Commune ou de la Ville, ap-
partenaient aux familles nobles qui dirigeaient alors les affaires publiques. En fait,
il s’agissait 1a des «patriciens» (lat.: patricii; slave: patrici > putrid) exercgant la
fonction d ‘advocati.

Et pourtant, la mention de pirici faite par le biographe de Méthode ne doit
pas .nécessairement concerner les advocati dont nous venons d’esquisser le role
professionnel. Nous ajoutons tout de suite que pirici de la Vie de Méthode, 115 ,
peut étre examiné tel qu’il est écrit, sans nous évertuer a le transformer en gurcy,
a I'exemple de P. J. Safafik ou d’l. Dujéev induit en erreur par le copiste du No IV
de Bodjanskij. Cela dit, il importe pour nous de ne pas faire dériver pirici du
verbe préti, comme le pensent de nombreux linguistes et historiens des deux
Fréres. Il n’est pas absolument indiqué d’y voir «un pluriel emphatique»

(grec: umapyxoc, flomme le veut A. Vaillant 24 | ou, enfin, de lire privi

Pirici dans la Vie de Méthode

(grec: oinpwtol [cerdpec]), comme le propose V.TkadICik, op. cit., p. 49-50. En

vérité, il nous faut prouver une autre étymologie dont nous parlerons plus bas.
Cette derniére n’est pas «wohl bekannt»,25 mais elle nous parait normale, logique
et définitive.

Nous nous étonnons qu’l. 1. Sreznevskij, qui a relevé toutes les formes de ce
mot (piriciprici, perd, preci) et donné leur traduction russe (1. spor-
jalllj; 2. upomyj,
pris ni traduit le pirici de la Vie de Méthode, 115 .En effet, il s’est borné a trans-
crire fidelement le passage «scabreux»: po tomou 2e i pirici ljubpSte iz détiska,
gistinyja besédy déjachou, en le faisant précéder d’un point d’interrogation

Appréciation des interprétations déja proposées.

I Gurcy. Nous avons vu que la variante gurcy dun seul manuscrit (No
Bodjanskij), copié entre 1646 et 1654, doit é&tre négligée aussi bien que I'hypothése
de I'origine slave de Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode. Cette variante ne peut servir
pour affirmer que méme les Grecs (gurcy) admiraient Méthode descendant des
Slaves. En effet, les deux Fréres ont projeté ou entrepris toutes leurs missions reli-
gieuses et diplomatiques au profit de I'Empire byzantin et de I’Eglise de Constan-
tinople. Arrivés en Moravie, a peine, ils ont appris que cette province ecclésias-
tique ne relevait pas du patriarcat de Constantinople (VM, VIII13®); c’est pourquoi
ils ont agi correctement et respecté les droits juridictionnels du pape de Rome.
C’est a Rome seulement que Constantin a cessé d’étre le serviteur de I’'Empereur
(=d’Orient!), car, malade sans espoir de guérir, il n’avait plus la force de continuer
sa noble mission. Heureusement, & ce moment-1a I’empereur Basile ler et le patri-
arche Ignace étaient réconciliés avec le Pontife romain. Sur I’insistance de son
frere cadet (Constantin), Méthode renonga a retourner en Orient et, de surcroit,
accepta la charge de I’Eglise de Pannonie-Moravie qui dépendait du Saint-Siege.
Néanmoins, il garda jalousement, en Moravie, la liturgie grecque et, quatre ans
avant sa mort (+885), il se rendit & la Cour de I’'Empereur et au Palais du patriarche
de Constantinople (VM, XIII).

Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode ont si fidélement et si efficacement servi les
intéréts politiques et religieux de I’'Empire d’Orient que les Slaves n’ont aucune
raison valable de les compter parmi les grands hommes de leur histoire27 En re-
vanche, les Slaves de Pannonie et dé Moravie, d’un coté, ceux de Bulgarie, dTJk-
raihe et de Russie, de I’autre; doivent a SS. Cyrille et Méthode une perpétuelle re-
connaissance pour I’héritage religieux et culturel que ces deux Grecs de Thessalo-
nique leur ont laissé, malgré les circonstances complexes et les vicissitudes poli-
tiques de I’époque.

#3. bezumnecu (?); 4. strjapéij, délecii), n’ait com-

IV de
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M. Iparsi. Comme nous le savons déja, A. Vaillant refuse le giircy mais s’ar-
réte a pirici qui «invite a lire pavec la confusion grecque de énapyog et Omap-
xo¢ (Du Cange), et a comprendre «c’est pourquoi les éparques ... I’nonoraient de
leurs entretiens» . Cet auteur pense que le terme 0mapyoc ( ) indique le
chef byzantin de Thessalonique avant que celui-ci ait été élevé au rang de stratége
(IXe s.) dont parle la Vie de Constantin, 1112 .

Il est difficile de souscrire a I’interprétation d’A. Vaillant. En effet, les vieux
documents russes connaissent le mot eparchii (émapxog) .D’un autre cdté, nous
ne comprenons pas pourquoi la Vie de Méthode, de «ton savant» (A. Vaillant) et
précis, emploie un terme qui ne désignait plus a la fois I’administrateur de Thessa-
lonique et le supérieur hiérarchique du pére de Méthode, Léon30 . Ensuite, le mot
pirici, transmis par les manuscrits a lI’exception du No IV de Bodjanskij, posséde
plus d’affinité morphologique avec pa(t)rici qu’avec iparsi ou eparsi. Enfin, le titre
d’iparsi ou eparsi n’a pas di subir une telle transformation, ou plutét déformation,
qui le rendait incompréhensible dans les milieux slaves. Par exemple, afin d’éviter
toute confusion, le parler croate —qui de bonne heure a abandonné le groupe
vieux-slave -id- —a conservé jusqu’a nos jours le titre de duid (duzdi, duii) lat.
dux, vénitien doge. De fait, les titres honorifiques avaient plus de chance de con-
server, mutatis mutandis, leur forme originelle, et il est trés probable que ce con-
servatisme a joué de la méme facon en Russie médiévale, surtout avant I’incursion
dévastatrice des Tartares (1237-1241).

1. Privi. Vojtéch Tkadléik, op. cit., p. 49, propose une interprétation qui
retient notre attention. Il suppose que le scribe russe copiait un texte glagolitique
ou la lettre v (VO peut étre facilement confondue avec celle de ¢ (V), surtout si
elle est unie a la voyelle i ) glagolitique : = vi >ci = grec: [oi] mpwTo!I
[avdpBc] = slave: prrvi[mciij. Cet auteur n’omet pas de citer plusieurs exemples
bibliques ol oi mpwTol grec est traduit en latin (Vulgata) par primi, principes, et
en slave par starédiny:

Mc, V 121: toi¢ MpWTOIC TAG FoMAaio¢ = primis Galilacae;

Le, XIX 47 : oi mpwTtol T00 Aaol = principes plebis;

Act., X11150: 100¢ mpwTOLE TAG TOAEOC = primos civitatis;

AC'[.,XXVZZlOI TpWTol Twv lovdaiwv = primi ludaeorum;

Act, XXVIII" - 1p MPWTIPTAC VAoOL =
Méme dans le dernier exemple, le traducteur slave emploie le mot staréiiina 1 ,
quoique son sens differe de celui de oi mpwtol. En effet, c’est un titre grec et,
plus tard, byzantin qui a été traduit en latin médiéval par prior. Le stratége de
Samos était qualifié de 6 mpwto¢ 32 On connalt 0 mMpwto¢ des monastéres
athonites, et le proto italien qui est le chef d’une équipe d’ouvriers.

8

Pirici dans la Vie de Méthode

V. TkadICik souligne que le mot privi (pi mpwtol) —employé a son avis par le
biographe de Méthode —est un exemple unique du lexique vieux-slave («naprosto
ojedinély», op. cit., p. 49) et qu’il signifie: predfrindpes, proceres, c’est-i
le stratége de Thessalonique et ses plus proches collaborateurs.

Malheureusement, cette correction du texte n’est pas justifiée. En effet,
dans tous les manuscrits de la Vie de Méthode, non issus d’un seul prototype et
qui contiennent ce mot, la derniére syllabe -ci est bien lisible {pirici, perd, etc), et
il sy ajOLttf) que les différentes formes de ce mot peuvent admettre une autre ex-
plication . Enfin, on fera remarquer que V. Tkadléik néglige la Dormition de S.
Cyrille (Uspenije sv. Kirilla) qui qualifie les parents du Saint de bogatii i privyi
gr(a)da t(o)go (var. de Lvov: vu gradé tom). V. Bil’basov {op. cit., p. 238) traduit
en latin le passage en question par divites erant et nobiles, et en russe {id., p. 326)
par oni byli bogaty i znatny vu tomii gorodé. 34

Cette Dormition est due a un Bulgare anonyme du Xllle siécle, qui a utilisé
largement la Vie de Constantin, mais il a emprunté certains éléments a la Vie de
Méthode et a d’autres sources cyrillo-méthodiennes. Le privyi de ce document tar-
dif est la traduction libre du vieux-slave dobrorodinu (grec: evyevrg ;lat.nobilis)
de la Vie de Constantin, 111, qui désigne la haute classe, la noblesse de la ville. Par
conséquent, le terme privyi employé par l'auteur de la Dormition de S. Cyrille
équivaut a celui de patricii que le Prétre de Dioclée a inséré dans sa Chronique,
dont nous parlerons plus loin. Toutefois, le privyi slave n’est nullement une forme
estropiée du patricii latin; de plus, il est difficile de le confondre avec le pirici,
purici, périci, etc. des différents exemplaires de la Vie de Méthode, 115

En définitive, ce privyi signifie, tout simplement, la premiére classe de la so-
ciété thessalonicienne, et non pas oi mpwTtol = privi ot V. Tkadléik voit le stratege
byzantin et ses principaux collaborateurs.

Nous terminons ce chapitre en disant que le grec oi mpwTol est traduit en
slave par pirvici {=priivici), et non par privi; c’est pourquoi tout m¢ii sous-entendu
est superflu. 35

Nouvelle interprétation.

I Tout d’abord, il faut dire que le pirici de la Vie de Méthode n’est pas un
mot rare et qu’il ne s’est pas substitué a privi pour devenir un exemple exception-
nel ou unique dans la vieille littérature slave. Ensuite, on fera remarquer que I’éty-
mologie de pirici<préti = «ceux qui disputent en justice», «les juristes», etc. est la
plus répandue parmi les linguistes qui se sont penchés sur ce sujet. La liste sui-
vante, bien qu’incompléte, montre que la plupart des traducteurs ont effective-
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ment considéré les pirici comme les fonctionnaires publics qui intervenaient et

disputaient en justice:

1) allemand: die Rechtsgelehrten; J. Bujnoch, Zwischen Rom und Byzanz. Leben
und Wirken der Slavenapostel Kyrillos und Methodios nach den Pannonisch-
en Legenden und der Klemensvita, Slavische Geschichtsschreiber I, Graz -
Vienne - Cologne, 1958, p. 87,

2) anglais: lawyers; 1. Sevéenko, traduction de la Vie de Méthode non encore pub-
liée. Nous remercions I’auteur de la copie dactylographiée qu’il a bien vou-
lue nous offrir;
notables; Marvin Kantor and Richard S. White, The VITA of Constantine.
The VITA of Methodius. Michigan Slavic Materials No 13, University of Mi-
chigan 1976,p.73;

3) croate: pravnici; K. M. Zitja sv. Cirila i Metoda, Biblioteka izdanja «Danica»,
Zagreb 1963, p. 68;

4) francais: les juristes; Fr. Dvomik, Les Légendes de Constantin et de Méthode
vues de Byzancs, Byzantinoslavica, Suppl I, Prague 1933; reprint par YAca-
demie International Hattiesburg, Mississippi 1969, p. 384;

5) grec: ot vopikoi; I. E. Anastasiou, Bio¢ Mpibodiou. AptatotéABiov Mavpmiot -

Hwv @gooaiovikng 'Emotnuovikn EnBtnpic ©BoAoMKNAC ZX0AAC, ToHog
IB', Thessalonique 1968, p. 152;

6) latin: causidici; Fr. Grivec et Fr. TomSi6, Constantinus et Methodius Thessalo-
nicenses. Fontes Radovi Starosl. instituta 1V, Zagreb 1960, p. 221 ;

7) polonais: prawnicy; T. Lehr-Sptawiriski, Zywoty Konstantyna i Metodego (ob-
szeme), Poznah 1959, p. 104. = Biblioteka Tekstow HistorycznychJV;

8) serbe: pravnici; D. Trifunovié, Cirilo iMetodije, Belgrade 1964, p. 152;

9) Slovéne: pravniki; Fr. Grivec, Zitja Konstantina in Metodija, Ljubljana 1951,
P-114;

10) tchéque: odpurci; J. Perwolf, Zivot sv. Methoda, Fontes rerum Bohemicarum
I, Prague 1873, p. 42;
pravnici; J. VaSica, Literamipamatky epochy velkomoravské, Prague 1966,
p. 234; R. Veéerka, Zitije Mefodija, Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici Il,
Bmo 1967, p. 141.

En revanche, les savants bulgares préférent le traduire par:

a) javnigovomikd, ritorii; A. St. Teodorovi-Balani, Kirilu iMetodil, Sofia 1920,
p. 157a(Slovarée);

b) subesednicite; Dr. V. Sl. Kiselkov, Prostranite iitija na svetite bratja Kiril i Me-
todij, Sofia 1945, p. 53;

c) ueenite ljude; B. St. Angelov et Chr. Kodov, Kliment Ohridski, Subrani suéine-
nijalll, Sofia 1973, p. 198.

10

Pirici dans la Vie de Méthode

M est évident que les termes choisis par les savants bulgares n’expriment pas
strictement le sens de pirici vieux-slave ou russe. Mais est-il absolument nécessaire
de faire dériver ce mot du verbe préti et de se référer aux plaideurs en justice?

Sans aucune doute, «ceux qui disputent en justice», c’est-a-dire les avocats
ou les procureurs, les plaideurs, ne s’intéressaient pas particuliérement au jeune
Méthode, fils du drongaire Léon. Pour quel motif I'auteur de la Vie de Méthode
aurait-il mentionné ce college des fonctionnaires publics et omis de nommer les é-
ducateurs, les ecclésiastiques, les enseignants et, surtout, les parents et les amis de
Méthode et de son pere Léon? Ce sont la les membres appartenant & ce dernier
groupe de la communauté urbaine, et non pas les avocats ou procureurs, qui a-
vaient affaire au jeune Méthode. Celui-ci était comblé de bonnes qualités et n’é-
tait pas encore entré dans la vie publique; par conséquent, il n’avait aucune raison
de fréquenter le collége des avocats-procureurs de sa ville natale ni de leur deman-
der leur aide professionnelle.

Nous comprenons bien que les historiens modernes des deux Freres n’ac-
ceptent plus la thése disant que pirici dérive de préti, et qu’ils cherchent une autre
solution de ce probléme.

Il reste encore & penser que pirici signifie les gens exagérément critiques qui
trouvent toujours quelque chose a reprocher a leur prochain, les gens séveres et
grincheux; cependant, le biographe de Méthode, croyons-nous, était assez sérieux
pour ne pas tenir compte de ce genre d’individus.

En revanche, cette affaire prend un autre aspect si nous disons que pirici at-
teste la provenance méridionale d’un manuscrit de la Vie de Méthode qui a fait
fortune parmi les Slaves d’Ukraine et de Russie, ol le mot en question a été estro-
pié par les copistes locaux. Inutile de rappeler que les Russes ont recu leurs pre-
miers livres slaves copiés dans le Sud (Balkans).

A I’exemple du roman, le groupe drjtr des mots empruntés a perdu, dans le
Sud slave, sa premiéere consonne: lat. quadragesima, Petrus; rom. quaresima, Piero;
slave korizma, Pero, etc.

De méme que le patronus latin arecu la forme de parun, de méme le patricii
latin a pu devenir parici > purici > pirici slave. L occlusion pratiquée par les Slaves
pendant les premiers siécles de leur vie littéraire avait abouti a la prononciation
purici et, plus tard, pirici ou prici = lat. patricii. Quant aux voyelles du mot latin,
elles n'ont pas été fidelement transmises par le slavon russe: pirici (No 1), perici
(No II), perd (No Il1), etc.

Du reste, le patricius (sing.), patricii (plur.) latin a été traité d’une fagon bi-
zarre par les copistes russes de la premiére période (Xe - Xlle s.). Un manuscrit de
la Vie de Constantin, V4 contient la variante c(ésa)risipetrici ("patrikii, d’apres la
plupart des manuscrits).36 Cette variante petrici (=patrikii) dépourvue de tout sens
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montre que la chute de la consonne t a suffi a obtenir la forme per'ci des exem-
plaires publiés par O. M. Bodjanskij: Nos Il et VIII: perici; No Ill: perd; No V:
percy. C’est ainsi que la forme absurde petr'ci devient per'ci ( < préti) et recoit le
sens de «ceux qui disputent en justice», «les plaideurs», «les juristes», etc.

Inutile de rappeler que petr'ci représentait pitrici, pitr'ci, p'tr'ci du manu-
scrit plus ancien que le copiste russe avait sous les yeux.

Nous possédons la Passion de S. Apollinaire de Ravenne dont les traits lin-
guistiques la font remonter & I’époque vieux-slave. A. I. Sobolevskij I’a publiée d’a-
prés un manuscrit russe de 1504, avec les variantes du manuscrit No 912 de Pogo-
din qu’il faut dater du milieu du XVle siecle. 37 Cette Passion est une traduction
d’un original latin qui nous est parvenu et a été publié par les Bollandistes: Acta
Sanctorum, julii t. V, dies 23, Antwerpiae, 1727, col. 346 ss. Dans le texte slave,
on lit le titre d’un certain Demosténe: a) jemuze img, Dimostent souSéou petri-
cou i dzélo poganou; éd. cit., p. 117, ligne 14 =lat.: patricium sed omnino paganis-
simum; AA. SS., torn, cit., col. 349 (n. 31); b) Dimostenu patriku; id., ligne 18 =
lat.: Demonsten patricius; éd. cit., col. 349 (n. 32); c) Dimostenu petrecu; id.,
ligne 22 = lat/.Demonsten patricius; id.

Aux trois formes (petricou, patriku, petrecu) de cette Passion s’associe, par
exemple, celle de Patrekéi Olekséi, connue grace a un autre manuscrit russe qui
parle des Grands princes de Moscou/ 8 Certes, les petrecu et petrict n’ont pas de
sens, mais ils sont réservés a Demosténe qualifié clairement et correctement de pa-
trikll, dans cette méme Passion.

Faut-il vraiment affirmer, avec A. |. Sobolevskij, que le traducteur russe
(rien ne garantit qu’il était russe!) lisait dans son texte latin petricius, et non patri-
cius? Nous sommes plutdt d’avis que les copistes postérieurs a la deuxiéme moitié
du Xlle siécle, ont suivi I'usage selon lequel U /7 vieux-slave passait en o/e du slavon
russe: isperva, siimerti, vesi(lat. vicus), temnicju (Evangéliaire de 1164). 39

L’original latin nous apprend que les formes petricou, patriku, petrecu sont
des variantes du patricius qui répondait au nom de Demostene. Dans tous les ex-
emples cités, le groupe tr est conservé. La consonne latine c a été prononceée, soit
comme ¢ {petrecu), soit comme k {patriku). Quant aux voyelles, elles montrent
une orthographe tardive et distincte de celle qui était pratiquée par les Slaves du
sud.

En revanche, les formes pirici, plr'ci, perd, etc. de la Vie de Méthode at-
testent la disparition de la consonne t du groupe -tr-; de plus, les voyelles latines
de patricii (plur.), par occlusion, ont été remplacées par u/i slave: purici {=pur'ci du
No VIl ou U dérive de a et ‘=7 de i), puis pirici (No I).De méme de nos jours la voy-
elle intérieure tombe dans certains mots croates (Herzégovine et la région de Bar):
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br'te (=brate),piri (=pua3it), etc.

Cette nouvelle interprétation de pirici <puricKputricKpatrici regoit toute sa
justification dans la Vie de Méthode. Issu d’une famille noble, c’est-a-dire patrici-
enne, le jeune Méthode cotoyait les gens distingués de sa ville natale. 1l n’y arien
d’étonnant que cette haute classe de la société de Thessalonique ait connu bien le
fils du drongaire Léon et ait admiré ses rares qualités intellectuelles, physiques et
morales.

E. A. Tachiaos a raison de mettre en évidence la noble origine des deux
Freres. Peu importe si leur pére Léon, drongaire, ne bénéficiait pas d’un traitement
élevé, comme I’explique I. SevCenko. La richesse n’accompagne pas nécessaire-
ment la noblesse. 1l va de soi que tous les nobles de la ville ne pouvaient pas occu-
per des postes dont les titulaires touchaient des soldes égales, ou a peu prés, a
celle du premier fonctionnaire urbain. Dans toutes les époques, la différence de
rang hiérarchique se retrouve dans la rémunération matérielle. Par conséquent, le
noble Léon pouvait trés bien étre chargé d’une fonction dont le rang était inféri-
eur a celui de stratege ou de touimarque. Quoi qu’il en soit, la Vieide Constantin,
Il et 11125-26 5relate que Léon était un homme.noble et riche {«dobrorodini i
bogatu») et qu’il possédait une maison. 40

Outre le témoignage des Vies de Constantin et de Méthode que le pére et la
mere des deux Fréres étaient des nobles (ou des patriciens) de Thessalonique, la
Chronique du Prétre de Dioclée (v. 1150) 41 note explicitement la qualité de patri-
cien attribué au pere de Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode: ex civitate Thessalonica
quidam Philosophus Constantinus nomine, filius cujusdam Leonis patricii... 42
L’expression du Prétre de Dioclée vient a propos, et elle est de taille; car, au mo-
ment méme, ou un peu avant, ou le copiste du No | de Bodjanskij tragait le mot
pirici (< puricK patrici), un vieil ecclésiastique de I’archevéché de Bar (Monténégro
actuel en Yougoslavie) écrivait en latin Leonis patricii. Cette concordance de té-,
moignages comporte tous les atouts pour provoquer notre admiration.

Conformément a la Chronique du Prétre de Dioclée, Joseph Georges Stre-
dowsky s’exprime: Vir maximus et orthodoxus Constantinus cognomento Philo-
sophus, de illustrissimo Romanorum genere, nimirum praerogativa singulari, Civis
et patricius Romanus, remisso Constdntinopolitanae aulae nuntio, fixit 77lessalo-
nicae stationem: a qua etiam apud scriptores civis Thessalonicensis obtinuit no-
men 43 Ensuite, il commet une erreur en disant que le noble «civis et patricius Ro-
manus», Constantin le Philosophe, était le pére de notre Constantin-Cyrille et, ce-
lui-ci, le frére ainé de Méthode: Et hujus celsissimae nobilitatis romanae erat thes-
salonicensis Constantinus, cognomento Philosophus. Is prope initium saeculi no-
ni ... genuit filium, a suo nomine, ad baptismatis fontem dictum Constantinum,
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quem de facto Cyrillum dicimus

seu Methudium, lustrica die nominavit. 44
Toujours est-il certain gque, dans le méme sens, une source slave de peu pos-

térieure a lamort de Méthode (+885), VEloge de Cyrille et Méthode, contient un

passage paralléle soulignant que le jeune Méthode était aimé par tous les «maitres»

seigneurs» (grec: deomotnc; lat.: dominas). Ce texte ignore évidemment le sens de

par «vladaH», tandis que R. Ve(erka ( Ml p. 169) préfere le transcrire par

«velmofcu». Le mot vladyki indique la classe dirigeante aussi dans les documents
serbes de I’époque contemporaine : carije ljubljachou j cariskoju ljubiju, i poéisti i
sanove rmnoiachoujemou, iiny ie vladyki prileéino poslouSachou jego ...
vanche, les sources zachoulmiennes et ragusaines ne parlent pas des vladyki, mais
bien des vlastéla, «ceux qui tiennent le pouvoir», «membres des grandes fa-
milles» .46

Nous relevons en entier le passage paralléle de cet Eloge pour montrer com-
ment un contemporain des deux Fréres a compris le pirici de la Vie de Méthode:

StarejSii zejego bratu, prébl(a)z(e)nyiMethodij, iz mlada

priimati. moudrostiju bo jako cvéti
byst(i) M7 - «Son frére ainé, le bienheureux Méthode, lors de sa premiére
jeunesse a commencé a recevoir des grades. Etant donné que, par sa sagesse, il
fleurissait comme une fleur bienodorante, il était aimé par tous les «maitres-
seigneurs» (grec:0eomdtng; lat.: dominus). Ce texte ignore évidemment le sens de
pirici = «ceux qui disputent en justice»! Le choix de vladyki au lieu de pirici est
d’autant plus important que certains historiens pensent que la de Méthode et
VEloge ci-dessus sont dls au- méme auteur, Clément d’Achrida.

IL Cependant, nous sommes d’avis que pirici fpatrici) de la Vie de Méthode,
Il 5, désigne une autre sorte de patrici. Les pirici (= patrici) de cette croyons-
nous, ne sont que les stratéges de Thessalonique eux-mémes, qui portaient aussi le
titre de matpikiog. Le pluriel emphatique patrici > pirici - pour employer I’'expres-
sion d’A. Vaillant - indique plusieurs «patrices et stratéges» qui se sont succédés
dans le theme de Thessalonique, depuis I’enfance de Méthode jusqu’au moment ou
il a été capable d’assumer lI'administration d’une région. En général, un stratége
était nommé pour une durée de trois ou quatre ans, par I’empereur lui-méme.

Ces hauts fonctionnaires et supérieurs de Léon ont pu apprécier les qualités
de Méthode et en informer I’'empereur qui, «apprenant sa vivacité d’esprit»
dévi bystrosti
gion des Slaves (VM, 115). La Vie de Méthode est précise sur ce point. De son c6té,
la Vie de Constantin, 1111'3, compléte ces renseignements en notant I’intérét que le
stratége portait aux enfants de ses subordonnés. Le «réve» de Constantin confirme
la sollicitude du stratége qui savait parfois proposer a ses jeunes protégés méme
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..alterum non longe post natum, Methodium, yne fille & marier.

Le stratigt (otpatnyoc) du petit Constantin de sept ans (VC, 1113'3) est ap-
pelé vojevoda (nyepwp, dux) par I'auteur slave du Prologue de S. Cyrille (P. A.
Lavrov, Materialy, p. 101). Les pirici (matpikioi) de I’enfance et de la jeunesse de
Méthode (VM, Il 5 ) sont dits vladyki (deomoTw, domini) par celui qui a composé
VElogede SS. Cyrille et Méthode. Or, si nous juxtaposons le stratigu de la de
Constantin et les pirici de la
chefbyzantin de Thessalonique: 6 matpikiog kai oTpatnyd¢ Oeocalovikng.4 9

Sans aucun doute, ce sont les «patrices et strateges» de Thessalonique qui ai-
maient Méthode depuis I’enfance, formulaient des paroles élogieuses a son égard et
soumettaient a I’empereur des rapports favorables sur ses capacités et sur ses acti-
vités.

Nous tenons a répéter que la Vie de Constantin donne au chefdu théme de
Thessalonique le titre de «stratége», tandis que la Vie de Méthode lui réserve celui
de «patrice» (matpikiog). Le pluriel tout a fait justifié de ce dernier nom (natpi-
Kiot) est inséré dans la Vie de Méthode sous la forme de purti, pirici, etc.

Certes, le contexte de la Vie de Méthode, 11 5, et les autres sources, slaves et
latines, nous suggérent d’interpréter
ginal vieux-slave, malgré I’orthographe diverse, ou arbitraire, des copistes russes
des Xllie - XVlle siécles. 50

Conclusion.

Nous concluons ce travail en disant que le piricidela  de Méthode, 115 ne
présente pas de probleme insoluble et n’a rien d’énigmatique. Sous I'influence du
roman médiéval, le titre de patrici (lat.; patricii) a perdu sa consonne t et est deve-
nu parici, dans le Sud slave; par occlusion, il a recu la forme de purici > pirici. La
nouvelle vocalisation pratiquée en Russie aux Xlle - Xllie siécles Ta parfois doté
d’une voyelle: perici (No Il et VIII), perd (No Ill) et percy (No V), ou le e sup-
pose un Tpimitif.

En tenant compte du mot parallele vladyki qui, au dire de I’auteur de
VEloge de SS. Cyrille et Méthode, aimaient le jeune Méthode, nous n*hésitons pas
a interpréter le pirici de le Vie de Méthode, 115, non par les «patriciens» locaux en
général, mais par les «patrices» spécifiques tels qu’étaient les différents strateges
de Thessalonique ou Méthode est né et avécu jusqu’a sanomination al’archontie
des Slaves.

L’archevéque de Pannonie et Moravie, Méthode, descendait d’un pére et
d’une mere qui étaient, tous deux, nobles, c’est-a-dire membres de la haute
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société, voire des patriciens de Thessaloniques: be Te roda ne chouda ot obojudou

(VM, 114 et VC, 1112). C’est une preuve supplémentaire que méme la mére de Con-
stantin-Cyrille et Méthode était grecque de naissance. En effet, il est difficile d’ad-
mettre qu’a I’époque qui nous intéresse cette mére était une «patricienne» slave. De
surcroit, cette méme mére était tellement attachée a Byzance qu’elle fit jurer ses

fils que I'un ne laisserait pas enterrer I’autre dans une terre étrangere (VC, XV11116)

Eu égard a1’age avancé de la mére et a la durée incertaine de la mission morave des
deux Freres, cette promesse filiale a d0 étre sollicitée avant le départ de Constan-
tin et Méthode pour la Grande Moravie, pays des Slaves.51

L’unique manuscrit contenant la variante gurcy (No 1V) n’est qu’une bévue
du copiste tardif qui a probablement confondu T(=g) avecP(=p) de I’alphabet cyril-
lique, ou - ne comprenant pas le vrai sens du mot pinci -choisi celui de gurcy
dont I’orthographe confirme que son auteur ne brillait pas par une connaissance
profonde du vieux-slave.

Sans aucun doute, I’exemple isolé, et mauvais, de gurcy, qu’il faut écrire
grid, sile manuscrit du No 1V de Bodjanskij contient vraiment®/cette variante 52 ,
doit étre corrigé en purci ou plutdt purici, et & jamais négligé quand on s’enquiert
de l'origine ethnique de Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode. De toute évidence, les
deux Fréres de Thessalonique étaient bel et bien Grecs, nullement Slaves.53

Paris

* Dans cette étude on trouvera les abbréviations suivantes: VC = Vie de Constantin; VM =
Vie de Méthode; MMFH = Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici. Le texte des deux Vies est cité
d’aprés I’édition due a Fr. Grivec et Fr. Tomsic, C. etM .f Zagreb 1960, (voir la note 1).

1. Nous en nommons quelques-uns: I. Malysev, Svjatyje Kirill i Mefodijpervouuitdji slav-
janskije, Kiev 1886, p. 479, et la note 1; Fr. Pastmek, Déjiny Slovanskych apoStolu sv. Cyril-
la a Methoda, Prague 1902, p. 223, note 3, mentionne les Nos IV et VII de Bodjanskij, et a-
joute I’'exemplaire publié par P. J. Safarik; A. St. Teodorov-Balan, Kiril i Metodi I, Sofia 1920,
p. 99, note 9; P. A. Lavrov, Kirilo taMetodij v davho-slovjanskomu pys’menstvi, Kiev 1928,
p. 300, ou il transcrit le mot vieux-slave pirici pour le traduire en ukrainien par greki; Idem,
Materialy po istoriji vozniknovenija drevnejSej slavjanskoj pisimennosti, Leningrad 1930; re-
print Mouton & Co., The Hague - Paris 1966, p. 70, et la note 3; Fr. Grivec et Fr. Tomsic,
Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses, Fontes, Radovi Staroslavenskog institute 1V, Za-
greb 1960, p. 153, note 15: gurcy 4, gur’i 7; cependant, cet auteur y voit une erreur du co-
piste: Formae in cod. 4. 7. lapsu librarii e purcy, purti ortae sunt; 1. Dujoev, Graeci amantes
eum a puero, Studien zur Geschichte Osteuropas. Ill. Teil. Gedenkband fur Heinrich Felix
Schmid, dans le Wiener Archiv fiir Geschichte des Slawentums und Osteuropas V (1966), p.
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17-18, ou il fait mention des travaux dis a Fi. Grivec et Fr. TomSié et a P. Lavrov; R. Ve-
cerka, Zitije Mefodija, dans les MMFH Il, Brno 1967, p. 141a, au bas du texte vieux-slave:
gurcy 4, 7; Vojtech Tkadléik, «PiavmcY» \ dans le Slovo 22 (1972), Zag-
reb, p. 48:: 7gur'ci.

2. Voir Fr. Grivec et Fr. Tomsic, Const. etMeth., p. 153.

3. Fr. Grivec et Fr. Tomsic, op. cit., p. 153, note 15, pensent également que gurcy est
une confusion avec purcy; V. TkadICik, op. cit., p. 48, écrit: 7gurti.. 2 a 3 perd, bien que le
No VII porte un incontestable puri et le No Il un aussi incontestable perici.

4. Aug. Bielowski, Zywot s. Metodego, dans les Monumenta Poloniae Historica I, Lwow,
1864, p. 98.

5. Voir aussi, Fr. Miklosich, Vita s. Methodii. Russico-slovenice et latine, Vienne 1870.

6. J. Perwolf, Zivot sv. Methoda, dans les Fontes rerurn bohernicarum I, Prague 1873, p.
42, note 1.

7. Fr. Pastrnek, Déjiny, p. 223, note 3.

8. Fr. Dvomik, Les Légendes de Constantin et de Méthode vues de Byzance, Byzantino-
slavica, Supplémenta I, Prague 1933, p. 1, 15, 334;J. Bujnoch, Zwischen Rom und Byzanz.
Leben und Wirken der Siavenapostel Kyrillos und Methodios nach den Pannonischen Legen-
den und der Klemensvita, Slavische Geschichtsschreiber I, Graz - Vienne - Cologne 1958, p.
87; T. Lehr-Splawmski, Zywoty Konstantyna i Metodego (obszeme), Poznan 1959, p. 104;
Fr. Grivec et Fr. Tomsic, op. cit., p. 153 et 221-222; Th. Eckhardt, Die slavischen Alphabete
im Spiegel der Ideologien, Osterreichische Osthefte VI/2, 1964, p. 123; J. VaSica, Literami
pamatky epochy velkomaoravské, Prague 1967, p. 234; R. Veéerka, MMFHII, Brno 1967, p.
141; P. RatkoS, Pramene k dejindm Velkej Moravy, Bratislava 1968, p. 236; A. Vaillant,
Quelques notes sur la Vie de Méthode, Byzantinoslavica XX1V/2, 1963, p. 232; Idem, Textes
vieux-slaves, I-11, Paris 1968; I, p. 45 et Il, p. 36, introduit iparsi = les éparques; Etc.

9.1. DujCev, Graeci amantes, loc. cit., p. 17 et 18; voir I’étude antérieure de ce méme sa-
vant: L’activité de Constantin Philosophe —Cyrille en Moravie, Byzantinoslavica 24 (1963), p.
219 ss.

10. V. Pogorelov, Napisanija grebdeskich slow Kirillo-mefod’evskom perevodé Evangelija,
Slavia VII, (1928-1929), p. 871-884\ldem, Formy greceskich slov v. kirillo-mefod’evskom pe-
revodé Evangelija, Byzantinoslavica Il, (1930), p. 1-28; Idem, Importance de la forme des mots
grecs dans la traduction cyrillo-méthodienne, Atti del V Congresso intemazionale di studi bi-
zantini. Studi bizantini e neoellenici V, (1939), p. 540.

11. Aux noms d’ I. Dujeev et de J. VaSica, on doit associer ceux de V. Kiselkov, Slavjan-
skite prosvetiteli Kiril i Metodij, Sofia 1945, p. 35-47, et de V. Tupkova-Zaimova, Solunskite
slavjani i proischodut na Kiril i Metodij, dans le recueil Konstantin-Kiril Filosof. Jubileen shor-
nik, Sofia 1969, p. 66.

Pour la liste plus compléte des partisans des deux théses (grecque et slave), voir Damian P. Bog-
dan, La vie et I’'oeuvre des Fréres Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode, dans le recueil publié parles
soins d’ I. E. Anastasiou: KupiAAip kai Medo0itp topog Boptiog €mi rfj xIAlootr) Kaiékato-
ot Btnp1dL, t. I, Thessalonique 1968, p. 40-41.

L’origine grecque des deux Freres est bien défendue par A.-E. Tachiaos, L’origine de Cyrille et
de Méthode. Vérité et légende dans les sources slaves, dans le Cyrillomethodianum I, Thessa-
lonique 1972-1973, p. 98-140.

12. A. Vaillant, Quelques notes, p. 232.
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a donné un texte qui a quelques traits particuliers. P. A. Lavrov,Materialy, p. 154-157, a édi-
té le texte de Giliferding, avec les variantes des manuscrits de Lvov et de Belgrade. A. St. Teo-
dorov-Balan, K. iM.I1, Sofia 1934, p. 115-122;MMFHU, Brno 1967, p. 245.

35. Fr. Miklosich, Lexicon palaeoslovenico-graeco-latinum, h. v., p. 715a. C’st le mot
usuel du serbo-croate prvak (sing.), prvaci (plur.).

36. Recueil en parchemin, Ms 2513 du Musée de Rumjancev (v. 1345-1348) qui est ap-
parenté aux documents bulgares du XIVe siécle, mais il comporte des traits du slavon serbe.
Ce manuscrit constitue la seconde partie du Ms 93 de la collection d’ A. Popov: actuellement
a Moscou, Gosud. Bibl. Lenina, f. 236, fol. 18.

Les extraits de la WI15 ,V4'8 et VIL7'19 ,VI125,VI150'53 >Qnt été publiés par K p
Rado6enko, Otbetli (magistranta K. F. Raddenko) o zanjatijachii rukopisjami vu biblotekachi

i drugichli uéenychu udreMenijachii Moskvy i S. Peterburga vu tebenije sentjabrja i oktjabrja

1896. g., dans les Universitétskaja izvéstija, Année XXXVIII, No 4, avril, partie Il, p. 1-68:1 -

Pag. 48.

P. A. Lavrov, Materialy, p. xxviii-xxix, a réimprimé ces fragments d’aprés I’édition de Raddenko.

Bonju St. Angelov et Christo Kodov, Kliment Ohridski. Subrani stiainenija, I1l. Prostrana iiti-

jana Kiril iMetodij, Sofia 1973, p. 47, ont édité deux passages inconnus de la VC, IV” et IV A

contenus dans le méme recueil, fol. 42v - 43r; ensuite, Us ont repris le texte édité par Radden-
ko et, & sa suite, par Lavrov. Voir, 1d., p. 48°19.
37. [zv. Otd. russk.jaz. islov., t. VII1/2, 1903.
38. A. I. Sobolevskij, Lekciji po istorifi russkago fazyka, 3e éd. Moscou 1903 p 72
39.1d., p. 25-27.
40. A.-E. Tachiaos, H ébvtkK OmsKupirhou
TNYGE kai paptupiag, dans le recueil Kupidhip kai Melodiy 11, Thessalonique 1968, p. 83-
132; 1. SevCenko, On the social background of Cyril and Methodius, Studio
Prague 1971, p. 341-351.
41. D. Mandic, Crvena Hrvatska, lére éd. Chicago 1957; 2e éd. Rome 1972, p. 29, date
cette Chronique de 1149-1153; ldem, Rasprave i iz stare Rome
1963: XIX. Kraljevstvo Hrvata i Ljetopis Popa Dukljanina, p. 452-454.,
42. F. SiSié, Letopis Popa Dukljanina, Srpska Kraljevska Akademija. Posebna izdanja,
knjiga 67. Filosofski i FiloloSkispisi, knjiga 18Belgrade - Zagreb 1928 p 300- éd VI MoSin,
avec la trad, croate par Stj. Mencinger et Vj. StefaniC, Historijska knjiznica,
Zagreb 1950, p. 48; éd. Dr. Slavko MijuSkovic, Bkuoda», Titograd 1967 p 129 (re-
prod. phot, du texte latin du Vatic, lot. 6958, du XVlle s.) et p. 186 (trad, croate en caracteres
cyrilliques); MMFHI,Brmo 1966, p. 238.

43. Joannes G. Stredowsky, Sacra Moraviae historia, sive Vita SS. Cyrilli'et Methudii So-
lisbachi 1710, lib. Il, cap. 2, p. 87.

44, Idp. 88. J. G. Stredowsky autilisé: a) laChronique du Prétre de Dioclée, publiée par
Jo. Lucius, De regno Dalmatiae et Croatiae libri sex,Amstelodami 1666- v lib 1l cap 4,
p. 206, note (z); b) I'ouvrage manuscrit di a Christian Hirszmenzel,
du, archiepiscoporum Moraviae sive vétus Welehrad, Welehrad 1667; c) un Bréviaire polonais;
d) un vieux Bréviaire d’Olomouc. On connait cing manuscrits de Bréviaires (XIVe - XVe s.),
conservés en Pologne, qui comportent la Légende morave, tandis que le vieux Bréviaire d’Olo-
mouc (de la fin du XVe s.) contient cette meme Légende et une autre dite Quemadmodum v.
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V. Chaloupecky, Prameny X. stoleti Legendy Kristianovy (- Svatovaclavsky Sbomik U, 2),
Prague 1939, p. 508.

45, iitije sv. Symeona od krale Stépana z rukopisu XIII. stoleti (Ms Slave 10 (Xllle s.),
fol. 205v: Paris, Bibl. Nation.), 2e éd. par P. J. Safaiik, Prague 1868; chap. Ill, p. 3.

46. P. J. Safarik, Pamatky drevniio pisemnictvi Jihoslovandv, 2e éd. par J. Jiredek, Prague
1873, p. 10 (a. 1233-1235) et p. 21 (22.5.1254). En revanche, Fr. Miklosich,Mon. serbica ...,
n. 29, p. 24, date de 1234-1240 le pacte conclu entre le «knezi» André de Zachoulmie et le
comte de Raguse, Jean Dandolo; n. 44, p. 42-43.

47. P. A. Lavrov, Materialy, p. 80. Il se peut que le Prétre de Dioclée ait connu cet Eloge,
car il dit que Constantin fleurissait comme une rose («floruit ut rosa»); v. éditions citées, loc.
cit., note 42 ci-dessus.

48. Héléne Glykatzi-Ahrweiler, Etudes sur les structures administratives et sociales de
Byzance, Variorum Reprints, Londres 1971; VIII: Recherches sur | 'administration de I’'Empire
byzantin aux IXe - Xle siécles, p. 45.

49. Voir, le Taktikon d’ Uspenskij (845-856), publié dans les Izvéstija russk. archeol. Inst,
v Konstantinopolé 111, (1898), p. 129. Le Klétorologion de Philothée (899), éd. J. B. Bury,
The Imperial Administrative System in the Ninth Century, The British Academy Supplemental
Papers 1, 1911; reprint Burt Franklin, New York, s. d., p. 147, note 0 AavivrmoTtog TMOTPiKIOq
Kai otpatnydg Oecoalovikng, ce qui prouve que le représentant impérial de Thessalonique
avait gagné en prestige. L’ «Apostolos» slave, lui aussi, traduit par vojevoda les titres suivants:
0 oTpaTnNyocy 6 otpatolayncag, O OTPATOTEdAPXNG et & nyeuwv. D’autre part, les termes
tels que: 6 ryepoov, O T}yoduevog, O apxNnyog et o deomoTNng Yy sont transcrits par vladyka;
voir, V. Jagic, op. cit., p. 33-34.

Le titre de vojevoda comme celui de vladyka s’appliquent a coup sOr au chef commandant la
ville, et non pas aux nobles de Thessalonique. En effet, tous les membres de la haute société
ne peuvent pas étre qualifiés de vojevodi (oi arparnyof) ou de vladyki (ot deomotai).

50. Le mot grec memepl, le poivre, est écrit:pipiri = peperi = pupiri = perecu (russe); v.

I. I. Sreznevskij Materialy dlja slovarja ...11, col. 1760.
Pour I’orthographe du mot vieux-slave popiriSte, voir Vaclav Machek, Staroslovénské popiriSte
dans les Slovanské studie (Mélanges J. Vajs), Prague 1948, p. 111-114, ou, parmi les autres
textes, l'auteur reléve plusieurs exemples du Suprasliensis: popiriSte, popriSte, puplriSte, pupri-
Ete, pipriSte. Toutes ces différentes formes sont dues a un seul copiste!

51. Si Constantin-Cyrille n’avait pas été un Grec d’origine, le pape Hadrien Il n’aurait pas
ordonné, en premier lieu, a tous les Grecs présents a Rome d’assister a ses funérailles (VC,
XVII14).

52. Nous avons demandé une photocopie du manuscrit No IV de Bodjanskij, mais, mal-
heureusement, elle ne nous est pas encore parvenue.

53. Au sujet de I'appartenance ethnique des saints Freres Constantin-Cyrille et Méthode>
le pape régnant Jean-Paul Il, dans sa Lettre apostolique «Egregiae virtutis», datée du 31 dé-
cembre 1980, s’exprime: « ... Cyrillus autem et Methodius fratres, Graeci, Thessalonicae nati,
.. »; v. LOsservatore Romano, Année CXXI, N. 1 (36.585), du jeudi ler janvier 1981, p. 1,
col. 1, Cité du Vatican;/, Osservatore Romano. Edition hebdomadaire en langue francaise, N.
2 (1622), du 13 janvier 1981, p. 1, col. 1, Cité du Vatican.

A c6té du saint Benoit de Nursie, patron de I’Europe, le pape Jean-Paul Il «y constitue et dé-
clare les Saints Cyrille et Méthode co-patrons célestes auprés de Dieu de toute I’Europe, avec
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tous les honneurs et privileges liturgiques qui sont attachés, selon le droit, aux patrons princi-
paux des lieux»; V. la fin de cette Lettre apostolique (loc. cit.).

REMARQUE - Aprés la rédaction du présent article, nous avons appris que le Lexicon Lin-
guae Palaeoslovenicae (en cours de publication), Prague, V° pirici, ne fait que mentionner
I’opinion de V. Tkadléik et celle d’l. Dujéev. De son c6té, B. N. Florja, Skazanija o nadale slav-
janskoj pis’mennosti (Pamjatniki srednevekovoj istorii narodov Centralhoj i Vostoénoj Evro-
py], Akademija Nauk SSSR. Institut slavjanovedenija i balkanistiki, Izdatel’stvo “Nauka”,
Moscou 1981, p. 96 (= VM, IT" ), adopte I’explication donnéepar V. Tkadléik, dans le Slovo,
Zagreb 1972, p. 22: nepBMe (BenbMOXMK), en ajoutant ceci: 3TO TONIKOBaHWe NpeacTaBNseT-
cs Hambonee (note 6, p. 146).
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THE ROMAN PRIVILEGE “INDUSTRIAE TUAE”
FOR MORAVIA (1100th ANNIVERSARY)

Lubomir E Havlik

The problems of the foreign political situation of the early Slav states in
Central Europe are no less important than the other aspects of their medieval his-
tory. The formation of the Slav states’ foreign political situation either came with-
in the sphere of the —eastern or western —Roman Universum, or touched on the
ideological, political and cultural sphere of the Eastern RomanEmpire (Byzantium)
and Western Europe ruled by the Carolingians. Both Rome and Western Europe
were interested in the inclusion of the Slav states, which were situated between
them, within their spheres of influence. From the second half of the 9th century,
the Papacy in Rome under Nicholas | and John VIII had striven to strengthen the
idea of the Christian Universum Romanum, and to give it superiority over the Im-
perium Romanum both in the West and in the East. Many of the European sover-
eigns, including those of the Slav countries (Moravia, Bulgaria, Croatia), began to
realise that the Papacy, over and above their neighbouring Byzantine or Frankish
emperors and kings, would and could afford a kind of protection against any
threat on the part of those neighbours. The Papacy’s intentions to exalt itself to a
position of superiority in European affairs both in spiritualibus and in temporali-
busf on the one hand, and the striving of many European sovereigns and states to
secure their positions against the mighty empires, on the other hand, led to the
rise of the institution known as the Roman or papal protection.

The problems of the protection or patronage have been dealt with by vari-
ous authors: A. Blumenstock |, C. Daux2, K. Jordan3, E. Eichmann4, G. le Brass5,
W. UllmanrL6 et al. As for the Slav countries, the papal protection granted to Po-
land at the end of the 10th century is the best known (cf. G. Labuda, St. K¢tr-
zynski, L. Kolankowski, J. Widajewicz, Z. Sulowski, W. Hejnosz, K. Buczek, B.
Kirbisébwna, H. Lowmianski)7 . The protections of Bulgaria, Croatia and Moravia
have remained less well-known (cf. F. Dvornik8, P. Vaczy 9, L. E. Havlik10), even
though they appeared as early as the 9th century. A Blumenstock considers Mora-
via’s patronage, bestowed by Pope John VIII, to be the first ever granted1l This
patronage was the result of the combined efforts of Swentopluk of Moravia and
Archbishop Methodius.
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Roman patronage for Moravia has just celebrated its 1100th anniversary. It
was granted to Swentopluk at his own request, and is embodied in the Privilege
Industriae tuae, issued in Rome in June 880. The preceding letter from the Regis-
trant Vaticanum is dated June 25th, and so the Moravian Privilege must have fol-
lowed soon afterwards. It is probable that the Privilege was issued on June 29th,
on the feast of the Apostles Peter and Paul, because up to 1131 St Peter was the
solemnly consecrated patron saint of Moravia.

The text of the Privilege, in southern Italian minuscule letters, has been pre-
served in the Registrum Vaticanum | - Registram Johannis VIII PP.f fol. 99-100,
No. 257, and was written in Benevent or at Monte Cassino in the 11th century.
The Register was originally considered to be a copy or excerpt from an older
Register of Monte Cassino12 . Nowadays, historians are convinced that it was drawn
up from even older drafts, which had been found in various fascicles13. Another,
later, copy of the Privilege was recorded in the 16th century 14.

The text of the Privilege has been published several times, by J. D. Mansil5,
A. Bobek 16, J. P. Migne 17, E. Casparl8, G. Friedrich 19, to name but a few. The
photographie reproduction of the text has been published by J. Vajs 20 . The Privi-
lege was most recently published in Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici2l

Various authors have examined the Privilege, e.g. E. Dimmler22, B. Dudik23,
B. Bretholz 24 , and a critical analysis has been made of it by A. Lapobtre 25, F.
Snopek 26, F. Pastrnek 27, F. Dvornik 28 , E. Caspar 29 , who all acknowledge the
authenticity of the text as preserved in the Registrum Vaticanum I. The Privilege
has become a first-class document for the history of the Kingdom of Moravia dur-
ing the last third of the 9th century. Its importance has been emphasised in the
recent works of V. Vanébek 30and by the present author31.

Let us now analyse the contents of the first part of the Privilege. It was ad-
dressed to the dilecto filio Sfentopulcho, glorioso comiti. Swentopluk (originally
Svetopulkl) ruled over Moravia between 871-894 32. He was a contemporary of
Alfred the Great, who, in his Orosian Chorography, made Moravia the focal point
of Central Europe 33 . Swentopluk expanded Moravia into an empire known as
Great Moravia34.

In the Privilege he is addressed as the dilectus filius of the Papacy. The pre-
vious year he had been called the carissimus filius3 The same appellation was used
by the Papacy of Berengar, the Margrave of Friauli, in 87936, and of Michael, the
King of Bulgaria, in 879 Branimir, the Prince of Croatia, was also proclaimed
the beloved and dearest son, in 879 and 881-238. They were all the filii spirituales
of the Pope, as were Alfred the Great39and Swentopluk of Moravia. Unfortunate-
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ly, we have no precise date for the papal adoptio filialis of Swentopluk {circa 879)
as we have in the case of Boso of Provence40, or Guy of Spoleto41. The same ap-
pellation of the dilectus/dilectissimus, carissimus et spiritualis filius was also used'
of the kings of Francia: Louis the German 42, Carlomann43, Louis 11144, Charles
1145, Charles 11146 , of the Roman emperors of that time in the East (Michael 11147,
Basilius 148 ) and of those of the West (Charles Il and 111 49). In the second half
of the 9th century the Church of Rome was declared the mater of all the other
churches and the Pope represented the pater and summus princeps super omnem
terrain, or the father and the supreme sovereign over all secular princes, including
the emperors 50.

Tire title gloriosus comes applied to Swentopluk has also been a matter for
investigation. Swentopluk is differently titled in various sources. We meet the
terms: gloriosus princeps 51 or archon52, rex53, kun¢dzi54, malik or even shahin-
shah 55 The east-Frankish annalists made some use of the term dux56 , which may
perhaps have appeared comprehensible from their point of view, but it did not cor-
respond to the status of the Moravian sovereigns and seems to indicate a certain
bias. The papal term comes did not have the same significance as the term ‘count’
{grafio) of the Frankish administration. It referred to a member of the papal comi-
tatusy which was composed of “the beloved and dearest sons” of the Papacy. The
papal comitatus or council of selected secular sovereigns was an honorary institu-
tion with no genuine function. An analogous model may be seen in the emperor’s
personal council {konsistorion hagion) in Constantinople. Its members were called
comités, consistorii or kometes and addressed as gloriosi in common with the em-
peror’s highest dignitaries. The highest dignitaries of the Senate were also ad-
dressed in this way 57 by the Papacy, as were Lambert of Spoleto, Boso of Pro-
vence, Berengar of Friauli, Pandolf of Capua, Guy of Spoleto and Zdeslav and Bra-
nimir of Croatia 58 . These were all the spirituales filii of the Papacy and some of
them later became kings or even emperors.

The papal letter, properly speaking, was an answer to a request by Swento-
pluk of Moravia for Roman patronage. The petition was presented in Rome by the
leader of the Moravian mission, Methodius, the Archbishop of Pannonia-Moravia.
He was accompanied by Zemizhizm, the secular leader of the mission and one of
the foremost noblemen at the Moravian court, who was called to be loyal (fidelis)
to his sovereign. All the other Moravian noblemen {nobiles viri) mentioned in the
Privilege were also loyal to Swentopluk. Other contemporary sources name them
primateSy optimates, velimoéi (the great men), éestivi i dobrorodni moéi (the hon-
ourable and high-born men)59. The highest rank among them was occupied by the
dukes {principes) 60 , the vassal rulers or governors of the provinces of Great Mora-
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via and the members of the Moymirean dynasty. Many noblemen held a position

of primary or secondary command. The literary sources refer to the drugi (amici),

who were the members of the king's council (suveéti) and were therefore called su-
vetiinici 61. Mention is also made of the members of the military, judicial and fi-
nancial administration. The iupani (counts) occupied the chief positions in the

various districts (zupy) . The minor positions were occupied by the kiimeti (ana-
logous to the vicarii, centenarii), who presided over the courts of justice and hence

were called sodiie - iudices. They collected the public rent paid to the sovereign

and ensured the smooth functioning of public services and works63. The members

of the suite —the mcii distinii¢ acdi (the men of the royal entourage) —and his

personal attendants - slugi (clientes) and otroci (familiares) - belonged to the sov-
ereign’s executive, which consisted of nobles and officials 64 . All officials were

loyal (yérinii - fideles) to their sovereign.

The term populus tuus (i.e. Swentopluk’s) or populus terrae tuae (i.e.Mora-
viae) mentioned in the Privilege and in the papal letter Quia te zelo fidei (885) re-
ferred primarily to all loyal men 65 . Secondly, the term populus (lyudiie) em-
braced all the free people of Moravia. They were named svotjodmii, prostii lyudiie
- simplex populus66, lyudiie MoraviStii (the Moravian people), lyudiie stranii Mo-
raviskiicht (the people of the Moravian countries) 67 . The majority of these were
the peasantry, who paid their public rent in kind, service and labour. Other cate-
gories of the feudal dependent people of Moravia are mentioned in the literary
sources: the diilinici (the men who must pay back the loan), the dutinici (the
people who serve the Church), the mezdmici (the loan-workers), the svobodinici
(the released slaves). A great number of slaves (rabi - mancipia, duloi) in Moravia
are also mentioned. They worked on the estates (sela - curtes), which belonged
to the dynasty, or were the properties (proprietates) or tenancies (possessions) of
the aristocracy68.

The extraordinary characterisation of Swentopluk as the unicus filius (the
only son) of the Papacy deserves special mention. The same designation was also
applied to Swentopluk by Pope Stephen V (V1)69. A sovereign”became the “spe-
cial” or the “only son” because he had been selected by the Papacy for a higher
position. Comparing all the other patronages or protections of the 9th-1 1th centu-
ries, we have ascertained that the term unicus filius is not encountered with res-
pect to the sovereigns of Bulgaria and Croatia, nor to those of Poland and Hun-
gary. Swentopluk appears to have been the only Slav sovereign to be awarded this
title. W, Ullmann expresses the view that the designation specialis or unicus filius
could be applied to the Roman emperors only, or to the few individual sovereigns,
perhaps, who had been selected as candidates for that supreme secular dignity70.
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Only Boso of Provence, Louis Ill, Guy and Lambert of Spoleto and Berengar of
Friauli are mentioned as such in Western Europe during the 9th century. Three of
them did indeed become emperors7l . Swentopluk’s candidacy, however, did not
result in Iris imperial promotion. Though this seems curious for that time, we must
take into account that the papal council, reflected in the term unicus filius, exis-
ted with good reason in the period when no Western Roman emperor existed at ah
(877-881). Pope Stephen V (VI) also used the same appellation of King Swento-
pluk a second time. At that period the Pope was seeking aid and new candidates

for imperial dignity against the still-ruling emperor Charles 111, and Swentopluk

was to be enlisted as one of them. The papal application of such a special term to

Swentopluk may also reveal unexpressed political aims on the part of the Papacy

with respect to the Carolingians in the Western Roman Empire72.

The Roman patronage sanctioned the independence of Swentopluk and all
his realm of Great Moravia situated within the Roman Universum and on equal
terms with the Roman Empires. Swentopluk of Moravia, as the unicus filius, began
to play one of the most important roles in papal politics. It is no wonder that the
Roman Papacy sanctioned Swentopluk’s royal dignity73 . The Moravian term ku-
n¢dzi, applied to all Moravian sovereigns and to other minor rulers too, was origi-
nally equivalent to the German chuning and to the Latin rex. The European uni-
versalistic trends, however, brought a stabilised hierarchical system (emperor —
king —duke) into being, and in Moravia there originated a new equivalent for the
Latin rex, namely kirali74 In the course oftime, the European sovereigns became
desirous of obtaining the sanctioning of their theocratic and hereditary royal dig-
nities by the world’s supreme spiritual power —the Papacy. Such a sanctioning
miglit strengthen their rule and significance.

The first part of the Privilege comprises Swentopluk’s petition and the papal
granting of the patronage. Inspired by divine grace (divina gratia), Swentopluk
asked the Pope to grant the Patronage of St Peter and the Holy See to him, to his
noblemen and to all the people of Moravia, because he, Swentopluk, had decided
to be the most devoted son of his patrons St Peter and the Holy See. He wished to
have them as his only patrons, with no secular sovereign (including the emperors)
as intermediary. Swentopluk’s words indicated that he, Iris nobles and the people
of Iris country commended themselves to the Roman Papacy. The Pope was satis-
fied by the petition: through the power of his office he granted the Apostles’ pat-
ronage to Swentopluk, his “only son”, and to all Swentopluk’s allegiants, and
promised to help Swentopluk to overcome all his enemies. This was the gist and
main substance of the Privilege 75 . The patronatus, auditorium and defensio it
mentions were reconfirmed to King Swentopluk by Pope Stephen V (VI1)76.
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Only a few European sovereigns asked for Roman patronage. We can men-
tion King Michael of Bulgaria, who commended himself to the Pope under the pat-
ronage and the protection of St Peter in 878-879 77. The protection and tutorship
of the Roman Church were granted to Emperor Charles 11, the Bald; to Louis II,
the Stammerer; to Louis Il and Carlomann, the Kings of West Francia, in 88278.
Roman protection and patronage were acquired by Zdeslav and Branimir, the Prin-
ces of Croatia in 879 and 881-2 79. The papal Apostolic and Roman patronage 80
in no way reduced the position and strength of these sovereigns, even though they
were subordinate to the spiritual power of the Vicar of St Peter81. On the contrary,
it was a significant and strengthening promotion for them. Their relationship with
Rome was accompanied by a notional obligation of military and diplomatic aid
expressed through an honorary charge —the denarius of St Peter82.

The Roman patronage gave Moravia an essentially strengthened position in
Central Europe and against the Frankish pretensions in particular. Unfortunately,
only a few historians have realised the real meaning of the patronage - e.g. E.
Diimmler83 , M. Biidinger84, B. Bretholz85, V. Novotny 86, L. Hauptmann87 and
F. Dvornik 88 . The significance of it escaped Z. Dittrich89. H. Lowmianski com-
pares it to the Dagome ludex and believes the patronage was granted to Moravia as
a personal favour 90, in spite of the fact that the Privilege concerned all the noble-
men and people of Swentopluk’s country, in addition to Swentopluk himself. The
importance of the patronage was recently referred to by V. Vanééek9l and the
author of the present article has analysed the patronage and compared it with
other protections of the 9th-1 1th centuries and emphasised its significance92.

At a later period, i.e. the end of the 9th and beginning of the 10th centuries,
the Roman patronage took on the character of St Peter’s fief. Such was the case
with Poland (register Dagome ludex), Croatia (1076) and Hungary (1074 —reg-
num Hungariae sanctae Romanae ecclesiae proprium est)93. The so-called Aposto-
lic Rights of the first Hungarian kings are strongly reminiscent of the Apostolic
Privilege granted to Moravia 94, since for Rome, Hungary became the successor of
the Kingdom of Moravia in the basin of the middle Danube.

The first and most important part of the Privilege concerns the international
political situation of the State of Moravia in Europe, and the political aspect of
Moravia’s relationship with the Roman Papacy and its attitude towards the Ro-
man emperors —with no reference at all to the kings of East Francia. This was
emphasised by the fact that Swentopluk passed over all temporal sovereigns, that
the papal patronage was granted directly and without any intermediation, and
that the Papacy intended to aid Swentopluk in all worldly affairs against his adver-
saries.
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This first part of the Privilege, of the greatest importance for the secular his-
tory of Moravia during the last third of the 9th century, is followed by the second
part, which is devoted to Moravia’s ecclesiastical history. This part had the same
importance for the Church of Moravia as the first part had for the State of Mora-
via. No wonder that most historians hold it to be the main substance of the Privi-
lege % . Since the second part of the Privilege has been frequently dealt with and
is not the subject of our examination here, the following survey of its contents
may suffice to present the Privilege as a whole.

We read about Methodius’ professio fidei in Rome and about the approba-
tion of his work, which was declared orthodox. Methodius was destined to the
See of Moravia and the privilege of his archiépiscopal dignity, granted as early as
869, was confirmed96. Wiching, elected to the bishopric of Nitra by Swentopluk,
was ordained for that episcopacy. The Pope made a request for another cleric,
who would be suitable to be ordained bishop for another episcopacy established
by Swentopluk. Methodius, with these two bishops, could consecrate and ordain
further bishops, if Swentopluk established further episcopacies in the countries
within his realm, the Empire of Great Moravia. Churchmen of all ranks and of any
nationality, who lived within the limits of Methodius’ province of Great Moravia,
became subordinate to the Archbishop of Moravia.

The province and the archiepiscopacy were called after the name of the ar-
chiépiscopal see in the capital of the country. Many historians up to this day have
considered Veligrad (the ancient agglomeration on the site of Staré Mésto,Uher-
ské HradiSté and Sady of today) to be that capital. Veligrad, however, began to
achieve prime importance as late as the end of the 9th and the first half ofthe 10th
centuries. Archaeological excavations render the presumption possible that S\Ngrr]r
topluk only began to build a new and very spacious centre for his empire there
But the original capital of Moravia was disclosed in the ancient agglomeration dis-
covered near the present-day village of Mikulbice ~8. The citadel and the adjacent
network of minor castles and towns was called ineffabilis Rastizi munitio (869),
urbs antiqua Rastizi (871) , i.e. the ancient capital of Rostislaw, who ruled Mora-
via from 846-870. Moravian-Slavonic literary documents might call the ceptreilio

rava or gradu Morava/Marava.The Life of Constantine (appendix in the MS of

Lvov) describes the return of Archbishop Methodius from Rome to Moravia and
differentiates between his arrival in the countries of Moravia (  strany Moravis-
kiic) and his entry into the capital of Moravia (do ), where the sovereign
and all the dukes were assembled100 . The capital of Moravia became the new see
of the former Pannonian archiepiscopacy. The autocephalous Moravian Church was
directly subordinate to the Pope in Rome. The Moravian ecclesiastical province
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was divided into a few episcopacies subordinate to the metropolitan archiepisco-
pacy of Moravia. Three episcopacies are mentioned at the end of the 9th century,
which might still have been in existence c. 910101 . The literary sources of the 10th
century mention seven episcopacies up to the time of Archbishop Methodius 102

Only the episcopacy of Nitra, however, can be precisely identified. The seats of
the other two to six episcopacies can only be guessed to have been in the coun-
tries of the Vistulanians, the Silesians, the Bohemians and the Croats (East Bohe-
mia), among the people on the Tisa-Tisza and in Pannonia. Bishop Pilgrim men-
tions the names of four episcopal seats: Speculum luliense-Soriguturum, Nitrava,
Faviana, Vetvar. He supposes that they existed during the 920%103 .

The final part of the Privilege concerns the sphere of culture and liturgy.
Swentopluk was informed by the Pope that the Code of the Church Law {Collec-
tio Dionysiana) had been sent to him104 . The Pope granted the use of the Slavon-
ic alphabet devised by Constantine the Philosopher and gave permission for the
eliturgy to be conducted in the Slavonic language, though some parts of the texts
were to be sung in all the churches in Moravia in Latin. Swentopluk and his judges
(iudices, i.e. the above-mentioned sodiie or kumeti) wer¢ permitted to hear the
Mass in Latin, if they so wished.

The text does not relate what alphabet the Pope meant, but most authors
prefer the view that it is the Glagolitic script that is referred to in the Privilegel05 .
The Slavonic language was the Moravian version of the literary so-called Old Slav-
onic language. The Moravian literary language included particular features of Mo-
ravian speech and it was one of the main characteristics of Moravian nationality of
01d106 .

The Roman Privilege for Moravia, its sense and meaning, can be compared
with similar patronages granted by the Papacy to Bulgaria and to Croatia. The pat-
ronage for Moravia, however, differed from those for Bulgaria and Croatia in some
respects. The Moravian patronage mentioned no servitium as expressed in the Cro-
atian Privilege. In addition, unlike other protections, the Moravian Privilege con-
tained the emphatic assurance that the political relationsnip between Moravia and
Rome involved no other temporal sovereign.

But all the patronages granted contained one common and basic idea as well.
All of them were the consequence of policies made by each country mentioned,
by Byzantium, the Franks and the Papacy, which was the chief universalistic and
ideological factor in all of them. The papal patronage of the 9th century meant
not only ideological protection for the respective countries, but also —and this is
to be emphasised —it was the politically and internationally valid approbation
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and sanctioning of all the sovereigns concerned and of their states against the men-
ace of their powerful neighbours. The patronages chiefly concerned those states
which, by combining their policy with the interests of the Papacy, knew howto
make use of their relationship with it and were strong enough to defend their in-
dependence. In the latter case, they could also afford to give support to Rome if
necessary.

The efforts of the Western Roman Empire to bind the Slav countries were
never fully successful in the case of Moravia. The ambitions of East Francia to
take over the Western Empire’s role towards Moravia after 843 ended in total fail-
ure. Moravia strove to come into contact with the Papacy during the first years of
the pontificate of Nicholas I. After King Rostislaw’s attempt had failed, Moravia
made an alliance with the Eastern Roman Empire (Byzantium) in 863. The alli-
ance was directed against the Franks and the Bulgarians, who had formed a similar
alliance against Moravia and Byzantium. Byzantium could not guarantee Moravia’s
security, however, and the outstanding members of the Byzantine political and
cultural mission to Moravia, Constantine and Methodius, in the name of the Mora-
vian sovereign Rostislaw and his nephew Swentopluk, renewed the Moravian en-
deavour to achieve direct contact with the Papacy, and in this they succeeded.
Moravia established close contact with the Papacy, which confirmed her indepen-
dence within the Roman Universum side by side with the Western Roman Empire
and its kingdoms. Moreover, the Carolingians lost their credit in Croatia, which de-
rived from the worldly auspices of the Western Empire under the spiritual aegis of
the Papacy. East Francia’s policy in Bulgaria proved unsuccessful; Bulgaria fa-
voured the Papacy and eventually came under the auspices of Byzantium. In con-
trast to the failures of the Carolingians, the Papal policies met with success. It was
due both to the striving of the young Slav states to secure their independence on
an international scale, and to the political efforts of Rome to obtain hinterland

and support against the Western Carolingian emperors and kings and against By-
zantium in the East.
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Petre $ Nasturel

IVAN, LE PEINTRE DE VORONEJ

Peindre, c’était, jadis, adresser une priere perpétuelle a Dieu. Aussi les pein-
tres le plus souvent n’ont-ils point signé leurs ceuvres. Ces dernieres du reste ne
leur appartenaient pas: elles étaient 1" «ceuvre» du client, prince ou seigneur, qui
les rétribuait pour leur peine. Les noms des artistes constituent donc des énigmes
qui, depuis ces derniéres années, piquent la curiosité des chercheurs roumains,
pour nous cantonner dans le domaine des antiquités nationales. Monsieur Sorin
Ulea, par exemple, a réussi a identifier le peintre de I’église de Balinecti en la per-
sonne du hiéromoine Gavril, comme aussi I’auteur des peintures de I’église con-
ventuelle de R&8ca, le Grec Stamatélos Kotronas; il a, par ailleurs, confirmé notre
remarque que l’auteur de celles de Humor s’appelait Toma 1 . Personnellement, si
nous avons pressenti que le zoographe Thomas de Suceava nous avait laissé comme
témoignage de son talent les peintures extérieures de I’église du monastere de
Humor, nous avons attiré I’attention sur la présence du nom des artistes qui con-
curent et exécuterent le splendide rideau brodé au type de la Dormition de la Vi-
erge, offert a Putna par Bogdan le Terrible en 1510. Et nous rappellerons aussi la
signature que nous avons relevée sur la trés belle dalle qui recouvre au monastére
de Curtea de Arge§ la tombe du prince Radu de la Afumani2.

Cette fois-ci, nous nous croyons en mesure d’indiquer le nom d’un autre ar-
tiste, et non des moindres, celui dont le pinceau s’est immortalisé anonymement,
si je peux m’exprimer ainsi, en décorant |’extérieur de VVorone”™ en 1547.

Alors que Toma avait apposeé, en 1535, son nom au-dessus de la téte du cava-
lier qui, lance sur feutre, se précipite impétueusement hors de Constantinople pour
attaquer I’ennemi, I’artiste principal de Vorone| a, lui, noté le sien dans I'un des pan-
neaux du cycle de la Passion de saint Jean le Nouveau, patron delaMoldavie. Dans
I'une des scenes finales de cette suite peinte, je déchiffre en effet un nom mysté-
rieux: MeaHb (IVANU).

Ou? A droite de la scene de la décapitation du martyr par les Tatars. Regar-
dez: entre I’épaule du cavalier et I’encolure du cheval qui traine derriére lui le corps
pantelant de saint Jean, on apercoit un édicule au toit en forme de champignon et,
dans I’embrasure de la porte de cette étrange batisse, on reconnait sans peine des
lettres cyrilliques joliment tracées en grandes majuscules blanches 3 . Ces lettres,
qui forment le nom que nous venons de signaler, sont du méme type que celles des
Iégendes qui désignent les scénes elles-mémes, mais plus petites 4 .
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Or, ce ne peut étre la le nom du martyr, qui s’appelle Jean —Ilon, loan —
dans toutes les illustrations des divers épisodes de sa passion. Je crois me souvenir
qu’un chercheur a pensé autrefois que ce nom (qu’il fut le premier a observer) de-
vait servir a désigner la prison ou le martyr avait été enfermé avant d’étre Uvré a
ses bourreaux 5 . Mais cette théorie n’a eu aucun succeés en raison de son inconsis-
tence. Et j’imagine que personne ne viendra soutenir que le nom d’lvan était celui
du cavalier tatar!

Alors, quelle meilleure explication fournir de ce nom, sinon d’y voir celui-la
méme qu’a porté le Maitre de Voronet6 . C’est donc sans la moindre hésitation,
d’un seul trait de plume, que nous communiquons notre point de vue aux spécial-
istes de la peinture médiévale roumaine.

Encore un mot: que I’on n’aille pas croire ou soutenir, sur la foi de ce nom,
que ce grand artiste était slave. Bien des Roumains —boyards ou petits gens - ont
porté le prénom de Jean sous la forme Ivan 7 .Et notre peintre avait manifeste-
ment le culte de saint Jean de Suceava, qu’il devait considérer non seulement com-
me le protecteur de sa patrie, mais aussi comme son propre patron. Quel motif
autrement l’aurait poussé a choisir précisément une scéne du cycle de sa Passion
pour y placer sa signature, si visible et si discréte tout a la fois, signature plongée
dans I’oubh et I’inattention depuis quatre cents ans et plus?

Pour reprendre, en I’'adaptant, I’expression d’un chercheur de Bucarest a
propos d’un autre peintre 8, Ivan de VVoroneJ mérite pleinement de figurer au pan-
théon des gloires nationales roumaines.

Athénes, 1974

Il me faut signaler encore que sur une icbne de Bulgarie du début du XVlle
siecle je viens de lire, entre I’'extrémité des doigts de la main bénissante du Christ
Pantokrator et le livre qu’il tient de I’autre, ce nom tracé en lettres slaves d’or: Ili-
ja. Cet Ilija (Elie) est manifestement |’artiste bulgare qui peignit I’icone. A I'instar
de I’ap6tre Jean qui aimait a reposer sa téte sur la poitrine du Divin Maitre, llija a
tenu a reposer lui aussi sur le cceur du Christ, en inscrivant, avec la hardiesse que
donne I'ingénuité, son nom sur la poitrine méme du Sauveur. Cette icdne provient
de I ’iconostase de I’église des Saints-Théodores, de Dobarsko. J’ignore si les savants
bulgares ont retenu le nom d’llija et comment ils ont expliqué sa présence en un
endroit aussi insolite 9 . Ce sont, naturellement, les signatures de Toma de Humor
et de Ivan de Vorone( qui m’ont mené a cette interprétation. Signaléra-t-on d’au-
tres exemplaires analogues?

Paris, 26 mars 1976
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1. S. Ulea, Gavril ieromonahul, autorul frescelor de la Balinesti, dans le vol. Cultura mol-
doveneasca in timpul lui Gtefan cel Mare. Culegere de studii mgrifita de M. Berza, Bucarest
1964, p. 419-461; idem, Un peintre grec en Moldavie au XVle siecle: Stamatélos Kotronas,
Revue roumaine d'histoire de Vart, VII, 1970, p. 13-26; idem, Originea semnificafia idéolo-
gies a picturii exterioare moldovenesti, I, Studii y cercetari de istoria artei, X/I, 1963, p. 72-
73 (cf. a ce propos V. Dragut, Humor, Bucarest 1973, p. 32 et aussi p. 40, n. 75 de réd.roum.).

2. P. S. Nasturel, Urmarile caderii Jarigradului pentru Biserica roméaneasca, Mitropolia
Olteniei, X1/7-2, 1959, p. 72, n. 102; idem, Date noi asupra unor odoare de la méanéstirea Put-
na, Romanoslavica, 111, 1958, p. 152 (I’un des artistes du voile de Putna s’appelle indubitable-
ment Zosima; les noms des deux autres font encore difficulté: lonfi (?) et, peut-étre, Mardarie);
idem, Ctiri marunte despre citeva monumente istorice, Sesiunea ctiinfifica a Directfei Monu-
mentelor istorice, lanuarie 1963, p. 143 (j’hésitais alors entre Mihail ou Mihnea: de fait I’em-
ploi d’une abréviation - MHX - plaide en faveur du premier de ces noms pour le sculpteur
d’Arge$).

3. Une bonne reproduction dans Maria-Ana Musicescu et S. Ulea, Voronef, 2e éd. fran-
caise, Bucarest 1971, pl. 43.

4. lbidem, pl. 37 (translation des reliques de saint Jean a Suceava) et pl. 39 (funérailles
du martyr). Derniére étude de la Vie de saint Jean mis a mort non pas a Cetatea Alba (comme
on le croit communément depuis des siécles en Moldavie) mais en Crimée d’ou Alexandre le
Bon fit venir ses reliques a prix d’or: P. $. Nasturel, Une prétendue ceuvre de Grégoire Tsam-
blak: «Le martyre de saint Jean le Nouveau», Actes du Premier Congres International des E-
tudes balkaniques et sud-est européennes, VII (Littérature - ethnographie - folklore), Sofia
1971, p. 345-351 (voir aussi p. 353-358 la longue polémique qui me mit alors aux prises avec
le Prof. P. Penev).

