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Introduction

Russian Religious Art Transfers and Orthodox Hegemony
in the Balkans
Yuliana Boycheva, IMS/FORTH

he Russian religious artefacts — icons, liturgical utensils, veils, vestments, and books — preserved
Tin museums, as well as in church, monastic, and private collections across the Balkans constitute
an poorly studied and significant corpus of material culture. At the same time, they represent crucial
evidence for tracing the historical evolution of religious, political, cultural, and artistic relations between
Muscovy and, later, the Russian Empire on the one hand, and the Orthodox populations in the broader
geographical area encompassing south-eastern Europe, on the other. The incessant transfer of a significant
number of religious artefacts from Muscovy and the artistic workshops and monastic centres of the
Russian Empire to the Balkans constitutes an extremely interesting case of intercultural exchange and
mobility of artefacts across regions. Furthermore, it serves to to demonstrate the instrumentalization

of religious art in shaping and mediating political, cultural, and ideological influence.

The dissemination of Russian devotional and liturgical objects throughout the Orthodox world between
the mid-sixteenth century and the early twentieth century was facilitated by a network of diverse and
interconnected channels. Among these, Imperial patronage played a pivotal role, orchestrating the
movement of prestigious artefacts as diplomatic gifts, as ecclesiastical support or as expressions of
personal devotion. Equally important were pilgrimage networks and the institution of alms-collecting
missions “zeteia”, which served as major conduits by enabling the transfer of objects through the
mobility of monks and lay pilgrims. Monasteries and major pilgrimage centres thus emerged as
crucial sites of cultural mediation. The devotional practices of high-ranking political figures from
the Balkans, who were integrated into the Russian state administration, as well as merchants and
clergy travelling to or residing in Russia, further facilitated the dissemination of these objects. Major

urban centres, most notably Constantinople, functioned as pivotal contact zones between Russia
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and the Orthodox East, serving as hubs for the exchange of Russian and Balkan artistic production.
A distinctive form of transfer was carried out by military actors who, during periods of war or occupation,
often acted as agents of artistic transmission. The role of artists trained in monastic workshops and art
academies of the Russian Empire is also essential in this framework. Serving as intermediaries, these
artists transmitted the aesthetic principles of the Academic style and contemporary Russian painting

into the sphere of local church iconography, integrating them into Balkan visual culture.

Taken together, a comprehensive analysis of these channels reveals a multifaceted and evolving network
of relationships and motivations that shaped the appropriation of new iconographic schemes, their
adaptation to regional tastes, and the emergence of stylistic convergence and hybrid forms of religious

art across the early modern Orthodox world.

In the new environment, the social functions of artefacts went far beyond the intentions of their
original creators or patrons. In their long history, they acquired various interrelated religious,
ideological, political and aesthetic meanings, values and uses. Their transfer to and reception in
the Balkans is a significant and poorly studied component of the larger cultural process by which
artistic language and visual culture in the Balkans were transformed, transitioning from medieval
to modern idioms. That same process also reflected the changing cultural and political relations
between Russian empire and the Orthodox communities in the Ottoman Empire and its successor
states in the Balkans over a long period. In fact, the wide range of devotional and liturgical objects
used in public or private settings (icons, liturgical implements, vestments, books) can be viewed not
only as objects of religious devotion and material artefacts, but also as instruments of Russian soft
power and ideological hegemony in the region — an interpretive perspective that has been largely

neglected in scholarly research.

The term ‘Russian icon’ is used in a generic sense to describe a large body of icons that share stylistic
features, techniques and iconographic themes related to their origin. Previously unfamiliar in religious
painting in the Balkan region, they came from workshops in the Russian Empire, including centres
in cities such as Kyiv and Odessa, which are now in Ukraine. Whether masterpieces of religious art
or objects of mass production, the icons are generally considered a “trademark”™ of Russia, the only
existing Orthodox monarchy in the early modern world. With its broad geographic reference and
emphasis on reception, RICONTRANS shows for the first time the complexity and contradictions of

the phenomenon.

The volume comprises eighteen studies authored by project members and external scholars, originally
presented and discussed at the final RICONTRANS conference which was held at the Institute for
Mediterranean Studies-FORTH premises in Rethymno in January 2025. Together, these papers

encapsulate the project’s principal research directions and offer critical reflections on their outcomes.
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The contributions are organized around six broad thematic axes: 1) Alms Collection Missions as a
Channel for Art Mobility and Exchanges in the Orthodox World; 2) Russian Miraculous Icons in the
Balkan Context - Transfer, Veneration, Transformations; 3) The Dissemination of Russian Icons in
the Balkans; 4) Artefacts and Written Evidence - Russian or Ukrainian? Defining the Origins of Art
Objects, Visual Models and Professional Skills transferred to the Balkans; 5) Supporting Orthodoxy in
the Balkans: Russian Donations to Churches and Monasteries in the Balkans during the 19th Century;

6) Sacred Objects out of Ritual Context - Russian Icons in Museum Collections.'

The policy of encouraging alms-collection missions in Russia, increasingly driven by aspirations to
exert cultural influence and patronage over the Eastern Patriarchates, intensified with the rise of the
Romanov dynasty and the accession of its founder, Mikhail Fyodorovich Romanov (1613-1645). It
reached its peak in the second half of the seventeenth century under his successor, Alexei Mikhailovich
Romanov (1645-1676). During this period, alms collections became one of the principal mechanisms
for distributing Russian material support to the Orthodox clergy and laity of the Ottoman Empire.? The
institution of alms collection (zeteia) involved the gathering of voluntary contributions — monetary
donations, ecclesiastical objects, and other valuable items — by authorised representatives of the Eastern
Patriarchates and monasteries, who regularly travelled across both Orthodox and non-Orthodox lands.
These missions constituted one of the most significant official channels for the transfer of icons and
other objects of religious art from Muscovy and the Russian Empire to the ecclesiastical centres of the
Orthodox East. The three papers of the first thematic section of the volume “Alms collection missions as
a channel for art mobility and exchanges in the Orthodox world” devoted to this topic offer an important
contribution to scholarly research by presenting new archival data and examining the history of such
alms collection missions from multiple analytical perspectives, highlighting their role in disseminating

icons, liturgical utensils, vestments, books, and other forms of material culture.

In summarising the evidence presented in the three papers of this section, it becomes clear that two
main categories of artefacts were brought to the monastic centres of the Ottoman Empire through

alms-collection missions. The first and larger group consisted of iconostasis icons, liturgical utensils,

1 Boycheva, Yuliana. “The Example of Patmos: Various Routes of Russian Icons in the Orthodox East.” In Routes
of Russian icons in Greece and the Balkans (16th—-20th c.), edited by Yuliana Boycheva. Seyssel: La Pomme
d’or, 2016, 105-136; Boycheva, Yuliana. “Studying Russian Icons on the Balkans.” ISTORIYA (2021): vol. 12,
issue 5 (103) (DOL: 10.18254/5207987840015642-5).

2 Angelomatis-Tsougarakis, Helen. “To pawvopevo g {nrelog xatd ) petafuloviivn mepiodo.” lonios Logos 1
(2007): 247-293; Saracino, Stefano. “Greek Orthodox Alms Collectors from the Ottoman Empire in the Holy
Roman Empire: Extreme Mobility and Confessionalized Communication”. In Sarris, Kostas, Nikolas Pissis
and Miltos Pechlivanos (eds), Confessionalization and/as Knowledge Transfer in the Greek Orthodox Church,
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2021, 79-108.
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books, and vestments — objects essential for the worship life of the monasteries. These cult objects
were commissioned using the financial resources obtained from alms collections. They were procured
not only from workshops throughout the Russian Empire, including major artistic centres such as
Moscow, St. Petersburg, and Kyiv, but also from smaller urban and monastic centres, as well as from
Transylvania, Wallachia, Moldavia and territories of contemporary Ukraine, through which the
monks passed on their route to Moscow. The second category comprised icons intended for private
devotion, as well as other valuable items offered to monasteries with the explicit purpose of securing
the incorporation of the donor’s name in the commemorative lists of the living and the dead, which

monks compiled during their alms-collecting journeys.

In her analysis, Yuliana Boycheva examines the icon of Saint John the Theologian, one of the three
Muscovite despotic icons placed in the central iconostasis at Patmos Monastery, which constitutes the
focal point of worship for the community. The icon of Saint John, acquired by the Patmian monks during
their alms-collection mission to Moscow in 16961698, constitutes a material testimony of particular
significance for the history of the zeteia missions. It is also a noteworthy example of a composite
artefact assembled in the course of such a journey: the painted icon was produced in the Moscow
Kremlin Armoury Workshops, while its silver revetment was crafted in a different artistic centre,
most likely in the goldsmith workshops of Brasov. A comprehensive analysis of the icon, combined
with relevant written sources and testimonies from 18th—19th-century travelogues, provides the basis
for a multilayered examination and reconstruction of its material and social biography. The analysis
of the icon thus serves as a case study illuminating the intersection of successive phases in the life of
a cult object and an exceptional artefact, thereby revealing the complexity of art mobility and cultural

exchange in the Orthodox world during the early modern period.

Nikolas Pissis uncovers and contextualizes evidence concerning representations of Russia among the
Orthodox populations of the Ottoman Empire, which served to shape the reception of Russian icons
and other items of religious art in the Ottoman lands. He focuses on the rhetoric and argumentation of
petition letters carried and submitted in Moscow by monks from the Patmian Monastery of St. John
the Theologian in 1696, and especially in 1705, in order to trace indications of transformations and
adaptations of imagery connected with contemporary Petrine reforms and the accompanying changes

in the self-perception of the Russian monarchy.

Sofia Katopi undertakes a thorough examination of the memoirs and the alms collection notebooks of
Gabriel Manaris, Abbot of Arkadi Monastery (in Rethymno, Crete), providing information on the income
and expenses of the 1894—1896 journey to Russia, the names of donors and their donations and the route
traversed by the “taxidiotes” (itinerant monks). The author further explores the factors contributing to
the mission’s reduced revenues and the subsequent controversy that erupted upon Manaris’ return to

Crete, seeking to situate these events within the broader political context of the period.
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The transfer, veneration, and subsequent alterations of Russian miraculous icons within the historical
and cultural environment of the Balkans during the early modern period are examined in three papers.
These papers are of particular relevance and are unified in the second thematic section, which is entitled

“Russian miraculous icons in the Balkan context — transfer, veneration, transformations”.

In his contribution, Nenad Makuljevi¢ investigates how copies of Russian miraculous icons were
introduced into, integrated within, and venerated by Serbian ecclesiastical communities in the 19th
century. Central to his study is the history of the copy of the Vladimir Mother of God, brought to
Belgrade from the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra in 1727. Regarded as miraculous, the icon circulated among
various monasteries throughout the 18th century, receiving the name of each foundation to which it
was transferred and becoming known as the Mother of God of Vladimir-Vin¢an-Bezdan. During the
18th and 19th centuries it emerged as one of the most revered icons among the Serbian population of

the Habsburg Monarchy, as evidenced by the large number of surviving copies.

Ivana Zenarju Rajovi¢ addresses related issues in her study, presenting new evidence on the veneration
of the legendary icon of the Pe¢ Mother of God — the palladium of both the monastery and the city —
which, according to tradition, was painted by Saint Luke and presented to the monastery by Saint Sava,
the first Archbishop of Serbia. In fact, the icon is a copy of the miraculous Mother of God of Jerusalem,
which was made by painters of the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber in the early 18th century. A
central contribution of Dr. Zenarju Rajovié’s research is her thorough historical reconstruction of the
icon’s veneration from its creation to the present day — by Muslims as well as Christians — and her

demonstration of its enduring influence on the visual culture of the region.

A different dimension of miraculous icons veneration is examined by Irena Cirovi¢, whose study
focuses on the the veneration and religious practices centered around the miraculous icon of the Mother
of God Three-Handed, one of the most revered relics of Hilandar Monastery on Mount Athos. In 1862,
the icon was embellished with a new, richly decorated silver-gilt revetment adorned with precious
stones, crafted in Moscow. This prestigious donation significantly influenced the veneration of the icon

on Mount Athos and played a key role in the wider dissemination of its worship throughout Russia.

As previously mentioned, one of the central objectives of the project is to comprehensively document
the transfer and reception of Russian religious art by identifying, studying, and introducing new
artistic and historical ‘material’ into academic discussion. The analysis and interpretation of this
material aims to illuminate the scope of this historical process, as well as the artistic and social
significance of the intercultural mobility of religious artefacts from Muscovy and the Russian Empire
to the Balkans between the second half of the 16th and the early 20th century. The third section of
the volume, entitled “The Dissemination of Russian Icons in the Balkans — Artefacts and Written

Evidence”, comprises studies that examine the dissemination of Russian icons in the Balkans. Two of
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these contributions focus specifically on Russian artworks preserved in the churches and monasteries
of Constantinople, while two other studies provide new material from the Balkans, specifically from

the Peloponnese and Bulgaria.

Natalia Komashko’s research on the nine iconostasis icons made by Kremlin Armoury Chamber in
identified in the Orthodox Churches of Constantinople represents a significant contribution to the field.
Created in the late 17th and early 18th century in the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber icon-painting
workshop, they are displayed in various Orthodox churches in contemporary Istanbul. Komashko’s
study is the first systematic examination of these valuable icons alongside relevant written sources. The
author pays particular attention to the iconographic models used. Two particular categories are looked
at in greater depth: the first is characterised by the creation of original models in accordance with the
specifications and preferences of the commissioning patrons, while the second pertains to how artists

incorporated iconographic elements into new compositional solutions of Russian origin.

While Natalia Komashko presents a significant number of Russian works preserved in Orthodox
churches in Istanbul, Ovidiu Olar’s research focuses on icons from other Istanbul churches that have
now been lost, but which are known to have existed thanks to written sources. What prompted his
investigation was the discovery of photographs showing a large fresco of the Last Judgement in the
Church of Saint Mary of the Mongols in Istanbul, in the travel album compiled in Istanbul by the
Romanian diplomat Marcel Romanescu in 1932, and a 19th-century Russian icon of the Archangel
Michael ‘Captain of the Heavenly Host” still in the church. The study reconstructs the history of
the Church of Saint Mary of the Mongols, contextualizing the lost Last Judgement and its thematic

correlation with the icon of the Archangel Michael.

Recently discovered material, including both written evidence and artefacts, presented by Panayiotis
loannou and Angel Nikolov, elucidate the particularities of the historical events that shaped artistic
transfer in two different regions of the Balkan peninsula — the Peloponnese in Greece and Thrace and

Dobrudja in Bulgaria.

Panayotis Ioannou offers a comprehensive overview of the results of bibliographical and fieldwork research
based on both written sources and documented artefacts transferred from Russia to various regions of the
Peloponnese, including Achaia, Corinthia, Ilia, Argolida, Arcadia, Messenia, and Laconia. Of particular
interest for the study of the transfer history of Russian art in the Balkans is the identification of two
despotic icons in the main iconostasis of the Monastery of the Taxiarches near Aegio in Achaia. These
icons were donated by Diacoptites Meletios Sarantis, who, after undertaking an alms-collection mission
to Constantinople, returned in 1785 with a substantial sum of money, liturgical utensils, vestments, and
six Russian despotic icons for the monastery. This case exemplifies the role of Constantinople as a major

hub for the commercial and cultural exchange of Orthodox artistic artefacts in the late eighteenth century.
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Angel Nikolov examines a different category of artefacts: mass-produced 19th-century Russian icons that
were donated to parish churches in villages and towns across northern and central Bulgaria, and which
are today preserved in local historical museums. His analysis focuses on the dedication inscriptions,
regarded as a crucial source for establishing the chronology of these objects. The study demonstrates
that the majority of the icons were donated by private individuals for a variety of reasons, including
personal piety, the desire to embellish the local church, and the intention to have their names recorded

as benefactors.

The material presented in this section offers a valuable opportunity to analyse the diversity of Russian
icons in terms of both their artistic quality and the social groups involved in their transfer across the
Balkans. The icons preserved in the churches of Constantinople are primarily attributed to the icon-
painting workshop of the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber and represent the work of leading artists
active in the late 17th and the first half of the 18th century. These artefacts reflect not only the aesthetic
preferences of the Orthodox elite of Ottoman but also their considerable economic power. Similar in terms
of artistic quality icons have been documented in the Peloponnese, donated by members of the higher
clergy and by merchants who commissioned icons from workshops in Moscow and St. Petersburg for the
churches and monasteries of their hometowns. In contrast, the icons originating from provincial churches
in northern and central Bulgaria consist largely of mass-produced icons from 19th-century workshops
in the Vladimir Province. Their donors — small traders, craftsmen, and very often Russian soldiers

— appear to have donated these icons during or in connection with military operations in the region.