5. Il y a de longues années que j’ai lu a Bucarest I’étude de O. Lufia, Legenda sfintului
loan cel Nou de la Suceava n pictura de la VVoronet, Godrul Cosminului, I, Cernaut 1924, qui
renferme, je crois, cette observation.

6. 1l est significatif de remarquer que, de méme que Toma placa sa signature dans le cycle
de I’Acathiste et du siége de Constantinople, de méme Ivan apposa la sienne dans celui du
martyre de saint Jean qui, ainsi que I’a montré S. Ulea, remplit un réle identique dans la pré-
paration idéologique des Roumains a la lutte contre les Turcs, mais dans un autre contexte
d’événements historiques. C’est ce détail et ce parallélisme qui me fait considérer lvan comme
le principal des artistes qui décorérent VoroneJ, a I'instar du réle qui revient a Toma dans la
peinture de Humor.

Pour mémoire toutefois, je rappellerai que des savants comme E. Kozak, V. Podlacha et
O. Lu(ia ont cru que le peintre de Vorone( avait nom Marko: ce personnage apparait mention-
né dans une inscription peinte a I’extérieur de I’église, au-dessous du portrait du métropolite
Grégoire Ro8ca, et il y est appelé «pristav» (v. G. Bals, Bisericile moldovenesti din veacul al
XVI-lea. 1527-1582, Bucarest 1928, p. 320). En fait, ce terme qui a dérouté la recherche est
I’équivalent d’un autre, répandu surtout en Valachie, «ispravnic». 1l s’applique a la personne
désignée par le fondateur pour faire exécuter les travaux qu’il a décidés et pour veiller a ce
que les magons, peintres et autres artisans aient le nécessaire, conformément a leur contrat.
C’est donc une sorte de surveillant. Marko (et pourquoi ne pas I’appeler en roumain Marcu?)
dut étre un moine - I’inscription précise qu’il servit a ce saint couvent de Voronef - désigné
par le métropolite pour s’occuper de tous les problemes matériels relatifs a la peinture de I’e-
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glise a I’extérieur et peut-étre méme aussi de ceux relatifs a I’adjonction du nouvel exonarthex.
Tel fut le cas d’Andonie, du monastere de Bisericani, a qui incomberent tous les tracas de con-
struction d’une tour, d’un réfectoire et de la couverture de I’église du monastere voisin de Pan-
garati, en 1642 (voir G. Bals, op. cit., p. 348). Dans la Vie de Vlad VEmpaleur le mot «pristav»
désigne les représentants du sultan: le texte dans P. P. Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-romane din
sec. XV-XVI, Bucarest’ 1959, p. 201, ligne 18. En bulgare, le mot signifie encore «prépose,
commissaire»; en russe c’est le commissaire de police. Le pristav, ou Vispravnic, des Roumains
était donc un représentant légal d’une autorité, un fondé de pouvoir.

7. N. A. Constantinescu, Dicfionar onomastic romanesc, Bucarest 1963, p. 83.

8. V. Drégut, Drago¢ Coman, le maitre des fresques d Arbore, Bucarest 1969, p. 33 (je ne
voudrais pas faire de peine a Monsieur Dragig, ni aux autres historiens d’art roumains, mais je
ne puis les suivre quand ils indiquent Drago§ Coman comme I’auteur des peintures d’Arbure.
Je reviendrai prochainement sur cette question).

9. Une reproduction de cette icone dans le catalogue Icones bulgares 1Xe-X1Xe siécles,
Musée du Petit Palais, 16 mars - 13 juin 1976, photo 41 (on y distingue assez bien le nom
d’llija) et texte explicatif en regard ou I’on cite A. Boschkov, Die bulgarische Volkkunst, Reck-
linghausen 1971.

QUAND MOURUT MATHIEU DE MYRE?

Mathieu de Myre, le savant métropolite qui vit le jour en Epire, & Pogoniani,
appartient aussi bien a I'histoire du patriarcat de Constantinople, qu’a celle de
I’Eglise orthodoxe d’un peu partout. A Moscou & la fin du XVle siécle, puis a
Lvov (Lemberg), en Pologne, en 1600, il ira s’établir en Valachie vers 1602 grace a
I’appui du voévode Radu-Cerban et, 13, il composera au monastere de Dealu dont il
fut fait higoumene, divers ouvrages qui intéressent aussi bien les lettres néo-grec-
ques que lhistoire roumaine 1. Une notice laissée par son frere Isaris Angelatos
nous a conservé I’année de sa mort: 7132, 7e indiction, soit donc I’an 1624, wu
gue Mathieu vivait encore le 17 mars de ladite année, a Dealu.

Cette information figure sur un liturgiaire copié par le métrcipolite a I'inten-
tion de Sainte-Anne sur I’Athos. En voici la partie finale2:.. . émewn 0€ €K
10U Biou METOOTACTIAPTYYEIAEV NIV

loapng 6 AyyeAdtog ev 'étel EpAB' ivd.  Zuyxwpnoate etc. etc.

Une récente découverte en Roumanie et qui, publiée qu’elle est dans une re-
vue locale de faible circulation (pour ne pas dire valachica non legunturi), vient
préciser a point nommé le jour de son trépas: le 14 avril 1624.

Cest sur la facade de la belle église du couvent Saint-Nicolas-de-Dealu (i.e.
de la Colline), tout pres de Targovi*te, la capitale d’alors de la Valachie, qu’une main
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inconnue calligraphia a la peinture rouge plusieurs inscriptions, dont une concerne
directement cette gloire de I’Epire.

Nous croyons bon de reproduire ici le déchiffrement de Monsieur Radu
Gioglovan, longtemps directeur du Musée de Targovi“te, quitte a y introduire de
menues rectifications en raison, vraissmblablement, d’erreurs d’impression. Avec
lui, nous retiendrons que le texte est surmonté d’une grande croix a trois bras,
flanquée des lettres INIII (en slavon Jésus de Nazareth, roi des Juifs) et 12 XZ
NIKA3 . Je suppose que ladite inscription fut placée a hauteur de I’endroit ou 1’on
ensevelit I'higouméne de Dealu. Elle était destinée a conserver son souvenir et a
marquer I’emplacement approximatif de sa tombe. En voici maintenant la teneur,
encore qu’il soit facheux que les intempéries I’aient altérée par endroits:

NPUCTaBU ca BAWKEHUWDBHWNUH r(o.) c(no)a(n) Hb wTyb Moafol
M itpomOAIT UNPUANCKHN C___]Kb BEyHeMb LWBUTENEMb Bb
nbto -(PAB u(b)c(e)uya anpini gHM OY Bb OHW Bnaroye
ctu[earo 1w JSine3aHapo6] BoeBof CHb Pagcnrn BoeBOA[...]
yecTb Bbcerpgaf[...] kxko [...])XHabu mano[...]x nnaka

[...1.

La découverte de M. Gioglovan nous livre donc I’essentiel de ce qui manquait
encore pour clore la biographie de celui qui recopia et embellit tant de manuscrits,
qui composa divers écrits a la gloire des saints et qui nous a laissé notamment 1’
lotopia Twv katd tHv OLyypoBAayiav 1€

Nous nous en tiendrons la car notre propos n’était pas de retracer le séjour
en Valachie de Mathieu de Myre. Peut-étre le tenterons-nous a une autre occasion.

Paris 1977

1. Sur Mathieu de Myre il est indispensable de tenir compte des recherches de Demosténe

Russo (+ 1938) reproduites dans ses Studii istoricOpéré postume, I, Bucar

1939, p. 159-179 (voir aussi I'index du tome 11, s. v. ). Utile est également (par exemple pour
la bibliographie roumaine) la notice que lui consacre D. Zamflrescu dans G. Mihailaet D. Zam-

rature néo-hellénique de M. C. Th. Dimaras.

2. La notice est reproduite par D. Russo, op. cit., I, p. 174, d’aprés Spyridon Lauriotes et
Sophronios Eustratiadés, Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts in the Library of the Laura on
Mount Athos, Cambridge 1925, p. 81, no 530 (E 68). Une autre notice p. 393, no 2108

Russo, p. 173) atteste que Mathieu était encore en vie le 17 mars 1624 au monastére de

Dealu, d ou il envoyait une liturgie de saint Jean Chrysostome recopiée de samain, aux moines
athonites de Pantokrator.
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glise a I’extérieur et peut-étre méme aussi de ceux relatifs a I’adjonction du nouvel exonarthex.
Tel fut le cas d’Andonie, du monastere de Bisericani, a qui incombérent tous les tracas de con-
struction d’une tour, d’un réfectoire et de la couverture de I’église du monastére voisin de Pan-
garati, en 1642 (voir G. Bals, op. cit., p. 348). Dans la Vie de Vlad I'Empaleur le mot «pristav»
désigne les représentants du sultan: le texte dans P. P. Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-roméane din
sec. XV-XVI, Bucarest 1959, p. 201, ligne 18. En bulgare, le mot signifie encore «préposé,
commissaire»; en russe c’est le commissaire de police. Le pristav, ou Yispravnic, des Roumains
était donc un représentant légal d’une autorité, un fondé de pouvoir.

7. N. A. Constantinescu, Dicfionar onomastic romanesc, Bucarest 1963, p. 83.

8. V. Dragut, Dragoq Coman, le maitre des fresques d Arbore, Bucarest 1969, p. 33 (je ne
voudrais pas faire de peine a Monsieur DraguJ, ni aux autres historiens d’art roumains, mais je
ne puis les suivre quand ils indiquent Drago§ Coman comme |’auteur des peintures d’Arbure.
Je reviendrai prochainement sur cette question).

9. Une reproduction de cette icone dans le catalogue Icones bulgares IXe-X1Xe siécles,
Musée du Petit Palais, 16 mars - 13 juin 1976, photo 41 (on y distingue assez bien le nom
d’llija) et texte explicatif en regard ou I’on cite A. Boschkov, Die bulgarische Volkkunst, Reck-
linghausen 1971.

QUAND MOURUT MATHIEU DE MYRE?

Mathieu de Myre, le savant métropolite qui vit le jour en Epire, a Pogoniani,
appartient aussi bien a I’histoire du patriarcat de Constantinople, qu’a celle de
I’Eglise orthodoxe d’un peu partout. A Moscou a la fin du XVle siécle, puis &
Lvov (Lemberg), en Pologne, en 1600, il ira s’établir en Valachie vers 1602 grace a
I’appui du voévode Radu-8erban et, Ia, il composera au monastere de Dealu dont il
fut fait higoumene, divers ouvrages qui intéressent aussi bien les lettres néo-grec-
ques que lhistoire roumaine 1. Une notice laissée par son frere Isaris Angelatos
nous a conservé I’année de sa mort: 7132, 7e indiction, soit donc I’an 1624, vu
que Mathieu vivait encore le 17 mars de ladite année, a Dealu.

Cette information figure sur un liturgiaire copié par le métropolite a Pinten-

tion de Sainte-Anne sur I’Athos. En voici la partie finale :.. . 6e ek
10U Biov METAOTAC TapnyyeiAev AuivooBuTNY
‘evoal AQIEPWOEV auTo¢ idicieN)uom, KOA On 60 adEAQOC auToU

"loapng o 'AyyeAdtog év etel EpAB ' ivd. T ZuyxwpnooTte etc. etc.

Une récente découverte en Roumanie et qui, publiée qu’elle est dans une re-
vue locale de faible circulation (pour ne pas dire valachica non leguntur!), vient
préciser a point nommeé le jour de son trépas: le 14 avril 1624.

C’est sur la fagade de la belle église du couvent Saint-Nicolas-de-Dealu (i.e.
de la Colline), tout prés de Targovi“te, la capitale d’alors de la Valachie, qu’une main
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inconnue calligraphia a la peinture rouge plusieurs inscriptions, dont une concerne
directement cette gloire de I’Epire.

Nous croyons bon de reproduire ici le déchiffrement de Monsieur Radu
Gioglovan, longtemps directeur du Musée de Targovi~te, quitte a y introduire de
menues rectifications en raison, vraisemblablement, d’erreurs d’impression. Avec
lui, nous retiendrons que le texte est surmonté d’une grande croix a trois bras,
flanquée des lettres INIII (en slavon Jésus de Nazareth, roi des Juifs) et 1Z XZ
NIKA . Je suppose que ladite inscription fut placée a hauteur de I’endroit ou I'on
ensevelit I’'higoumeéne de Dealu. Elle était destinée a conserver son souvenir et a
marquer I’emplacement approximatif de sa tombe. En voici maintenant la teneur,
encore qu’il soit facheux que les intempéries I’aient altérée par endroits:

npucTtaBu ca BnaxeHHbHwnH r(0.) c(no}a(n) He wtub Maldei”
WTPONOTT MHPHAUCKUN [...]Kb BeyHeub WBHTENEUb Bb
Ahto -¢pMB u(h)c(e)ga ampra®l gHM OY B [AHWM BRaroye
ctu[Baro 1w Nne3aHgpo6] BoeBoA CHb Paaova BoOeBOA[.--..]
vecTb Bbcerpgal[...] H\ko [,..]xmabn nano[...]x nnaka
[---1.

La découverte de M. Gioglovan nous livre donc I’essentiel de ce qui manquait
encore pour clore la biographie de celui qui recopia et embellit tant de manuscrits,
qui composa divers écrits a la gloire des saints et qui nous a laissé notamment 1
lotopia TV Katd tnv OuyypoPiayiav T

Nous nous en tiendrons la car notre propos n’était pas de retracer le séjour
en Valachie de Mathieu de Myre. Peut-étre le tenterons-nous a une autre occasion.

Paris 1977

1. Sur Mathieu de Myre il est indispensable de tenir compte des recherches de Demosténe
Russo (+ 1938) reproduites dans ses Studii istorice greco-romane. Opéré postume, I, Bucarest
1939, p. 159-179 (voir aussi I'index du tome II, s. v. ). Utile est également (par exemple pour
la bibliographie roumaine) la notice que lui consacre D. Zamfirescu dans G. Mihailaet D. Zam-
firescu, Literature romana veche (1402-1647), Il, (Bucarest 1969), p. 226-233. Cela sans pré-
judice des ouvrages classiques consacrés a la littérature néo-grecque, telle YHistoire de la litté-
rature néo-hellénique de M. C. Th. Dimaras.

2. La notice est reproduite par D. Russo, op. cit., I, p. 174, d’aprés Spyridon Lauriotes et
Sophronios Eustratiadées, Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts in the Library ofthe Laura on
Mount Athos, Cambridge 1925, p. 81, no 530 (E 68). Une autre notice (ibid., p. 393, no 2108

Russo, p. 173) atteste que Mathieu était encore en vie le 17 mars 1624 au monastére de
Dealu, d’ou il envoyait une liturgie de saint Jean Chrysostome recopiée de samain, aux moines
athonites de Pantokrator.

43



Petre & Nasturel

3. R. Gioglovan, Inscripjii inédite de la ménastiiea Dealu, Studia valachica (1), Tirgovi§te

1970, p. 169-170. 1l est facheux que M. Gioglovan ne précise pas la longueur des lacunes, qu’il
indique systématiquement par trois points entre crochets droits, que nous avons du reproduire.
Les deux princes mentionnés dans la notice sont Alexandre I’Enfant, voévode de Valachie
(1623-1627) et son pere Radu-Mihnea, qui, apres avoir régné sur ce pays en 1611, puis de 1620
a 1623, laissa son trone a son fils pour aller occuper celui de Moldavie, sur lequel il mourut
(1623-1626).

A PROPOS DE LA CHRONIQUE MURALE DE SUCEAVA

A I'intérieur de I’ancienne église métropolitaine de Saint-Georges, a Suceava,
on lit, en lettres d’or, une courte chronique slavonne, dont voici la teneurl:

B KOnYa kg cta Ha rocnoacteo 1w NeTpb BoeBofja. B
nbnu FOwa Kg noKpy LUPbKLLB MUTPONOLWG W CbTBOPU

M KIoNWTHAU3 1 npueege u cBATarw ViH $ umntpononl$.

B b5 '(¢i BOYa na, poan ca CredaH BOeBOAa, ,CblHb
Metpa BoeBOAaW. W mokkl B Abnu TOn deBp$pla B, Cb Mo-
MOLN K> BoX eto, nNpuUHecOLT exidi CKUMTPO Wwr uapb Thpe-
ukaro m nova”™a Cb Ha rocnoAcTBO PJIKOM MNP bLUCBALLEHHArO
Wwrbka Haweto, Kvp [lewpna MwBWIOBHya , MUTPOMNOAUTA
Bbcen “ennn MUU14aBOKOW.

«En 7082 f = Van 1574), le 24juillet monta sur le trone lo Pierre le voévode.
L’an 7097 (= 1589), le 24 juin il fit recouvrir I’église métropolitaine et il fit faire
aussi le clocher et il fit transporter aussi (les reliques de) saint Jean2 a I’église mét-
ropolitaine.

L’an 7092 (= 1584), le 31 juillet est né le voévode Etienne, fils du voévode
Pierre. Et encore, I’an 7098 ( = 1590), le 2 février, avec I’aide de Dieu lui fut ap-
porté I’étendard de la part de I’empereur turc et il recut Ponction princiére de la
main de notre trés saint Pére Mgr Georges Movilovitch3 , métropolite de tout le
Pays moldave».

On n’a pas observé jusqu’ici que ce sacre princier ne concerne pas la personne
du prince Pierre le Boiteux, mais son jeune fils Etienne 4. En effet, Pierre régna a
trois reprises sur la Moldavie: d’abord, du 14 juin 1574 au 23 novembre 1577; puis
de janvier 1578 au 21 novembre 1579 et, enfin, aprés le 2 septembre 1582 et jus-
qu’au 19 aolt 15915. Au cours de ce troisieme et dernier régne Pierre s’associa
son fils Etienne, le 18 décembre 1589 6. Celui-ci n’avait que cing ans et demi. La
cérémonie du sacre avait déja été, selon la coutume, pratiquée pour Pierre lors de
son premier régne. Celle mentionnée dans la chronique murale de Suceava avait
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donc pour but de bien asseoir I'héritage de I’'enfant au cas ol son pére viendrait a
perdre la couronne par décés ou par suite de la disgrace du sultan. Mais quand,
I’année suivante, le voévode dut s’enfuir de Moldavie et se réfugia au Tyrol, Etienne
partagea son sort.

Pour donner plus de faste a la cérémonie du sacre du tout jeune prince as-
socié a la couronne paternelle on choisit une grande féte, le Chandeleur —en rou-
main intdmpinarea Domnului ou, en slavon, Stretenie —qui tombe, on le sait, le 2
février. Féte de la Présentation de I’'Enfant-Jésus au Temple par Ses parents, la cé-
rémonie de 1590 devenait symboliquement aussi celle de la présentation de I’en-
fant princier 7, par son pere a ses sujets dans le temple par excellence de la Molda-
vie, la cathédrale métropolitaine.

Cette coincidence ne saurait étre fortuite 8 . Elle lévera les doutes des cher-
cheurs qui seraient tentés de croire que Pierre le Boiteux recut I’onction sacrée a
peine alors.

Paris

1. D’apres E. Kozak, Die Inschriften aus der Bukovina. Epigraphische Beitrage zur Quel-
lenkutide des Landes- und Kirchengeschichte. 1. Teil. Steininschriften, Vienne 1903, p. 134,
note 3; et P. P. Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-romane din sec. XV-XVI, Bucarest 1959, p. 162-
163 (qui résout tacitement les abréviations transcrites telles quelles par Kozak et y adjoint une
traduction roumaine).

2. Saint Jean le Nouveau, patron de la Moldavie, dont les reliques se trouvent encore de
nos jours dans cette église. Sur ce martyr, un marchand grec de Trapézonde, voir P. $. Natu-
rel, Une prétendue ceuvre de Grégoire Tsamblak: «Le martyre de saint Jean le Nouveau», Acto
du Premier Congrés International des Etudes Balkaniques et Sud-Est Européennes, VII, Sofia
1971, p. 345-351 (et aussi, aux p. 353-358, les critiques de M. Penjo Rusev en marge de ma
communication et la réplique que je leur ai opposée).

3. Movilovitch, autrement dit, en slave, le fils de Movila. Le métropolite Georges était
I’un des fils du grand logothéte de Moldavie'lon Movil&. Deux de ses fréres, Jérémie et Siméon,
régnérent tour a tour sur la Moldavie. Leur neveu Pierre illustra le trone archiépiscopal de
Kiev.

4. 1l n’existe pas encore d’étude sur le sacre des voévodes roumains. Quelques indications
dans mon article, Considérations sur I'idée impériale chez les Roumains, Byzantina, 5, 1973,

p. 403-404.

5. 1. lonescu et Fr. Pali, Elemente de cronologie medievala romaneasca, extrait de Docu-
mente privind istoria Romaniei. Introducere, I, p. 103.

6. Loc. cit.

7. Un charmant portrait du jeune Etienne chez N. lorga, Histoire des Roumains et de la
romanité orientale, V, Bucarest 1940, p. 300, fig. 38.

8. N. lorga, op. cit., p. 293, a bien vu que le drapeau était destiné a Etienne, mais il ne
parle pas du sacre.
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HAOMUCN HA CBUTKAX MPOPOKOB B KYTMOJIbHb1X POCMMNCAX
CO®UN HOBIOPO/ICKOMN

Bacunuin Myuk o

OcTaTku gpeBHMX (pecok B Coduiickom cobope B HoBropoge Gblun OT-
KPbITM B KOHLLE MPOLUAOrO CTOMETUS MpU NPOBeLeHUN PEMOHTHOPECTaBPaANOH-
Hbix paboT, ocyuiecTBAABLUMXCA NO4 PyKoBoAcTBOM B. B. Cycnosa. B ueHTpanb-
HOW rnaBe Haxo4WNIOCh FMraHTCKoe NorpygnHoe nsobpaxeHune Xpucrta MaHTokpa-
TOpa, OTHOCMBLLEeCA K 6oniee NO3gHeMy BPeMeHU, YyeM (urypm veTbex apxaH-
refioB Ha CK/I0Hax CBOAA W MOMeLLEHHMe B NPOCTEHKAX MeXAy OkHamun 6apaba-
Ha 1306paXKeHns BOCbMW NPOPOKOBL . Bonblias 4acTb 3TUX CTEHOMWCER 6bLua
YHWUTOXEHA B MEpMoj HeMeL Kol OKKynauun2. HekoTopme M306paxkeHUs npo-
POKOB MNOrM6an MOMbLHOCTbLIO, APYrne CYLLECTBYIOT B CU/IbHO MOBPEXAEHHOM BU-
Je..

M3yuyeHnem KynonbHMX pocnuceli CB. Cothum B HoBropoge go vx paspy
TeHna 3aHumanca B. K. MacoefoB”, a B NOC/MEBOEHHbLLL Mepuos X Uccnegosa
mm B. H. Nasapes n B. I'. bptocoBa4. B pa6otax B. K. Msacoegosa u B. H. J1asape-
Ba Npu onucaHum huryp nNpopokKoB B NPOCTeHKaxX 6apabaHa Kynona LuTMpoBaHM
N TEKCTM, 3anofiHABLUME CBUTKW B PYKax BEeX BOCbMMW W300paXXEHHLIX NPopo
KOB. 3TV TEKCTM, 40 CMX NOP He NPU3/eKaBLLEe BHUMaHWE UccnegoBaTeneil Kak
npeiMeT ChneunansHoro M3yyeHus, ABAAIOTEA LEHHbL WCTOYHWKOM Kak [Af1s
NCTOPUM CNaBSHCKOTO A3MKa, TaK W AN CNaBaHO-PYCCKOI BELLEBOI Maneorpa
thun. Bocnpon3BefeHNs yKazaHHMX W300paXeHWin NPOPOKOB MPWUIOXKEHHME K
cratbe B. K. Mgscoegosa co cfefaMn pectaBpalMOHHMX MPaBOK TEKCTOB Ha
cBMTKax 5; B. H. JlazapeB NpMBOAUT 3TN TEKCTM /NLLUb B KONHAX . [103TOMY MM
counm Heob6xoAMMMM 0ny6/IMKOBaTb (POTOCHUMKMW CleflaHHble BO BPEMS PeMOH
THO-pecTaBpauMoHHbIX paboT 1897 ropa, korga Obluv yaaneHM No3gHeiLne 3a
nicyv W elle He YCMNenu HaHeCTM HOBMe MPaBKW, CYLUECTBEHHO O6eCLEeHMBLUME
TEKCTM KaK MaMATHUK naneorpaguil?. OfHW U3 3TUX CHUMKOB Y>e 6Mn BOC
npon3eedeH B cTatbe B. I'. BptocoBoii

BaHOCTb COMPOBOAMTENBHMX HaAnuceld Ha MPOU3BELEHUSAX WCKYCCTBa
KaK nasieorpauyeckoro mMarepmana u Kak MCTOPMYECKOTO MCTOUYHMKA OYeBUAHA.
B cBoe Bpems A. C. Op/ioB COCTaBW/I LiEHHbLU yKa3aTe/b Hagnuceid ¢ 6ubamorpa-
thueld, MetoLWWin MWL OAMH Cepbe3HbLU HeJOCTATOK: AaTM, 3aMMCTBOBaHHME U3
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pa3nMyHbLIX UCTOYHMKOB, KPUTWUYECKM He MPOCMOTPEHM CCHOTaBWTENEM, U NO3-
TOMY He BCerfia 3ac/ly>kuBatoT MosHoro gosepus 9. B 3T0M nnaHe BMIOLHO Bbllie-
nATCs CBOAHLl paboTa Mo cnaBsHO-PYCCKON 3nurpaduke,0CHOBaHHbE Ha N3y-
YeHUst NaMATHWKOB B opurvHane 10. Hagnucy BbrmofHeHHMe KpackKoliHa gpec-
Kax M MKOHax OKasanucb, K COXaNneHuto, 060MLeHHMMY KaK naneorpagamH, Tak
n 3nurpagmctamu. Onmtm W. A. LnankmHa v M. K. CUMOHM He HaLaun oTpaxe-
HMS B MeYaTu W Mo CyLecTBY He ObLUM HUKEM MPOAO/HKEHM N . He okasanoch pe-
3yNbTaTUBHMM W CTPEM/IEHWE NPUB/EYb K WU3YYEHWIO Haanucell NMHIBMCToB 12. B
utore faxe Havbonee O6WWMPHbIE U CYLLECTBEHHO BaXHME TEKCTa HAa MKOHax u
(hpeckax, BbLUO/HEHHME KWUCTbIO, OCTAOTCA Hen3faHHMMK. T1py U3yyeHnn 380NIO-
UMy rpaduyeckoTo HauepTaHus OYKB Haanucel dalle BCEro MPUXOLUTCS UCXO-
*OWTb U3 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEN, YCTaHOBMEHHMX Ha 0ase M3ydyeHus pykKonucen, a
Takke NaMATHMKOB 3nurpagukn 13. B 6yayliem cneunguka matepuana m Tex-
HWKW BbLUOMHEHMA HAAMUCel KUCTbIO Ha (hpeckax M MKOHax [o/mkHa notpe6o-
BaTb HEKOTOPbTX KOPPEKTUB. Ha CerofHsALWHWIA AeHb, K COXaNeHWto, OTCYTCTBY-
0T CneumasbHMe UCCefoBaHUa O BbLUOAHEHHbIX Kupunnuuein Hagnuesax Ha gpe-
CKax, KOTOPb MOXHO ObLLIO 6M paccMaTpuBaTh KaK paBHO3HAYHME M0 METOAMKE
W Mo 0XBaTy Marepuana pasmckaHuio H. Myuynynoca o rpeqyeckmx Hafnucsax Bu-
3aHTWICKOW N MOCTBM3aHTUIACKOW 3noX 14
FOrocnasckue uccnegosatenu ke ¢ 1930-x NposBAAKOT UHTEpPeC K Hagnu-
CAM Ha (ppeckax, 1 cobpaHHMe UMK MaTepranm MOryT CAYXWUTb LieHHMM NoJoN-
HEHMEM K CBOAY CepbCKMX 3anmcein 1 Hagnucen, coctasneHHomy J1. CTOSHOBK-
yem 15. TwaTenbHO PUKCMPYS HALMUCU B CTEHOMUCAX U COOTHOCH UX C FPeYecKu-
MU OpWUrMHanamy NMTYpruyeckux TEKCTOB, aBTOPM paboT, OAHAKO, He BCerga
COMPOBOXAAOT CBOU MybnMKauMu naneorpamyeckuMnu KOMMeHTapusaMu, npe-
[0CTaBNAs 3T0 KOMMeTeHUMM (hMnonoros B ugeane Tak v JOMKHO ObUrb, XOTH
NpaKTUYeCKU UCTOPUKY CPeHEBEKOBOrO MCKYCCTBA HEPeLKO MPUXOAUTCA BTOp-
ratbCa B COMpegebHMe AUCLUNANHKW, YTOOM J06UTLCA OApeseNeHHMX pesy bTa-
TOB, MOCKOJ/IbKY Martepuas, 0 KOTOPOM WAET peyb, elle He CAenaics npegmeTom
KOJINEKTUBHOIO U3YYeHUs Pas3/iMyHbLUN CNELNaInCTamu.
My6nnkyemMmMme Hagnucy Ha CBUTKax MPOPOKOB MPUXOAUTCSA CONOCTaBAATh
C Lefblo BbLUBMEHMA OCOBEHHOCTel rpamyeckmx HavepTaHuii 6YKB C rpeyecku-
MW HagnucaMm Mo3amkax BTopoi yeTBepTn Xl Beka B Cogmu KneBckoiil7, co
CaBAHCKOW MO3anyHOl Hagnucbto cobopa MuxaiinoBcKoro-31aToBepxoro Mo-
HacTaps B Kveee (okono 1112 roga) 18, a TakXke ¢ HaANUCAMW Ha KaMHe W LTy-
Katypke. Mpy 3TOM BblUM YUTEHM naneorpafuyeckre jaHHMe, NosyyeHHMe npu
M3yYeHUN BbLUONHEHHMX YHLMANoM 3arnaBHbIX HafAnMCceil B rpeyeckux pykKonu-
cax. CnasaHckue pykonucHme namaTHuku XI —Havana XIlI BeKoB, K coxasne-
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HWIO, He JatT 6M3KUX aHaornid, NO3BONSIOWNX PELUNTb C NOAHON yBEpEHHOC-
TblO BONpOC 0 Aate pecok B Kynone Coguiickoro co6opa B Hoeropoge.

O6palascb K NpeancTopuM U3yYeHWs Hagnuceli Ha CBMTKaxX NpPOPOKOB,
npefcTaBneHHMX B npocTeHkax 6apabaHa kynona Coumu HOBropofckoi, cne-
[yeT ykasaTb Mpexie BCEro Ha onblr naseorpaguueckoro aHaauM3a TekcTa Ha
CBMTKe npopoka [aHumna ony6nmkoBaHHbW M. V. Muxaitnosbw 19 . CornacHo
ero HabngeHnaM, “npu naneorpaduyeckom pasbope oTaenbHbIX 6YKB AaHHOMO
CBUTKA HY>KHO MPUHATbL BO BHWMAaHWE, 4TO, OYeHb MOXET OMTb, HEKOTOpME U3
MMELLMXCA nepes HamMu OYKB yTpaTuAM CBOWM XapakTepHMe 0COBeHHOCTU Benea-
CTBME pecTaBpauun, .. . HO, B 0OLLEM, XapaKTep HEKOTOPMX YKa3MBaeT HaM Ha
XII Bek” 20 . B. K. MscoefoB 0TMevan “npeBocX0fHMe LLepKOBHO-C/aBAHCKME
Hagnucu, He 6e3 PyCcCKMX YepT B A3MKe”, KOTOpMe paccMaTpuBan Kak cBuiere-
NbCTBO MPOTWB LOCTOBEPHOCTM M3BECTUA O BbLUOMHEHUN pecoK Kynona Codum
Hosropoackoit rpekamu 21 . Mo B. K. MscoegoBy, 4naneorpaguyeckme ocobeH-
HOCTW HaAmuMCen 1 CTWAb UCK/KOYAOT BO3MOXHOCTb AaTUPOBaTh POCMMCh Kynona
cepeguHoin X1 ctonetna” 22 . JIorMuyeckuii BbLIOJ FNacus, 4yto, BOMPEKUN M3BEC-
Tto HoBropoackoi TpeTbeid netonucy, B 1052 rogy Coduitcknii cob6op He ObL
pacnucaH ¥ CTOSIA C rofblWKN cTeHamy BNAOTb Ao 1108 roga. Takum obpasom,
HabnogeHns . A. LWWnankuHa n M. . Muxaiinosa; Ha koTopme onupancsa B. K.
MscoefoB, 6blUM BOCMPUHATO KakK naneorpauyeckoe OCHOBaHWe B MoMb3y Aa-
TMPOBKM pocnuceii kynona 1108 rogom.

OTHeceHne KynonbHMX pocnuceid Coum Hosropogckoih K 1108 rogy B
nccnefoBaHUaxX No UCTOPUM PYCCKOT0o WMCKYCCTBa CTano BMOCNEACTBUN TpaguLm-
OHHMM. OHO 6bl0 NpuHATO KO H. Amutpuesmm 23 , M. K. Kaprepom 24 ,ero
HacToiumBo 3awwmuwian B. H. Nasapes 25 ; 3Ty 4aTUPOBKY NepBOHaYaIbHO NPUHU-
mana n A. A. MeamHueea . Mexgay Tem B. I'. bptocoBoii 6bLUa nprBeaeHa pas-
BEPHYTasA apryMeHTaumsa B MONb3y OTHECEHMS (PPecoK B NpocTeHKax HapabaHa
Kynona K 1052 roay27 , nofkpenseHHas 3aTeM aHanu3om rpyHTos28 . E. H. Me-
NbHUKOB BMCKa3a/l MHTEPeCHY0 MMC/b O CYLLECTBOBAHUWN CBA3M MeXAy 3anuncbio
nona Ynmpsa Jluxoro, gaTmpoBaHHoi 1047 rofom, 1 NOYMTaHMEM MPOPOKOB, Ha-
WeAWNM OTPaKEHWE B M306paXKeHUAX B KynosbHMX pocnucax Coum Hosro-
POLCKOIM, KOTOPMX HeT B pocnucsax 6apabaHa kynona Coduu KueBckoi, rge
npeacTaBneHm anoctonm. Mo E. V. MenbHKKOBY, “Korga non Ynmpb JInxoit ne-
penucMBan KHWUIM NPOpPOKOB, TO B HoBroprge Kak pas CTPOWUACS Xpam CBATONA
Cotyn. CMBOMIMYHA HAANUCL HA CBUTKE, KOTOPbLU AEPXWUT OAMH U3 MPOPOKOB
(ConomoH), n306pakeHHMX B HOBropogckom xpame Codum —*“npemygpoctu
6oXunein” , rnacaulas: NpPenoyapocTb cent "pnanb .3T0 yKasm-
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BAeT Ha TO, YTO M306paXeHWs MPOPOKOB M HAAMUCK Ha CBUTKax, KOTOPWE OHW aep-
XaT, BXOAWAW B 3aMHCEN CTPOMTENe Xpama; Cco3faTensaMu ke xpama 6uau
KHA3b Bnagumup nenuckon Slyka” 29. Mogaepxmsas BbTo4 B. . BpHCOBOW 0 BH-
MOSIHEHUW pocnucy Kynona u ero 6apabaHa HeMOCPeLCTBEHHO MO 3aBepLUeHMN B
1050 rogy ctpomTenbcTBa cobopa, E. . MenHMKOB yKa3bluUaeT, 4To “3TON gatu-
POBKE He MPenAaTCTBYIOT W HAAMWUCK Ha CBUTKaxX MPOPOKOB, CAeNaHHHe APEeBHUM
YCTaBHbLI MUCbMOM. B LLepKOBHO-CNaBAHCKOM $3bXE W MpPaBoOMnUCaHWn 3TUX
Haanuceli OTpaXKeHH ApeBHepycCKue TUMUYHME 0COBeHHOCTU, Kak 1 B OcTpomu-
POBOM €BaHreNMM; B A3bXKEe HaANWUCel 3TUX TaKXe, Kak U B i3bXXe OCTpOMUpPO-
Ba eBaHrefna, OTCYTCTBYET [MaNeKTHOe CMelleHne L W Y, LOKaHbe ... Takue
OCOBEHHOCTM B f3bXE W CNI0BOHANMCaHWM HafAnuceld, Kak Hannume -Tb B OKOH-
YyaHWW rnarona B TPETbEM /MUe (ef. U MH. Y. HaeT. Bp.) M XX BMECTO cTapocna-
BAHCKOTO coyeTaHus XA ( BMKb BMeCTO BWXAb),ynoTpebieHne toca Mano-
ro BMecto H\ 1 6ykeM YK ( V) BMecTO toca 60nbLI0ro (ykasbliatowme Ha
OTCYTCTBME HOCOBMX [NIAEHHX), U [pyrue OCOBEHHOCTU, OTPaXKatoLime >KUBOe
MPOV3HOLLEHNE APEBHEPYCCKUX KHUXXHWKOB, TOBOPAT O TOM, YTO HOBIOPOACKME
macTepa npy HanucaHWu M3peyeHWini MPOpPOKOB MOMb30BAINCL BOCTOYHOCNABAH-
CKAM MUCbMEHHHM WCTOYHUKOM. [laHHHE 3TOro MCTOYHMKA BOCXOAAT KO Bpe-
MEeHW C03JaHus HOBropoAckoi “KHuru npopokos”. Hanmume pycckmx 3n3MeH-
ToB (DOHETUYECKMX, MOPGOIOTMYECKMX) B A3bXKE M3peyeHnini npopokoB HoBro-
pofckoin Coun, Kak 1 B A3bXKe “KHUIM NPOpOKOB” nona Y nHps Jiuxoro (u3-
BECTHOI Ham MO CNM1CKaM) CBUAETENbCTBYHOT O TOM, YTO JPEBHEPYCCKUE 3/1EMEH-
Thi B A3bXe u opdorpadun [peBHeil Pycn —06MYHOE U TUMUYHOE SIBNIEHUE YXKe
B nepBsoin nonosnHe XI Beka” 30 . B. H. Jlazapes, oTHOcA pocnvcu K 1108 rony,
npu3HaBai, 4YTo “3T0 CypoOBOe NO CBOEMY AYXY WUCKYCCTBO HaxoauT cebe 61m3-
Kue aHanorum B Hambosee apxamyeckoi rpynne mosauk 1 pecok Knesckoii” un
yTo “ecnu 6blHe cBMAeTenbCTBO | HOBropoAckoi netonucu 1 He nmaneorpadgus
Hagnucei, ykasbluatoulas Ha X1l ctonetue, dhpeckn 6apabaHa Codmn HoBropog-
CKOIN Nerko MOXHO 6bLIO 6b1MNPUMHATL 3a Npon3seaeHne XI Beka” 3~ . Mo 3ToMy
NnoBOAY Hamy y)Xe ObLUO 3aMe4YeHO0, YTO MpUUnHK, npenatcTeytowme B. H. Nlasa-
peBy OTHecCTM (hpeckun K XI BeKy, yCTpaHUMMU, TaK KaK B IETONNCK HET NPAMHX
yKasaHWil Ha BbLUOSHEHWe pocnuvceil rnaeu B 1108 rogy, a naneorpaguyeckme
0CO6GEHHOCTM HAANMUCEA He HACcTO/bKO OMpeAeNneHHHe, YTobu 6aarogaps Mm OT-
[laBaTb NpeanoyTeHne 60nee No3aHel 4aTUpoBKe 32.

Mock6bKy B nuTepaType No UCTOPUU APEBHEPYCCKUX CTEHOMUCER UMELOT-
Cs AeTaNbHHE OMMCaHUA M306paKeHWli NPOPOKOB B MPOCTEHKax 6GapabaHa Ky-
nona Cothun HOBropoACcKoM, ¢ PUKcaLMein COCTOAHUSA COXPAHHOCTM KPaco4HOro
C/108, MH OrpaHM4Mmesi pa3bopoM TEKCTOB M3PEYEHUIA, HAaMMCAHHMX Ha CBUTKaX,
4TO, COOCTBEHHO FOBOPSA, U COCTaBASAET 3afaqvy Halleli CTaTbu.
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[na TeKCTOMOrMYecKoro aHanmsa Hafgnuceid Ha CBUTKax B pyKax Mpopo-
KOB, M300paXeHHHX B KyMonbHHX ¢peckax Cothmm HOBropofckoi, BaxKHOe
3HaYeHVe UMeeT CNaBsHO-pyccKas pykonucHas Tpaguums 33 . M3peueHns npopo-
KOB B C/1aBAHO-PYCCKON NUCbMEHHOCTU MMENW TaKyto Xe Ccyabby, Kak u MHorue
Jpyrve nepesofHuWe TekcTa. Mofbop M3peyeHWin, HanMCaHHUX Ha CBUTKaX Mpo-
POKOB, 0ObeIMHEH 06LLEl naeeil —peacTaBUTL CBOJ BeTX03aBETHUXNPeACKasa-
HWiA 0 aBneHnKn Meccum —XpucTa U306paxxeHne KOToporo B pocnucax Cogpun Hos-
rOPOLCKON NomeLLeHo 6UI0 Ha CBOAe Kynofa LeHTpanbHol rnaBu. B cywHocTu
eMHeN BBeAEHWS B 3Ty KyMOJIbHYK KOMMO3ULMKM) U306paXKEHMA MPOPOKOB C
pPackpuTUMU CBUTKaMMN TOT XKe, YTO U 00YCNOBMBLLMNIA UX BK/OYEHUE B MKOHO-
rpacmyeckmne. CXembl, B LIEHTPe KOTOPHX boromateps ¢ mnageHueM Xpuctom34 .
3anucaHHHe Ha CBMTKax U3peyeHUs NMPOPOKOB CBSi3aHH C Temol BonnolyeHwus.

Ha cBuTKe npopoka [aBuj TekcT:
cnbwu A/bwmn n BHNKb H npu/knox oy/~o TBobe/n -(0BOAI/NM
nrwgn T/ soa n go/w> wtu/a TBObLEr[o] - Mc. XLIV, 11.
dopma MOBENTENBHOTO HAKNOHEHUA  BH/MKb= BHX/b , HarnoMuHarowlas apes-
Heuellekyto opmy BU”™b (viz) 6una oTmeuveHa A. . Cob6oneBckUm B MapumH-
CKOM EBaHrenuu, Ho uccnegosartefib A0ONycKan, Yto 310 nNpocTo onucka 35 . B
JaHHOM C/lyyae NpUBEAEHHbLLU NPUMEP BaXKEH KaK MoKasaTenb OTCYTCTBUA YCTOiA-
UMBOTO HanucaHWs, cornacHo Hopmu. Ans w3obpaxeHwit npopoka [asupa B
BU3AHTUCKOM WMCKYCCTBe, W MPeX e BCero B CTEHONUCAX, He BCerga XxapakTepeH
npuBeAeHHbLL TeKCT (puc. 1) ; M3BECTHM M HECKOMIbKO ApYrux uutar u3 MNcantu-
pn36.

Ha cBuTke B neBoii pyke Laps ConomoHa:
npewo\fpo/cTb cb”bpa/ cent “pa/uv un oyTB/pbAH gtal bAb
ceu/b ” nocwv/aa osoa - Mputu. IX, 1 (puc. 2) 37.
[na 3TOro Tekcta XapakTepHO CTapoCnaBAHCKOE HamucaHue pefyLupoBaHHUX
rMacHuX.

Hagnuch Ha cBuUTKe npopoka Vcamm obpalaet Ha ceb6si BHUMaHWe TeMm, UTO
He cobofaeTcs NPasuio CTPOKMK:
et gb/Bra B bpeBt/ -MaybHOTL W pugnTr cbi/ m
Tb hua heuo J Babvha/b exe ectb/ Ccbkaeno
Brr - Wc. VU, 14 (puc. 3).
[Lns nekcnyeckoi HOPMY 3TOF0 TeKCcTa XapakTepHU Kak YepTu b6avxatoLye ero
CO CTapOoCNaBAHCKUMU (ApeBHE6ONTapCKUMM) NamATHUKaMK, Tak U 0CO6eHHO-
CTU He HaxoaAawme B HMX napanneneit. ToT xe TeKCT B MapuUnHCKOM EBaHrenmu,
JatnpyemoM Xl BEKOM, YMTaeTcs:
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Ce Obeaa Bb YpfeBt npubenmneTd n poanTb CTUHDBL, WU Hapeka/rb
hua benoy bb6ubuaHoOyuNb;
B L pemunitHnke Mpuroposuus, XIT seka (FBJ1, Pym. 2) -
Ce AbBaa Bb ypbBba npueveTs U poAHTL CbWwb U MapPeKATH
hua euoy OHbMaHOYNNbL3S.
CreflyeT TaKe yKasaTb Ha CMeweHme b ¢ e ( Bb ypeBb ), uTo ABNseTCA
0OMYHbLL AN PYCCKUX TEKCTOB.

Mpopok Nepemus nMeeT CBUTOK C U3PEYEHUEM B3Aram W3 KHUTU MPOpoKa
Bapyxa:
Cb Bb/ Hawb W /He Npu/noXun/Tb cal wHu Kb/Hemogr -Bap.Ld,36.
N306paxkeHns Viepemuu ¢ npuBefeHHMM TEKCTOM XOPOLUO W3BECTUM BU3aHTUIA-
ckoil ukoHorpaduu (mosarikum Cotuu KOHCTaHTMHOMONMLCKON, MapTopaHm,
Apibi) 39 .

Ha cBUTKe, C KOTOpbLU M306paXXeH NPOpoK Ve3eknnnb, TEKCT:
ABb/pb Tal “aTBOo/peHa hé/cTb be/boXe hil/ KbTO/XKe He H/uatb/
MPOHTH - Wes. XLIV, 2 (puc. 4).
B Hem cnegyeT oTmMeTuTh ynotpebnenne 1 Bmecto W( MIKETO).

TeKCT Ha CBWTKe npopoka [JaHuuna npueefeH B CNefytollein pefakumu
CNaBAHCKOTO NepeBoja:
| faxXnb/ BHADXb BuAD b foH/Aexe npbcToal/ w nocTaBHWacA/
H BeT~rlH aubu/b obde NpocTO) ab hero wWrHeHs/ kKoneca hero
OrH/b noaan - [MOaH. VII, 9 (puc. 5).
Ero cnefyet conocTaBuUTb C KUPUAMOBCKUM U MethoameBCKUM nepeBojamud0 .
B KMpnnnoBCcKoM NepeBoje:
ApA™b [OHbAEXe NpecTONW nocTaBuWa ca H BEeTMHY [eHbuuU Cb-
Jawe* aexa bero Bbna bako CHbrb, n Bnacu rnasbl hero
aKyY BOJiHa ywucTta: ¥ npectona hero aky nnaveHb LWIHEHDb, KO-
neca hero wrHb nanAwu
B Me(hoMeBCKOM —

BAAMD [OHAEXe NpPTAM NOoCTaBAeHM Bb)Wa. M BeT b!/ AHbUH
c’ge u wabHYe ero H\Ko cHbrs Bbno. n Bnacu rnasb! ero
baKo BAbHa YiicTa, a NPTNb €ro nfaveHb LWIHEHD, Koneca
eVo WrHb nanAw.

Kpome TOTO, 4TO HOBropoAcKmnii (PpecKnCT HECKONbKO U3MEHWT KaHOHWYECKNIA
TEKCT KHUMX NpopokKa JaHuuna (CokpaTua 1 4ONOMHUA Ha4Yano 4Bymsa nepeMmMu
CNoBaMW, YMTAEMMMMW Ha CBUTKE), OH BOCMPOM3Be/T PeAaKLMN0 MMEBLLYH WHOM
NeKCUYecKuii cocTa, 6onee NPUBAMKAIOWNIACA K KUPUINOBCKOMY MepeBofy, HO
HaxoasLWunii HEKOTOPME COOTBETCTCUSA B Me(ioAMEeBCKOM. XapaKTepHO, YTo COX-
paHeHO HanucaHve  AOHfAeXKe ,a TakXKe BCTPeYaeTcs HanucaHne AHbWb.
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Elwe 6onee CWbHOMY COKpaLeHWO MOABEPrHYT 6MOMeACKMA TEKCT Ha
CBUTKe npopoka Manaxuu:
ce rpA/petb ca/wub rb/ Bcegpb/XXuteno/ W KbT0/ OBTPLT/ThH
AHb/ meTopga hero - Man. lll, 1-2 (pwuc. 6) 41.
3[ecb HaZlo OTMETUTL HOXKHOCNABAHCKYHO (DOPMY B HaMMUCaHWN BCEAPbXUTEND t
KbTO,CbTPbTTh.

Ha cBuTKe B pyke npopoka ABBaKyMa:
Bro 0/Tb oy/ra npn/gets u/ <ImblHj oTb ro/pbv! mpu/cbHb/
Hbla/ YacTbi Abb. I, 3 (puc. 7).
He rosops y>ke 0 TOM, YTO 37O He COBCEM TOYHbLL NEPEBOJ MPEYECcKOro TeKCTa,
30ecb cneflyeT OTMETUTb HanucaHne TPl cbHbHTMa WABHYHOMUCKY - YacTb]

Kpome TeKCTOB Ha CBMTKax NMPOPOKOB CYLLECTBOBaNN eLle COMpOBOAUTE-
NbHME HafnMcy ¢ UMeHaMmW NMPOPOKOB, CYAUTb 0 hOPMe KOTOPbIX MOXXHO NULLb
Ha OCHOBaHUW POTOCHUMKOB J1. A. Mauynesnya, rae oHv 3aUKcMpoBaHblyxe B
npasfeHHOM Bufie 42 , a Takxke XMUBOMNUCHMX Konuii 1890-x rogos43 ; nocnep-
HVe TakXXe Henb3s paccMarpuBaTb B KayeCTBe TOYHOro BOCMPOWM3BEAEHUA HU CO
CTOPOHbL1 opthorpadun, HA B MaHe OTPaXKEHMS MepBOHAYasbHLIX rpauyecKux
thopm. Mo3TOMY MPUXOANUTCSH OFPaHWUMTLCA MWL YKazaHWMEM Ha 3TW Haanucw,
MMeloLLMe cneBa 0T M300paXKeHNs COKpalLeHHOe rpeyveckoe 0603HayeHue: ,a
crnpasa —fMCaHLL/Ie YCTaBHMM MUCbMOM MMEHa, COXPaHMBLLMECA B pAe Cly4yaeB
(hparmMeHTapHO:
papg, co/no/mo/H[v], n/calia, iel p/e/m/ nla, 1e/™el/Ki1/Hn[?]
palx/winlpg, wma/nal? [...], as/Bal/kov/mgdd

A3MK MpuBeLeHHMX BbIMHE TEKCTOB HAa CBUTKAX MPOPOKOB, KaK ObLUO Ha-
MW OTMeYeHO, nocnyxun gns E. V. MenbHMKOBa OCHOBaHWEM CHUTATb, YTO MW
HanmcaHWM M3peyeHnini HOBFOPOACKME MacTepa MO0/b30BaIMCb BOCTOYHOC/ABSH-
CKUM NMUCbMEHHMM MCTOUYHMKOM W YTO HAMMcaHWe OTPaXKaeT KMBOE NPOU3HOLUe-
HVe [PEeBHepPYCCKUX KHUXHWKOB 45 . HO coxpaHeHue B psfe Cly4aeB HOPM
FOXKHOC/NABAHCKOTO HamnMcaHUs He OCTaBMsSieT COMHEHWI B TOM, YTO B OCHOBE 3TO-
ro MMCbMEHHOrO UCTOYHUKA NeXxan ApeBHe60NrapcKuii NnepeBos KHUTM NPOPOKOB,
BOCXOAMBLUWIA K KAPUNNO-MehOANEBCKOMY HaCeauto.

Bonpoc 06 OTHOLIEHUN K M3peveHWsM NPOPOKOB B pocnucsx Kynona Co-
thun HOBropofcKoi Kak K MaMsTHWKY naneorpaguu 40 CMX MOp He Noayynn B
nuTepaType Hafgnexallero peweHus. Mpy CKygoCT CNaBAHCKUX MOHYMEHTaSlb-
Hbix Hagnucelr XI-XII BekoB, 6e3ycfioBHO, BPSAS M CTOMT npuHeGperatb 3TUM
MCTOYHMKOM, OfHAKO 0053Hb MPUHATL YepTa BHECEHHMe NO3AHEeAWNUMY NOHOBY-
TensMm 3a rpauyeckne Hopmm XI Beka NpPUBOAUT K HACTOPOXXEHHOMY OTHOLLE-
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HWI0. 3TO, B YaCTHOCTW, HaLL/IO OTpaxKeHMe B mccnefoBaHmn A. A. MeabLULEBOA,
KOTOpas 3ameuvaet: “3TW HaAMUCKU, MHOTME M3 KOTOPMX COXPAHWIUCL A0 HalUMX
OHel nuwb B KONMAX, 6e3yC0BHO BOCXOAAT K APEBHUM OpUTrMHanam, XOTS He
WCK/TIOYEHO, YTO HauyepTaHus HEKOTOPMX OYKB MCKaXKeHM Mocnesyrow MMy noHo-
BneHnamu” 46 . Ho A. A. MejbLuueBa BCe Xe peLuaeTcs CONoCTaBNATb HavyepTa-
HUSA OTAENbHMX OYKB C UMEIOWUMUCS B HaNUCAX HA3MBAIOLLNX MUMEHA XY L0XKHU-
KOB, KOTOpMe, M0 ee MHEHW, MOrNn MPUHMMATbL Y4acTWe B BbLUONHEHUU Ky-
nofibHMX (hpecok 47. MNepexofsa OT aHanusa martepmnana K o6wmm BMBOAam, Ucce-
fosartefibHuua nuwet: “lo-sMgMmMomy, MOANUCU OCTaBWAW [BE apTenu XyLoX-
HWKOB, B pa3Hoe BpeMs pacnucbluasline xpam. OfHa 13 HUX, B KOTOPYHO, OYEBU-
4Ho, Bxoaunu eopruid, Cexup u Onuceit, JOMKHA Oblia NPUHUMATL y4yacTue B
Co34aHnN KoMMnekca HPeckoBMX M300paxKeHUi Ha PO30BOI LieMsHKE 1 pocnu-
C (PPEcOoK LEHTPaIbHOW rnaBm, KOTopas 6Oblua MPOM3BeAeHa, KakK MoKasbluaeT
nccnegoeaHue B. I'. bptocosoii, B cepeanHe XI B.” 48. A. A. MegbLuLeBa, NpuBo-
04 LOMOSIHUTENbHME aprymMeHTM, Nonaraet, Yto “npucTynuTb K pocrnmncu Kynosna
XXUBOMUCUM MOT/IN TONIbKO He paHee BecHM 1053 wam gaxe 1054 roga” m oce-
Hbto 1054 rofa 6GbluM npepBaHM, MOC/e Yero He BO30OHOBASNUCL, BCMEACTBUE
nocnegoBsaslieii B 1055 rogy “kneBeTM” Ha enuckona J1yKy, BM3BaHHOIO B
CBA3N C 3TMM MuTpononutom Edpemom B Kues 49 . PaboTy Hafj BbLUOHEHUEM
(hpecok UeHTpasbHOW rnaem Codum HOBropofCKoi Tpex MacTepoB npegnona-
ran yxxe B. H. Jlazapes, ncxogs n3 maHepm nucoMa. OH nucan: “Hanbonee “rpe-
YeCKMM” MpefCcTaBIseTCa MHe MepBbll MacTep, B UbMX MpremMax nmcbma Hemaso
oT “akagemmuyeckoin” pytmHm Xl ctonetus. CozgaHHMe UM 06pa3M OYeHb 6n3-
KM K TOMy, 4TO Mbl Haxogmm B pocnucax XI Beka (Hanpumep, Bogoua). [Ba
OPYrux mactepa OOHapy>XMBalOT TArOTeHWE K 6ofiee THXEIMM W MacCUBHMX
thopmam ¥ K 6onee cBOBOAHON XMBOMWUCHOW TPAKTOBKE, XapaKTepHOW yxe Ans
uckycctea XIl Beka. Ho 1 3TM Ba MacTepa 04YeHb KPenKo CBS3aHM C BU3aHTUIA-
CKOW Tpaguumeld. Cyautb 06 MX HAUMOHANBbHOCTW OblIO 6M MpeXAeBpPeMEeHHO.
CnaBsHCKME Hagnucu CKopee roBOpsT B MO/b3Y TOrO, YTO 34eCb paboTanm MecT-
HMe XYLOXHUKW. OfHAKO OHM JO/HKHM BbLUM NPOATU OCHOBATENbHYIO BU3AHTUIA-
CKYI0 BMYUYKY, MHa4ye UX MCKYCCTBO He OT/MYaiocb 6M TaKOil 3penocTblo, TpyLa-
HO OOMCHWUMOW A1 CTONMb paHHero 3tana B PasBMTUM HOBrOPOACKOA MOHYMEH-
TanbHoW xusonucn” 50. MpuHrumas HabnogeHus B. H. SlasapeBa, cnegyet UMeTb
BBMAY, YTO (PPECKY LEHTPanbHOI rnaBM OH gaTuposan Hadanom XIl Beka. U ec-
NN Jaxke A8 YKa3aHHOro BPEMEHW Takas TBOpPYECKas 3penoCTb HOBrOpOACKUX
MacTepoB eMy npeAcTaBasnach MasioBepOATHOW, TO MOXHO M 3TV POCMMCU NpK-
nMcMBaTb MECTHMM MacTepam cepeaunHmM X1 ctonetua?
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Ecnu 6M Ha cerofHsILLHMIA fieHb 6bLUO [0Ka3aHo, YTo [eopruii —xy[oXHUK
cenaBLUNiA Tpeyeckytd Haanuch Ha cteHe Codmm KueBckoin5l, n Meopruin —
OAVH U3 XYL0XHWKOB pacnucmMBasLLmX Codunio HOBropoACcKy >(, 0LHOUTOXEe
NuLo, BONPOC 0 MacTepax pellanca 6M JOBOJILHO NPOCTO, Tem 6osee, YTO HOBIO-
POACKME (PPECKN B CTUINCTUYECKOM OTHOLLEHUWN JOCTATOYHO CXOLHM C KUEBCKU-
mu pocnucamu Cs. Cogoun. W Torga 6m 310ro Feoprus MOXHO ObLIO 6M OTOX-
[lecTBUTb C TeM MacTepoM, KOTOpblU npegctasnancd B. H. JlazapeBy Havbornee
“rpedyeckum”. Ho mockonbKy npo6aema naeHTUMKaUMM U HaluMoHabHOW Npu-
HaJ/1eXKHOCTM OCTaBMBLUMX aBTOrpapmM XyLOXKHWKOB OCTAETCA MOKA HE pPeLueH-
HOli 50 , MPUXOANTCA 3aTPOHYTLLU BOMPOC MOKa OCTaBUTb OTKPMTMM, HECMOTPA
Ha TO, YTO 6O/LLUMHCTBO LOBOLOB FOBOPUT B M0/b3Y MOMOXUTENLHOIO €ro peLle-
HS.

Bonpoc 0 HauMOHa/IbHOW MPUHALAEXHOCTM MacTepoB, BbLUOHUBLLMX (pe-
CKM LeHTpanbHoi rnaem Codun HOBropoACKoii, efga nu cnefyeT npespalaTb B
anbTepHaTUBY: BU3aHTUIALM MK HoBropoauM. Kak MM 3Haem u3 CBUAETeNbCTBa
NUTEPaTypHOTO UCTOYHMKA 06 Anumnum MNeyvepckom, B Kuese B KoHLe Xl Beka
paboTana cMellaHHast apTesb MO3aM4YMCTOB, BO flaBe KOTOPOM SBHO CTOSN KOH-
CTAHTUHOMONLCKKI MacTep 54 . To e MONOXeHWe ycTaHoBneHo B. H. Jlasape-
BMM B OTHOLUEHMMW MO3auMK cobopa MuxalinoBCcKOro 31atoBepxoro MOHacTMps
B Knese, BMMOMHEHHMX 0Kono 1111-1112 rogos 55 . B nocneaHeii pocnucy Eg-
XapucTus, Kak W3BECTHO, MMEeT CTapOCNaBAHCKYI HaAnmucb, TOrga Kak conpo-
BOAMTENIbHME HaAnucu Bosne uryp cBaTMx rpedeckue. W. C. [lyiiyeB npaBusib-
HO aKLUEeHTMPOBa/l BHUMaHWE Ha TeppuTOpPUanbHOM M XPOHONOTMYECKOM HECOB-
nafileHun BU3aHTUIACKOI KyNbTYpM C rpaHuuamu BusaHTuiickoi nmnepunse . Ec-
NN B PaHHWIA NEPUOA N3YUEHNS UCKYCCTBA XPUCTUAHCKOTO CPeSHEBEKOBLA MOHS-
THE BU3aHTMIICKON KYNbTypM $IBAAMOCL BCEOOBEMOLWNUM, TO B MOCAeAyoLLee
BpeMS YCUAnUs UCCNCAoBaTeNein Oblun 0bpalleHM Ha BMSAB/EHWE HaLMOHAIbHMX
LWKOA. 3apoXaeHne NocnefHMX Aaneko He BCerga MPOCAeXMBAETCA C KenaHHOM
onpeeneHHOCTLH. V1 NoeToMy HayasibHbLU NEepuog B pa3BUTUM TaKUX XYLOXKECT-
BEHHMX LEHTPOB Kak HOBropoj HUYTO He NPenATCTBYET ONpefensdTh KakK Hauuo-
HaflbHME BETBU BU3aHTWUIACKOW KyNbTypM, NMOHWMaeMO 34eCb B camoOM 06LLeM
CMMCNe, HaHaUWOHaNbHOM, NPUMEPHO TAaKOM >Ke, KakKOi BKnagMBaeM B MOHSA-
TWe POMAaHCKON KynbTypM. ECAM npakTMyYecKu HeBO3MOXKHO NPOBECTU PesKyto
uepTy MeXay “COBCTBEHHO BU3AHTUIACKUMMW” M PAHHUMU PYCCKUMMW CTEHOMUCH-
MW, TO cnefyeT NpU3HaTb 3aKOHOMEPHMMMW W COMOCTAaB/EHNA TpamMKn Havep-
TaHWii NpopokoB B peckax Codum HOBropoAckoli ¢ rpeyeckuMn namaTHUKa-
MU. N MMeHHO 34eCb O6Hapy)XMBaeT CBOK LIEHHOCTb CBOAKA rpagmyeckmx hopm
BU3aHTUIACKMX Haanuceil cocTaBneHHas H. Myuynynocom.
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MpaBOMepHOCTb NPUBNEYEHWUS TPEYEeCKUX HaANWCel Npyu U3yyeHWn Hagnu-
celi Ha CBMTKax NPOPOKOB B POCMMCAX LieHTpasbHOM rnaem Coduiickoro cobopa
B HoBropofe BMTeKaeT He TO/MbKO M3 0BCTOATENLCTB, 00YCNOBAELWILWX OTCYT-
CTBMEM B PYCCKMX NaMATHUKax XI BeKa TaKMX e NPOCTPaHHMX C/TaBAHCKUX TeK-
CTOB Ha (hpeckax, KOTopMe, Haflo CKa3aTb, AOBOMILHO pefkn n B XIl Beke57
Kupunnung, Bo3HMKLIAA Ha 6ase rpeveckoro andaenTa, 4MTeNbHOE BPeMSA Npo-
[O/MKana CoOXpaHATb CXOACTBO rpadmyecknx opm. W 370 MOXET CNYXUTb 06bs-
CHEHWEM TaKOWi, Harmpumep, 0CO6EHHOCTM KaK 60sbLuee CXOACTBO paccmaTpuBa-
eMbIrX MU3peyeHnii NPOPOKOB C HagNUcAMU Ha Mo3ankax Codum KneBckoi, Yem ¢
BbLUO/IHEHLL/IMW B MHOR TEXHUKE W B MHOM MaTepuane CnaBsHCKMMU HagnmncsmMm.

Mpn XxapakTepucTUKe HauvepTaHus OYKB, MpeACcTaBNeHHMX B TeKCTax Ha
CBUTKAX MPOPOKOB, MPUXOAUTCA YUUTbLUATL NpPeXaie Bcero TOT maTepuan, KOTo-
pbw fatoT poToCHMMKK (puc. 1-7) . MocnegHne BOCNPOU3BOAAT M3PEUEHUs NNLLb
(hparmMeHTapHO, W, CnefoBaTe/IbHO, 3TO CY>aeT U 6e3 TOTO OrpaHWYeHHMe BO3-
MOXHOCTM B BbLLENEHNN Hanbonee yCTOMUNBMX TpauuecKknx Gopm.

BykBa i CKpPbNMKOA M OCTPUM YI/IOM U C KOCOW NepeKknagnHoii BCTpe-
YaeTCs B HECKO/bKMX BapuaHTax, OTIMUYUTENbHLLUN NPU3HAKaMyU KOTOPMX ABNA-
t0TCA rNaBHMM 06pasom MponopLun, a TakXe PacrnofiokeHue nepeknajuHM: B
OAHMX Cy4YasX OHa 3aHMMaeT MOYTU ropU30OHTaNbHOE nonoxeHwe (puc. 5), B
APYTVUX —MUMeeT HaKNOHHOE MonoXeHne (puc. 7) nubo gaxe KacaeTcs OCHOBa-
HMSA NeBOl YacTK, TEM caMbll 06pa3yp ocTpue netamn (puc. 2) . Hambonee o6mu-
HbL A4 rpatiMKy U3pedeHnii NPOPOKOB ABNAETCSH BTOPOI BapuaHT, HaXoA4ALLNIA
aHanormmn B rpeyveckux Hagnucax mosank Copun KneBckoinb8 , a Takxxe M03aunk
MOHacTMpsi npenogo6Horo Jlyku B ®oknge (1042-1043 roaun) 59 . Cyas no Hag-
nucaM Ha Mo3arkax MuxaiinoBckoro 371aToBepxoro moHactmps B Kuese, yka-
3aHHbLU TUN HayepTaHua nepexoauTt M B namATHMKKM Xl Beka60 .Conoctaensas
JaHHMe 3nurpadukun, npescTaBneHHble pyCCKUMM AaTUPOBHHbLLUM Hagnucamu
XI-XIl BeKkoB, oTpaxawwwmmn pasBuTue rpaduyeckoin gopmbl [ , HETPyAHO
ybeanTbCa B TOM, YTO MX HEMb3s MUCMOMb30BaTh B KA4ecTBE KpUTEpUs npu onpe-
[ENeHNN MOHYMEHTa/IbHbIX HaANWCel, BbLUOHEHHbIX B TEXHWKE MO3aliKU Wan
thpeckn 61 . YuuTblias 370, MM B [a/ibHellleM He OyAeM NpuB/ieKaTb ClaBsiH-
ckue rpadduTu. VIcknouveHne HaZo caenatb AnLb AN TaKUX MOHYMEHTaNbHMX
Hagnuceli Ha KaMHE KaK yKpalwlawowas TMyTapakaHCKuiA KaMeHb, gatupyemas
KoHZoM 1067 —Havanom 1068 rogos. BeTpeyvatolleecs B Held HayepTaHne b aHa-
NOrNYHoe npeacTaBNeHHOMY Ha CBUTKaxX MPOpPoKoB (puc. 2,7) .

Tun B B BepxHei 4acTbio, UMEIOLLE BUS OCTPOro YT/1a, U OKPYTNEHHMM
KY30BOM TaKXXe HaxoguT aHanormv B HaANMcKM Ha TMYTapakaHCKOM KamHe; B
Hagnucax Ha Mosamkax Cogwmn KneBkoit B uMMeeT paccTOsiHME MeXAy Bepx-
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HUM 1 HKHUM KY30BaMu W 3aKPYT/IeHHbLI BEPXHWIA Ky30B. BykBa [ He OTHO-
CUTCA K 4nCny Hambonee xapakTepHMX. B kauecTBe 0COGEHHOCTU ee HauepTaHus
MOXHO OTMETUTb LUApPOBUAHOE YTO/LLEHWe MNOCPefUHE BEPTUKAalbHOW YepTm
(puc. 6,7), 4To ABNAETCA TaKXKe NpuU3Hakom HavepTaHus T (puc. 2, 3, 5-7) . A-
HasorMyHoe notuny T BCTpeyaeTcs B HagnMcsX Ha Mo3ankax Coum Knesckoii62
BykBa A, Kak npaBwu/o, NOMHOCTbI, C HOXKKamu, CTOMT B cTpoke (puc. 1-3, 5-
7) , MeeT 3a0CTPEHHYIO BEPXHIOH YacTb U KPbMUKY C KPHOYKamu, OBONLHO CUM-
mMeTpuyHas. Ons 6ykBm 6 0OMYHMMUK ABAAIOTCA OBa/ibHas (hopMa, pacLumpsito-
WMecs KOHUbL ANMHHBLL 3arHYThLU BHU3 KOHAOM A3MYOK (puc. 5), nHorga uve-
tOLLMIA LIAPOBMAHOE YTOSLLEeHWe rocpeamHe (puc. 6). HauvepTaHue 6 npuHUMIK-
a/lbHO MaJi0 YeM OT/MYAeTCa OT Hagnmceid Ha coumiickux mo3ankax B Knese. Tu-
MONOrMYECKN 6/IM3KUMKN 6 SBASKOTCA (ee MOXKHO rpahmyeckn paccmaTpu-
BaTb KaK YCMOXHeHHbL! BapuaHT 6 ) um C, KoTopas Takke HaxoguT 61u3Kue
COOTBETCTBUA B KMEBCKMX MO3ankaxCs. Coduu 6". Mpu 06LLLeM CXOACTBE hOpM
6ykB 6 u C Hagnuceid M0O3aMK MOHAcTMps npenogo6Horo Jlyku B ®dokuge
Henb3d He OTMETUTb B HWUX WHOW BapuvaHT 6 ,C KOPOTKUM fA3bLLIKOM CO CBUCAtO-
MM BHW3 TPEYroNbHUKOM 64.

Kak 06M4HO, Hanbonee xapaKTepHoIA NO HauepTaHMIo SiBNseTCa 6ykBa XK
B Haanucax Ha CBMTKax NPOPOKOB OHa HanucaHa B TPW Npruema —BepTuKaibHas
NVHWA 1 NepeceKatoLLMecs Ha Heli cneea Hanpaso W cnpasa Haneso (puc. 1,5,6).
Takoe CUMMETPUYHOE XK C 3aBbMHEHHO HMKHER YacTbio TUMUYHO Ansa XI Beka.
BykBa Ty C 60/bLUMM rOPU3OHT/IbHMM HABECOM U C AJIMHHbLL XBOCTOM, Cry-
CKaloLWMMCs HWKe CTPOKK. 3TO 06bMHas dopma ansd kmpunnmubl X1 Beka, Hac-
KO/IbKO MOXHO CyAWTb 06 3TOM MO TaKOMY pa3HoXapakTepHOMY MaTepuany Kak
TmyTapakaHCKUiA KameHb, rpadgutn Cotun Knesckoit, M36opHuK CesiTocnasa
1073 ropa.

BykBa W nmeeT MayTM COeiMHEHHME MOCPEeAVHE FOPU3OHTANIBHON NepKa-
anHol (puc. 1-4, 5, 7), 4uTo 06MYHO AN PaHHUX HAAMMUCER; 3Ta e rpagmyeckas
thopma W npefctasneHa v B rpevecknx Hagnmcax mosavk Codmu KuescKoii.
BykBa H cocTouT M3 gBYX MauT, COefMHEHHMX HaKNOHHOW YepToli, cnycKaro-
LWelicA cneBa Hanpaso, He LOCTMran Mnpu 3TOM BEPLUMHM OfHOW MayTM U OCHOBa-
HWS Opyroii. B ogHMX cnyyasx HakloHHas vepta npsmas (puc. 3), B gpyrux —
BO/IHOOOpa3Haa (puc. 4, 5, 7). Oba ykazaHHMe TUMM HauepTaHus H 3acsuge-
TeNbCTBOBAaHM MaMATHWKAMMW CMaBsSHCKOM nmucbMeHHOCTU XI Beka, TaKMMUM Kak
butonbckas Hagnucb (1015-1016 rogpO 65 , TemHMuKas Hagnucb66 , TmyTapa-
KaHCKUii KameHb. MOXHO nofo6HMe rpaduueckme OpPMM yKasaTb U B rpevec-
KX Hagnucsx Mmo3ank Codum Kuesckoii 67 . Byka O 0BanbHOW, MHOTAa MOYTH
MUHARNEBUAHON hopMM. AHaNOrMYHMe HauepTaHWs MPUCYTCTBYIKOT B YXKe Has-
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BAHHUX HOXHOCNABAHCKNA HaAMUCAX; He MPeLCTaBNsA0T OHW PefKOCTb M B rpe-
yeckux, gatnpyemmx Xl BeKOM.

TpygHee ykasaTb 6/M3KyH0 aHanoruio Ans HavepTaHus  LLL ocobeHHOCTbIO
KOTOPOW SIBNAETCA TO, YTO OHAa He C BHCOKOWM CepeanHOMN, a Cy)XXeHa KBepxy, C
HEeBMCOKON nepeMblykoil € LWapOBUAHHM YToMWeHMeM nocpeguHe (puc. 3).
Bnnskne no cBoemy TuNy HavepTaHus 06HapyXeHH B rpadpdutn Xl Beka B Co-
thun HOBropoACKON; HeKOTOpOl Napainenblo MOXET clyxuTb LU B 3anucm o
cmepTn ApocnaBa Myaporo B LieHTpasibHOM Hee Cothun KueBckoii 68 .

3 xapaKTepHHX HayepTaHWi cnedyeT ykasaTb B HAAMUCAX HA CBUTKax Npo-
POKOB elle P C ManeHbKOW OKPYroli roN0OBKOM, He BHXOAALLYO U3 CTPOKK. Y
TOXE COXpaHseT ApPeBHEMLNIA BUA: 6YKBa HaNnOMUHAET Yally Ha BUCOKOW HOXKe
(pnc. 3) ; 06e MONOBMHKM BEPXHeW YacT OAMHAKOBOr0 pa3mepa WU.0KPYyrnocTu,
HOXKa C LlapoBUAHUM yTO/MLeHMeM. BykBa V HanoMuHaeT natuHcky V (puc.
1) 1 B 3TOM CMblOfie NPMBAMXKAEETCA K rpedeckoi T, HauepTaHUs KOTOPOWA fatoT
MOHOrpaMmbl 1 Hagnmcy Ha Mo3ankax Codmm Knesckoii 69 .HaueptaHne MBmec-
TO O6HYHOI ANA 60MbLUMHCTBA APEBHUX HAANWUCEW CnycKatoLelica ¢ BepXylLuek
MauT OKPYrnon neTnn gaet 6onee peakuii BapuaHT: CpeaHss MepeMHuKa, cocTa-
B/IAKOLLASA NMPUMEPHO MOSIOBUHY BUCOTW MaYT, COEAMHEHA C HUMU MPAMUMU UK
Xe ApyroobpasHHMMU NMHUAMW. 3TOT BapuaHT, O4HAKO, N3BECTEH PEYECKUM Haf-
nucam X1 Beka, O Yem [alOT MPeACTaB/IEHUS YXKE HeOLHOKPATHO YMOMAHYTUe
MO3aiikn MOHacTapsi Npenogo6HoTo JTyku B ®okmnae . He CTONMb XapaKTepHO
BbIpaKeHb1 NpU3HaKM rpauyeckoTo HavepTaHus A, OTYaCTV HanoMUHaloLLEeN
y>Ke pacCcMoTpeHHue opmm [l . BbykBa K cOCTOMT M3 ABYX Mepecekarowmnxcs
NVHWUIA, Cnerka M30rHYTUX U UMEIOLLKMX HebonbluMe KPHOUKM BBepxy (puc. 5).
BykBa K He umeet Kakux-nnbo apko BblpaxeHHbIXNPM3HAKOB MO CPaBHEHUIO C
thopmMaMmn 0BMUYHUMU AN TEX XKe HaAmuced, 0 KOTOPMX Lia pedb.

Oco60 Haflo cKasaTb O HayepTaHUsX 3HAKOB, COCTaBMIOLLMX NG NPUHAA-
NEXHOCTb KMpUnanubk 310 b, 7 bl, A. BykBa b 06M4YHO MMeeT BepTUKaSb-
HYIO OCHOBHYIO fIMHUIO, b —YalleHakK/NOHHY0,COKPYT/IeHHOWNEeTNeN; COOTBETCT
BEHHO Te XXe NMPWU3HaKN CoXpaHsaeT neBas YacTb 6ykBM bl. Byksa A 06WMYHO NMe-
€T KPULLKY, CPeLHAA HUKHAA YacTb HANOMUHAET YXKe ONUCAHHHIA 3neMeHT 6YKBU

U . Ipaduka 6ykBM h MMeEET TakxKe YepTu XapakTepHue ANs LpeBHeLnx
NamMATHWKOB CNAaBSHCKOro NUCbMa: He BHCTYNAaeT 3a CTPOKY, MEeTNs LOBO/bHO
BE/INKAa, HO He 3aHMMaeT 6O0/blue MOMOBUHWM MauTn, ropusoHTabHas nepekna-
OWHa OTCTOMT Ha 1/4 OT NeT/n M He JOXOAMT 40 BEPXHENO YPOBHSA CTPOKM (puc.
2, 5, 7). Bce 3TM HayepTaHMs He MMEKOT KakKuX-NMbo 31eMEHTOB HEWN3BECTHUX
cnaBsiHCKOMY nucbMy X-XI BeKOB. EAVHCTBEHHON 3a()MKCMPOBAHHON HaMu nn-
raTypoil B M3peyeHMax NpopokoB fBnsetca N& B n3peyeHun OaHuuna (puc. 5),

58

Haanucn B KynonbHbrx pocnucax Codun HoBropomckoii

a Takxxe Ha cBuTKe [asmpa (puc. 1) . B rpeyeckux Hagnucsax OHa cocTaBnseT o-
6HYHOE ABNeHue.

MoaBoas wTorm 0630py rpagmyecknx hopm 6YKB TEKCTOB M3PeYeHHI Ha
CBMTKax MPOPOKOB B KyMO/JbHHX pocnucax Cothmm HOBropoAckoi, cnegyet oT-
METUTb B KA4yecTBe OCOOEHHOCTEN YTOMLIEHUA KOHL0B, a TakkKe OTMEYEHHHE B
psde cnyvaes LapoBUAHME YTONLWEHNA TakuxX OykB Kak * I, TfV, Y. B uenom
e Hefb3s yKasaTb HU OAHOI opMbl, KOTOpas ocTaBanacb 6M HEW3BECTHOW rpe-
YyecKUM unu cnaBsHckuUM Hagnucam Xl Beka. CnefoBaTtefibHO, BEPCUA O TOM,
4yTo N0 NaneorpaMyeckrM MpuU3HaKaMm TEKCTW Ha CBMTKax NPOPOKOB crefyeT
[aTnpoBaTb He paHee Havana Xl Beka, He HaxoAUT NMOATBEPXAEHUA Ha KOHKpPET-
HOM MmaTepuane. OTMEYEHHOE B psife Cly4aeB CXOACTBO HauepTaHuii 6YKB C rpe-
yeckumu Hagnucamu mosank Cocmnm KueBckoii ecim v He joKasHBaeT (hakT pa-
6oty B Cohm HOBropoackoii Tow e apTenun MacTepos, TO, NO KpaiiHel Mepe,
[@aeT eLle OAWMH apryMeHT fAns Toro, Yytobu 3Ty rmnoTesy He cOpacHBaTb CO CYe-
TOB.

Kak 6bwwo ckasaHo, B. H. Jlazapes, oTHocA pocnucy Kynona Cogun Hos-
ropoackoin k 1108 rogy, He MOr He 3aMeTWUTb MX CXOACTBa C “Hambosnee apxau-
4eckoi rpynnoii mo3amnk u thpecok Cothumn Kuesckoii”, a Takxe ¢ obpasamu Bo-
poun. TocnefHuii NaMATHUK, NOCNYXMBLUWIA TeMOW Cepbe3HOro MccnefoBaHus
M. MunbkoBnYa-leneka, B TOM YacTh ()pecoK, KOTOPHE AaTUPYHOTCA BPEMEHEM
okono 1037 ropa, LeiiCTBUTENBHO OOHAPY>XMBAET TOUKM COMPUKOCHOBEHUS CTU-
na Kak co cteHonucamu Cogmm Knesckol, Tak 1 ¢ KynonbHUMu gpeckamm Co-
thun Hosropogckoli 71 . X0TA B 3afaun Hallei cTaTby, MOCBSILLEHHO aHaNn3y
TEKCTOB M3peyeHUii NPOPOKOB B [APeBHENLIMX HOBrOPOACKUX CTEHOMUCAX, He
BXOAWT COMOCTaB/IEHNE MKOHOTrpadun 1 CTUAA PYCCKNX U 6aNKaHCKNX (PPECOKT2
BCE XKe Henb3si 060MTU MONuYaHWeM 3TOT (DaKT, YKasblUAKWUA Ha MI0L0TBOP-
HOCTb CPaBHWUTENbHOIO U3YYeHUs PYCCKMUX U 6ankaHCKUX NamATHUKOB. Hensoex-
HUe yepTa pasiMums, KOTOPHE B M306U/IHN MOXHO OBGHApYXWTb W B npefenax
0fHOro He6OMbLLIOrO LMKIa POCMUCER, HE JOMKHU 3aCNOHATL TOMO OYEBUAHOMO
CX0ACTBa, TOW O6LHOCTU, KOTOpas 00beAMHSET pasfefieHHHe OrpoMHbLU pac-
CTOSHMEM MNaMATHWKN B Pa3fIMYHHX KOHLAX CMaBAHCKOro Mupa, BO3HWMKLUWE
nof 61aroTBOPHHM BO3AEACTBMEM KYNbTypUu BusaHTum.

Kanyra
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Puc. 2. Haanucb Ha cBuTKe Laps ConoMoHa.
Puc. 1. Hagnuce Ha cBUTKe npopoka Jasuga.
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Puc. 3. Hagnuck Ha cBUTKe npopoka Wcaunu.

Hagnucu B kynonbHux pocnucax Codum HoBropoacKkoi

Puc. 4. Hagnucb Ha CBUTKe npopoka Mesekunns.
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Puc. 5. Hagnuce Ha cBUTKe npopoka faHuuna.

Hagnueu B KynonbHux pocnucax Codmm HoBropoackoii

Puc. 6. Hagnucb Ha cBUTKe npopoka Manaxuu.
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Puc. 7. Hagnucb Ha cBUTKe rnpopoka ABBaKyMa.

LE PATRONAGE DU MONT ATHOS AU XHle SIECLE*

D. Nastase

Parmi ses multiples conséquences, la conquéte latine de Constantinople, en
1204, a marqué un tournant décisif dans I’histoire du Mont Athos. C’est que cet
événement crucial privait soudainement le grand centre monastique de ses patrons
et «protecteurs naturels»1 les empereurs byzantins, pour que désormais, jusqu’a
I’occupation turque des Balkans, la Sainte Montagne passe successivement sous
I’autorité des principaux souverains de cette région. Ces changements réitérés de
souveraineté et leurs effets sur la vie de la communauté hagiorite n’ont pas man-
qué d’étre enregistrés par la recherche moderne2 . Mais chacun d’eux fut toujours
considéré comme un cas particulier, résultat de circonstances elles aussi particulié-
res, créées par le hasard des conquétes qui élargirent la domination d’un prince
ou d’un autre sur la Chalcidique. Autrement dit, ce serait la possession de la ré-
gion environnante qui aurait éveillé chez ces princes I’'ambition de faire recon-
naitre leur autorité au vénérable centre monastique, en s’y posant comme protec-
teurs, a coups de donations et de privileges. Quant a la raison méme d’une telle
ambition, en général, le prestige spirituel de la Sainte Montagne a paru la justifier
tout naturellement3 . Méme si I’on observe que tel des souverains en question est
mQ par I'intérét, comme dans le cas de Michel VIII Paléologue aidant la Grande
Lavra pour s’assurer son appui4, c’est dans «la haute autorité morale que représen-
taient les moines de Lavra» qu’on verra la motivation de cet intérét5s .

Je dois pourtant remarquer que le Mont Athos n’*tait pas uniquement une
organisation spirituelle investie d’une autorité morale. Il fut également, jusqu’en
1204, partie intégrante de I’Etat byzantin, bénéficiant d’un régime privilégié de
liberté intérieure et placé sous l’autorité du souverain de cet Etat, le basileus et
autocrate «des Romains». Or tout changement de souveraineté est un fait de na-
ture pohtique, indifféeremment des occupations de ceux qui le subissent et des
apparences qu’il pourrait revétir. Considéré de ce point de vue, le probléme de la
domination du Mont Athos ne manque pas de faire ressortir un de ses aspects,
passablement négligé a mon avis: I’empressement méme que les princes qui s’en
emparéerent aprés 1204 mirent a s’arracher I’un I’autre cette domination.
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Aprés une courte occupation «franque» —sur laquelle je reviendrai —la
presqu’le athonite passa pour quelques années sous l’autorité du prince d’Epire
Théodore Ange. Ce changement eut lieu semble-t-il vers 1224, lorsque Théodore
conquit le royaume latin de Thessalonique5, pour se faire peu apres couronner em-
pereur par le savant archevéque d’Ochride Démétrius Chomatianos7, principal ad-
versaire idéologique,des prétentions que Nicée élevait a la succession de Byzance.
L histoire de la Sainte Montagne lors de cette bréve période n’est pas trés claire.
Relevons néanmoins I’ascendant dont y bénéficia a cette époque précisément Cho-
matianos8.

La phase suivante est, en revanche, un peu mieux connue. Et nous pouvons
constater qu’en ayant défait et capturé I’empereur Théodore Ange de Thessalo-
nique en 1230, a Klokotnica, le tsar de Bulgarie Asen Il (1218-1241) se hatait de
visiter —pratiquement le lendemain de sa victoire! —Ila Sainte Montagne9, ou il
distribuait, en monarque de I’endroit, privileges et donations, mais ou ses ingéren-
ces furent telles, qu’elles devaient provoquer I’opposition catégorique de la com-
munauté 10. Aussi ces interventions sont-elles manifestement dépourvues de tout

aractere spirituel, et I’on ne saurait les appeler autrement que politiques.

Asen Il non plus ne réussit a se maintenir que trés peu d’années dans ce role,
revendiqué également par I’empereur de Nicée Jean Ill Vatatzés1l: a son tour, ce-
lui-ci s’empara de I’Athos des qu’il put occuper (en décembre 1246) Thessalo-
nique 12, sinon un peu plus t6t. C’est ainsi que la Sainte Montagne se retrouva, pour
un siecle, sous domination byzantine, d’abord de Nicée, puis de Constantinople,
depuis la reprise de la capitale, en 1261.

L’Epire, Nicée, mais aussi la Bulgarie, furent les Etats qui se disputérent la
succession de I’Empire détruit en 1204, chacun prétendant au droit exclusif de le
restaurer ou de le remplacer 13. Au cours de cette lutte, qui ne s’est pas livrée
seulement sur les champs de bataille, un souci constant anima les souverains
émules: légitimer leurs visées en s’appropriant le plus possible des attributs de la
souveraineté impériale byzantine. Si nous ajoutons que I’'empereur latin Henri de
Flandre (1206-1216) offrit lui aussi sa protection a I’Athos14, la préoccupation
manifeste de ces princes d’acquérir la qualité de patrons et protecteurs de la Sainte
Montagne —préoccupation prenant des aspects de véritable programme —nous
autorise a penser que cette qualité conférait effectivement un tel attribut.

Ce sont, d’une part, les liens qui réunissaient la communauté hagiorite aux
basileis de Constantinople, d’autre part la composition de celle-ci, qui tireront au
clair le sens de cet attribut, en confirmant, du méme coup, ma déduction.

Domaine ecclésiastique sui generis, le Mont Athos dépendait directement
des empereurs byzantins, dont l'autorité s’exercait tant sur I’ensemble, que sur
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chacun de ses principaux couvents (les «couvents impériaux»), dés la fondation
méme du plus important de ceux-ci, la Grande Lavral5. Mais pour juger de la va-
leur et des avantages que ce systéme revétait aux yeux des empereurs qui l’avaient
institué, il nous faut prendre en considération le trait le plus frappant de la com-
munauté hagiorite: celui de centre monastique multi-national, pan-orthodoxe.
Représentants tout particulierement qualifiés au Moyen Age de leurs nations ou
pays, les mornes géorgiens, siciliens, amalfitains, calabrais, russes, bulgares, serbes,

qui, du vivant encore de saint Athanase de Lavra, ainsi que par la suite, installérent
a I’Athos leurs propres couvents aupres de ceux des Grecs, formaient avec ces der-
niers un véritable «microcosme de I’cecuméné impériale chrétienne»16, 6QUaAPOG

dmdong ¢ olkoupévng, comme devaient I’appeler, a I'instar de Constantinople,

les athonites eux-mémes . C’est cette valeur de symbole de «l’'empire chrétien»

qui conféere a I’Athos sa Vvéritable identité et qui explique pourquoi, jusqu’a I’ef-
fondrement de 1204, la Sainte Montagne, reflet et image en miniature «du monde

entier» réduit a sa plus pure essence, se trouvait, comme de juste, sous I’autorité

non de I’Eglise, mais de I’empereur byzantin. Aussi ce régime était-il parfaitement

accepté par les princes des pays de provenance des moines étrangers, vu que c’est

avec l’autorisation et la confirmation du basileus qu’ils soutinrent et aidérent sub-

stantiellement les couvents hagiorites peuplés par leurs compatriotes, eux, ainsi

que des personnages importants appartenant a leurs familles ou a leur entourage,

et qui vinrent, plus d’une fois, pour y revétir I'habit . Il s’ensuit que, avant la

quatrieme croisade, le patronage du Mont Athos revenait a I’'empereur byzantin en

vertu d’un droit généralement reconnu, et que ce droit, accepté loin au dela des

frontiéres de son Etat, a travers la chrétienté, cache un symbole du pouvoir uni-

versel, I’attribut supréme de la souveraineté impériale. 1l va de soi —et le caractére

sacré entre tous de I’Athos n’y pouvait laisser aucun doute —que ce droit était

censé lui avoir été confié par la Providence elle-méme.

Ces constatations en entrainent une autre: a savoir que la domination du
Mont Athos conférait a tout souverain prétendant a la place des empereurs byzan-
tins un élément de légitimité des plus enviables, du fait surtout que le symbole
qu’il renfermait était traditionnellement reconnu comme tel par I’orthodoxie tout
entiere, et méme au-dela des limites dans lesquelles on convient d’habitude de cir-
conscrire ce qu’on appelle de ce nom. Ce précisément cette qualité sans pa-
reille qui détermina les princes qui se disputérent apres 1204 le réle des empereurs
byzantins, a mettre tant d ardeur pour assumer, de gré ou de force, le patronage
de la Sainte Montagne.

Cette conclusion trouve son entiere confirmation dans le fait que, par la
suite, le premier soin de tout basileus en souffrance de Iégitimité, comme de maint
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autre souverain visant au pouvoir universel, fut celui de s'assurer de cette condi-
tion.

Men fut ainsi avec la plus marquante personnalité de Byzance a I’époque qui
nous occupe, Michel VIII Paléologue. En effet, c’est en janvier 1259 que Michel
usurpa le tréne, en se faisant couronner empereur «le premier, au détriment de
son pupille le jeune Jean Lascaris» et ce fut le méme mois qu’il accorda un im-
portant chrysobulle de donation a la Grande Lavra et un autre a lviron, suivis en
juin d’un troisieme, peut-étre a Saint-Paul

Le caractére a part, «philosophique» du préambule du premier et plus im-
portant de ces actes a déja attiré I’attention . Or c’est exactement dans le sens de
mon explication que, dans ce préambule, le basileus promu par des moyens dou-
teux tient a établir le primat de I’Athos «parmi les lieux consacrés a Dieu», puis la
place éminente de Lavra entre lescouvents de la communauté, afin de souligner
son propre role de bienfaiteur de la fondation de saint Athanase, role dont il ne
manque pas non plus de dire que son chrysobulle méme constitue «un exemple
frappant» . Un second chrysobulle de Michel en faveur de Lavra  ale méme
caractére 24 . Aussi ne fait-il qu’étayer la signification que j’ai trouvée au précédent
et, a la fois, le bien-fondé de mon raisonnement. En effet, cet acte fut émis en a-
vril 1263 25, peu aprés que Michel Paléologue edt escaladé le dernier échelon de son
usurpation, en écartant définitivement et en faisant aveugler le basileus légitime,
I’enfant Jean IV Lascaris, le 25 décembre 1261 ™ Comme on le sait, cet acte pro-
voqua l’opposition ferme du patriarche Arséne qui, loin d’admettre le fait accom-
pli, en excommunia l’auteur, dont la qualité d’empereur se trouva ainsi privée de
la légitimité que seule I’Eglise pouvait lui conférer. L’indomptable Arsene fut dé-
posé 27, mais le conflit se prolongea, provoquant méme une longue crise au sein de
I’Eglise 28 . Le chrysobulle dont les tournures philosophiques s’efforcent de mettre
en évidence, précisément lorsque ce conflit battait son plein, la prééminence de la
Sainte Montagne et plus particuliérement de Lavra, pour les relier a la propre per-
sonne de Michel V111 Paléologue, nous dit que c’est de ce coté que I’'empereur con-
testé par le chef de son Eglise demandait la confirmation de sa Iégitimité et, par
conséquent, qu’une confirmation de ce genre était en état de suppléer a celle du
patriarche cecuménique.

Ces remarques placent sous un jour nouveau les attentions dont I’Athos fut
I'objet, également plus tard de la part de certains princes, a une époque ou la
condition impériale des souverains byzantins sera en butte & de nombreuses con-
voitises et contestations. A son tour, I’éclaircissement des véritables motifs qui dé-
terminérent ces attentions renforcera a posteriori mon explication.
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On connait les efforts que fit, vers le milieu du XIVe siecle, le tsar serbe Du-
san pour substituer a I’empire byzantin son propre empire «des Serbes et des Grecs»,
sinon «des Serbes, des Grecs, des Bulgares et des Albanais» .Je remarquerai d’em-
blée que les peuples rangés par cette derniére formule sous le sceptre du conqué-
rant serbe ne sont pas sans rappeler ceux représentés par les couvents que groupait
la communauté hagiorite 30. Aussi est-ce visiblement pour consacrer son rang impé-
rial que DuSan ceuvra systématiquement afin de s’assurer, comme naguére Asen I,
mais avec un succes plus durable, le patronage de la Sainte Montagne.

En voici quelques indications. En novembre 1345, au seuil de la dignité im-
périale, mais n’étant officiellement que roi, DuSan fait encore mentionner I’empe-
reur byzantin dans son fameux «chrysobulle collectif» en faveur de tous les cou-
vents athonites3l . Mais ce document suit de peu de jours une lettre ou il se dé-
clare déja «totius imperii romani dominus»,le 15 octobre 1345, a Serrés, a proxi-
mité de I’Athos 32 . Ce fut vers la fin de la méme année33 —vraisemblablement a
Noél —que Dusan se fit proclamer empereur: aussi le premier acte impérial qu’on
lui connait, et qui date d’immédiatement apres (janvier 1346), est un chrysobulle
athonite 34 . Enfin, le 16 avril 1346, a c6té du patriarche serbe qu’il venait de créer,
de celui de Bulgarie et de I’archevéque autocéphale d’Ochride, il fit représenter
aussi la communauté hagiorite, protos en téte, a son couronnement comme empe-
reur. Si la participation des chefs des Eglises serbe et bulgare a cette cérémonie lui
assurait la reconnaissance de son titre impérial par les deux pays sud-slaves, celle
de I’archevéque d’Ochride y apportait la tradition, tant des empereurs byzantins
que des tsars bulgares, et, tout a la fois —le précédent de Chomatianos le sug-
gere —I’héritage des «empereurs» et des despotes d’Epire 35 . Quant a celle des
représentants athonites, elle doit nous faire penser au cas de Michel VIII Paléo-
logue: & n’en pas douter, la consécration que Dusan demandait a I’Athos était cel-
le d’empereur cecuménique, devant supléer a celle, impossible a obtenir, du pa-
triarche de Constantinople. Et ce n’est pas tout. L’année suivante36, le tsar serbe
se rendra lui-méme au Mont Athos en basileus, pour une tres longue visite , du-
rant laquelle il distribua a tous les couvents des chrysobulles qui «imitent jusque
dans le détail les actes impériaux byzantins» . Mais, ce qui esttout a fait extraor-
dinaire, outre son fils et héritier présomptif Uroa, il y emmena aussi son épouse, la
tsarine Héléne. Or, a cette époque la préoccupation centrale de Duaan devait étre
forcément de consolider, par tous les moyens dont il disposait, son nouveau titre
d’empereur, c’est-a-dire de «souverain universel». C’est ce qui explique pourquoi
il avait entrepris et tant prolongé —presque quatre mois ! —cette insolite visite
de famille, en donnant tant d’ostentation a cette présence féminine sur la Mon-
tagne des moines. En effet, pourquoi I’aurait-il fait, sinon pour entourer d’un éclat
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cecuménique incomparable, que seul pouvait lui dispenser I’Athos et I’accueil con-
sentant des hagiorites, sa propre condition impériale, mais encore celles de son é-
pouse et de leur fils destiné a lui succéder et, plus loin dans I’avenir, celle de la
lignée de ses descendants? 40

Dusan n’avait pas réussi a occuper Thessalonique, ou le gouvernement des
Zélotes put se maintenir jusqu’en 1350. A son effondrement, ce fut Jean VI Can-
tacuzéne qui, accompagné du jeune Jean V Paléologue, prit possession de la ville.
La situation de Jean Cantacuzéne a cette époque était a plus d’un point semblable a
celle de Michel VIII Paléologue en 1259, a cette différence prés que Cantacuzéne
ne réussira jamais & établir définitivement son pouvoir personnel. Aussi le conflit
avec I’empereur légitime, Jean V, qui finalement devait le renverser, reprit-il de
plus belle peu aprés leur visite commune a Thessalonique. Si mon explication est
exacte, Jean Cantacuzéne devait donc profiter du pouvoir encore entre ses mains,
pour contrecarrer la légitimité de son pupille (nullement résigné a lui abandonner
le tréne) par la consécration impériale qu’offrait le patronage de la Sainte Mon-
tagne. C’est justement ce qu’il fit, a en juger d’aprés le fait qu’aussitdt la seconde
ville de I'empire occupée, il faussa compagnie au basileus porphyrogénete, en se
transportant seul, en toute héate, au Mont Athos, poury faire reconnaitre son au-
torité4l.

Mais aprés Duaan il y eut encore d’autres souverains non-byzantins qui s’éri-
gérent en patrons ou protecteurs de I’Athos. L’un fut le despote de Serrés Ugljeaa
(+ 1371); un autre, le roi d’Aragon et de Sicile Alphonse V «le Magnanime» (1416
-1458).

Apparemment, rien de commun entre le dynaste serbe qui s’était taillé dans
les décombres de I’'empire de DuSan une principauté éphémere dans la région de
Serrés et le lointain roi catholique du XVe siécle. A y regarder de plus pres, il
existe toutefois entre ces deux princes une ressemblance qui, d’autant plus qu’elle
est apparemment l'unique, vient étayer fort a propos ma thése. En effet, iln'y a
pas longtemps que G. Ostrogorsky a mis en lumiére les velléités impériales du «des-
pote et autocrate» UgljeSa42 , dont «laprincipauté de Serréstend a égaler I'Empire
byzantin», & I’instar de «I’Empire des Serbes et des Grecs des jours de DuSan»43.
Or, comme I’illustre byzantiniste I’a fait aussi remarquer, I’«une des bases les plus
solides» de I’autorité d’UgljeSa, qui se voulait donc impériale, fut le Mont Athos44.

Quant a Alphonse V d’Aragon, on sait que, tout en s’efforcant avec ténacité
d’instaurer son hégémonie dans la Méditerranée, il reprit les projets traditionnels
des rois de Sicile ses prédécesseurs, ceux de se substituer aux empereurs de Cons-
tantinople 45 . Or les rapports d’Alphonse V avec I’Athos sont diiment datés de
1421 46, c’est-a-dire de I’année méme ou ce roi inaugurait son action perséveé-
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rante visant la domination de la Méditerranée47. Par ailleurs, comme on ne saurait
penser sérieusement que la communauté schismatique, principale citadelle de la ré-
sistance anti-unioniste, aurait pu exercer son prestige spirituel sur I’enfant chéri
de Rome que fut Alphonse V, il nous faut admettre que ces rapports furent dictés
par les ambitions impériales du roi aragonais, collectionneur dans ce but d’un
nombre imposant de titres suzerains plus ou moins illusoires dans |’Egée et dans
les Balkans 8.

Mais peut-étre le meilleur exemple pour illustrer la valeur revétue par le pa-
tronage de I’Athos est-il fourni par le comportement observé a |’égard de la Mon-
tagne sacrée entre toutes des chrétiens, par les pires ennemis de la chrétienté, les
sultans turcs. En effet, ce comportement reprend, pour I’essentiel, celui des diffé-
rents souverains dont nous nous sommes occupés49, et dans ce cas I’'argument du
prestige religieux tourne au non-sens. Il reste, en échange, pour expliquer cette at-
titude, le fait essentiel que pour substituer a I'Empire chrétien qu’ils avaient abat-
tu leur propre regne universel, les sultans ottomans ne pouvaient se dispenser de le
légitimer par les mémes moyens que leurs prédécesseurs chrétiens50.

Appartenant a des époques différentes et régnant souvent sur des pays diffé-
rents, parfois tres éloignés dans I’espace, les souverains que j’ai passes en revue
sont quelqufois séparés aussi —ce qui me semble décisif —par leurs convictions re-
ligieuses, tant entre eux, que de la communauté athonité. La préoccupation évi-
dente qui leur fut commune de s’assurer la domination ou, du moins, le réle de
protecteurs de la Sainte Montagne (de la Grande Lavra, en premier Ueu) fut donc
déterminée par ce qu’ils avaient aussi de commun: la volonté ou le besoin de Iégiti-
mer leurs prétentions a la place supréme de la souveraineté médiévale, en un mot,
a I’Empire.

A l’aide des résultats acquis par cette incursion au-dela de I’époque qui nous
occupe, tdchons maintenant d’élucider certains aspects —qu’intentionnellement je
n’ai pas abordés jusqu’ici —du probleme posé par le titre de ma communication.

Au point ou nous sommes, nous pouvons en effet nous rendre facilement
compte que si, malgré ses graves soucis de toute sorte, I’'empereur latin Henri de
Flandre (1206-1216) offrit sonmaigre soutien ala Sainte Montagne schismatique 51,
ce fut pour les mémes raisons que le firent, a différentes échelles, les autres souve-
rains rappelés précédemment. Et cela d’autant plus que sa sollicitude visa tout par-
ticulierement la Grande Lavra 52 , dont une quarantaine d’années plus tard Michel
VIII Paléologue devait souligner la place éminente et la valeur & I’aide du langage
allégorique des chrysobulles qu’il lui accordait.

Mais celui qui, a la méme époque, prit finalement sous son autorité directe
le Mont Athos fut le pape lui-méme. On sait en effet qu’aprés différentes autres
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mesures en leur faveur, en 1214 Innocent Il placa les couvents hagiorites sous sa
protection, en interdisant & tout autre prélat latin de s’y immiscer53. Innocent Il
travailla inlassablement pour établir le pouvoir universel du Saint Siege, pour im-
poser son hégémonie a I'Empire occidental et aux souverains catholiques, dont
plusieurs (les rois de Sicile, de Portugal, de Léon, d’Angleterre, de Hongrie, de Bo-
héme) furent effectivement ses vassaux 54. Quant aux Balkans, ce pape pouvait s’y
enorgueillir de quelques succes hors pair, dont la soumission de I’Eglise bulgare et
I'instauration de I’'empire latin d’Orient. Aussi, dans une lettre qu’ils lui adressaient
en 1206, les représentants du clergé grec constantinopolitain proposaient-ils a In-
nocent Il de faire mention de son nom pendant les offices, «suivant le mode usité
pour I’acclamation impériale: ‘Longue vie au seigneur Innocent, pape de I’anci-
enne Rome ’ »55. On nous autorisera donc de penser que ce fut précisément pour
renforcer ces positions cecuméniques et «impériales» que le pape adopta lui aussi
envers le Mont Athos I’attitude des empereurs d’Orient.

Les basileis de Byzance restaurée ne purent jamais recouvrer entiérement la
situation que leurs prédécesseurs avaient détenue a I’Athos avant 1204. Par la
force des choses, aprés cette date fatale, ce fut le patriarcat seul qui, de son exil de
Nicée, conserva encore quelques possibilités de lutter contre les différentes convoi-
tises dont la Sainte Montagne faisait 1’objet, et pour y sauvegarder, tant soit peu,
I’ascendant byzantin. Ainsi, on avu qu’en 1235 ce fut le patriarche de Nicée, Ger-
main 11, qui agit résolument pour soustraire FAthos & I’emprise bulgare, en allant
jusqu’a en faire dépendre la reconnaissance du patriarcat de Tamovo56, ce qui,
d’autre part, constitue un indice de plus du prix que Byzance exilée attachait au
patronage de I"Athos.

La politique unioniste de Michel VIII Paléologue n’était pas faite pour ren-
forcer la position de I’empereur a la Sainte Montagne 57. M est vrai qu’avec le ren-
versement d’attitude.d’Andronic Il (1282-1328) dans la question religieuse, le
basileus y regagna du terrain perdu par son pere 58. Mais son option orthodoxe
méme ne pouvait que I’obliger a sanctionner les positions acquises par le patriar-
cat, voire & les renforcer 59. Par ailleurs, avec les graves pertes territoriales que I’E-
tat byzantin subit pendant le regne d’Andronic Il, la mission de maintenir ou d’im-
poser l’autorité ou, du moins, I'influence byzantine,hors des frontieres de I’/Empire,
qui rétréciront désormais a un rythme catastrophique, reviendra, de plus en plus,
surtout aux patriarches de Constantinople 60, dont le role directeur de I’Orthodo-
xie ne devait tarder a se manifester ouvertement sous ses aspects politiques 61
C’est par suite de cette évolution historique, qu’en novembre 1312 un chrysobulle
de I’'empereur trés orthodoxe Andronic Il et, conjointement, un sigillion patriarcal,
placaient la Sainte Montagne sous I’autorité du patriarche cecuménique, dans les
mémes conditions de liberté intérieure62.
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Ce tournant met un terme convenable & mon exposé.

Mais, comme on a pu le constater dans une certaine mesure, |’explication
que j’ai donnée de la signification symbolique du Mont Athos et de la valeur revé-
tue par son patronage, ne se laisse pas enfermer dans les limites chronologiques
que je m’étais fixées. Aussi, en plus des cas ultérieurs déja rappelés, éclaire-t-elle
d’une lumiere nouvelle les efforts que feront, pendant plus de quatre siecles —
jusqu’en 1821 - les princes des pays roumains de Valachie et de Moldavie pour as-
sumer ce patronage 63 . En effet - c’est surtout grace a Nicolas lorga que nous le
savons64 —pour les peuples chrétiens assujétis par les Turcs, ces princes rempla-
caient les empereurs disparus65. Or, comme j ‘ai essayé de le montrer dans d’autres
travaux 66 , ce phénomeéne se fonde sur une véritable conception impériale, parfai-
tement consciente, que les princes roumains et, aprés eux, les princes phanariotes,
de Moldo-Valachie, se faisaient de leur pouvoir souverain et qui fut partagée par
les cercles directeurs de I’Eglise orientale et de I'Hellénisme. C’est bien la qu’il
faut chercher I’explication de ces efforts!

Quant a I’époque qui précede I’occupation latine, les résultats acquis par la
présente recherche ouvrent des perspectives insoupgonnées jusqu’ici pour une meil-
leure compréhension des motifs qui déterminérent la fondation méme de la Gran-
de Lavra et les changements radicaux que cet événement introduisit dans la vie du
modeste groupement athonite d’anachoretes et de moines, pour en faire trés vite
le plus important des centres monastiques orientaux. Rappelons a cet effet que
Lavra fut fondée en 962-96367 et que, outre celui géorgien des Ibéres68 (auxquels
on rapprochera des athonites arméniens, mentionnés dans certaines sources69), les
cogvents étrangers qui sétablirent a trés bref délai sur la Montagne furent celui
«du Sicilien»70, celui «des Amalfitains»71 —dont le fondateur et premier higou-
meéne aurait été un frére, nommé Léon, du duc de Bénévent Pandolf 1172 —et ce-
lui «des Calabrais» .Et que I’on se rappelle aussi, d’une part, les guerres que By-
zance dut mener dés cette époque pour maitriser la région caucasienne et pré-cau-
casienne, a la fois bastion avancé sur sa frontiére orientale et point d’appui pour
divers usurpateurs. D’autre part, la fondation de Lavra se place aussitét aprés un
événement capital, qui remettait en cause, a I’échelle européenne, la portée cecu-
ménique du titre impérial byzantin, et dont la conséquence immédiate fut un con-
flit militaire qui souleva de nouveau le probléeme des droits de Byzance sur la ré-
gion méridionale de I’ltalie, comprenant justement la Calabre, Amalfi, Bénévent, la
Sicile: ce fut le couronnement & Rome d’Otton ler comme empereur d’Occident,
le 2 février 962. Mais ces questions trouveront leur place dans une autre étude,
que je compte intituler «Le Mont Athos symbole de I'eecuméné impériale chré-
tienne»74.

Athénes
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* Communication présentée au XVe Congrés international d’études byzantines, Athénes,
1976.
La bibliographie, revue depuis cette date, s’arréte en 1980.
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cache I’intention de gagner le soutien du clergé grec pour I’Etat serbo-grec qu’il était en train
de constituer, voire pour ses projets d’occuper «le tréne byzantin», G. Soulis, O Ztépavocg
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lers qu’occasionna cette année, a Gallipoli, la reconnaissance du patriarcat bulgare par Nicée,
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le Mont Athos fut «un symbole et un attribut impérial»; cf. aussi infra, n. 74.

17. Cf. id., Le Mont Athos pendant I’occupation latine de Constantinople, Byzantinisch-
neugriechische Jahrbiicher 22 (tirage a part, Athenes 1977), 128. Voir le projet de charte de
«fondation» du couvent athonite de Koutloumous, projet rédigé en 1369 par I’illustre higou-
mene de ce couvent Chariton au nom du voévode de Valachie Vladislav ler (dit aussi Vlaicou,
1364 - vers 1376), Actes de Kutlumus, No 26, 1 10 («... é&v T® 6auuact® twde Kai ayljjo
0pEl TW 0QUOAN® W( el7reli; dmaong TN olkoupévne,») et le «premier testament» contempo-
rain du méme Chariton, ibid., No 29,1. 21 («... 0 ayiur(a)TOv Touti 6po¢ 16 w¢ einelv amna-
ong TAC olkoupévng 6@Uaipov»). Normalement, cette formule concernait - en différentes
variantes (le plus souvent, 6QUOAUOC TAC yNC, ou TNG olkouvpévng) - Constantinople: cf. les
exemples qu’en retient Erwin Fenster, Laudes Constantinopolitanae, Munich 1968, passim,
notamment 132 sg. Méme apres I’époque ol Chariton rappliquera au Mont Athos, elle con-
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tinuera a étre employée pour caractériser la capitale byzantine: voir, par exemple, au début du
XVe siecle, Paul Gauthier, Un récit inédit du siege de Constantinople par les Turcs (i394-
1402), Revue des études byzantines 23 (1965), 110, 1 25 (dans le texte, a propos de Constan-
tinople, «... TOv ¢ oikoupévng 6@UaAuOY,»). A I'exception des Italiens (Amalfitains, Siciliens,
Calabrais, pour lesquels infra), qui au XIVe siécle n’étaient plus représentés a I’Athos, les
autres peuples que j’ai mentionnés en plus des Grecs figurent dans le projet de Chariton («Lép-
Bot kai BoUAyapoi dnAadr 'Pw¢ re kai IBnpec», Actes de Kutlumus, 103,1. 9), illustrant la
valeur &'6@UaAuog amaong TR olkoupévng de la Sainte Montagne.

18. Voir les exemples des couvents d’lviron (D. Papachryssanthou, op. cit., 83 sq., le
sous-chapitre intitulé «Le role des Ibéres dans le développement de I’Athos». Le couvent géor-
gien d’lviron fut fondé en 979/80 ou un peu plus tot, ibid., 88), des Amalfitains (infra), de
Chilandar (qui, ruiné, avait été cédé en 1198 par Alexis Nl Ange au fondateur de la dynastie
des Némanides, Etienne Nemanja et a son fils Sabbas, afin de devenir «laure» serbe, vicies de
Chilandar, éd. L. Petit et B. Korablev, Vizantijskij Vremennik 17, 1910, Supplément 1, Nos
3,4).

19. G. Rouillard, La politique de Michel Vin..., 78; pour la date, G. Ostrogorsky, Ge-
schichte des byzantinischen Staates”™, Munich 1963, 369, n..2.

20. G. Rouillard, op. cit., 80-81.

21. 1bid., 76-77; cf. F. Dolger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostrémischen Reiches
von 565-1453, 3. Teil, Munich - Berlin 1932, No 1866, 31. Ce chrysobulle a été édité en der-
nier heu dans Actes de Lavra, Il, Paris 1977, No 71.

22. Cf. G. Rouillard, loc. cit.

23. Actes de Lavra, Il, No 72.

24. G. Rouillard, op. cit., 77. Bien que cet acte ne fasse que confirmer une donation du des-
pote Jean Paléologue, frére de I’empereur, c’est ce dernier qui s’en arroge le principal mérite:
ce n’est en effet que son chrysobulle méme qui conférerait a ce don ce qu’«ajoute au corps
I’ame et ce qu’on appelle le souffle de la vie» (loc. cit.), donc sa véritable valeur. Voir le pré-
ambule, Actes de Lavra, Il, No 72, 14,

25. G. Rouillard, op. cit., 75; Actes e Lavra, 11, acte cité, 12 et 15-16, 1 99-100.

26. Nicéphore Grégoras, 1-93; cf. R. Gulland, Etudes byzantines, Paris 1959, 31.

27. En 1264. V. Laurent, La chronologie des patriarches de Constantinople au Xllle siécle,
Revue des études byzantines 27 (1969), 142.

28. Id., Les grandes crises religieuses a Byzance. La fin du schisme arsénite, Académie
Roumaine, Bulletin de la section historique 26 (1945), 225-313. Cf. Migne, PG, t. CXL, col.
948-958.

29. A. Solovjev - V. MoSin, Gruke povelje srpskih vladara (Diplomata graeca regum et im-
peratorum Serviae), Belgrade 1936 (= Londres, Variorum Reprints, 1974), No XLIV, 348,1.
198-200, 349,1. 173-175.

30. La présence des Albanais a I’Athos est aussi attestée. Pour un moine albanais a Lavra,
vers 1360, Actes de Lavra, Ill, Paris 1979, No 135,1. 19. Un «monastere» dit «de la Tour de
I’Albanais», ou «des Albanais», aurait été justement une annexe du couvent serbe de Chilan-
dar. Pendant le premier tiers du XVle siecle, cette «Tour de I’Albanais» recevra des dons en
especes des princes de Valachie (en 1512, 1525, 1528.Documenta Romaniae Histonca, B, vol.
11, aux soins de 8tefan Ctefénescu et Olimpia Diaconescu, Bucarest 1972, Nos 109,234,235;
Documente privind istoria Romaniei, Veacul XV1, B., vol. Il, Bucarest 1951, No 46). En 1489,
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on consignera Karakalou comme couvent albanais. Cf. T. Bodogae, Ajutoarele romane§ti la
manastinle din sfantulMunte Athos, Sibiu 1940, 237.

31. G. Soulis, ‘O Ztépavoc Aouodv ..., 38 (=id., Tsar Stephen DuSan ..., 55); cf. M. Las-
caris, Actes serbes de Vatopédi, Byzantinoslavica 6 (1935-1936), 167-168 et édition de I’acte,
ibid., 173-174. Cf. aussi Actes de Lavra, Ill, appendice XIII.

32. G. Soulis, ‘Hmpwtn mPBpiodog TNG ZPpPRokpartiag év ORccaMgl (1348-1356), dans son
recueil cité, 81, n. 5. Dans un acte émis le méme mois, DuSan se fait intituler «kral et auto-
crate de Serbie et de Romanie» (page et note citées).

33. G. Ostrogorsky, op. cit., 431 et n. 3.

34. En faveur d’lviron, A. Solovjev - V. MoSin, op. cit.,, No VI; cf. G. Ostrogorsky, Sabra-
na dela, 1V, Vizantija i Sloveni, Belgrade 1970, 216. C’est en méme temps le premier de la sé-
rie de chrysobulles que DuSan octroya aux couventsathonites entant qu’empereur, loc. cit.; cf.
infra.

35. On rencontre, en effet, le titre d’«empereur de Serbie et de Romanie» de DuSan suivi
par celui de «despote d’Arta», la capitale de I’Epire («imperator Ratfie et Romanie, dispotus
Larte et Blachie cornes», apud G. Soulis, voir le recueil cité, 115 et n. 8; cf. 123 et n. 9. Voir
aussi, par ailleurs, la signature autographe de DuSan sur un chrysobulle qu’il accorda a Lavra
en décembre 1347: ST(E)FAN V’ H(RI)STA B(0)GA VERNI CAR+ SRBLEM’ | GRKI2M |
DESPOTAJU | ZAPADNI ZEMLI. Actes de Lavra, 1ll, No 128,1. 43-44.

36. Avant le ler septembre 1347. G. Soulis, O Zté@avo¢ Aoudqv ..., 41, n. 1 (=id., Tsar
Stephen DuSan ..., 58, n. 17).

37. Pour laquelle, les travaux cités, respectivement 40 sg. et 57 sq., avec sources et biblio-
graphie; cf. I. Dujéev, op. cit., 505-506.

38. G. Ostrogorsky, Histoire de I'Etat byzantin, traduction francaise de J. Gouillard, Pa-
ris 1969, 546, n. 1. Une liste des actes de DuSan en faveur des couvents de I’Athos, chez I.
V. MoSin, op. cit. Cf. G. Soulis, travaux cités, respectivement 39 sq., 56 sq.

39.1. Dujbev, op. cit., 505.

40. Cf. aussi les légendes athonites auxquelles donna naissance cette visite, dont celle,
profondément significative, racontée par G. Smirnakis, T6 Ayiot; ‘Opog, Athénes 1903, 88,
du tsar serbe montant a cheval sur la cime de I’Athos pour y planter «son étendard tropaio-
phore». (Elle frappa G. Souhs, qui la cite dans les deux versions de son étude sur I’Athos, res-
pectivement 41 n. 3, 59 n. 20).

41. J. Cantacuzeéne, #istoria, 1V-24, éd. Bonn, Ill, 176 25-1789.

42. G. Ostrogorsky, Serska oblast posle DuSanove smrti, Belgrade 1965, chapitre 1V,
notamment 81-82. Sur la carriere d’UgljeSa, plus récemment, Rade Mihaljdic, Kraj Srpskog car-
stva (avec un résumé frangais), Belgrade 1975, passim, notamment 79-89, 95-96, 137 sq.

43. G. Ostrogorsky, Problémes de relations byzantino-serbes au XI1Ve siécle, réédité dans
son recueil Byzanz” und die Welt der Slawen. Beitrage zur Geschichte der byzantinisch-slawi-
schen Beziehungen, Darmstadt 1974, 77.

44. 1bid., 83.

45. Cf. id., Geschichte des byzantinischen Staates , 470 et n. 2 (avec la bibliographie du
probléme).

46. Anscari Mundd, Alphonse V d’Aragon, et le Mont Athos, Le millénaire du Mont
Athos, 1, 152-155.
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47. A. Mundb, loc. cit.,, 154, mais sans avoir su en. tirer la conclusion correcte (voir son
commentaire, ibid., 155-156).

48. Cf. loc. cit., 155-156.

49. Murad Il et Mahomet Il garantirent le régime de liberté intérieure de I’Athos, qui
constituera ainsi Tune des «autonomies locales» chrétiennes du systéme ottoman. Dans le
cadre de ce systeme, les athonites ou leurs protecteurs, princes chrétiens tributaires de la Porte,
s’adressent aux sultans qui, comme les empereurs byzantins autrefois, accordent des privileges
ou confirment leurs droits aux couvents de I’«Ayanoros». P. Lemerle et P. Wittek, Recher-
ches sur I’histoire et le statut des monasteres athonites sous la domination turque, extrait des
Archives dhistoire du droit oriental, 3, Wetteren 1948, 525 sqg. (cf. P. Lemerle, vicies de Kut-
lumus, 234-235); N. Oikonomidés, Actes de Dionysiou, édition diplomatique par, Paris 1968,
p. 18; Elisabeth A. Zachariadou, Ottoman Documents from the Archives of Dionysiou (Mount
Athos), 1495-1520, Sudost Forschungen 30 (1971), 1-35; N. Beldiceanu, En marge d’une re-
cherche concernant les relations roumano-athonites, Byzantion 50 (1980), 620-622. Les cons-
tructions ou restaurations effectuées a MAthos aux frais des voévodes de Valachie et de Mol-
davie bénéficient parfois du concours bienveillant des sultans (comme lors de la réfection du
couvent de St.-Pantéléimon, entreprise en 1812 par le voévode Scarlate Callimachi, «avec un
architecte envoyé par le sultan lui-méme», T. Bodogae, op. cit.,, 298-299), qui passent pour
avoir fait aussi, personnellement, ceuvre de donateurs et «fondateurs» a la Sainte Montagne
dans quelques cas éloquents. Voir les exemples retenus ibid., 195 (n. 1), 199, 239, 281 (cf. la
note suivante).

50. Cf. les constructions au couvent de Xéropotamou attribuées a Sélim ler (1512-1520)
et a Soliman le Magnifique (en 1558) (loc. cit., 199), c’est-a-dire exactement aux sultans qui
portérent «I’empire cecuménique» ottoman a son apogée.

J. Bompaire, Actes de Xéropotamou, édition diplomatique par, Paris 1964, 14, con-
sidere comme un «faux du XVIllle siecle, le hatti-chérif du sultan Sélim 1ler, de 1517, appelé
fondateur du couvent, qu’il aurait reconstruit aprés un incendie». Mais dans sa bien connue
étude posthume Les origines légendaires et histoire de Xéropotamou, Louvain 1942, 153, S.
Binon - dont, par ailleurs, J. Bompaire souligne I’'ingéniosité et la prudence (op. cit., 3) - ne
tient cet acte que pour suspect, avec la précision suivante: «Loin de nous la pensée qu’il serait
un faux pur et simple, n’ayant aucun fondement historique. Mais nous inclinons a croire
qu’un texte plus récent fut, ici encore, plagié et interpolé.» Quoi qu’il en soit, on retiendra
donc qu’a une époque ou l'on devait en tout cas connaitre la signification symbolique de
I’Athos, ce «hatti-chérif» confere la qualité de nouveau fondateur de Xéropotamou au premier
sultan turc khalife, qui avait conquis les Lieux-Saints du christianisme et, tout a la fois, avait
étendu la domination ottomane aux anciennes possessions byzantines de Syrie et de I’Egypte.

51. En dernier lieu, M. 2ivojinovic, op. cit., 82-83.

52. Ou I’'on voyait autrefois son portrait mural de «fondateur», loc. cit., 83 et n. 29, 30.

53. M. 2ivojinovié, op. cit., 84-85 (avec sources).

54. Sur Innocent Il il y a une riche bibliographie, dont: A.Luchaire, Innocentlll, vol. I-
VI, Paris 1905-1908; G. Martini, Traslazione dell’lmpero e donazione di Costantino nel pen-
siero e nella politica d’Innocenzo 111, Archivio della Reale Société Romana di Storia Patria 56-
57 (1933-1934), 219-362; M. Maccarone, Chiesa e stato nella dottrina del papa Innocenzo Ill,
Rome 1940; A. Fliche, Le pontificat d’innocent Ill, dans A. Fliche et V. Martin, Histoire de
I'Eglise, t. 10, Paris 1950, 11-213; F. Kempf, Papsttum und Kaiserturn bei Innocenz ///...,
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Rome 1954; H. Tillmann, Papst Innocenz Ill, Bonn 1954; J. M. Powell, Innocent LLU. Vicar
of Christ or Lord of the World? Boston 1963.

55. J. Longnon, L empire latin de Constantinople et la principauté deMorée, Paris 1949,
96. La lettre dans Migne, PG, t. CXL, col. 293-298.

56. Supra, n. 11.

57. Cf. M. Zivojinovic, Sveta Gora i Lionska unija. Méme si I’attitude du basileus envers
FAthos aprés I’'union de Lyon (1274) ne fut pas celle de répression sauvage qu’on lui attribuera.
Voir 1. Anastasiou, «O 0puAolpeVog SIWYUOC TWV ‘AyIopelT®V LTd Tol Mixanh H' MoaAato-
A6you Kai To0 ‘lwdvvou Bekkou», ABwvitikn MoAtteia, Salonique 1963, 207-257.

58. On le verra, entre autres, lors du conflit des deux Andronic. En effet, ce fut le protos
Isaac qu’Andronic Il put charger en 1322 de négocier sa réconciliation avec son petit-fils,
Andronic 111, le vieil empereur s’adressant en outre, a cette occasion, a deux autres impor-
tants athonites, I’higouméne de Vatopédi Niphon et le futur saint Nicodeme, moine au méme
couvent. Jacques Bompaire et Léonidas Mavromatis, La querelle des deux Andronic et le
Mont Athos en 1322, Revue des études byzantines 32 (1974), 187-198.

59. Pour I’accroissement du réle du patriarche dans les affaires athonites, depuis I’époque
de Nicée et devant culminer sous Andronic Il, D. Papachryssanthou, dams Actes du Prdtaton,
125-126.

60. N. lorga, Croisade latine et byzantine dans le Sud-Est de I’Europe, dans ses Choses
d'Orient et de Roumanie, Bucarest - Paris 1924, 38-39; cf. G. Ostrogorsky, Geschichte ...,
457.

61. D. Nastase, Une chronique byzantine perdue et sa version slavo-roumaine (la Chro-
nique de Tismana, 1411-1413), I, Cyrillomethodianum 4 (1977), 160 sq.; id., Le Mont Athos et
la politique du patriarcat de Constantinople, de 1355 a 1375, Z0upeikta 3 (1979), 121-177.

62. Les deux actes, en dernier lieu, dans Actes du Protaton, Nos 11 (le sigillion) et 12 (le
chrysobulle).

63. On trouvera I’essentiel de la bibliographie plus ancienne concernant les relations rou-
mano-athonites chez Petre §. Nasturel, Apercu critique des rapports de la Valachie et du Mont
Athos des origines au début du XVle siecle, Revue des études Sud-Est Européennes 2 (1964),
93, n. 1. Sur les débuts de ces relations, en dernier lieu, D. Nastase, Le Mont Athos et la poli-
tique du patriarcat ..., 131 sq.

64. Voir notamment N. lorga, Byzance aprés Byzance. Continuation de I’Histoire de la
vie byzantine (réimpression, avec une Postface par Virgil Candea), Bucarest 1971.

65. Cf. P. §. Nasturel, Considérations sur I'idée impériale chez les Roumains,Byzantina 5
(1973), 397-413.

66. Voir notamment D. Nastase, L'héritage impérial byzantin dans I'art et I'histoire des
pays roumains, Milan 1976; id., L’idée impériale dans les pays roumains et «le crypto-empire
chrétien» sous la domination ottomane. Etat et importance du probléme, Z0upeikta 4(1981),
201-250.

67. Supra, n. 15.

68. Supra, n. 18.

69. Actes de Lavra, 12, Addenda, 374 (No 29); cf. Actes du Protaton, 83.

Je me propose de m’occuper du trés ancien couvent athonite «to0 Apueviouv ou ’Ap-
pevou a Xérokastron» (Actes de Lavra, 1, 49; cf. Actes de Lavra, IL, 8) dans I’étude que j’an-
nonce a la fin de ce travail. Pour I’ancienneté de ce couvent, a noter, en attendant, que ses
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représentants «apparaissent dans cing documents du Xe siecle», D. Papachryssanthou, dans
Actes du Prétaton, 92.

70.1bid., 90.
71. 1bid.t 86; A. Pertusi, Monasteri e monaci italiani alTAthos nelTalto Medioevo, Le Mil-
lénaire du Mont Athos ..., I, 217 sg. Le couvent amaliitain de I’Athos aurait été fondé vers

985-990 (A. Pertusi, op. cit.,, 221 sg.); moins de cent ans plus tard on le trouve mentionné
comme «couvent impérial» (Actes de Lavra, 1 No 43, 1. 57).

72. A. Pertusi, op. cit., 220 sq., 224-225, 234-235, 251. Pourtant, comme je le montrerai
ailleurs, il n’est pas prouvé que le «monasterium amoenum» fondé et dirigé par Léon, «frater
Beneventani ducis», fut le couvent des Amalfitains. Par contre, on est autorisé de penser
qu’il fut différent de ce dernier, et qu’il devrait donc étre ajouté aux couvents latins connus
de I’Athos.

73. Ibid., 238 sg. Premiére mention en 1080 (ibid., 240-241), mais, par ailleurs, «vers
970» déja, «le Calabrais Nicéphore le Nu avait pris le chemin de I’Athos» (D. Papachryssan-
thou, dans Actes du Protaton, 83).

74. Plutdt que «Le patronage du Mont Athos, attribut de la souveraineté impériale»,
comme je I’annoncais dans «Le Mont Athos pendant I’occupation latine de Constantinople»,
130.

Sous une forme générale, encore élémentaire, mais exacte pour I’essentiel, c’est en 1972,
dans mon travail cité De la imparatii romani ai Rasaritului la voievozii romani..., que j’ai
déja exprimé I'opinion que la communauté multi-nationale et pan-orthodoxe de I’Athos cons-
titua, des I’époque de saint Athanase (+ «ca 1000»), comme par la suite, un symbole de I’ce-
cuméné impériale chrétienne. Ce travail polycopié ayant eu une circulation restreinte, et aussi
pour que le principal passage concernant ce probleme puisse étre accessible aux historiens qui
ne connaissent pas le roumain, je crois utile d’en donner ici une traduction frangaise (p. 1-2).

«Dés le début, a cause, dit-on, de I’étroite amitié et de I’admiration que lui portait I’em-
pereur-ascete de Byzance Nicéphore Phokas (963-969), Athanase a attiré sur son ceuvre le sou-
tien et la protection impériaux, maintenus aussi sous Jean Tsimiskés (969-976) et Basile Il le
Bulgaroctone (976-1025). Entre temps, on avait fondé a I’Athos encore beaucoup d’autres
couvents, que les empereurs prennent sous leur patronage et qui commencent ainsi, de cette
époque déja, a porter le qualificatif d’«impériaux» (...). Seulement un peu plus tard, en 1060,
Constantin Doukas exemptera I’Athos de tout imp6t, pour qu’Alexis ler Comnene proclame
sa complete autonomie. Délivrée de la juridiction de I’évéque diocésain et méme de celle du
patriarche, la communauté hagiorite dépendait donc directement du basileus, et c’était tou-
jours celui-ci qui nommait de regle son chef, le «protos». /

Ces mesures font de I’Athos un domaine ecclésiastique sui generis, constituant, par sa
structure, une «fédération» autonome d’unités a leur tour autonomes, mais placées directe-
ment sous la protection du pouvoir laique de I’empereur, qui s’exercait tant globalement, que
sur chacun des couvents «impériaux» qui la composent. Le sens et les avantages du systeme
se laissent clairement voir, si nous prenons en considération I'une des fonctions essentielles de
la communauté hagiorite: celle de centre monastique pan-orthodoxe. Cette fonction a été en-
couragée dés l’origine et, en peu de temps, «la fédération» a aussi compris dans son sein des
représentants de nombreux peuples non-byzantins, installés dans leurs propres couvents, avec
des higoumenes élus parmi eux.
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L’organisation et une premiere phase d’existence [il faut entendre depuis la fondation de
Lavra] du monachisme athonite coincident avec une période de brillante expansion de I’em-
pire byzantin et avec une immense extension de son autorité ecclésiastique. Sous Nicéphore
Phokas, sous Jean Tsimiskes, sous Basile Il - donc précisément sous les premiers grands pro-
tecteurs de I’Athos —la domination byzantine s’étend de nouveau de I’lItalie du sud jusqu’au
Danube et du Caucase a I’Euphrate, cependant que son domaine ecclésiastique comprend les
Balkans en entier et, bient6t aprés le baptéme des Russes (dans les dernieres décennies du Xe
siecle), il englobe aussi les steppes infinies du nord de la mer Noire.

En justifiant son titre d’empereur romain, ces succes permettaient effectivement a I’empe-
reur byzantin d’imposer son autorité, ou du moins son prestige, de «chef de la hiérarchie
monarchique chrétienne» a de nombreux peuples et Etats «orthodoxes». En installant a I’A-
thos leurs propres couvents, les représentants de ces peuples - Géorgiens, Bulgares, Russes,
plus tard Serbes - ne faisaient que reconnaitre au basileus le réle supréme auquel il préten-
dait. Ses intéréts exigeaient donc le maintien et le développement du caractére multi-national
de la communauté, véritable microcosme de I’,ecuméné impériale chrétienne, fonctionnant
harmonieusement sous sa directe et ferme domination.»
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“MOXBAJIBHOE C/10BO KOHCTAHTUHY W ENNEHE”
EBOUMUA TEIPHOBCKOIO W EFO MECTO B BW3AHTUWCKO-
CNABAHO -PYMbBLLUCKNX JINTEPATYPHBE1IX OTHOLLUEHNAX

Gheorghe Mihaili

1 BsegeHune. B 1975 r. uCMoMHWNOCL TPU YeTBEPTM BeKa CO AHSA BMXO0Aa B
cBeT (hyHAAMEHTaNbHOro M3A4aHUA COYMHEHWIA BENNMKOTO 6ONrapckoro nvcatens
1 natpuapxa EBpmmnua TMpHOBCKOrol . YutasLume 310 M3fhaHme 3HAKOT, UTO cpe-
M CTapLUMX W NyYLIUX PYKOMUCEN, COfepKaBamx TBOpeHus EBgpumus B cpesHe-
6onrapckoi hopmMe BaXKHEWLIee MeCTO 3aHMMatOT CMaBSAHO-PYMbLLCKME KOMUK
XV-XVI BB. (pykonucu MaBpumnna moHaxa Hameukoro 1439 n 1441 rr. ngp).K
M3BECTHMM [0 CUX NOP PyKonNucam npubasunack HefaBHO Konus MoxBanbHOro
cnosa KoHcTaHTwHy ¥ EneHe, HanMcaHHas MOHaxoM $KOBOM [1yTHEHCKUM B
1474 1. no nopyyeHuto CrethaHa BennkoTo; OHa cTapLue Mo BpemMeHu Ha 5 feT
cnassHo-cepbekoli konuw Bnagucnaea MpamMmaTuka, HanucaHHoW B PblTbCKoM
MOHacTMpe B 1479 r. 1 NONOXEHHOI B OCHOBY M3aaHusa 3. KanyXXHALKOro

2. cTouHnkn TMoxBansHoro cnosa . Cnoso, MOCBALLEHHOE UMMEpaTop
am —MOoKpOoBUTENAM XpucTmaHcTea IV B., ABNAETCA eUHCTBEHHbLU arvnorpagu-
YeCKMM COYMHEeHMeM EB(MMUA, KOTOPOE He CBA3aHO HEMNOCPeLCTBEHHO C bosrap-
cKoil mapTuponorvein” 3 . OfHaKo NMYHOCTL NEPBOro XPUCTUAHCKOro umMnepa-
TOpa, XWBLLEro TMCAYY fIET Hasag, Npojo/HKana HaXoAUTLCA B LIEHTPe BHUMaHNA
MHOIMX UCTOPUKOB LEPKBU U XKUTUENUCLIOB. MNMponsHeceHnoe B TMpHOBe B Mpas-
[OHWYHBL AeHb 21 Mas nepef HOBbLI 601rapckvMm LapeM ViBaHom LLniimaHom
(1371-1393), no npocbbe KOTOPOro OHO 6bLUO COCTaB/EHO, C/0BO MpeAcTaB-
NAnNo APKWn obpasel, NONUTUYECKOTO PYKOBOAUTENSA, B KOTOPOM HyXAanach
bonrapusa Tex BpeMeH.

MoceAwas cBoe couMHeHMe npocnasneHnto KoHcTaHTWHa BennkoTo, EBGn-
MWIA 06paTuncs, Kak v cnefoBano 0XupaTb, K BU3AHTUACKMM UCTOUYHMKAM, KO
TOpMe 6M/IM emMy LOCTYMHM W KOTOPbLU OH MOr oBepsTb. OH caM roBopuT B
3aKnoYeHnn MoxeanbHoro cnosa (rn. XXVIII):

He BO awbxHbwb BacH b nocnbgosasuwet Cie CbCTaBMMKM)
C/I0BO, Hb W(T) WUCTHHHbL N (TO WM ABKHb In() cBb(p)Te-
Aben HeAbcTHaa u”bvBpa”™w(un) pa”Evewa, wn™»e AWBoepov-
eV ce oBpbdeTb Bb BX(C)TBMbI nucaHlw”b0
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Mofo6HbW >ke 0b6pa3om, pacckasmBas 06 OCBSLLLEHMM LiepkBu Bockpece-
Hus B Wepycanume (rn. XXIII), EB(MMUIA onoseLtaeT cBOUX CnyLlaTenei v um-
TaTefieil, YTO 3a HEMMEHWEM BPEMEHW OH OMyCKaeT AeTain, KOTOPHE MOXHO Haii-
TU“Bs 6x(C)TBHb I () nucann(??)”.A B Havane IVrnasBH OH Henocpeg-
CTBEHHO UMTUPYyeT EBceBuns Kecapuiickoro (bakoXe ckKa”oyeTb 6BCeBTO
Hecap 1uckb 1), nepBoro MCTopmka XpUCTUAHCKON LEPKBW, CMNOABMXHUKA W
naHerupucta KoHcTaHTuMHa BennkoTo, XoTs, kak Mbi yBuauMm ganblue, B 60/b-
LUEeiA YacTh CBOETO COYMHEHWMS OH 0OpallaeTcsi He K ero TeKCTy, a K 6onee nos-
[Heil nepepaboTke.

Wcenenosatenu, 3aH1MaBLvecs 3TuM Bonpocom (A. Monos, 1869; KoHCT.
PagueHko, 1898; Xp. lMonos, 1901; B. Cn. Kucenkos, 1938, 1956; LiseTaHa
BpaHcka-PomaHcka, 1942; 3. TypasHy, 1947; I. AuHekoB, 1962)4 , orpaHnuu-
NNCb 0BLLMMY BbIOKA3MBaHWUAMMW, BEPHHMW B CBOEA OCHOBE, HO MOKOALLUMKCA B
OCHOBHOM Ha M3y4eHUW 06pasLoB M UCTOYHMKOB APYTUX XWUTWUA 1 NOXBaSibHbIX
€/10B; HeKOTOPHE M3 HWUX Nonblrannck NAeHTU(MULUPOBATL 3TU UCTOUHUKU CPeau
BU3aHTUACKO-CNaBAHCKUX XUTUWA, UMEBLLUUX XOXJeHUe B Gonee nosgHee BpPeMms.
OHY 3aHMMannChb rnaBHbl 06pa3oM He MoxBafbHbLW CNOBOM KOHCTaHTUHY W
EneHe, a XnTusamm 1 coBaM1, UMEBLUMMM MPAMYHO CBSI3b C 60/IrapCKoi ucTopm-
eii. A. Monos 1 B nocnegHee Bpems akag. M. JMHEKOB € NOHbLI OCHOBaHWEM OT-
METUAN, YTO 3TO COYUMHEHWE, OMUCHLUIAKOLLEE BaXKHbLL MOMEHT BCEMUPHOA UCTO-
puM 1 co3faHHoe AN 6onrap W ANA Beex YUTaloLWMX Ha KHUKHOCNABAHCKOM
A3bMCe, ABNAETCA B ANCTBUTENLHOCTM He MoXBanbHblU CNoBOM, aKnTuem KoH-
CTaHTVHA Benukoro. OHO COAEPXUT MHOXEeCTBO (DakTOB W feTanei, 60/bLueld
4acTbl0 OCTOBEPHHX, Y1 BO MHOTOM MPEBOCXOAMT TEKCT, NpUnMcbroaemMsl CHme-
OHy MerTachpacty (BTOpas nosoBuHa X B.), HO KOTOPbLU OblU COCTaBMEH, KaK W3-
BECTHO, HAMHOI 0 No3aHee. [eicTBUTENLHO, CNELUanMCcT YCTaHOBUAK, YTO Cpeau
MeTagpacTOBCKUX XUTUI HET XUTus KoHcTaHTMHA BennkoTo5. Takum 06pasom,
TEKCT, BK/OYeHHbLL Aranvem JlaHaocom B Néo¢ mapddeioog (BeHeums, 1641, ¢
nocnefyowmMmmn nepensfgaHnammn), He BOCMPOU3BOAUT TeKcT CumeoHa MeTa-
(bpacTa, a ABNAETCA HOBbLU COUMHEHWEM, CO34AHHbLI MO MCTOYHUKAM, pacnpoc-
TpaHeHHbL B TO BPEMS, CPeAM KOTOpbrX Hambosnee M3BeCTHOM bblia LiepkoBHas
nctopus Hukngopa Kannucta Kcandonyna (nepsue gecatunetmsa XIV B.) .

ViMeHHO no3TOMY, MeXofsd W3 yKasaHus camMoTo EBUMMA, MU COUNUN He-
06X04MMbLL BHUMATENbHO 06enefoBaTb M3BECTHMIA NaHernpuk EBcesBus Keca-
puiickoro, O >Ku3Hn 6na>keHHoro KoHcTaHTvHa nmnepaTopa (Vita  Constantini),
HarnmcaHHbLL BCKOpe nocne cMepTn KoHcTaHTMHA Benukoro (22 masd 327 r.), a
TakXxe (DMHaNbHYHO YacTb ero LLepKOBHOW MCTOpuW, cocTaBneHHol B 311-325 rr.,
MOCKO/IbKY 06a COUYMHEHMS UMEIOT pAfd 06LWmx MecT6. B ntore Mu naeHTnduLm-
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poBanu 60MbLIOE KOIMYECTBO OTPHBKOB, B TOM 4ucie nuceM U pedeit KoHcTaH-
TuUHa Benukoro, Bocnpon3BefeHHHX B COYMHEHUN EBPUMUA THPHOBCKOrO, KO-
Topue, 6e3ycroBHO, NOBHLLUAKOT €ro LEeHHOCTH

OfHako, valle Bcero EBumuiA obpalyanes He HENOCPEACTBEHHO K TEKCTY
EBceBusi, a K ynomsHyToi Bulle LlepkoBHoW ucTopun Hukudopa Kannucta
KcaHgonyna (ok. 1256-1317 rr.), cBAWeHHUKA LepkBu CBATON Coum BO Bpe-
M$S npaeneHus umnepatopa AHApoHHKUKa Il (1282-1328 rr.) . B 18 KHurax a.-
TOp pacckasnBaeT UCTOPUIO XPUCTUAHCKOW LiepKBWM OT eé ocHoBaHWsA o 610 r.,
3a KOTOPOW cregyeT “ KOHcNeKT” Ao 911 r., cOCTaBNEHHME Ha OCHOBE LIEPKOB-
Hbix ncTtopwii EBceBns, Cokpata, Co3omeHa, Peogoputa, dunoctoprus, Ear-
pusa, ®eopopa, JlekTopa M MOANTUYECKMX UCTOPWIA 1 XPOHMK MoaHHa Mananbl,
®eopmnakta CuMoKaTTH 1 PeohaHa. Yalle BCEro ero TeKCT ABNSETCA MPOCTbLU
nepeckasoM 3TWX UCTOYHWUKOB, C A06aB/IEHNEM fereHs, HENOATBEPXKAEHHbIX mc-
TOPUYECKUMW UCCNEeSOBAHUAMWN WM MPOCTO BbLLYMAHHbLIX, TAKMX Kak: Tpu “BuU-
feHunsa” kpecta (B XXUTum KOHCTaHTUHa, HanmcaHHOM EBceBuMeM, roBOPUTCS TOMb-
KO 06 ogHOM “BMaeHuMM” y BOPOT Puma, a B ero LLepKOBHOI MCTOPUM 1 OHO OT-
CYTCTBYeT), Uyfo O KpeweHnn KoHcTaHTUHa nmamoit CunbBecTpom B Pume, a He
Ha CMEpPTHOM Ofpe Hejaneko ot HuKomumanm, 3aMMcTBOBaHHOE M3 JIEreH4apHOTO
Xutua CunbeecTpa, U Ap.

Takmm 06pa3oM, YTOO6M YCTaHOBUTL B AETaNsAX, UTO peaslbHO M UTO (haHTac-
TUYHO B [loxBanbHOM cnoBe KOHCTaHTWHY W EneHe, HanucaHHOM EBdumMuem,
resp. B LlepkoBHOW uctopun Hukndopa Kannmcra KcaHgonyna, Heo6xoamMmo co-
NnocTaBuUTb JaHHble 3TUX COUMHEHUI C peanbHOW ucTopreit KoHcTaHTnHA Bennko-
ro, HaMnMCaHHOM UCTOPMKaMM Ha OCHOBE aHa/n3a 1 KPUTUYEeCKOTO pasbopa JOoKy-
MEHTOB 1 UCTOYHWKOB BpeMeH nmMneparopa 8

NTak, EBumnii 0683aH cBOMM TpyaoM EBCeBMIO (K TEKCTY KOTOPOro OH
obpaTuness HeMoCpeACTBEHHO M OMOCPeACTBOBaHHO), Hukudopy Kannucty
KcaHgonyny (a Takke Cokpaty CxonacTuky, Co3omeHy 1 deogopuTy, NCNOSb-
30BaHHbW B VII n VIl KHurax LLepKoBHO UCTOpPMWIA), y KOTOPOro 3aMMCTBYET
OTAe/lbHMe OTPbHKW, UHOTAA C LOC/IOBHbLL NMEPeBOLOM, MHOTAA B COKpALLeHUN,
a TakXKe, MOXeT ObMb, APYrM UCTOYHMKAM. Bce 310 OH mepepabatbluaeT, noj-
UMHAN cBOeli KoHuenuuu. Ero 3acnyra coOCTOMT B TOM, YTO OH 06paTunies K Hau-
6onee 60raToMy M HOBOMY WUCTOYHWKY, W3BECTHOMY TOrfa B BM3aHTUIACKOW NM-
nepun, a Takxke K Hambonee nofpo6HOMY W JOCTOBEPHOMY pacckasdy BpeMeH
nMmnepatopa KOHCTaHTWHa, W caenan ux JOCTyLWIIMKN 6onrapam, B Lie/IOM BEEM
CNaBfiHaMm, a TakKXe W pymbluam. [leicTBUTENbHO €N0BO EBUMMA BbLLO LINPO-
KO pacrpocTpaHeHO B PYMbLUCKMUX KHSXecTBax, HauumHasa c 3noxu CredaHa
Benukoro n Haros bacapaba, KOTOpbLU BKIOUMA €ro B COKPALLEHHON (opme
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B cBOW lMoyyeHwns, 1 6bK1TO NepeBefeHO Ha PYMbLUCKUIA A3bX BO BpeMs KOHCTaH-
TWHa bpblwKoBsAHY (KoHey XVII B.) . Takum 06pa3om, pyMbLUCKWME rocrnogapw
N KHWKHUKW 06paTuinch K Hanbonee npoctpaHHoit (54 ctp. pykonucu 1474 r.)
N LOKYMEHTUPOBaHHOW ucTopum” KOHCTaHTUHA BennmkoTo, KOTOPYO OHM CMOT-
N HalTN Ha KHWKHOCNABAHCKOM (CpefHe60nrapckom) Asbxe. Ecnv oTeneybcs
OT “BMMMLUEHHMX” 3N13040B, KOTOpMe nosasnstoTcs yxe B Vita Constantini,
nocnefHeM MUCTOYHWKe EB(HMMMUA, ppt MOXEM CUUTATL C MOJHbLL NPaBoOM €ro co-
YMHEWME LEHHOI TNaBO BCEMMPHON WCTOPWUW, HanMCaHHOW Ha cpeaHebonrap-
CKOM fi3bXKe, KOHEYHO, B PUTOPMUECKOI W penuruosHoli (opme. PacnpocTpaHe-
Hve, nepepaboTka W nepeBof MoxBanbHOro cnoBa B PYMbLICKUX KHSXECTBAX
BMWCbIBAETCA TakMM 06pa3oM B 60fiee LUMPOKUA KOHTEKCT BU3aHTWUIACKO-CNaB-
AHO-PYMbLLCKUX KYNbTYPHbX U NUTepaTypHbrx oTHoweHuii XIV-XVII BB.

3. Cogep>kaHue n cTpykTypa “TloxBanbHOro cnosa’ Mcnonb3oBaHue uc-
TOYHUKOB. B HacTosLLeli cTaTbe HET BO3MOXHOCTMW [eTa/lbHO PacCcMOTPeTb Cro-
co6 nepepaboTKN MCTOYHMKOB W CTPYKTYpY 28 rnas counHeHuns Esdumwua (mo
pasgeneHuio 3. Kany>kHaukoro). MH cfenanu 310 BO BCTYNUTENbHOM 3THOAE K
M30aHNI0 [peBHeNLLel Konun 1N CTapopyMbLUCKOrO nepeBofa 3T0ro LeHHOro Cco-
UMHeHust 6onrapckoro narpuvapxa. [ns unnicTpaumMum BOCNPOWU3BEAEM aHain3
XI -0 rnasm un yactn XXI-0i1 rnasm.

naBa Xl B Havane Bocnpom3soguT oT Hukugopa Kannucta KcaHdonyna
(kH. VI, KoHel, 49-0ii rnaBun) m3secTne o0 Nobeae KoHCTaHTUHA Hag “cKugamm™
(rotamun) y[lyHas:

YOV yB unv motapov ‘latpov, ¢ fteie »e Upb Bb OKOpPb
AGvouBIC TTpoanyopevTal,  BvEaC loyHaBb pbka mocTdke W,
AGivn yetpOpp,Kai S1opdc éneidev, XOUCTb KabHb Bb HEM Ob-
10 Om'éKeivn ZKU&IKGV UTOTACOEL, TBOpb, Crufp!  nokopw,

Bbcey(c) thouov "HaueHitf
Kp(c)THomMo\r Tamo TOMOYy
K\BAbWQY CA Ha HBOM, ba
Koke M npbx(a)e.

T00 owtnpiov OmMAOU TAAIY (QAVOV-
TOC eV 00pav@,Kai TNV viknv pvna-
TEVLOOPEVOU, KOO Kai TO mpoTtEPOV

[anee —ocne KpaTKkoTO YBEeLOM/IEHMA O HasHauyeHun Lecapem KoHCTaHTa,
emHa KoHCTaHTWHa, 1 ero otnpasneHun B Mannunio (KOTOPOe MM He Haluin B Co-
OTBeTCTBYIOLLEN rnaBe y Hukngopa Kannucra) —nepeuncnaoTcs Ha OCHOBE To-
o >Xe UCTOYHMKa LiepKBU, MOCTPOEHHME MMMepaTopomM B Pume, HUKoMugmum, Ax-
THoxum n ipenaHoHe —cTaBwem EneHononem, cupb(y) 6AAeHWHb Tpajb
06bACHAET EBQMUIA —1 B KOHCTaHTMHOMNONE: LepKoBb CBATON Codhun - ToV TG
dylag Zogiog, CTbiA MpbuALpocTn ,Ho go6aBnseT 60Arapckuii naTpuapx:
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He HVHBUALLHAA, HA maAMMLLAA BoAXOM0; uepKoBb CBATOW MIpuHK - TOV
¢ ayiag Eiprivng, ctaa WpuHA, n cnosa gobaensetrie raa u(y>HuUUATl,
Ha Ka noero, wmke e(0) unupb; LepkoBb CBATbX AMOCTOMOB W ApYrue,
KaK B HOBO/ CTOMNWLE, TakK W B Apyrux ropogax (HEKOTOPME M3 HUX YNOMUHAKOT-
ca Hukndopom Kannuctom B Havane 50-0ii rnaBbx). [ocne 310ro nepeyuncieHuns
cnenyert 3akntoueHne Esdnmuns.

Bo BTopom naparpadge XXI-0ii rnaBMm BOCNPOM3BOAUTCA U3BECTHAs MONT-
Ba, pacnpocTpaHeHHas KoHcTaHTMHOM Benukum cpegm ceomx congat. CocrasneH-
Has Ha NIaTUHCKOM fi3bXKe, OHa AoLLUa [0 HAC B TPeYECKOM 1 cpeHeb01rapckom
nepesofe, 6yay4n B KOHEUbOM UTOre NepeBefeHa U Ha PYMbLLCKUIA A3bX. BBugy
ee 3HauMTeNbHOCTU Mbl NO3BOMMM Cebe 6osee MOAPOBHO OCBETUTL UCTOPUIO ee
cocTaBneHnal2.