The subsequent series of articles focus on the identification, study, and introduction of new artistic and
historical “material” — specifically, icons produced in workshops across the territory of the Russian
Empire. At the same time, they raise the question of how these icons are identified, perceived, and
studied in different national contexts, particularly in Romania and Bulgaria. The fourth section of the
volume, “Russian or Ukrainian? Defining the Origins of Art Objects, Visual Models, and Professional
Skills Transferred to the Balkans” brings together a series of studies examining the movement of art
objects, visual models, and professional skills from the major artistic centers of the Russian Empire
to the Balkans. These contributions provide new data and engage critically with the ways in which
such objects are identified by local societies and categorized in the scholarly literature. A central issue
addressed in this section is the precise determination of the objects’ origin, questioning whether they
should be classified as “Russian” or “Ukrainian, ” or understood as reflecting a more complex, hybrid
cultural provenance. Cristina Cojocaru raises the question of how to identify and classify works
of art originating from artistic workshops in Russian imperial territory. Should they be classified as
“Russian” or it is more appropriate to use the names of local art centres within the Russian Empire, such
as “Kyivan”, “Muscovite” or, alternatively, the national name “Ukrainian”? Cojocaru’s paper aims to
provide a critical analysis of the stylistic labels and stereotypes applied to 18th-century Kyivan icons

preserved in Romanian collections.
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Mother Atanasia Vaetisi presents the little-known example of how icon painting models from the
Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra School of Painting came to be transferred to the religious community of the Poiana
Maérului hermitage, founded in 1730 by a group of Slavic monks led by Abbot Vasile in Buzau County in
south-eastern Romania. Vaetisi reconstructs the history of the religious community, demonstrating how
the icons, iconostases and mural painting commissioned by the monks contributed to the dissemination
of the iconography and style characteristic of the Icon-painting School of the Kyiv Pechersk Lavra
within the Romanian cultural sphere. The creation of a novel visual identity and cultural paradigm for
Romanian ecclesiastical art was initiated at Poiana Marului, encompassing the surrounding hermitages
and parish churches, the Buzau Mountains, and select monasteries in Moldova and Wallachia that were
affiliated with the Philokalic movement initiated by Abbot Vasile.

Ivanka Gergova’s research focuses on descriptive analysis of how visual models and iconographical
themes originating from old printed books produced in Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, Pochaev Lavra, Lviv, and
Chernihiv were perceived in Bulgarian art, and how these themes subsequently penetrated the works of
local master painters. The research is oriented towards three main aspects: firstly, identifying Ukrainian
models; secondly, examining how those models influenced the iconography of Bulgarian art; and thirdly,
analysing representations of Ukrainian saints and miraculous icons that appeared in the repertoire of
Bulgarian masters. Gergova’s conclusion is that, in contrast to the case in Serbia during the eighteenth

century, Ukrainian art exerted less of an influence on Bulgarian cultural contexts.

Another aspect of the subject under discussion is the transmission of artistic models adopted and
disseminated by painters who received training in monastic workshops and art academies in the Russian
Empire, as demonstrated by Ana Kosti¢. Their education was made possible through financial support
from various Serbian and Russian institutions, including fellowships provided by the Serbian Ministry
of Education, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Slavic Committees in Moscow and St. Petersburg,
alongside private patronage. The author provides a comprehensive analysis of archival documents and
personal correspondence held in the State Archives of Serbia, offering insight into the education of young
Serbian painters in Russian monastery workshops and academies during the 19th century as icon-painting
at Trinity-Sergius Lavra, Moscow School of Painting, Sculpture, and Architecture, Higher School of
Arts and Crafts in Moscow, Imperial Academy of Arts in Saint Petersburg, Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra. The
author’s analysis of the sources reveals that the artistic development of these painters occurred in two
distinct phases. During the first stage, they received traditional training in icon painting in monastery
workshops, focusing on Orthodox iconography. The second phase of their studies took place at art
academies in Moscow, Kyiv, and Saint Petersburg, where they developed new artistic skills and became

familiar with contemporary Russian painting trends.

The fifth section of the volume, “Supporting Orthodoxy in the Balkans: Russian Donations to Churches

and Monasteries in the Balkans during the 19th Century,” comprises two papers that examine how

_15_—



the transfer of Russian religious art evolved from expressions of “religious hegemony” to instruments

of “soft power politics” in regions under Russian influence.

Marija Laki¢ investigates the mechanisms and forms of Russian support for the Orthodox population
in Bosnia and Herzegovina after 1850, focusing on the iconostasis crafted by Russian masters for the
Cathedral Church in Sarajevo — the most prominent example of its kind. Her study also considers two
travelogues: one by Monk Prokopije Cokorilo, documenting his journeys to aid churches in Mostar
and its environs, and another by Archimandrite Sava Kosanovi¢ of Sarajevo, who travelled to Russia

to secure donations for his city’s cathedral.

Lora Gerd provides a detailed analysis of archival sources from the Holy Synod of Russia, elucidating
the procedures and motivations behind the granting of alms-collection permits. Her research examines
how these permits were issued, how alms collection was conducted, and how this process facilitated the
implementation of Russian policy in the Balkans between the Treaty of Adrianople and the outbreak
of the First World War.

The final section of the volume, titled ‘Sacred Objects Out of Ritual Context: Russian Icons in Museum
Collections’, addresses issues concerning the management, protection, conservation, and study of Russian
icons outside their liturgical use in Bulgaria and Greece. Rumyana Decheva’s research examines the
impact of state policy on the preservation of Russian icons in Bulgaria during two distinct periods:
under Communist rule (1944-1989) and from 1989 to the present. Her paper analyses the role of various
institutions — including historical and ecclesiastical museums, public art galleries, churches, and Old

Believer communities — in safeguarding Russian icons as part of the national historical heritage.

The volume concludes with a contribution by Anastasia Drandaki, which highlights the extensive
involvement of the Benaki Museum team in the ERC RICONTR ANS research project. Her study offers a
valuable illustration of how interdisciplinary collaboration was implemented, documenting art-historical,
epigraphic, and technical analyses of Russian artworks in the Benaki Museum to reconstruct their
material and social biographies. Drandaki also demonstrates how various RICONTR ANS research results

were presented to two Benaki Museum exhibitions held in different cities and venues across Greece.

This volume brings to light new data, enriching academic discourse on transferred objects of art
that have often been overlooked in their new Balkan context and host environment. Our aim was
equally to elucidate the actual transfer history of these objects and reveal the halo of their ideological
interpretations, political uses and aesthetic receptions, both in general and, in particular, in the case
of famous and venerated objects, such as that of the iconostasis at the Monastery of Saint John the
Theologian on Patmos or the miraculous icon of Mother of God of Vladimir-Vin¢an-Bezdan. But most

importantly, the project aimed to disentangle the multiple transfers incorporated into the objects and their
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agency - transfers which point to a dynamic artistic and visual exchange which both encompassed and
transcended the Early Modern Orthodox World. The abundant new material presented in this collective
volume constitutes an example for the synthetic investigation of composite questions concerning the
transfer of art objects, related to the interrelationships between artistic form, visual culture, personal

piety, political and ecclesiastical propaganda, and ideology.

The papers presented here, based on both textual evidence and documented material artefacts, assemble
a large-scale body of data that makes it possible to reconstruct the routes through which Russian religious
art was transferred to the Balkans and to identify the agents, mechanisms, and motivations shaping
this process across different historical periods. By examining routes of mobility alongside processes of
artistic transmission and local recontextualisation, the contributions demonstrate that the transfer and
reception of these categories of artefacts should be understood as interconnected stages in the social

life of religious objects.

A central aspect of this research is the recognition that Russian cultural influence was mediated not
only through the physical circulation of objects, but also through the transfer of iconographic models,
artistic techniques, and professional skills. This transmission was facilitated through the codification
of Russian models in painters’ manuals and books of models, as well as through the movement of
icon painters to the Balkans, which enabled the introduction of Russian visual forms through in situ
production and collaboration with local artists. Artistic knowledge was further disseminated through
the education of monks and artists from the Balkans in Russian monastic workshops and fine art
academies; upon returning to their home regions, they incorporated Russian techniques and aesthetic

principles into local artistic practices.

The volume presented to the editor certain challenges related to language issues. The international
composition of the research team — comprising scholars from Greece, Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria,
and Russia, none of whom are native speakers of English, attenuated the problem of the absence of
fully standardized English terminology for Russian icon painting and iconographic subjects. Therefore,
particular care was taken so that the editing harmonizes as much as possible the varying in different
national traditions iconographic terminology, with the help of established reference works in Byzantine

and Russian hagiography.®

3 The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, Oxford University Press, 1991; Bobrov, Yury. A catalogue of the Russian
icons in the British Museum, edited by Chris Entwistle, 2008. (https:/www.britishmuseum.org/collection/
term/BIB7329); Evans, Helen C. (ed.) Byzantium: faith and power (1261-1557). New York: The Metropolitan
Museum of Art; New Haven Conn.: Yale University Press, 2004.
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The Icon of Saint John the Theologian in the Iconostasis at
Patmos Monastery. A Case of Complex Transcultural Contacts
in the Early Modern Orthodox World

Yuliana Boycheva

“1698 v toviier 16 §AGev 6 yépev yededv av Ty uwokwpia. ke elpepey Ty eikdvay
100 éya. Beoloyov. éykmopuaouévn g kadog pévet(o), k(o) tod Eynve yp(©)a(ia) 350...
avTo, emapaiowoe Sumpas ot oovaln’

Abstract
The present paper examines the icon of Saint John the Theologian, one of the three Muscovite despotic
icons placed in the central iconostasis at Patmos Monastery, which constitutes the focal point of worship
for the community. The icon of Saint John, acquired by the Patmian monks for their monastery during
an alms-collecting mission to Moscow accomplished in 1696—1698, is a material testimony of particular
significance for the history of the zeteia missions, which functioned as one of the most important
channels for the transfer of art objects from Russia to the religious centres in the Orthodox East up
until the late 19™ ¢. Moreover, the icon is an exceptional example of a composite artefact crafted in the
Moscow Kremlin Armoury Workshops and is decorated with a silver revetment manufactured in a
different artistic centre, most probably in the goldsmith workshops of Brasov. Featuring embossed floral
ornamentation and four scenes from the Book of Revelation to John, the revetment has an inscription in
Greek containing a citation from the Book of Revelation, the name of the craftsman Theodore Stathis,
the year 1697 and the abbreviation “GDO” that should be transcribed as ‘T(€)3(€)®(v), representing
the acronym of the name of monk Gedeon who travelled to Moscow and brought the icon to Patmos.
Comprehensive analysis of the icon, in conjunction with the relevant written sources data and testimonies
from 18"-19™ centuries travelogues, provides the basis for a multilevel analysis and reconstruction
of the icon’s material and social biography. This icon is an extremely interesting example of how the
different phases in the history of an object of cult and an outstanding artefact merge, demonstrating

the complexity of art mobility and exchanges in the Orthodox world in the early modern period.

Keywords: Patmos Monastery, Zeteia missions, Kremlin Armoury Workshops, Brasov goldsmith
workshops, Art mobility in Early Modern Orthodox world, Cultural transfer, Social biography of

objects, Book of Revelation imagery, Western visual models in Orthodox context

1 “On July 16th, 1698, Elder Gedeon returned from Moscow. He brought the icon of the Great Theologian deco-
rated as it can be seen, and costing 350 kurus ....and he gave these to the gathering of the brethren” (translation
by Daria Resh).
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The icon

The present paper examines the icon of Saint John the Theologian, one of the three Muscovite despotic
icons placed in the central iconostasis at Patmos Monastery, which constitutes the focal point of worship
for the community.? The icon of Saint John was acquired by Elder Gedeon, the monastery’s ckevo@OLaé
(“keeper of the vessels”), accompanied by Filotheos mponyovpevog (former abbot) during an alms-
collecting mission to Moscow carried out between 1696 and 1698.* It constitutes important material
testimony to the history of the zeteia missions, which functioned as one of the important channels for

the transfer of art objects from Russia to religious centres in the Orthodox East up until the late 19th c.

The monastery archives contain detailed records in two distinct codices, both dated 16th July 1698,
pertaining to the official presentation of the zefeia and its outcome to the brotherhood gathering: “July
sixteenth of 1698, Elder Gedeon came from Muscovy, and brought with him an icon of the Great
Theologian, decorated as it can be seen”, with the cost of the icon being 350 (Ottoman) kurus» along
with a decorated Gospel book, a decorated pitcher, a cup, and a triptych.* Separately, in a different
aide-memoire (A.C. 796, fol. 6), the scribe indicates that Elder Gedeon brought from Wallachia ‘the

large icon of the Theologian’, in addition to a decorated Gospel book, a decorated pitcher, a cup, and

2 Baltoyanni, Chrysanthe. «To KafoAwé tng I. Moviig ®goddyov g [Tatpov. Zkéyelg Kot mapatnpioels 1Le
™V gvkalpio TV epyactdv cuvinpnong.» In Met’svhafelog kon épotog aniétov. To kabodiko s I. Movig
Ocoloyov, Iazuoc. Patmos: Iera Moni Theologou, 1995, 4—17. Kafnyodpevog Idtpov Avtinag. To EvAdyivnto
TéUmAo Tov KaBorkov TG tepdg povng [étpov. Patmos: Ekdoseis leras Monis Theologou Patmou, 2005, 56-58.
Boycheva, Yuliana. «ZvALoyég pootkav ewdvav oty EAAGda.» In O@pnokevtikn Téxvn and t Pooia oty
EALGda, 16%—190¢ aicddvag, edited by Yuliana Boycheva and Anastasia Drandaki. Athens: Benaki Museum -
Institute for Mediterranean Studies- FORTH, 2017, 34-58.

3 PTAZIA. @. 52. Om. 2. 1. 695; Fonkich, Boris, I'pedecko-pycckue cBs3u cepenunst X V1 - nagana XVIII BB.: I'ped.

JIOKyMEHTBI MOCKOBCKHUX XpaHuuIL: Karasor BoicTaBky k X VI Mex 1yHapogHOMY KOHIPeCCY BU3AHTHHHUCTOB
(Mockga, 8-15 aBr. 1991 r.), Moscow: Zhurnal Arhiv russkoy istorii, 1991, 64, Ne 799. Florentis, Chrysostomos.
Bpapeiov g Iepdg Movng Ay. Iodvvov tov ®goddyov TTdtuov. Athens: Erapeio Bulavivov ko Metapolo-
viwvov Mehetav, 1980, 49, (n.1). Chentsova, Vera. “ITucer; Huxonaii ¢ Ponoca n apxumanaput Makos ¢ Menoca:
0 HEKOTOPBIX JJOKYMEHTAX, OTHOCAIINXCA K MpeObiBaHnI0 maTpuapxa Makapust ArTroxuiickoro B Poccuu
B 16541656 rr. In Ouepxn deonansroit Poccun. 13. Moscow-St. Petersburg: Kabinet slaviano-grecheskoy
arkheografii, 2008, 244-288 (274, 286).
Chesnokova, Nadezhda. “Ceszu Monacteips Moanna Borocnosa Ha Ilatmoce ¢ Poccmeit B cepenmne X VII —
Hagane X VIII . mo nokymentam Poccuriickoro ['ocynapcteennoro Apxua pesanx Aktos.” In: Kantepesckue
grenus, 2024 (22), 151-203 (180-186). Resh, Daria. “Patmos Codices A.C. 1016a and A.C. 1016b: Three Stages
of Cross-Cultural Translation.” In Travelling Monks Through Space and Time: Two Alms Collection Synodiks
from the Library of Patmos Monastery (A.C. 1016a, A.C. 1016b), edited by Yuliana Boycheva. Publishing Series
ARTMOBEX: Studies on History of Art Mobility and Exchange, IMS/FORTH (forthcoming in 2026).

4 Florentis, Bpafeiov, 49, n. 1. Florentis, Chrysostomos, Papadopoulos Stelios. NeogAAnviké Apyeio Movng
lodvvov Ogohdyov atpov. Kelpeva yio v teyvucn kot v téxvn. Athens: Etaupeio Bulavtivov kot Meta-
Pulavtivev Mehetav, 1993, 59, n. 52.
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a triptych, ° and includes a record with the names of the individuals offering alms for charity and for

their liturgical commemoration.

Despite the discrepancies, both records are accurate. The apparent contradiction about the icon may
be attributed to a mistake made by the monk who penned the note. Obviously, the monks traversing
the Danubian principalities on their way to Moscow and back to Patmos acquired a variety of precious
objects, along with a decorated Gospel book, a decorated pitcher and a cup, ® which were presented to
the brotherhood gathering along with the Muscovite icon of St. John the Theologian. Gedeon’s journey
through the Danubian principalities is documented in the Alms Synodic (A.C. 1016a, 1016b) kept by
Patmos Monastery.” These two manuscripts can be regarded as a distinct variety of alms mission
“diary, ” wherein monks meticulously document the names of the towns and villages they traverse,
the names of donors, as well as their living and deceased relatives who are to be commemorated in
the monastery’s liturgies. The Patmos Synodic contains a detailed list of the towns and settlements
traversed by the monks, enabling readers to identify the specific “actors” involved in these journeys
and to reconstruct their itinerary from Patmos through Constantinople, the Romanian principalities

and Ukraine to Moscow, and their return to Patmos.

The icon® of Saint John the Theologian, described in the Complete Inventory of the Monastery’s
Treasures as “a fine example of Russian art”, ° is located on the central iconostasis of the monastery’s
catholicon, positioned between the icon of Christ and the diaconicon, to the right of the Royal Doors
in the iconostasis. Its position and iconographical type are similar to the Byzantine icon of St. John the

Theologian, the most venerated icon at the monastery' located in the narthex of the catholicon, situated

5 «Ta ovopara ombeepev o yépmv ['ededv amd t Bhoyiov 1698 pmv IovAiov 16 ko Epepev v eticdva Ty peydiny
70V Og0AIYOV, KL TO AYLOV EVOYYEAOV, EYKOMLAGUEVOV, KOl EVOL LAGTPOTY KOpVIOTO Kot évay moThpt. Kat éva
Tpdpen. Kot edd ypdooyev ta ovopata 6mov £dakay TV eMpacivy Stagdpoug tomovg (...)» (Evbounon,
x0. 768, 0. 6).