NakTaHywnii B De mortibus persecutorum (XLVI, 6),HanncaHHOM OKO/0
320 r., BOCNPOU3BOAUT Ha NIATUHCKOM f13bXXEe MOMIUTBY, KOTOPYI SIKOOM aHren
coo6Wmn SIMumHMo, 4TOOM TOT 3aCTaBWN BMYUWUTb ee CBOMX COMAaT nepes Kam-
naHvei BecHoi 313 r. npoTne MakcnummnHa [as 12 Esceuli xe (Vita Const., 1V,
19-20) paeT rpeyvyeckuin MepeBof NAaTUHCKOW MOMWTBM, MOYTU UAEHTUYHON npe-

Aplayweid, npunuemas ee KOHCTaHTMHY, KOTOPbLU Hay4un CBOMX CO/MAaT-He-

XPUCTUSAH NPOU3HOCUTL ee M0 BOCKPECEeHbAM. B ero Bepcmm OTCYTCTBYET OfHAKO
OAHO NpefnoXeHue, CrerLuyeckn “Lecapckoe”, KOTopoe He MOrn10 —Mo MHe-
HW0 A. Piganiol’a 3By4aTb B ycTax congart: imperium nostrum tibi commendamus
(nous te confions notre puissance). « n’y a pas de doute qu’Eusebe nous con-
serve une version grec de la priére latine de Licinius» —nwucan n3BecTHbLU 6e/b-
rminckuin BusaHTucT Henri Grégoire,3nepBMe 3aMeTUBLUNINKBA3N-TOXLECTBEH-
HOCTb ABYX MOMIMTB 14. HO BO3MOXHO Takxe —a06asnseT A. Piganioll5, uto mo-
nunTBa Oblla COCTaBfieHa B MPUCYTCTBMM 06OMX MMMNEPATOPOB WK NPU KX Yyyac-
™M B MunaHe B 313 I. 1 YTO OHa BMpaXkasa MMMEPCKoe Kpeao TOro BpemeHw,
OCHOBaHHOe Ha J0BO/TbHO 06LLeM aeusme. Mepes HaMu, Takum o6pasoM, nepsast
opuumanbHas (BOEHHas) XpUCTUAHCKas MOJSIMTBA, NepedaHHas JlakTaHuMem u
EBceBunem, nepeeegexwias EBpuMmeM TMPHOBCKMM W MOMNaBLLAsA Yepes ero coumn-
HeHMe B PyMbLUCKME KHAXeCTBa, rae oHa 6blua ncrnosib3oBaHa Hsaroem bacapa-
60M Mpu cocTaBfEHNN COBCTBEHHOW MOMNTBM “MOAHSATUA OPYXWUA” Ha 3aruuTty
poavHm (CnoBa HakasaTeNbHbIe CBOEMY Cblly Peogocuto, 4YacTb BTOpast, .
VIII). Mpegnaraem BHUMaHWIO TEKCTM:
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Lactantius, De mort, pers.,
XLVI, 6 16

"“*Summe Deus, te rogamus,

sancte Deus, te rogamus:

omnem iustitiam tibi commendamus
salutem nostram tibi commendamus,
imperium nostrum tibi commenda-
mus.

Per te vivimus,

per te victores et felices existimus.
Summe, sancte Deus,

preces nostras exaudi:

brachia nostra ad te tendimus:
exaudi, sancte, summe Deus.”

Eschumuin, XXI, 2

Tee eanHoro, mfcbBb-
ubi Ba, TeBe UpPb "Haeus,
TeBe MOWMOLPKHKa HCMoB'baoy-

enb_W(t) TeBe noBbamTeHaa

BbCMpMA~w (1) FTOBOA Kpbll-
Kb1lA nokopn”umb Bparbl.

W(T) TeBe HayaTbTWUb 6a-
rblb 6ar (g )rs NO™NHaBaeub
Ha Ta H Bb Ba(g)uynn Bbkb
oynoBsaenb, TeBb BBLCH Bbl-
b paBH. Hawero uypb19
ONbrOXHTENHa, Hanb H NoBb-

AMTenb CbTPaHUTM MWAHU ca -
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Eusebius, Vita Const.,
v, 20 17

"Y€ povov oidaupv 0ov, o€ Pa-
olAéa ‘Ivwpi&oupv, o€ Bonbodv dvo-
KoAoOpeBa, mapd oou TAC VIKAC
npdueia, o010 g€ KPATTOUC TV EX-
Bpwv KoTéoTnuev, OO TNV TWV
TPOVTIOPEAVIWY  Ayadwv  Xapnv
yvwpigoupy [0€] kai TV YEAOV-
TV éATTiEopEv , 000 mAvVTEC iKETOL
yTyvoueBo™* jbv fuétepov Baciréa
Kwvotavtivov matddg Teavtol Beo-
QI\ei¢ €t pnkiotov Auiv Biou
owov Kai  VIKNTV @UAdTtTETBaL
ToTVICEVOL™

Hsroe bacapa6, Cnosa Hak.,
UacTo |, oTpbrBok 1, f1. 46

TeBb efHHOro bBa cLBbUb!

n TeBb Upb ~Haewnb,TeBb Mo-

MoLHKa Hcrnosbaoyeus LLKT)

TeBb noBbgmTe/Haa BbCipYe-
Aw(n), TOBOA KpblKblA MOBbL-
aH™Mu(n) Bparbl. T TeBb Ha-

YATb\us BAIrb1HUB BAIr<a)Th

noHaBaenb, Ha Ta un ev 6a-

paunu BbKb ovnoBaeubtreBb

Bbcn BblMu(M) paBb!. Hawe-
ro opfe pgnbroxHTenHaa Ha-

Ub nosBbgHTeNHaa CbPaAHHTH
nonHn CA.

(€noBo KOHCTaHTUHY W

PyMbLUCKMIA NepeBoj BpeMeHN
KoHCcTaHTHa BpbTKOBAHY
(konua 1704 r., B.A.P., pym. pyK.
Ne 2518, n. 42 6)

“Pre tine insu~i Domnul Dumne-
zeu te ftim fi imparat te cunoaftem
fi ajutoriu te marturisim, fi de la
tine céle de bimin”~a am luat, fi eu
tine am biruit pre vrajmasii cei tari,
8i de la tine Tnceperile cele bune,
bunatate cunoaftem, spre tine fiin
veacul cel fiitoriul nadajduim, ai tai
robi sintem to”i. Al nostru imparat
intru zilele cele delungate fi de bi-
ruin™a ne rugam sa ne pazefti pre
noi acéstea.”

EneHe” EBpumus TbrpHOBCKOIO

PymbLicknii nepesog Cnos Hak.
Hsaroa bacapaba
(ok. 1635r1.) 20

“Pre tine singur te ftim Dumne-
zeu fi Tmparat, pre tine singur te
marturisim ca efti ajutatoriu, de la
tine cérem ceéle de sintu de biruin-
«fa sd luom, eu tine am biruit vraj-
mafii cei putémici, de la tine cuno-
aftem ca ne iaste mila fi Tnceputul
bunata”~ilor fi pre tine ne vom néa-
dajdui fi Tn veacul ce va sa fie. ToNi
sintem robii tai, pentr-a-céia tie ne
rugam sa pazefti pre Tmparatul
nostru eu indelungata via™a fi biru-

itoare.”

4. Bbieodbi. Mpu BHMMaTeNbHOM aHaM3e Bcero MoxBanbHOro crnoBa Mm
MPULLIN K 3aK1304EHUIO, UYTO, XOTA EB(UMUIA cnegyeT B OCHOBHOM, 38 TEKCTOM
Hukngopa Kannucta KcaHgonyna n EBceBus, Henb3s oTpULATb €ro CO6CTBEH-
HOro 3HayeHusi, N60 TMPHOBCKMIA MaTpuapx BHUMATENbHO OTGMpan akTM, Ka-
3aBLUMeECH eMy 3HauMTeNlbHMMK, Y ONyCKan Apyrue AeTanu, HaxoaALmnecs B ABYX
NCTOYHMKaxX. Brnpouem, ByAyyn 3[eCb CKOpee UCTOPUKOM W Guorpatom, Esdun-
MWIA TMPHOBCKWIA He MOT B 3TOM MPOCTPAHHOM COYMHEHUW He NPUGErHYTL K aB-
TOPU30BaHHMM WCTOYHMKaM, B KOTOPMe, OfiHaKo, —OT EBCEBMSA [0 XPOHUCTOB 1
arvorpagos, TBOPMBLUMX TMeAYeneTue CrnycTs — BKPasioCb TakXe A0BOMbHO
MHOrO fiereHa 1 “yygec”. Ho npy BeeM 3TOM UCTOpPUYECKas OCHOBa B Npou3Be-
[EHNA COXpaHseTCp; B 3TOM W COCTOWT 3acnyra EBumusa, KoTopmiA nucan ans
CBOMX COOTEYECTBEHHWKOB W N5 BEEX, KTO YT/ Ha KHUXXHOCMABAHCKOM S3M-
Ke 3a npegenamu bonrapuy, HacTosALlyto UCTopUo KoHcTaHTuHa Bennkoro, Ko-
TOpMIA CcTan 06pasLoM A/ XPUCTUAHCKMX MOHAPXO0B, BKIOYas W PYMbIrHCKMX
rocnofapein, cpegy KOTOPMX BaXHOe MecTo 3aHumatoT CtethaH Benvkuid, Hsaroe
bacapab n KOHCTaHTVH BpMHKOBSAHY

Bucurecti
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TOPONYMY AND HISTORY.
OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING THE SLAVONIC TOPONYMY
OF THE PELOPONNESE*

Phaedon Malingoudis

The holiday-maker from Central Europe who crosses the whole of Yugosla-
via, Northern and Central Greece and arrives in the Peloponnese may be struck by
the names of certain villages there, such as MTXKpadia in Gytheion, or Mse-
ABypadt in Messenia; villages, that is, with the same name as the Yugoslavian capi-
tal, Belgrade. If, indeed, the traveller happens to be a Slavicist who has specialised
in Slavonic place-names, on comparing the name of the Thessaliantown Kopditoa
with that of the Austrian town Graz, he may come to the correct conclusion that
both these names have the same etymology, being from the Slavonic *gordbCb.
Moreover, if our Slavicist happens also to have a lively imagination, even if he lacks
the most elementary knowledge of Greek, he may —just as Fallrnerayer once
did — link the name of the Peloponnese (Morea) etymologically with the Slav-
onic appellative more (sea). He might also be tempted to believe that all the
place-names in Greece which happen to be Slavonic or of Slavonic origin, or
merely seem to him to be Slavonic, originate exclusively from one specific Slav-
onic language —Modem Bulgarian —and thus arrive at conclusions concerning
Greece’s ethnological character in the past.

This last case, extreme as it is, is neither imaginary nor, regrettably, uncom-
mon. Let us quote just one of the many examples of such interpretations, an ex-
ample which eloquently typifies the quality of the whole work from which it is
taken. A two-volume monograph, which was published fourteen years ago in Sofia
under the title The Settlement of the Bulgarian Slavs in the Balkan Peninsula, in-
forms its readers of the etymology of the place-name Makpi/yidvn as follows:

“Village in the north-west of Crete. From the Slavonic Mokrjane (i.e.from

the adjective Tokrb: ‘damp’), the unstressed o being rendered in Greek by

a, a phenomenon encountered in all the older Bulgarian place-names in

Greece. It is difficult to link this place-name etymologically with the Greek

MOKPUC , POKpUG: ‘large’ (sic; recte .~1ong’), because in that case it should

have the phonetic form Muikpiavr). The -iryia-, which is the rendition of the

Bulgarian fa- indicates precisely that the place-name is not Greek.” 1
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This work was a landmark, since the conclusions it drew had a great impact
which was evident not only in Bulgaria (which is only to be expected)  but also
in recent works by western scholars. For instance, in a doctoral thesis accepted by
the School of Philosophy of the University of Munich and published in 1978
under the ambitious title The Slav Population of the Greek Peninsula, we read:

“In Crete one observes a concentration of Slavonic place-names in the

mountainous western part of the island. Slavonic place-names are particular-

ly numerous in the Rhodopos Peninsula.”
In support of his assertion the writer refers to no other source or study than the
monograph mentioned above, in particular its accompanying maps, on which the
Bulgarian linguist has taken care to place a black dot against every place-name for
which he has managed to contrive a Bulgarian etymology. Impressed by the nu-
merous black dots to be found on the map, the writer of the thesis has drawn has-
ty conclusions which ethnologically distort part of medieval Greece4.

Another West German historian, too, has reached certain conclusions with
regard to Greece’s medieval history. In one of the recent issues of Byzantinische
Zeitschrift he attempts to determine those regions of the Peloponnese in which
Slavs settled during the Middle Ages, basing the greater part of his argument not
on historical evidence but exclusively on etymologies of place-names in Greece
taken from a linguistic work 5 .

It will now be clear that the primary object of this study concerns the re-
cent manifestations of the old problem of the Slavs’ descent into Greece during
the Middle Ages, as they are presented in modern research in both the East and
the West. Using the Peloponnese as an example, we shall endeavour to deal with
matters relating to two principal questions:

1. Of what value are the Slavonic place-names in existence today as his-
torical sources? There are two parts to this question: a) what kinds of place-
names in Greece can be described as Slavonic? b) to what extent can these place-
names allow a purely objective researcher to draw purely historical conclusions?

2. Can the original Slavonic place-names in the Peloponnese be character-
ised as Bulgarian, or —to follow the example of many of our northern neighbours
by turning the question around - are these place-names Bulgarian just because the
Slavs who came down to the Peloponnese belonged both linguistically and ethno-
logically to that group of Southern Slavs who later formed the Bulgarian nation?

Let us consider the first question: which place-names in the Peloponnese
can unreservedly be described as original Slavonic names, and what kind of infor-
mation can the historian draw from them? This, of course, is a fairly old problem;
150 years ago —at the same time as the Modern Greek State was established —the
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notorious Fallmerayer, using etymologies that were naive even in his own time,
attempted to produce yet another argument to back up his theory. At this point
it should be stressed that although many historians still refer to his works today
and even try to resurrect his theories 6, no Slav linguist has ever taken Fallmer-
ayer’s etymological derivations seriously. In a severe criticism B. Kopitar was the
first to indicate the superficiality of Fallmerayer’s knowledge of Slavonic lan-
guages 7 . Complete ignorance of the Slavonic linguistic family led Fallmerayer to
form the unfortunate notion that the Peloponnesian Slavs had their origins in the
regions of Vladimir-Suzdal, Moscow, Jaroslavl” and Kostroma; areas, that is to say,
in which the Eastern Slavs came to live long after Slavs had settled in the Pelopon-
nese, and which, as Vasilev proved, had previously been occupied exclusively by
Finno-Ugrian tribes 8 . From the time of Fallmerayer’s theory until the outbreak
of the Second World War the question of the Slavonic place-names in Greece con-
tinued intermittently to make an appearance in scholarly works, which were all
more or less products of their age. With the exception of F. Miklosich’s memor-
able work Slavonic Personal Names and Place-names, in which, however, only a
few of Greece’s place-names are examined, and then only cursorily  , researchers
during this period, influenced either by the spirit of the school to which they be-
longed or by the political circumstances of their time, selected and dealt with only
those place-names which usefully served for them to prove their views. Bearing in
mind the factors influencing these researchers’ methods, the studies of Slavonic
place-names in Greece published between 1830-1940 may generally be grouped in
the following three categories:

a) Studies published in Russia when the romantic intellectual Slavophile
movement was reigning supreme in all areas of the humanities. The St Petersburg
Slavicist A. Hilferding’s work is a typical example; his Slavophile ideas are clearly
evident in all his studies, and in order to magnify the number of Slavs supposed to
have settled in Greece he had no hesitation in presenting a great many Modem
Greek place-names (such as MnAid, Kpcwar, Pdul®a, ‘AxAadid, Mnyaditoa etc.)
as Slavonic 10 . Hilferding’s studies were also made use of by later Slavicists in
Tsarist Russia (such as |. Sozonovid and A. Pogodin, for example), who, though
ideologically they were no longer Slavophile, nevertheless included in their lists all
the Greek place-names which Hilferding had wrongly described as Slavonic.

b) In the second category are the works of the, mainly Greek, linguists who,
though setting out from contradictory positions, did prove the Greek etymology
of the alledgedly Slavonic place-names, but did not deal with the genuinely Slav-
onic place-names in Greece, many of which they attempted to etymologise from
dialect forms of Ancient Greek 11 .
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c) Finally, in the third category we find all the works by Bulgarian linguists,

who, without managing to avoid erroneous etymologies, describe the place-names
not simply as Slavonic, but as Bulgarian. This tendency was particularly marked
during the inter-war years and was encouraged by the conflict between Bulgarian
and Serbian linguists concerning the linguistic (and by extension the national)
identity of the inhabitants of present-day Southern Yugoslavia. A good number of
Serbian linguists during this period (such as A. Belie, for example) considered the
inhabitants of this region —who have called themselves “Macedonians” since the
Second World War —to be Serbs, and though none of the rest of the scholarly
world shared this view, they also endeavoured to prove that various place-names in
Greece are Serbian; thus provoking a series of studies in Bulgaria proclaiming the
Bulgarian identity of these place-names.

A study by the German Slavicist M. Vasmer marked a new stage in the study
of the Slavonic place-names in Greece. Published in 194112 , it is the most funda-
mental and systematic treatment of the problem to be produced hitherto. Every-
thing written by Slavicists on the Slavonic place-names in Greece prior to VVasmer
seems in comparison to be merely pre-scientific attempts 13, while the few studies
produced by Slavicists afterwards —those, that is, which do not expound extreme
views, such as the work mentioned at the beginning of this article —are content to
repeat the great German Slavicists’s conclusions 14.

The great value of VVasmer’s work lies in the fact that he was the first to col-
lect and interpret a very large number of (in his opinion) Slavonic place-names
from all over Greece. Thus both the linguist and the historian may ascertain from
his work the number and location of place-names anywhere in Greece, from Mac-
edonia to Crete, which, according to Vasmer at least, are Slavonic. Let us see,
then, what sort of picture Vasmer’s material gives us of the Peloponnese:

The Slavonic place-names he lists for this region number 428, distributed as
follows: 24 in Corinthia, 18 in the Argolis, 95 in Achaia, 34 in Elis, 42 in Tri-
phylia, 93 in Arcadia, 41 in Messenia and 81 in Laconia 15 . As one can see, the
material is classified statistically and thus can also be of use to the historian, who
either is not in a position to check the individual etymologies or is not even con-
cerned with these. In the aforementioned article in Byzantinische Zeitschrift, an
attempt was made to determine the extent of the regions which were inhabited by
Slavs and the degree of penetration achieved by the Slav element, all on the basis
of the density of the Slavonic place-names to be found in these regions according
to Vasmer’s catalogue 16 . The fact that many of these place-names are not Slav-
onic, as Georgakas’ studies later proved 17 , in the words of the author “is only of
minor significance as far as the aims of the statistics are concerned, numerically at
least.” 18
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The methodological assumptions from which this writer sets out are, in our
opinion, false; a fact which, of course, prejudices the outcome of his whole argu-
ment. The reasons for this are as follows:

1. Vasmer’s 428 place-names do not reflect the actual number of Slavonic
place-names in the Peloponnese either quantitatively or qualitatively, since no
complete inventory of these place-names has ever been made. In one small area of
the Peloponnese, Messenian or Outer Mani for example, there are some 400 Slav-
onic place-names —as many, that is, as Vasmer gives for the whole of the Pelopon-
nese. Quite clearly, therefore, any statistical computation based on Vasmer’s
information does not correspond to the true facts, for he himself gives only nine
Slavonic place-names for Outer Mani. If one carried out a more detailed check one
would find that the conclusions reached by the writer of the article contradict the
evidence of historical sources: on the basis of Vasmer’s ratio of 15 Slavonic place-
names in Corinthia to 9 in Messenian Mani, one would have to agree that the Slav
population of Corinthia (for which no information is to be found in historical
sources) was denser than that of Outer Mani, where, as we know, the Slav tribe of
the Melingi settled and preserved their linguistic identity until the middle of the
XVth century. If, despite the complete absence of historical information, one in-
sisted that Corinthia was more densely populated by Slavs than Outer Mani, one
would then have to prove that there were many more Slavonic place-names in
Corinthia than the 400 in Outer Mani which have recently been interpreted as
Slavonic 19 . The toponymical material collected by Vasmer, therefore, should in
no circumstances be considered to reflect the actual extent of Slav penetration
into various Greek regions.

2. The second methodological error on the part of all the historians who
automatically transfer Vasmer’s place-names onto their maps is that they do not
check whether these place-names really have been formed directly from the lan-
guage of the Slav settlers.

Let us see which categories of place-names listed by Vasmer are not Slav-
onic:

a) Place-names formed directly from loan-words in Modem Greek.
loan-words, of Slavonic etymology, can still be heard in Greek regions where
neither Fallmerayer nor any other imaginative historian has yet dared to discover
toponymical traces of Slav settlements. What VVasmer and other scholars did not
know is that these are the type of appellatives from which place-names are com-
monly formed; for example, geographical terms (B@og, PaAtog, Adyyoc, maya-
veid, moAldva, cottotdc), names of plants and trees (TomoAl, t0dpog, Ypavitoa,
Bol&l, oawg, Arma), names of animals (youoTepa, Kouvdpl), technical terms con-
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nected with animal-rearing (otdvn, otGAog, oBopog) etc. In this group we may
also include those place-names formed from loan-words of an idiomatic nature,
i.e. from appellatives which are encountered only in individual Modern Greek dia-
lects. Thus Vasmer, followed of course by all the later foreign historians and lin-
guists, included in his catalogue a whole series of place-names without realising
that the appellatives from which they were formed are still to be found in the
Modem Greek dialects of their respective regions.

Let us use the example of the idiomatic povoya, which still exists in dia-
lects of the South-West Peloponnese with the meaning of ‘mud, muddy place,
small bog’ and, quite naturally, is also to be found as a place-name in this region:
in Olympia, Triphylia and Pylia alone 25 minor place-names (microtoponyms)
have been recorded which were formed from this particular appellative 20 . The
fact that the etymology of poOoya2l is Slavonic is of no significance to an objec-
tive researcher into the Slavonic toponymy of the region, since the speakers of
the language from which the 25 names were formed (and this number could easily
double in the future, since the word is still in use in the dialect of the region) were
not Slavs. A meticulous researcher ought indeed to proceed even farther and
check whether the place-names which today appear to us to be Slavonic also de-
rive from loan-words which are no longer in use in the dialect of the region he is
studying. If, for example, the researcher is aware that in XVIlth-century docu-
ments from Dimitsana the appellative ykoAapia (‘bare, dry ground’) is to be
found 22, though it is no longer heard in the region, and if he then encounters Ar-
cadian place-names with the same etymology, he will hesitate to consider them to
be Slavonic names rather than Greek names formed from a loan-word which has
been forgotten today. In Messenian Mani our researcher would also find the place-
name Peumpry which he might describe as Slavonic (Slav, rebro) if he did not
know from documents from this region that its inhabitants used to use the word
pPRuUmpT? synonymously with the word mABupn (‘side’) to denote ‘mountainside’22
So where we have proof that certain place-names were formed from loan-words,
even though these loan-words may be of Slavonic etymology, these place-names
are not Slavonic but Greek.

b) A second, fairly large category of place-names wrongly described as Slav-

onic comprises those place-names formed from the genitive of Modern Greek sur-
names, such as to0 Podou, tov Pdikov,Tov Bpava,to0 Ztaikov, etc. Even if
it were proven that such Modern Greek names were of Slavonic etymology, it
would be inadmissible to maintain that all the place-names formed from these
Modem Greek surnames according to the rules of Greek morphology are Slavonic.
Equally unscholarly is an assertion encountered in various publications in our
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neighbouring countries —i.e. that all Modem Greelcs who bear names of foreign
etymology are themselves of foreign descent. If one were to leaf through the
Vienna telephone directory one would soon find that a great many of the names
listed therein are not German but Slavonic. Nevertheless, the present author has
never heard of any Czech or Polish historian or linguist maintaining that the bear-
ers of these names share his own nationality. We must point out, then, in closing
this section, that etymology is not a useful guide for those historians who declare
in this day and age that Eugene Voulgaris and Markos Botsaris were not Greeks,
and who maintained in a voluminous tome which was brought out on the occa-
sion of the 150th anniversary of the Greek Revolution of 1821 that all the revo-
lutionary fighters with names not of Greek etymology were Bulgarians.

c) The third category of Vasmer’s place-names which are not Slavonic com-
prises all the compound names of which one part is Greek and the other Slavonic.
It is not necessary to produce a detailed argument to prove that it is impossible
for such place-names to have been formed from the language of the Slav settlers.
That they are Greek from a morphological point of view is also indicated by the
fact that the tendency to form compound words is much more marked in Greek
than in Slavonic. In our opinion, then, Vasmer was incorrect in describing as Slav-
onic a whole series of Greek place-names, such as: Modoyopa (médt  [foot] +
gora [mountain], cf etiam the synonymous ttod6Powo, pi&oBouvo), MaBpoAiu™
(gabr [beech] + Aiyvn [lake]), Atmoxwpt (lipa [lime tree] + xwpw [village])
etc.

d) The fourth category, finally, comprises the place-names of Slavonic ety-
mology which cannot be decribed either as Slavonic or as Greek. These are the
place-names which, either from their phonetic forms or from their endings, are
indisputably Albanian or Aromunian. A large number of Wallachian or Albanian
place-names of Slavonic etymology are described as Slavonic in Vasmer’s cata-
logue.

If, to the categories mentioned above, one also adds all the place-names
which Vasmer describes as being of uncertain etymology or for which he gives no
etymology at all, then the original number of entries in his catalogue is reduced by
50% or more. The answer, then, to the first part of our question must be: we may
describe as Slavonic only those place-names in Greece which a) are of Slavonic
etymology, and at the same time b) do not belong to one of the five categories
mentioned above. As far as the Peloponnese is concerned, it must be stressed here
that of the 428 place-names upon which the recent statistics referred to above are
based, 213 are not Slavonic. Jt thus becomes clear just how valuable are statis-
tical calculations which start out with an error quota of 50%!
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Let us now proceed to the second part of our question and see to what ex-
tent the historian may use the original Slavonic place-names as a source. There are
three basic categories of information upon which the historian may draw in order
to evaluate the Slavonic place-names:

1. Indications as to the extent and boundaries of those areas within the Pe-
loponnese where large groups of Slavs settled and remained permanently, preserv-
ing their linguistic identity for a period of time.

2. Details concerning the chronology of the Slav areas’ course towards lin-
guistic hellénisation.

3. Information concerning the extent of the Slav settlers’ technological de-
velopment during the period of their settlement.

1. It is quite clear, from what has been said above, that Vasmer’s toponym-
ical material, as he collected and classified it, is of no use to the historian. If one
likened even those 215 Peloponnesian place-names in Vasmer’s catalogue which
can be considered as Slavonic (scattered all over the Peloponnese as they are) to
archaeological finds, then the only certain observation one could make is that
these finds are not of Greek but of barbarian origin. For the historian it is impos-
sible —and herein lies the chief methodological error on the part of all those who
have attempted to make historical use of them —to reach definite conclusions
concerning the extent and boundaries of the Slav areas from such a small number
of such scattered finds. Indeed, the problem becomes insuperable if one takes
into account the fact that the majority of these few finds were not made in situ:
for the most part the place-names collected by Vasmer are names of settlements
(villages or townlets) which were names by the transfer of minor place-names
from their immediate vicinity. The place-name KahdBputa , for example, is the
Slavonic hydronym Kolovrbtb, which is encountered in Russia as well as in Bo-
hemia and Croatia; originally, as a Slavonic name, it did not denote the present-
day town, but the river near which it is situated, i.e. the River Kppvvitng men-
tioned by Pausanias, which is the present-day River KoAaBputivo. To locate the
regions in which Slavs settled, then, extensive linguistic investigations are neces-
sary; a complete collection, if possible, of minor place-names from all over the Pe-
loponnese, to be evaluated by Slavicists with (the necessity is clear from what has
been said above) a perfect knowledge of Modern Greek dialects. Only in this way
can definite conclusions be reached.

Let us now refer specifically to the conclusions reached by the author of
this study, following his recent research into the minor place-names of Outer Mani,
a region in which, as we know, the Slav tribe of the Melingi settled during the
Middle Ages 24 . In this region are to be found not only Greek names of Slavonic
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etymology, but also Slavonic place-names —that is, place-names which not only
have Slavonic etymology but also have Slavonic suffixes, i.e. endings formed ac-
cording to the rules of Slavonic morphology. The study of these primary Slavonic
place-names, which account for some 20% of the total number of minor place-
names in the region, led us to the conclusion that ah those which derive from ap-
pellatives or adjectives belong to the broad semantic field of the natural environ-
ment of an agricultural society, while giving a picture of a relatively large variety
of semantically kindred meanings. The 400 Slavonic place-names in the region are
in fact formed from 81 different personal names in Common Slavonic and 133 ap-
pellatives. These latter belong to the following eleven semantic categories: terres-
trial environment, aquatic environment, peculiarities of the natural environment,
flora, fauna, dwelling-places or settlements, agriculture, animal-rearing, wood-cut-
ting, hunting, natural products. What especially impresses the researcher, however,
is the particularly specialised vocabulary which has been preserved in the topo-
nymy, a vocabulary which disposes of two or three appellatives for semantic cate-
gories which we today could express only periphrastically. One example is that
the notion spring can be expressed by the following six, semantically specialised,
words: izvor (spring), ¢bl (spring), *pbs- (spring), nevor (spring which does not
gush), soltina (salt-water spring), vorwna (spring of fragrant or mineral water) 25.

The study of the toponymy of this region led us to the final conclusion that
a few etymologies are not enough to prove that a region was occupied in the past
by Slavs; one has to uncover and re-establish a whole toponymical network, which,
preserved within the general toponymy of the region, has survived until the pre-
sent day. The uncovering and re-inst-atement of a toponymical network in Outer
Mani can, in our view, lead a historian to much more certain conclusions than
those reached by the writer of the article referred to earlier. If one examines the
toponymy of the Messenian Plain, one will observe that the place-names there are
almost exclusively Greek, which clearly shows that the Slavs who came down
from the north during the Middle Ages avoided the Messenian Plain, preferring to
settle on the unapproachable slopes of Mount Taygetus. If, then, we compare the
toponymy of these two regions, it is possible roughly to define the north-eastern
boundary of the region colonised by the Slavs of Mount Taygetus. This method
makes it possible, once all the minor place-names of the whole Peloponnese have
been collected, to ascertain whether toponymical networks have been preserved in
other regions too, and thus to determine the positions of the Slavonic ‘islands’ in
this part of Greece in the past.

2. A comparative study of the Slavonic place-names puts linguists in a posi-

tion to gather information concerning their chronological arrangement. Their mor-
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phological and phonological characteristics can lead e linguist, not, of course, to
date the place-names themselves, but, by comparing them, to determine which are
more recent and which are older. When the linguist has evaluated them chronolo-
gically, the historian then has at his disposal the second category of information
which concerns him, since he may now with certainty surmise that in those regions
where the newer Slavonic place-names are not to be found, the spoken Slavonic
language had already disappeared, and he may thus gather information concerning
a historical process; that is, the gradual hellénisation of the Slavs of the Pelopon-
nese, which, as we are able today to gather from historical sources, had taken
place before the Peninsula was finally enslaved by the Turks.

3. The study of the Slavonic toponymy and of the loan-words in Greek al-

lows us, finally, to gather information about certain aspects of the Slav settlers’
internal history. From the Slavonic technical terms connected with agriculture,
animal-rearing, wood-cutting and metallurgy, which have been preserved in the to-
ponymy of the Peloponnese, we may surmise that during the period of their set-
tlement, at the end of the VHth century, the Slavs were neither a nomadic people
(as were the Avars, for example, and other Turanian tribes) nor semi-nomadic
herdsmen (transhumers), like the Vlachs of the Balkans. The relatively large vari-
ety of Slavonic technical terms connected with agriculture, animal-rearing, the
mining industry etc. which is reflected in the toponymy, is a weighty indication
that these settlers were essentially an agricultural people with a mixed economy,
who, accustomed to being permanently settled, came down to the south of the
Greek Peninsula to rebuild homes and cultivate the land once more, as they had
done before pressure from other peoples forced them to abandon their distant
homeland.

Let us not omit to mention here, however, the kind of information these
place-names cannot provide us with. Contrary to what many historians maintain,
we cannot learn anything about the social structure, the religion, or the system of
government practised by the Slav settlers. These semantic categories have nothing
to do with the creation of place-names, and even if they were used some time in
the past, they were lost once and for all when the spoken Slavonic language died
out. Just as the archaeologist, on opening a tomb, does not expect to find the
body’s garments untouched by time, so for the linguist those Slavonic place-names
in Greece which supposedly denote the lawcourt’, ‘place of the Boljars, the zu-
pans’, ‘agora’ etc. are no more than fantasies produced by erroneous and impro-
vised etymologies.

Let us now move on to the second question posed at the beginning: Can we
consider the place-names of the Peloponnese to have been formed from the lan-
guage of speakers who could ethnologically be described as Bulgarian?
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An objective historian would maintain that an affirmative answer to this
question was based on literally preposterous reasoning. As the Bulgarian historian
D. Angelov has proved very convincingly , the genesis of the modem Bulgarian
nation is a historical phenomenon which evolved in the region of Lower Moesia, in
part of Thrace, and possibly (here one may leave the Bulgarian and Southern Yu-
goslavian historians to come to some agreement on their own) also in that region
which is occupied by the confederate republic which has unluckily named itself
‘Macedonia’. The objective historian also knows very well that there is not even
the faintest indication in the sources that the Slavs of the Peloponnese continued,
once they were permanently settled, to maintain communications with those Slav-
onic-speaking northerners who later formed the medieval South Slavonic States of
the Balkans. Those subjects of the Byzantine Emperor, who during the centuries
after their settlement in the Peloponnese preserved their Slavonic linguistic iden-
tity, were surrounded by Greek-speaking Pwpaiot, who, as the sources explicitly
state, outnumbered the Slavs at all periods of their co-existence. The obligations
of the Slavonic-speaking Peloponnesian peasant towards Byzantine authority du-
ring this period were neither lighter nor heavier than those of his Greek-speaking
neighbour. Together they faced the Frankish conqueror and later the Albanian
nomads who came down as far as the Peloponnese; together they lived through
the last splendours of the Greek Empire, the Despotate of the Morea,and finally
bowed their heads together beneath the Turkish yoke. When the time of national
uprising came, the period when some Balkan peoples discovered and others inven-
ted their past, when Fallmerayer’s theories were launched from the entire phil-
hellenic Hesperia, by then there were only Neo-Hellenes in the Peloponnese, who,
regardless of whether they bore names such as Staikos and Rados, or Odysseus
and Aristotle, were fighting for the freedom of their nation. The objective histo-
rian, then, knows very well that the Slav settlers in the Peloponnese were absorbed
by the denser Greek element many centuries before the process of the ethnogen-
esis of Greece’s modern neighbours, the Bulgarians, had begun. Nevertheless, this
ethnological smoothing-out is not, in our opinion, to be ascribed to that transcen-
dent, metaphysical civilising power of Hellenism, which many modem historians
invoke, but rather it was the objective course of events and, most important, the
numerical superiority of the Greek element in the Peloponnese which caused the
ethnological disappearance of the Slavs.

Nevertheless, more concrete data exist, linguistic evidence which one may
draw from the Slavonic toponymy of the Peloponnese and which refutes the theo-
ries of the Bulgarian linguists. From this evidence the impartial researcher may
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conclude that the Slavs of the Peloponnese may be described linguistically as any-
thing but Bulgarian

The study of the Slavonic place-names in Greece, which is once more enga-
ging scholarly attentions, is still in its early stages and therefore it is above all a
linguistic problem. Future research will of course also bring to light information
to interest the historian and will contribute to the solution of the complex prob-
lem of the “Slavs in Greece”.

University of Thessaloniki

*  The material for this study is taken from two lectures given by the author: the first was
a paper presented at a symposium entitled “The Role of Greece in South-East Europe” (Bonn,
6th - 8th November 1980) and the second a lecture given in the Byzantine Seminar Room of
the University of Cologne on 29th January 1981. While writing the present study the author
was in receipt of a fellowship from the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation.
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GREGORY SINAITES’ LEGACY TO THE SLAYS:
PRELIMINARY REMARKS

Anthony-Emil N Tachiaos

The XIVth century was undoubtedly one of the most notable periods in By-
zantine and Slavonic literature. The Palaeologian era is commonly referred to as
the Renaissance of literature and the Arts in the otherwise declining Byzantine
Empirel. It was likewise a time of intellectual flourishing for the southern Slavo-
nic countries, which, from the time of their christianisation, had benefltted from
their closer contact with the intellectual life of Byzantium and the cultural devel-
opment which this brought them 2. During the XTVth century south Slavonic lit-
erature reached its peak just before the Turkish conquest. This peak of achieve-
ment extended to Russia too, where an extraordinary flowering took place at the
precise period when the political foundations were being laid for the country’s
development into a mighty empire3.

An important part was played in this cultural flourishing by the Hesychast
movement, which stamped its mark indelibly on the whole of the XTVth century.
As we know, it began in Byzantium and spread first to the southern Slavs and sub-
sequently to the Russians, creating amongst them centres similar to those of By-
zantium4.0f course, a great deal has already been written about the influence of
Hesychasm in the Slavonic countries5, but nevertheless many questions on the sub-
ject remain to be answered. These questions multiply when they reach back into
the area of literature, in particular when it is a matter of determining the means
by which the Byzantine Hesychast movement was passed on to the Slavs, and also
when we have to locate the texts through which Hesychast ideas were transmitted.
There is much work yet to be done in this field, as there is with regard to Gregory
of Sinai and his works, the literary heritage he bequeathed to the Slavonic world.
It would be wrong, of course, to say that extensive research has not already been
conducted into Gregory’s relations with and influence upon the Slavs, the Bul-
garians in particular. Nevertheless, one has to agree that all the details of the dis-
semination of his writings through the Slavonic countries are by no means clear to
us. And it is even more true to say that the extent of his influence upon the Serbs
has not been sufficiently researched. This study, through an examination of cer-
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tain selected philological details and texts, aims to advance our knowledge on the
general subject of the Sinaite’s legacy to the Bulgarians and the Serbs and to point
out the main problems involved.

Gregory of Sinai was bom in the second half of the XIlIth century in Kou-
koulon, a village in, the district of Klazomena in Asia Minor6. From what his bio-
grapher, Patriarch Callistus, says of his origins we may conclude that Gregory’s
was a prosperous and noble family. At an early age he was forced to leave his
homeland because of Turkish incursions into Asia Minor during the reign of Em-
peror Andronicus Il. He was taken prisoner by the Turks together with his whole
family and transported to Laodicea, where the Christians intervened to obtain his
release. Once free, Gregory did not return home, but went to Cyprus, where he
met a monk, whose influence led him to take his monastic vows. His stay on Cy-
prus was a short one, it seems, and we next see him entering the monastery of
Mount Sinai, which still preserved the ascetic tradition of the great monastic
teacher John Scholasticus, whose work the Climax.is a renowned piece of religious
literature 7. In the Sinai Monastery he devoted himself to strict ascetic practice
and thus distinguished himself amongst the other monks, a fact which aroused
the jealousy of some of them. This decided Gregory to leave the monastery, never
to return. He was joined in this decision by a certain monk named Gerasimus,
who, according to Gregory’s biographer, came from Euripos in Euboea and, as
Syrku conjectures, was of the family of Boniface of Verona (1296-1317)8. Accom-
panied by Gerasimus, Gregory landed on the south coast of Crete at the port which
from ancient times has*been known as Kaloi Limenes9. Since the adverse weather
conditions were making it impossible for ships to depart from there, Gregory and
his companion made their way into the interior of the island in search of an iso-
lated place where they might devote themselves to their ascetic practice, eventu-
ally settling in a cave where they commenced a severe and exhaustive fast. While
he was there Gregory met an old hermit by the name of Arsenius, with whom he
formed the habit of conversing on religious matters. Arsenius asked Gregory what
he knew about prayer, and on learning that his knowledge was purely “practical”
and gn no way “theoretical”, he began to teach him about the Jesus Prayer, still-
ness and guarding of the intellect. Thus Gregory learned of the Jesus Prayer for
the first time on Crete from Arsenius the monk; which means that the Jesus
Prayer, which is the Hesychasts’ primary characteristic10, was not being used in

Sinai Monastery, at least at the time when Gregory was there.

After Gregory had been initiated into the practice of the Jesus Prayer by Ar-
senius he continued his travels, this time in the direction of Mount Athos, about
which he must have heard a great deal, not only on Sinai but also from his mentor
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on Crete. Clearly, his journey there must also have been inspired by his desire to
find a place embodying the ideal conditions of isolation, so that he might serious-
ly devote himself to his ascesis. Moreover, he must also have hoped to find on
Athos a spiritual leader who would guide him in the practice of the Jesus Prayer
and mystic experiences, as Arsenius had done previously. And so, on his arrival on
Athos, Gregory began a tour of the monasteries and the sketes and even of the
most isolated and unapproachable hermitages. It seems that he was greatly aston-
ished to learn that although there were notable ascetics amongst the Athonite
monks, nevertheless even the strictest of them were quite ignorant of Hesychast
theory and of the Jesus Prayer ( ... etdov pév avipwmnoug o0k OAiyovg TOAIG, Te Kai
ovvéoet Kai Toon TN Katd 10 rj&og oepvotnTI Big 6oov MARIOTOV KEKOOUNUEVOOG Oi-
TIVBG TNV omaoav Yeév omovdry EMowivto TRpi 10 TPOKTIKOV ei¢ nouxiav o€ 1 Kai
voog TNPENaGtv Kai afwpiov énPpwtwupvor oude et dvopam éyvojptCov TouTo ele-
yov. Pomjalovskij, 10). The only monks who had any knowledge of the Hesychast
method1l were Isaiah, Cornelius and Macarius, who lived in Magoula Skete oppo-
site Philotheou Monastery 12 . Gregory built himself a hermitage near this skete
and lived there in complete solitude. Later his biographer and disciple Callistus, in
the course of conversations with his mentor, came to know of the mystic experi-
ences Gregory passed through during his seclusion in this hermitage.

Gradually the fame of Gregory the Hesychast began to spread all over Mount
Athos, and a considerable number of disciples soon began to converge upon him
with the intention of living with him. His biographer gives us quite detailed infor-
mation about the more distinguished amongst them, notably the following: Gera-
simus 13 and Joseph, both from Euboea, Nicholas of Athens, Marcus of Klazome-
na (a close friend of Callistus’), Jacob, Bishop of Servial4, Aaron, Moses, Longinus,
Cornelius, Isaiah and Clement, who was a Bulgarian 15. Together with Callistus him-
self, these number twelve in all. We do not know whether this is a coincidence, or
whether Callistus deliberately selected this number as a direct symbol for the Holy.
Apostles. The latter hypothesis, however, is more probablel6. Since the Sinaite ac-
quired so many disciples, we must suppose that he transformed his cell into a
skete, either by enlarging it or by building further cells around it. Unfortunately,
Callistus gives us no details about this and we have no means of knowing exactly
how this small Hesychast community was laid out.

The method of watchfulness (vngi¢) and Hesychast prayer which Gregory
had learnt from Arsenius the monk on Crete seems to have been quite new to the
spiritual life of Athos. His biographer repeatedly stresses the fact that on Athos
Gregory found no “theorists” (“Bwpntiko0c), that ismonks who were well-versed
in Hesychast mysticism. Of course, there was a continuing tradition of Hesychasm
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on Athos 17, which had remained unbroken until the arrival of the Sinaite. The
new element he introduced into this tradition was a certain spiritual discipline —
watchfulness (vnoic), guarding of the intellect (tnpnaig voog), etc. —coupled with
the technique of the Jesus Prayer, in which Arsenius had instructed him. This sys-
tem, though it did not essentially conflict with Orthodox spirituality, nevertheless
included elements which were unknown before the XIVth century and which had
obviously been taken from Asiatic mysticism. Gregory systematised what he had
learnt from Arsenius, drawing also on the rich stock of his own personal experien-
ces, and developed his Hesychast teaching18, which he then passed on to the rest
of the Athonites. We must certainly accept, however, that although Hesychasm
appeared to suffer a decline in Gregory’s time, it did undoubtedly survive, even
though in very isolated cases. Two facts lead to this conclusion: first, as K. Ware19
so rightly observes, Gregory was not far removed in time from Nicephorus the
Athonite, whom we know to have been a great advocate of the Jesus Prayer on
Mount Athos 20. And secondly, we have to bear in mind the meeting between Greg-
ory and Maximus Kausokalybes, in the course of which the latter disclosed to
Gregory that he did in fact practise the Jesus Prayer 21. The discreet manner in
which he made this revelation clearly shows that the Jesus Prayer, even in its tradi-
tional form —that is, without the technique taught by the Sinaite —either was
not generally accepted by the Athonites, or was sedulously guarded and reserved
for a few select monks.

The Sinaite’s teaching became widely known not only by the Hesychasts, who
lived in isolated cells, but also by the monks in the monasteries, and strong oppo-
sition to this was soon raised. As his biographer tells us, this opposition came from
the most learned monks (Twv EAAayIPEaTEPWP)22, who saw Gregory’s Hesychast
method as something new, and informed him categorically that they did not wish
anything to be taught that was not part of the traditional teaching (un 0éXe 013d-
OKE™ NUdg 606vAv nueic ovdauwe emoatdueba). The use here of the word 0ddc,
which has the same meaning as the words Ttpdémo¢ and péBodog, clearly indicates
that what the “most learned” Athonites found strange was the psychophysiologi-
cal method of practising the Jesus Prayer23, and this was precisely the new ele-
ment introduced by Gregory into traditional Athonite Hesychasm, and which was
rejected principally by those who insisted upon an immutable and unchanging trad
ition 2 4 Later the controversy between the Hesychasts and their opponents was to
develop into a great theological and philosophical conflict involving the most dis-
tinguished Byzantine theologians of the time . And there can be no doubt that it
was the Sinaite’s teaching which sparked off this conflict.
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Although the controversy with the “learned” Athonites soon subsided after
the intervention of the Protos in Karyes, Gregory nevertheless decided to leave
Mount Athos. He stayed for a short time near Simonopetra Monastery and then
left, his departure being considerably hastened by Turkish brigands attacking
Athos26 . And so, accompanied by his disciples, CalHstus amongst them, he set off
for Thessaloniki, intending ultimately to return to the monastery on Mount Sinai.
He stayed in Thessaloniki for two months, and then, with CalHstus and one other
monk, whose name we do not know, he set off by boat for Chios, going via Myti-
lene, and arriving eventuaUy in the Lebanon. But being unable to find a suitable
place there in which to make his retreat, he went on to Constantinople and lived
in the Aetos quarter for six months. Travelling once more by sea, he arrived in So-
zopolis27 c. 1331, and from there moved on into the interior and deep into the Pa-
rorian desert (év Balvtdtw TA¢ épnuou Twv Mapopiwv) to a place caHed Mesomi-
lion. There he found a monk answering to the name of Axnirales28. The Slavonic
Life of Theodosius of Tirnovo, who was a disciple of the Sinaite’s, informs us that
Gregory came to a place situated between the Greeks and the Bulgarians (Bb
nboto HfeKoe HXe t-eoTb nocpbab rpvkb UM BAbrapb)29. Hisbiogra-
pher says that, having been harassed by Amirales and his disciple Luke, Gregory
withdrew to Mount Katakekryomene. He stayed there for a short time and then
set off for Constantinople and Mount Athos, only to return once more to Katake-
kryomene, where he settled and built a monastery30. Repeated efforts have been
made in the past to establish the whereabouts of Paroria —that is, the area on the
border between Byzantium and Bulgaria —and in particular the place where the
Sinaite settled and built his monastery. At one time the theories advanced by Golu-
binskij 31 , Jiredek32 and Syrku33 prevailed —i.e. that Paroria and the monastery
were either near Mount Sakar in Eastern Rumelia, or further north in the area
of Manastirski vdzviSenija 34 . Kiselkov3 completely overthrew these ideas, main-
taining that Paroria and the Sinaite’smonastery were in the region of Mount Stran-
ds. A more recent study, written by Gorov36 after extensive research, makes it
even more clear that “Paroria is none other than the frontier mountain range of
Bosna-2ivak-UgraS-Hadzijka Atliman in present-day Inner Strand£a, and that the
Sinaite’s monastery was on the site of the present-day chapel of Sveta Petka (Ba-
laklija), in the locality of Manastirat, on the right-hand bank of the mountain river
Zaberska reka, between the villages of Zabernovo and Kalovo” 37.

On Mount Katakekryomene Gregory built one principal monastery (UeyaAng
ouveotnoato Aadpav) and three smaller dependent monasteries (kai £tepot TpEiQ
Aavpat) 38. On account of constant raids by brigands and possibly also the threat
of an attack by the Kipdak Mongols led by khan Ozbegin 134139, Gregory was
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compelled to seek the protection and aid of the Bulgarian tsar lvan Alexander
(1331-1371). The tsar evinced an immediate interest in the Sinaite’s monastery
and offered it substantial financial aid (BoxnMKw¢ Kai mAouaiw¢ oikovouei)*0, with
which a church, cells, and above all a tower, were built, the monks being able to
take refuge inside the last in the event of a raid41. Gregory spent the last years of
his life in this monastery. Whenever he felt a need for solitude he would go to a
cell he had built at a distance from the others especially so that he might be able
to isolate himself from the rest of the monastery. And it seems that it was inside
this cell that he died on 27th November 1346.

The period when Gregory was in Paroria was a glorious spiritual era in XIVth-
century Hesychast monasticism. He acquired new disciples there whose number
seems to have increased daily. Gregory brought the Hesychast traditions of Sinai
and Athos unchanged to Paroria,'where his disciples kept them alive and flourish-
ing. One of his Greek disciples in Paroria was the renowned Hesychast writer David
Disypatos42 , who also worked with Gregory Palamas. Gregory also had a great
many Bulgarian disciples in Paroria. His biographer informs us that his renown and
his teaching had permeated the countries not only of the Greeks and the Bulgari-
ans, but also of the Serbs (... aAAd kai aVTV dfTIOL TWV ZEPPwWV) » . On this point
Theophanes the monk, biographer of Maximus Kausokalybes, is more communica-
tive and certainly rather extreme, though he is also more informative. According
to him, the Sinaite’s renown had spread so far that Constantinople, the whole of
Thrace and Macedonia and all of Bulgaria and the countries beyond the Danube
and Serbia knew of him (... | maoa TV BouAydpwv Katoiknaolg Kai ta mépa lat-
pou kai tN¢ ZepPiag). The influx of monks to Gregory in Paroria reached such
proportions that Emperor Andronicus Il, and the rulers of Bulgaria, Ivan Alexan-
der, and of Serbia, Stephen DuSan44 , had heard of him and expressed their inter-
est; he had, in fact, written didactic letters to all these rulers45. It is worth noting
that Theophanes’ reference to the Sinaite’s renown concerns Gregory’s time in Pa-
roria rather than on Mount Athos. Clearly, his fame began to reach its height after
he settled in Paroria, which is when he began his literary work46.

Although we know that Gregory had Slav disciples in Paroria, we have no such
information with regard to the time when he was on Mount Athos. Of course, the
statement by his biographer Callistus that Gregory brought enlightenment to the
countries of both the Bulgarians and the Serbs through his disciples clearly implies
that he had Bulgarian and Serbian followers while he was on Athos. Of the Bulga-
rians, we already know the aforementioned Clement, but we do not know the
name of a single one of his Serbian followers. This, naturally, does not preclude
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the existence of Serbian disciples, but there is certainly no trace of the influence
of Gregory’s Hesychast teaching to be found in Serbia, at least during the first half
of the XIVth century4®. In any event, the facts at our disposal allow us to be
quite certain that the Sinaite acquired distinguished Slav followers while he was in
Paroria.

Gregory’s Hesychast tradition was consolidated amongst the Bulgarians chief-
ly through the work of two eminent Bulgarian students of his, Theodosius of Tir-
novo and Romylos of Vidin. Patriarch Callistus, who is also the author of the Life
of Theodosius 48 , omits to mention where his subject was born, remarking simply
that at a very early age he entered the Monastery of St Nicholas of Ar6ar in the
district of Vidin. Following the death of the monastery’s abbot he went to Timo-
vo to take up residence in the Monastery of the Panaghia Hodegetria. Nor did he
remain there long, for we soon see him settling in a monastery in the district of
Cerven, which, continuing his wanderings, he later left and came to the district of
Sliven and settled in the Monastery of the Virgin Mary49. While he was at this
monastery he came to hear for the first time of the Sinaite, who had by then set-
tled in Paroria for the second time. The renown which accompanied Gregory con-
cerned not only llls personal virtues and his dedication to monastic ascesis, but
also his Hesychast teaching, which introduced a new terminology, unknown and
unused in the Bulgarian monasteries of the time: Cb ovbo BeAUKW i U HBC-
Hb!M OAMKb W “ennbHbT arrfib, He wnano nbT(b) CHTBOPWBL
MWKe OV Hac CcTbH ropb aiuw’cubu W MHWIbIKG HaoyyH [0Bpb
Xe W HenpbnbcTHb AbaHY3 M BHABHY3. wuB0O HAKO Bb UCTUHOY
OHb Bble oBOoraTuBblH ce A0BpoAbTbAHbW(b) Be*UNbBY EeUb,
CbAbaBbT 6xcTtBHbMw3 o OH3 TOpoy,He TRULUIK>ADBHCTbBHbW b,
HO M OYMHbWbL AbnaHTenb WUCNbHbWBL H\Bb K arrenusnKbo)
TbyHb 1HMb 50. The Sinaite’s fame very soon brought Theodosius to his side and
the young man proved to be one of his best disciples. But Theodosius was particu-
larly useful to the Sinaite’s monastery when brigand raids made the assistance of
Tsar Ivan Alexander a necessity. It was he who was sent to the tsar to seek this
help: and he remained with his spiritual mentor until the end of the latter’s life.
After this, and after much wandering (to Sliven, Athos, Thessaloniki, Mesemvria,
Constantinople, Paroria), he came finally to Timovo, where he founded the Mon-
astery of Kelifarevo and became its abbot. There Theodosius practised the Hesy-
chast spirituality which he had learned from the Sinaite and acquired the same re-
nown as his teacher had once had. As Gregory had done before him, so Theodo-
sius built up around himself an international circle of followers51: Kovnno BwWw
HXKW A0BpDb OoyTBpbAM Ce Ha ropb mbcTo ujBbiYHfe “oBoyoe Kbe-
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hagnpeso, GAOWfj<b npocAOVTce ntuub Bpb'¢femu'in nos6ccHepgii,
ObnbTtae He 7TbyYw no crwwms bBnaarapckomb Bnbkoy®Pee ce
poab, HRe u CpbBnbe H Bb OyrpH ¥ Bna?;bl u ewe e W Wxke
oKpbCcThb L cemBpa xuBoylMN??6 52. The period Theodosius spent in the
Monastery of Kelifarevo was the most productive of his life. Surrounded by dis-
tinguished Hesychast monks of diverse nationalities, he succeeded in transporting
Gregory’s spiritual tradition from the borders right into the very capital of the sec-
ond Bulgarian state, and Hesychasm was thus established as one of the principal
manifestations of Bulgarian spiritual life during the middle of the XIVth century.
It is no accident that the highly intelligent Tsar Ivan Alexander —who, after Sy-
meon, seems to have been the only Bulgarian sovereign to take such a great inter-
est in literature and the Arts5® —encouraged the Hesychasts, knowing full well
that by this support he would be contributing to the spread of their teaching. He-
sychasm certainly influenced the ideological thinking of the tirpe and created new
categories of thought which until then had been quite unknown in Bulgaria 54. The
“spiritual work” (yuho6 pabnanyY6) preached by the Hesychasts tended to-
wards spiritual interiority, and this found many more supporters than did the over-
emphasis of Western humanism and rationalism 55 . The Hesychasts’ resistance to
Western rationalism preserved the equilibrium in terms of the already-established
symbiosis between classical philosophical terminology and Byzantine mysticism56.

In 1363, when Theodosius left his monastery to go to Constantinople, where
he died later the same year, the foundations of Hesychasm had already been firm-
ly laid in Bulgaria. Theodosius passed on this heritage of Hesychast spirituality to
his fellow-disciple and later Patriarch of Bulgaria, Euthymius, whose prolific writ-
ings set their seal on the era of the XIVth-century Bulgarian Hesychasts. This trans-
mission of the Sinaite’s Hesychast spirituality is excellently and concisely described
by Euthymius’ biographer when he writes of Theodosius: Cbu CwuHainokaro
WHOrO W MHWTraro Bb BOroBuAbHH puropYa Hacnbpgosa oymwuaro
Xnn’a npaBuno HenpbnabCcTHOe, wxe Mapawpckbia ropbi HcObna-
THbW pa”oyma OyCcTaBOW HM Bb Yyecokmke CuHaloKblA wcTaaTu
ropbn OTMPaBUM, U MHWIO O0yBO BhAaxeHb1M i6wgocYe, c6ro x6
VhOAHbiH 6\fliwI6 npY6MHUML XUTYOYy W MONUTBD 657. Euthy-
mius was the first of the second generation of Gregory’s disciples in Bulgaria. Born
in Tirnovo c. 1320 58 , he became a monk at an early age in the Monastery of the
Hodegetria, where Theodosius too had once lived for a time. Euthymius followed
Theodosius when the latter founded the Monastery of Kelifarevo, and soon the
two men had established a close friendship. Euthymius accompanied Theodosius
on his journey to Constantinople in 1363, and after the latter’s death there he
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went on to Mount Athos, most probably with the intention of seeking out the
roots of the Hesychast tradition as established by Gregory. The signs of his Hesy-
chast convictions are vividly brought out in his letter to the subsequent Metropoli-
tan of Russia, Cyprian, in which Euthymius extols quietude (Bd'( mnbBY 6)59
The influence of Hesychasm permeates all Euthymius’ writing60.

Euthymius spent the last years of his life as Patriarch of Bulgaria (1375-1393).
His duties necessarily removed him from the monastic life and isolated him some-
what, which meantthat he did not distinguish himself as a Hesychast teacher in the
most literal sense, as Theodosius had done. And so, although the Sinaite’s tradi-
tion lived on in Euthymius’time, it is not easy to determine exactly who were the
agents of its survival. Moreover, with the Turkish conquest of Bulgaria in 1393, the
intellectual centres there went into an abrupt decline and vanished; and conse-
quently from Euthymius’ time onwards it is not individuals so much as the surviv-
ing literary monuments, in the form of Bulgarian manuscripts, which bear witness
to the continuity of the Hesychast tradition in Bulgaria.

The promulgation of the Sinaite’s teaching amongst the Serbs followed a dif-
ferent course. Despite the explicit assurances in the Life of Gregory and the Life
of Theodosius, and also the indirect testimony of the Life of Maximus Kausokaly-
bites 61 , that Gregory’s fame had permeated the Serbian world, which ought to
lead us directly to the supposition that Gregory also had Serbian disciples on
Athos, nevertheless the facts do not entirely support this conjecture. The tradition
followed by the Serbian monks on Athos was possibly different from that of the
Sinaite, without, however, coming into opposition with it. The fact that the Ser-
bian Athonites remained faithful to the tradition established by the founder of
their particular branch of monasticism, St Sava Nemanja (who, in his time, al-
though he was a hermit, had not embraced the Hesychast method62), might pos-
sibly explain the Sinaite’s lack of Serbian disciples on Athos. Al the same, there is
indirect evidence from manuscript data that the Sinaite had a certain influence on
the Serbian monks of Mount Athos.

We have specific evidence that Gregory of Sinai’s Hesychast spirituality pene-
trated into Serbia from the Life of Romylos the monk, a testimony that goes back
to the time of Prince Lazarus (1371-1389). Romylos was born in Vidin of a Greek
father and a Bulgarian mother63. At an early age he became a monk in the Monas-
tery of the Hodegetria in Tirnovo, and it was while he was there that he heard
about Gregory of Sinai, who was then in Paroria for the second time. Struck by
Gregory’s wide renown and in the face of his abbot’s objections, Romylos went to
Paroria and was accompanied by another monk, named Hilarion. There they re-
mained until Gregory’s death in 1364, after which they went to Zagora in the dis-
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trict of Tirnovo. The rest of Romylos’ life is a saga of ceaseless wandering. He re-
turned to Paroria, as Gregory’s biographer also did from Constantinople, and later
the two of them, with Hilarion, set off once more for Zagora. But again they did
not remain there long, and we see them moving backwards and forwards between
Paroria, Zagora and Athos. They stayed on Athos for a fairly lengthy period. To
begin with, Romylos lived in the Melana region, near Lavra Monastery64 subse-
quently moving to the foot of Athos mountain, where his disciple and biographer
Gregory helped him to build a cell. He lived a hermit’s life there until the death of
the despot John UgljeSa in 1371, which was followed by a Turkish attack on
Mount Athos. This sent Romylos to the town of Vaiona on the Adriatic coast,
where he lived for a short time; but later, disappointed by the low moral standards
prevailing there, he set off with his disciples for Serbia65. He selected the environs
of Ravanica Monastery for his place of ascesis, a monastery founded by Prince La-
zarus in 1376 or 1377 66. It would seem that, since Ravanica Monastery had main-
tained close relations with Mount Athos from the time of its foundation67, it of-
fered Romylos a familiar environment. It was also his last home. After his death,
his pupil and biographer Gregory68 went to Serbia, where, together with the monks
who went with him, he settled in Gomjak Monastery, which Prince Lazarus had
set apart especially for him69. There Gregory built up amonastic centre of uphold-
ers of Gregory of Sinai’s Hesychast tradition, and these monks became known in
Serbian history as “Sinaites” 70 . It may have been due to these Hesychasts that
during the time of Prince Lazarus the elements of Byzantine Orthodoxy gained
strength in the spiritual life of Serbia, whereas western trends suffered the oppo-
site effect7l . Thus the Hesychast mystic tradition of Gregory of Sinai came into
Serbia during the time of Prince Lazarus, and to a probably limited extent72. As a
dogma and philosophical conviction, on the other hand, Hesychasm prevailed ut-
terly in the Serbian Church during the XIVth century73.

We have seen, then, how the Sinaite’s Hesychast circle came into being and
who were the most important people to disseminate his teaching and to continue
his work in Bulgaria and Serbia. Gregory of Gomjak is the last witness to the sur-
vival of Gregory’s Hesychast circles in Serbia, and Theodosius the last in Bulgaria.
It is consequently difficult for us to trace the Sinaite’s tradition in Serbian and Bul-
garian monastic circles thereafter. Can it be said, then, that the absence of witnes-
ses indicates that the personality and teaching of Gregory of Sinai were forgotten
by the Serbs and the Bulgarians? Assuredly not: the Bulgarian and Serbian manu-
scripts which have been preserved and comprise the Life and works of Gregory
are clear proof of the survival of his teaching among these people and of the spiri-
tual heritage he bequeathed them. It is to these manuscripts that we shall now
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turn our attention. We should first like to emphasise, however, that any future re-
search into the Slavonic manuscript tradition of the Sinaite’s works should not ex-
amine the Bulgarian and Serbian translations separately, but rather should view
them from the same perspective, bearing in mind that from the time of the com-
plete subjugation of Bulgaria (1393) and Serbia (1459) the literature of the two
countries is close in many respects. Moreover, the translations of the Sinaite’s
works and the making of new copies took place chiefly in monastic circles, in
which Serbian and Bulgarian monks frequently lived together. The results of this
close contact and collaboration are reflected in the literary monuments, in which
Serbian linguistic trends are frequently to be found in texts of Bulgarian redaction

and vice versa 74. The Turkish conquest brought all the Balkan peoples closer to-
gether, and more so than any others the Serbs and the Bulgarians, whose cultural

and spiritual life acquired mutual points of contact. And so their literary output,

too, frequently shows itself to have developed within a context of mutual Serbo-

Bulgarian collaboration 75 . This literary collaboration should be borne in mind

when one is examining the history of the Bulgarian and Serbian translations of the

Life and works of Gregory of Sinai during the XIVth and XVth centuries.

This Life provides us with information about his literary work. According to
Callistus, Gregory wrote 150 chapters (kB@dAaia vnmTikd —OTpe” BelWH rna-
BU” Hb 1) during his first period in Paroria76. Their composition was inspired chief-
ly by his desire to instruct Amirales, who, with his disciples, was opposed to Greg-
ory’s Hesychast teaching. Of course, these chapters mentioned by Callistus do not
comprise the whole of Gregory’sliterary output77. His published works include the
following:

I. KBpaAala dt'dkpooTiyidog mavu w@eMua  (Capita valde utilia per acrostichl:

dem) 78

Inc.: Aoyikovpév elvat tiva iy yeveodcu Kotd QUG ...

Des.: ... KOTNAEOWVY TOV Adyov To0 OPol KaToKPI&NAoETal
Although Gregory’s biographer says that he wrote 150 chapters in Paroria, in the
printed editions of Nicodemus the Athonite and Migne we find only 137, num-
bered with letters of the Greek alphabet. This difference creates a problem, which,
as we shall see, is not unrelated to the subject of the manuscript tradition of the
Slavonic translations of the Sinaite’s writings. In any event, it should be noted
that Gregory’s acrostic has exactly 137 letters corresponding exactly to the first
letter of each of the 137 chapters. The acrostic, however, is unfinished79.
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M. Ta) autol eTepa kepaAala (Ejusdem alia capita)®

Inc.: Tdg pelnAIKiwaoelg mAoag ...

Des.: ... Topa AvipOTWVY OIKOVOUOUUEVOC
This short piece by the Sinaite appears in different forms in the printed editions.
In the Philokalia edition it has seven chapters, the first three clearly forming a sin-
gle unit and bearing the same title, and the remaining four appearing to be quite
independent, though, again, each has the same title. In the Migne edition there are
again seven chapters, each numbered with a Greek letter, the difference being that
the fourth, fifth and sixth chapters have titles. As we do not know exactly which

Greek manuscript was used in the redaction of the Philokalia 81, it is difficult to

decide what form these chapters originally took.

Il. Ei&noig akpiPrig mepi nouyiag kai mpoaeuxng (Accurata dissertatio de quiete

et oratione) 82
Inc.: 'Ed€lpev nuaAg imewv ...
Des.: ... MIKPOV EKdIEN €€ auTol

This work is in ten chapters numbered with Greek letters, only the third chapter

bearing a title.

IV. Mepi nouyiog kai mepi twv dVo TpoTMwY TR Mpocevxnc (De quietudine et

duobus orationis modis) 83
Inc.: Albw TPOTOI EITIV EVWTEWC ...
Des.: ... &V Kalpw To0TWV dpedeTal

Like the Sinaite’s preceding works, this too is divided into chapters, numbering fif-
teen altogether. Of these, numbers 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 and 11 each have individual titles.
The oldest known manuscript of this work is MS 197 of Metamorphoseos Monas-
tery at Meteora and dates from the XIVth century. On fol. 213v-219v all fifteen
chapters are to be found under the following title: Eidnoiq uikpd mepi nouyiag
Tptyyopiou povaxol ToU ZIvaITtou TPO¢ TOvV Ypnyopouvia oovatatov NAQwva Kate-
TWVUHOV, TIPOTPATIEVTOG Tap'avToL™ KepdAala te84. They also have the same title
in MS 506 of lviron Monastery 85, which dates from the XVth century. Given that
these two are amongst the oldest Greek mansucripts of Gregory’s works, we must
suppose that this was the original title of these chapters, and that they were in
fact written for a monk named Nephon, just as the 150 chapters were written be-
cause of Amirales.

V. TMepc 100 Q¢ del KavéEealal OV nouxdéovta €1 TNV e0XNAV Kai pn Taxéwg
dviotagbol (Quomodo oporteat sedere hesychastam ad orationem nec cito as-
surgere) 86
Inc.: Toté pév &mi oKApvoU ...

Des.: ... TG TO0 ooTavVA @avVTAcUOTa
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Unlike the others, this work is divided not into numbered chapters, but simply by
titles. From these titles one may gather that there are a total of seven chapters,
the last one being headed by a question, rather than a title as such. The first four
chapters form a single unit, as is indicated not only by their content, but also by
the fact that the fourth chapter has a conclusion and finishes with “amen”. The
three remaining chapters are more loosely connected with these first four.

In addition to these works by the Sinaite there are others bearing his name in
the Greek manuscripts; but th¢ question of whether or not they are in fact by his
hand has yet to be examined. Apart from a A6yog €1¢ TNV Veiav METOPOPQWTLY
(Inc.: ‘Ogol v B¢av ¢ Peyarompemoug 60EnC ...) 87 Gregory is considered also
to have composed a number of hymnographical texts 88. Unfortunately, sufficient
research has not been conducted into the Greek manuscript tradition of his works
for us to know exactly what may and may not be attributed to him.

Callistus’ statement that Gregory wrote the 150 chapters during his first visit
to Paroria leads us to conclude that they were translated into Slavonic immediate-
ly afterwards. The first translation must undoubtedly have been made by Bul-
garian monks with a knowledge of Greek, who translated it into Bulgarian, most
probably according to the orthographical system in use before the reformation in-
troduced by Patriarch Euthymius 89. In his Life of Theodosius, Callistus mentions
a Bulgarian monk with a perfect knowledge of Greek, who made skilful transla-
tions from Greek into Slavonic (wbawe e W nApb W6n WennlHokaro
Ha ONOBEHCKb IH Npbnaraty e”b \Kb %b\Tpb e H VIOAHD H WHLWTH |
KHirbi np”noxuBl, UpKOBHOE OYKpacH cbcToinTe) . There must
certainly have been such individuals in Gregory’s circle too, but the task of trans-
lating his works into Bulgarian and Serbian must have been begun during his life-
time and must have been carried out by several persons in collaboration. The old-
est Bulgarian translations of the Sinaite’s works are to be found in codices written
during the third quarter of the XIVth century or very shortly afterwards. The
most important, if not the oldest, of these is MS 80 of the Bulgarian Academy of
Sciences and dates from the second half of the XIVth century91. It is a very inter-
esting Shomik,originating from the so-called “literary school” of Timovo, and for
the most part comprises works by Byzantine ascetic and mystical writers, a fact
which witnesses to its monastic origin. On fol. 86r-126v we read: [pHropYn
CYHauTa, rfnaBbi Cb KpaerpnavecYeuw. noneHb!. H™MKe

KpnerpaHecYe t-ec cie. cnoseca pa“nHyHa, W ”“anosBbne’b.
BeNbHU*. npblueHn?«. U WBbTOBaMN?«. ele Xe U 1B MOW NCNO0 b.
Mm oTpacrte*. H AoBpoabTbfe??s. bellle e H LW Ke"MNbBH H
UNTBb, HWXe KpaerpaHecYe, ce.

Inc.: CnoBecHO\r ovbo buith...
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This is the longest of Gregory’s works, comprising 137 chapters in the Greek edi-

tions. In this Bulgarian translation the title corresponds exactly with the Greek,

but the text is somewhat modified; and in the Greek editions the chapters have no

individual titles, whereas here some of them have:

at: W wWbkKa?5b

u: iu oBEToBaHn??b

I : w noub 1CAQJIb

oe: w CTpcTijtb

nr: w pgospogETEne”s

yQ: w Ee”’uAbBH

paV: w nonuteE

In addition to these changes, we have here 142 chapters, rather than 137, though

chapters 114 and 115 have been combined, so making it appear that there are 141

altogether. Chapters 140 and 141, though numbered differently, nevertheless have

the same titles: w cTpacTHEMb H”MEHeHYn and w Bna"Enb W MEHEHH.
On folios 126v-132r there is Gregory’s ten-chapter treatise: BugeH le un”-

BECT[H]O w BeMwybBYW H WNTBE un eipe Xe u W "HaneHn??b enr-

faTHb1ZT n NnpEnbCTHL1T?b, M vTO pa*nnyYe TonnoTE w pgeuct-

BOY « I-0KO KpOWe HacCTaBHWKA OYLOBb CbBbTCOAHTb MPENLCTH.

However, instead of 10 chapters, as in the Greek edition, here there are 12. In ad-

dition, whereas in the Greek text only the third chapter has a title, here chapter 8

(o pEwncTsE )and chapter 10 (0 npEnbcTn) also have titles; and chapter 10

in the Bulgarian translation is several lines longer than the corresponding Greek

text. The two extra chapters in the .Bulgarian version are brief and have the follow-

ing incipit and desinit:

Chapter 11. Inc.: MoposaeTb BEAETM 1-0k0O NPENbCTH...

Des.: .. .HacnaxpeHYe BrcerfjalHee craxaBlle.
Chapter 12. Inc.: BpaHb oyBOo fABEmMa HEKbuWwa...
Des.. ...HX TOYyE HcOywaeTb Ta W CMpajb WTFOHUTH.

This short work is followed by a, likewise short, commentary to chapter 6,
verse 12 of St Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, though there is no indication in the
title that it was written by Gregory:
fol. 132r-132v: TNbKb W €Xe 1-0KO HECTb BpaHb Halb Kb Kp’BH
M NNbTH.

Inc.. CtaHYwe ecTb, [O0BpOoAETEnemb pacTtoaHYe...
We know of no such work by Gregory in the original Greek.

There follow (fol. 132v-134r) excerpts from a work by John of Damascus,

though the name of the author is not mentioned. From fol. 134r to 141r there

are short notes with the following titles:
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fol. 134r-134v: W upKOBHEWBL cuieH’ HOHAYA/IbCTBuM

fol. 134v-135r; koe ecTb CPERHEro egYHbCTbBHAro XWTenbCcTBa
oyCcTpoeHYe.

fol. 135r-135v: TJIbKb U CLHOH"HOHaYAJ/IbCTBW.

fol. 135v-136r: yT0 ecTb eAYHbCTbBHAro XMWTeNbCTBa €Xe Mo
pOBpOLETENM cweHMHOHaTANbLCTBO WU"KaKO CbBpbLIaeTc/.

fol. 136r-137v: TnbkoBaHYe 0 pa”nuym ClueHUYHOHaYAJI"Haro oy-

CTpoeHYa.
fol. 137v-138r: VIO ecTb LWBpa™b UMNHOYbCKaro >XUTesibCTBa U uvto

LBpa™oBaHYa KOeroXxao WCTUHA,
fol. 138v: KOe eCTb MO mHoybckomC XKHTENMNLCTBO cuJeH HOHAY Anune.
fol. 138v-139r: 0 wKpalE {paka WMHOYbCKaro LaEaHYa.
fol. 139r-140v: vto OKIT wWbpa™H UPbLKOB™HAro u cgeH, HoHaYAJl

Haro oycTpoeHYa.
fol. 140v-l14Ir: W exe Kako nojoBaeTb BbATAATU mMunoctuHa Beb-

MNbBHUKOY.

In Kodov’s opinion92 these are commentaries on the Pseudo-Dionysius Areo-
pagites’ work on ecclesiastical hierarchy (Mepc Tr¢ €KKANGIOOTIKAC 1Epap)iac) and
are quite unconnected with the well-known commentaries of Maximus the Confes-
sor and the paraphrases of Pachymeres. Kodov finds that these commentaries and
Gregory’s works bear a considerable resemblance in both language and style and
considers the similarities to permit the supposition that these too were written by
Gregory.

On fol. 141r-152r there is Gregory’s essay De quietudine, which in the Greek
edition is in seven chapters:

WBe MNbBM rpiropia cYHauta rnaBu”Ho! w exe Kako nopfo-
BaeTb CEAETVM Bb B6”MnbBU.

Inc.. OBorga OyBO Ha cTo/fe...

In contrast to the published Greek original, instead of seven chapters here we find
a total of ten chapters. The original seven are numbered as eight, which means
that two have been added; they bear the following titles:

Chapter 9: HpaBb) BOXXYaro npoLu»lcra.

Chapter 10: w camoB/flaCTU HaLLEMD.

On fol. 152r-160v there is Gregory’ fifteen-chapter work De quietudine:
Cka™aHYe wuanoe [IpuropYa WHOKa cYHauta 0 Be”bUNbBYWU Bb
rnasn™Ha?? nATHagecntn”™. o wepa™EN wTBbLL.

Inc.: [Opa wBpa™a CcnTb CbegurHeHYa...
As in the published Greek edition here too there are fifteen chapters, and there are
no differences between this translation and the original Greek edition.
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From what we have seen up to this point, it is clear that in the manuscript
containing the oldest known Bulgarian translation of Gregory of Sinai’s works
there are obvious differences between the translation and the published Greek ori-
ginal. With the limited knowledge we possess at present about the Greek manu-
script tradition of these works, it is not easy to explain these differences. Kodov
conjectures93 that the Slav translator must have been working from a Greek manu-
script of the Sinaite’s works which is unknown to us today. It is certainly impos-
sible to disagree with Kodov, for all the facts support this hypothesis, and it is in-
deed particularly vali.d with regard to the differences and the additions in the Bul-
garian translations of those of the Sinaite’sworks known to us in the original Greek.
At first sight, the facts would seem to be as Kodov sees them; but nevertheless we
should not rule out the possibility that the additions were made directly in Slav-
onic and dictated by Gregory himself. It is also quite possible that the translations
were supplemented by an unknown Slav monk, either Bulgarian or Serbian, from
notes he had made himself during the Sinaite’s teachings or in the course of dis-
cussions with him. Concerning the other works which are not to be found in the
original Greek, we must suppose that they were translated directly as they were
written by Gregory in Paroria. If one considers that Gregory wrote his works on
Bulgarian territory it is easy to see why they were more widely known in their
Slavonic translation than in the original Greek. It ishighly probable that the Greek
prototype remained in Bulgaria and was lost in the turmoil of the Turkish con-
quest. As far as the commentaries on fol. 134r-141r are concerned, it is difficult
to decide if they really are commentaries on the Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagites,
since they have not yet been published and it is not possible to read them in their
entirety. At all events, if they are indeed commentaries on the Pseudo-Dionysius,
then they are of particular significance, given that these writings were translated
into Slavonic for the first time in the XIVth century94. If we agree that they are
indeed commentaries on areopagitica, written by Gregory, then we should perhaps
have to agree that they were translated into Slavonic during Gregory’s lifetime, in
which case we have to admit that he wrote them ad hocf on the occasion of the
Slavonic translation of the areopagitica. If this is indeed the case, then hitherto ac-
cepted views will have to be reconsidered and the Slavonic translation of the areo-
pagitica will have to be considered as a product of Bulgarian, Serbian and Greek
collaboration in monastic circles during the second quarter of the XIVth century.
And we shall have to attribute to Isaiah the monk not the labour of the whole
translation, but only its final editing. Of course, these problems will not be solved
until the commentaries have been published and studied in depth.
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The second oldest Bulgarian manuscript of works by Gregory of Sinai may be
considered to be MS 1036 of the National Library of Sofia, which also dates from
the third quarter of the XI1Vth century95. On fol. 159r-281r there is the Sinaite’s
longest work, the 137 chapters. On fol. 281r-184v we find the ten-chapter work,
and on fol. 285v-290v the supposed commentaries on the Areopagite writings. On
fol. 291r-296v there is Gregory’s short treatise De quietudine. The manuscript in
question is a Paterik and is similar in many respects to the previous manuscript.

Tire oldest Serbian manuscript containing a work by the Sinaite is a collection
of ascetic works, Panteleimon MS 28, which was probably written in 13649" On
fol. 43v, with no author’s note, the first chapter of the Sinaite’s seven-chapter work
has been inserted: Ll TOMb Kako MogoBab-eTb Chobm Bb BeMALBHMN.
Inc. OBorga oM& Ha CTOAt... On fol. 44r, again with no author’s note,
the third chapter of the same work has been inserted, with the tjtle: LU Tokas
Kako MnoaoBabbTb AppkarMm ovub. 1ncPa™oyrb 1 tako HHKTOXe
MOXeT ... If the manuscript’s dating to 1364 is correct%, then it follows that
only eighteen years after his death in 1346 the Sinaite’s works had established him
as an eminent Hesychast writer and had already taken their place amongst the
works of other great ascetic writers98.

The second oldest Serbian manuscript, Hilandar MS 640, contains a far greater
number of Gregory’s works. In fact it comprises two manuscripts bound together,
the first dating from the last quarter of the X1Vth century; the second dates from
c. 1370", which puts it chronologically quite close to the Panteleimon Monastery
manuscript. This second manuscript comprises the following works by Gregory
of Sinai: fol.~62r, the acrostic chapters ( Cb Kpa »-erpaHecm t-eub), 142 alto-
gether; fol. 105, the fifteen chapters o Be”unbBm; and fol. 116v, the work LLI
eXe Kako nopoBateTb cbabTb Bb Be"MAbLBH, which breaks off after
the sixth chapter. The first of these two manuscripts contains three hymnologicai
works bearing the Sinaite’s name: fol. 49v, Canon to the Holy Virgin; fol. 52r,
Canon to the Holy Cross; and fol. 52v, Canon to the Holy Fathers. The appear-
ance of hymnologicai works bearing the Sinaite’s name in such an old Serbian
manuscript urgently raises the question of their authenticity. To begin with, there
seem to be two important reasons why Gregory should not have been the author
of these works. The first is that the Greek manuscript tradition has not preserved
them in their entirety, and the second is that the Hesychast teachers avoided
church services, preferring to replace them with the Jesus Prayer; consequently,
Gregory would have had no reason to compose canons. The first reason, being an

e silentio argument, cannot be accepted seriously. The second is certainly more
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forceful, but exceptions do exist here. The Thessaloniki-born Patriarch of Constan-
tinople, Philotheos Kokkinos, who was a supporter of the Hesychasts and a dis-
ciple of Gregory Palamas and himself came from strict monastic circles, was never-
theless an eminent composer of ecclesiastical hymns100 Moreover, the Hesychasts
were characterised not by one-sidedness, but by their broadness of scopel0l, and
their spirituality enforced mo specific rules or conditions upon them. And so in
this particular case there is nothing to preclude the Sinaite from having composed
hymnological works of which the Greek original has been lost, as has happened in
other cases. The question of whether the Sinaite really did compose these hymno-
logical works will be answered when their acrostic has been studied, from which it
may be possible to reconstruct the original Greek. The vocabulary too may help in
this respect and should be studied and compared with that used in the Sinaite’s
other works.

Through the Bulgarian and Serbian Slavonic manuscript tradition the Sinaite’s
works also became known in distant Russia. The renowned XVth-century Russian
ascetic Nil Majkov or Sorskij (1433-1508) made no small contribution to their dis-
semination, and frequently referred to Gregory of Sinai in his own works102. The
great number of monastic centres in Russia, and particularly those in the North,
created appropriate conditions for the dissemination of the Sinaite’s works and
for the making of a great number of copies103. In northern Russia monasticism was
more austerel04, and the Sinaite’s Hesychast spirituality was warmly accepted be-
cause it corresponded to a great extent to what was wanted there. And so the tradi-
tion of the Sinaite’s Hesychast prayer and spirituality, which had flourished in the
southern Slavonic countries during the XIVth century, was consolidated in the
centuries which followed - that is, in ages which were chronologically far removed
from the time of the great Hesychast teacher.

Gregory’s works came back into the Slavonic limelight in the XVIIIth century
when the Ukrainian monk Paisij Velidkovskij (1722-1794) decided to revise their
medieval translation. Using the Greek originals and medieval Slavonic translations,
Veliakovskij proceeded to make a new translation into the common Church Slavo-
nic which had been formulated in the mid-XVIIth century105. The importance of
this translation was particularly emphasised by the fact that Velibkovskij’s spiritual
father, the monk Basil of Poiana Marului, himself wrote a special foreword to the
Sinaite’s works 106. There is a great need for a minute philological and textological

study of Velickovskij’s translation compared with the medieval Slavonic transla-
tions and the Greek original. It would especially help us to evaluate the essence of
Hesychast terminology, which has prevailed in the Slavonic, and .particularly the
Russian, world for the past two centuries.
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All that has been said hitherto is enough to show that Gregory Sinaites was a
Greek spiritual figure who was closely connected with the Bulgarian and the Ser-
bian worlds and had a deep and lasting influence on them both. His spiritual legacy
to the southern Slavs extended up into Russia too, where it found suitable ground
to remain fruitful for centuries. In spite of all this, however, his literary work, both
in the original Greek and in Slavonic translation, is still waiting to be studied in
depth. The fact that the Sinaite’s works were being copied in manuscript in the
Slavonic countries up until the beginning of the last century is enough for us to
appreciate the dimensions of the philological and textological work which will
have to be carried out upon them. First of all, the works bearing the Sinaite’sname
must be located in the Greek manuscripts and the question of what is actually by
his hand clarified. Next, the medieval Bulgarian and Serbian translations must be
studied with the aim, amongst other things, of elucidating which of his works have
been preserved only in Slavonic translation. In a comparative study of the Greek
original and the Slavonic translations, the Slavonic vocabulary must be carefully
examined from a semantic point of view with respect to the mystic and ascetic no-
tions it expresses. The path these translations (whether Bulgarian or Serbian is yet
another question) travelled to reach Russia is a subject which should interest us
greatly. Was the semantic value of the terminology distorted in the translation of
Russian redaction? A rough comparison of the vocabulary of Gregory’s works in
the Greek Philokalia and the Slavonic Dobrotoljubie — which is Velidkovskij’s
translation107—convinces us of the need for research into this aspect of the subject
too. All these problems, in addition to the historical and philological questions
which wilkarise in the course of research, must be solved if we are to comprehend
the full extent of the influence of this great Hesychast upon the Slavonic world.

University of Thessaloniki

1. S. Runciman, The Last Byzantine Renaissance, Cambridge 1970.

2. An enormous amount has been written about the south Slavonic literary flowering
which took place during this period. An account of the basic problems connected with this,
together with the most important books on the subject, may be found in V. MoSin’s brilliant
study, O periodizacii rusko-junoslavenskih knjiievnih veza, Slovo, 11-12 (1962) 92-125 (the
same article has also been published in Russian in Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoj literatury, XI1X
(1963) 85-106).

3. It should be noted at this point that the Hesychast movement contributed greatly to
the establishment of centres of Greek-Slavonic literary collaboration. Concerning these cen-
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ties, see I. Dujeev, Centry vizantijsko-slavjanskogo obSeéenija i sotrudnidestva, Trudy Otd.
drevnerussk. lit, XIX (1963) 106-129; G. I. Vzdornov, Rol’ slavjanskich monastyrskich mas-
terskich pis’ma Konstantinopolja i Afona v razvitii knigopisanija i chudo£estvennogowformle-
nija russkich rukopisej na rubefce XI1V-XV w, Trudy Otd., XXIII (1968) 170-198; I. Dujoev,
Russkij Panteleimonovskij monastir’ na Afone kak centr russko-bolgarskich svjazej v period
siednovekovija, AntiOnaja drevnost’i srednie veka, Sbornik 10 (Sverdlovsk 1973) 95-98. Cf.
A.-E. Tachiaos, Mount Athos and the Slavic Literatures, Cyrillomethodianum, 1V (1978) 1-35.
Concerning south Slavonic and Bulgarian influence in Russia, see, in addition to MoSin’s ar-
ticle mentioned in note 2, the following publications: D. S. Lichabev, Nekotorye zadaCi izu-
denija vtorogo jufcnoslavjanskogo vlijanijav Rossii,1V Metdunarodnyjs ezd slavistov. Doklady,
Moskva 1958, 5-48; I. Snegaiov, Duchovno-kultumi vrazki mezdu Balgarija i Russija prez sred-
nite vekove (X-XV v.J, Sofia 1950, 59-93; idem, K istorii kultumych svjazej mefcdu Bolgariej i
Rossiej v konce XIV - nadale XV v., Meidunarodnye svjazi Rossii do XVIII v., Moskva 1961,
275-278; P. Dinekov, Iz istorifata na balgarskata literatura, Sofia 1969, 97-119; J. lvanov, Bal-
garskoto kniiovno vlijanie v Rusija pri mitropolit Kiprian (1375-1406), lzvestija na Inst, za
balg. literatura, VI (1958) 26-65; B. St. Angelov, Iz istorifata na rusko-balgarskite literatumi
vrazki, Kniga vtora, Sofia 1980, 48-78; Dj. Sp. Radojidic, Juind-slovensko-ruske kultume veze
do podetka XV 111 veka, KruSevac 1967.

4. For a general discussion of the subject, together with the relevant bibliography, see D.
Obolensky, Late Byzantine Culture and the Slavs. A Study in Acculturation, Athens 1976
(= XVe Congres international d Btudes byzantines. 1V. Pensée, Philosophie, Histoire des Idées.
2. Rayonnement de la culture et de la civilisation byzantine aprés 1204, Athenes 1976); J.
Kolev, Isichasti i slavjanskaja literatumaja dejatel’nost’ na Balkanach v XIV veke, Etudes bal-
kaniques, 15 (1979) 3, 104-116.

5. Cf. A-E. Tachiaos, Le monachisme serbe de saint Sava et la tradition hésychaste
athonite, Hilandarski zbomik, 1 (1966) 83-89.

6. The Greek Life of the Sinaite has been published by I. Pomjalovskij, Zitie He vo svya-
tych otca naiego Grigorija Sinaita po rukopisi Moskovskoj SinodaTnof biblioteki, Sanktpeter-
burg 1894 (= Zapiski Istoriko-filologiéeskago fakulteta Imperatorskago S-Peterburgskago Uni-
versiteta, No. 35). The Greek Life had previously been published in abridged form and in the
popular language by Nicodemus Hagioreites in Neoi> ’EkXoyton, Constantinople 1863, 292-304.
The Slavonic translation of the Life has been published by P. Syrku, Zitie Grigorija Sinaita,
sostavlennoe KonstantinopoTskim patriarchom Kallistom. Tekst slavjanskago perevoda 2itija
po rukopisi XVI veka i istoriko archeologieeskoe wedenie, S-Peterburg 1909 (= Pamjatniki
drevnej pismennosti i iskusstva CLXXII). Concerning the relationship between the Greek text
and the Slavonic translation, see A. I. Jacimirskij, 1z kritiko-literaturnych nabljudenij nad 2itiem
Grigoria Sinaita, Vizantijskij vremennik, XV (1908) 1910, 300-331; D. V. Gonis, To avyypa-
@ikov épyov ToU oikoupevikol ToTpldpxou KaAhiotou A, (The Writings of the Ecumenical Pat-
riarch Callistus I), Athens 1980, 29-68, which includes a very full bibliography on the Life. To
Gonis* bibliography should be added the following articles: H. Keipert, Moglichkeiten und
Grenzen der Ubersetzung ins Slavische: Die Wiederholungsfiguren in der Kaliistos-Vita des
Gregorios Sinaites, Slavistische Studien zum VIII. intemationalen Slavistenkongress in Zagreb
1978, KoIn-Wien 1978, 205-217; A. Lé&greid, R. Glockner, H. Walter, Die kirchenslavische
Vita des Grigorios Sinaites und ihre griechische Vorlage. Uberlegungen zum Stil hesychasti-
scher Ubersetzungen, Festschrift fir Rupprecht Rohr zum 60. Geburtstag, Heidelberg 1979,
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293-311; A. Lagreid, Einige Grundsatze hesychastischer Hagiographie nach den Proomien
zweier Viten des Eatiiaichen KaEistos, Festschriftfur Linda Sadnik zum 70. Geburtstag, Frei-
burg 1981, 231-248 (= Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris. Tom XV). Cf. the series
of articles which D. Balfour has begun to publish, Saint Gregory of Sinai’s Life Story and Spi-
ritual Profile, ®eoloyia 53/1 (1982) 30-62. So far, however, the series has ignored the abun-
dant Slavonic literature on the subject. Of all that has been written about Gregory of Sinai, the
most important works are: P. Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija knigv Bolgarii v X1V veke. 11, Vre-
mja i iiznypatriarcha Evfimija Temovskago, Sanktpeterburg 1898, 61-110, 149-156; K. Rad-
Oenko, Religioznoe i literatumoe dvitenie v Bolgarii v epochu pered tureckim zavoevaniem,
Kiev 1898, 51-168; J. Bois, Grégoire le Sinaite et niésychasme a I’Athos au XIVe siecle,
Echos d Orient, V (1901-1902) 65-73; V. Sl. Kiselkov, Grigorij Sinaitpredstavitel na misticiz-
ma v Vizantija prez X1V vek, Sofia 1928; E. Turdeanu, La littérature bulgare du XIVe siécle
et sa diffusion dans les pays roumains, Paris 1947, 5-15. Concerning Gregory’s native home,
Koukoulon, and its surroundings, see Syrku, Zitie Grigorija Sinaita, p. 1-HI.

7. See D. Bogdanovic’s brilliant study, Jovan Lestviénik u vizantijskoj i staroj srpskoj
knjiievnosti, Beograd 1968.

8. Pomjalovskij, op. cit., 1. Cf. Syrku, Zitie Grigorija Sinaita, XXII-XXIV.

9. This place is mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles, XXVII, 8. Cf. J. Hastings, Dic-
tionary of the Apostolic Church, I, Edinburgh 1926 2, 389.

10. The Jesus Prayer was the way by which the Hesychast was led to the mystic experi-
ence of the vision of the uncreated light. A great deal has been written on this subject: cf. I.
Hausherr, La méthode de Vorcason hésychaste, Rome 1927 (= Orientalia christiceia 1X); idem,
Note sur I'invention de la méthode hésychaste, Orientalia Christiana, XX (1930) 179-182;
idem, LTiésychasme: étude de spiritualité, Orient, chr. periodica, XXII (1956), 5-40, 247-285;
idem, Noms du Christ et voies d braison, Rome 1960 (= Orientalia christ, analecta 157); Un
moine de I’Eglise d’Orient, La priére de Jésus. Sa genese et son développement dans la tradi-
tion religieuse byzantino-slave, Chevetogne 1951; M. Jugie, Les origines de la méthode d’orai-
son des hésychastes, Echos d Orient, XXX (1931) 179-185; G. Wunderle, Zur Psychologie des
hesychastischen Gebets, Wiirzburg 1947; E. Behr-Sigel, La priére a Jésus, ou le mystére de la
spiritualité monastique orthodoxe, Dieu vivant, No. 8 (1947) 69-94; M Marx, Incessant
Prayer in Ancient Monastic Literature, Rome 1946; B. Krivochein, Date du texte traditionnel
de la “Priere de Jésus”, Messager de | Exarchat du patriarche russe en Europe occidentale, Pa-
ris 1951, Nos. 7-8, 55-59; B. Schultze, Untersuchungen ber das Jesus-Gebet, Orient, christ,
per., XVIII (1952) 319-343; H. de B., La priere du coeur,Messager... No. 4 (1953) 13-40; W.
Nolle, Hesychasmus und Yoga, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 47 (1954) 95-103; L. Régnault,
La priére continuelle ‘monologistos’ dans la littérature apophtegmatique, Irénikon, XLVII
(1974) 467-493; K. T. Ware, ‘Pray Without Ceasing’. The Ideal of Continual Prayer in Eastern
Monasticism, Eastern Churches Review, Il (1969) 253-261; idem, The Jesus Prayer in St Greg-
ory of Sinai, East. Ch. R., IV (1972) 3-22; M. Van Parys, La Liturgie du Coeur selon saint
Grégoire le Sinaite, Irénikon, 51 (1978) 312-337. For a full bibliography of books published*
in the 1970’s concerning Hesychasm and related subjects, see D. Stiemon’s article, Bulletin
sur le Palamisme, Revue des études byzantines, 30 (1972) 231-341. Cf. I. P. Medvedev, Sovre-
mennaja bibliografija isichatskich sporov v Vizantii X1V w, Antidnaja drevnost’i srednie veka,
10 (1973) 270-275.

11. Pomjalovskij, op. cit., 10.
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12. Magoula Skete was originally a monastery in the Mylopotamos area, between Iviron
and Philotheou Monasteries. There were other monasteries there, too (Kaspakos, St Elias, Kra-
vatou), which, having declined as monasteries, came into the possession of Lavra Monastery.
See Actes de Lavra. Premiére partie. Des origines a 1204, Paris 1970, 67 (= Archives de
TAthos, V). Cf. E. Kourilas, T Kevtpov TwVv dpxaiwv Aouxaotwy, 1 okATn to0 Meryould ev
VAdco kai 6 moatplapxng Kailotog a A' (The Centre of the Ancient Hesychasts, Magoula Ske-
te on Athos and Patriarch Callistus 1), A liopettikn BeAodnkn, 18 (Volos 1953) 127-134,199
-207, 275-282. With regard to the monasteries mentioned above, and others in this area, a
good deal of confusion reigns in the works of recent writers. Cf. V. L. Dentakis, Bio¢ kaidko-
Aoudia Tob ayiou PIA0ddou (KOKKIVOL), TATPIapXoU KwvoTtavtivourmorew (1353-1354 kai
1364-1376) 100 ©ceoAoyov (The Life and Service of St Philotheos (Kokkinos) Patriarch of
Constantinople (1353-1354 and 1364-1376) and Theologian), 'Emiotnuovikr] ‘Emetnpic g
©¢eoMoyIkng Zx0AN¢ tov Mavemiotnuiov A&nvwv, 17 (1971) 564, 576-577, 580-581. In his
article mentioned above Kourilas attempts, though not entirely successfully, to clarify matters.
Since this area played a significant part in XIVth-century Athonite monasticism, a special
study will eventually have to be devoted to it.

13. It seems that Gerasimus did not follow Gregory to Magoula Skete immediately, but
came along some time later. Callistus informs us that when Gregory came to the skete he lived
there quite alone. See Pomjalovskij, op. cit., 10.

14. This Jacob has been wrongly identified as Bishop Jacob of Senes. See Syrku, K i-
storii ispravlenija knig; I, 69, note 2, and V. Rozov, Sinajci v Serbii v X1V veke, Byzantinosla-
vica, 1(1929), 19. For acorrection of this mistaken opinion, see I. Sokolov, Zitie He vo svjatych
otca naiego Grigorifa Sinaita, Moskva 1904, 109. Cf. Tachiaos, Le monachisme serbe de saint
Sava, 88, note 12.

15. Concerning some of the Sinaite’s disciples, and in particular his biographer Callistus,
see Syrku, tide Grigorija Sinaita, XXI-LXIV.

16. This is indicated by what Callistus himself says about the Sinaite’s disciples. Pomja-
lovskij, 30.

17. J. Bois, Les hésychastes avant le XTVe siécle, Echos d Orient, V (1901) 1-11. Inter-
esting information about the Athonite Hesychasts’ manner of prayer at the beginning of the
XIHth century is given by the Russian monk Dositheos, who visited Mount Athos c. 1219.
See A. S. Gorskij, O snoSenijach russkoj cerkvi s syjatogorskimi obiteljami do XVII1-go stole-
tija, Pribavlenija k izdaniju tvorenij sv. otcov, VI (1848) 134-135. Concerning the continuity
of Hesychast tradition and teaching, see also Archim. Kiprian [Kem], Duchovnye predki
svatogo Grigorija Palamy (Opyt mistieeskoj rodoslovnoj), Bogoslovskaja mysT. Trudy Pravo-
slavnago bogoslovskago Instituta v Pariie, Paris 1942, 102-131.

IB. Concerning the Sinaite’s teaching, see Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija knig, | 1, 167-211;
Radéenko, Religioznoe i literatumoe dvitenie, 61-98; G. Papamichael, O dyiog Mpnyodpiog Mo-
Aapdg apxleniokonog @gaoalovikng (St Gregory Palamas, Archbishop of Thessaloniki), Petro-
polis-Alexandria 1911, 48-55; K. Ware, The Jesus Prayer in St Gregory of Sinai, Eastern Chur-
ches Review, TV (1972) 3-22.

19. Ware, The JesQs Prayer, 5, 21-22.

20. Gregory Palamas mentions him in his speeches in support of the Hesychasts. See Mpnj-
yopou 100 MoAapd ouyypduupota (Writings of Gregory Palamas), (editor P. K. Christou) I,
Thessaloniki 1962, 404-405.
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21. E. Kourilas and Fr. Halkin, Deux Vies de S. Maxime le Kausokalybe, ermite au Mont
Athos (XIVe s.), Analecta Bollandiana, LIV (1936) 85. The hypothesis that only a few select
monks practised the Jesus Prayer is also confirmed by what Maximus’ biographer says about
the Sinaite’s disciples (p. 83).

22. Pomjalovskij, op. cit., 30-31.

23. Cf. Un Moine de I’Eglise d’Orient, La priére de Jésus, 101-103. Appendice I. Mé-
thode psycho-physiologique de la Priere.

24. Cf. Bois, Grégoire le Sinaite et ITiésychasme a I’Athos au XIVe siécle, 16. Cf. A. Kar-
tashev’s accurate observations, Svoboda naubno-bogoslovskich izsledovanij i cerkovnyj avtori-
tet, Zivoe predanie. Pravoslavie v sovremennosti, Paris 1937, 33: “The Hesychasts do not
deny that their teaching is a theological innovation. But they consider this innovation to be a
genuine acquisition, an accurate vision of one of the mysteries of the apocalypse, which is
concealed from the blind and immature”.

25. See G. Ostrogorskij, Afonskie isichasty i ich protivniki, Zapiski Russkago Naudnogo
Instituta v Belgrade, 5 (1931) 349-370; J. Meyendorff, Introduction a Vétude de Grégoire Pa-
lamas, Paris 1959, 65-153. Cf. G. M. Prochorov, Isichazm i obSéestvennaja mysl’v Vostodnoj
Evrope v X1V v., Trudy Oid. drevnerussk. literatury, XXIII (1968) 86-91.

26. It is still unknown exactly when this attack took place. Sokolov, Zitie, 113, and after
him Jacimirskij, Nabljudenija, 311, accept the year 1303-1304. Syrku, on the other hand, A
istorii, 104, note 3, maintains that the attack took place in 1334. If we accept the former
view, we must suppose that between Gregory’s departure from Athos and his arrival in Paroria
he must have lived in Constantinople for many years, a fact which does not accord with his
Life. However, nor can we accept the year suggested by Syrku, because, as Gregory’s bio-
grapher informs us, while Gregory was in Constantinople Emperor Andronicus I showed a
great interest in him (Pomjalovskij, op. cit., 35); and, as we know, the emperor died on 13
February 1332. A document of Panteleimon Monastery, dating from 1312, mentions an at-
tack by the Ishmaelites —Akty russkago na svjatom Afone monastyrja sv. velikomueenika i
celitelja Panteleimona, Kiev 1873, 92. Clearly it was an attack by the Turks, who had followed
the Catalonians.

27. Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija, 105.

28. In Pomjalovskij’s edition he is referred to as Apipaing. MSS Lavra 1117and Pante-
leimon 173 give the spelling 'ApyoaAng. The latter is probably correct, Pomjalovskij having
misread the name. It was not his monastic name, of course, but rather his surname. Concern-
ing the Byzantine family Amiralis and the use of this name by the Byzantines, see G. Morav-
csik, Byzantinoturcica.il. Sprachreste der Turkvdlker in den byzantinischen Quellen, Berlin

19582, 66-68.

29. V. N. Zlatarski, Zitie i 2izn’ prepodobnago otca naSego Feodosija iie v Tranove
postindtvovavSago, sapisano sveteiSim patriarhom Konstantina grada kir Kalistom, Sbomik za
narodni umotvorenija, kn. Il (XX) 1904, 12.

30. We are bound to agree with Kiselkov, Grigorij Sinait, 9-10, that the year 1335 must
be taken as the terminus ante quern of Gregory’s second arrival in Paroria.

31. E. Golubinskij, Kratkij oterk istorii pravoslavnych cerkvej, bolgarskoj, serbskoj i
rumynskojili moldo-vala$koj, Moskva 1871, 663.

32. K. Jiredek, Knjaiestvo Balgarija, Il, Plovdiv 1899, 700-702; idem, Archaeologische
Fragmente aus Bulgarien, Archaeologisch-epigraphische Mittetiungen, X (1886) 142-143.
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33. Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija, 105-108.

34. Cf. K. Myrtilos-Apostolidis, *H tr)¢ ®IAimmounoAsw lotopia Anod Twv ApXaIoTATwY
MEXPL TWV KAAMUAC Xpovwv (The History of Plovdiv from Ancient Times up to the Present
Day), Athens 1959, 185, note 11 and plate 44. Cf. Ach. Samothrakis, AcQIKOV "YEWYPAPIKOV
Kai 10TopIKOY T OpAKNg OMo TWV APXOIOTATWY XPOVWY PEXPL TNC OAWTEWC Tr¢ KwvaTtav-
TIvoutdAew( (Geographical and Historical Lexicon of Thrace from Ancient Times up to the
Capture of Constantinople), Athens 1963”, 364-365.

35. V. SlI. Kiselkov, Srednovekovna Parorija i Sinaitovijat monastir, Sbomik v éest na
Vasil N. Zlatarski, Sofia 1925, 103-118. Cf. G. P. Ajanov, Stari manastiri v StrandZa. Prinos
kam vaprosa za mestonachoidenieto na Sinaitovijat manastir, lzvestija na Balgarskija archeo-
logibeskija institut, X111 (1941) 253-264.

36. G. Gorov, MestonachoEdenieto na srednovekovnata Parorija i Sinaitovija manastir,
IstoriCeski pregled, XXVIII (1972) kniika 1, 64-75. Concerning the region of Paroria, see also
Atlas po balgarska istorija, Sofia 1963, 21, b 5.

37. Gorov, MestonachoZdenieto, 75.

38. Pomjalovskij, 39-40.

39. See R. J. Loenertz, Dix-huit lettres de Grégoire Akindyne analysées et datées, Onen-
talia Christiana periodica, XXIIl (1957) 122-124; V. Laurent, L’assaut avorté de la Horde d’Or
contre I’'empire byzantin (printemps-été 1341), Revue des études byzantines, XVIII (1960)
145-162.

40. Pomjalovskij, Zitie, 41. From what Callistus says here, we may assume that the tsar
had definitely ratified the title to his endowments to the Sinaite’s monastery by an official
act (mpodotelo KTAPOTO £T1 re kai Aipvnv). We do not think it at all improbable that the pas-
sage of time has destroyed a charter of the tsar issued on behalf of the Sinaite’s monastery.
See A.-E. Tachiaos, Sur les traces d’un acte du tsar Ivan Alexandre, Cyrillomethodianum, Il
(1975) 183-189. Ivan Alexander’s generosity towards various monasteries is witnessed to by
charters which have been preserved. See G. A. lljinskij, Gramoty bolgarskich carej, Moskva
1911, 21-26; A. K. Burmov - P. Ch. Petrov, Christomatifa po istorija na Bélgarija. 1. Ot naj-
stari vremena go sredata na XVI1I1 vek, Sofia 1964, 320-322, 327-333.

41. Cf. Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija, I, 154, note 2.

42. D. G. Tsamis, O AoBid Alclmatog Koi 0 mpoc Tov NikoAoov Kapdaothav Amootaei
Aoyoc Tou Katd BapAadp kai Akivdivou (David Disypatos and his Treatise to Nicholas Kavasi-
las against Barlaam and Akindynos), Bulavtivd 5 (1973) 113-127; idem, Aafid Aicumdtou
Aoyog Kotd BoapAadp Kai CAkivduvou mpdg Nikdioov KaBdoilav (David Disypatos’ Treatise
against Barlaam and Akindynos addressed to Nicholas Kavasilas), Thessaloniki 1973. Cf. J.
Meyendorff, Introduction a Vétude de Grégoire Palamas, 78-79, 404.

43. Pomjalovskij, Zitie, 30.

44, Maximus’ biographer mentions the name Alexander twice, a fact which quite rightly
leads Halkin, Deux Vies de S. Maxime le Kausokalybe, 90, note 3, to believe that the second
Alexander is probably the Prince of Wallachia, Nicholas-Alexander (1338-1364), brother-in-
law to the Bulgarian tsar lvan-Alexander. N. Vomicescu-Severineanul also shares this view,
Scrieri bizantino-ecleziastice in tarile romane (Secolele XIV-XV), Mitropolia Olteniei, XXIII
(1971) 479.

45. Kourilas-Halkin, Deux Vies de S. Maxime, 90.

46. Pomjalovskij, 2itie, 36.
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47. Cf. Tachiaos, Le monachisme serbe, 88-89.

48. The Life of Theodosius has been published, as we have already noted, by Zlatarski in
Sbomik za narodni umotvorenija, XX (1904). That Callistus - who was also the Sinaite’s bio-
grapher - did in fact write this Life has been disputed by V. Sl. Kiselkov, Zitieto na sv. Teo-
dosij Tamovski kato istorieeski pametnik, Sofia 1926,1-LIl, who is of the opinion that, in the
form in which it has survived, it comprises a collation from the XVth century and was most
probably written by Vladislav Gramatik. Kiselkov’s argument is scarcely convincing and was
completely overthrown after Gonis had conducted exhaustive research into this Life, To ouy-
ypo@IKOv ‘épyov (The Writings), 69-116. Several publications about Theodosius exist, the
most important being: V. SI. Kiselkov, Sv. Teodosij Tamovskij, Sofia 1926; idem, Kilifarskijat
otSelnik Teodosij, Balgarska istoritieska biblioteka, 1(1928) Il, 139-165; idem, Prouki i ouerti
po starobalgarska literatura, Sofia 1956, 151-159; Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija knig, 141-411;
Rado6enko, Religioznoe i literatumoe dviienie, 169-232; Turdeanu, La littérature bulgare du
XTVe siecle, 34-38.

49. See Kiselkov, Sv. Teodosij Tamovski, 10-12.

50. Zlatarski, Zitie i 2izn\ 13.

51. What Callistus says about an international circle of Gregory of Sinai’s disciples is
more or less echoed by what he says with regard to Theodosius. The similarity between the
two texts, which Syrku has commented upon, Zitie Grigorija Sinaita, LXXXIII, might be an
additional argument in favour of Theodosius’ Life's having been written by Callistus. Cf. H.
Keipert, Mdglichkeiten und Grenzen der Ubersetzung ins Slavische. But more than this, the
reference in the biographies of both these Hesychast teachers to an international circle of dis-
ciples, is a further testimony to the development of a spirit of Orthodox internationalism
within Hesychast circles. This Orthodox internationalism was one of the Hesychast move-
ment’s most typical characteristics, particularly during the second half of the XIVth century.
Concerning this, see: Syrku, K istorii ispravlenija knig, 323-333, 405-407; idem, Zitie Grigori-
ja Sinaita, LVII-LXVII; V. N. Zlatarski, Bil li e sv. Teodosij Tamovski donosdik pred carigrad-
skata patriarSija?, Priloienie na Carkoven vestnik, kn. VII-IX (1903) 97-116; VI. MoSin, Sv.
patriarh Kalist i srpska crkva, Glasnik Srpske Pravoslavue Crkve, XXVII (1949) 192-206; A.-E.
Tachiaos, 'Emdpdoeic 1ol Nouxaopol €1 TNV EKKANGIOOTIKAY TOATIKNV &V Pwaoip 1328-1406
(The Influence of Hesychasm on Ecclesiastical Policy in Russia, 1328-1406), Thessaloniki
1962, 95-102; idem, Le mouvement hésychaste, 124-125; I. F. Meyendorff, O vizantijskom isi-
chazme i ego roli v kul’tumom i istoriéeskom razvitii Vostoénoj Evropy v XIV v., Trudy Ot-
dela drevnerusskoj literatury, XXIX (1974) 291-305; D. Obolensky, A Philorhomaios anthro-
pos: Metropolitan Cyprian of Kiev and All Russia (1375-1406), Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 32
(1978) 81-82.

52. Zlatarski, Zitie i £izn’, 23.

53. This is also indicated by the encomia written for Ivan Alexander. See P. Dinekov, K.
Kuev, D. Petkanova, Christomatija po starobalgarska literatura, Sofia 1974/, 324-328. The
question still remains open of to what extent the Hesychast movement influenced Art, not
only in Byzantium, but also in the Slav countries into which it spread. The following publications
all deal usefully with the subject: N. K. Golejzovskij, Isichazm i russkaja Zivopis’ XIV-XV
w., Vizantijskij vremennik, XXIX (1968) 176-210; E. Bakalova, Kam vaprosa za otraienieto
na isichazma varchu Izkustvoto, Tamovska kniiovna Skola. 1371-1971, Sofia 1974, 373-389;
eadem, Sur la peinture bulgare de la seconde moitié du XIVe siecle (1331-1393), L école d$ la
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Morava et son temps, Beograd 1972, 61-75; Meyendorff, O vizantijskom isichazme, 297-301;
I. Dujbev, Collaborazione fra artisti bizantini e bulgari nel sec. X1V, Estratto da Saggi e ricer-
che in memoria di Ettore di Gotti, I, Palermo 1963, 5-13.

54. The Bulgarian historian D. Angelov, Kam istorijata na religiozno-filosofskata misal v
srednovekovna Balgarija - Isichazm i Varlaamitstvo, Izvestija na Balgarsko istoridesko drutest-
vo, XXV (1967) 73-92, believes that Hesychasm checked the progress of free thought and
humanism in Bulgaria. This opinion is based on a false and one-sided evaluation of the histori-
cal facts and is not a new one; many of the allegations it makes have been put forward before.
Cf. A. Jacimirskij, Vizantijskij religioznyj misticism XIV veka pered perechodom ego k slavja-
nam, Strannik, Sanktpeterburg 1908, 507-517, 662-672. The Hesychasts considered it retro-
gressive to return to a spiritual world which had died centuries before. They had a sound
philosophical education, but were by no means willing to replace a single part of the divine re-
velation with philosophy. See B. Tatakis, La philosophie byzantine, Paris 1949, 261-281 (= E.
Bréhier, Histoire de la philosophie. Fascicule supplémentaire, No Il). Concerning Tsar Ivan
Alexander’s interest in literature and in the Hesychasts, see L. Shivkova, Das Tetraevangeliar
des Zaren lvan Alexander, s.l., 1977, and K. Kuev, lvan Alexandrovijat sbomik ot 1348 g.,
Sofia 1981, 7-19.

55. Concerning the transmission of western rationalism into medieval Bulgaria, see I.
Dujoev, Racionalistioni probljacaci v slavjansko srednovekovie, in his collection of studies, Bal-
garsko srednovekovie. Prouévanija varchu politieeskata i kultumata istorija na srednovekovna
Balgarija, Sofia 1972, 447-477, and 472-473 in particular, which deal with the period which
concerns us here. Cf. V. Stojdevska-Antik, Neobjaven prilog kon izuéavanjeto na eretideskoto
udenje na Akindin, FiloloEki Fakultet na Universitetot - Skopje. GodiSen zbomik, 4 (1978)
135-140.

56. Cf. J. Meyendorff, Humanisme nominaliste et mystique chrétienne a Byzance au
XIVe siecle, Nouvelle Revue Théologique, 79, No 9 (1957) 914.

57. E. KaluEniacki, Aus der panegyrischen Literatur der Stidslaven, Wien 1903, 33.

58. Euthymius’ biography was written by Grigorij Camblak. Apart from the publication
mentioned in the previous footnote, there is also a more recent work by P. Rusev, I. Galabov,
A. Davidov, G. DanCev, Pochvalno slovo za Evtimij ot Grigorij Camblak, Sofia 1971. A great
deal has been written about Euthymius, the most important works being: St. Cankov, Patri-
arch Evtimij, Sofia 1906; Ch. Popov, Evtimij, posleden Tamovskii Trapezicki patriarch, Plov-
div 1901; V. SI. Kiselkov, Patriarch Evtimij, Sofia 1938; idem, Patriarch Evtimij, Balgarska
istoriteska biblioteka, 2 (1929) Ill, 142-177; Rad6enko, Religioznoe i literatumoe dviienie,
243-253; Syrku, K istorii, 551-600; I. Bogdanov, Patriarch Evtimij. Knigazanego i negovoto
vreme, Sofia 1970.

59. E. KaluEniacki, Werke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius, (1375-1393), Wien
1901, 226.

60. Cf. Turdeanu, La littérature bulgare, 70-135; R. Mathiesen, Note sul généré acatistico
e sulla letteratura agiografica slava ecclesiastica nel XIV e XV secolo, Ricerche slavistiche, XIII
(1965) 57-62; Z. Jufu, Za desettomnata kolekcija Studion, Studia balcanica, 1l (1970) 299-
342; 1. M. Mulic, Pletenije sloves i hesihazam, Zbomik za slavensku filologiju, VII (1965) 141-
156; K. lvanovna-Konstantinova, Njakoi momenti na balgaro-vizantijskite literatumi vrazki
prez X1V v. (Isichazmat i negovoto pronikvane v Balgarija), Starobalgarska literatura, 1 (1971)
209-242.
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61. Kourilas et Halkin, Deux Vies de S. Maxime, 90. The Life of'Maximus was written
after 1365 (cf. ibid. 106, note 2). If Theophanes’ biographer knew that the Sinaite had Ser-
bian Athonite disciples, should he not by rights have mentioned it? It should be borne in
mind that it was the tendency of the biographers to exaggerate, rather than to under-empha-
sise.

62. Cf. Tachiaos, Le monachisme serbe de saint Sava, 83-89.

63. The Life of Romylos was written in Greek by his disciple Gregory. It has been pub-
lished by Fr. Halkin, Un ermite des Balkans au XIVe siécle. La Vie grecque de la vie de St. Ro-
myle, Byzantinoslavica, 1 (1937-1938) 124-127. Cf. I. Duj6ev, Un fragment grec de la vie de
St. Romyle, Studia historico-philologica Serdicensia, 2 (1940) 88-92. The Slavonie translation
has been published by P. Syrku, Monacha Grigorija fcitie prepodobnago Romila, Pamjatniki
drevnej pismennosti i iskusstva, CXXXVI (1900) XXXIII - 54, Cf. P. Devos, La version slave
de la Vie de S. Romylos, Byzantion, XXXI (1961) 149-187, which explains the differences
between the Greek text and the Slavonic translation; K. Medev, Liénossta na pisatelja. Kam
charakteristika na izobrazitelnija stil v Zitieto na Romil Bdinski ot monach Grigorij, Literatur-
na misat, 1972, No 2, 76-92. Cf. B. Sl. Kiselkov, Sv. Romil Vidinski, Duchovna kultura, XL
(1929) 157-175, XLI1 (1929) 250-260.

64. See P. Lemerle, A. Guillou, N. Svoronos (avec la collaboration de D. Papachrysan-
thou) Actes de Lavra. Premiére partie. Des origines a 1204, Paris 1970, Index entry Melavd
(= Archives de FAthos V).

65. Concerning the situation in Albania, see A. Ducelier, La fagade maritime de FAlbanie
au Moyen Age. Durazzo et Valona du Xle au XVe siécle, Thessaloniki 1981, 556. Romylos
came to Serbia in 1375, or immediately afterwards. See Dj. Sp. Radojidic, Grigorije iz Gomja-
ka, Istoriski éasopis, Il (1951-1952) 93.

66. See B. Bulovid, Ravanica. Njeno mesto i njena uloga u sakralnojarhitekturi pomorav-
lja, Beograd 1966, 25-26; P. Petkovic, Preyed erkvenih spomenika kroz povesnicu srpskog
naroda, Beograd 1950, 271-275. Cf. Sv. Radojdid, Zidanje Ravanice, Letopis Matice Srpske,
knj. 397, sv. 5 (1966) 399/03.

67. See Dj. Stridevid, Uloga starca Isaije u prenoSenju svetogorskih tradieija u Moravsku
arhitektonsku Skolu, Zbomik radova SAN. XLIV. VizantoloSki Institut, kn. 3 (1955) 230-
231; Bulovic, Ravanica, 14-17.

68. Radojidic, Grigorije iz Gomjaka, 83-105. Radojidic correctly maintains (p. 93) that
Gregory arrived in Serbia after Romylos, ¢. 1379. This is indicated by the Life of Romylos
(Halkin, Un ermite des Balkans, 144-145), from which, and from what Gregory says of Romy-
los’ death, we may conclude that Gregory arrived in Serbia not only after Romylos did, but
probably after the latter’s death.

69. Petkovic, Pregled srpskih spomenika, 69-70.

70. See V. Rosov, Sinajcy v Serbii v XIV veke, Byzantinoslavica, | (1929) 16-20. Greg-
ory’s disciples were much respected in Serbia also, because their spiritual origin was the Sinai
Monastery, for which the Serbs had a special veneration. See Dj. Sp. Radojibic, Jakov Serski,
knigoljubac i pesnik srpski X1V veka, Letopis Matice Crpske, 390 (1962) 327-332.

71. V. Markovic, Pravoslavno monabtvo i manastiri u srednevekovnoj Srbiji, Sremski Kar-
lovci 1920, 128. Cf. A.-E. Tachiaos, Isihazam u doba kneza Lazara, O knezu Lazaru. Naudni
skup u KruSevcu 1971, Beograd 1975, 98-100.
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72. Cf. A. Schmaus, Zur Frage der Kulturorientierung der Serben im Mittelalter, Siidost*
Forschungen, XV (1956) 193-194; B. Stipdevic, Poetski izraz i pisari moravskog perioda, Bi-
bliotekar, XX, br. 5 (1968) 461-478.

73. Tachiaos, Isihazam u doba kneza Lazara, 98-100.
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LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS CONTAINING WORKS
BY GREGORY SINAITES IN SLAVONIC TRANSLATION

I have deemed it advisable to provide a list of manuscripts containing works
by Gregory of Sinai in Slavonic translation as a supplement to the preceding arti-
cle. It must be clearly understood from the start, however, that this list is far from
complete, and | must particularly emphasise its deficiency in terms of the manu-
scripts of Russian redaction and those of south Slavonic origin which are in librar-
ies in the Soviet Union. Most of these were inadequately catalogued long ago, in
such a Way that their redaction is far from clear. Hie manuscripts in the list which
follows are classified according to century, with priority being given to the dated
manuscripts. It must be clearly understood that the classification of the undated
manuscripts should be viewed with circumspection, because those who originally
catalogued them in days gone by, being ignorant of many of the data available to
contemporary palaeography, frequently made errors in their dating. However, the
following list does help one to understand —albeit in full awareness of its short-
comings and albeit in very broad terms —in which periods the Sinaite’s works en-
joyed the greatest popularity in the Slav world. Above all, it convinces one of the
Slavs’ unceasing interest in the Sinaite’s works from the XIVth century right up
until the beginning of the XXth century. | have had the opportunity to examine
personally many manuscripts of south Slavonic origin and of the school of Veli6-
kovskij. Those from the Velidkovskij school comprise a special category of their
own, but unfortunately no attempt has yet been made to locate them all (cf.
Tachiaos, Z0uuBikta, 689-93), and thus to establish more completely the vast lib-
rary of translations of the works of Byzantine writers which was produced by this
school. In the library of Neami Monastery not all the manuscripts of the Veliékov-
skij school described by Jacimirskij (Slavjanskija i russkifa rukopisi, 555-83) are
now to be found, while others exist of which he appears to be unaware. The last
inventory of this library’s manuscripts was carried out in the years 1961-2 and was
recorded by hand in a catalogue entitled Inventarul manuscriselor din biblioteca
Manastini Neamf, 1961-2. On pages 1-28 of this catalogue are listed 297 Slavonic
manuscripts, as opposed to 276 recorded by Jacimirskij. Some of the manuscripts
which used to be in the library are now in the library of the Roumanian Academy
of Sciences, and it has been possible to identify others with corresponding manu-
scripts in Jacimirskij’s catalogue. Wherever this has not been possible, only the old
number is given, which Jacimirskij adds in parentheses.
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Opis, 238-239.
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Hilandar No 342. Watermarks of the years 1364-1374. Sava Chilandarec,
‘Rukopisi’, 57; Mateie, ‘Neisvesten’, 57; Bogdanovic,Katalog, 139-140.

GBL, Moskovskaja Duchovnaja Akademija (f. 173) No 5 (142). Leonid, Sve-
denie, 306-310\Predvantelhyj spisok, No 1373.

Debdani Monastery No 82. Watermarks of the years 1385-1395. Todorovic-
Sakota, Tnventar’, 205; idem, ‘Jovan Gramatik’, 172-173; Moravska Srbija,
44; S. Radoj0id,*S7#ra srpska umetnost, Beograd 1966, 184.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Livra (f. 304) No 13 (2024). Darij, Arsenij, Opisanie,

Il 1,23; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

Hilandar No 456. Watermarks of the years 1386, 1398. Sava Chilandarec,

‘Rukopisi’, 34; Bogdanovic,Katalog, 175.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588). Ivanova, Balgarski, 451452.

XIVth-XVth c.
GBL, Moskovskaja Duchovnaja Akademija (f. 173) No 3 (49). Leonid, Sve-
denie, I, 5-6; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.
GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 183 (1675). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
I, 176; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

XVth c.

Hilandar No 468. AD 1400. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 179.
Hilandar No 87. AD 1408. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 76-77.
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GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 156 (1681). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111, 138; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 308 (841). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie, II,
79; Prochorov, Kelejnaja’, 321.

GBL, Muzejnoe sobranie (f. 178) No 200. AD 1431. Vostokov, Opisanie, 267-
268.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 407 (1351). AD 1437. Darij, Arsenij,
Opisanie, 11, 133; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

Savina Monastery No 21. AD 1440. Bogdanovic, Tnventar’, 93; Izioiba, No
194,p.59.

Neamt Monastery. AD 1448. Jacimirskij, Tz slavjanskich’, 34-35; Turdeanu,
La Littérature, 12.

Rila Monastery No 61. AD 1479. Sbornik written by Vladislav Gramatik. It
contains the Life of Gregory of Sinai. Sprostranov, Opis, 110; G. Dandev,
Vladislav Gramatik. Knifovnik i pisately Sofia 1969, 73-75.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 1941. AD 1497. Ivanova, Btflgar-
ski, 492.

GPB,M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588)No 1044. lvanovaMIgarski, 376-379.
GPB,M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 1054. Ivanova,Bftlgarski, 319-320.
GPB,M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 1282. Ivanova,Balgarski, 474.
Hilandar No 641. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 221.

Hilandar No 651. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 224.

National Library of Austria cod. si. 28. Birkfellner, ‘Zur Literaturgeschielite’,
252; idem, Glagolitische, 135-136.

Hilandar No 464. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 178.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection(No 588)No 1048. 1\?inoVA, BUlgarski, 468-469..
Hilandar No 227. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 113.

Sbornik of Prilep. MaoSin, Slovenski rakopisi, No 106, p. 299.

GIM, Sinodal’noe sobranie (No 80370) No 172. Gorskij, Nevostruev, Opisanie,
Il 2, 465469; G. Smirnov-Platonov, Obozrenie materialov dlja vrutrennej
istorii Russkoj Ceikwi\ Pravoslavnoe obozrenie, 2 (1860), 271.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 116 (91). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie, II,
85.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 763 (1834). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111, 171-173; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 758 (1635). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111, 162; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.
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44,
45.
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47.
48.
49.
50.
51
52.

53.

54.

55.
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GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 756 (1637), llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111, 159; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 753 (1629). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111, 150; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 37 (2020). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111,42.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 748 (1647). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111, 144; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 704. llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie, 111, 96.
Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 186 (1866). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
I, 178-179; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie, 1, No 168.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie, I, No 581.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 34.8.17 (Nov. 4)..Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij, Opi-
sanie, 1, 323.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 33.5.20 (Sev. 455). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij, Opr-
sanie, 11, 100.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 33.20.4 (Nov. 776). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij, Opi-
sanie, 11, 99.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 33.8.7 (Sev. 454). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij, Opi-
sanie, 11, 99.

National Library of Serbia No 442 (72). Stojanovic,Katalog, 208.

National Library of Serbia No 439 (320). Stojanovic, Katalog, 198-199.
National Library of Serbia No 190 (1.345). Matic, Opis, 79-80.

GIM, Sinodal’noe sobranie (No 80370) No 142. Gorskij,Nevostruev,0p/sOme,
Il 2,205..

Roumanian Academy of Sciences, Lestvica of NeamJ No 49. Jacimirskij, *Stf
vjanskija i russkija, 727-728; Turdeanu, La Littérature, 12.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 259. Ivanova,B8lgarski, 456.

XVth-XVIth c.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 196 (279). Porfit’ev, Vadkovskij,
Krasnosel’gev, Opisanie, 1,319.

56.

57.
58.

59.

60.

61.
62.

63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

71.

72.
73.

74.
75.

76.

7.

78.
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BAN, Archangel’skoe sobranie (No 1), Archangel’skoj Duchovnoj Seminarii
No 50. Viktorov, Opisi, 11.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection No 946. Ivanova,Bfflgarski, 457.

National Library of Serbia No 191 (827). Matic, Opis, 85.

XVlth c.

Roumanian Academy of Sciences, Typicon of NeamJ No 22. AD 1593. Jaci-
Slavjanskija i russkija, 657-658; Turdeanu, Lalittérature, 12.
Roumanian Academy of Sciences No 221. AD 1531. Panaitescu,Manuscrisele,

320.

Hilandar No 171. AD 1580. Bogdanovi6,Katalog, 100.

National Library of Serbia No 454 (408). AD 1582. Stojanovic,Katalog, 257;
idem, Starisrpskizapisiinatpisi, 1, Beograd 1902, 430, 1l, Beograd 1903, 298.
GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 1298. Ivanova,Bfflgarski, 497.
GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 1286. Ivanova, Bfflgarski, 475.
GPB, M. R Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 883. lvanova,Bfflgarski, 346.
GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 456. lvanova,Bfflgarski, 193.
Hilandar 356. Bogdanovi6,Katalog, 143.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 463. Ivanova, Bfflgarski, 191.
GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 1287. Ivanova, Bfflgarski, 475.
Roumanian Academy of Sciences, Psalter of the National Museum No 381.
Jacimirskij, Slavjanskija i russkija, 367-368; Turdeanu, La Littérature, 12.
Roumanian Academy of Sciences, Psalter of the National Museum No 286.
Jd.cixxnxski), Slavjanskija i russkija, 357; Turdeanu, La Littérature, 12.
National Library of Sofia No 996. Stojanov, Kodov, Opis, 149.

Roumanian Academy of Sciences No 42. Jacimirskij, Slavjanskija i russkija,
157.

National Museum of Prague No 149. VaSica, Vajs,Sotipis, 321.

GIM, Sinodal’noe sobranie (N080370) No 378. Gorskij,Nevostruev, Opisanie,
I 1,231.

GIM, Sinodal’noe sobranie (No 80370) No 322. Gorskij,Nevostruev, Opisanie,
I 2, 632.

Historical Museum of Croatia No 59. MoSin, arilski rukopisi u Povijesnom
Muzeju, 63.

GIM, Sinodal’noe sobranie (N080370) No 145. Gorskij,Nevostruev, Opisanie,
112,212,
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80.

81.
82.
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84.
85.
86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

98.

99.

100.
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GBL, Volokolamskij monastyr’ No CCCLXXIX. Stroev, Opisanie, 168.

GIM, Voskresenskij Novo-lerusalimskij monastyr’ No 76. Stroev, Opisanie,
260.

GBL, Volokolamskij monastyr’ No CCLXXVI. Stroev, Opisanie, 107.

GBL, Volokolamskij monastyr’ No CCCXI. Stroev, Opisanie, 131.

GBL, Volokolamskij monastyr’ No CCCLXXXIV. Stroev, Opisanie, 171.
GBL, Volokolamskij monastyr’ No XXXIII. Stroev, Opisanie, 33-34.

GPB, Osnovnoe sobranie No XCI. Bydkov, Opisanie, 498.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 770 (1554). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
111, 178-179; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 531 (202). Porfirev, Vadkovskij,
Krasnosel’cev, Opisanie, 111, 259.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 464 (641). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
Krasnosel’cev, Opisanie, 1, 172.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 627 (508). Porfirev, Vadkovskij,
Krasnosel’cev, Opisanie, 1l, 422.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 286 (101). Porfirev, Vadkovskij,
Krasnosel’cev, Opisanie, 1, 438.

Central’naja biblioteka Akademii Nauk Utovskoj SSR. Vilenskoj Publidnoj
Biblioteki No 70. Dobrjanski, Opisanie, 75-76.

GBL, Moskovskaja Duchovnaja Akademija (f. 173) No 7 (82). Leonid, Sve-
denie, I, 172; Prochorov, ‘Kelejnaja’, 321.

GPB USSR, Kievskaja Duchovnaja Akademija No 151. Petrov, Opisanie
rukopisej, 11-IS.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie rukopisej chranja-
Sbichsja, No 189.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie rukopisej chranja-
Uichsja, No 187.

GBL, Volokolamskij monastyr’ No LXXXI. Stroev, Opisanie, 65.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 32.3.2. (Osn. 1099). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 111.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 16.13.1 (Osn. 1284). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 105.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 32.17.3 (No 240). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 102.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 13.17.3 (Nov. 775). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 101.
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102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

HO.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.
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BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 34.7.24 (Nov. 5). Sreznevskij,Pokrovskij, Opis-
anie, 101.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 16.16.40 (Osn. 412). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 74.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 33.7.16 (Sev. 441). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 73.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 16.7.2 (Osn. 707). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 70.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 265 (1214). llarij, Arsenij, Opisanie,
11,41.

XVIth-XVIIth c.

yiadimiro-Suzdal’skij istoriko-chudoZestvennyj i architekturnyj muzej-zapo-
vednik, FloriSoevoj pustyni No 33 (29). Viktorov, Opisi, 232.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 398 (85). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
Krasnosel’cev, Opisanie, |, 736.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie rukopisej chranja-
mchsja, No 190.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie rukopisej chranja-
Sbichsja, No 218.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie rukopisejchranja-
Sdichsja, No 827.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie rukopisej chranja-
Séichsja, No 439.

GPB USSR, Kievskaja Duchovnaja Akademija, No 518. Petrov, Opisanie
rukopisej cerkovno-archeoiogideskago muzeja, 1V, 518.

GPB, A. A. Titov Collection No 93 (211). Titov, Opisanie, 1 1,99.

XVIlith c.
LOII, Aleksandro-Svirskij monastyr’ No 22 (57). AD 1614. Viktorov, Opisi,
180-181.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588). AD 1622. Ivanova,Balgarski, 234-
235.
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116.

117.

118.
110.
120.

121.
122.

123.

124.
125.
126.

127.
128.
129.
130.

131.
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.

140.

150

GIM, Sinadal’noe sobranie (No 80370) No 173. AD 1630. Gorskij, Nevostru-
ev, Opisanie, 1l 2, 470.

GBL, Troice-Sergieva Lavra (f. 304) No 674 (411). AD 1630. Gorskij, Nevo-
struev, Opisanie, 111, 25.

GPB, Osnovnoe sobranie No LXXXVIL AD 1632. Bydkov, Opisanie, 465.
Panteleimon No 16. AD 1633. Tachiaos, The Slavonic, 46.

GPB USSR, Biblioteka Kievo-Sofijskogo sobora No 578 (357). AD 1640-
1650. Petrov, Opisanie rukopisnych sobranij, 111, 249.

IRLI, Collection de Piiem No 131. AD 1651. Malysev,Rukopisi, 131.

GIM, Sinodal’noe sobranie (No 80370). AD 1652. Gorskij, Nevostruev, Opis-
anie, 111 2, 728.

National Library of Serbia No Pc 395. Stavljanin-Djordjevid, Stan cirilski,
414.

Roumanian Academy of Sciences No 42. Panaitescu,Manuscnsele, 62.
Hilandar No 96. Bogdanovi6,Katalog, 80.

GIM, Sinodal’noe sobranie (No 80370) No 174. Gorskij, Nevostruev, Opi-
sanie, 112,470471.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588). Ivanova, Bfflgarski, 63.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588). Ivanova, Bfflgarski, 50.

National Museum of Prague No 156. VaSica, Vajs,Soupis, 368.

Historical Museum of Croatia, Kopitar Collection No 8 (Cod. Kop. 23).
MoSin, arilski rukopisi, 134.

National Library of Serbia No 426 (31). Stojanovic,Katalog, 176.

National Library of Serbia No 480 (404). Stojanovic, Katalog, 342.

Hilandar No 365. Bogdanovi6,Katalog, 145-146.

Roumanian Academy of Sciences No 84. Jacimirskij, Slavjanskija, 219.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 181 (110). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
KrasnosePcev, Opisanie, |, 266.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 243 (5). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij, Kras-
nosel’cev, Opisanie, I, 371.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 355 (243). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
Krasnosel’cev, Opisanie, |, 560.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 406 (471). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
KrasnosePcev, Opisanie, 1, 745.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 276 (797). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
KrasnosePcev, Opisanie, 429430.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 287 (97). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
KrasnosePcev, Opisanie, 1,443.

141.

142.

143.
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145.

146.

147.
148.
149.
150.
151.
152.
153.
154.
155.
156.
157.
158.
150.

160.
161.
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GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 288 (100). Porfirev, Vadkovskij,
KrasnosePcev, Opisanie, 1,444.

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 289 (98). Porfir’ev, Vadkovskij,
KrasnosePcev, Opisanie, 1,444,

GPB, Soloveckij monastyr’ (No 717) No 290 (99). Porfirev, Vadkovskij,
KrasnosePcev, Opisanie, |, 445.

BAN, Archangel’skoe sobranie (No 1), Antoniev Sijskij monastyr’ No 216.
Viktorov, Opisi, 105.

GPB, Kirillov-Novoezerskij monastyr’ (No 351) No 35 (44-26). Viktorov,
Opisi, 157-158.

GBL, Moskovskaja Duchovnaja Akademija (f. 173) No 9 (73). Leonid, Sve-
denie, 11, 319.

GPB USSR, Kievo-Sofijskij sobor No 186 (362). Petrov, Opisanie rukopis-
nych sobranij, 11, 63.

GBL, Imperatorskoe ob§6estvo istorii i drevnostej rossijskich pri Moskov-
skom Universitete (f. 204 and 204) No 354. Sokolov,Biblioteka, 11, 98.
CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie, Il 2, 3981.
CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie, I, No 928.
CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie, I, No 201.

GIM, Voskresenskij Novo-lerusalimski monastyr’ (No 80370) No 117. Stroev,
Opisanie rukopisej, 275.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie, 1, 199.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod. Nikol’skij, Opisanie, |, 136.

GPB, A. A Titov Collection (No 775) No 317 (1486). Titov, Opisanie, | 1,
184.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 21.1.9 (Nov. 1082). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 1 1, 185.

Roumanian Academy of Sciences No 295. Jacimirskij, Slavjanskija, 445;
Panaitescu, Manuscrisele, 394; Turdeanu, La Littérature, 12.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 45.9.12 (Nov. 258). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 11, 136.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 1.2.22 (Sev. 271). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 11, 114.

Hilandar No 352. Bogdanovid,Ktfto/c>g, 142.

GIM, Cudovskoe sobranie (No 80370) No 243 (41). Protas’eva, Opisanie,
137.
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162.

163.

164.

165.

166.
167.

168.

169.
170.

171.
172.

173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.

180.
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XVinth-XIXth c.

BAN, Archangel’skoe sobranie (No 1), Archangel’skoj Seminarii No 254.
Viktorov, Opisi, 47.

GIM, Cudovskoe sobranie (No 80370) No 250 (48). Protas’eva, Opisanie,
140.

GIM, Cudovskoe sobranie (No 80370) No 244 (42). Protas’eva, Opisanie,
137.

Hilandar No 673. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 289.

XVIIIth c.

Hilandar No 506. Written before the year 1754. Bogdanovid,Katalog, 191.
BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 21.2.26 (Nov. 991). AD 1776. Sreznevskij,
Pokrovskij, Opisanie, 11, 186.

GPB USSR, Kievskaja Duchovna Akademija No 630. AD 1778. Petrov, Opi-
sanie rukopisej cerkovno-archeologiaeskago muzeja, 651.

Hilandar No 502. AD 1784. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 190.

GPB, P. P. Vjazemskij Collection (No 166) No CCXXIX. Opisanie rukopisej
knjazja, 420.

BAN, Archeografideskaja komissija (No 2) No 137. Barsukov, Rukopisi, 60.
GBL, Imperatorskoe obSdestvo istorii i drevnostej rossijskich pri Moskov-
skom Universitete (f. 204 and 205) No 448. Sokolov,Biblioteka, 265, 267,
270.

GPB, M. P. Pogodin Collection (No 588) No 914. Ivanova, BUIgarski, 455.
National Library of Austria No 71. Birkfellner, Glagolitische, 230, 231.
IRLI, V. N. Peretc Collection No 340. MalySev, Drevne-russkie rukopisi, 88.
CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod (No 80370). Nikol’skij, Opisanie, I,
622.

GPB, A. A Titov Collection (No 775) No 238 (1001). Titov, Opisanie, | 2,
129.

GPB, A. A. Titov Collection (No 775) No 242 (992). Titov, Opisanie, | 2,
133.

GPB, A. A. Titov Collection (No 775) No 241 (1962). Titov, Opisanie, | 2,
131.

GPB, A. A. Titov Collection (No 775) No 253 (679). Titov, Opisanie, | 2,
144,

181.

182.

183.

184.

185.

186.

187.

188.

189.
190.

191

192.
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CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod (No 80370). Nikol’skij, Opisanie, I, No
502.
CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod (No 80370). Nikol’skij, Opisanie, I, No
627.
CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod (No 80370). Nikol’skij, Opisanie, 1, No
692.

XIXth c.

GIM, Simonov monastyr’ (No 80370) No LXIX. AD 1827. Popov, Rukopisi,
179.

GIM, Simonov monastyr’ (No 80370) No LXVL AD 1828. P o p o Rukopisi,
174.

GIM, Simonov monastyr’ (No 80370) No LIII. AD 1830. Popov, Rukopisi,
76-78.

GIM, Simonov monastyr’ (No 80370) No LVI. AD 1841-1848. Popov,Ru-
kopisi, 87.

BAN, Osnovnoe sobranie No 33.4.18 (Sev. 451). Sreznevskij, Pokrovskij,
Opisanie, 1 1, 197.

IRLI, 1. S. Abramov Collection No 7. Malysev, Drevne-russkie rukopisi, 21.
CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod (No 80370). Nikol’skij, Opisanie, 1l 2,
No 3773.

CGIAL, Archives of the Holy Synod (No 80370). Nikol’skij, Opisanie, I, No
663.

GIM, Simonov monastyr’ (No 80370) No XII. Popov,Rukopisi, 15.

Manuscripts of the School of Veliékovskij

GBL, D. B. Piskarev Collection (f. 228) No 61. AD 1756. Viktorov,Katalog,
14.

GBL, Skita loanna Predtedi Kozel’skoj Vvedenskoj Optinskoj pustyni
(f. 214). AD 1757. Leonid, Istoribeskoe opisanie, 68.

Hilandar No 215. AD 1767. Bogdanovic,Katalog, 110-111. This manuscript
comes directly from Velidkovskij’s translation workshop, but the works it
contains —including the Sinaite’s works —come from translations found in
older Athonite manuscripts. The scribe particularly emphasises this faQt in

153



Anthony-Emil N. Tachiaos

order to distinguish them from the translations of Neam;:
Cia npenuncaHa h% cBatoyo pc kVa ewe KHUru, a
He H” HCMPaBNeHHWA BHOBb rpevecKTA.
Neamt. Monastery No 15 (old No 273). AD 1774. Jacimirskij,
russkija,No 32, p. 558. On fol. paT there is the following note:
a“op roja nucaHa wuWoHa”oumb WwntpodaHous
On the first unnumbered folio:
Ctarw Tpuropia CYHauta npeACAOBYe Ha KHUTO
cYM L exe bakw HDbCTb Hawa BpPaHb
Inc.: CTaHuwe ecTb pgoBpoabTenein pacTOAHYe
Des. ... un coBepwatwyn??r gbno EO«Ye.
fol. Ir:\>ke BO <CcBATbI1AT oTua Hawerw MpnfopYa
OnnmaYta yooRBRt ypeT;bp KpaerpaHecYe etaw

non e” Hb \
There are 137 chapters altogether, of which the following have titles:
KS w AoruaTtjTi
Al U noéka?rb
\ad w LWBEBTOBA? u?Cb
w noub ICAt"T
06 Ll cTpacTe”r
mnr Wl fospopgbTtene”r
Ul& W epfuoab¥Ynu
pai LI mon UTBB

pna U npenecTtu

fol.57r: Ap”yYa rnaBeu”™Hb | Torwxge

Inc. MpeBw*paotYa bca HUXe w Xe

There are five chapters altogether, of which the following two have titles:

4 w CTpacTHtub M7 ufeHeHYn

e W Bna"bwmsb HeHYWU

fol.58r: Toruwxpge, W ec”uoabYh, BO rnaBsm”Ha”su
MATuHa A6 CATb I1Jb, w ABObLO wWBPa"6 MATBbL)

Out of the fifteen chapters the following seven have titles:

W eXe Kakw nopoBaeTr AgbicTBOBaTM MAWNTBO

Ww Bo*aBit™AnYn

W eXe Kakw nopgoBaeT NbTH

Ww pa7nuVYn nobOWH"b

conpOTHBopfeyVe

W npenecTu

aT w npoTtutaHlwu

=V o™ T w
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fol.72v: Toruwxkae Tpwurop ia CYHaiTa, sfeAfeHYe hv
BtCTHO w e6”uoabYh.

There are twelve chapters altogether, of which only the third has a title:

F W exe Kakw wepbctu AblcTeO

On fol. 79v notes are made of the differences between the Greek original

and the oldest Slavonic translations.

fol.83r: Toroxpae npenojoBHarw otua Hawerw pu-
ropma CuHamTta W Be*MonBHUUD??T

There are seven chapters altogether.

fol. 100r: Toroxpe ctarw [pHropHa clHaHTa W VET-
blpe;?p cueHHoHayanctsl n.r

fol. 103v: YT0O ecTb efWHCTBeHHArlW >XMWTEeNcTBa exe
no poepoagbTtenn cBApeHHOHayancTBo M Ka-
KW coBepwaeTcA

fol. 108r: Y10 c6Tb OBpa3uW UPKOBHarw Ccu,eHHOHayan-
Harw ovctpochYa

fol. 112r: Toroxpge ctarw FpuropHa oYKOITO TrJlaBH”-
Hbi W COHHbL:! ™ nNpk8bNYN??*

On fol. 90v there are notes of the differences between this and the Greek

text.

National Library of Sofia No 1034. AD 1775. Stojanov, Kodov, 228;

Tachiaos, Z0ppeikta, 693.

NeamJ Monastery No 159. AD 1776. The same works by Gregory Smaites

which are to be found in MS No 15 of the same monastery are included on

fol. 1-147. On fol. 147r there is the following note in red letters:

KOHeUub T?Bana 68 1776 ropga, ufcc reHsapa-. gHa

3:

There are a great many notes in the margins explaining Greek and Slavonic

terms.

Neamt Monastery No 99. AD 1781. Jacimirskij, Slavjaniskija i russkija, 558,

No 34 (336). On fol. 131r there is this note: 1781 ropga KioHakK

KWp 1la K b.This scribe has written only the last part of the codex, begin-

ning with the folio on which the note is written. The preceding folios were

written by seven different scribes. The Sinaite’s works are to be found on

fol. 11-104v, in the same order as in MSS Nos 15 and 159 of the same mon-

astery.
National Library of Sofia No 1071. AD 1783. Stojanov, Kodov, 376,
379; Tachiaos, B92.
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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Neami Monastery No 265 (old). XVIlIth c. focinUTski], Slavjanskija irusski-
jay575, No 199.

NeamJ Monastery No 368 (old). XVIIIth c. Izcimué&i), Slavjanskija i russki-
jay576, No 206.

NeamJ: Monastery No 367 (old). XVIIIth c. Jacimirskij, Slavjanskija i russki-
ja, 558, No 33.

NeamJ Monastery No 369 (old). XVIlIth c. Jacimirskij, Slavjanskija i russki-
ja, 557, No 369.

Neam$ Monastery No 370 (old). XVIIIth c. Jacimirskij, Slavjanskia i russki-
ja, 558, No 35.

Roumanian Academy of Sciences No 1388. XVIlIth c. Contains the Life of
Gregory of Sinai.

Neam£ Monastery No 260. Beginning of XI1Xth c. Consists of 105 leaves of
works by Gregory of Sinai, as do the preceding manuscripts. It is evidently
the first draft of Velidkovskij’s translation, as can be seen from the great
number of alterations and crossings out it contains. This manuscript is a
characteristic example of the philological and translatory work which was
carried out at Neam$ in accordance with Veliékovskij’s principles. On fol. 3v
there is the following note:

C1h0 KHWUI'b Olhs KTO ~Op6TH MNpO6MUCATH, TO
Xntib cero cTaru, awe u”sBonuTth, Aa HWEeTb Bb
KB n nogo HbmMepoMb KHU"D.

The hundredth chapter, in acrostic form and taken from fol. 30r, shows
Velidkovskij’s method of working. We reproduce it below. The underlined
words are those originally selected in the translation, and those in square
brackets are the ones which were finally adopted:

Wty Betpy noTp6BHO ecTb [nogoBaeTb] baku
nyéna coBupatu noTp6BHAAWAA [none™Hvilwen],
n Tauww BocnpY6mnb [mpuyawa/svcn: Bb rpoéY6-
CKOWb MNPUYyOLPaTTca] wT®w BCc buyb no Manb, TBO-
puTn BeNUKO AbnaHYp pgoepoabTb6nHorwy [poBpoab-
Tenein] cnoxeHie, WTb “HU Xe wuedb NPeMbAPO-
CTW nNpuwé60”TabTca [np:wBpbTaeTcn] Kb Bece-

nYbo pbuws.
Neami Monastery No 119. XVIIIth c. This manuscript can easily be identi-
fied as the old No 369, Jacimirskij, Slavjanskija i russkija, No 31, p. 557. It
is quite clearly by Velidkovskij’s own hand. A very meticulous manuscript
with red rubrics and beautiful initials, it comprises the whole of the Sina-
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ite’s work. In the margins there are a great many notes and explanations of
words and terms, which shows that the Velidkovskij school constantly en-
deavoured to improve the translations it had already made. This is also in-
dicated by a note in the margin of fol. 76v next to the tenth out of eleven
chapters IMepc nouxiag, at the point where we read: WTHbAD B0 MNOA-
BUXOTbCA U aBuUraeTtbCA: Bb IFpbY6CKOMB: npYws-
Wi#6TH, HO UHHTCA Bb!TW MOrpbWeHYs BmMeEcTO BO
ex6 HanucaTm Kuwveitar, cupbyb noaBnxeTcn,
bakKoxb ecTb B° cnaBeHCKOMb np6BoAgb, HanucaHo
KOLVWOVEL OXe ecTb nNpYWBLUTETbH.

17.  Neam$ Monastery No 85. Beginning of X1Xth c. Comprises an abridged Life
of Gregory Sinaites written by the patriarch Callistus.
ABBREVIATIONS
BAN Biblioteka Akademii nauk SSSR (Leningrad)
CGIAL Central’nyj gosudarstvennyj istorideskij archiv (Leningrad)
GBL Gosudarstvennaja biblioteka SSSR imeni V. 1. Lenina (Moskva)
GPB Gosudarstvennaja publiénaja biblioteka imeni M. E. Saltykova-Séedrina (Lenin-

grad)

GPB USSR Gosudarstvennaja publienaja biblioteka Akedemii nauk Ukrainskoj SSR (Kiev)

GIM
IRLI
Lol

Gosudarstvennyj istorideskij muzej (Moskva)
Institut russkogo jazyka i literatury (PuSkinskij Dom) (Leningrad)
Leningradskoe otdelenie Instituta istorii Akademii nauk SSSR
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THE FRESCOES IN THE CHAPEL OF ST NICHOLAS
AT THE MONASTERY OF ST JOHN PRODROMOS
NEAR SERRES

. Djordjevic-E. Kyriakoudis

It is now ten years since A. Xyngopoulos published his monograph on the
frescoes in the katholikon of the Monastery of St John Prodromos on Mount Meniki-
on 1. This notable work was a vital supplement to earlier research into the monas-
tery’s art treasures 2, and chiefly studied the fourteenth-century frescoes. Amongst
these, in a separate chapter, he also included the frescoes in the chapel of St Nicho-
las3. Xyngopoulos mentioned only some figures which have been preserved in the
lower zones of the chapel, and passed over the remaining paintings, which were re-
painted much later, in 1852. However, when we first visited the chapel in autumn
1978, we found that many more sections than had been mentioned were part of
the original decoration, or had been very slightly touched up. This discovery con-
firmed that some of the frescoes should certainly be cleaned, and this was done the
following year, in 19794 . After seeking the advice of our colleague,theEpimeletes
of Antiquities Mr Ch. Bakirtzis, we visited the monastery again and included in our
study the new details which appeared after the frescoes in the chapel had been
cleaned. Apart from locating the sections of fourteenth-century painting, this study
intends to make an artistic evaluation of the chapel’s paintings and to investigate
their connection with the frescoes in the outer narthex of the katholikon5. When
these two groups of frescoes are compared, one has the impression that the artists
who painted the chapel of St Nicholas belonged to the same group of artists who
executed most of the paintings in the outer narthex; and there are good reasons
for supposing that some ofthe figures in the chapel of the Birth of St John Prodro-
mos, behind the apse of the katholikon, were also painted by this group6. The final
aim of our study is to make an essential stylistic analysis of these paintings, and to
look for similarities with other contemporary works?7.

The majority of the frescoes in the katholikon date back to the period when
the Serbs were ruling Serres and the neighbouring regions8. Their presence in these
recently-acquired areas of Byzantium is connected with a series of gifts and endow-
ments made to monasteries and churches. Tsar Stefan DuSan was the first to set
the example,and indeed showed particular concern for the Monastery of St John Pro-
dromos9. Apart from making gifts to the monastery, he was probably also connect-
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ed with the decoration of the katholikon —though this is something which today
we may only conjecturel0. The hypothesis is significantly reinforced, however, by
M. E. Cousinery’s information about the existence of the portrait of DuSan and
his family in the outer narthex11; and an unknown Russian writer of atext on the
monastery’s history repeated this information a few years later, in 186412 It seems
that this writer saw the portrait of DuSan as founder together with his family in a
copperplate engraving of the monastery dating from 1761, in the centre of which
was St John Prodromos; on the saint’s right were Joachim, with a model of the
church, and Helen, and on his right DuSan with his son UroS, erroneously noted as
Michael (pi. 1)13. The Serbian rulers’ interest in the ecclesiastical foundations of
the occupied regions did not end with Duaan’s death, as was formerly believedl4.
On the contrary, as G. Ostrogorsky has observed, the Serbs’ relations with various
monasteries, and particularly those on Mount Athos, became closer, and reached
their peak when the despot Jovan UgljeSa was ruling over the Serres region (1365-
1371)15. Ugljeaa took a very practical interest in Mount Athos and endowed vari-
ous monasteries, Vatopedi in particularl6. He also made a decisive contribution to
the completion of Simonos Petras Monastery17 and had the chapel of Sts Cosmas
and Damian at Vatopedi decorated with frescoesl8. It is very likely, and only to be
expected, that the despot of Serres also showed a similar interest in the Monastery
of St John Prodromos and followed Tsar Dugan’s example there. Of course, we
cannot be sure of this today, as there is a gap in the monastery archive’s docu-
ments relating to this period, but it is asound hypothesis if one bears in mind Uglj-
eda’s activities in this area and above all the fact that his sister Helen was buried in
the chapel of St Nicholas at some time during this period. A recent publication of
the funerary inscription on Helen’s tomb leads us to important conclusions for a
more accurate dating of the chapel’s frescoes, and also about the general activities
of the Serbs who endowed the monastery19.