6 Ikonomaki-Papadopoulou Yota, “Exkinctactiky apyvpoyoie.” In Or @naavpoi tng Movig Idzuov, edited by
A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1988, 230.

7 Resh, Daria. “Patmos Codices A.C. 1016a and A.C. 1016b.

8 Icon «St. John the Theologian» decorated with silver frame, 1697. Moscow. Wood, gesso, tempera. Dimensions
of the icon: 128 x 92, 5x 4, 5 cm.
9 The manuscript under consideration is unpublished, and is currently stored in the Patmos monastery library:

Katdhoyog | peta minpovg meptypapfig tdv v toig Lkevo@uiakeiog tig v [atpm Tepdg koi Baothkiic Moviig
700 Ayiov Todvvov 10D Ocordyov tebncavpiopévev iepdv Aswydvay, iepdv Eikdvov kol Stapopov dAlov
iepOV OKEL@Y Kol AvTIKEWEVOV, KoTapTlodeic V1o Tpiuehodg Enttponeiog €€ AdelpdV aTiig Kot™ ATOPUCY
Mg adelpotnTog Tiig dexdtng (10mg) NoeupPpiov 10D yhiootod £vveakootoatod Tplakostod 0y500v (1938)
grovg. Fol. 17v.

10 Chatzidakis, Manolis. “Icons.” In Ot ®@ncavpoi TG Movi ITatuov, edited by A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki
Athinon, 1988, 107-108. Chatzidakis, Manolis. Icons of Patmos: Questions of Byzantine and Post-Byzantine
Painting. Athens: National Bank of Greece, 1995, 45-48 (n. 22).
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to the right of the central entrance. The monastery’s oral tradition asserts that this icon was donated by

the emperor Alexios I Comnenos to hosios Christodoulos."

The Muscovite icon features Saint John seated on a throne in a three-quarter pose. He is depicted as
an elderly man wearing a tunic of heavy, gold-woven silk, a red chiton with floral ornamentation, and
a dark green velvet mantel. The saint is represented holding a quill pen in his right hand, with which
he is pointing to an open Codex in calligraphic script containing the opening verses of the Gospel
According to John (John 1:1-10)." The Gospel book is rendered with meticulous attention to detail,
including a graphic header with floral motifs adorning the page and the title of “Chapter One” and the

initial written in red ink. Gold flowers are inscribed along the edges of the book.

The table in front of Saint John features a depiction of two double-bound codices with wooden
boards and gold decorative patterns, a kalamos (quill) and a candleholder. Behind him there is a
smaller oval table, on which there is an inkpot and a small quill knife. The knife blade bears the letter
“M”", though the exact meaning of this remains unclear. In addition to the realistically depicted
writing accessories, allusion to his writings, the candle on the table and the books, the artist has
incorporated three features adopted from the Western iconography of Saint John that are new to the
Russian tradition of how Saint John the Theologian is presented. The most impressive among them
is the image of the eagle, the symbol associated with Saint John, one of the four creatures described
in Revelation (4:7) as surrounding the throne of God. The adoption of the eagle as the primary
symbol in the iconography of Saint John the Theologian in Russian religious painting - replacing
the previously used Lion - is first documented in the second half of the 17th century, in the icon of
Saint John the Theologian “In silence” attributed to Simon Ushakov, currently housed in the Trinity
Lavra of Saint Sergius museum collection.* The other two objects incorporated in the composition,
the tall glass (goblet) and the cauldron in the bottom right-hand corner of the icon, are associated
with two episodes in the tortures of the saint as described in the apocryphal Apostolic Vitae. The tall
glass refers to the Cup of poison from the “Poison Trial of Saint John”, and the Cauldron refers to the

episode in which Emperor Domitian ordered that John be plunged into a cauldron full of boiling oil

11 Bute, John Patrick Crichton Stuart, 3rd Marquis of. Essays on Foreign Subjects. London: Gardner, 1901, 273.
Malandrakis, Mikhail. H ITdaguog / ek tov ayyrixod vwo M. H. Maiavipaéxn, Odesa: Typografeio N. Khrysogelou,
1889.15. https://artsandculture.google.com/asset/saint-john-the-theologian/3QGn2KuhGAw7EQ (last
visited 30.05.2025).

12 Papadopoulos, Stelios and Fatourou-Isychaki, Kanto. Entypagég g [Tatpov, Athens: Geniki Diefthynsis
Archaiotiton kai Anastiloseos (Dimosievmata tou Archaiologikou Deltiou), no. 9), 1966, 27, n. 38, 39.

13 Although unlikely, read from a different perspective the letter could alternatively be “X”.

14 Cumon Ywaxoe — yapckuii usoepagh, exhibition catalogue, 8 September 2015 — 10 January 2016, Moscow:
Tretyakov Gallery, 2015, Cat. no. 23, 150-153, ., Cat., no. 26, 161-163
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near the Porta Latina in Rome, but the saint emerged from the cauldron untouched.” Representations
of Saint John with his individual attributes in combination with the Gospel Book and the Eagle
appear in the visual repertoire of Western medieval art between the 12th and 14th centuries, '® and
were influenced by Jacobus de Voragine’s Golden Legend.”” A number of publications in recent years
have noted close variations on the aforementioned iconographic type of Saint John the Evangelist
among a group of icons originating from the iconostasis of churches in Moscow, as well as in some
small icons intended for private use created by Tikhon Ivanov Filatyev." The icon of Saint John the
Evangelist from the main iconostasis in Patmos Monastery bears a strong resemblance to this group,
¥ though at present it remains unclear whether the icon carries an inscription of the artist’s name,
since the silver revetment encompassing the icon’s edges was not removed during the most recent
restoration that took place in 1993—-1994. The painting adheres to the principles of the “lifelike style”
as established by the Kremlin Armoury workshops, melding Byzantine icon painting style with the
Renaissance techniques of linear perspective and chiaroscuro. It is therefore evident that in addition
to the stylistic features of the painting, the high quality of the pigments used, and the numerous
similarities observed between the drawing of the saint’s figure and icons by Filatyev, the portrait
characteristics and the decoration of the garments in similar achromatic olive-purple shades adorned

with characteristic ‘gold-plated’ ornaments are very close to the artistic style typical of his oeuvre.

It is well documented that in the latter decades of the 17th century, Tikhon Ivanov Filatyev, a
distinguished artist in the royal Kremlin Armoury workshop, created a series of icons representing

a novel iconographic type of Saint John the Evangelist. This incorporated iconographic elements and

15 Timmons, Jennifer Lynne Sandstrom. Venenum Bibit: The Poison Trial in Medieval Hagiography. PhD diss.,
University of Chicago, 2022 ( https://doi.org/10.6082/uchicago.4841), 53-67, 72-116.

16 Denoel, Charlotte. « Lapparition des attributs individuels des saints dans 'art médiéval », Cahiers de Civili-
sation Médiévale, C.E.S.C.M, 50-198 (2007): 149-160.
17 Khachumjan, Anna. «Mxona «EBanrenuct Noann borociosy Tuxona ®unarseBa u3 nepksu PoxaecTsa

boromarepu B ['onyteune.» In @uaesckue umenus. Boin. LX, edited by Natalia Komashko. Moscow, 2006, 92-94.