Xyngopoulos dates the funerary inscription to somewhere between 1365 and
1371, which was the period when Helen’s brother, the despot Jovan Ugljesa, was
independent ruler of the Serres region 20. However, like earlier scholars, Xyngopou-
los diddnot read correctly the second name of Nikola, Helen’s husband, on the in-
scription . This problem was solved by Messrs G. Subotic and S. Kissas, who deci-
phered the name as PAAOXNA and realised that this was the Greek transliteration
of the Slavonic name RADONJA22. The two researchers then proceeded to identi-
fy this person as Nikola Radonja, son of the Sebastocrator Branko Mladenovic,
governor of Ohrid23. After his short-lived marriage to UgljeSa’s sister Helen, Niko-
la Radonja withdrew from the world and became a monk at Chilandari, the chief
reason for this, apparently, being the deaths of Helen and their two daughters24.
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On the basis of the details furnished by the funerary inscription of these three
people in the chapel of St Nicholas, and with the assistance of the historical sour-
ces, Subotic and Kissas came to the conclusion that the end of Radonja’s married
life and his departure for the monastic life must have fallen within the period be-
tween 1358 and 1364. During the same period Ugljesa rose to the position of des-
pot and Radonja sponsored the frescoes and the inscription in the chapel of St
Nicholas25 . Radonja spent the rest of his life first as an ordinary monk, under the
name of Roman, and later as a megaloschemosKunder the name of Gerasim, at
Chilandari, a monastery which he assisted in many ways 26. He also assisted several
other Athonite monasteries, such as Koutloumousiou27 and, especially, Saint
Paul’s 28, and it is very probable that he showed a similar interest in the Monastery
of St John Prodromos on Mount Menikion, since his wife and children were buried
there.

Having considered all these facts, let us now proceed to an analysis of the
frescoes in the chapel of St Nicholas; apart from anything else, this will reinforce
the view that this art work is connected with Nikola Radonja.

The arrangement o f the frescoes
As we mentioned earlier, Xyngopoulos studied only a few figures from the

chapel’s frescoes: St Nicholas on the north wall to the right of the entrance; St
Stephen on the north pilaster before the sanctuary; the Imago Pietatis of Christ
in the prothesis conch; and the Madonna and Child on the arcosolium of Helen’s
tomb29. We must, then, describe all the scenes painted in the chapel, and as we do
so locate those sections which have to agreater or lesser extent preserved the origi-
nal fourteenth-century decoration.

In the dome there is a painting of Christ Pantocrator, and on the tympanum,
in between four windows, are four pairs of prophets: Jeremiah and Isaiah, Elijah
and Elisha, David and Daniel, and Jonah and Azariah. In between the pairs of pro-
phets are cherubim, while the pendentives are occupied by seraphim, rather than
the more usual portrayals of the Evangelists30. Other angelic powers, together with
the Mandylion and the Keramion, are depicted on the fronts of the arches, in be-
tween the seraphim. The remaining decoration of the chapel is divided into two
zones. In the upper zone are scenes from the Twelve Feasts of the Church: the
Annunciation on the triumphal arch of the sanctuary; the Nativity on the south
wall; the Dormition of the Virgin Mary on the west wall; the Crucifixion on the
north wall; the Descent into Limbo occupies the north section of the soffit of the
triumphal arch of the sanctuary; and the south section bears the Meeting of Mary
and Elizabeth. The Platytera is in the semi-dome of the apse, and below it is the
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representation of the Liturgy, with John Chrysostomos and Basil the Great on
either side of the altar. Finally, in the lower zone are the standing figures of saints,
of which we shall write in detail in the iconographical analysis which follows.

Iconographical analysis

A large part of the art work in the chapel is still painted over, as the recent
cleaning operations were confined to a few frescoes on the lower surfaces. It must
be stressed at once, however, that most of the later touching up did not complete-
ly cover the original paintings, but rather reinforced and emphasised outlines,
folds, certain light areas, and details on the figures. This is true of almost all the
paintings in the upper zone, and of a great many of the frescoes on the lower sur-
faces. The only scenes and figures which were completely painted over were in the
lower area of the chapel, and this top layer of paint has been partially removed by
cleaning.

Since the touching up is so light, both the typological and the general stylis-
tic characteristics of most of the figures have retained their original details, there-
by making it possible to compare and contrast the frescoes in the chapel with
those in the narthex, and also with those in other monuments.

The Pantocrator. This bust of Christ within a circle occupies the centre of
the dome (pi. 2a). His right hand is raised in blessing and in his left he holds a
richly-bound Gospel. He is wearing a chiton and a himation, the sleeves of which
reach down almost as far as the hands. It is chiefly the light parts of the Saviour’s
face and his hair which have been touched up, while the body and arms are almost
unchanged. The rays of light from the halo have also been touched up; they cover
the whole of the north half of the circular surface upon which the face is painted,
in contrast to the south section, where the rays are fewer in number, allowing one
to read the ending -THC of the inscription which originally accompanied the Pan-
tocrator. Despite the later touching up, the figure of Christ has retained its origi-
nal details to a great extent. The characteristic U-shape, representing the Adam’s
apple, and other features too, such as the ears, the eyes, and the general style of
the hair, bring to mind the figure of Christ Antiphonetes and Christ Teaching the
Apostles in the outer narthex of the katholikon™1 The Pantocrator also shares de-
tails with the Christ of the Last Judgment in the rendering of the chiton. Icono-
graphically the fresco of Christ Pantocrator follows the models established in the
Middle Ages32. Of the depictions of the Pantocrator in fourteenth-century monu-
ments, most similarities are to be found in those of the monasteries of Chora33 and
Pammakaristos34 in Constantinople, of the church of the Holy Apostles in Thes-
saloniki (the body only)35, and of Staro Nagori6ino36 and Lesnovo (narthex)37in
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Serbia. There are very close similarities in the picture of the Pantocrator in the
church of the Chryseleousa of Emba on Cyprus38.

The Prophets. These figures are all painted on a bi-coloured background,
dark blue above —a more recent addition which noticeably affects the whole com-
position —and shining ochre below, with very little touching up. The inscriptions
in the upper part, bearing the names of the prophets, are also later additions, while
the texts on the scrolls they carry are original. In the figures of the prophets them-
selves the original painting has been preserved in varying degrees; the fourteenth-
century painting is almost completely intact on the lower bodies and the feet,
while the upper part of the bodies and the heads have been touched up. However,
as we have said, this touching up is superficial, and the typological characteristics
of most of the prophets remain almost unaltered.

The prophets are portrayed in pairs in between the windows, and the effect
of a unified composition is achieved through their attitudes and movements, the
angles of their heads, and the positions of their hands.

Jeremiah andlsaiah. These two prophets occupy the north-east section ofthe
tympanum. They are facing away from each other and the movements of their
hands are different. Each wears a chiton with a clavus and a robe which covers all
but the extremities of the body. Jeremiah’ face is tense and serious39, his right
hand raised high and his left holding a small scroll at thigh level40. The prophet’s
left foot is badly damaged and the paint is peeling from the middle of the body.
The picture has been touched up, chiefly on the face and hair and also on the hem
of the chiton, but nevertheless the face has retained its original character to agreat
extent, and may be compared with the faces in the compositions in the lower
zones which have recently been cleaned (e.g. the Dormition of the Virgin Mary,
pi. 7), and also in the outer narthex4l. The picture of Isaiah*hows much less
movement than that of Jeremiah; the prophet is holding both hands before his
chest, with a scroll in the left hand43. The face is still in good condition and has
been lightly touched up, chiefly in the outlines of the features. The prophet’s fa-
cial characteristics are different from those in the painting of the same prophet in
the outer narthex44, but they do resemble those of certain other figures there45.

Elijah and Elisha. These are portrayed in the south-east section of the tym-
panum, each in a different attitude. Elijah is turning slightly towards the left,
though his head is inclined in the opposite direction. On his shoulders, over his
robe, he is wearing a sheepskin cloak (melote) and in his right hand he is holding a
scroll46. The face is similar to quite a few faces in the paintings in the outer nar-
thex47 , and to a certain extent it resembles that of the same prophet there48. Eli-
sha is painted in three-quarter profile, turning towards Elijah and holding a scroll
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in his left hand49 . The paint is peeling quite badly at chest level, and there is dis-
tinct touching up in the form of bright brush-strokes on the robe and to a consid-
erable extent on the head, in particular the hair-covered areas. However, the char-
acteristic face with its strong brow recalls some of the faces in the paintings in the
outer narthex50.

David and Daniel (pi. 2b). These two prophets occupy the south-west sec-
tion of the tympanum. David is in three-quarter profile, turning towards Daniel
and extending his right hand towards him, while in his left he is holding a scroll51.
The prophet is wearing the familiar royal garb. The outlines, the folds in the gar-
ments, and the face have all been touched up. Daniel is depicted full-face, unlike
the other prophets, and is holding an open book in both hands52. His clothing, too,
is different, and is known as Persian: a short robe with chevrons on the shoulders
and edging around the maniple, a short chiton, and a cloak over the shoulders. On
his head he wears a small mitre, like that of a Jewish priest, and on his feet sandals
with bands wound up and round the shins. The typological characteristics of the
face are closely related to those of St Stephen and the Virgin of the Annunciation
(pi. 4b) in the lower zones of the chapel. It also has certain similarities with those
of the angels in the painting of Christ Anapeson in the outer narthex, both he and
they having the same curly red hair53.

Jonah and Azariah. These two prophets are painted in the north-west sec-
tion of the tympanum, both turning towards the right. Jonah's right hand is raised
in an oratorical gesture and he has a scroll in his left hand54. The figure of the
prophet, despite the peeling paint on the right shoulder and arm, has preserved
much of the original painting, and the touching up is very slight. The head is vir-
tually untouched, and consequently it may easily be compared with a series of
faces not only in the lower zone of the chapel, but also in the scenes in the outer
narthex55 . The figure of Azariah56, finally, has clearly been touched up in the
areas of the clothing and head. His youthful face, however, has preserved its essen-
tial characteristics.

Cherubim. Four many-eyed cherubim complete the decoration of the tym-
panum. They have been touched up to a considerable extent, and it is probable
that the eyes dispersed over their bodies are later additions. Around the base of
the tympanum is a decorative frieze of the meander design, which bears signs of
damage and has also been touched up.

Seraphim (pi. 3a). The six-winged seraphim are portrayed in the four pen-
dentives. Some of them (particularly the one in the north-east pendentive) are
badly damaged and all'four have been noticeably touched up. The stars in the
background must be later additions.

172

Frescoes at the Monastery ofStJohn Prodromos

The cycle of pictures on the superstructure is completed by the subjects de-
picted on the fronts of the arches between the pendentives. At the top ofthe front
of the north and south arches there is an angel portrayed in a medallion, while the
east and west sides bear theMandylion and the Keramion respectively. The angels
are depicted in full-face poses, holding the symbols of power: in the right hand a
sceptre and in the left an orb. Of the two, the angel on the south arch is in better
condition; apart from a few brush-strokes added to the face, it has retained its ori-
ginal features, unlike the one on the north arch, which has been badly damaged
and considerably touched up. The two angels and the Keramion are attended by
representatives of yet another group of angelic orders, the Thrones57. The Man-
dylion (pi. 3b) is in relatively good condition; its design follows the more recent
tradition, as it developed after the thirteenth century58. In form it resembles the
model common to a group of early fourteenth-century monuments, as a recent
study has pointed out59. The face of Christ is quite badly damaged and has been
touched up. The Keramion is in a similar condition, the face of Christ (IC XC)
showing evidence of severe damage.

Scenesfrom the Twelve Feasts of the Church

On the triumphal arch of the sanctuary there is a fresco of the Annunciation
accompanied by the inscription O XAIPETICMOC (pi. 4). At the top of the arch
*is a magnificent building, Mary’s house, flanked by the scene’s two protagonists.
On the north side the Archangel Gabriel is depicted, moving towards the Virgin
and extending his right hand towards her, and holding a sceptre in his left. He is
accompanied by the inscription O APX(AIFTEAQOC) T ABPIHA and his well-known
salutation to the Virgin: XAIPE KEXAPITOQMENH O K(TPIO)C META COT
(Luke 1:28). Opposite him the Virgin is portrayed standing with her hands upon
her breast. She is accompanied by the inscription MH(TH)P ©(EO)T and her reply
to the angel: IAOT H AOTAH KTPIOT FENOITO MOI KATA TO PHMA COT
(Luke 1:38). Above the Virgin rays of light stream from a section of the sky, and
one large ray bearing the Holy Spirit in the form of a dove is directed towards her
head.

The scene of the Annunciation was not cleaned during the recent operations,
but despite the damage it has suffered and the touching up it retains many details
from the original painting. The sumptuous building in the centre is almost com-
pletely intact, except for the decorative cloth covering it. The section of the sky
with the dove is also intact, as are all the inscriptions. The figures of Gabriel and
the Virgin Mary, on the other hand, have been considerably touched up, albeit
superficially. The Archangel’s robe, wings, arms, and hair have been touched up,
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while a great part of the face has been preserved unchanged (pi. 4a). A lily has
even been inserted, very clumsily, into Gabriel’s left hand, while the original lily
remains intact in its proper place, at the top of the sceptre60. The figure of the Vir-
gin Mary has been touched up much to the same extent as that of the Archangel
(pi. 4b): rough brush-strokes, which do not completely cover the original work,
have been applied to her maphorion and hands, though her face and veil remain un-
touched. The wonderfully youthful face has close typological links with the face
of the Virgin on the arcosolium of Helen’s tomb (pi. lib). Iconographically, the
picture of the Annunciation looks back to the well-known models of the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries61l.

On the south section of the soffit of the east arch, very near to and at the
same height as the Virgin of the Annunciation, is a painting of the Meeting of Eliz-
abeth and the Virgin Mary (pi. 5a), which, according to St Luke’s Gospel, is the
scene immediately following the Annunciation62. The two women are portrayed
embracing in front of the entrance to a building with a pedimented roof; on the
left is the Virgin Mary, with the inscription MH(TH)P ©(EO)T, and on the right
Elizabeth, with the inscription H AFIA EAICABET. In the doorway, which is
covered by a curtain, part of the figure of a child can be seen. The painting is quite
badly damaged, as are the rest of the paintings in the sanctuary, owing chiefly to
the damp. This painting, too, has not been cleaned. The touching up, however, is
limited and superficial, so that the picture has preserved its original form to a great
extent. Elizabeth’s face, which is in quite good conditionnas clear links with the
face in the scene of the Flight into Egypt in the outer narthex63. The other faces
in this scene also bear a resemblance to those of figures in the outer narthex64.
From an iconographical point of view the painting is traditional in style65.

The Nativity occupies the greater surface of the tympanum and the soffit
of the south arch (pi. 6). The main areas have been cleaned66. In the centre of the
composition is the rocky cave, in the opening of which can be seen the figures of
the Virgin Mary (MHP OT) lying on a bed of straw, and the Holy Child (IC XC)
swaddled in the crib 67. A calf and an ass are bending their heads over the crib, and
the Star of Bethlehem is directing its rays upon the Christ Child’s head from a sec-
tion of sky painted at the top of the soffit of the arch. The incidental scenes are
disposed symmetrically around the central subject. On either side of the soffit, in
the sky, are singing angels, one of them, in the left-hand section of the composi-
tion, proclaiming the glad tidings to two shepherds. The younger shepherd is sit-
ting on a rock playing a pipe68 , while the elder is standing gazing enraptured at
the angel. There is a third shepherd in the foreground on the left-hand side, with
Joseph, who is sitting in pensive mood. This characteristic scene is somewhat iso-
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lated by its low position69 . At the same level, immediately to the right, there
should be the Bathing of Christ, as we can see from some of the remnants visible
beneath the natural landscape70. The right-hand section of the picture is occupied
by the three Magi with their gifts, and an angel showing them the way to Christ in
the cave (pi. 5b). Farther right, on the lower part of the soffit, the Magi’s arrival
on horseback is depicted.

The portrayal of the Magi on the right and the shepherds on the left is rarely
encountered in Byzantine art; but as G. Millet observes, it is an old eastern icono-
graphical tradition which later passed over into the West71. One of the older medi-
eval examples is the well-known eleventh-century miniature of the Nativity in co-
dex 762(610) of Vatopedi Monastery 72 . Similar, later, examples are to be found
in Sopocani (thirteenth century)73 ,and in the church of St Nicholas at Stegi in
Cyprus74 and in St Athanasius’s church in Kastoria75 (both fourteenth century).
The depiction of the arrival of the Magi on the right-hand side is of particular in-
terest, because the older tradition usually places this scene on the left76. The painter
of the Monastery of John the Baptist must have had a similar model in mind, or
else he had no choice, owing to lack of space; or it may have been done in this way
through a misunderstanding of some kind.

Most of the faces in this composition bear direct typological similarities to
those of figures in the outer narthex, similarities which become more obvious after
cleaning. Amongst these, the most obvious is the resemblance between the features
of the oldest Magus and the prophet Elijah77.

The fresco of the Dormition of the Virgin Mary occupies the tympanum
and the soffit of the west arch (pi. 7a). A window was later opened up in the mid-
dle of the tympanum, thereby destroying the centre of the composition; also, the
remainder of the picture was covered over with a new layer of painting, a large
part of which was removed during the recent cleaning operations. Of the original
painting only the detail of the two angels and the gates of Heaven at the top of
the soffit of the arch were left uncovered, and this was the only feature which in-
dicated the presence of the picture of the Dormition underneath the top layer of
paint (pi. 7b).

In the north section of the composition, the greater part of which has been
cleaned, there are four apostles and three hierarchs, whose identities are indicated
by the initial letters of their names: M —Peter, AN —Andrew, | —James (apostles),
and | —Jacob, T —Timothy, IE —Hierotheos (hierarchs)78 (pi. 8a). Of the fourth
apostle only the body as far as the shoulders remains: this must be John, aswe can
see from the way he is bending low over the Virgin Mary, of whom only the lower
part of the legs remains79. Behind John is the half-ruined figure of an angel, and
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parts of the heads of five other angels, surrounding Christ, are still visible above
the window. In the south section of the composition, which has hardly been cleaned
at all, one can discern the lower part of the figure of the Apostle Peter holding a
censer, the head of another apostle, and part of the Virgin Mary’s deathbed togeth-
er with the edge of her halo. In the soffit of the arch, on either side of the gates of
Heaven, the apostles are depicted on flying clouds, accompanied by angels; each
cloud bears one apostle and one angel80 . In the north section the figures of the
apostles: Paul —I1, John - 112, Luke —A, and part of that of James —I, have been
cleaned. In the south section all that remains today is a cloud bearing the Apostle
Peter —T1.

As in the case of the singing angels and other details in the Nativity, so here
too the depiction of the apostles in the soffit of the arch was dictated by lack of
space. The same applies to the apostles in the Dormition fresco in Koumbelidiki
church in Kastoria81, where the apostles and angels are likewise depicted on clouds,
one of each on each cloud. This feature is common to a whole group of thirteenth-
and fourteenth-century monuments82 and, as has already been observed, it must
be considered the most frequent iconographical model in the Palaeologian period83.

There is a slight idiosyncracy in the rendition of the clouds bearing the apos-
tles, namely that they are shaped like animals at one end (pi. 8b). This interesting
detail is a rare iconographical feature, which is not mentioned in iconography man-
uals84. There is a similar fourteenth-century example in the Dormition fresco in
the church of the Peribleptos at Mystra, in which the top of the cloud is shaped
like a fish85. Later examples are comparatively more frequent, as we can see from
the well-known mid-fifteenth-century icon in the Tretyakov Gallery in Moscow 8"
and two related sixteenth-century icons in the Greek Institute in Venice87. There
are similar sixteenth-century examples in Barlaam Monastery at Meteora88 and in
the triptych of Agirbici in Romania, which dates from 1555 89.

Another rather singular iconographical detail is connected with the figure of
the angel in the north section of the composition, which was largely destroyed
when the window was opened up. The angel is wearing imperial attire, which is a
detail infrequently encountered in pictures of the Dormition. It is to be found in
the early work of Miroz at Pskov90 and later at Kurbinovo9l and in the Omorphi
Ekklisia at Athens92 . From what remains of the other angels it is not possible to
determine whether or not they too were similarly dressed or simply wearing the
customary chiton and himation; if the latter were the case, the picture would cor-
respond with that at Lesnovo, in which some of the angels are dressed in the hi-
mation and others in imperial garb93.
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Apart from the two aspects mentioned above the rest of the painting of the
Dormition does not differ in detail from the usual iconographical models of the
period. As for the typological features of the figures, the fine condition of some
of them, such as the apostles and the hierarchs in the north section, allows for di-
rect comparison with figures in the outer narthex94.

The Crucifixion occupies the tympanum and the soffit of the north arch (pi.
9). Almost half of the picture has been repainted and has not been cleaned. Of the
original painting the east section of the composition remains intact, including the
figures of John, the centurion Longinus, Joseph of Arimathea, and most of the
crucified Christ. The west section has been almost entirely repainted, the new layer
of painting covering the original figures of the Virgin Mary and her three friends,
the west arm of the cross, and Christ’s right arm. Some of the original details of
the female figures are only half hidden, such as the Virgin’s hands, the friend on
her right, and to a certain extent the lower parts of all four figures. It is clear that
these figures were in the same positions originally as they are depicted now 94a. The
figures of the lamenting angels in the soffit of the arch have been painted over and
are badly damaged. The moon in the east section is intact, while the sun in the
west section has been painted over. The original building in the background has
been largely preserved. Christ’s face is almost completely destroyed, and John’s
shows signs of damage around the eyes.

The arrangement of the composition and the figures themselves follow the
models of Palaeologian iconography 95 . Christ’s dead body is rendered with the
realism of the period, the head bent low and the body bowed towards the left".
This bowing, though not extremely acute, asisthe case in most Macedonian monu-
ments , is nevertheless quite pronounced, and similar examples are encountered
in quite a number of fourteenth-century monuments98. The Virgin Mary is por-
trayed in the familiar swooning attitude, supported by two of her friends, while
the third expresses her emotion by the position of her hands99. John is turned to-
wards the crucified Christ, reaching out his left hand to him and, his head raised,
is probably gazing steadily at him (pi. 9b). As has been observed, John is rarely
portrayed with raised head100 . This tradition, though uncommon, is very old, as
we can see from two eighth- to tenth-century icons in the Sinai Monastery101; it is
more frequently encountered during the Palaeologian period, however. Behind
John is the centurion Longinus, in military dress and with the familiar white cover-
ing on his head. He is looking at Christ, his upraised right hand pointing towards
him and his left holding a spear. On his left shoulder he bears a triangular shield
decorated with a two-headed- eagle, only one head of which can be seen. The ha-
loed figure next to Longinus is a very rare detail, and we identify it as Joseph of
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Arimathea. Though we do not know which model the artist had in mind, we must
consider that the portrayal of Joseph is based on the developed model of the Cru-
cifixion, in which other figures are depicted apart from Longinus. In the Gradac
Crucifixion scene, for instance, apart from Longinus there is another haloed figure
in the crowd, which Millet identifies as Joseph102, while Xyngopoulosseesit as one
of the two soldiers who believed in Christ103. K. Berg is also of the opinion that
the figure is that of Joseph, basing this hypothesis on the fact that Joseph was one
of Christ’s followers present at the Crucifixion104 . In the case of our own monu-
ment it seems that the artist was following a similar tradition, but owing to limita-
tions of space, instead of the crowd he painted only Joseph of Arimathea. In this
way he also balanced the composition by providing a counterweight to the group
of women in the left-hand section. As far as the typological characteristics are con-
cerned, the figures of Longinus and Joseph of Arimathea, which are completely
intact, closely resemble several figures in the outer narthex105.

The Descent into Limbo, which occupies the north section of the soffit of the
east arch, is severely damaged (pi. 10a). The west and central sections of the com-
position have been preserved, albeit considerably impaired, while only a few rem-
nants of the left-hand section remain. Christ (IC XC) is portrayed turning towards
the right and trampling upon the broken gates of Hell. He is wearing a chiton with
gold striations and a himation, the edge of which has been flung up high by his
violent movements, and his face is surrounded by an elliptical glory. Behind his
head, which is now ruined, one can discern the cross he was holding in his left
hand; his right must have been holding that of Adam. All that remains of the latter
is the tips of his feet on the lip of the sarcophagus. Higher up, level with Christ’s
head, there is a small section of a halo which most probably surrounded the head
of St John Prodromos. On Christ’s left are the severely damaged figures of the
prophet-kings Daniel and Solomon, and of another King and a Judge106

From an iconographical point of view the picture of the Descent into Limbo
follows the familiar models as they prevailed during the Palaeologian period107. The
arrangement of the figures, and particularly Christ’s violent movement towards the
right causing his robe to fly upwards, is common to many contemporary works.
From this point of view this particular fresco is related in many ways to the min-
iature of the Descent into Limbo in the well-known thirteenth-century MS no. 5 of
Iviron Monastery 108, and to a group of fourteenth-century monuments, including
the church of the Holy Apostles in Thessalonikil09, the/V otofo«inKaryes110,the
church of the Theoskepastos in Trabzon111, and also the Palaeologian icons112. An
interesting iconographical detail is the depiction of Adam kneeling on the edge of
the sarcophagus. This unnatural position resulted from an erroneous illustration
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of Nicodemus’s apocryphal narrative, in which he actually reports that Christ
raised Adam up from the ground when the latter knelt to give thanks, and not
that he drew him up out of the sarcophagus113. Xyngopoulos has dealt with this
subject and observes that some painters in the Palaeologian period corrected this
error, though many of them perpetuated the erroneous model, which is an old
iconographical tradition114.

Frescoes in the BeTa

In the upper part of the apse there is the Platytera, accompanied by the in-
scription: MP ©T H MNTATTTEPA TQN OTPANQN (pi. 10b). The Virgin Mary
is portrayed after the Blachemitissa model, i.e. open-armed and with Christ Eman-
uel in a medallion on her breast115. The figure of Christ is accompanied by the
inscription: IC [XC] 0 EMAN[OTHA]. The picture has suffered considerable dam-
age, but the touching up on the faces has been partially removed. The Virgin is
wearing a maphorion which has the same edging as that of the Virgin of the Annun-
ciation (pi. 4b), and the edge of the veil and many facial details are also the same
in both paintings.

Under the Platytera, on the semi-cylindrical surface of the conch, are paint-
ings of two hierarchs celebrating the liturgy. In the north section is John Chryso-
stomos (pi. 11a) and in the south Basil the Great. Both are turning and slightly
inclining towards the sanctuary and holding scrolls bearing extracts from liturgical
texts. The figures of both hierarchs have been considerably damaged and to.uched
up, particularly St Basil’s face. In the course of the maintenance work the heads
of the two hierarchs were cleaned to a certain extent, but the touching up on the
bodies has remained. The inscriptions accompanying both figures are more recent
additions, as are the texts on the scrolls. The latter, however, must be rewritings
of the original texts, as the beginning of the text on both scrolls retains the origi-
nal letters. St Basil’s scroll bears the blessing from the cherubic hymn: OTAEIC
A210C TQN CTNAEAEMENQN TAIC CAPKIKAIC EMKOTM1AIC (KAl
HAONAIC), and Chrysostomos’ the proscomide blessing: 0 0(EO)C 0 0(EO)C
0 TON OTPANION APTON (THN TPO®HN TOT IIANTOC KOC MOT. ..).

In the proscomide conch there is the Imago Pietatis of Christ, which Xyngo-
poulos discusses116. The painting is quite badly damaged and has been touched up,
though some of this has been removed. In the conch of the diaconicon, damaged
but with no touching up, is the cross —the tree of life with the cryptogram: IC
XC NI KA.
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Figuresyv f saints in the lower zone

The lower zone is devoted to the figures of standing saints and to the stylites.
On the south wall, next to the iconostasis, is St John Prodromos as he was painted
in the nineteenth century. Undoubtedly there was a painting of St John Prodromos
in this position originally, as he is the patron of the whole monastery and this ac-
cords with the well-known iconographical tradition prevailing chiefly in the Mace-
donian monuments. It is significant that the patron of the chapel, St Nicholas, is
portrayed in a corresponding position on the north wall. In the west section of the
south wall there is a painting of St Anthony, which has been painted over; during
the recent operations the saint’s upper body and head were cleaned, but remnants
of the newer painting still remain in various places, on the hair-covered parts for
example. Next to St Anthony, on the east face of the south-west pilaster, is St
Daniel Stylites, who was replaced by the figure of St Alypius in the nineteenth
century. The painting has been partially cleaned, but most of the saint’s face is
ruined. As well as the new inscription the old one is also discernible: [O AJI'[FOC
AJANIHA O CTTIAIJTHC. The saint is depicted in a full-face pose, his body and
head turning slightly towards the left, and both hands before his breast, the open
palms facing the onlooker. His hair and beard are long, and the waves in them are
very similar to those of St John Prodromos in the outer narthex117.

In the south-west comer of the chapel is the arcosolium of the tomb of Helen
and her two daughters. On it the Virgin Mary is portrayed with Christ after the
Eleousa model - MH(TH)P ©(EO)T H ENIEOTCA (pi. 1Ib). The Virgin is hold-
ing the infant Christ in her arms and bending her head tenderly towards him. Christ
—IC XC —has his right arm around his mother’s neck, his head resting against her
face, and his left hand is clutching the Virgin’s maphorion, which falls in character-
istic triangular folds. The border of the maphorion and the edge of her veil are pre-
cisely the same as those of the Virgin of the Platytera and the Virgin of the An-
nunciation, and there are also many similarities in the features of all three faces.
Christ is wearing a white chiton and a himation. The chiton has triangular decora-
tions, which, as Xyngopoulos has noted, are the same as those on the chiton of
the Christ Anapeson in the outer narthex118. His himation has gold striations
which are very similar to those on the figure of Christ in the painting of the Des-
centinto limbo. The Eleousa picture is accompanied by two large inscriptions. On
the south face of the south-west pilaster is the Virgin’s intercessionary prayer to
Christ on behalf of those buried in the tomb119; during the recent operations the
second part of the inscription was also cleaned, but it is very badly damaged. On
the other side, on the west wall, is the funerary inscription of Jovan UgljeSa’s sis-
ter and her daughters, which we have already discussed.
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In the north section of the west wall there is the figure of St Theodore of
Tyre, which has been cleaned to a considerable extent, though it is badly damaged.
The saint is depicted standing in three-quarter profile turning towards the right.
He is in military uniform, holding a spear in his right hand and a triangular shield
in his left, and is accompanied by the inscription: [O AF'FOC GEO]JAQPOO O
THPQN. On the south and east faces of the north-west pilaster are two stylite
saints. On the south face is St Symeon Stylites, quite badly damaged, though his
inscription is completely intact: O AT(IOC) (*\TMEQN O CTTAITHC. The paint-
ing on the east face must be of St Alypius Kionites, as far as we can make out from
the iconographical model and the epithet KIONITHC which accompanies him12(?
Both these stylite saints are portrayed in full-face poses from the waist upwards,
their hands before their breast in a similar position to that of St Daniel. They are
both wearing an ascetic cowl and are surrounded by a marble border121. The de-
piction of the stylite saints on the chapel’s pilasters has a purely symbolic and pro-
tective significance.

In the west section of the north wall is a painting of St Theodore Stratelates
which was later covered by a picture of St Theodore of Tyre. During the mainten-
ance operations the lower half of the body and the face were cleaned to reveal the
original painting, and to the left of the head part of the original inscription came
to light: O A[T'tOC GEO]JAQPOO ... The saint is wearing a short chiton and the
rest of the usual military accoutrements, of which his scabbard is discernible, with
letters written along it, probably for decorative purposes only.

On the same wall, to the east of the entrance, isthe chapel’s patron, St Nicho-
las (pi. 12a). He is portrayed in a frontal position and standing firmly on his right
leg, the left being relaxed. With his right hand he is giving a blessing, while in his
left he holds a closed Gospel. He is clad in the attire of an arch-hierarch, with dis-
tinctively decorated orarion, stole, epigonation, and maniple. The figure of the
saint is quite intact, except for a certain amount of damage to the eyes and the
middle of the body. He is accompanied by the inscription: 0 AT(IOC) NIKOAA-
OC O GATMATOTPIOC.

To the east of St Nicholas, on the north pilaster before the sanctuary, there
is a painting of St Stephen; the whole body is portrayed, standing and facing the
onlooker. The saint’s head is badly damaged in many places and has been consider-
ably touched up, as have most of the letters of the original inscription. Neverthe-
less, they are still discernible under the more recent lettering: [O Ar'tOC] CTE®-
ANOC [O M]PQTOMAPTTO. Xyngopoulos describes as quite rare the portrayal
of St Stephen in a chiton and himation, rather than the customary deacon’s vest-
ments 122 . How far such a description is justified we shall see further on when we
discuss this iconographical subject specifically.
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The figures depicted on the pilasters at the chapel’s entrances also belong to
the group of saints in the lower zone. On the east pilaster at the south entrance is
the prophet Zacharias (pi. 12b). The right-hand part of the figure has suffered a
certain amount of damage, but the rest has remained untouched, though hitherto
researchers do not appear to have noticed it. Half of the accompanying inscription
has also been preserved: ... ZAXAPIAC. The prophet is depicted full-face, his
two hands holding a rolled-up scroll before his breast, and there is a cylindrical ob-
ject resembling an ink-well which is just discernible level with his left hand123. On
his head he is wearing the small mitre which we saw in the painting of David: the
figure of Zacharias corresponds exactly with the picture of the same prophet in
the chapel of the Birth of St John Prodromos124. Two figures of saints were at one
time portrayed on the pilasters at the north entrance, but today they are covered
with a layer of dark varnish. Nevertheless, on the east side the figure of St Terence
is discernible together with his inscription: O AI(FOC) TEPENTIOC. There used
to be athird entrance to the chapel on the west side. After the recent cleaning op-
erations the half-ruined figure of a military saint appeared there, but it has re-
mained unidentified. The saint is wearing a white over-garment with the same dec-
orative triangles as we saw on Christ’s chiton on the arcosolium of the tomb and
in the painting of Christ Anapeson

Foliate decoration

The free surfaces of the chapel are covered with foliate and floral decoration
identical to that in the unpointed areas of the outer narthex. For the most part
the decoration covers the soffits of the arches and other hemispherical surfaces,
but it is also to be found on flat surfaces, such as the two examples of which we
have made plates and which are representative of the decoration as a whole (pi.
13 a &b). The first type of decoration consists of entwined branches, usually end-
ing in heart-shaped anthemia, and the second of a band of consecutive calyxes of
soft acanthus linked with branches. This type of decoration was common during
the fourteenth century, as is indicated by the similar examples to be found in the
church of St Nicholas Orphanos in Thessalonikil25, in Staro Nagoridino, and in St
Nicetas’s church in Cuderl26, and also in many miniatures127.

Having made this lengthy iconographical analysis, we may now proceed to
draw certain conclusions about the painter and his art, and the relationship be-
tween the paintings in the chapel and those in the outer narthex. We shall also point
out certain details in connection with the chapel’s founder Nikola Radonja and
the general presence of Serbs in the monastery.
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To begin with, from an iconographical point of view it is clear that the fres-
coes in the chapel of St Nicholas are works of contemporary art as it developed in
the most important artistic centres of the fourteenth century, i.e. Mount Athos
and Macedonia, Mystra, and Serbia. The painter concentrates on the familiar icon-
ographical tradition of his time and also shows two special characteristics. First
he correctly adapts his development of the scenes and paintings to the space avail-
able. Because of the narrowness of the space his compositions are restricted to the
essential scenes, details, and figures, and thus they lose none of their monumental
character. In this respect the artist was working in a climate of iconographical sim-
plicity similar to that prevailing in early fourteenth-century monuments in Thessa-
loniki and the surrounding area —e.g. St Nicholas Orphanos in Thessaloniki and
Christ’s Church in Verial28 . This tendency, which largely resulted from the small
dimensions of the churches, is also evident in other Macedonian monuments contem-
porary with the paintings in the chapel, such as, to give one example, the frescoes
dating from 1359/60 in the church of Taxiarchis tis Mitropoleos in Kastoria

The second distinguishing characteristic of the artist or the supervisor of the
paintings is the use of certain iconographical details which are not often encoun-
tered in Byzantine art. Some of these, such as the changing of the positions of the
Adoration of the Magi and the Bringing of the Glad Tidings to the Shepherds in
the Nativity composition, are connected with old traditions which evolved in the
East and afterwards survived sporadically in the purely Byzantine areas. Other
iconographical details indicate the artist’s knowledge and skill, which enable him to
avoid monotonous repetition of traditional forms and to seek solutions which are
certainly connected with advanced religious thought and knowledge of ecclesias-
tical texts; the presence of Joseph of Arimathea in the Crucifixion scene stands
out particularly in this respect. Another indication of the artist’s superior intel-
lectual level is the faultlessly beautiful style in which he writes the inscriptions.

The selection of the pictures and compositions also indicates the capabilities
of the artist and whoever supervised the artistic decoration of the chapel. As we
shall see presently, the chapel’s iconographical scheme is directly connected with
certain fundamental subjects: the dedication of the whole monastery to St John
Prodromos and of the chapel in particular to St Nicholas; the Serbian founders; the
chapel’s function as a mausoleum; and finally the interrelation between the paint-
ings in the chapel and a great many of the frescoes in the outer narthex of the
katholikon.

Let us recall, first of all, the scenes from the cycle of the Twelve Feasts of
the Church which are depicted in the chapel: the Annunciation, the Meeting of
Mary and Elizabeth, the Nativity, the Dormition, the Crucifixion, and the Des-
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cent into Limbo. The first two scenes and the last are in the sanctuary and the rest
are on the three walls —that is, on the chapel’s arches. Ah these scenes bear refer-
ence to the dedication of the monastery as a whole, and also to the sepulchral
function of the chapel, while some give indications as to the national origin of the
founder. For instance, the Meeting of Mary and Elizabeth reminds us of St John Pro-
dromos through his mother. The inclusion of this event among the Twelve Feasts
is quite an old custom which was particularly popular during the twelfth century in
the Archiepiscopate of Ohrid130. Later, during the thirteenth and fourteenth cen-
turies, it was more rare and became part of an iconographical cycle devoted to St
John Prodromos or the Virgin Mary131 The question arises here of whether this old
iconographical custom has anything to do with Nikola Radonja, who came to Ser-
res from Ohrid. Reference is made to the monastery’s patron, St John Prodromos,
through other iconographical subjects too. Apart from the portrayal of the prophet
himself on the south wall, the depiction of prophets rather than apostles on the
tympanum of the dome is a characteristic example. The portrait of the prophet
Zacharias, John’s father, at the chapel’s south entrance may also be considered in
this context132.

The sepulchral function of the chapel of St Nicholas is another theme pro-
moted through the iconographical scheme. Apart from the Virgin Mary with Christ
on the arcosolium of the tomb, the paintings of the Crucifixion and the Descent
into Limbo are particularly representative of this idea, for it is expressed through
these scenes throughout the Orthodox world133 . From this point of view it is in-
teresting to compare this monument with the north-east chapel of the church of
St. Sophia (Christ Zoodotes) at Mystra, in which there is also a tomb; in addition
to the Crucifixion and the Descent into limbo, this chapel isalso decorated with the
scenes of the Annunciation, the Dormition, and the Imago Pietatis of Christ ac-
companied by the Virgin Mary and St John Prodromos134 In the east conch of the
chapel at St Sophia’s there is the Platytera and in the dome the Pantocrator sur-
rounded by the angelic powers. These last —and in particular the presence of sera-
phim rather than Evangelists in our own monument —seem to be connected with
its sepulchral function. The depiction of seraphim in the pendentives is not uncom-
mon in the Orthodox world and is chiefly a feature of sepulchral monuments,
such as the church of the Panhagia Chalceon in Thessalonikil35, the Afentiko in
Mystral36 , Lesnovo 137, and PoloSko in Serbial38. If - asis probable - the sera-
phim have a protective significance, it is as the guardians of the Upper World, of
Heaven139.

Its dedication to St Nicholas is also connected with the chapel’s sepulchral
function. As it has long been known, St Nicholas takes second place to St John Pro-
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dromos as intercessor with Christ for the salvation of mankind, and he and John
are depicted alternately in paintings of theZ>ees&140. This is why many Byzantine
chapels are dedicated to St Nicholas141l and why he is a particularly appropriate
patron for sepulchral monuments142. In our own monument the capacities of St
Nicholas as patron of the chapel, and St John Prodromos as patron of the whole
monastery, are perfectly combined.

The chapel’s dedication to St Nicholas is also connected with its founder
Nikola Radonja, for the saint is not only the intercessor for the souls of the dead,
but also Radonja’s own namesake. In his particular devotion to St Nicholas, Rad-
onja was continuing an old Serbian tradition, which began at the end of the twelfth
century with Stefan Nemanja and continued throughout the Middle Ages143 Dur-
ing the fourteenth century the Serbs’ worship of St Nicholas revived strongly, par-
ticularly during the time of the ruler Stefan Debanski, to whom, the story goes,
the saint restored his sight144. Moreover, the citizens of Ohrid —which is where
Nikola Radonja came from —were well known for their worship of St Nicholas145.

The painting of the Madonna and Child, after the Eleousa model, known in
the Ohrid region as the Pelagonitissal46, was a particularly common tombstone
decoration of the Serbian nobles who were buried in this area. In fact, the icono-
graphical model of the Virgin may be connected with members of the same fam-
ily: in the 1470s the caesar VVojihna, son-in-law of the despot Ugljeaa, built a tomb
for himself at Chilandari and decorated it with this subject147. Uglje$a’sson,Uglje-
6a Despotovic, also had a tomb in the same place, decorated with the same sub-
ject 148 . Thus we see that the relatives of the governor of the Serres region —his
sister, his son, and his son-in-law —all had the picture of the Holy Virgin Pelagoni-
tissa over their last resting-place; and as we have said, it was the Serbs who brought
this iconographical model to these parts149.

There are other paintings in the chapel which are connected with Serbian
iconographical traditions and cults of saints. The most characteristic example is
the depiction of St Stephen the Protomartyr dressed as an apostle. Aswe remarked
earlier, Xyngopoulos has already observed that such a presentation of St Stephen
is outside the customary iconographical context of Byzantine art150. But it is a
well-known fact that the saint was very frequently portrayed in this guise in the
Serbian countries from the beginning of the thirteenth century onwards, as the
patron saint of the Nemanja family151. The krai Milutin particularly espoused the
cult of St Stephen, and built the mausoleum-monastery at Banjskainhishonour152
As his bequest to Mount Athos —in the katholikon of Chilandari Monastery —he
also ordered a similar portrayal of St Stephen in the founder’s picture ofc. 1319153.
This iconographical model of St Stephen must somehow have reached the chapel
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of St Nicholas via the Serbian monastery on Mount Athos. At this point we must
not forget that after the death of his wife and children Nikola Radonja took the
habit at Chilandaril54 , a fact which goes a long way towards explaining not only
the depiction —unusual in these regions —of St Stephen dressed as an apostle,
but also the iconographical model of the Virgin Mary Pelagonitissa,

As we have seen, then, three fundamental themes are expressed through the
paintings which decorate the chapel: first, the dedication of the chapel to St Nicho-
las, with reference also to the dedication of the whole monastery to St John Pro-
dromos; secondly, the presence of certain Serbian iconographical elements intro-
duced by Nikola Radonja; and thirdly, the chapel’s sepulchral function, which is
also a key factor in the iconographical scheme.

A very important aspect which we must now touch upon is the relationship
between the paintings in the chapel of St Nicholas and a considerable number of
the frescoes in the outer narthex. From the analysis we have just made certain con-
clusions automatically follow, which we believe to be decisive in this respect. First
of all, there are a great many similarities in the typological characteristics of most
of the figures in the chapel and in the outer narthex. To these we may also add the
similarities in various iconographical details and in the foliate decoration155. An-
other important detail which confirms the relationship between the two groups of
frescoes is the identical manner in which all the inscriptions are written, a fact
which other researchers have also pointed out156. Finally, there are also certain,
let us say, practical connections between the decorative scheme of the outer nar-
thex and that of the chapel above it: the domed ceiling of the outer narthex was
not a suitable surface for the painting of Christ Pantocrator and the figures which
usually accompany it, and consequently these paintings, supplemented by the
principal scenes from the Twelve Feasts of the Church, were executed in the chapel,
which in a way comprised the upper zone of one decoratively uniform area. It now
becomes more than obvious that most of the paintings in the outer narthex157and
the frescoes in the chapel in the upper storey are contemporary, and it is highly
probable that both areas were also built during the same period. This theory is re-
inforced by the fact that the two central arches of the outer narthex are particu-
larly strong, as though built specifically to bear the weight of the chapel which is
directly abovel58.

Xyngopoulos also mentions the probability that part of the art work in the
outer narthex is connected with the frescoes in the chapel, but he reasons along
different lines and gives different dates. Specifically, Xyngopoulos believes that
almost all the art work in the outer narthex (except, of course, for the very earliest
frescoes) belongs to two separate periods: a) the period between 1333, the year
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of the founder Joachim’sdeath, and 1345, the year when DuSan captured Serres159 ;
and b) the period of DuSan’sreign, 1345-1355160. Xyngopoulos also places the
frescoes in the chapel of St Nicholas in this second period, with the sole exception
of the Eleousa on the arcosolium of the tomb, which he dates to somewhere be-
tween 1365 and 1371161. However, from the extensive analysis conducted above,
the frescoes have been ascertained ashomogeneous162and as belonging to the period
between 1358 and 1364163. \We have also ascertained that the frescoes in the chapel

are homogeneous and contemporary with almost all the frescoes in the outer narthex,
without there being any reason to divide the latter into two groups, as Xyngopou-
los does. On the contrary, a simple comparison between all the frescoes in the out-
er narthex convinces one that they form a uniform pictorial group164; apart from

the similarity of iconographical detail, the foliate decoration, and the inscriptions,

this relationship is also confirmed by a considerable number of easily identifiable

typological similarities between the figures in the various pictures. It is significant

that Xyngopoulos himself is unable to place several scenes in the outer narthex

decisively in one group or the other, obviously because of the similarity between

them 165.

Other researchers too consider the paintings in the outer narthex to be homo-
geneous and contemporary with the frescoes in the chapel, though others again date
them differently. H. Hallensleben believes that both groups of paintings were exe-
cuted between 1344 and 1345166, while V. J.Djuric dates them to DuSan’stime167 .
Subotié and Kissas agree with our own view, and also correctly date the frescoes to
the period between 1358 and 1364168. It is worth noting that special “thin-layer”
structural analyses are being undertaken to determine the precise dating of ah the
frescoes in the Monastery of St John Prodromos, though as yet no specific conclu-
sions have been reached169.

As we mentioned at the beginning of this study, the group of frescoes we
are examining should also include the remnants of the frescoes in the chapel con-
secrated to the Birth of St John Prodromos; Xyngopoulos dates them to 1535170.
We have already been able to ascertain the close relationship between the portray-
als of the prophet Zacharias in the chapel of the Birth of St John Prodromos and
the chapel of St Nicholas. We may now add to this the striking similarity between
the portrayal of St John Prodromos171 in the latter chapel and its counterpart in
the outer narthex172 Their relationship is confirmed not only by their iconograph-
ical similarities but also by their stylistic characteristics, which we shall now pro-
ceed to examine.
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Stylistic analysis

Having dated the frescoes to between the sixth and seventh decades of the
fourteenth century, we may now go on to consider their artistic merit in compari-
son with other earlier and contemporary works of art. But first let us consider the
basic characteristics of the artist’s craft.

In the organisation of space the artist shows particular compositional ability,

using the surfaces correctly and successfully. His abilities are particularly evident
in the Nativity, the Dormition, and the Crucifixion, which are so arranged as to
make their position on the hemi-spherical surface of the tympanum seem abso-
lutely natural, if not the only suitable one. The compositions of the Annunciation,
the Meeting of Mary and Elizabeth, and the Descent into Limbo are equally success-
fully arranged, despite the fact that suitable space was not available. The individual
scenes within the compositions are developed unhurriedly and harmoniously
around the central subject, a good example being the Nativity, which also happens
to have the greatest number of themes. As we have emphasised elsewhere in this
study, the compositions are characterised by simplicity and only the absolutely
essential subjects and details are portrayed. This contributes decisively to the clar-
ity and equilibrium of each picture as a whole, and also to the unhurried presenta-
tion of the figures, which, despite their relatively small dimensions, retain their in-
dividuality. The calculated use of natural and architectural landscape also con-
tributes to the proper arrangement of space. The scenes which take place out of
doors, such as the Nativity for example, are developed on various levels which are
indicated by the rise and fall of the ground173. The ground and the rocky land-
scape in particular, are rendered schematically for the most part, but nevertheless
the colours and the naturalistic rendition of the flora give the impression of a per-
fectly natural landscape. This naturalism is infrequently encountered in the monu-
ments of the early fourteenth century, exceptions being the church of St Nicholas
Orphanos174, and Christ’s Church in Verial75, where the landscape displays a very
similar realism. The same tendency towards naturalism in the landscape is evident
in certain monuments contemporary with the Monastery of St John Prodromos in
western Macedonia and other neighbouring regions (e.g. St Athanasius of Mouzaki
in Kastorial76, and the cave church of Mali Grad in Prespal77). The relatively rich
architectural background properly projects the human figures without stifling
them with its bulk. The artist evidently enjoyed decorating the buildings, but never
went to extremes which would have been to the detriment of the composition as
a whole. The logical use of architectural background within a realistic framework
is also encountered in the church of St Nicholas Orphanos and Christ’s Church in
Verial78.
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The human form is rendered by a dextrous and unvarying design, with an
occasional weakness which usually appears in quickly moving or seated figures.
For example, the seated figure of Joseph in the Nativity seems to be hovering in
the air, a weakness of technique which is also to be seen in the same painting in
Christ’s Church in Veria and to a certain extent in the church of St Nicholas Or-
phanos180 and in Mali Grad181. As a rule the physical proportions are accurate, a
feature which is most evident in the figures of the prophets on the tympanum and
in the principal figures in the various compositions. Those figures which are mov-
ing in any way are covered by voluminous garments with many folds, which never-
theless follow the curves of the limbs underneath, thus giving an impression of
plasticity. The folds of the garments are rendered in a basically linear fashion and
have a decorative effect. In some cases the lines and surfaces are disturbed, the
result of the artist’s desire to give his figures life and movement; the figures of the
prophets in the tympanum and the Magi with their gifts in the Nativity are charac-
teristic examples182 . Certain bright brush-strokes give the folds a metallic effect,
a detail which to the same limited extent is also to be seen in the frescoes in the
church of St Nicholas Orphanos183 and in the monuments of the second half of
the fourteenth century which are connected with it184. A similar stylistic detail
can be seen in the mosaics and frescoes in the church of the Holy Apostles in
Thessalonikil85; and there are other details in the rendering of the folds which
are also common to the frescoes in this monument186. Finally, the garments of
some figures are depicted with fairly simple folds, such as those, for example,in
the scene of the Meeting of Mary and Elizabeth187.

The facial characteristics are regular and are usually repeated unvaryingly in
most of the figures188. In the shaping of the faces and in the details colour plays a
more important part than line. Face and head are outlined in reddish-brown, and
the shaping is done in raw ochre, which is covered by olive-green in the darker
areas. The light areas are emphasised with white brush-strokes, while a russet col-
our is used for the cheeks and eye-sockets, and for various other details. In young
faces the dark and light areas are subtly blended, so that, with a few exceptions,
these figures are idealised. On these faces details are outlined, though never to the
detriment of the pictorial conception as a whole. In contrast to the young faces,
older ones show a marked tendency towards realism, which is expressed through
contrasts of colour and the use of line, which sometimes, however, results in styl-
ised or very decorative forms. The alternation of dark and light is stark, but this
never reaches the point of exaggerated delineation of the various sections of the
face, as is the case in pictorial monuments of the late thirteenth and early four-
teenth century (e.g. St Clement’s in Ohrid, the Protaton, St Euthymius’s, and
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others). In this respect, the frescoes in the Monastery of St John Prodromos are
closer to those in St Nicholas Orphanos (above all) and Christ’s Church in Veria,
where dark and light areas tend to be subtly blended189. This technique of creat-
ing a balance between light and dark was used chiefly in monuments of the second
decade of the fourteenth century, examples being the King’s church at Studenica,
Staro Nagoridino190, the church of St Marina at Apollonia in Albanial9l, the fres-
coes of Chilandari (in the katholikon and particularly in the refectory)192, and the
somewhat later frescoes in the church of the Holy Apostles193. In the decades
which followed, this technique was used in very few cases, because expressionism
and line became the basic expressive techniques194. Nevertheless, from the middle
of the fourteenth century onwards, in some monuments the pictorial methods of
modelling faces became prevalent once more and colour contrasts were notice-
ably absent —examples are the frescoes in the chapel of St John Prodromos in the
upper storey of the narthex of St Sophia’s church in Ohrid (1346-1350), the work
of the artist Theorianos195 , and the frescoes of Matejc (1356-1360)196. These
works mark the beginning of an artistic spirit which was to find its fullest expres-
sion at the end of the fourteenth and beginning of the fifteenth century (most
notably in the monuments of Mystra and Morava). During the second half of the
fourteenth century, however, there were also other pictorial groups in which such
stylistic features were due purely and simply to imitation of models from the be-
ginning of the centuiy. In this category we find some of the paintings of PoloSko
(1370)197 and the art work in Mali Grad (1369) and related monuments, St Atha-
nasius’sofKastoria (1383/84), and Boije (1389/90)198.

As well as the two basic ways of shaping the face, there are also both youth-
ful and middle-aged faces in which there is far more shadow than light. This dis-
proportion, which can be seen, for example, in the prophets on the tympanum,
the .apostles (e.g. in the Dormition in the chapel, and in the picture of Christ
teaching the Apostles in the outer narthex), and in other figures too (the Virgin
Kecharitomene, for example, and the angels in the picture of the Baptism in the
outer narthex), involves the use of stylistic features which prevailed during the
last decades of the thirteenth century199. Finally, there are certain figures, such as
the prophet Zacharias (in both pictures of him) and St Nicholas on the north wall
of the chapel, in which line is predominant and plays an important part in the de-
piction of facial details; in these cases the shaping is done in raw ochre upon a
grey-green base.

As we have said, as a rule the facial features are not exaggerated. This can
easily be seen in the figures painted in profile (e.g. the angels at the Nativity and
the Baptism), which are simply portrayed and without the caricaturistic aspect so
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typical of other monuments and which frequently descends to the grotesque. On the
other hand, there isa facility and rapidity in the execution of those figures which are
frequently depicted in three-quarter profile. In these cases the effect of perspec-
tive is achieved both by reducing the size and by altering the shape of the details
on the half-hidden side, though this does not distort the facial features over all200 .
The decorative tendency we have seen in the facial details is also evident in the hair-
covered areas. Li old faces the hair and beard are painted with broad light-coloured
brush-strokes upon a dark, usually reddish-brown,background, while fine parallel
brush-strokes sketch in the details. Broad and fine brush-strokes —or only the lat-
ter —are used for the hair of young and middle-aged figures, while their beards
are usually very plain. There is a general tendency towards decoration, which is
counterbalanced, however, by naturalism. Typical examples in this respect are the
single curl at the front of the hair of quite a number of figures, just above the fore-
head, and also the shapely curly hair of many youthful figures. In contrast, the
hair and beard of the prophet Zacharias are hurriedly shaped and painted in both
portrayals, and the same is true of other stylistically related figures2®1. The colours
used for the individual hairs in these figures are grey and off-white.

Finally, as far as the colours are concerned, the most characteristic feature
of the paintings in the Monastery of St John Prodromos is the use of secondary col-
ours (green, orange, violet) and their derivatives (grey, olive-green, raw and burnt
sienna, grey-brown). Of the primary colours, much use is made of red and its deriv-
atives, while the use of blue is limited. Finally, golden yellow is also in evidence,
chiefly in the golden striations and other details of Christ’s clothing. All the same,
the monastery lacks the rich range of colours which characterises the two early
fourteenth-century monuments (St Nicholas Orphanos and Christ’s Church in
Veria), and nor are there any contrasts of bright colours. Soft colours prevail, with-
out contrasts, and the general unity of colour achieved in this way is augmented
by gradual transitions from one colour to another. Finally, in the isolated figures,
which, as we remarked a short time ago, stand out to a certain extent from the
rest of the collection, dull, cool colours prevail —grey, off-white, dark green.

With regard to the workshop and the artists who took part in the decoration
of the monastery, we are able to make a certain number of observations. One gen-
eral fact arising from both our iconographical and our stylistic analysis, is that the
paintings we have examined are to a great extent homogeneous and characterised
by a common conception of the given solutions. The presence of one principal art-
ist is obvious throughout the whole collection of frescoes, but nevertheless it is
clear that other artists also participated in the decoration of the outer narthex and
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the two chapels, as colleagues or assistants of the master artist. WWe have already lo-
cated one of these in the paintings in the chapel of the Birth of St John Prodromos
and in certain individual figures in the rest of the paintings. His hand is distinct for
its easy and schematic use of various means of expression, with atendency towards
academicism which becomes more marked in the frescoes in the chapel of the Birth
of St John Prodromos. In the shaping of the faces, as we have observed, this painter
uses Une as one of his chief means of depicting details. In this respect the sharp tri-
angular shape used to denote deep lines on the cheeks of aged figures is character-
istic, as is the linear technique used for the wrinkles above the eyes (e.g. in the fig-
ures of the prophet Zacharias and of St Makarios the Roman). The same styUstic
features are detectable in other individual figures in the chapel of St Nicholas,
such as St Alypius Kionites, St Symeon StyUtes, and the two hierarchs in the
conch. It is also probable that he participated in the painting of the superstructure
of the chapel, as can be seen from certain common details (in the face, the hair,
the beard) in the figures of the prophets (e.g. Isaiah and Jeremiah). Finally, the
figure of St Nicholas on the north waU of the chapel could also be attributed to
the same artist202 . Several individual figures in the frescoes in the outer narthex
may also be attributable to him, though of course this does not rule out the possi-
bility of his having contributed to the various compositions. It is quite probable that
this artist undertook the frescoing of the chapel of the Birth of St John Prodro-
mos on his own, separately from the rest of the workshop, while the rest ofthe dec-
oration was being done, or perhaps shortly after it was finished. The frescoes in
this chapel closely resemble the contemporary paintings in the chapel of the Arch-
angels at Chilandari, a fact which was pointed out some time ago by V. Djurid203 .

Of the rest of the artists who assisted in the painting of the monastery we
possess no clear distinguishing features, though their hand can be seen in minor
figures, such as the apostles painted on clouds in the picture of the Dormition of
the. Virgin, and in other scenes of secondary importance in the various composi-
tions (e.g. the Birth of St John Prodromos, and the picture of St John Prodromos ad-
dressing the soldiers, which is in the outer narthex204 ). However, the difference in
quality in certain details and even in whole pictures in relation to the whole col-
lection is not always due to the participation of other, lesser, artists, but rather to
variations in the style of the master artist himself, according to the significance of
the area in question. For this reason, when we undertake to evaluate his work, we
should consider only his most notable pictures.

Among the principal artist’s loveliest works, without a doubt, are the figures
of Christ Antiphonetes and St John Prodromos in the outer narthex, and the Vir-
gin Eleousa and the Pantocrator (despite the touching up) in the chapel of St Nicho-
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las. Observing the general characteristics of these figures and also a great many de-
tails, which, despite the relative, and for that matter natural, variations from one
figure to another, echo the same artistic spirit, one can easily form an overall
opinion of the artist’s abilities. He was an experienced painter who portrayed ex-
pressive and lively figures with ease, successfully following the models of the earlier
period. Without over-burdening his figures with emotion, he clearly expresses their
psychological state, and at the same imposes an air of tranquillity upon the picture
as a whole. Familiar with the secrets of painting, he shows his preferences through
the colours with which he forms his figures. These latter characteristics and a cer-
tain decorative tendency bring him very close to the artistic conceptions which
were to prevail in the decades to come. Considering the artist’swork in the light of
these characteristics allows us to attribute to him with considerable certainty yet
another notable picture, that of St John Prodromos on the outer side of the north
wall of the outer narthex205 . Xyngopoulos dates this work to the beginning of the
fifteenth century, finding in it parallels with the art work of Kalenic and Manasija
in Serbia 206 . Without completely doubting such a relationship, we consider it more
probable that this fresco, too, belongs with the rest of the paintings, atheory which
is supported not only by what has already been said above, but also by a direct
comparison between this picture and that of the Virgin Eleousa, which clearly in-
dicates a close relationship between the two. A secondary, but by no means insig-
nificant detail, is the decoration of the soffit of the arch surrounding the prophet,
which is in the same style as the rest of the painting. Moreover, the monumental
character of the picture of St John Prodromos sets it apart from the rest of the paint-
ings to a certain extent, and is the result of its large dimensions, as there was plen-
ty of space in which to paint it. At the same time, it would be rather absurd to
suppose that such a good painter was invited to the monastery at the beginning of
the fifteenth century simply to paint this one fresco, and so far there has been,
no evidence of any other paintings from this period in the monastery. Finally,
with regard to the stylistic similarities between this work and the Morava paintings,
of which Xyngopoulos has written, apart from the fact that they are not so very
close, this is not a factor which necessarily leads us to the beginning of the fifteenth
century, since there exist monuments which are closer both chronologically and
geographically —such as the frescoes in the church of the Prophet Elijah in Thes-
saloniki, for example —which date from 1360-1380 and are directly connected
with the art work of the Morava monuments207. Indeed, acomparison between the
paintings in the Thessaloniki monuments and the picture of St John Prodromos
reveals quite a number of resemblances, which are certainly much greater than
those with the Morava paintings208 . However, it must be stressed that the connec-
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tions between the fresco of St John Prodromos and the art work in the church of
the Prophet Elijah in Thessaloniki —and much more so in the case of the Morava
paintings —do not indicate a direct dependence, but merely that all this art work
was part of a more general artistic movement in which parallel pictorial trends
found expression.

From this point of view, the picture of St John Prodromos and the rest of the
monument’s paintings must be included in the group of works which link two pe-
riods: the classical Palaeologian period (late thirteenth to early fourteenth century)
and the last great flowering of Byzantine art at the end of the fourteenth and be-
ginning of the fifteenth century. We know that in the monuments dating from the
mid-fourteenth century and the decades immediately afterwards various artistic
trends are evident, though these mainly look back to the classical models of the
early fourteenth century. In some of these the elements which were to prevail are
clear209, while in others a tendency towards expressionism develops, a character-
istic example being the frescoes of Marko Monastery210 . However, in the majority
of cases the return to the older models is usually translated into sterile imitation,
from which only a few works of mediocre quality escape. In these terms the fres-
coes in the Monastery of St John Prodromos have been characterised as anything
from “mediocre” to “interesting” and even “outstanding for their period”. For
instance, although in an early study Chatzidakis singles these frescoes out from
amongst contemporary provincial works211, in his review of Xyngopoulos’s mono-
graph he describes them as being of average quality with respect to the whole
range of the region’s frescoes212 . H. and H. Buschhausen place them within the
artistic school of Thessaloniki, but consider them to be of inferior quality to the
city’s collections of paintings from the first half of the fourteenth century213.

For a more correct assessment of this relationship and an evaluation of the
art work we are dealing with, we should remember certain common details we have
pointed out in the frescoes of the Monastery of St John Prodromos and the paintings
of St Nicholas Orphanos and Christ’s Church in Veria. Chiefly in relation to St
Nicholas Orphanos, we observed a common conception in the rendition of the
natural and architectural landscape, the same tendency towards simplicity and
moderation in the organisation of the compositions, many similarities in the use
of expressive techniques in the modelling of the faces, etc. We must add to these
similarities the fact that the artists who decorated the Monastery of St John Prodro-
mos used the same models for the saints and almost the same composition for the
individual scenes in many of their pictures, regardless of the fact that they occa-
sionally employed a different overall arrangement. Characteristic in this respect
are the paintings of the Baptism, the Nativity, and the Crucifixion of Christ214
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All these details indicate that the art of Thessaloniki directly influenced that of
the Monastery of St John Prodromos. The final result may be said to be particularly
satisfactory and certainly superior to other contemporary examples also influenced
by the frescoes in St Nicholas Orphanos and Christ’s Church in Veria. This is true,
for example, of the three monuments of north-west Macedonia and Albania, i.e.
the paintings of Mali Grad, St Athanasius’sin Kastoria, and Borje; despite the fact
that the same models were used in these monuments too0215, the end result is infe-
rior to' what we see in the Monastery of St John Prodromos. The explanation for
this must be sought in the monastery’s proximity to the artistic centre of Thessa-
loniki, and in the founder’s ability and desire to employ the most capable painters
of the time216.

Certain contemporary works on Mount Athos also indicate the artistic influ-
ence of Thessaloniki, and show a close connection with the fréscoes in the Monas-
tery of St John Prodromos; among these the prime examples are the picture of the
Virgin Eleousa over the tomb of the ruler Vojihna at Chilandari217 and to a certain
extent the frescoes in the chapel of the Archangels in the same monastery218. To
these we may also add the picture of the Virgin Mary with Christ in the chapel of
Sts Cosmas and Damian at Vatopedi219. As far as the frescoes in the chapel of the
Archangels are concerned, they can be more closely linked with the painter to
whom we attributed (amongst other works) the painting of the chapel of the Birth
of John the Baptist; as V. Djuric has suggested220 , it is highly probable that this
artist, and the other members of the workshop, came to Mount Athos via Serres, in
which case we should note that at Chilandari his work became more academic and
abstract. On the other hand, the connection between the paintings in the Monas-
tery of St John Prodromos as a whole and the frescoes in the chapel of Sts Cosmas
and Damian at Vatopedi, although not very close, is indicative of common artistic
origins, since both monuments have links with Thessaloniki.

Given all these facts, then, we may with great certainty include the paintings in
the Monastery of St John Prodromos within the artistic school of Thessaloniki and
consider them to be a characteristic example of the centre’s influence upon the
surrounding region. Although, of course, they do not attain the same standard as
the art work of the first decades in Thessaloniki, these frescoes nevertheless con-
tinue the artistic tradition which was eventually to develop into the art we see in
the churches of the Prophet Elijah and St Dimitrios in Thessaloniki.

In summing up what has been said in this study, we reach the following con-
clusions. As we have seen, a great many of the surviving paintings in the Monastery
of St John Prodromos date from the days of Serbian rule, and in particular the pe-
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riod when the despot Jovan UgljeSa was in power in Serres. He and his sister Helen
and his brother-in-law Nikola Radonja together made a decisive contribution to
the development of cultural activity in the area between Serres and Mount Athos.
During the period 1358-1364 Jovan Ugljeda took the title of despot; at the same
time his sister died and his brother-in-law became a monk at Chilandari. It was pre-
cisely at this time that Radonja —probably supported by UgljeSa —financed the
building and frescoing of the chapel of St Nicholas and the completion of the pic-
torial decoration of the outer narthex of the katholikon. During the same period,
or soon afterwards, the frescoes in the chapel of the Birth of St John Prodromos
were also painted by a member of the same workshop.

Our examination of the iconographical scheme of the chapel of St Nicholas
led us to draw certain conclusions regarding the founder, the dedication, and the
function of this chapel. It showed that these three aspects are all interconnected
and fit together excellently: the founder, Nikola Radonja, whose origins and tradi-
tion had given him a profound respect for his namesake St Nicholas, dedicated to
him the chapel in which he had buried his wife and children; the choice of St
Nicholas as the chapel’s patron fits in perfectly with the old Christian tradition of
his sharing with St John Prodromos the role of “intercessionary saint” between
mankind and God; and indeed, in this particular case, the consecration of the
whole monastery to St John Prodromos takes this idea even further. The signifi-
cance of the chapel’s sepulchral function, finally, is reinforced by the iconograph-
ical scheme, several themes of which relate directly to this function.

Certain iconographical subjects —amongst them the picture of the Virgin
Eleousa after the Pelagonitissa model, and the portrayal of St Stephen as an apos-
tle - are connected with the founder and his origins in Serbian society. However,
the rest of the scheme is based on traditional iconography as it appears chiefly in
the monuments of Thessaloniki and Macedonia. There are many similarities with
the frescoes of St Nicholas Orphanos and Christ’s Church in Veria, though these
lie not so much in the details as in the general planning and conception of the
paintings. A number of details, however —and some of them very interesting ones
—have no parallels in these two monuments. This indicates that the painters of the
Monastery of John the Baptist had other models in mind; significant in this respect
is Xyngopoulos’s observation that the artists who painted the outer narthex fol-
lowed the Palaeologian iconographical tradition, but at the same time were using
extensively illuminated manuscripts of the Gospels221. We have also seen that in
many pictures there are individual scenes which are modelled on pictures in the
church of St Nicholas Orphanos (mainly) and Christ’s Church in Veria, though
they do frequently appear in a different order. These features indicate the master
artist’s desire and ability not to content himself with mere imitation of his models,
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but to seek to modify traditional features; the inclusion of Joseph of Arimathea in
tne Crucifixion scene is the best example from this point of view.

As far as style is concerned, the artists contrived to produce a homogeneous
pictorial unity quite free of extreme elements. Familiar with the secrets of pictor-
ial art they painted quickly and simply, conscious of their capabilities. The master
artist’s hand stands out, as he undertook the main bulk of the work and also super-
vised the whole enterprise. He was an able and experienced artist with a sense of
space, he worked to a steady and skillful plan, was clever in the use of colours,
and knew how to portray in simple ways the inner world of the figures he painted.
Of his colleagues the man stands out who worked mainly on the chapel of the
Birth of St John Prodromos, and his work is characterised by an emphasis on line
and ornamentation.

The art of the painters of the Monastery of St John Prodromos is based on the
Palaeologian tradition as it had developed by the beginning of the fourteenth cen-
tury. Working in the sixth and seventh decades of the fourteenth century, they
were obliged to refer to older models, as there were no serious examples of cre-
ative art in their own time. They found suitable models of earlier art in the monu-
ments of Thessaloniki, specifically in the frescoes of St Nicholas Orphanos and
Christ’s Church in Veria. Taking into account the relatively short distance separat-
ing the Monastery of St John Prodromos from Thessaloniki, and above all the direct-
ness of this artistic centre’s influence upon the monument’s art work, we consider
it very Ukely that the artists actually came from Thessaloniki itself. Of course,
their work does not compare with the paintings in the two monuments of the
Thessaloniki district, but it may be described as superior to the other contempo-
rary monuments which are also artistically based on the same models. From a sty-
listic point of view, the most closely connected works may be said to be those from
the same period on Mount Athos, and in particular at Chilandari (the tomb of
Vojihna and the chapel of the Archangels), and at Vatopedi (the chapel of Sts Cos-
mas and Damian). This connection is natural, because Mount Athos was also in-
fluenced by the same artistic centre, Thessaloniki. Moreover, during this period
the Serbs founded a great many monuments on Mount Athos, and for them Thes-
saloniki was certainly the most accessible centre from which to secure artists. Bear-
ing in mind, then, that the work of one of the artists who painted the Monastery
of St John Prodromos —the one who worked mainly on the chapel of the Birth of
St John Prodromos —closely approaches the frescoes in the chapel of the Arch-
angels at Chilandari, we may consider it very likely that Nikola Radonja employed
artists from Thessaloniki to work first at the Monastery of St John Prodromos and
then on Mount Athos.
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However, in addition to their largely correct re-utilisation of early fourteenth-
century artistic elements, the artists of the Monastery of St John Prodromos showed,
albeit faintly, that they were by no means ignorant of the new trends in pictorial
art which were beginning to appear at precisely that time. The picture of St John
Prodromos on the outside of the north wall of the outer narthex, which we grouped
with the rest of the paintings, together with certain individual pictures (the Virgin
Eleousa, Christ Antiphonetes, etc.), indicate a relationship with the style of art
which was to appear a short time later in the church of the Prophet Elijah in Thes-
saloniki and subsequently in the monuments of Morava and Mystra.

The art work of the Monastery of St John Prodromos is of particular impor-
tance with regard to the study of the art of Thessaloniki and the surrounding re-
gion during the second half of the fourteenth century. Indeed, if we consider that
in Thessaloniki itself there are no collections of frescoes from the same period as
those in the Monastery of St John Prodromos, then these latter can be seen to be
of even greater significance in the development of art in this region.

Thessaloniki

*We should like to thank the Most Reverend Metropolitan of Serres, Constantine, and the Epi-
meletes of Byzantine Antiquities, Mr Ch. Bakirtzis, for their kindness in allowing us to exam-
ine and publish the chapel’s frescoes.
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krator, Lexikon der Christ. Ikonographie I, Freiburg 1969, 392-394, and the relevant biblio-
graphy.

33. P. A. Underwood, The Kariye Djami, vol. 2, The Mosaics, New York 1966, pi. 17-19,
44-45,

34. H. Belting - C. Mango - D. Mouriki, 77le Mosaics and Frescoes of St Mary Pammakaris-
tos (Fethiye Camii) at Istanbul, Washington 1978, pi. I.

35. AAAU770movAog, 'H Yn@idwtr d10koounaig to0 vaol Twv "Atyicv ATooTOAWY ©Oto-
oalovikng, Thessaloniki 1953, pi. 1.

36. G. Millet - A. Frolow, La peinture du Moyen age en Yougoslavie, Ill, Paris 1962, pl.
72,1

37. Millet - Frolow, op. cit., 1V, pl. 26, 54.

38. I Zwmpiov, Ta Bulavtiva pvnueio tng Kompou. A  AgOkwpua, Athens 1935, pl.
99,0.

39. It is also described in this way in Alovugiov ék ®oupvd, Epunveiatng {wypa@ikng
1€xvng, published by A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus in St Petersburg in 1907, 71.

40. The text of the scroll: ETENETO AOI0x KT(PIOT) MPOX EM(E) AEFQN MNPO
TOT ME NAAZAI ZE EK KOINAY MHTPOZ XOT EMIZTAMAI ZE KAI INMPO TOT E=-
EAGEIN EK MHTPOZ HIAKA ZE, Jeremiah 2:5; cf. also Alovuagiou, 'Eppnveia, 11, 290.

41. A. AU7T70movAog, Ai Toixo'lpagial Tod kaBoAikol, pi. 22, 29, 36.

42. He is portrayed as an old man with a long beard in accordance with traditional icono-
graphy, cf. Alovuaiou, 'Epunveia, 77.

43. The text of the scroll: IAOT O ©(EO)Z MOT Z(Q)THP MOT K(TPIO)XZ K(AI) NE-
MnoleQz EZOMAI ENATTQ K(Al) ZQOHZOMAI TN ATTOT KAI OT ®OBHOHZOMAI
AIOT(I) HAINEZIZ MOT ... lsaiah 12:2.

44. A. =u770mouloc, op. cit., pl. 16,B.

45. lbid., pl. 36,40.

46. The text of the scroll: ZH K(TPIO)Z TQN AYNAMEQN Q MAPEXTHN ENQIMION
ATTOT OTI ZHMEPON O®OHZOMAI ATTQ, Kings 11, 18:15.

47. A. nuyyomouAog, op. cit., pl. 18-20, 38, 40.

48. lbid., pl. h ; 22.

49. The text of the scroll: ZH K(TPIO)Z MANTOKPATOP QZMEP EXTHN ENQIMION
ATTOT OTI OTK EXTI ©(EO)X ETEPOZ. ENMAXH TH 'H AAA’H OTTOXZ.

50. A. Ab776moulog, op. cit., pl. 18-20, 29, 40.
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51. The text of the scroll: O @EOZ EM®ANQZ HEEI MTP ENQMION ATTOT KAT-
OHZETAI MPOZKAAEZETAI TON OTPANON ANQ ZTNATFATETE ATTQ TOTZX OZlI-
OTZ ATTOT, Psalm 49 (50), 2-3.

52. The text of the book: ANAZTHZEI O ©(EO)Z TOT OTPANOT BAZIAEIAN
HTIZ EIZ TOTZ AIQN(AY) OT AIA®OAPHZET Al, Daniel (Theodetian translation) 2:44.

53. A. =077 0'mouvAog, op. cit., pl. E  23.

54. The text of the scroll: K(Al) EA®OI MPOX ZE H MPOZETXH MOT MPOZ NAON
T(ON) AFION ZOT EN TQ EKAIMEIN FAP EZ EMOT THN ®TXHN MOT TOT KT(PI-
OT) EMNHZOHN, Jonah 2:8.