18 Kochetkov, Igor’ (ed.) CnoBaps pycckux nxonomucueB XI-XVII Be. U3nanne 2—e; Moscow: Indrik, 727-732,
862-863.

19 Antypko, Marina and Komashko Natalia. “Anoctoxn n EBarrenuct Moann borocnos” (Catalogue entry 33) in
Hxonommcs OpysxeiHOH manaTsl U3 9acTHEIX coOpanui, edited by Natalia Komashko. Moscow: Central’nyi
muzeii drevnerusskoii kul’tury i iskusstva imeni Andreya Rubleva, 2017, 90-91. Saenkova, Elena. “HoBooT-
KpPBITBIE TTPOU3BECHNUS MacTepoB Opy keiHOI nmanarsl U3 4acTHOro cobpanus. TpaJuius u HOBaTOPCTBO
B ukoHOrpadun” In Cumon YmrakoB u mactepa OpyxeiHOH MajaThl. MaTepHANbl HAYYHOH KOH(QEPEHINH.
[Simon Ushakov and the masters of the Armoury Chamber: materials from a scientific conference], edited by
Elena Saenkova. Moscow: The State Tretyakof Gallery Publishers, 2019, 147-156. Preobrazhenskii, Aleksandr.
“Amocton u EBanrenuct Moann borocios” (Catalogue entry n. 53), “Anocron Moaun borocnos. Menanbon
napckux Bpat” (Catalogue entry n. 54). In Preobrazhenskii, Aleksandr (ed.) Poccus B ee nkone. HemspecTHbre
nponssenenns XV — Hadana XX Beka u3 coopanus Urops Ceiconstuna. Karanor BeicTaBku. My3eit pycckoit
uKoHbI M. Muxanna Ab6pamoBa. B 1Byx Tomax. 7. . Moscow: Dukhovnaya niva, 2022, 134-135, 136-137.
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personal attributes of the saint borrowed from the western visual tradition - in the new iconography,
Saint John is depicted as an aged man seated on a throne and holding an open gospel. The table in
front of him has representations of writing instruments, along with the eagle, the symbol of Saint
John, plus the “Cup of Poison” and the Cauldron as symbols of Saint John’s tortures, all of which
are considered to be individual attributes of the saint.”’ The inclusion of this innovative iconographic
subject in the artistic output of the Kremlin Armoury workshop can be explained by a combination
of two factors. Firstly, the New Menologion Reader, compiled by Saint Demetrius of Rostov (1651
1709), Metropolitan of Rostov and Yaroslavl, and printed in Kiev in 1689, contains a detailed version
of the Life of Saint John the Theologian, whose memory is commemorated on 26 September.” A
further significant factor that exerted a considerable influence on the artistic language of Russian
religious painting in the Early Modern period was the dissemination of numerous albums containing
reproductions of Western European engravings on biblical themes.?? Summarizing our observations
on the style and iconography of the icon of Saint John the Evangelist in the iconostasis at Patmos
Monastery, we can conclude that it represents an outstanding example of a new iconographic type
created by Tikhon Ivanov Filatyev in the Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop in Moscow during

the closing decade of the 17" century.

Despite the more traditional iconographic type of Saint John the Theologian ‘In Silence’, a close parallel
in terms of style and technique in painting to the Patmian work is the iconostasis icon signed by Filatyev
in 1686, in the Church of St. John the Theologian at Sinozerskaya “Pustyn” (Hermitage).”

20 Pastoureau, Michel. “Pour une histoire des attributs dans I'image médiévale », In Des signes dans I'image.
Usages et fonctions de l'attribut dans I’iconographie médiévale (du Concile de Nicée au Concile de Trente),
edited by Michel Pastoureau and Olga Vassilieva-Codognet. Actes du colloque international de 'EPHE, Paris
(23-24 mars 2007). Turnhout: Brepols, 2015, 11-19. Denoel, Charlotte. « L’apparition des attributs individuels
des saints dans I’art médiéval », Cahiers de Civilisation Médiévale, C.E.S.C.M, 2007, 50 (198): 149-160. hal-
00865748

21 Derzhavin, Aleksandr, “Uetnn-Munen cBatutens JuMuTpus, METponoinTa PocToBCKoOro, Kak epKOBHO-
MCTOPWYECKUH U TUTEPaTypHBIN MaMATHUK , Bogoslovskie Trudy, no. 15 (1976): 61-145; no.16 (1976): 46—141.
Marina, Fedotova, “On the History of the Publication of the Menaion Reader by Demetrius of Rostov (the
Text On the Year of Death of Saint Mary of Egypt as an Additional Article to the Menaion Reader by Saint
Demetrius).” Slovéne = Cnosbne. International Journal of Slavic Studies, No 1 (2015): 541-553.

22 Preobrazhenskii, Aleksandr. “Anocron n Esanrennct Moann borocnos” (Catalogue entry n. 53). In Poccus 6
ee uxone. Heussecmuwie npousgedenus XV — nauana XX eexa u3z cobpanus Heopa Ceicoramuna. Kamanoe
gvicmasku. Myseil pycckoui uxoust um. Muxauna Abpamosa. B deyx momax. T. 1, edited by eadem. Moscow:
Dukhovnaya niva, 2022, 134-135. Gamlitskii, Aleksandr, ,,O BpeMenu mosBIeHN 3a11a THOCBPOIICHCKHX YBpa-
el Ha 6ubrerickyio TeMatuky B Poccin Bropoii monosuns! X VII Bexa “, Becmuuk cexmopa opesHepycckozo
uckyccmea, no. 1 (2024): 136-151.

23 The icon is currently being exhibited at the Cherepovets Museum Association. Kulikova, Olga. /{pesnue ruxu
Pyccrozo Cesepa. 13 myseiinozo coopanus uxon XIV-XIX sexog 2opooa Yepenosya. [no place]: Grand Holding,
2009. Cat. 71, 232.
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A comprehensive understanding of this iconography necessitates a profound knowledge of the saint’s life
and the circulation of icons depicting the two objects considered to be his individual “attributes” — the
‘Cup of Poison’ and the Cauldron — derived from apocryphal texts of the vita of John the Theologian
and originating from the Western European visual tradition, which were not commonly adopted in
Russian icon painting. Icons with this theme are prevalent in churches and monasteries patronised by

the royal family, and are evidently intended for an educated, elite audience.

The decision by the monks of Patmos Monastery to select an icon for their iconostasis featuring this
newly Westernised iconography, with references to the apocryphal texts on the saint’s vita, is indicative

of their erudition, open-mindedness and refined aesthetic sensibilities.

The icon’s silver frame — a donation by Elder Gedeon

The icon of St. John the Theologian is decorated with a silver-gilded frame and silver halo.”* However,
this aspect of the icon decoration has received minimal scholarly attention to date, primarily due to its

position behind the iconostasis border.”

The silver halo is decorated with embossed floral decorative motifs, with the name “I'EOPI'T” inscribed
in the centre, thus posing the question of who placed their name there - most plausibly the master
goldsmith. However, it is the silver frame that is of particular interest in terms of its decoration®.
Featuring embossed floral ornamentation and four scenes from the Book of Revelation to John, it has a
Greek inscription containing a citation from the Book of Revelation, the name of the craftsman Theodore
Stathis, the date “1697” and the abbreviation “GDO” which should be transcribed as ‘T'(g)3(€)d(v), an

acronym for Gedeon, the name of the monk who travelled to Moscow and brought the icon to Patmos.”’

24 There are only two brief descriptions of the icon’s silver frame: Baltoyanni, Chrysanthe. «To Kafoliko6 tng
L. Movig ®goAdyov ¢ [Tdtpov. TréWelg Kot TapoTnpiGELS e TV EVKOLPI0 TOV EPYUCLAOY GUVTHPNGNGC.H»
In Baltoyanni, Chrysanthe and Baltoyannis, Stavros. Metsviafeiog xon épwrog armlétov. To kaboiiko tng L
Movig Ocoloyov, Tlatpog. Patmos: Iera Moni Theologou, 1995, 11-12. Antypas, Archimandrite of Patmos. 7o
CvAdylomro tépmio Tov kabodikod tng 1epag uoving Ilazuov. Patmos: Ekdoseis leras Monis Theologou Patmou,
2005, 58.

25 The dimensions of the icon are approximately 128 x 932, 5 x 4, 5 cm and they were obviously meant for a much
bigger altar barrier, because the measurements of the actual iconostasis, which is dated 1820, are 127 x 68 cm:
Antypas, To SvAdylomro téumio, op. cit.

26 Frame of the icon with New Testament Trinity, four scenes from the Revelation of John and inscription, 1697,
Brasov (?), silver, gilding. Dimensions: 126, 5x 92, 5 x 8, 6 cm. (The width of the lower part of the frame is: 12cm)

27 Chatzidakis, Manolis. “Icons.” In Ot @noavpoi tng Movng ITatpov, edited by A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki
Athinon, 1988, 107-108.
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The practice of adorning icons with precious metal revetments as a form of religious expression and
devotion was widespread across the Orthodox world.?® Our hypothesis is that the silver icon frame was
ordered specifically for the new muscovite icon by Elder Gedeon during his stay in Brasov, where he
acquired several other precious utensils and a richly decorated Gospel book.”” The frame is composed
of six parts, each of which has been meticulously adjusted to align with the dimensions of the icon. This
observation indicates that the components were not originally manufactured to fit it, but instead adapted
to align with its dimensions at a later stage. The vertical elements of the revetment feature ornamentation
inspired by foliage, while the horizontal sections contain five scenes and an inscription displayed in
elliptical medallions.”® The vertical parts are richly decorated with embossed and chased floral motifs,
including tulips and acanthus, which are characteristic of the art production of Transylvanian goldsmiths’
workshops in Brasov and Sibiu during the late 17th and early 18th centuries.” The distinguishing
feature of their output was the employment of decorative motifs drawn from the visual repertoires
of Baroque and Renaissance decorative arts, as well as from the Oriental tradition, and the creation
of a specific hybrid style of decoration known as “Brancovan”.*> The ornamental decoration on the
Patmos icon frame strongly resembles objects bearing stamps that attribute them to Brasov goldsmith
production. The most characteristic examples are a gilded silver plate from Cotroceni Monastery, dated
approximately 1680, currently on display at the National Museum of Art of Romania in Bucharest, an
octagonal plate from the Church of Saint Nicholas in Brasov, ** and eight hexagonal dishes, crafted in
Transylvania in 1696, part of the Andréssy treasury, displayed at the exhibition entitled “Hungarian
Treasure: Silver from the Nicolas M. Salgo Collection”, held at the Metropolitan Museum in 2015.%

28 Grabar, André. Les revétements en or et en argent des icones byzantines du Moyen Age. Venise: Institut
hellénique d’études byzantines et post-byzantines de Venise, 1975, 4—6. Durand, Janic “Precious metal icon
revetments.” In Byzantium: Faith and Power (1261-1557), edited by Helen Evans. New York: The Metropolitan
Museum of Art; New Haven Conn.: Yale University Press, 2004, 243-251.

29 See note 5. At this stage in our research, we have not been able to identify the craftsman Theodore Stathis
in the published lists of master goldsmiths in Brasov (Mitran, Gheorghe. Arta aurarilor in Transilvania
(sec. XIV — XIX), Brasov: Muzeul Judetean de Istorie Brasov, 2003, 115-133).

30 Photographic documentation of the icon was provided by two photographers: Dimitris Giavassis for the 2016
exhibition catalogue ‘Russian Religious Art from Russia to Greece’ and Georgios Makkas for the RICONTRANS
research project. This documentation reveals the icon’s revetment decoration and enables us to begin examining
the iconography of the decoration.

31 Ikonomaki-Papadopoulou Yota, «Exkinctactikn apyvpoyoio.» In Ot @ncavpoi tng Movig [Tdtpov, edited by
A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1988, 230. Chumsky, Melissa. Grace Under Pressure: Hungarian
Goldsmiths and Their Guilds. https://www.metmuseum.org/perspectives/grace-under-pressure

32 Vaetisi Atanasi. Brancovan Art. The last synthesis in Romanian Art. Bucharest 2025.

33 Nyaradi, Anna Méria. “Goldsmithery Made for the Cantacuzini. How Seytanoglu’s Descendants Made the Arts
Flourish in Wallachia.” In The Land between Two Seas: Art on the Move in the Mediterranean and the Black
Sea, 1300-1700, edited by Alina Payne. Series: Mediterranean Art Histories, Volume: 5, Brill 2022, 220-238
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004515468

34 See: Object Number: 2010.110.42, Object Number: 2010.110.43, Object Number: 2010.110.44, Object Number:
2010.110.45, Object Number: 2010.110.46, Object Number: 2010.110.47, Object Number: 2010.110.48:Hun-
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The icon frame has not been restored, so it is not known whether it bears the stamp of the craftsmen
and workshop where it was made. Therefore, at this stage, the typology of the ornamental decoration
is one of the arguments for assuming that it was produced in Brasov. The second argument supporting
this hypothesis is the highly specific iconographic programme of the figural decoration. The top of
the frame has a medallion in the centre representing the New Testament Trinity (Synthronoi type). The
composition features the juxtaposition of God the Father and the Son seated in the clouds with the
celestial sphere positioned between them. The Holy Spirit is depicted as a dove, shown front on above
the First and Second Persons of the Holy Trinity, at an equal distance from both. The scene reproduces
one of the variations on the composition that emerged in Balkan art from the second half of the 16th
century, including the image of the Sphere between the First and Second Persons of the Holy Trinity
and the Dove frontal above the Sphere, influenced by Western European models.” The lower part of
the icon revetment is decorated with five elliptical medallions depicting four scenes from the Revelation
of John, while the one in the centre bears an inscription in Greek of a mixed nature, to which we will
turn special attention below. The most significant aspect of the frame decoration are the scenes from the
Revelation. The two medallions to the left of the inscription have been identified as representations of
The Vision of the Seven Candlesticks (Rev 1:9-16) and The Angel and the Book (Rev 10:1-11). Those to
the right feature two further images: the first is The Apocalyptic Woman and the Dragon (Rev 12:1-5)
and the second, The Angel Showing Saint John the New Jerusalem (Rev 20:1-3). Illustrations from
the Book of Revelation to John are a rare phenomenon in the context of late medieval Balkan art. The
earliest examples from the cycle date to the second half of the 16th — 17th centuries, in two different
groups of monuments: mural paintings in Mount Athos*® and a range of Gospel book covers crafted in

goldsmith workshops in Bragov (Transylvania) in the 1670s and 1680.% In the context of our research,

garian Treasure: Silver from the Nicolas M. Salgo Collection https:/www.metmuseum.org/exhibitions/
listings/2015/hungarian-treasure

35 Kujumdzhieva, Margarita. “Visualizing God. Post-Byzantine Imagery of the Trinity in Orthodox Churches
in the Balkans.” In [[peBHepycckoe 1 TOCTBH3aHTHIICKOE HCKyccTBO. Bropas monosuua XV — navano XVI1
Beka, edited by A. Batalov et al. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik, 222-338. Kriza Agnez. “Pro or Contra Filioque?
Trinitarian Synthronoi Images at the Crossroads of the Catholic West and the Orthodox East (ca. 1300-1500).”
In Eclecticism in Late Medieval Visual Culture at the Crossroads of the Latin, Greek, and Slavic Traditions,
edited by Alice Isabella Sullivan and Maria Alessia Rossi. Berlin, Boston: Walter De Gruyter, 2021, 157-178.

36 The earliest documented illustration of a Revelation of John cycle in the Balkans are the mural paintings at
Dionysiou Monastery on Mount Athos (mid-16th century): Tsiboukis, loannis. H Amokdivyn tov Iodvvn otnv
pvnuetoxn Coypaeukn tov Ayiov Opog. Athens: Bookstars-Giorgaras, 2013, 47-56.

37 Two of the gospel book covers with scenes illustrating the Book of Revelation were transferred to Symonopetra
and Xeropotamou monasteries on Mount Athos, while a third was donated to the Patriarchate in Jerusalem.
The fourth gospel book cover from this sequence was donated to Cotroceni Monastery in Bucharest and is
currently on display at the Museum of Art in Bucharest (Ikonomaki-Papadopoulou Yota. “Church Silver.” In
Simonopetra. Mount Athos, edited by Stelios Papadopoulos. Athens: Hellenic Bank of Industrial Development
(ETBA), 1991, 163-86. Ikonomaki-Papadopoulou Yota. “Book cover 1629, by the hand of Loukas of Hungary-
Wallachia® and ,Iakovos, hieromonk of Simonopetra‘ Simonopetra Monastery” (Catalogue entry). In Catalogue
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the latter example represents a closer iconographic parallel for the revetment on the despotic icon of
Saint John the Theologian in the Patmos iconostasis. Notwithstanding the absence of a stamp with the
name of the goldsmith master on the frame, the typology of the ornamental decoration, the specific
“Brancovean” motifs and the iconography of scenes from the Revelation adds weight to the hypothesis
that the revetment was produced by the Brasov goldsmiths’ workshop earlier on, and was not originally
intended for the icon. Further research is required to provide a more detailed examination of the theological
meaning of this hybrid iconography, merging the composition of New Testament Trinity (Synthronoi
type) that crowns the frame with the four scenes from the Book of Revelation, and its function as an
image promoting the concept of the Filioque. Identification of the prototype for the four scenes and the
Trinity composition on this revetment will furnish new data on the decoration of goldsmith artefacts
in Bragov workshops during the final decade of the 17th century. Moreover, comparative analysis of
the icon revetment with the gospel covers crafted in Bragov workshops that depict the Revelation of
John Cycle will demonstrate how iconography functions as an instrument for the transfer of religious
messages. Such covers were modelled on the woodcuts by Lucas Cranach illustrating the Lutheran
Bible, which found wide circulation in Transylvania in the context of the pro-Lutheran propaganda that
peaked in the final decades of the 17th century.®

The icon and its reception: evidence from travelogues

Apart from the information that the archives offer us on this icon, comments sourced from travelogues
are highly informative on both the material and the “social” biography of objects and how they were

received by host societies and outsiders.

The earliest documented reference to the Muscovite provenance of the icons adorning the iconostasis at
Patmos Monastery and their artistic quality dates to 1731. This information is found in the travelogue
of Vasilij Grigorovich-Barsky, author of one of the most important Orthodox pilgrim travelogues of the

18" century.* Grigorovich-Barsky briefly notes: “The church of Saint John the Evangelist, which has

of the Exhibition at the Museum of Byzantine Culture, edited by Athanasios Karakatsanis. Thessaloniki: Museum
Of Byzantine Culture, 1997, 370-371.