55. A. 'Euyyomoulog, op. cit., pl. 18, 19, 39-41.

56. In his left hand he is holding a scroll with the following text: EZTAI KTPIOZ EIZ
K(Al) TO ONOMA ATTOT EN KTKAOTN MAZAN THN FHN K(Al) THN EPHMON K(Al)
TPQOHZETAI K(Al) EMI TOMNOT MENEI, Zacharias 14:9-10.

57. The Thrones, together with the Cherubim and Seraphim, occupy the first rank of the
angelic orders. See Atovuagiou, 'Epunveia, 45. Concerning angels generally, see D. Pallas, Him-
melsmachte, Erzengel und Engel, Reallexikon zur byzantinischen Kunst Ill, col. 78-89.

58. Concerning the iconography of this subject, see: A. Grabar, La Sainte Face de Laon.
Le Mandylion dans I"art orthodoxe, Seminarium Kondakovianum, Zwypa@ika 3, Prague 1931;
K. Weitzmann, The Mandylion and Constantine Porphyrogennetos. Studies in Classical and
Byzantine Manuscript Illumination, Chicago and London 1971, 224-246. See also N. Thierry,
Deux notes a propos du Mandylion, Zograf Il (Beograd 1980), 16-19.

59. A. 'Yoitoupidou, 'H evtoixia {wypa@ikr tol ‘Ayioo NikoAdou ot ©sgoaiovikn, Thes-
saloniki 1978, p. 38, fig. 11. As the author correctly observes, similar examples are to be found
in the chapel of St Euthymius in Thessaloniki (I. kai M. Zwtrpiouv 'H BaciMkr tob ‘Ayliouv
Anuntpiov Osaoalovikng, B' (Aelkwpa), Athens 1952, pl. 82a), in Christ’s Church in Veria
(=. Melekavidng, KaAApptng, OAng Ocsttodiog apiotog {wypd@oc, Athens 1973, pl. 11), in
the King’s church at Studenica, and at Staro NagoriCino (Millet - Frolow, op. cit., 1ll, pl.58,1
and 106,2), at 2iea (M. KaSanin - Dj. Boakovic - P. Mijovié, Ziea, Beograd 1969, sketch on p.
134), in the church of the Virgin Mary at Pec (M. lvkovic, Crkva Bogorodice Odigitrije u Pec-
koj PatrijarSiji, Staline Kosova i Metohije 2/3 (1963), fig. 54), and in St Peter’s at Bijelo Polje
(these frescoes have not been published).

60. The depiction of Gabriel with a lily in his right hand is a western custom, in contrast
to the Byzantine tradition, in which this iconographical detail is unknown. See K. KaAdkupng
'H ©e0TOKOG €i¢ TNV elkovoypagiav ‘Avatolig kai Aloswc, Thessaloniki 1972, 118-119.

61. Concerning the Annunciation in general, see: G. Millet, Recherchessur | Iconographie
de TEvangile, Paris 1916, 67-92; D. M. Robb, The iconography of the Annunciation in the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries, Art Bulletin 18 (1936), 480-526). Concerning the Virgin
Mary in the scene of the Annunciation, see K. Kalokopng, op. cit., 115-120.

62. Luke 1:40 f. Cf. K. KahokOpng, op. cit., 120-122. This scene is not one of the Twelve
Feasts, but belongs properly to the cycle of the Virgin’s life. We include it here, however, in
order to follow the chronological order of the Gospel narrative.

63. A. Avyyomouhog, op. cit., pl. 27.

64. Ibid., pl. 30 (cf. the figure of the child and that of John), 32, 33.

65. Concerning the iconography of this scene, see L. Réau, Iconographie de Tartchrétien,
1.1, 416-417.

201



I. Djordjevic — E. Kyriakoudis

66. As can be seen from a comparison between plates 6a and 6b, before cleaning quite a
number of figures and details had preserved their original aspects - e.g. Joseph and the shep-
herd in the foreground, the Magi and their gifts, the Virgin’s face, etc. Note that the inscrip-
tion H FTENNHZIZ TOT XPIZTOT has not been cleaned, and only a few letters are discern-
ible now.

67. The Virgin’s position is the same in a whole group of Athonite monuments and looks
back to old Syrian and Cappadocean models. See G. Millet, Recherches, 108-110. For the dog-
matic significance of the Virgin’s position, see K. Kolokupng, 'H Mewnaig To0 Xplotol €ig tnv
Buavtivrv TéxvNV TC EANGS0G, Athens 1956, 31 f. Concerning the iconography of the Nativ-
ity in general, see G. Ristow, Geburt Christi, Reall. zur Byz. Kunst Il, 1971, 630-662, and the
relevant bibliography.

68. According to G. Millet’s iconographical classification (op. cit., 124), the model of the
seated shepherd in this picture belongs to the Mystra-Athos group.

69. Concerning the group of Joseph and the shepherd and the interpretations which have
been offered for this, see M. Zwtnpiov, Ai To1Kopagion o0 Bulavtivod vabdpiouv Twv Tall-
apxwv Aeoivng, Aeltiou Tng XpIOTIOVIKAG "Apxatoloyiki¢ Etalpeiag, mep. A ', tay. M
(1962-1963), 182-183.

70. A highly probable form for the body of Christ may be indicated by an icon of the
Nativity from Patmos, dating from the middle of the sixteenth century, which bears strong
similarities to our own picture. See M Xat{woknc, Eikdveg g Mdtpov, Athens 1977, p. 99,
pi. 53. Some of the scenes, such as that of Joseph and the shepherd, are very similarly por-
trayed, and they are obviously based on common models. As Chatzidakis correctly points out,
the Patmos icon, together with a group of iconographically similar sixteenth-century icons, is
based on the Palaeologian tradition and, more specifically, calls to mind the frescoes in the
church of the Holy Apostles at Pec (R. Ljubinkovid, L ‘église des Saints-Apdtres a Pec, Beo-
grad 1964, fig. 36), and in the Peribleptos and the Pantanassa at Mystra (G. Millet, Mistra, pi.
118,139).

71. G. Millet, op. cit., 151-152, pi. 103.

72. 1bid., pL 102; and X. Maupomodhou-Tatouun, Eikovotpo@ikd BEpata Gmo Tov KWOSIKO
ap. 762 Tng M. Batomediou, KAnpovoutd 6 (1974), 368-370, pi. 8.

73. R. Hamann-Mac Lean - H. Hallensleben, Die Monumentalmalerei in Serbien und
Makedonien, 1. Giessen 1963, pi. 126.

74. See K. KoAokupng, 'H ©eoTdKog €ic Tnv elkovoypagiav, pi. 202.

75. %. Melekavidng, Kaotopia 1. Bu?avtivai totxoypa<pial. Mivakeg, Thessaloniki 1953,
pL 146a. It is characteristic here that the scene of the Adoration of the Magi appears twice, on
the left- and the right-hand sides of the cave.

76. G. Millet, op. cit., 151.

77. A =uyyomoulog, op. cit., pi. H' 22.

78. The apostles’ names are noted in a similar way in the representation of Pentecost in
the outer naithex, A. Zuyydmouhog, op. cit., pi. 24.

79. Cf. L. Wratislaw-Mitrovic - N. Okunev, La Dormition de la Sainte Vierge dans la pein-
ture médiévale orthodoxe, Byzantinoslavica 3 (1931), 134-180, for the iconography of the
Dormition in general, and pp. 136-137 for John’s position in particular.

80. Concerning the apostles on clouds, see Mitrovic - Okunev, op. cit., 140-141.
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81. X. Maupamouiou-Tatoupn, Oi Toixoypa@ieg Tov 130v alva 0TNY KouumeAidikn tng
Koaotopidg, Thessaloniki 1973, p. 64, pi. 18-21.

82. For example, in MileSeva, Sopoéani, Grabanica, Staro Nagoricino, and Mateje (Mit-
rovic - Okunev, op. cit., pi. I, Ill, 1V, VII, and X111 respectively), in PoloSko (G. Babié, Quel-
ques observations sur le cycle des Grandes Fétes de I’église de PoloSko (Macédoine), Cahiers
Archéologiques 28 (1978), 163-170, fig. 8), and elsewhere.

83. Cf. X. MavpomnoUAou-Taloupn, op. cit., 65.

84. Nor does the “Interpretation of Art” mention this detail; Alovuagiou, Epunveia, 144-
145.

85. M. Chatzidakis, Mistra. La cité médiévale et la forteresse, Athénes 1981, pl. 55.

86. M. V. Aplatov, Early Russian Icon Painting, Moscow 1978, pi. 7.

87. M. Chatzidakis, leones de Saint-Georges des Grecs et de la collection de lInstitut,
Venise 1962, 33-35, pl. 14, 15.

88. I". Mouvapnc, Oi Torxoypa@ieg Twv ‘Ayiwv ’ATooTOAwY Kai NG Mavayiog Paciotio-
cag otnv Kaotopid, Thessaloniki 1980, pl. 40,B.

89. Adormirea Maici Domnului, detaliu din triptic, tempera pe lemn, 1555 (Agirbici),
I. D. Ctefanescu, Iconografia artei bizantine fi a picturii feudale romanesti, Bucuresti 1973,
plates between pages 144-145.

90. Mitrovic - Okunev, op. cit., 144, fig. 8.

91. Hamann-Mac Lean - Hallensleben, op. cit., Il, fig. 47.

92. A. Baoihdkn-Kapakatoavn, Oi Tolxoypagieg ¢ Ouopeng "EKKANciag atnv Adnva,
Athens 1971, 54, pl. 36, 37, in which the examples mentioned are referred to and this icono-
graphical singularity is pointed out.

93. Mitrovié - Okunev, op. cit., pl. XIV. Cf. also A. BaciAdkn-Kapakatadvn, op. Cit.

94. A. ZuyydmouAog, op. cit., cf. pi. 18-20, 22, 38-41, 44-48.

94a. As our colleague Ch. Bakirtzis so kindly informed us during our examination of the
west section of the picture, alarge part of the original painting has perished.

95. Concerning the iconography of the Crucifixion generally, see G. Millet, Recherches,
396 f., particularly 443-460; K. Wessel, Die Kreuzigung, Recklingausen 1966; G. Schiller,
Ikonographie der Christlichen Kunst, t. 2, Gutersloh 1968, 98 f.

96. See L. H. Grondijs, L'iconographie byzantine du Crucifié mort sur la croix, Bruxelles
1941, Utrecht 21948.

97. G. Millet, Recherches, 410.

98. Cf. the examples in the King’s church of Studenica and at Staro Nagoricino (Millet -
Frolow, op. cit.,, Ill, 63.1 and 92.1), at Graéanica (Hamann-Mac Lean - Hallensleben, op. cit.,
I, fig. 330), on the Alexandrova porte (G. Millet, Recherches, fig. 443), in a Palaeologian icon
at the Sinai Monastery (I'. kai M. Zwtnpiov, Eikéveg tTng Movr)¢ Zwvq, fig. 205), and elsewhere.

99. Concerning the Virgin Mary’s swoon and the assistance given by her friends, see G.
Millet, op. cit., 417 f. Cf. I. Touvapng, Oi TOIXOYPOQIEC TWV AYlwV ATOCTOAWY, 46-47, for
a more recent bibliography on the subject.

100. He is thus portrayed in Christ’s Church in Veria; . MeAekavidng, KaAAiepyng '0Ang
OettoNiog dpotog {wypagog, Athens 1975, 66, pl. @, 30-31. In dealing with this exceptional
depiction of John, the author gives as similar examples the Crucifixion in the King’s church of
Studenica, in St Nicholas Orphanos (A. ZuyyomouAoc, Oi Tolxoypa®ieC To0 Aytou NiKoAdou
"‘Opeavol @eaoalovikng, Athens 1964, pl. 14,25), and in the church of St Nicholas Kyritzis in
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Kastoria (. MeAekavidng, Kootopia, pi. 1560). To these examples we may add those of Mali
Grad at Prespa (V. J. Djuric, Mali Grad. - Sv. Atanasije u Kosturu —Borje, Zograf6 (1975), 31-
50, fig. 40), of St Andrew Rasoulis (fifteenth century) in Kastoria (X. MeAekaviong, Kaotopia,
pi. 1620), and also the Palaeologian icon at the Sinai Monastery (I". kai M ZwTtnpiov, Eikoveq
™e M. Xwvd, fig. 211).

101. I. kai M Zwtnpiov, op. cit., fig. 25, 27; cf. also the eleventh-century icon (fig. 57).

102. G. Millet, Recherches, 439, note 3, fig. 474.

103. A. Aoyylmoulo¢, 'H mapdotacn to0 *EKOTOVTIOPXOU Aoyyivov Koi Twv PET'a0TOL
paptupnodvtwy 800 oTPaTIWT®Y, ENetnpic ‘Etaipeiag Bulavtiviv Zmoudwv A '(1960-61),
60-61.

104. K. Berg, Une iconographie peu connue du Crucifement, Cahiers Archéologiques IX
(1957), 323-328.

105. A. =07707tovAog, /Al TOIXO'ypaion Tod KadoAKov, cf. pi. 18-20, 40, 41, 45 etc.

106. Concerning the depiction of prophets in the Descent into Limbo, particularly David,
see ‘l. Kappipng, 'H €ig °Adou Kaiodog Tou Xpiotol Omo enoPewc 0piiodolou, Athens 1939.

107. On the subject of the Descent into Limbo, see R. Lange, Die Auferstehung, Reckling-
hausen 1966; Reallexikon zur Byzantinischen Kunst I, Stuttgart 1966. 142-148\Lexikon der
Christlichen Ikonographie 2, Freiburg 1970, 322-331.

108. Z. Mehekavidng - M. Xprjotou - X. MaupomobAou-'Yolooun - <. Kaddg, Ot @noaupoi
TOU ‘Ayiou Opoug, B' Athens 1975, fig. 36.

109. A. =uyydmouiog, ‘H Yn@dwtr d1aKOoUNaI Tol Vool TV KAPYIOV ATIOCTOAWVY, pi.
28.

110. R. Lange, op. cit., 63.

111. G. Millet - D. Talbot-Rice, Byzantine Painting at Trebizond, London 1936, pi.
XXIV.1.

112. T. kai M Zwtnpiov, op. cit., fig. 209, 215.
113. It was G. Millet who pointed out this mistake a long time ago in his study on the

Daphni mosaic; G. Millet, Monuments, Piot 2, 1895, 209 f.; see also A. Au™0mouAog, op. cit.,
31

114. See A. Avyyomoulog, op. cit., 31-32, for relevant examples.

115. Concerning the Platytera after the Blachemitissa model, see N. Kondakov, Ikono-
grafija Bogomateri, Petersburg 1905, vol. 11, 55 f. Cf. also K. KaAokupng, 'H ©egotokog, 56-58,
and on the Blachemitissa in particular 74-76.

116. A. AvyyOmouAog op. cit., 68-69, pi. 56.

117. 1bid., pi. H', 22.

118. Ibid., 70, pi. 23. In the author’s opinion this similarity indicates not that the two
paintings are contemporary, but simply that one is a copy of the other.

119. Ibid., 70-71. See also G. Subotid - S. Kissas, op. cit., 164.9, in which the last words
of the inscription are corrected.

120. -St Alypius is depicted as he is described in Alovuagiou, Epunveia Zwypa@ikng, 166.

121. Concerning the position of the stylite saints on columns as they are portrayed in
Byzantine iconography, see A. Huyydmoulog, Oi oTUAiTOl €1¢ TNV BulavTivi)v TExvny, ‘Emetn-
pi¢ ‘Etaip. Bulavt. Zmoudwv 19 (1949) 115-129, particularly p. 120 f. Concerning St Symeon
see J. Lafontaine-Dosogne’s special study, L’influence du culte de Syméon Stylite le Jeune sur
les monuments et les représentations figurées de Géorgie, Buldvtiov 41 (1971), 183-196. Con-
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ceming the not uncommon custom of portraying the stylite saints in chapels built in the upper
storeys of churches, see I. Djordjevid, Sveti stolpnici u srpskom zidnom slikarstvu srednjeg
veka, Zbomik za likovne umetnosti 18 (Novi Sad 1982), 37.

122. A. AvyyomouAog, op. cit., 68.

123. See |. Djordjevic, Predstave pribora za pisanje i opremu knjige u srpskom srednjo-
vekovnom slikarstvu, Zbomik Vladimira MoSina, Beograd 1977, 87-112; concerning the ink-
well specifically, see pp. 96-97.

124. A. Zuyyomoulog, op. cit., 78, pi. 72. It is interesting that the figure of Zacharias
bears many typological similarities to the figure of the aged St Makarios the Roman in the
outer narthex of the katholikon (op. dt., pi. 9).

125. A. Tortoupidou, ‘H evtoixia {wypagikn, pi. 108. .

126. Millet - Frolow, op. cit., Ill, pi. 137.3,6 and 121.5.

127. 5. Melekavidng - M. Xpriotou - Xp. Tatouun - . Kaddg, Ot Onooaupoi to0 ‘Ayiou

‘Opoug, passim.

128. Concerning this tendency towards iconographical simplicity, cf. A. Toltoupidou, op.
cit., 228 f.

129. See . Mekekavidng, Kaotopia, pi. 119-139; A. OpAdauvdog, Ta pulavtivd pvnueia
¢ Kaaotopidag, "Apxeiou Tv Bulavtivov Mvnuegiwv tg ‘EANGSog A '(1939), 61-106.

130. L. Haderman-Misgwich, Kurbinovo, Bruxelles 1975, 107.

131. Ibid.
132. The prophet Zacharias, father of St John Prodromos, is depicted as he is described

in the “Interpretation of Art”: an old man with longhair and beard, Awovugiouv, ‘Epunueia, 79.
Cf. also the representation of the same saint in the chapel of the Birth of St John Prodromos;
A-=u770T0UAOG, Op. cit., 78, pi. 72.

133. Concerning depictions of the Crucifixion, the Descentinto Limbo, andtheZteeszs as
characteristic themes in funerary churches, see V. J. Djuric, PoloSko-Hilandarski metoh i Dra-
guSinova grobnica, Zbomik Narodnog muzeja VIII (Beograd 1975), 337-342, for relevant lit-
erature and many examples.

134. See M. Chatzidakis, Mistra, 71.

135. K. Papadopoulos, op. cit., 25-26.

136. S. Dufrenne, Les programmes iconograflques des églises byzantines de Mistra, Paris
1970, index s: see Séraphine.

137. N. L. Okunev, Lesnovo. L art byzantine chez les Slaves. | recueil, Il partie, Paris
1930, pi. XXXIII. Note that Lesnovo was the mausoleum of the bishops of Zletovo.

138. X Radojcic, Staro srpsko slikarstvo, Beograd 1966, 148; concerning PoloSko as a
funerary church, see V. J. Djuric, Poll ko, op. cit.

139. The seraphim are also depicted as the guardians of the entrance to Paradise; cf. S.
Radojéic, Milesevske freske straSnog suda, Glas. SAN CCXXXIV (Beograd 1959), fig. 78. Con-
cerning seraphim in general, see D. Pallas, Himmelsmachte, Erzengel und Engel, Reallexikon
zur byzantinischen Kunst 111, col. 78-89.

140. Cf. NT. Moupikn, Ot BulavTIVEC TOIXOYPOQIEC TWV MOPEKKANCiWY TAC ZTTNAIAC TAC
MevtéAng, Aeitiov Xpiot. Ap)x. Etaipeiag, mepiodog A *, top. Z2'(1973-1974), 98-99.

141. Cf. G. Babic, Les chapelles annexes des églises byzantines, Paris 1969, 138, 144; NT.
MoupikT?, op. cit., 99, note 58.
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142. Such is the case with the funerary chapel of St Nicholas in the Cave of Penteli, Nr.
Moupikn, op. cit., 99.

143. Cf. V. J. Djuric, Sveti Sava i slikarstvo njegovog doba, SavaNemanjic - SvetiSava.
Istorija i predanje, Beograd 1979, 248.

144. M. éovoric-Ljubinkovié, Ikonostas crkve Svetog Nikole u Velikoj Hod, Starinar n.s.
IX-X (Beograd 1959), 174-178.

145. As the patron saint of sailors St Nicholas was particularly revered in lakeside areas
too, as we can see from the examples of Kastoria, Ohrid, Prespa, etc.

146. P. MUjkovic-Pepek Umilitelnite motivi, Zbomik na Arheoloékiot muzej Il, (Skopje
1958), 20-27.

147. V. J. Djurié, Fresques médiévales a Chilandar, Actes du XHe Congrés international
d'études byzantines, Ill, Beograd 1964, 91-93; D. Bogdanovic - V. J. Djuric - D. Medakovic,
Hilandar, Beograd 1978, 118, Fg. 97.

148. V. J. Djuric, Fresques médiévales, 93-94.

149. Ibid., 96-98.

150. A. =i/yyottouvAog, op. cit., 68.

151. M. Corovié-Ljubinkovié, Odraz kulta sv. Stefana u srpskoj srednjovekovnoj umetnosti,
Stannar n.s. XII (Beograd 1961), 41-60.

152. Ibid., 53-54.

153. V. J. Djurid, Fresques médiévales, 73, pl. 23.

154. G. Subotié - S. Kissas, op. cit., 165.

155. N.B. also the similarity in the triangular shapes decorating Christ’s chiton in the pic-
ture of Christ Anapeson (in the outer narthex) and the Virgin Eleousa (on the arcosolium in
the chapel), which Xyngopoulos has also pointed out (op. cit., 70).

156. G. Subotic- S. Kissas, op. cit., 170, note 35.

157. This does not include, of course, the few frescoes from the founder Joachim’s time
(1300-1333), AE1T/70m0UA0C, Op. cit., 9-13.

158. Both Hallensleben and Xyngopoulos consider the chapel to be contemporary with
the outer narthex; the former believes that both were built in Dusan’s time (H. Hallensleben,
op. cit., 171), while Xyngopoulos wavers between this view and the idea that they belong to
Joachim’s time (A Euyyémoulog, op. cit., 71).
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PL 1. Eighteenth-century copperplate engraving of the Monastery of John the PI. 2a. The Pantocrator, the prophets
Baptist on Mount Menikion and its founders and the angelic powers
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. PL 3a. Seraph
PL 2b. The prophets David and Daniel P
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Pl. 3b. The Mandylion

PL 4a. The Annunciation.
The Archangel Gabriel
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PL 4b. The Annunciation. Pl. 5a. The Meeting of
The Virgin Mary Mary and Elizabeth
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Pl. 6a. The Nativity after cleaning

Pl. 5b. Detail from pi. 6a.
The angel leads the Magi to the crib
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Pl. 7a. The Dormition of the Virgin

PL 6b. The Nativity before cleaning
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Pl. 7b. The gates of Heaven Pl. 8a. Apostles and hierarchs.
Detail from the Dormition Right-hand section of the Dormition
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PI. 9a. The Crucifixion

PL 8b. The apostles borne on clouds.
Detail from the Dormition
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Pl. 9b. The Crucifixion. Detail PL 10a. The Descent into Limbo
(east section)
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Pl. 10b. The Platytera Pl. 11a. John Chrysostomos
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. - PL 12a. St Nicholas
Pl. lib. The Virgin Eleousa

230 231



I. Djordjevic —E. Kyriakouclis Frescoes at the Monastery ofSt John Prodromos

PL 12b. The prophet Zacharias PL 13a. Foliate decoration
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PL 13b. Foliate decoration

NEW APPROACHES TO THE PROBLEM OF IDENTIFYING
THE GENRE OF THE LIFE OF JULIJANA LAZAREVSKAJA

Julia Aliss andr atos

The Life of Julijana Lazarevskaja has been called the first Russian secular
biography since the time of V. O. Kljubevskij, though there is reason to believe
that it was actually intended and written as a saint’s life as most recently argued
by D. S. Lixaéev and others1*This article will advance several new arguments in
favor of the latter position. These include an analysis of the Life of Julijana Lazar-
evskaja in terms of the encomiastic narrative pattern usually associated with the
genres of the saint’s life or sermon; an examination of the text within the context
of its convoy; a consideration of whether Julijana Lazarevskaja was ever canonized.
Finally, an attempt will be made to identify the prototype of the portrait of Ju-
lijana and to place it in the history of Russian literature.

I

As a basis for the analysis it will be necessary to define the encomiastic nar-
rative pattern. This consists of components and subcomponents of the histoire”
which correspond to the traditional encomiastic categories of themes and sub-
themes-~. The first component is that of origins, including the subcomponents of
nation, country, city, ancestors, and/or fathers. The second is the birth with sub-
components of dreams and/or signs. The next component is training, containing
any of the subcomponents of early or moral instruction, academic education, out-
standing characteristics of the mind and/or spirit, qualities that continue into later
life, and/or physical features. The only required and, therefore, essential compo-
nent is that of deeds, which may include the subcomponent of death. Alternative-
ly a separate component may generally treat the hero’s death through the more
specific subcomponents of time, place, blessedness, and/or posthumous events.
An optional final component is one or more comparisons favorably likening the
hero(ine) to mythological and/or historical figures; or the comparisons may be
interwoven into the realization of other components. Each component is recog-
nized through any one or more of its subcomponents.

The elements of the histoire alone do not comprise a narrative pattern un-
til they are ordered in a particular way on the level of the récit4. The combination
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of such components with a particular ordering is the surest sign of the encomiastic
narrative pattern.

The first, older version of the Life of Julijana has no introduction, but this
was not an obligatory part since only the distinctive main body was5. In the main
body of this work are realized the components of origins, birth, training, deeds,
death, and posthumous events in the prescribed order and including many com-
monplaces.

Under the origins (p. 276) one learns that Julijana’s father Justin was a man
of faith who took care of the poor while serving as a steward (kljuénik)”. His wife
Stefanida loved God as well as the poor and had the additional virtues of faith,
like her husband, and purity. The naming of the parents and references to faith
and profession are commonplace motifs of the subcomponent of parents. The ad-
ditional information that the couple had many children and servants as well as
much wealth was recommended for the pre-Christian Greek encomium7, but was
usually absent in its Christian successors, which did not emphasize wealth. Here
this information calls attention to the parents’ ties to the noble class. What is curi-
ous is that the city of Murom, the mother’s home, is mentioned, implying it was
Julijana’s ancestral home and so realizing the subcomponent of city. In fact, Juli-
jana spent only part of her childhood there, despite the epithet Muromskaja in
some titles of the Life. There is definitely an attempt to connect her with this
more prestigious city located near the village of Lazarevo, where she actually lived.
As Soviet researchers have noticed, this section also contains more information
about family names than most Russian works realizing the encomiastic narrative
pattern.

The birth of blessed Julijana is noted, so briefly realizing the optional com-
ponent of birth (p. 276).

For the component of training the author writes that Julijana lost her moth-
er at the age of six, when she moved to her maternal grandmother Anastasija’s.
There the girl was raised in the virtues of faith and purity until the age of twelve,
when this grandmother died. Julijana was then committed to the care of an aunt,
Natalja, who with her daughter ridiculed her ward’s virtue. Despite their attempts
to force the girl to eat, Julijana fasted and prayed, loving God and showing obedi-
ence and humility to all. In addition, she was quiet and abstained from children’s
games and pastimes. Instead, she sewed and spun all night, saving up for orphans
and widows. She also looked after the needy and sick. All marveled at her faith
and wisdom (razum). Julijana feared God and was instructed by His virtue though
she lived too far from church to attend services.

236

The Life ofJulijana Lazarevskaja

Moral training, a subcomponent of training, is realized through the state-
ment that Julijana was instructed by God. This is a commonplace though the Holy
Ghost is usually specified. The Life of Julijana includes too the commonplace as-
cetic acts of fasting and praying. The subcomponent of virtues extending into later
life include faith, fear of God, wisdom, obedience, humility, and charity towards
orphans, widows, the needy, and the sick. Of course, one might question just how
obedient Julijana was, since she defied her aunt in order to fast. This kind of ap-
parent contradiction had a precedent in the Life of Theodosius of Pefera,in which
the obedient saint ran away from his domineering mother several times. Sergius of
Radone£, moreover, had a mother who tried to prevent his fasting, but he pre-
vailed. Here the aunt is a mother-substitute for the orphaned girl and serves the
purpose of offering resistance to the young person’s acts of ascesis. Ultimately
such disobedience towards one’s family was sanctioned by Christ’s injunction to
leave all behind and follow Him. This section also contains a commonplace found
in the encomiastic saint’s life since as a child Julijana shuns the activities of her
peers.

With her marriage at the age of sixteen to Gregory Osor’in, Julijana passes
from childhood to adulthood. Her subsequent deeds continue to demonstrate vir-
tues she had shown before. Good, wise, humble, and obedient, she also turned out
to be a capable manager of the house, so during her husband’s frequent absences
on business, her in-laws entrusted the household to her. In the mornings and eve-
nings she prayed, bowing one hundred times. By night she sewed and spun to aid
the poor and build churches. By day she ran the house and took care of widows,
orphans and servants. As can be seen, her life was essentially the same as it had
been with an increase in responsibilities to include running the household.

Two things are notable. First, Julijana contributed to building churches as
did traditional Orthodox saints. This puts her on the side of the traditional Church,
despite other evidence that she was opposed to it8. It is also said that she did not
address her slaves by their simple name; perhaps like the peasants as late as the
nineteenth century, she used their patronymics. As mistress she took responsibility
for the slaves’ misdeeds and not only corrected, but also instructed them. And she
did not require certain basic services from them like removing her boots. All these
interesting real-life details offer information about the times though they are dis-
torted to show Julijana as favorably as possible in the role of an exemplary slave-
holder.

Among her deeds are acts of asceticism. After bearing her husband ten sons
and three daughters, Julijana asked his permission to go to a convent. Although
her husband refused, he agreed to a chaste marriage. Following the murder of her
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oldest son by a servant and after her husband’s death, Julijana’s practice of ascet-
icism intensified as she mortified her flesh by not wearing warm clothes or by
wrapping her bare feet in her boots during the winter; instead, she put sharp ob-
jects like nut shells into her boots.

When a priest was sent by an icon (sic) of the Virgin to honor Julijana, she
declined, claiming to be a sinner and henceforth increased her acts for God’s sake.
She repeated the perpetual prayer, encountered demons, again received the aid of
St Nicholas, and swore the author, together with others, to secrecy after telling
them about the miracle. During a second, worse famine she was too old to go to
church, so she prayed at home and freed her servants, lest they starve, but some
decided to stay anyway. She fed these with bread baked from plants, which be-
came celebrated as the best bread in the area. This experience reduced her to pov-
erty, which she endured two years without complaint.

Many of Julijana’s acts of charity are traditional, like feeding widows, or-
phans, and the clergy as well as building churches, but her ministry to the victims
of famines is an unusual event due to the exact historical circumstances of her
times. Another commonplace of saints’ lives dedicated to married persons was the
pact between husband and wife to abstain from sex. Extreme asceticism, moreover,
was not unknown to saints’ lives though again the particular kinds exercized by
Julijana are unusual9.

Many of the commonplaces of the encomiastic saint’s life are employed to
relate Julijana’s death. The day of death is reported as January 2. When dying, Ju-
lijana took communion, called together her subordinates (servants and children)
to instruct them. She then ordered the preparations for the funeral service and
commended her spirit to God through the Biblical passage quoted by most dying
Orthodox saints.

In addition to these commonplaces, there are two interesting references to
practices of the times. Julijana explains that she had wanted to take vows, but
could not because of her sins and poverty. This implies that the monks would not
take anyone without funds to contribute —a sad state10. Before dying, Julijana
put down her prayer beads, a gesture attesting to their use in this period.

The subcomponent of posthumous deeds, or miracles, is realized through
the halo that glows around Julijana’s head as in icons of saints. After being washed
and put into her coffin, Julijana emitted a burning light and fragrance that night.
Both miracles are commonplaces arguing in favor of her canonization.

The subcomponent of burial entails Julijana’s interment in the Church of
Lazar next to her husband in the town of Lazarevo, about three miles from Mu-
rom. Posthumous deeds, another subcomponent, continues with the revelation

238

The Life ofJulijana Lazarevskaja

that Julijana’s grave was discovered by accident during excavations for her son
George’s grave. Julijana’s grave exuded a sweet smell and was full of myrrh that
resembled beet liquor (kvas) by day and purple meat by night. The myrrh, in turn,
miraculously healed people.

The sentence that the author would not have reported all this had he not
witnessed it serves as a brief, unusual epilogue, instead of the traditional prayer.
It also recalls the formulaic endings of folklore and suggests a substitution of the
latter for the prayer. This seems an attempt to recast an encomiastic saint’s life
in a folklore manner characteristic of seventeenth-century literature.

Besides the encomiastic narrative pattern, another feature of Church genres
is the attribution of evil to the machinations of the Devilll or his demonic agents,
whose plots are foiled so that the original state of harmony is restored12. In a
dream early in Julijana’s marriage demons appear and frighten her by threatening
to Kkill her, but St Nicholas intervenes and sends them away, comforting her. The
Devil sowed discord in Julijana’s household and, as she learned in a later vision, a
particular demon was responsible for goading a servant to kill her oldest son. After
this, there is no more news of strife in the house, so harmony seems to be restored.
Later, while praying, Julijana was surrounded by demons threatening to kill her.
Once more, St Nicholas intervened and drove all of them away, except one, whom
he tortured into confessing responsibility for the discord in Julijana’s home, in-
cluding her son’s murder. The demon left only after it had threatened Julijana
with death and after she had crossed herself. In each case the Devil or his agents
cause trouble, so disturbing a previously harmonious situation, but through the
intervention of St Nicholas the source of the trouble is vanquished and harmony is
restored. This is the device of “harmony restored” found in encomiastic sermons
and saints’ lives as well as other medieval genres.

The analysis demonstrating that this work reaUzes the encomiastic narrative
pattern also exhausts most of the arguments previously given to support the posi-
tion that this work is a saint’s life. Only those that are not valid have been exclud-
ed. V. O. Kljuéevskij, for example, claimed that the foreword was in the spirit of
hagiography13, but there is no foreword in the first and probably older version of
the Life of Julijana, though there is one in the second —a distinction of texts not
made until the next century by M. O. Skripil’14. V. F. Pereverzev insists on a
“realistic”, psychological interpretation of Julijana’s visions, calling them halluci-
nations. He also argues that while her getting upset is attributed to the Devil, it is
really her response to the harsh conditions of the times15. That may be, but psy-
chological realism is being imposed on a period which did not know or conscious-
ly practice it.
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Apparently taking many faulty arguments from Pereverzev, Antony Stokes
has accumulated most of the points offered against this being a saint’s life. He
notes that the Life of Julijana contains no inadequacy topos, commentaries, la-
ments, or eulogiesl6 {poxvaiy, presumably). But none of these is an obligatory
part of the saint’s life. Lives in the Greek and South Slavic tradition frequently
omitted the humility toposll. Laments and poxvaiy were interchangeable with
miracles, which do figure prominently in this work. The commentary is a common,
but not obligatory feature of the encomiastic saint’s life and particularly of the
encomiastic sermon. The absence of these elements is related, in Stokes’ opinion,
to the lack of an overriding didactic goal. Yet the very choice of form is didactic,
and so are individual episodes, as when Julijana instructs her servants. Finally,
Stokes” comment that the work contains no quotations or parallels with Biblical
or Patristic literature overlooks quotations from prayers and the explicit reference
to the Life of St Cornelius as well as Julijana’s deathbed quotation from the Bible
(“Into thy hands | commend my spirit”) —to give only the most obvious exam-
plesl8.

Skripil’ argues that the work is not hagiographical because it includes too
much factual information like surnames and details about noble-servant relations
as well as exact details about Julijana’s life19. The surnames are found not in the
first, short version, but in the second, unquestionably hagiographie version. As for
quantity of facts, there are probably just as many in the best Russian example of
word-weaving (pletenie sloves), the highly rhetorical Life of St Stephen of Penn.
The difference is that they are more concentrated in the Life of Julijana. Even so,
at all times they are strictly subordinated to the hagiographical goal of praising
Julijana as a saintly woman.

I

Two related questions that have never been raised before can help determine
whether the Life of Julijana is a saint’slife. One entails the convoy20 of the manu-
scripts of the first version; the other deals with the question of Julijana’s canoniza-
tion.

As mentioned in another article2l, it appears that there was at least one
more manuscript (published by Kostomarov)22, than the five Skripil’ reported as
belonging to the first version of this life, but unfortunately | have not seen this
sixth manuscript. Of the five manuscripts that Skripil’ published, moreover, the
convoy of one (the first) belonging to the Zabelin Collection of GIM, does not yet
have a published description. The following comments will, therefore, be limited
to the convoys of the other four manuscripts Skripil” published.
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SkripiT’s second manuscript contains a life of the princes Constantine and
Michael as well as Princess Theodora, the dormition of St Julijana, and a tale about
a miracle-working icon. Each work is assigned a feast day23. The third manuscript
includes services dedicated to Kiril of Beleozero and Julijana, the two lives and
miracles of Kiril and Avramij of Smolensk, one eulogy (poxvala) of Kiril with mir-
acles, several historiographic texts (a cosmography, short chronicle, princely gene-
alogy, genealogical extracts, and a history [skazanie] about a prince), and a Bibli-
cal parable about heavenly birds that immediately precedes the last work, which
is dedicated to Julijana24 . The fourth manuscript offers aservice and life with mir-
acles dedicated to Dmitrij of Uglié and another work dedicated to the dormition
of St Julijana25. The fifth manuscript contains a passion of the martyr Christo-
pher, a life of the Muscovite Metropolitan Philip, a sermon about Varvar, a tale
about the blessed father German, three hymns (two troparia to two different Ger-
mans, one kondakion without any indication of dedication), two works on the
miracles of Theodosia and German of Soloveckij, and the dormition of Julijana26 .
In each case the work dedicated to Julijana is explicitly attributed to St Julijana
the miracle-worker with the feast day of January 2. This evidence, together with
the service for Julijana, strongly implies she was a canonized saint.

E. E. Golubinskij was inclined to assign Julijana to a special category of vir-
tuous people (usopSie —those who had fallen asleep in the faith) who were vener-
ated on the lowest possible level before attaining sainthood with or without the
Church’s approval . The scholar admits, however, that there may be some mac-
curacy in his categorization of minor saints28. That might well be the case with
his data on Julijana.

V. I. Tagunova hints that the cult of Julijana Lazarevskaja had its ups and
downs and that the second version without miracles that she discovered perhaps
attests to a point of decline in the cult’s cycle29. She does not prove this conclu-
sively, however.

Because the oldest manuscripts call Julijana “saint”, because their convoys
contain predominantly hagiographical works, because a seventeenth-century ser-
vice was dedicated to her, and because Archbishop Filaret edited her life as that
of one of the Russian saints30, it seems that Golubinskij was too cautious in not
counting Julijana among the full-fledged saints. This conclusion is supported by
the religious motifs, especially the miracles that occur in the work.

In a literary tradition which placed so much emphasis on authoritative mod-
els and patterns31, it is unlikely that any writer would have tried anything as avant
garde as this life has been made out to be. That Julijana Lazarevskaja was not a
member of the princely class was odd enough32 . For the rest, the author tried to
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fit her into the traditional mold by attributing albeit unlikely miracles to her, and
illustrating her ascetic and charitable virtues. He offers excuses several times for
Julijana’s not having taken vows together with subtle criticism of the monks —a
combination of a pro-monastic position and critical attitude towards monasticism
familiar in Old Russian literature33. The analysis of the work in terms of the en-
comiastic narrative pattern, the supporting evidence of the work’s convoy, and the
evidence of Julijana’s canonization thus suggest that this work was a saint’s life,
so vindicating the position of D. S. Lixaéev and others.

"

It is also possible to ask what type of ideal Julijana represents. V. V. Kuskov
considers Julijana an ideal housewife34. Following Kljudevskij’s lead, the Soviet
Academy history calls Julijana an ideal woman —blessed, but not holy35. L. R.
I"ewitter notes that Julijana had greater independence and responsibilities than the
Domostroj allowed and that Julijana was exceptional since, unlike other wives, she
attained not only salvation, but sainthood36 . According to Stokes, part of Julija-
na’s life is a model of Christian virtue37. Yet one may be even more explicit. Juli-
jana is an ascetic, whose self-mortification approaches the extremities of Palestin-
ian saints. She is also industrious, humble, charitable (loving), and eventually poor.
Humility, poverty, and love are virtues of the kenotic saint, who as illustrated by
Theodosius of Peéera, is also industrious38. To these virtues Julijana’s hagiograph-
er adds the suffering of extreme ascesis. The evidence so points to Julijana’s can-
onization as a kenotic type of saint in the mold of Theodosius, who was also
wealthy, but willingly became poor.

The Life of Julijana Lazarevskaja is a transitional work in the history of Old
Russian literature with respect to its form and the character type it portrays. On
the one hand, the Life eulogizes a non-princely laywoman and so represents a first
step in the secularization of a sacred form. At the same time the Life of Julijana
is yet one more literary carrier of the kenotic prototype and so represents the
saintly precursor of many-a long-suffering, kenotic character of modern Russian
literature, whether female, like Fedor Dostoevskij’s Marmeladova, or aristocratic,
like Tolstoy’s Father Sergius.

Department o f Foreign Languages and Literatures
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

The author would like to make it clear that this article was written and submitted for publica-
tion in Cyrillomethodianum before T. A. Greenan’s article Tulianiya Lazarevskaya’ appeared
in Oxford Slavonic Papers XV, 1982.
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Ounm. BorgaHoBuh, Katanor hupunckmx pykonuca MaHactupa XunaHgapa, Beograd 1978, pp.
1-321.

Using the most modern palaeographic methods, Professor D. Bogdanovic has successfully
dealt with the prodigious amount of material comprised in the 950 Slavonic manuscripts of
Hilandariou Monastery, and presented us with a complete account of them all as one coherent
unit. The linguistic variations indicate the multifarious activity of Hilandariou’s scriptorium,
and the unbroken chronological sequence the monastery’s continuing manuscript tradition.
The methodical and faultless presentation of the material allows the specialist to follow,
through the texts, the development of the language, of the writing, and above all of the Serbs’
literary creativity.

The catalogue itself is preceded by a lengthy foreword, which deals with the following
points:

1. Research in the library ofHilandariou Monastery. The author refers to previous visitors and
the research they carried out into the monastery’s manuscripts, and considers these visits to
be the fruit of lively and unbroken contact between the monastery itself and Serbia. Systema-
tic work in this field began with the visit of the Russian Slavicist Victor Ivanovié Grigorovid
in the mid-XIXth century. There followed the journeys and the manuscript descriptions of
Porfirij Uspenski, Dimitrije Avramovic, K. P. Dmitriev-Petkovid, P. L. Sevastjanov and, in par-
ticular, Leonid Kavelin. But a substantial - though admittedly incomplete - cataloguing of
the monastery’s manuscripts was not carried out until the end of the X1Xth and the beginning
of the XXth century, by a monk named Sava, who was of Czech descent. His first catalogue,
which was published in 1897 (Rukopisy a starotisky Chilandarskéj, comprised 471 manu-
scripts and 147 old printed books, in contrast to Leonid’ 250 and 75 respectively. Sava’s sec-
ond catalogue, produced a few years later, comprised a further 68 manuscripts. The Serbian
Academy of Sciences showed a particular interest in this supplemented catalogue (KaTanor py-
Konuca CNOBeHCKUX y MoHacTupy XunaHvgapy) and intended to print it; but in the end the
printing never took place and the catalogue is still in manuscript form in the monastery.

2. The history of the collection of Cyrillic manuscripts and old printed books. Referring back
to the sources, the author establishes that the library is asold as the monastery itself. Amongst
the first books ever to form part of its collection are two Russian manuscripts, one dating
from the end of the XHth and the other from the beginning of the XHIth century. They are
the Stihirar (No. 307) and the Irmologion (No. 308) respectively. The library was subsequent-
ly augmented by Slavonic manuscripts dating from the beginning of the XIHth and continuing
up to the XIXth century, and comprising copies, gifts, and original works.

The author pays particular attention to Hilandariou’s scriptorium, which was constantly
at work and staffed by monks not only from the monastery itself, but also from the monas-
tery’s dependencies - i.e. the sketes, cells, towers etc. Very interesting information is given
about the writers who worked there from time to time and happened to leave their name in
some note. However, a great many of these unflagging spiritual workers remained for ever
shrouded in anonymity.
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Printed books started to come into the library in the XVIth century, and there are many
Serbian, Wallachian and Russian books from the period which testify to this.

The author devotes a special paragraph to the smaller libraries in the shetes, the cells and
other parts of the monastery. The present library is composed of all the manuscripts and printed
books originally found in these smaller libraries and in the monastery’s main library itself. The
latter, having been shifted for centuries from one location to another, since 1973 has had a
permanent site, especially constructed for the purpose. Today all the manuscripts —Cyrillic,
Greek and others - and the printed books are arranged and classified systematically and se-
curely in their appointed places.

Of particular interest is the section concerning the history of the manuscripts’ disappear-
ances, destruction, theft and transfer. Although the monks, on the whole, have always been
very strict on the matter of the removal of books from the library, it seems that a good many
manuscripts have ended up in other libraries, largely through their having been purloined by
various travellers. Uspenski and GrigoroviC in particular left the monks very bad memories of
their thefts of the monastery’s monuments.

3. Catalogue of Cyrillic manuscripts and old printed books. Still part of the foreword, this sec-

tion begins with the history of the Serbian mission to study the monastery’s manuscripts and
old printed books. The group of specialists, headed by Professor Bogdanovic for the manu-
scripts and Professor Medakovic for the printed books, was commissioned by the National
Library of Serbia and the Serbian Academy of Sciences.

The author then proceeds to give a detailed and precise account of his methodology for
cataloguing the manuscripts. In his division of the material he thought it right to conserve the
order followed in Sava Hilandarac’s catalogue, though it must be borne in mind that Sava
failed to distinguish the manuscripts from the ordinary archive material. The small changes he
does make, the author mentions in the appropriate places. As far as the numbering is concerned,
he has followed that of Mik. Konatovic. Sava’s numbering (1897 and 1906) and the position
of the manuscripts in the library are given after the description of each one and also in a spe-
cial index at the end of the book.

As far as the titles and dates of the manuscripts are concerned, Professor Bogdanovic’s
catalogue has been compelled to ignore previous catalogues, which contain a great many
errors in this respect. Title and date are followed by a description, the format of which is
strictly adhered to throughout the study:

First paragraph: Palaeographical description (material, number of leaves, dimensions, and
water-marks when the manuscript in question is undated). The author also gives details here
about the binding, though he does not give a description of the quires.

Second paragraph: Information about the scribe (name, location, the time when he was work-
ing), the type of writing and its palaeographical dating, the redaction and the illumination.
Any absence of Glumination is also noted, as a characteristic of the manuscript.

Third paragraph: Here the content of the manuscript is given and the type of text and lan-
guage is also discussed. In the case of a collection (sbomik) each individual chapter is men-
tioned, together with its incipit and desinit.

Fourth paragraph: This final paragraph deals with the notes - if any - which are of course
given in full, with the exception of those which are either unimportant or meaningless.

In this section the author also explains why he does not provide a bibliography for the

manuscripts he describes. It is because he considers the existing bibliography to be so circum-
stantial and inadequate that it could only hinder a proper evaluation of the manuscripts.
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As we have said, the catalogue of old printed books was drawn up by Professor Medako-
vic, in accordance with the stipulations set by the committee in charge. Only those books
which comprise Serbian editions of the period between the XVth and the XVIIth century
have been dealt with here. The format of their description follows the same general lines as
that of the manuscripts.

In the manuscript catalogue the Serbian manuscripts predominate, numbering some 470
altogether. Of particular note are: the early XHIth-century Typikon o fHilandariou (No. 156),
the Tetraevangelon (No. 22) dating from the second quarter of the XHIth century, the Evan-
gelistarion (No. 8) dating from the third quarter of the XHIth century, and the early XIVth-
century Evangelistarion of the krai Milutin (No. 1). Most of the manuscripts are liturgical
books, Lives of Saints, various Gospels, Sermons, works of Canon Law, patristic works, etc.
There are twenty copies of the Climax of John (Lestvica) and some 65 sbomiki, the majority
of which date from the XIVth century and are ascetic-Hesychast works.

Of the remaining manuscripts the oldest in the collection are two Russian works - the
late XHth-century Stihirar (No. 307) and the early XHIth-century Irmologion (No. 308). A
further 20 manuscripts are of Old Slavonic redaction, and there are also: 29 of Bulgarian re-
daction, 25 in the Wallachian idiom, 14 of what the author terms “Macedonian”, 17 of Mol-
davian, and 290 of Church Slavonic redaction. In addition to the OIld Slavonic texts, there are
a number of more modern ones: 28 Bulgarian, 5 Slavo-Macedonian, 8 Romanian, 13 Russian,
26 Russo-Slavonic, and one Turkish.

The catalogue is supplemented by the following indices and tables: 1. Index of authors,
2. Index of names mentioned in the notes (zapisi), 3. Index of geographical names mentioned
in the notes, 4. Tables of contents, 5. Index of languages and linguistic idioms (redactions), 6.
Chronological index, 7. Index of the manuscript numbers.

A separate volume, with the same format, comprises a select alboum of the most represen-
tative manuscripts in the collection. The album is of particular interest because it places the
source-material of such an old and important collection of manuscripts at the disposal of
palaeographers for the very first time. As the author himself emphasises, the collection’s value
does not lie only in the parchment codices, but also in the dated paper manuscripts, because
their water-marks make possible a much more accurate assessment of the age of the undated
manuscripts as well.

The photographs were selected strictly according to the manuscripts’ palaeographical im-
portance, and consequently it was not possible to include examples of all the manuscripts.
Only those manuscripts were chosen which were deemed most representative for their style
of writing or their historical or literary significance. Nor was the illumination of the manu-
scripts taken into account, because a special edition is to be devoted to this particular aspect.

In illustration of his theory that Hilandariou Monastery has been constantly producing
or copying works from the Middle Ages up until recent times, the author has selected
examples of this development in writing. And so, having grouped the plates according to their
redaction, he also arranges them in chronological order. The album comprises some 250
plates: 2 Russian, dating from the end of the XHth and the beginning of the XHIth century;
18 Serbian dating from the XHIth century; 64 Serbian dating from the XIVth century; 27
Serbian dating from the XVth century; 5 Serbian dating from the end of the XVth to the be-
ginning of the XVIth century; 14 Serbian dating from the XVIth century; 44 Serbian dating
from the XVIIth century; 6 in the Slavo-Macedonian idiom, dating from the XIVth to the
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XVIth century; 10 Bulgarian, dating from the X1Vth to the XVth century; 4 Wallachian, dating
from the XVth to the XVIth century; 6 Moldavian, dating from the XVIth century; 8 modem
Russian, dating from the XVth to the XVIIth century; and 16 Church Slavonic, dating from
the XVIl1Ith to the XEXth century.

The plates are preceded by an index, including the official numbering, the title of each
manuscript and the number of the page pictured. The volume ends with a list of the official
numbering of the manuscripts, accompanied by the number of each one as it appears in the
album.

Thessaloniki J. Tarnanidis

A.-E. Tachiaos, The Slavonic Manuscripts of Saint Panteleimon Monastery (Rossikon) on
Mount Athos, Thessaloniki - Los Angeles 1981, pp. 198 (p. 123-189 plates).

Byzantinists are well aware that Mount Athos, with its centuries of history and its nu-
merous monuments, is a living testimony to the spiritual traditions of Byzantium. Under the
sceptre of Orthodox spirituality, monks from various countries and with diverse national tra-
ditions behind them, have succeeded in living together in fellowship and in establishing an
outstanding ecumenical community, one of the great achievements of liberal Byzantine poli-
tics.

It was in just such a political climate that the intellectual collaboration between the
Greeks and the Slavs was cultivated. On Mount Athos the encounter between the Greeks and
the Slavs was decisive, continuous, and fruitful, and the great Greek-Byzantine heritage was
successfully passed on to the Slav people in such away that, later on, they felt that they too
were Byzantine to a great extent.

The monuments produced by this historical encounter were, and still are, numerous.
Mount Athos’ dozens of libraries, which were inundated with manuscripts, as old and more re-
cent historical texts inform us, contained not only a great many Greek, but also a significant
number of Slavonic manuscripts. It is a regrettable fact, however, that many of these manu-
scripts no longer exist, whether through having been destroyed by fire, through theft, or
through having simply mouldered away in some damp and neglected corner. It is a comfort, at
least, to know that in our time a systematic endeavour is being undertaken to preserve, film
and catalogue those manuscripts which remain, so that there is no further chance of their be-
ing destroyed and lost for ever. As we know, the Institute for Patristic Studies has taken on
the Greek manuscripts of Mount Athos, while the Slavonic manuscripts are being dealt with
by various scientific bodies in collaboration with the monasteries which house them. And so,
in the light of this contemporary restoration and cataloguing of the Slavonic manuscripts, it

was a great pleasure to see the publication of Professor D. Bogdanovic’s catalogue of Hilanda-
riou Monastery’s Cyrillic manuscripts in 1978, and Professor Tachiaos’ catalogue of Pantelei-
mon Monastery’s Slavonic manuscripts last year. Furthermore, we have recently learnt that
the cataloguing of Zographou Monastery’s Slavonic manuscripts by a group of Bulgarian spe-
cialists is nearing its end; and it seems that the work of cataloguing the rest of Mount Athos’
Slavonic manuscripts is-well on its way to completion. Let us hope it will not be long before
we see the results.
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In his introduction Professor Tachiaos refers to both old and more recent historical
sources which helped him to calculate a considerable number of manuscripts which used to
belong to the library of Panteleimon Monastery and the greater part of which no longer exist.
Even manuscripts mentioned by fairly recent researchers, travellers or amateur historians (Va-
silij GrigoroviC-Barskij, Victor lvanovié GrigoroviC, Dimitrije Avramovic, K. P. Dmitriev-Petko-
vid, Antonin Kapustin, Leonid Kavelin) have disappeared, evidently destroyed in the recent
fires. We can therefore appreciate the author’s emotion in the few instances when he managed
to find and identify any of the manuscripts mentioned in the older sources.

Professor Tachiaos’ work is not merely a catalogue of manuscripts. In addition to a physi-
cal and palaeographical description of each manuscript, he also gives the style of writing, the
author whenever possible, the content, and any other historical details which might be of in-
terest to specialists and researchers. After selection, pagination and re-numbering, the manu-
scripts have been deposited in a safe place in Panteleimon Monastery’s library.

One very significant aspect of the book, which will be of particular interest to students
of Slavonic literature, is the division of the manuscripts according to their redaction. Amongst
the 74 manuscripts he includes in his catalogue, Professor Tachiaos distinguishes four redac-
tions: Serbian, Bulgarian, Russian and Church Slavonic.

24 manuscripts are of Serbian redaction. The oldest, No. 2, is a XHIth-century parch-
ment Evangelie aprakos. The first and last leaves are missing, though the rest of the text is
well preserved. It is written in South Slavonic uncial (ustavni) writing of the late XIHth cen-
tury. One of the most notable manuscripts of Serbian redaction is Ms. No. 6, a XIVth-century
Praxapostolos. It is one of the very rare Bosnian manuscripts in which Glagolitic letters are
encountered from time to time. Another very notable manuscript is No. 17, the XIVth-cen-
tury Chronicon of George Hamartolos, It was at one time thought to be lost, but in 1952 Pro-
fessor Dj. Sp. Radoji6ic mentioned its existence, though without giving any further details. Its
rediscovery and inclusion in the present catalogue is a great contribution to science, as it is a
manuscript of considerable importance. Yet another very significant manuscript is No. 22, a
XVth-century Miscellany (Sbomik), which contains a rare variation of a text about knez Lazar
and the battle against the Turks at Kosovo Polje. The text of the manuscript is given in full.

The remaining manuscripts of Serbian redaction are the following: 1. XIVth-century
Apostolos, 3. XVth-century Praxapostolos, 5. XIVth-century Octoechos (this text ends with
some lines in verse to St Sava of Serbia, which the author conveniently quotes at the end of
his description of the manuscript), 8. XIVth-century Apostolos and Evangelistarion, 9. XIVth-
century (Serbian and Greek'™) Office of St Panteleimon, 10. XIVth-century Octoechos, 11.
XI1Vth-century Menaion, 12. XVIth-century Menaion, 14. XIVth-century Pentecostarion, 15.
XVth-century Paterikon, 16. XVIIth-century Paterikon, 18. XVth-century Menaion for June,
19. XVth-century Paterikon, 20. XVth-century Menaion Heortologion, 23. XVth-century
Praxapostolos, 24. XVIth-century Triodion, 25. XVIIth-century Tetraevangelon, 27. XVIth-
century Menaion for January, 28. XIVth-century Patristic Miscellany, 29. XI1Vth-century Tri-
odion.

Five manuscripts are of Bulgarian redaction. The oldest is Ms. No. 7, a XIHth-century
parchment Tetraevangelon written by the Bulgarian scribe Pop Dragyja. The other four manu-
scripts in this group are Nos: 4. XIVth-century Praxapostolos and Evangelion, 13. XVth-cen-
tury Octoechos, 21. XVIth-century Tetraevangelon, 26. XIVth-century Ascetic Miscellany.
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23 more recent manuscripts are of Russian redaction. The oldest is No. 33, a XVlIth-
century Carstvennaja Kniga. Although these manuscripts are more recent, several of them are
quite notable works, such as Nos 37 and 40, both Razqadnafa Kniga, 38. Sobornoe Uloienie
dating from 1649, 39. XVIlIth-century Chronograph, 41. XVIlith-century Sobornoe Uloienie,
48. XVIlIth-century Letopisec and Rodoslovec, 55. XVIlIth-century Collection of Sermons.

22 manuscripts belong to the Church Slavonic category, their contents varying consider-
ably. It is clear that these too are more recent manuscripts, dating from the XVIIIth century
and later. Of particular note are Nos 49. XVIlIth-century Ascetic Miscellany, including the
oldest known copy of St Ivan Rilski’s testament, the text being appended in full; and 69 and
70, which comprise a hitherto unknown translation of Thekaras’ work by St lvan Rilski. Also
of great interest are Nos 34 and 43, which are Works of Isaac Syrus dating from the XIXth
and XVIIIth centuries respectively, 44. XVIlIth-century Miscellany, 45. XVIlIth-century
Kriny Selnyja, 46. Catechetic Sermons of Theodorus Studites, produced by the scriptorium of
the School of Velidkovskij and adding considerably to our knowledge of that establishment’s
literary and translational activity.

The study is supplemented and completed by 69 plates, selected to demonstrate types of
writing, variety of graphical style and the most noteworthy textual decorations.

This work is a valuable contribution to the field of Slavonic research. It has brought to
light old manuscripts which were thought - and some indeed were - lost to science, and
others that were quite unknown. As far as the description of the manuscripts is concerned, in
our opinion the author has successfully exploited the relative freedom of expression which the
science of palaeography permits. Professor Tachiaos deals with the literary, linguistic, and his-
torical interest presented by each manuscript, and in most cases takes care to provide the full
content, particularly of the Miscellanies, or else gives full bibliographical details relating to
those who have previously dealt with the manuscript in question. In this way he presents a

most vivid picture of the manuscripts and offers specialists valuable information for their fur-
ther research.

Thessaloniki J. Tamanidis

CaBa Hemarmh - CseTtn CaBa. Mctopuja n Mpegame, Beorpag 1979 - Colloque scientifique
international (Décembre 1976), pp. 512.

There can be no doubt that Sava Nemanjic, son of the ruler Stephen Nemanja, was a
dominant figure in medieval Serbian life. In the Church as a spiritual leader and missionary, in
politics as an adviser at the palace and as a diplomat, and in the wider field of culture as a
teacher and writer, he laid the foundations upon which the Serbs’ medieval state was built.

The object of the congress in Belgrade in December 1976 was to discuss all the aspects
of Sava’s complex personality and his influence on Serbian tradition as time passed. The
papers, which were subsequently published as complete studies in the present volume, dealt
with such diverse subjects as history, tradition, literature, religion, and art. We shall discuss all
of them here, with the exception of the papers on art, which will be dealt with by our col-
league Mr Sotiris Kissas, since art is his particular speciality. The studies will be taken in the

order in which they are published.
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S. Cirkovic, Problemi biografije svetoga Save (7-13). The author asserts that most of the
studies of Sava’s life carry no scientific weight whatsoever, owing to the absence of critical
research. This gap can be filled only by a purely literary study of the extant texts.

M. Zivojnovic, Klitorska delatnost svetoga Save (15-25). The author begins by men-
tioning the monasteries founded by Sava: on Mount Athos, in Serbia, Constantinople, Thessa-
loniki, and even as far away as Palestine. Ms Zivojnovic’s somewhat rash conclusion is that
Sava’s foundations and his ecclesiastical activities in general had ulterior political motives.

J. Kalic, Crkvene prilike u srpski?n zemljatna do stvaranja arhiepiskopife 1219. godine
(27-53). This is a study in depth of the prevailing conditions and the ecclesiastical situation in-
herited by the Serbs when they formed a united archiepiscopacy in 1219. The area where
they originally settled came under the jurisdiction of the Justiniana Prima, and both the rival
centres, Rome and Constantinople, participated in their eventual Christianisation. Conse-
quently, the first episcopates (Belgrade and Branidevo in the ninth, and Ston in the tenth cen-
tury) were not under the same dependence; the Bishops of Belgrade and Branidevo were under
the authority of Constantinople, while the Bishop of Ston came under the authority of the
archiepiscopate of Split, and consequently that of Rome.

The situation did not remain stable, because it was affected by the political changes
brought about by the fluctuations of Byzantine power and influence in the Balkans. With the
victories of Emperor Basil Il at the beginning of the eleventh century, the autonomous archi-
episcopate of Ohrid was created, which annexed the Serbian episcopates of Nis, Belgrade,
Branicevo, Prizren, Lipljan, and Ras. Durazzo retained its autonomy, though this was consid-
erably limited by the new archiepiscopate.

As regards the Western Church, the archiepiscopate of Bar was established during the
same period (eleventh century). There was considerable rivalry, not only between East and
West, but also between the individual archiepiscopates, which were all anxious to extend their
sphere of influence; it would be very difficult to determine the chronological order of their
establishment and the geographical limits of each one. The author makes an extensive study
of the papal documents of the period —some of which appear to be forged —in order to
prove quite convincingly that the archiepiscopate of Dubrovnik was established a century
later than that of Bar; it was not until the twelfth century that it acquired the security of a
papal bull.

The ecclesiastical situation changed mainly with the archiepiscopate of Bar’s increasing
influence, which followed the dynamic expansion of the Serbian state of Dioclea (Zeta). On
the death of Emperor Basil Il, the provinces of Ras, Bosnia, and Trebinje came under the juris-
diction of Bar, chiefly reducing the sphere of influence of the metropolis of Durazzo. After
the end of the twelfth century the episcopate of Ras was annexed to the archiepiscopate of
Ohrid.

The establishment of the Serbian State under the Nemanja dynasty marked the beginning
of a new era in the Serbs’ ecclesiastical history. When Sava undertook the organisation of the

Serbian Church the situation was as follows: the Serbian coastal provinces came under the
sphere of influence of the Western centres, Bar, Dubrovnik, and Split, while the episcopate of
Ras was under the authority of Ohrid.

This study makes a valuable contribution to the Serbs’ ecclesiastical history and its con-
clusions should form the basis of any evaluation of the works of St Sava. For it is only when
one takes into consideration at what stage he inherited the organisation of the new Church
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that one can explain his relations with Rome and Ohrid. One can then also fully understand
the power and influence he must have exerted over his people and over the secular authority
of his country in order to be able to throw in its lot once and for all with the Ecumenical Pat-
riarchate.

J. Tamanidis, Koliko je sv. Sava kao liénost mogao da utibe na ostvarenje avtokefalije
srpske crkve (55-63). This study emphasises Sava’s personal role in the concession of Serbian
autocephaly. His spirituality was tried on Mount Athos, and his devotion to the Ecumenical
Patriarchate was tested when Rome went so far as to offer a royal crown to his brother Ste-
fan in her efforts to tempt him away. In Sava the Byzantine emperor found an ally against
the Latin influence and against the dangerous power of Theodore Angelos, the despot of Epi-
rus. The concession of autocephaly to the Serbs was the crowning point of this alliance.

B. Ferjanbic, Aftokefalnost srpske crkve i Ohridska arhiepiskopija (65-72). The first per-
son to cast any doubt upon the regularity of the Serbian autocephaly was the Archbishop of
Ohrid, Dimitrios Chomatianos. Professor Ferjancic in turn examines the regularity of Choma-
tianos’s arguments through an extensive and comprehensive evaluation of all the historical
and canonical facts of the period.

The author’s conclusion is that both the procedure of Sava’s election and ordination at
Nicaea - with the participation of the emperor, the ordination being performed by the pat-
riarch before a synod - and Chomatianos’s objections were in accordance with all the pre-
vailing canons. With reference to Chomatianos’s objections, the author observes that this auto-
cephalous archbishop did in fact have the right to rule his own province, and within the
sphere of his own jurisdiction only he could have conferred autocephaly. Deliberately, per-

haps, the author leaves the reader with a question: how did two perfectly orthodox actions
come to be in mutual opposition, and in the end who was right - Sava or Chomatianos?

It should be said at this point that the canons have frequently been found to be power-
less to solve historical problems. It would be very difficult, and risky besides, to try to give a
specific answer to this question, especially through a modern interpretation of age-old canons
of church administration. Confusion and lacunae have arisen from time to time through the
Church’s inability to enforce her law. Amongst the confusions which, through necessity or
convenience, were inherited by the archiepiscopate of Ohrid - and indeed by every auto-
cephalous archiepiscopate - was its doubtful right to confer autocephaly upon any of its pro-
vinces. We know of no comparable instance, and nor do we know if the Ecumenical Patri-
archate ever abandoned its right to exert any superior control in this area of Illyricum.

M. Jankovic, Episkopije srpske crkve 1220. godine (73-84). The author’s chief aim is to
determine the number of provinces in the first Serbian archiepiscopacy. We have no complete
list from that time. A later catalogue does exist, from the fifteenth century, but it makes no
mention of the episcopate of Prizren, which is, however, referred to in Dimitrios Chomatia-
nos’s text. The author questions the completeness of the catalogue and endeavours to supple-
ment it from other sources. On the basis of evidence in fifteenth-century sources she manages
to include, in addition to the episcopate of’Prizren, that of Lipljan as well, in her list of the
original episcopates. In this way she also provides documentation in support of the view -
which has been put forward before - that the first episcopal sees of the Serbian Church num-
bered eleven altogether: 2iCa (archiepiscopate), Zéta, Ras, Hvosno, Hum, Toplica, Budimlje,

Dabai, Moravica, Prizren, and Lipljan.
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As things stand, the last word has by no means been said; certainly, one cannot help feel-
ing that the author’s very persuasive conclusions, when taken together with Snegarov’s view —
he also includes the episcopate of Srem - also give plausible support to the old theory that
the number of episcopates of an autocephalous church ought traditionally to be twelve, the
same number as Christ’s disciples.

A.-E. Tachiaos, Uloga svetoga Save u okviru slovenske knjizevne delatnostina Svetoj Gori
(85-89). This study presents St Sava as the founder not only of Serbian but of Slavonic litera-
ture in general. His very original literary work began a distinct tradition of Athonite Slavonic
literature, and at the same time, through his ascetic life and his wide interest in monasticism,
he introduced onto Mount Athos both his own personal ideas, as formulated in the Typikon
of Chilandari, and the tradition of Jerusalem. He thus succeeded in reforging the links be-
tween the monasticism of Mount Athos and the older monastic tradition of Jerusalem, and
was himself established as a widely acknowledged spiritual authority.

D. Bogdanovic, Krmcija svetoga Save (91-99). Recapitulating the problems that still face
us in connection with the Serbian Book of Canon Law, the author points out that if only a
critical edition based on various Byzantine models were forthcoming a large number of the
problems could be solved. As far as the authorship of the book is concerned, the writer accepts
the view that St Sava inspired and supervised its redaction; he made a unique contribution to
its creation in that he himself selected the texts it comprises. He avoided any potential points
of secular and ecclesiastical conflict and gave the Serbian State and the Serbian Church an ab-
solutely harmonious code of independent conduct. The Book of Canon Law had an enormous
effect on the life of the Serbs; from the Middle Ages it passed into the people’s consciousness
when they were enslaved by the Turks, and endured until the establishment of the new Serbian
State.

The Russian linguistic influence detectable in the text should not be seen as indicating its
dependence on some Russian prototype; it is due to the general Russian influence experienced
by Sava during the years he spent on Mount Athos. It is also quite probable that there were
Russian monks in the groups which translated the Canon Law texts from the Greek under
Sava’s supervision.

V. MoSin, Pravni spisi svetoga Save (101-128). Sava made a great personal contribution
to the juridical foundations of the Serbian State during the various stages of his career: 1) as
governor of the province of Hum; 2) as a monk on Athos and the founder of several monas-
teries; 3) as an administrator, pedagogue, and missionary, during the years he spent at Stud-
enica as an archimandrite; 4) as the head of the autocephalous Serbian Church, when he gave
the state his wide organisational and ecclesiastical legislative services. During all these periods
his contribution was substantial and well in advance of its time.

M. Blagojevic, “Zakon svetoga Simeona i svetoga Save” (129-166). A collection of laws
with this title is frequently mentioned in medieval Serbian diplomatic texts. The text of it has
not been preserved, but we can make a guess at its content from later references to it. A close
examination of these references has led the author to conclude that there were essentially two
texts: one concerned the obligations of the inhabitants of the area around Studenica Monas-
tery (zakon svetoga Simeona) and the other those of the inhabitants of the area around Mile-
Seva Monastery (zakon svetoga Save). The two laws were commonly mentioned together be-
cause the two saints were always closely linked in the consciousness of the Serbian people,
and the content of the two laws was the same.
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Although the text of these two laws has not been preserved at first hand, from indirect
references to them the author has been able to distinguish certain classifications referring to
various groups of people. Examples of such classifications are found in the “law for the people
of the Church”, the “law for the Wallachians”, and the “military law”.

The author is able to make the significant point that the principles of these laws applied
to all subsequent Serbian monasteries and were one of the basic features of feudal Serbian
society.

P. lvic, Ojeziku u spisima svetoga Save (167-175). Of the works attributed to St Sava the
Life and the Service of St Symeon are written in pure Ancient Serbian. On the other hand,
Sava’s letter to the abbot Spiridon is written in the simple language of the people. The Typi-
kon of Chilandari and the Typikon of Studenica, which derive from a translation and adapta-
tion of the Typikon of the Monastery of the Evergetes, contain many mixed language elements,
the former in particular. In it Mr lvic finds a great many south-east Serbian idioms, which
leads him to the conclusion that Sava could not have been either the translator or the author
of these texts, though the first three chapters, which are quite free of heterogenous linguistic
idioms, could be his. The similarities between the two documents indicate the existence of a
common original which has now been lost.

The author makes the very important point that both the Serbs’ literary language and
their diglossy began with St Sava.

O. Nedeljkovic, Sveti Sava i raaka pravopisna skola (177-188). According to the author,
Byzantine sovereignty over the Balkans between the eleventh and the twelfth centuries was
the basic reason for the severing of relations between the East and the South Slavs. In fact,
she attributes the break in the south Slavonic manuscript tradition’s dependence on the East
to the untenable notion that the Byzantines “systematically destroyed” the Slavonic manu-
scripts of the region. And so, she maintains, the manuscript tradition continued in the peri-
pheral centres of learning or in the mountain monasteries. She does not explain, however,
exactly how Slavonic writing survived in these places, nor why the Byzantines’ destructive
activities did not spread farther —since a considerable number of these places (Sinai and
Mount Athos, for example) were in their hands. The complete untenability of this old idea,
which Ms Nedeljkovic is attempting to revive without providing any arguments to support it,
has been demonstrated notably by: A.-E. Tachiaos, Clément d’Achrida dans I’actualité bulgare,
Balkan Studies 7 (1966) 446; Ph. Malingoudis, Die Nachrichten des Nikitas Chomates tber die
Entstehung des zweiten Bulgarischen Staates, Byzantina 10 (1980) 67-68; G. G. Litavrin, Us-
lovija ratvitii bolgarskoj kul’tury v XI-XII w.,Istorija i KuVtura Bolgarii, (Moskva 1981) 293;
idem, Narody balkanskogo polnostrova v sostave vizantijskoj imperii v XI-XIl w., Formirova-
vic rannefeodalhych slavjanskich narodnostej, (Moskva 1981) 179.

The author’s main argument is that the RaSka school was not established along the same
lines as the Zeta school. The East Slavs’ original linguistic influence on the South Slavs con-
tinued via Gallicia and Hungary during the Byzantine occupation, and so both the Ra8ka and
the Zeta-Hum schools used the east Slavonic redactions as their sources. Regarding the ortho-
graphic innovations which appeared in RaSka and Zeta-Hum texts, the author maintains that
these were in fact adopted before St Sava’s departure for Mount Athos; and consequently, St
Sava and his colleagues could not have been the founders of the RaSka school. Subsequently,
of course, his departure for Mount Athos meant that east Slavonic manuscripts were increas-
ingly used in the medieval Serbian State.
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D. Trifunovic, Udvajanje i ponavljanje kao nadelo knjiievhog dela svetoga Save (189-199).
The author undertakes a literary analysis of St Sava’s works and discovers many instances of
“doubleness and repetition”. This literary device is encountered in the Old Testament, chiefly
in the Psalms of David and in the book of Proverbs, and it subsequently passed into Byzan-
tine tradition. In St Sava’s time it was a dominant feature of the works of Greek writers.

These correlations enable the author to detect three concurrent influences in St Sava’s
work: the ancient tradition of the Serbian books which were translated from Greek, the Byz-
antine tradition, and the influence of contemporary Greek authors.

R. Marinkovic, Istorija nastanka zivota gospodina Simeona od svetoga Save (201-213).
In the Life of Symeon, which was written by St Sava, Ms Marinkovic observes that factual
and descriptive narrative are interwoven. However, she discerns three main sections in the ac-
tual content: a) the report of Nemanja’s death, written at Chilandari Monastery immediately
after the event - between 1199 and 1202; b) arhetorical and hymnological account of Nem-
anja’s life, also written at Chilandari, but rather later, and intended to accompany the canon-
isation of St Symeon; c) the Life of Symeon, written after Sava’s return to Serbia (1208) and
before preparations recommenced for Symeon’s canonisation. There is a final section com-
prising biblical interpolations included out of a desire to give the text a rather more didactic
aspect.

V. Djuric, Lik svetoga Save u knjizevnosti (223-230). The author observes the figure of
St Sava through the written texts and the oral tradition of the Serbian people. St Sava takes
on different aspects in accordance with the people’s needs and problems: he is seen now as
abandoning worldly affairs, and now as embracing them like a great patriot; now as a warrior
and conqueror of the Turks, now as protector, castigator, or judge. None of this literature,
apart from the Life of Domentijan and that of Theodosius, could be considered as anything
other than mediocre in quality.

J. Tucakov, Doprinos svetoga Save unapredjenju zdravstvene kulture u srednjovekovnoj
Srbiji (269-278). From amongst St Sava’s varied diplomatic, ecclesiastical, spiritual, and liter-
ary activities, the author attaches particular importance to his social work. St Sava was the
founder of medical science in Serbia. He established hospitals at Studenica and Chilandari and
elaborated special charters so that they would function correctly. He also saw to the transla-
tion of the works of Hippocrates and Discorides, Galen and Avicenna, and absolutely revolu-
tionised Serbian medical history. Moreover, his journeys to Asia Minor and Africa, which were
long ones for their time, enabled him to introduce valuable and unknown medicines into his
own country.

St. Hafner, Svetosavska crkva i Rim n XII1 i X1V veku (381-388). This is an extremely
interesting review of the Serbian Church’s relations with Rome during the thirteenth and four-
teenth centuries.

The Serbian Church had been in direct contact with Rome since the end of the twelfth
century, when the Latin Zeta came into Nemanja’s Serbian State as an autonomous province.
This relationship was strengthened during the reign of Stefan Prvovendani, who made a clear
distinction between political, ecclesiastical, and religious ideology. Both Stefan and Sava sedu-
lously avoided any involvement in the rivalry between Byzantium and Rome.

As far as Sava’s relations with Rome are concerned, Domentijan’s information, though
not entirely acceptable, can by no means be dismissed. Starting with the assertion that during
the thirteenth century the anti-Latin polemic and ecclesiology against the papal precedence
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had not been completely formulated, he wonders whether Sava might have been one of those
theologians to whom the development of this idea was clear.

Further advances on behalf of the unification of the Serbian Church with Rome were
made during the reign of UroS Il Milutin, and were reinforced by Hungary’s policy of extend-
ing her influence into Serbia. On the other hand, with the Serbian State’sexpansion southwards,
Serbo-Byzantine relations were also improved. Under Stefan Uro$ Il Decanski, and even more
so under Stefan DuSan, the atmosphere became distinctly anti-Latin, as we can see clearly
from Tsar Duaan’s Zakonik.

Despite the fluctuations he observes in the relations between the Serbian Church and
Rome, the author concludes that the Serbian Church remained loyal to the religious heritage
and line of Cyril and Methodius.

I. Bo2ic, Sveti Sava u predanju (389-395). Having studied the folk tradition surrounding
St Sava, the author has discovered that a considerable number of demotic songs and folk-
tales are based on the information provided by his biographers. This does not mean, however,
that popular creativity was unable to break away from the texts. On the basis of the saint’s
life and work, various myths have been created in accordance with changing circumstances,
Sava being portrayed with varying characteristics at various times. In many cases popular ima-
gination far surpassed actual facts and attributed older myths and traditions to Sava, his
name taking the place of that of some other hero. This tradition also found expression in pic-
torial art.

M. Pantic, Andrija Zmajevic o svetom Savi (407-414). Andrija Zmajevic was the Catholic
Archbishop of Bar and primas of Serbia during the second half of the seventeenth century. He
was also a poet and a historian, and part of his literary work was devoted to St Sava. The
author analyses his work and observes that this particular part is of no definite historical value,
though it does have a certain broader significance. It proves that the cult of St Sava was kept
alive during this period amongst the Catholics, who, of course, on the basis of Ivan Tomko
Mrnavic s Life of Sava, believed him to be a Catholic saint.

M. Pavic, Lik. sv. Save u srpskoj knjizevnosti XVII1 veka (415-426). On the basis of un-
published biographies of Sava, hymns, encomia, and the fact that his cult penetrated into
eighteenth-century scholastic circles, the author verifies that the cult of St Sava was still going
strong during the eighteenth century. With the addition of a new facet, however: interest in
St Sava began to express itself through new forms of literary creativity, rather than being re-
stricted to the transcription or simple translation of older biographical or devotional texts.

D. Stefanovic, Sveti Sava u crkvenoj muzici (427-441). Mr Stefanovic’s study is an origi-
nal and thorough examination of the musical tradition surrounding the cult of St Sava. He
begins by tracing back the historical development of the relevant hymns, and his research then
concentrates on an analysis of the musical manuscripts known to us today in Chilandari and
Rossikon Monasteries. There follows a list of the terms used in the Serbian version of the
manuscript services for St Sava, and the study also includes an alphabetical catalogue of the
authors of the hymns.

Through the great variety of hymns dedicated to St Sava and set to Serbian and Russian
church music in different forms over a period of 800 years, the author perceives the impor-
tance of St Sava and the wide geographical spread of his cult. Our knowledge of this latter
aspect will be considerably enriched by the publication of the Greek service for St Sava (Kult
sv. Save kod Grka, Hilandarski Zbomik, 5).
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I. Dujeev, Sveti Sava u bugarskoj istoriji (443-452). Prompted by the archaeological exca-
vation of 1972 in Tirnovo, when the empty tomb of St Sava was discovered, the author re-
turns to the events of the saint’s time and to his relations with the Bulgarians.

His aim is to revive Stanojevic’s old theory that on his second visit to Palestine Sava’s
mission was to intercede on behalf of the recognition of the Bulgarian Patriarchate. Nowadays
this hypothesis seems less valid than ever, for two reasons: a) Relations between the Ecumeni-
cal Patriarchate and the Bulgarian Church had been completely restored, possibly as much as
a decade before the Synod of 1235 at Lampsako (see Byzantine-Bulgarian Ecclesiastical Rela-
tions, Cyrillomethodianum 111, 28-52), and consequently, the Bulgarians could have made their
petition directly to the Patriarch of Constantinople, who had himself ordained the archbishop
“in Zagora”; b) When Sava made his second journey to the Holy Land, both the Serbian and
the Bulgarian Churches were of approximately the same standing, being both autocephalous
archiepiscopacies. Why, then, would Sava have interceded for the Bulgarian Church’s promo-
tion to the level of Patriarchate and not for his own Church’s promotion? Would not such an
action have run quite contrary to the ambitions of the Serbian people and the Serbian govern-
ment?

R. Samardzic, Sveti Sava u modemoj srpskoj istoriografiji (453-465). The author exam-
ines every possible source mentioning St Sava from the beginning of the sixteenth century up
to the 1870s. In his analysis of historical works of this period, chronicles, genealogies, descrip-
tions, and notes, he discovers constant references to the saint and his works. The saint’s prom-
inence at this time no doubt fulfilled certain political, religious, and didactic needs of the
people.

V. Dedijer, Istorijska gradja iz narodnoslobodilacke borbe 1941-1945. O prosvetiteljskoj
ulozi svetoga Save (467-490). The author cites an impressive number of documents in support
of his contention that during the struggle for national liberation from 1941 to 1945, the prin-
ciple of religious tolerance was paramount in Yugoslavia. This meant that a variety of customs
and religious forms were able to survive freely and to find expression amongst the revolu-
tionary units and in revolutionary areas. The documents the author quotes refer chiefly to
festivals organised in honour of St Sava.

J. Tamanidis

S. Radojdic, Lik Svetoga Save u Domentijanovom iivotu i podvisima arhiepiskopa sve
srpske i pomorske zemlje prepodobnog oca i bogonosnog nastavnika Save (215-221). This text
is one of the last works by the great scholar and teacher. The author endeavours to give an ac-
count of the spiritual life of St Sava’s biographer, Domentijan. The Greek way of Domentijan’s
thinking is evident in his work, which is based on imitation spontaneously transformed into
creativity. The personality of St Sava develops along the Unes of given models, upon which it
feeds and branches out into a magnificent new model. The Serbs followed the Greeks in always
starting off from a selected model, which is why they so easily became one of the spiritually
hellenised medieval peoples.

Love Ues at the very heart of Sava’s interior personality. Here the author observes the
application of a technique brought to completion in the work of the followers of of the Pla-
tonic philosophy in later antiquity. There is also a certain concentration on the idea of pre-
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destination, a deification of the members of the Nemanja dynasty. St Sava’s personality
appears from the start as fully developed, complete; he is already an ideal spiritual father.

Domentijan was a notable authority on all branches of Greek literature, and indeed the
author links him with the tradition of later antiquity. His work is imbued with optimism, be-
lief in the light, beauty, and love.

The author finally draws a parallel between Domentijan’s literary portrait of St Sava and
the pictorial portrait at MileSeva, in which “St Sava is indeed a God-bringing father, a spiritual
personality of indomitable inner strength, which is not simply sketched but expressed in its
entirety by the enraptured eyes which gaze forth with a radiant light”.

This work without a doubt gives one of the best analyses of the work of Domentijan.

V. Korac, Sveti Sava i program raskoghrama (231-243). The author begins by discussing
the relevant literature on this subject. 2i6a is the most important monument in which new ele-
ments appear that can be attributed only to the most significant person of the period: St Sava.
The new elements in the monument are as follows: a) the alteration to the end of the east
section; b) the external closing off of both ends of the transept; and c) the creation of chapels
on the north and south sides of the narthex. In the altered plan of the sanctuary the author
discerns a close relationship between 2ida and the katholikon of the Great Lavra. The so-called
low transept at Ra8ka too, according to G. Millet, originated through the influence of the
Athonite lateral conches and was introduced by Sava, but this change did not affect the exist-
ing architectural tradition. The author accepts Millet’s view. The side chapels, according to the
author, were also influenced by Athonite tradition (Great Lavra, Vatopedi, lviron), with
which Sava, an Athonite himself, was very familiar. The author then goes on to comment on
the passage by Sava’s biographer Theodosius, according to which, on his return from Nicaea
as archbishop, “he brought from the Greek land many builders and experienced marble-work-
ers”, and he believes that their work was not confined simply to the interior decoration of the
church, but that they also played a part in the above-mentioned changes carried out at the
east end of the church.

During the second constructional stage at £ica, which was the see of the Serbian archi-
episcopacy, a large outer narthex was added, with a gallery and a bell-tower on the west fa-
cade, each floor of which served as an auxiliary area. Although the double narthex is a charac-
teristic of Constantinople and Mount Athos, the large dimensions of the outer narthex of Zica
leave open the question of its origin. Similarly, the reason for the decision to build it remains
unknown, and the question unanswered as to whether such a large narthex was built for the
first time ever at Zida. The gallery of the outer narthex is referred to in the sources by the term
catechumena and is due to Athonite influence introduced by St Sava. In the bell-tower on the
church’s west facade the author sees the influence of Roman art on the architecture of RaSka.

For a complete picture of St Sava’s influence on contemporary Serbian architecture it is
essential to refer to the works on ecclesiastical architecture of his period. The cathedral church
of the Holy Virgin at Hvosno repeats the design of Zi6a. MileSeva church, which was begun
during the third decade of the thirteenth century, confirms that the architectural conception
realised at 2n6a became the model for the large churches. There are very few variations from
the type in the church of the Holy Apostles at Pec. Pridvorica belongs to the same group of
monuments and was most probably built immediately after the church of the Holy Apostles
at Pec. The same group includes the outer narthex of Studenica and of Mileseva, and the nar-
thex with two towers in the church of St Nicholas at Toplica and of St George at Ras (Djur-
djevi Stupovi).
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Although St Sava considerably influenced the design of the church at RaSka, the innova-
tions and changes did not alter the nucleus of works of Serbian monumental architecture
which had been created before it and continued until the end of the thirteenth century, and
in some cases beyond.

The changes brought about by St Sava concern the interior of the monument, rather
than its external appearance. They revived the interiorising concepts of the ancient Byzantine
world, a change of values which may have been due to the influence of monastic ideas.

V. J. Djuric, Sveti Sava i slikarstvo njegovog doba (245-258). The author begins with a
brief commentary on the sources which refer to St Sava’s relations with the fine arts and the
monasteries he founded (these sources being the biographies by the Serbian monks Domentijan
and Theodosius), emphasising that greater familiarity with these literary monuments conduces
to their credibility. He then goes on to deal with St Sava’s contribution to the painting of
Studenica Monastery’s church (1208-1209). This contribution lies in his choice of artists, the
use of Serbo-Slavonic inscriptions, the adaptation of Byzantine mosaic decoration to a Serbian
environment, and the iconographical scheme. At Zi6a, which was built by the krai Stefan
Prvovencani, was the see of the Serbian archiepiscopacy, and was painted in 1219, artists
brought there from Constantinople by St Sava further developed the concepts he had applied
at Studenica. Apart from the special positioning and representation of the patron saints of the
founder and of St Sava himself (St Stephen the Protomartyr and St Sava of Jerusalem re-
spectively), a chapel was also consecrated to each of them, one built on the north and one on
the south side of the outer narthex. In almost ah thirteenth-century Serbian churches these
two chapels were consecrated to St Stephen the Protomartyr, patron saint of the Nemanja
dynasty, and to St Symeon Nemanja, the head of the dynasty. St Sava also selected the deco-
rative scheme of the chapel in the upper gallery of Zica’s bell-tower (dating from the third
decade of the thirteenth century).

The author then examines the information provided by the Serbian Archbishop Nico-
demus (1317-1324) that St Sava, on his return from Jerusalem, built the Great Church (either
Zica or the Holy Apostles of Pec) “in the likeness” of the churches of Sion and the Monas-
tery of St Sava. He leaves the question open, emphasising that it is possible that the similarity
refers to the iconographical schemes of Eida and Pec, which were unique in medieval Serbian
art, being based on evangelical events which took place at Sion.

St Sava contributed greatly to the creation of the cult of his father, Symeon Nemanja.
During the last months of his life a small cycle of frescoes appeared, dedicated to the founder
of the dynasty, in the south chapel of the narthex built by krai Stefan Radoslav (1227-1234)
at Studenica.

Finally, the author considers the position in contemporary art of the paintings executed
under the aegis of St Sava, comparing them with monuments that have been preserved in Cy-
prus, on Sinai, in Georgia, Constantinople, and Macedonia. Both the sources and the monu-
ments themselves indicate that St Sava always.selected the best artists of his time.

Generally, St Sava made a decisive contribution to the adaptation of the scheme of Byz-
antine churches to the Serbian environment, and to the appointment of a special place for
Serbia within the Orthodox world by the development of special cults and the selection of
patron saints. In inviting the best artists of his time to work for him he showed what Serbia
needed in order to be numbered amongst the most artistically developed states in the Ortho-
dox East.
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A. Tsituridu, Manastir Filokalu u Solunu (263-268). The author has endeavoured to pre-
sent a complete picture of the medieval Philokallou Monastery in Thessaloniki, the existence
of which is known only from the sources. To begin with, the founder of the monastery is
identified as Eumathius Philokalles, eparch of Constantinople at the end of the twelfth cen-
tury and a logothete of the oBkpétwv at the beginning of the thirteenth century. The author
analyses the information provided by St Sava’s biographers, the monks Domentijan and Theo-
dosius, concerning his relations with the monastery. This information leads her to the conclu-
sion that: a) St Sava stayed and worked at Philokallou Monastery whenever he went to Thes-
saloniki; b) he himself decorated its church with valuable icons; c) the authors refer to it as
“his own monastery” and Theodosius informs us that the monks considered him to be its
founder on account of the gold with which he had endowed it. In a further analysis and inter-
pretation of Theodosius’s information, the writer concludes that St Sava was the “new” or
“second” founder of the monastery, which was new and probably unfinished at the time
when he endowed it. The study ends with an analysis and presentation of all the sources which
refer to the monastery’s two centuries of history (1210-1405).

MsTsituridu’s study is undoubtedly the most complete account of Philokallou Monas-
tery’s history yet attempted. One does, however, have certain reservations about her particular
version of St Sava’s relations with the monastery. The word BbANABUTHOY TN as the
monk Theodosius uses it, means not reconstruction but restoration, in this case financial. It
should also be noted that the body of the Blessed Nicodemus the Younger of Veria, who was
a monk at Philokallou Monastery at the end of the thirteenth and beginning of the fourteenth
century, never produced a miraculous aromatic balm.

Desanka Milosevic, Ikonografija Svetoga Save u srednjem veku (279-315). At the begin-
ning of her study the author gives an account of the principles governing the pictorial rep-
resentation of one specific person (the portrait) in later antiquity, the early Christian period,
and the whole of the Byzantine era. Byzantine concepts also influenced the medieval commis-
sioners of portraits. The portrait of St Sava fulfills the requirements of one typology (Portrat
Modus), with regard to attitude, movements, clothing, and insignia, and the inscriptions care-
fully note the saint’s rank and his position in the ecclesiastical hierarchy. However, the pic-
torial representation of St Sava was influenced by many factors: the model which was used, the
use of details observed in the saint’s descendants, the demands of the donors, and the ability
of the painters. With regard to the problem of the “model” for the portrait of St Sava, the
author accepts that icons were used from the refectories of the Nemanja monasteries, the ca-
thedral churches, and the places where ecclesiastical synods were convened (in the symbolical
presence of Serbia’s first archbishop).

The author then goes on to refer to certain problems encountered in the study of medi-
eval portraits, and emphasises as an essential condition that St Sava’s portrait should be studied
within the context of the compositions in which it appears, that is within its iconological to-
tality. Sources of the cult of St Sava were the Serbian court, the Serbian Church, and above
all the archbishops who succeeded him, and the monasteries he founded. The author then
mentions the hagiological devotional texts dedicated to St Sava (Lives, services, canons) and
goes on to examine representations of the saint, after having first briefly referred to the
monuments which used to bear portraits of him, but which no longer exist.

The order of presentation is chronological and each portrayal of the saint is discussed
individually. In the case of compositions the author examines their iconological significance
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and the social concepts and ideas they express. There are forty-two medieval representations
of St Sava. Iconography followed its own line of development, according to the spirit and
ideas of each era, which also found expression in literature. St Sava never lost his own features,
but the emphasis was on the form as a whole and not on the faithful rendition of physiogno-
mical characteristics.

In this brief presentation, we cannot, unfortunately, enumerate all the portrayals of St
Sava, from the superb portrait of him at MileSeva (c. 1228) down to that over the tomb of
Repos Kastriotis at Chilandari (1431). In a series of pictures in the Byzantine tradition, St
Sava is depicted as a hierarch in the sanctuary apse in the scene of the Breaking of Bread (in
the church of the Holy Apostles at Pec [c. 1260], in the Prothesis of Pec [c. 1265], in Sopo-
cani [c. 1265] ). At Gradac we have a short cycle of scenes from the life of the saint (c. 1275).
In the church of the Holy Virgin of LjeviSka (pre-1313) the saint is depicted on the horizontal
tree of the Nemanjas, and at Gracanica (1321), in the narthex of Pec (1330), and at Debani
(1348-50) he is shown in similar genealogical compositions. He is depicted with St Symeon
Nemanja in various monuments (kraljeva crkva at Studenica [1314], St Nicetas near Skopje
[pre-1316]), as founder (Dedani [1348], Veluca [1373-77]), as intercessor for the salvation
of the souls of the dead (in the outer narthex of the church of the Holy Virgin at Studenica
[1240-50]). In other monuments he is depicted in special compositions (Staro Nagori6ino,
St Nicholas Bolnidki, St Dimitrios at Pec, the narthex of Pec).

Gordana Babic, Nizovi portreta srpskih episkopa, arhiepiskopa i patriaraha u zidnom
slikarstvu (XI11-XVI v.) (319-340). This study examines the iconographical and ideological
origin of the series of portraits of local bishops, archbishops, and patriarchs in the narthex of
Serbian cathedral churches. In these series the prelates are depicted in chronological order,
but only those who are contemporary with the monument are portraits from life. As a whole,
the series emphasise the long duration of the Serbian Church’s independence.

On the north wall of the chapel of Radoslav at Studenica (1233-35) there are pictures of
St Sava, first Archbishop of Serbia (1219-1233), Arsenios, second Archbishop (1233-1263),
and the monk Sava, son of Stefan Prvovendani, who became the third Archbishop of Serbia
as Sava Il (1263-1271). This series is interpreted as expressing Serbia’s ecclesiastical and politi-
cal independence.

On the north and west walls of Arilje (1296) six Serbian archbishops are portrayed, not
including Daniel 1 (1271-1272), who was punished for some unspecified misdemeanour, and
Jacob (1286-1292), because he had not yet been declared a saint. In this church there is also
a series of four local bishops, which leads the author to conclude that there was once a simi-
lar group of portraits at the see of Moravica.

In the outer narthex of the church of the Holy Virgin of LjeviSka at Prizren six Serbian
archbishops are portrayed, excluding St Sava, who is depicted together with the members of
the Nemanja family, and Archbishop Sava Ill (1308/9-1316), who, as one of the founders,
must have been portrayed on one of the ruined sections of the fresco. Also in the outer nar-
thex are six local bishops. The author examines the relationship between the local prelates
depicted here and those known from the sources. The series is interesting both from the point
of view of the differences in the archbishops’ vestments and for the differences in the titles of
the pictures.

In the church of St Peter at Bijelo Polje (c. 1320), the cathedral church of the episcopate
of Hum, two local bishops and one archbishop are portrayed on the south section of the west
wall of the naithex, their limited number being due to lack of space.
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At Lesnovo only the Bishop of Zletovo, John (1347719), and his successor, Axsenios
(1349-1353), are portrayed. According to the author, the founder, despot Jovan Oliver, and
the bishops of the newly-established episcopate did not wish to emphasise the tradition of the
independent Serbian Church.

In the monuments of the Morava School there were no similar series of portraits during
this period. They reappeared with the restoration of the Patriarchate of Pec (1557). In the
outer narthex of Pec (1561) St Sava is portrayed as “first patriarch”, together with loannikios
(1346-54), Sava IV (1354-75), Ephraim (1375-80 and 1389-96?), and Sava V (1396-14097?).
The whole collection also includes the composition of the founders together with the first
patriarch of the restored Patriarchate, Makarije Sokolovic. In the same part of the church there
are portraits of the Serbian archbishops Arsenios | (1233-63), Jacob (1286-92), Eustathius |
(1279-86), Sava Il (1263-71), loannikios (1272-76), and Eustathius 11 (1309-16).

Amongst the frescoes in the outer narthex of Gradanica (1570) there is a similar collec-
tion, though it is fairly badly damaged and obscure. In the church of St Nicholas Dabarski
(1571), in the outer narthex there is a painting of the historical scene of the line of the patri-
archal throne from Makarije to Anthony; next to this are the Metropolitan of Novo Brdo,
Dionysius, and the old founder Bishop Nicholas 11l (founded 1329-30); and next to them are
three unrecognisable figures, possibly archbishops. The purpose of the series is to emphasise
the restoration of the old cathedral church. In the church at Budisavci (1568) there is no
series of prelates. In the cathedral church of St Nicholas at Orahovica (1594) all twelve arch-
bishops, from Sava | to loannikios Il, are portrayed in the scene entitled ‘The Tree of the
Nemanjas”. The examples from the Turkish Occupation reveal the contemporary respect for
the old models; the antiquity and the duration of the Serbs’ organised Church are emphasised
together with the authority of their saints.

The author finishes by devoting particular attention to the problem of the origins of
such compositions. Anthony of Novgorod (1200) mentions the existence of portraits of em-
perors and patriarchs in the annexes (bishop’s residence) of St Sophia in Constantinople. The
chronicle of Novgorod (early thirteenth century) mentions the existence of the portraits of
all the patriarchs in the narthex of St Sophia. An anonymous Russian traveller in 1389-90, the
Archbishop of Mytilene, Leonardus Chiensis, and Makarios, Metropolitan of Ankara all men-
tion the existence of a series of portraits of the emperors and patriarchs in the narthex of St
George s at Mangana. There are similar examples at Rome (St Peter’s, St John’s at Laterano,

St Paul’s extra muros) and at Ravenna (Sant’Apollinare in Classe).

St Sava, who was familiar with Constantinople, adopted a well-known theme as an appro-
priate expression of the autonomy and continuity of the Serbian Church.

Gojko Subotic, Ikonografija svetoga Save u vreme turske vlasti (343-354). During the
Turkish Occupation representations of St Sava continued to be produced in religious art, based
on models which had been known since the Middle Ages. In the mid-fifteenth century he
appeared as a prelate in the sanctuary apse, together with St Clement of Ohrid, in the church
of the village of Dolgaec in Pelagonia. He was frequently portrayed with his father St Symeon
Nemanja in the lower zone of a church, and they often take the place of Sts Constantine and
Helen beside the door in the west wall. The author emphasises the possibility that their pre-
sence on the west wall may have had a protective purpose. But there are also cases where they
are portrayed in other parts of a church, on the north wall, or in one of the choir-stalls, as in
Poganovo (1499). On the intrados of the south-west arch in Matka (1496/7) they have the
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special characteristics of the patron saints of the founders. The presence of Sts Sava and
Symeon at the end of the fifteenth century in monuments of the Skopje area and the absence
at this time of saints in the archiepiscopate of Ohrid (St Paraskevi at Pobuije in 1500 and the
chapel of St Nicholas in the gallery of the church of the Holy Virgin at KuceviSte in 1501) is
taken by the author as one more indication that the Serbian Church retained its independence
until the second decade of the sixteenth century and was not dissolved immediately after the
fall of the Serbian despotate. In the various regions of the medieval Serbian State Sts Sava and
Symeon occupied a fixed position in churches. They appear in a series of little-known fif-
teenth- and sixteenth-century monuments - apart from those we have already mentioned —
on the south wall (St Prohoros Pcinjski [1489] and Banjani [1548/9]), on the west wall (Ja-
Sunjski manastir of John the Baptist [1524] ), and on the east wall of the narthex (St Nicholas
of Demir Hisar [1536/7] ).

The restoration of the Serbian Patriarchate (1557) contributed further to the preserva-
tion and spread of the pictures of Sts Sava and Symeon together in almost all collections of
frescoes and even on iconostases. In the monuments which were decorated before 1614 there
are some thirty pictures of St Sava. In most cases the picture of Sts Sava and Symeon together
prevailed during the first century of the Turkish Occupation, but there are also special thema-
tic groups, such as the series of Serbian archbishops in the outer narthex of Pec (1561) and in
the outer narthex of Gracanica (1570), from which St Symeon is absent. In other cases he
appears in the company of eminent Church fathers or takes his place in a series of pictures of
the Nemanja dynasty (Orahovica [1594] and Holy Trinity near Plevlja [1594/5]). Sometimes
local tradition influenced the choice of persons, as in the church of the Assumption at Savina
Monastery (Sava is portrayed together with St Symeon, his nephew Stefan, son of Vukan, and
Cyril the Philosopher). He is also depicted with well-known Slav anchorites (in the church of
St Athanasius of Alexandria above the village of 2urce [1621/2]) or rejecting the symbols of
worldly power (Piva [1625/6]).

Tire iconographical model of St Sava remained unchanged throughout the Turkish Occu-
pation. A few alterations were made to his dress only, according to the capacity in which he
was being presented.

As founders Sts Sava and Symeon together constituted a particular theme for the Serbian
Athonite Monastery of Chilandari. Their icons were considered to be precious objects and
some twenty of them have been preserved. The cult of the founders of Chilandari influenced
other Athonite monasteries too. There are representations of them in Molyvoklisia (1536) and
in the chapel of St George at Ayiou Pavlou Monastery (1552). Icons of the two saints with
Serbian inscriptions in other Athonite monasteries (e.g. Xenophontos) also originate from
Chilandari. The portrayal of Sts Sava and Symeon together is due in Athonite works to the
cult of the two saints as founders of Chilandari, and in Serbia to the fact that they were the
founders of the independent Serbian Church and the independent Serbian State. In this capa-
city they also find their way into the decoration of ecclesiastical books (e.g. the menaion of
Bozidar Vukovic [1538] ), which in their turn became the models for frescoes and miniatures.
There were pictures of the two saints in the illumination of manuscripts too. In the seven-
teenth century the monks of Chilandari were decorating their letters with the portraits of
their first founders, and there is also a picture of them in the Novi Sad psalter (1642/3).

St Sava’s great political significance for the Serbian people is evident from the fact that
he was portrayed on the flags of the Serbian revolutionaries of Banat at the end of the six-
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teenth century, and also from the fact that the Turks found it necessary to burn his bones,
which were being kept in MileSeva Monastery at Vradar (1594).

The author then goes on to explain why we have scarcely any pictures of St Sava as a
monk. The medieval portraits of this type have been lost, with the exception of the one at
Rudenica (1402-5), and from the period of the Turkish Occupation only the one at St Nicho-
las’s at PaStrovici (1620) has been preserved.

From the Turkish Occupation two iconographical cycles of the life of St Sava have been
preserved, one in the refectory of Chilandari, the work of the artist Georgije Mitrofanovié
(1621-1622), and the other is the icon at MoraOa (1645). The author does not accept as the
model for these cycles the illustrated manuscript of Theodosius’s Life of St Sava. The post-
Byzantine conception of the pictures indicates a post-Byzantine model, if such a tiling ever
existed.

Sreten Petkovic, Sveti Sava Srpski u starom ruskom, rumunskom i bugarskotn slikarstvu
(357-379). The author begins by discussing the factors which contributed to the spread of the
cult of St Sava to Russia from the end of the fourteenth century onwards. The chief agents of
the transfer of this cult were Serbian writers who fled to Russia and worked there (e.g. Pacho-
mios Logothetes), artists, and noble Serbs. Amongst these nobles Ana Jaksic had a special
place; she was the wife of the great knez of Lithuania, Vasilij LVovic-Glinskij, and the mater-
nal grandmother of Tsar Ivan IV the Terrible (1547-1584). In 1517 the Athonite monk Isaiah
(of Chilandari or Vatopedi) brought to the great knez Vasilij 11l lvanovi6é (1505-1584) the Life
of St Sava, written by the monk Theodosius. The constant visits to Russia by the monks of
Chilandari and MileSeva also contributed to the spread of the cult of St Sava. Tsar Ivan the
Terrible’s particular veneration for St Sava played a certain part in this spread, in the prevail-
ing climate of emphasis on the universal nature of the Russian Church and the great preten-
sions of the Russian rulers expressed in the well-known theory of Moscow as the third and
ultimate Rome.

This cult left its mark upon the fine arts. Thus St Sava is portrayed twice in the church
of the Archangels in the Kremlin (paintings dating from 1564/5, restored in 1652-66); the
First is in the sanctuary and the second on the west face of the north-east pier together with St
Symeon Nemanja, Michael VIII Palaeologus (1259-1282), and the knez Lazar Hrebeljanovic
(1371-1389). In the illustrated chronicle known as Letopisnyj licevoj svod (mid-sixteenth
century) sixty-one pages are devoted to him, decorated with 122 miniatures based on Theo-
dosius’s Life of St Sava. In the company of well-known saints of the Eastern Orthodox Church
and Russian saints he is portrayed on icons and tapestries (an icon in the museum of Psvkov

[third quarter of the sixteenth century], an icon at Rostov-Suzdalj in the Tretjakov art gallery
[1565], an icon in the Novgorod museum [mid-sixteenth century], a curtain in Chilandari
Monastery, the gift of the Russian Empress Anastasia [1565]). Here we should also mention
the appearance of the description and sketches of St Sava in drawing manuals of the Stroga-
nov studio.

At the beginning of the seventeenth century various factors led to a decrease in the popu-
larity of St Sava in Russia (the relations between the Russian and the Serbian Churches to a
minor extent, because of the relations between the Russian Church and the Eastern Patriarch-
ates, the change of political circumstances with the arrival of the Romanov dynasty, etc.).
Nevertheless, the Lives of St Sava continued to be copied, he is mentioned in ecclesiastical
books, and he is emphasised as being the model for the anti-Catholic work by Zaharij Kopisten-
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skij (1623). The monks of Chilandari and MileSeva continued to go to Russia for alms. There
is an icon in the Vatican museum dating from the seventeenth century (sixth or seventh dec-
ade) which the author considers to be a copy of the icon presented by the monks of Mileseva
to the Emperor Aleksej Mihajlovic (1652).

The spread of the cult of St Sava to Wallachia and Moldavia was due to Serbian fugitives
who became writers in the ruling houses and copiers of manuscripts. Also in books written
under Serbian direction there are texts devoted to St Sava. Members of the last noble Serbian
families also found refuge there. The monks of MileSeva and Chilandari influenced the spread
of the cult of St Sava, and a series of diplomats bore witness to the special relations between
the rulers of Wallachia and Moldavia and the two monasteries. The writer then goes on to men-
tion the exceptional icon in the National Museum in Bucharest (1521) bearing the portrait of
Despina-Milica Brankovic, wife of the ruler Basaraba IV Neagoe. St Sava is also depicted in
two Moldavian monuments: in Bilinesti (last decade of the Fifteenth century) as a monk, and
in the narthex of Voronef (mid-sixteenth century) with the characteristics of St Sava of Jeru-
salem.

The local cult of St Sava at Veliko Tarnovo in Bulgaria left no traces in the fine arts,
though there is later evidence of its existence. In the south-west regions of Bulgaria, which
were under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of Pec, there are representations
of Sava (e.g. St Theodore’s church at Bobosevo in the seventeenth-century layer). The pre-
sence of Bulgarian monks at Chilandari in the nineteenth century influenced the spread of the
Serbian saint s cult (church at Elena [1804], Belovata crkva at Samokor [1869], church at
Kolusa [1880-82] ) and also the creation of a small iconographical cycle of eight scenes in the
chapel dedicated to him at Rila Monastery.

If one may be permitted to make a small addition here, the text on St Sava’s scroll at
Balinesti: Tpu Abn<\ NCMNpOCHT Bb WT BBCAKOIO LW/ka Mp£\BA. Bbpd.
T AUl (p. 376, note 143) is identifiable as the following text by Gregory the Theologian,
which is, however, taken from the well-known collection Apophthegmata Patrum: Tda tpia
to0ta anmattBi 0 OROC mapd mMavidog avBpwmou ‘Oxoviog TO BAmTiopa: TMioTv Apdnv Amod TNG
WUXAG, Kai aAndBlav and TAC YA®oong, Kai cw@pochvny And tol cOpatog (P IAoKalia Twv
NNUTIKOV Kai "AoKnTik@v. Amoedo'ypata MBpoviwv, ek6. T. K. XpARotou, ©Bccalovikn
1978, 178.1).

Dejan Medakovic, Istorijske osnove ikonografije sv. Save n XVIII veku (397-404). The
author begins by referring to the historical background to the development of the iconography
of St Sava in the eighteenth century. He analyses the role of the restored Serbian Patriarchate
of Pec in the efforts of the Western Catholic powers to unite the enslaved Balkan peoples into
a strong anti-Turkish alliance. At that period the idea was born of restoring the Serbian State
(the Imperium Ulyricum), an idea which ultimately became part of Austrian policy in the
Balkans. The first Serbian emigration (1690) upset the Turco-Serbian equilibrium, and the
Serbian Church began efforts on behalf of the recognition and conservation of the Serbian
people’s privileges; efforts which proved successful after the second emigration under the Em-
press Maria-Theresa (1739). Russia, too, was counting on a solution to the Ulyricum question
to her own advantage and agreed to an important though lengthy alliance with the Serbian
people. Through this complex network of conflicting interests the Serbs fought to defend the
privileges the Turkish State had promised them through the Patriarchate of Pec. This struggle
characterised Austro-Serbian relations during the eighteenth century, and the cult of the Ser-
bian saint-rulers became an instrument of resistance in this struggle.
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In the eighteenth century iconographical models continued that had been created in the
Middle Ages or in the time of the restored Patriarchate of Pec. The common model of St Sava
as a prelate continued, as did that of St Symeon as a monk, though with certain variations
(such as the central figures holding a model of the church or the icon of the Three-handed Vir-
gin, or rejecting the symbols of authority). This model was introduced onto the iconostases in
the chapels of Chilandari, and into the series of prelatical icons. On other iconostases it was
included with the Deisis (ZitomiSljic [1718]). The iconography of Sts Sava and Symeon evolved
particularly as part of the thematic enrichment of the eighteenth-century iconostasis. Here it
is connected with the cult of the saints from amongst the Brankovic archbishops (iconostasis
of KruSedol Monastery [1745]). St Sava is also depicted on the iconostasis of Jazak Monastery
(1769), which comprises the richest collection of icons of Serbian rulers and saints. On the
iconostasis of the cathedral of Sremski Karlovci the two saints are portrayed in the series of
prelatical icons (1780). In another case they replace the Virgin and St John the Baptist, sur-
rounded by Serbian rulers and saints (iconostasis in the village of Veliki Vastaji in Slavonia,
the work of Mojsej Subotic). They are also depicted on the entrance to the sanctuary (Beo-
din [1754/5] and the church in the village of Susek [1779] ), on the side-wings of an icono-
stasis (Susek [1779]), on an ambo (St Nicholas of Zemun [1762]), and on lecterns (Pakra
Monastery [1774-79]). In various icons they are depicted as casting away the symbols of
authority, or in the company of Maksim Brankovic (Bodjani [1737] ). A special place in the eigh-
teenth-century representations is occupied by the icon of St Sava rejecting the symbols of
authority, which was painted in Moscow in 1739 and sent as a gift to Savina Monastery by
Matej Pavlov Vladislavic.

The principal centres of the cult of the two saints were Chilandari, the Patriarchate of Pec,
and the cathedral of Sremski Karlovci. Through the well-developed Austro-Hungarian social
structure this last centre made a decisive contribution to the development of the iconography
of St Sava. The Stematografija of Hristofor Zefarovic moulded the Serbs’ political thinking
in the eighteenth century, and it was this that saved them from being converted into a Patri-
monium Domus Austrice. The iconography of St Sava was used as a weapon in the eighteenth
century for the Serbian people’s spiritual and political resistance to foreign political plans.

The ecclesiastical nature of the icons is marked by their clearly historical captions, taken
from the Life of the saint. An example is the scene “St Sava reconciles his quarrelling brothers
Stefan and Vukan over the tomb of their father” in the church of the Virgin at Zemun (1815).
With this scene the new iconography of St Sava was born, which was to occupy the attention
of various generations of Serbian painters in the nineteenth century.

Thessaloniki S. Kissas

K. Kuev, VBaH AnekcaHgpoBuaT c6opHuK oT 1348 r., Sofia 1981, pp. 411.

The reign of Tsar Ivan Alexander, as we know, was spiritually and culturally one of the
most illustrious periods of the Second Bulgarian State. Although this was essentially the Sec-
ond State’s final phase, and coincided with the end of its political and military power, never-
theless - just as in the case of Byzantium - its spiritual and cultural life did not follow the
decline of its political activity. Quite the contrary, in fact, for in a national atmosphere of
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constant pressure from Turkish aggression and under the threat of ultimate destruction, reli-
gious and cultural activity underwent a rare revival. Two great personalities were dominant in
this sphere: Tsar Ivan Alexander himself, and Patriarch Evtimij, who was arguably the most
eminent Slav writer of the fourteenth century. One product of this revival was the manuscript
miscellany (Sbornik) of 1348, which was compiled in Bulgarian at the command of Ivan Alex-
ander, and which, after a certain amount of wandering, ultimately came to rest in the Public
Library of Leningrad (for an account of this wandering, see K. Kuev, ‘Sud’ba sbornika Ivan
Aleksandra 1348 goda’, Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoj literatury XXIV (1969), 117-121; and
idem, Sadbata na starobalgarskite rakopisi prez vekovete, Sofia 1979, 185-187). A few years
ago the late Ljudmila Zivkova published in an excellent study the famous illuminated Gospel,
which was written and decorated for lvan Alexander and is now to be found in the British
Museum (see L. Shivkova, Das Tetraevangelium des Zaren Ivan Alexandar, Recklinghausen
1977). And now, one of the most eminent specialists in Old Bulgarian textology and litera-
ture, whom we have to thank for a great many extremely interesting and important studies in
this field, has examined and published another interesting literary monument, namely the

Sbornik of 1348.
The first chapter of Professor Kuev’s book is devoted to the Bulgarian tsar’s interest in

the development of literature (pp. 7-19), with mention of the donations he made to the mon-
asteries of Dragalevski, Paroria, Kilifarevo, Sv. Troica, and Preobrafcenski. The second of these,
Paroria. was founded by the famous Greek monk Gregorius Sinaites, and it seems most prob-
able that the Bulgarian tsar promulgated a special chrysobull in its favour, which has unfor-
tunately been lost (see A.-E. Tachiaos, ‘Sur les traces d’un acte du tsar Ilvan Alexandre’, Cyril-
lomethodianum 1l (1975), 183-189). The tsar’s spiritual interests are fully reflected in the
type of manuscripts he commissioned for his personal library. Amongst these is the 1348 Sbor-
nik, which was compiled by the Bulgarian monk Lavrentij. After the fall of the Second Bul-
garian State in 1393, the Shornik went the way of other Bulgarian manuscripts, crossing the
Danube and arriving at Neamt Monastery in Moldavia. From there it was transported to the
Monastery of St Paul on Mount Athos, and subsequently, in 1655, Arsenij Suchanov took it
to Russia. It remained in the Synodal Library for two centuries and finally came to rest in the
Public Library of Leningrad (pp. 19-29). Unlike the other manuscripts written for lvan Alex-
ander - particularly the British Museum Gospel, which is a superb example of skill and tech-
nique - this Sbornik is a very commonplace manuscript and very sparingly decorated. It is
thus more reminiscent of those plain and simple manuscripts produced by strict monastic cir-
cles, in which the content of the book was more highly esteemed than illumination and aes-
thetic considerations. This, at least, is what comes out from Professor Kuev’s detailed analysis
of its palaeographic characteristics (pp. 29-46), which clearly reveals his vast experience and
ability in the field of palaeography. I should like, however, to make one criticism with regard
to this section: while the author gives the Greek word for some of the orthographic terms, he
omits a number of others, such as iso —Ioov, spiritus lenis — QiAn, diple —31mAn.

The second part of the book comprises.an edition of the texts contained in the Shornik,
each one being preceded by a detailed introduction. The first text is the Life of St John the
Almsgiver written by Leontius of Cyprus (pp. 47-108). Following the correct method for the
study of texts, Professor Kuev examines it within the context of the Slavonic manuscript tra-
dition and evaluates it accordingly. He might at this point have made a comparative study of
the Slavonic and Greek manuscript traditions, but it would seem that this was not one of his
immediate concerns.
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This and the subsequent texts are edited according to the method generally followed in
Bulgaria, i.e. retaining all the abbreviations. The analysis of abbreviations is a subject which
has been repeatedly discussed in international professional circles, and the Bulgarian viewpoint
has been so clearly formulated as a philological principle that it is now generally respected and
is no longer considered a matter for discussion, especially in isolated cases such as this. The
next text is a compilation of monastic legends bearing the title Povesti svgtychi otlici (pp. 108
-128), a genre which was widespread amongst the Slavs during the fourteenth century (see S.
Nikolova, Paterienite razkazi v balgarskata srednovekovna literatura, Sofia 1980, 27-82). There
follows another text from the early Byzantine period, Neilos Sinaites’ treatise Mepc T®Wv OKT®W
TIVEUUATWY TG TovNnpIdc (pp. 128-141) in Bulgarian translation. Like many other fourteenth-
century Sbomik this one contains both Byzantine texts in Bulgarian translation and purely
Slavonic texts with their origins in Slavonic or Bulgarian antiquity. The first of these is the
famous Napisanie o pravei véré, which manuscript tradition holds to be the work of Constan-
tine-Cyril of Thessaloniki. Because of the exceptional importance of this work, and also be-
cause this manuscript preserves the most ancient copy of it, Professor Kuev deemed it advis-
able to reproduce it here both in facsimile (pp. 149-165) and in transliteration (pp. 167-179),
precisely following the lines of the manuscript pages. He makes relatively few comments on
the text, for it has been published and criticised from a philological point of view a great many
times (see G. A. lljinskij, Opyt sistematiéeskoj Kirillo-Mefod®vskoj bibliografii, Sofia 1934,
132; M. Popruzenko, S. Romanski, Kirilometodievska bibliografija za 1934-1940 god, Sofia
1942, 82; I. E. Mofaeva, Bibliografija po Kirillo-Mefodievskoj problematike 1945-1974 gg.,
Moskva 1980, 111). The editor has applied the same principle to the next text, which is none
other than the unique ancient Bulgarian literary work O pismenech, attributed to the “myste-
rious” Chrabar (pp. 182-217). In the past Professor Kuev has expressed his unshakable con-
viction that Chrabar is an Old Bulgarian proper noun, deriving from an adjective made into a
substantive (see K. Kuev, Cernorizec Chrabar, Sofia 1967, 38-44). He now brings out another
sheaf of convincing arguments to support this point of view (pp. 182-196), which in my own
opinion is absolutely correct. The following text is the Slavonic translation of the answers
given to Antiochus (Mpo¢ Avtioxov apxovta), believed to have been written by Athanasius of
Alexandria. A lengthy introduction (pp. 217-244), in which Professor Kuev mentions a total
of 110 Slavonic copies of this work, is followed by the text itself (pp. 244-287). Next we have
a short anonymous treatise entitled Uéenije crkovnag o svqtéi vere svgtychli oteci (pp. 288-
294), followed by the questions and answers believed to be the work of Anastasius Sinaites
(pp. 295-321). The work which follows is another of those linked with Slavonic antiquity
(pp. 321-365); it is the Sukazanyie cnkovnoie, which manuscript tradition holds to be the
work of Constantine of Preslava, a view which Professor Kuev would appear to accept. It is to
be understood, of course, that this treatise is based in its entirety on a work by the Patriarch
of Constantinople, Germanus I, an allegorical mystic interpretation of ecclesiastical rites (see
H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich, Minchen 1977, 475).
The final works in this notable manuscript are short anonymous texts and pseudepigrapha
(pp. 365-400). The book closes with an edition of the manuscript’s colophon, which, as we
have said, was written by the monk Lavrentij. It is followed by a detailed commentary (pp.
400404).

Professor Kuev s work throws light upon one of the most interesting periods of Bulgarian
literary activity, the illustrious reign of Tsar Ivan Alexander. The 1348 Sbomik provides yet
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further evidence of the rich cultural influence exerted on the Second Bulgarian State by its
neighbour Byzantium. There is possibly one further aspect of this notable Bulgarian literary
monument which remains to be explored, and that is its typological study in the context of
Byzantine and Slavonic textual predilections in the fourteenth century. But this would involve
us in the more general question of the circumstances under which Sbomik were compiled, re-
search into which is as yet a desideratum. Though it does not broach this subject, Professor
Kuev s book, like all his previous works, remains a very weighty and important contribution
to research into the rich and fruitful literature of medieval Bulgaria.

Thessaloniki A.-E. Tachiaos

M Bacvarov - N. C. Kodev, [p VBaH CenuMuHckmn. N3bpaHn cbumHeHns (ed. Nauka i izkust-
vo), Sofia 1979, pp. 426.

The life and work of the Bulgarian scholar lvan Seliminski (1799-1867) ~is an as yet un-
explored chapter of Modern Greek history and literature, for though he was a Bulgarian he
had very close links with Hellenism. He studied at the celebrated School of Kydoniai from
1817-1821, took part in the Revolution of 1821, and studied at the Medical School in Athens,
gaining his degree in 1844. He wrote many of his texts in Greek, and had very close relations
with Greek scholars of the last century, and was frequently influenced by Western trends
through them. His whole life is a mirror of Bulgarian and Greek relations. As long as he re-
mained a champion of the idea of the Greek Nation, he did not come into conflict with Hel-
lenism, but only with the bad representatives of the Greek Nation. But when his Bulgarian
consciousness awoke within him he felt it intensely, and then conflict was inevitable; for Seli-
minski did not merely defend himself, he moved in to the attack. In his Greek writings he
turned against Phanariotism, the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Hellenism, and Greek culture in
general. It is in this point that Seliminski’s greatness and his tragedy lie, and it was likewise
tragic for Orthodoxy and the Balkan peoples.

Ivan Seliminski’s works have already been published once before, between 1904 and
1931. The present book comprises a selection of his most important works, compiled by
Professor M. Babvarov and the well-known researcher N. KoCev. Professor Bacvarov dealt with
the general presentation of the book and wrote the introduction, while Mr Kobev compared
the Bulgarian texts with the Greek originals, prepared the texts for publication, and compiled
the explanatory notes and the lists of names, terms, and objects.

In the Introduction (pp. 5-27) Professor Bacvarov deals with the life and ideology of
Ivan Seliminski. This is followed by the texts themselves, which are divided into three groups:
a) Philosophy and sociology (pp. 29-145); b) The Bulgarian renaissance and culture (pp. 146-
337); c¢) Correspondence (pp. 338-400). The first section comprises articles and studies in

1. For further information, see M. Arnaudov, Dr Iv. Seliminski. Zivot, delo, idei, Sofija
1938. K. Topalov, ‘Seliminski’, Recnik na Balgarskata Literatura 3 (1982), 252-253, with bib-
liography.

2. Dr Ivan Seliminski, Biblioteka, kn. I-XIV, Sofija 1904-1931.
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which Seliminski sets out his philosophical and sociological ideas. The works in the second
section deal with problems connected with the Bulgarian renaissance and culture, and also a
few problems of ageneral cultural nature (e.g. the means of liberating Bulgaria, the important
part played by Russia). In the letters in the third section Seliminski deals with philosophical
and sociological problems and gives his views on education, language, literature, and the des-
tiny of the enslaved Balkan peoples. There follow 166 explanatory notes (pp. 401-409), a list
of names (pp. 410-418), lists of terms and objects (pp. 419-424), and finally the general index
(pp. 425-426).

This is in general terms a successful presentation of the texts, and Mr Kocev’s knowledge
of Greek guarantees that they have been accurately translated from Greek into Bulgarian. The
explanatory notes help the reader better to understand the texts, though they are not exhaus-
tive. The lists give the work an undeniable completeness, making it easy to use and practical.

This second publication of works by Ivan Seliminski makes it very clear that what is
needed now is an edition of the scholar’s original Greek works, in the Greek language. This
would offer a great deal to the study of both history and Modern Greek literature; and above
all it would assist the mutual understanding between two neighbouring countries.

Athens D. V. Gonis

Sv. Radojoic, Odabrani élani i studije 1933-1948, Beograd 1982, pp. 9-288 text, pp. 291-325
abstracts in German and French, 192 black-and-white + 19 colour photographs +43
sketches. Published jointly by Jugoslavia (Belgrade) and Matica Srpska (Novi Sad).

In this book thirty articles and studies by the late Svetozai N. Radojbic are republished,
preceded by an article by Professor Vojislav J. Djuric entitled “Rad i uloga Svetozara Radoj-
Gca’. This article analyses Professor Radojcic’s work and discusses the important part he
played in the development of the study of the history of medieval art in Yugoslavia.

In the past, two collections of Radojcic’s studies have been published, under the titles
Tekstovi i freske, Novi Sad 1965 (twelve studies) and Uzori i dela starih srpskih umetnika,
Beograd 1975 (eighteen studies).

The author himself selected the studies to be republished in the present volume shortly
before his death, and also included two previously unpublished articles (nos. 6 and 23). Al-
though they are arranged neither chronologically nor thematically they cover the whole spec-
trum of the author’s interests over forty-five years of scholarship.

The study entitled “Menada iz Tetova” (17-24) concerns ancient Greek bronze sculpture,
while “Crkva u Konjuhu” (25-42) chiefly concerns the history of ecclesiastical architecture.

The following studies are taken from the field of sculpture, with emphasis on questions
of origin and iconographical problems: “Kijeyski reljefi Dionisa, Herakla i svetih ratnika” (59-
61), “Ploéa s likom vladara u krstionici splitske katedrale” (128-134), “Kentaur-strelac u
srpskoj plastic! kasnog XII veka” (135-139).

Problems connected with monumental art (iconography, style) are dealt with in: “Prilozi
zaistoriju najstarijeg ohridskog slikarstva” (109-127), “MileSevske freske StraSnog suda” (182-
189), “Psaltir br. 46 iz Stavronikite i sopocanske freske” (190-194), “Gradanibke freske” (234
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-240), “Portret mladica na dovratniku u srpskom slikarstvu XV veka” (241-247), “Jedna sli-
karska Skola iz druge polovine XV veka. Prilog istoriji hriScanske umetnosti pod Turcima”
(258-279).

The following studies concern the field of manuscript illumination: “Hilandarski diptih.
Novi prilog poznavanju mletabke minijature kasnog XIIl veka” (150-154), “Srpske minijature
X1l veka” (154-166), “Naslovna strana hilandarskog Sestodneva iz 1263. godine” (167-181).

Byzantine applied art is the subject of the study entitled “Bronzani krstovi-relikvijari iz
ranog srednjeg veka u beogradskim zbirkama” (53-58). The study entitled “Zradenja vizantij-
ske umetnosti na slovenske zemlje u vremenu od Xl veka do 1453. godine” (97-108) is devot-
ed to Byzantino-Slavonic artistic relations, while the relationship between ancient and medi-
eval Serbian painting is discussed in “Uloga antike u staiom srpskom slikarstvu” (65-73).

The following studies investigate the relations between literature and the fine arts: “Fres-
ka Konstantinove pobede u crkvi Sv. Nikole Debarskog” (43-52), “O eulima i 6ulnosti u srp-
skoj knjizevnosti s kraja XII i iz X111 veka” (211-222), “O Trpezi Premudrosti u srpskoj knji-
Eevnosti i umetnosti od ranog XIIl do ranog XIV veka” (223-229), “Odjek ‘Pesrne nad pes-
mama’ u srpskoj umetnosti X111 veka” (230-233), “Opasnosti stvaranja kao tema u narodnom
pesniatvu” (280-288).

Questions relating to the determination of various periods in medieval Serbian art are
studied in the articles entitled: “Problem celine u istoriji stare srpske umetnosti” (76-80), “O
vremenima stvaranja srpske monumentalne umetnosti” (140-149).

The following studies discuss problems concerning the aesthetics and theory of painting:
“Beleska uz jedan citat iz Sopocana” (195-198), “Zlato u srpskoj umetnosti XIII veka” (199-
210), “Zografi. O teoriji slike i slikarskog stravanja u naboj staroj umetnosti” (81-96). And
finally, the following general studies should also be noted: “Umetnost prvog milenija” (61-
64), “NaSa stara umetnost i mi” (74-75), “Vizantijsko slikarstvo od 1400. do 1453. godine”
(248-257).

Thessaloniki $ Kissas

K. M. Kuev, CbfbaTa Ha cTapobbarapcknTe pbkonucy npes sekoseTe (ed. Nauka i Izkustvo)
Sofia 1979, pp. 224.

In this book Professor Kuev endeavours to give answers to a whole series of questions
connected with the fate of the Bulgarian manuscripts. The main, two-part, question he an-
swers is: why have comparatively few manuscripts survived in Bulgaria, and how did so many
manuscripts disappear or leave Bulgaria in some way? He divides his book into three sections,
with the following titles: “The Wandering of the Manuscripts” (pp. 11-105); “Destruction of
the Manuscripts” (pp. 107-143); and “The Fate of the Most Significant Old Bulgarian (written)
Monuments” (pp. 145-205). A brief foreword precedes these three sections (pp. 7-9), and they
are followed by a list of names, geographical terms, lauras and monasteries, and manuscripts
(pp. 206-216), a summary of the work in German (pp. 217-221), and finally a general index
(pp. 222-223). Between pages 192 and 193 there are thirty-two plates featuring photographs
of manuscripts, researchers, etc.
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The first chapter of the first section is entitled ‘The Fate of our Manuscripts from the
Ninth to the Twelfth Century” (pp. 12-27). Here Professor Kuev is occupied with the heated
question: why have no manuscripts of original ninth-century Bulgarian works survived in Bul-
garia (works by Clement of Ohrid, JohnExarchos, Constantine of Preslava, Cernorizec Chrabar,
for instance), and why are they so often rediscovered in other countries, notably in Russian or
Serbian redaction? He links their removal from Bulgaria and their transportation to Russia
with three events: 1) Bulgaria’s conquest by the Russian ruler Svjatoslav (968-971);* 2) Bul-
garia’s conquest by John Tsimiskes and the consequent flight of many Bulgarians to Russia;23
3) the ecclesiastical connections between Bulgaria (Achrida) and Kiev. Svjatoslav may have
conveyed Bulgarian manuscripts to his homeland as trophies. After Tsimiskes’ invasion the
Bulgarian fugitives may have taken manuscripts with them to Russia, together with whatever
else they had of value. From the tenth century onwards, the ecclesiastical relations between
Achrida and Kiev created ideal conditions for the transfer of manuscripts from Bulgaria to
Russia.2 Professor Kuev also enumerates a great many Russian manuscripts from the eleventh
and twelfth centuries which were transcribed from Bulgarian originals (pp. 15-26). The de-
struction of the Bulgarian originals in Russia was the work of Mongols and Tatars during the
revolutions of that period (p. 27).

In the second chapter of the first part (“The Turkish Invasion and the Fate of our Manu-
script Heritage”, pp. 28-35), Professor Kuev shows that under the pressure of the Turkish
threat, Bulgarian scholars and other people fled to the neighbouring countries (Serbia, Wal-
lachia, Moldavia, etc.), where they not only preserved valuable manuscripts, but also enjoyed
ideal conditions for the creation of new ones. These manuscripts were copied and circulated,
and from Moldo-Wallachia they were conveyed to Russia, Mount Athos, and the West. This is
attested not only by the discovery of Bulgarian manuscripts in these places, but also by many
chronographical notes in manuscripts.

The third chapter (“The Mission of Arsenij Suchanov”, pp. 35-41) describes the transfer
of a great many Greek and Slavonic manuscripts (more than 460) from Mount Athos to Rus-
sia in the seventeenth century, when the monk Arsenij Suchanov, at the command of Patri-
arch Nikon, compiled a collection of manuscripts which were essential for the correction of
the many mistakes which had crept into the liturgical books.”

1. G. Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des byzantinischen Staates, Miinchen 1963°, p. 242.

2. Ibid., pp. 244-246.

3. Professor Kuev accepts that “when Vladimir was deceived by Byzantium he broke off
ecclesiastical relations with Achrida, source of priests and books. The first Metropolitan of
Kiev, Michael (989-991), was a Bulgarian from Achrida. In fact, we have information that Mi-
chael went to Kiev together with a certain number of bishops” (p. 14). Professor VI. I. Phei-
das, in his doctoral thesis, examines all the existing theories about the origin of the first prel-
acy of the Russian Church, and then goes on to maintain, on the basis of canonical and histor-
ical criteria, that the first Metropolitan of Kiev came from Byzantium (H mpwtn ev Pcoaig.
EKKANOI100TIKA iepapxia Kai ai pwaikai mnyat, AéAval 1967. Cf. idem, Emitopog EKKAnG1a-
OTIKN 10Topia TA¢ Pwaiag am'dpxng péXpt onUEpov, A& pvar 1967, pp. 14f).

4. Concerning the correction of the liturgical books in Russia, see VI. I. Pheidas, 'Emitop-
0¢ ékkAnao. 1otopia tA¢ Pooociacg, pp. 107f.
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An important part in the removal of Bulgarian manuscripts was also played by various
scientific missions to the Balkans and the East in the nineteenth century. They were very in-
terested in the creation of Slavonic philology and in collecting relevant material. Researchers
and other individuals removed manuscripts, mainly from monasteries, under avariety of pre-
texts: sometimes for a fee; otherwise as gifts, as tokens of esteem, as keepsakes, as loans on
the promise of returning them; and sometimes, quite simply, they stole them. This is how so
many Bulgarian manuscripts have come to be in private collections, which are described in
chapters four to fifteen (pp. 42-97); to be specific, the collections of: P. J. Safarik (pp. 45-48),
A. Mihanovio (pp. 48-52), Lord Curzon”™ (pp. 52-55), A. S. Norov (pp. 55-59), V. I. Grigoro-
vie (pp. 59-66),6 Porfirij Uspenskij (pp. 66-70), A. F. Gilferding (pp. 70-80), St. I. VerkoviC
(pp. 80-83), V. M. Undolskij (pp. 83-86), P. I. Sevastjanov (pp. 86-88), P. A. Syrku (pp. 88-97).
In the sixteenth and final chapter of this part (pp. 97-105), Professor Kuev describes “other
means whereby manuscripts have been removed” —by pilgrims to the Holy Land, to Mount
Athos, to the Sinai Monastery, etc.

In the second part (“Destruction of the Manuscripts”) the author sets down the reasons
why and the ways in which manuscripts were destroyed (pp. 107-143). The appearance of
palimpsests caused a great many manuscripts to be destroyed, particularly in the event of
transcription from Glagolitic into Cyrillic script. Financial reasons led to the old text being
erased from the parchment and a new text being written in its place. Sometimes the leaves of
parchment manuscripts would be used as binding for other manuscripts and books (pp. 106-
11 1). Manuscripts were destroyed through ignorance and carelessness. They were used as wrap-
ping paper, to hold fishing bait, as kindling, in baking bread, as money wallets . .. (pp. 111-
115). Many manuscripts have been rendered useless through being poorly preserved (pp. 115-
122), or because they have been concealed in walls or in the ground to protect them from
raids etc. (pp. 123-126). A host of manuscripts has been destroyed by fire under various cir-
cumstances (pp. 126-137).

The eighth and final chapter of the second part is entitled: “The Phanariots’ Attitude
towards our Books during the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries” (pp. 137-143). This chap-
ter is of particular interest to Greek readers, and we shall therefore pay special attention to it.
Professor Kuev maintains that the Greeks’ negative attitude towards Slavonic literary tradition
had its origins in the ninth century, as Cernorizec Chrabar attests in his work O pismenech,
and continued, with fluctuations, throughout the centuries which followed. “[Their] inten-
tion is that every trace ... of our people’s past culture should vanish” (p. 137). Subsequently,
he states that the systematic and organised destruction of the Slavonic written iponuments
began in the second half of the eighteenth century, when the Patriarch of Constantinople,
Samuel (1763-1768, 1773-1774), succeeded in abolishing the archiepiscopates of Pec (in 1766)
and Achrida (in 1767). He also gave orders that the Slavonic books were to be burnt and that

5. R. Curzon, Visits to Monasteries in the Levantl; London 1849. This work has also been
translated into Greek: 'Td povaotrpla o0 "Alwvog’ (translated by I. Karatsouta), 'H Eutfp-
mn 3 (1849-1850), pp. 817-826 and 841-847.

6. Greek readers may follow V. GrigoroviO’sjourney in arecent edition of his work Oaerk
puteSestvija po evropejskoj Turcii, Sofija 1978, which is a phototype reprint of the second
edition (Moskva 1877).
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only Greek was to be used for worship. To demonstrate the truth of all this, Professor Kuev
provides the testimonies of various writers who speak of the destruction of Bulgarian books
and manuscripts during the second half of the eighteenth century and in the nineteenth cen-
tury. It must be said, however, that the author’s arguments are not very convincing. The evi-
dence comes mainly from Bulgarians and other Slav writers (V. Gr. Barskij, G. S. Rakovski,
V. 1. Grigorovic, Neofit Bozveli, Archimandrite Leonid, V. Popovic, Iv. Seliminski, P. R.
Slavejkov, K. J/lre6ek, M. Karlova, St. Zahariev, V. Kancev, F. Kanitz), many of whom were
keenly Slavophile. Many of them also participated in the Bulgarians’ struggle against the Ecu-
menical Patriarchate and the Phanariots. In their writings they cultivated a deliberate tenden-
cy to exaggerate in order to minimise the influence of Greek culture, which so attracted the
Balkan Slavs, and to turn the Bulgarians towards their own language and culture (notably
Rakovski, Seliminski,™ and others). This is a legitimate means of defence, but it does pose
problems if their writings are to be used as historical sources. Usually in these testimonies it is
a question not of specific historical facts, but rather of “traditions”. And when specific events
are broached, the author makes no reference to official documents. For instance, he mentions
G. S. Rakovski, who writes the following about Patriarch Samuel Chatzeres: “This persecutor
of the Bulgarians openly began to burn the Old Bulgarian books and to wipe all trace of Bul-
garian antiquity from the face of the earth; and then the Bulgarian language was driven out of
the churches and Greek was introduced. Boorish and parasitic Greek monks were sent from
Mount Athos to take care that Bulgarian was read nowhere and to introduce Greek into the
schools ...” (p. 138). He also mentions K. Jirecek, who “refers to a printed encyclical given
out by the Patriarch of Constantinople in 1835, which contained an explicit order that all the
old icons and books were to be burnt. This command was also received by Rila Monastery”
(p. 143). It issignificant that Professor Kuev also refers to certain literary works such as V. Pop-
ovic’s Monologue or Thoughts (p. 139), while ignoring the works of Jurd. Trifonov” and J. F.
Clarke™ He likewise ignores the fact that llarion of Turnovo was one of the leading transla-
tors of the Scriptures into Bulgarian, a task which the Bible Society had taken on. One would
need to undertake serious research and keep a very cool head to reach definite conclusions on
this problem. Of course, when the Bulgarians’ battle against the Ecumenical Patriarchate was
at its height, certain excesses undoubtedly took place. But there is a world of difference be-

tween systematic, organised destruction and a few minor incidents or cases of chance destruc-
tion.

7. See, for example, I. Seliminski’s work entitled Ancient Culture and the Greeks, in
which the erstwhile champion of Ancient Greek culture is transformed into its severe critic.
He presents it as the creation of the peoples of Asia and Africa, from whom the Greeks then
took it (M. Baévarov - N. Ko6ev, Dr Ilvan Seliminski Izbrani saéinenija, Sofija 1979, pp. 281-
289).

8. Jurd. Trifonov, ‘Predanieto za izgorena starobiilgarska biblioteka v Tarnovo’, Spisanie
na BUIgarskata Akademija na Naukite, kn. XIV (1917), Klon istoriko-filologiCeski, pp. 1-42.

9. J. F. Garke, Bible Societies, American Missionaries, and the National Revival of Bul-
garia, Harvard University, June 1937 (reprint edition New York 1971), pp. 147-163. ldem,
‘llarion of Turnovo in the Light of Historical Criticism’, Actes du premier Congrés Interna-
tional des Etudes Balkaniques et Sud-Est Européennes 1V, Sofia 1969, pp. 269-278.
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The third and last part of the work examines “The Fate of the Most Significant Old Bul-
garian (written) Monuments” (pp. 145-205). In these twenty-five chapters Professor Kuev dis-
cusses the Zographou Monastery Gospel, the Codex Marianus, the Asemani Gospel, the Cloz
Collection,” the Sinai Psalter, the Sinai Euchologium, the Sava Gospel {Savina kniga), the
Suprasal Monastery Collection (Codex Suprasliensis), the Dobromir Gospel, the Slepcen Mon-
astery Apostolos, the Achrida Apostolos, the Fragments of Grigorovic, the Boyana Gospel,
the Bologna Psalter, the Gospel of DobrejSo the priest, the Dragan Menaion, the Kochno Gos-
pel, the Loved Collection, John Alexander’s Collection by Lavrentij, the Gospel of Teotokij
Psilica, Nikon’s Pandects, the Lesnovo Monastery Paraeneses of Ephraim Syrus, the Manasses
Chronicle, the John Alexander or London Gospel, the Tomté Psalter, and the Tihonravov
Damaskenarion. Professor Kuev gives essential information and a very satisfactory biblio-
graphy for each of these monuments of the Bulgarian language.

Professor Kuev’s work makes a genuine contribution to the study of not only OIld Bul-
garian palaeography but also the history of the manuscripts in general. With facility and sci-
entific consistency he presents the reader with all the information he requires to follow the
tragic destiny of an eminent literature. It is well worth the Greek researcher’s while, particu-
larly, to study this work, not only in order to draw from it rich and frequently source mate-
rial of great value to research, but also in order to understand the fate of the Bulgarian manu-
scripts - which also happened to be the fate of the Greek manuscripts, sinced in a shared en-
vironment (that of the Ottoman Empire) and under the same conditions, a great many of the
manuscripts of both these Orthodox peoples were destroyed or else made their way along the
various paths of migration.

Athens D. V. Gonis

10. Concerning this codex, see Ch. K. Papastathis, To vopoBeTIKOV épyov TAC KUPIANO-
pEBOBIaVAC 1EPATOOTOANG v MeyaXy, Mgpa/3tg, @eaogalovikn 1978, pp. 15f.
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ANNOUNCEMENT

The Hellenic Association for Slavic Studies, in collaboration with
St Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai, is privileged to announce to
scholars interested in the ancient life and culture of the Slav peoples
some most important news. In a matter of months the Secretary of
the Association and professor of the University of Thessaloniki, Dr
loannis Tarnanidis, will be ready to send to the printer’s the catalogue
he has compiled of the Slavic manuscripts discovered at St Catherine’s
Monastery in 1975.

In the writer’s opinion, the completion of the study of the texts
comprised in these manuscripts and the palaeographical evaluation of
the codices themselves will profoundly influence future research into
the origin and development of Slavic writing, language, and literature.
And this is because the hitherto Umited corpus of Glagolitic monu-
ments has now virtually doubled, while the oldest Cyrillic literary mon-
uments have been considerably supplemented by the new discoveries.

In November 1981 the lera Synaxis of the monastery wrote to
Dr Tarnanidis and officially entrusted to him the task of classifying,
cataloguing, and studying the manuscripts. He began work in June
1982, making repeated visits to Sinai, in the course of which he had
the opportunity to classify and study the new Slavic manuscripts sys-
tematically. The work is now in its final stages, and we hope very soon
to present the results in a meticulously edited volume.

The information about the manuscripts which we have been given
for the purposes of this Announcement, though Umited, nevertheless
provides some indication of their importance.

The original selection of the manuscripts was carried out by the
monks themselves, who, although they had no knowledge of the lan-
guage, took a great interest in them. Fully reaUsing that they had a
priceless treasure trove in their hands, they took great pains to ensure
that the manuscripts were carefully cleaned, photographed, and pre-
served. However, when the Slavic manuscripts were selected from
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amongst the rest of the foreign-language collection —which was the
first stage —fragments of different codices became mixed up together,
and Slavic manuscripts were intermingled with manuscripts in other
languages. The isolated leaves were in a particularly chaotic state, and
eventually proved to belong to various highly important texts of an-
cient Slavic literature. Consequently, whereas these manuscripts were
believed to number between twenty and twenty-five, it was finally as-
certained that the new corpus in fact totals forty, though, of course, a
proportion of these —some ten or twelve —are very short pieces of
one to four leaves. The catalogue will also include three single leaves
from different manuscripts, which were discovered pasted onto the
covers of old Greek books belonging to the monastery.

There was also considerable confusion in the Glagolitic section of
the new collection, where whole quires from one manuscript were
found incorporated in another. Whereas their number had originally
been estimated at two or three, they eventually proved to total more
than this. We should mention that two of these are missing sections
from previously discovered manuscripts, while the others are quite un-
known to the scholarly world. Naturally, they are all ecclesiastical and
liturgical texts, monuments of the Slavs’ classical literature. Some of
them date from the time of Cyril and Methodius’s disciples and in
some parts give clear echoes of the atmosphere and tradition of the
two Thessalonian brothers.

There are quite a number of Cyrillic manuscripts, including frag-
ments from the oldest of their kind dating back to the beginning of
the twelfth century. The more recent ones are more numerous and
principally Serbian, though there are also Bulgarian and Russian manu-
scripts in this group.

We believe that this new publication will mark a significant stage
in the field of Slavic studies. For, in the writer’s opinion, when all the
texts brought to light in this work have been studied in depth, the veil
which still covers the real face of Old Slavic literature will be swept
aside. Many hypotheses will prove to be fully justified, while others
will have to be abandoned; many gaps will be filled, and new hitherto
unknown facts will play a decisive role in future research.
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ANAKOINQ>H

H EMnvikr Etaipeia ZAapikov Medetwv, o€ aguvepyacia ye v 1. Mo
Ay. Aikatepivng tou Zira, €X€l TO TPOVOUIO VO OVOYYEIAEL GTOUG PEAETNTEG TOU
Biou Kol TOU MOAITIONOU TWV CAABIKWV AQWV TNC OpXAIOTNTOC Pia TTOAD onuav-

TIKN €idnon- OTOug MPOCEXEIC PAVEC QD TUTIOYPOQEIO TOV K
TWV VEOEVPEDEVTWY KATA T €T0¢ 1975 01n Movp GAaBIKQV Xelpoypdowvy, £pyo
TOU ypappatéa tng Etalpeiag k. lwdvvn Kainynt oto Mavemotiyio

N¢ O@eaoalovikng.

Kota tnv eKTiunon tou ouyypa@éd, n OAOKARPWAN TG UWEAETNC TWV KEI-
PEVWV TIOU TIEPIAAUBAVOVTOL 0Ta XEIPOYPAPA, OAAG OKOUO Kal TN
KN¢ a&loAdynong twv KWoikwvy, da onuadéatn
yéveon Kal €EEMEN NG OAABIKNAG ypaQng, TNE YAWOOOC Kat TG @IAoioyiag. Kat
QuTO, YIOTi O PEXPL CAUEPO TIEPIOPITUEVOG APIANOE TWV PVNUEIWY TNC TPWTNG
OABIKAG YPOaQNG, TNG YKAAYKOMTIKAC, dIMAACIAleTal oxeddv, eV Kal Ta apxal-
OTEPA KUPIANIKA GUUTIANPWVOVTAL PE TIC VEEC AVOKOADYEIC.

Ynv ta&vounaon, Kataypa@r Kot JEAETN TwV XEIPOYPAPWVY QUTWY £XEL OVa-
AaBer o K. Tapvaviong omd tov lotvio Tou 1982. Zuykekpipyéva, 1o Noéupplo Tou
1981 7 lepd Zova&n tn¢ Movr|g Tou annOluve EMICTOAR, PE TNV OToia eMionua Tia
TOU OoVERETE TO épyo. EmakoAolbinoav emavelAnuueveg emICKEPEIC TOL K. Yapva-
vidn oto Zvd, Kotd TIg omoieg €ixe TNV eukalpia va Ta&IVOURCEL KAl Vo PEAET -
O€l KWOIKOAOYIKA TO VEX OAOPIKA Xelpdypaga. 'HON n peAétn Bpioketal oto Te-
AELTOiO OTAOIO KOl EVEATI v oOVTOUA VO TNV TTIOPOUCIACOUE OE TTOAUTE-
A ékdoon.

Ot neploplopéveg €0Tw TANPOPopieg, Tov pag divel o auyypagéag yopw amd
TO XEIPOYPAPA VIO TNV TAPOLOA OVAKOIVWAN €ival EVOEIKTIKEC Y10 TN 0TOLdAIOTH-
1d TOUC.

H mp®Tn mepiouAloyn 1wV CAABIKOV XEIPOYPAQWVY £yIVE OTO TOUG pova-
X00¢ NG Movr|g, ot omoiol, TOPOAO TOU deV YVWPI{aV TN YAwaoo €dE1EaV PEYAAO
evdlogépov, ylaTi avtidjeinkav mw¢ Kamolo tngaupd peydAng agiog kpatouoav
ota xépla touC. 'Etal, ye peydAn mpocoyr @pOvIIoav yia Tov KoRapiguo, tn @w-
Toypdoenan Kat tn da@OAagr Toug. Maviwe, n mpoxelpn daAoyn Twv CAABIKWY
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XEIPOYPAPWY OMO TO UTOAOITA EEVOYAWOTO, TOU £YIVE OTO TMPWTO OTAdI0, €iXE
00V CUVETIEID TNV OVAUEIEN TUNUATWY oMo S1OIPETIKOUC KWOIKEC 1] KOl GAABIK®OV
pe GANO EevoyAdwaaoa xelpdypapa. Kupiwg xawdng ftav n Katdotaon oTo YePo-
vUEva @UXAA, TIOU TEMKA ATOJEIXTNKE W  TPOEPXOVTAV aMO WEYIoTNG onuaciag
OlOQOPETIKA Keipeva NG apxaiag oAaBIKn¢ ypauuateiog. ‘Etaol, eva migteboviav
TWC T XEIPOYPAPO OUTA OOV GUVOAIKA €iKOOL £WC EIKOCITIEVTE, TEAIKA O1OTIOTO-
Bnke TwC TO VEO 0OVOAO QVEPXETOL T gOpavIa™BERata, €va UEPOC aMO OUTA -
OKO £wC OWOEKN - AMOTEAOUV LIKPA TEPAXIO TWV EVOG £WC TETTAPWY QUANWV.
210V KotaAoyo Ba mepiAn@Bolv kal Tpia PepovwuEva GUAND, SI0QOPETIKWY XEIPO-
ypdQwv, Tou BPEONKOV ETMIKOAANUEVO GE EEWQUAND EAANVIKWV TTOAAITUTICOV BIBAI-
wv ¢ Movrg.

I1d1aitepn olyxuon UTIAPXE OTO YKAQYKOAITIKO HEPOC TNG VEAC GUANOYMC.
EO®, OAOKANpO TETPADIN amO €va XEIPOYPOPO BPEinKAV EVOWHATWHEVA GE GAAO.
"ET01, €V 0 aplipdg toug umoAoyidovtay ota 000 €W TPia, TEAIKA OMOdEIXTNKE
Tw¢ foav meploadtepa. EOW 0o mpémel va molpe TWE Ta U0 AMOTEAOUV GUUTIAL-
PWHO OTO KEVA TIOU UTINPXAV € TOAIOTEPO OVOKAAUQUEVTO XEIPOYPOQQ, EVK Ta
uTIGAOITIO Eival TEAEIWC AyVWOTO OTOV EMOTNUOVIKO kdouo. OAa BéRata gival k-
KANGIOGOTIKA Kot AEITOUPYIKOU TIEPIEXOPEVOU KEIUEVA, PVNuEia TNG KAOGOIKNC YpO -
pateiag Twv ZAABwv. Mepikd omé autd avAKouv oTnV €MOXN Twv Padntwy Tou
KupiAhou kot MeBodiou, evw umdipxouv €vdEiéelC MwC KAMOIO onueio Toug omn-
XUV TNV AUEDN aTPOCEAIPA KOt TTAPAd0aT TwWV 300 OECTUAOVIKEWY AOENPWV.

OYKwOETEPOC €ival 0 apIBPOC TWV KUPIMIK®WY. Kat avdueosa ¢'auta undp-
XOUV OTIOPAYUATO OTO TO OPXOIOTEPX TOU €id0UC, TOU aVAYOVTal OTIC apXEC TOU
dWOEKATOL AIWVA. ZTO VEOTEP KOl TEPITOOTEPD OPIOUNTIKG, TO UEYOAUTEPO HE-
pOC KoTaAapBavouv Ta GEPPIKA, evw Gev Asimouv Kal Ta BOUAYOPIKA 1} PWOIKA.

Moteboude TWG N véa €kdoon Ba omoteAédel otaBud otn cAaPBoAoYIKN
emotun. Mati, Kotd v EKTiUNON ToL cuyypPaPEd, 6TaV OAOKANPWOEI N emegep-
yagia kot gg BABog YEAETN OAWVY TWV KEIMEVWV TIOU UE TO £PYO0 OUTO €pXOVIalL OTO
QWC, N apxaio cAaBIKA ypapuateio Ba €xel TAPAPEPICEL TO TEMAO TIOU KOAOTITEL
QKOO TO TIPAYMOTIKG TNC TMPOCWTIO - TOANEC LTIOBETEIC Ba Bpouv TNV TTARPN dIKai-
WON Toug, eVvw GAAeC Ba TPEMEL va dlaypagolv, TOAAG Keva Ba KoAugBolv, evw
vEéa AyvwaTo PEXPL aruepa dedopéva Ba Taigouv KOBOPIOTIKO POAO 0TNn TapaTmépa
ohapoloyikn €peuval.
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