38 Denise Alexandra Hartmann. “The Apocalypse and Religious Propaganda: Illustrations by Albrecht Durer
and Lucas Cranach The Elder.” Marginalia 11 (October 2010): 1-10. Paolicchi, Anita. “Lutheran Apocalyptic
Imagery in the Orthodox Context.” Arts (2023), 12: 99. https://doi.org/10.3390/arts12030099

39 Grigorovich-Barskij, Vassiliy. Crpauctsus Bacunsst ['puroposmya-bapckoro mo Catsim mectam BocToka
¢ 1723 mo 1747 r. (Hactu [-1V). Saint Peterbourg: Tipografiya V. Kirshbaouma, 1886. Della Dora, Veronica.
“Light and sight: Vasilij Grigorovich Barskij, Mount Athos and the Geographies of eighteenth-century Russian
Orthodox Enlightenment.” Journal of Historical Geography 53 (2016): 83-103.
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been subject to numerous prophecies, is adorned with a magnificent iconostasis. All the icons within
it are from Moscow”, yet the information provided does not take into consideration questions related

to their origin and the iconography of the icons.*’

In the mid-19th century, Andrei Muravyov, a prominent scholar and political figure, visited the monastery
on Patmos. A writer and church historian, he was an honorary member of the Russian Imperial Academy
of Sciences and secretary of the Holy Synod. From 1842 he was also a member of the joint presence in
the Asian Department at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Between 1848 and 1849 Muravyov undertook
a visit to the most significant religious centres of the Orthodox East, and later published a travelogue
in epistolary form. In his “Letters from the East”, he provides a comprehensive description of the
monasteries and churches visited, including their decoration and treasures.*'It is interesting to note that,
although the author describes the icon of the Virgin Mary of Kazan and the cross donated by Catherine
the Great, which are actually exposed in the monastery’s museum exposition, he does not mention the

fact that the icons on the iconostasis were from Moscow.*

The first detailed description and discussion pertaining to the provenance of the Muscovite icons on
the iconostasis is provided in the travelogue by Aleksey Dmitrievskiy, the great Byzantinologist of
the Kiev Theological Academy, who visited the monastery in 1891. Three years later he published
his “Patmos Essays”, a full and comprehensive description of the island’s history, the Monastery of
Saint John the Theologian and its treasures, as well as other churches and monasteries on Patmos
island.* The author pays particular attention to the monastery’s relations with Muscovy, drawing
on unpublished archival documents to provide a comprehensive and detailed analysis of the subject.
This aspect of the book is of particular significance, as it utilises a wealth of primary sources to offer
a nuanced and insightful perspective on the historical interactions between the monastery and the
Muscovite state. The Dmitrievskiy travelogue represents a significant source for the documentation
of the monastery relics, and particularly those designated by the author as “Muscovite’. Perhaps
surprisingly, they do not include the iconostasis icon of Saint John the Theologian, which Dmitrievskiy
attributes to a Wallachian workshop, on the basis of information provided in Archival Codex 768,
fol. 6. Of particular interest to our study is his opinion that “/..] from an artistic point of view, this

Wallachian icon of Saint John the Theologian is considerably inferior to the iconostasis icons of the

40 Grigorovich-Barskij, Crpanctsus, 60.

41 Murav'ev, Andrey. [Tucsma ¢ Boctoka B 1849—-1850 ronax. [B 2 4./ U. 2. Saint Petersburg: V tipografii III-go
otdeleniya sob. e.e.i, v. v kanceliarii 1851, 60—66.

42 Murav'ev, ITncema ¢ Boctoka, 60.

43 Dmitrievskiy, Aleksiy. Ilarmocckue ogepxu. 13 moesnku Ha ocTpos [Tarmoc netom 1891 roma. Kyiv: Tip. I'T.
Kopuax-Hosurxoro, 1894, 173.
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Saviour and Mother of God, which were painted in Moscow”**

The next travelogue to provide information on the Muscovite icons is that by the Scottish aristocrat and
polymath John Patrick Crichton-Stuart, 3rd Marquess of Bute, translated into Greek by the scholar and
teacher Michail Malandrakis and published in Odessa in 1899.* Crichton-Stuart’s description mentions
the fact that the despotic icons of Christ and the Virgin in the katholikon’s main iconostasis are Muscovite,
but states that they were donated to the monastery by Catherine the Great, evidently echoing the oral
tradition that circulated among the monastic community. He does not designate the icon of St. John the
Theologian as Muscovite; instead, he writes: “on the other side is a narrow entrance seemingly made
for practical convenience, the proper place of the Door of the Diakonikon being occupied by a picture
of St. John, copied from that in the Narthex”*

There is a divergence of opinion between the above sources regarding the provenance of the three
Muscovite icons on the Patmos iconostasis and their quality as works of art. In 1731, for Vasily
Grigorovich-Barkskiy, the Muscovite origin of all three icons and their artistic value were not disputed.
At the end of the 19th century, questions arose regarding their provenance, particularly in relation
to the Western-style icon of Saint John the Theologian. John Crichton-Stuart does not identify it as
Muscovite, while Aleksey Dmitrievski considers it to be of Wallachian origin, inferior to the Muscovite
icons of Christ and the Virgin. At the same time, both John Crichton-Stuart and Aleksey Dmitrievski
incorrectly identified the two icons of Christ and the Virgin as a gift from Catherine the Great. This
error has been perpetuated in oral tradition to the present day, as it dovetails with the modern Greek

national narrative, in which the Russian Empress occupies a prominent place.”’

44 Dmitrievskiy, Aleksiy. [Tatmocckue ouepku, 173-174.

45 Bute, John Patrick Crichton Stuart, 3rd Marquis of. “Patmos”, Scottish Review (Glascow) no 5 (January 1885),
103—137. Malandrakis, Mikhail. H ITdtpog / ek tov ayyikod vrd M. H. MaAavdpdkmn, Odesa: Typografeio N.
Khrysogelou, 1889, 15-17.

46 Malandrakis, H Ilézuog, 15; Bute, John Patrick Crichton Stuart, Essays, 273

47 Boycheva, Yuliana. “The Example of Patmos: Various Routes of Russian Icons in the Orthodox East.” In Routes
of Russian icons in Greece and the Balkans (16th-20th c.), edited by eadem. Seyssel: La Pomme d’or, 2016,
105-136 (129-130).
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Conclusion

Taken together with the relevant written sources comprising the inscription on the silver revetment,
records in monastic codices and data and testimonies from 18"-19™ century travelogues, artistic
examination of the icon of St. John on Patmos provided us with the basis for a multilevel analysis
and reconstruction of its material and social biography. The icon is an extremely interesting example
of how the different phases in the history of an object of cult merge with an outstanding artefact,
demonstrating the complexity of art mobility and exchanges in the Orthodox world in the early modern
period. The “biography” of the icon of St. John the Theologian can be conceptualised as a series of
distinct transfers, of visual models on one side and the object itself on the other. The initial level in
the transfer history of the icon can be defined as a phenomenon of simultaneous adoption of artistic
and iconographic models from Western European visual art and their subsequent incorporation into
Russian icon painting and Transylvanian goldsmith tradition. The novel iconographic type created
by Tikhon Ivanov Filatyev was inspired by the profound change in Russian icon painting initiated
by Simon Ushakov in the second half of the 17th century, and illustrates the new style imposed on
the icon painting output of the Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop. The decoration of the silver
frame, manufactured in the goldsmith workshops of Brasov, features floral ornamentation and four
scenes from the Book of Revelation to John, based on the woodcuts by Lucas Cranach illustrating
the Lutheran Bible, which found wide circulation in Transylvania in the second half of 17" ¢. The
third stage encompasses the transfer of this composite object bearing those features from Moscow

to the Orthodox monastic community in the Ottoman Empire, in this case to Patmos.

This icon - a product of the latest and best trends in Russian religious art at its time - was bought
with the proceeds of an alms-collecting mission by Patmos monks and brought to their monastery to
serve as a “replica” of one of the central objects of veneration, the Byzantine icon that was donated
by Emperor Alexios I Comnenos to Hios Christodoulos was placed in the catholikon narthex
transferring the new style and iconographic type to the monastery’s visual realm. As the study of
the hitherto neglected silver frame revealed, on its way to Patmos the icon “brought” with it another

distant western artistic approach towards Saint John’s life to the monastery.

Once incorporated into worship at the monastery, the icon’s original identity was disputed, or arguably
“lost” in the new environment. Not only were its iconographic details and novelty incomprehensible in
the new context, in the absence of familiarity with the pertinent textual and pictorial prototypes, but the
very origin and quality of this Muscovite masterpiece was also misidentified by both visitors and the
monastic community, who inscribed it into different narratives. In placing particular emphasis on their
mobility, the closer study of objects of religious art such as this reveals the incessant movement of themes
and styles in religious art across state and religious borders, raises important questions, and opens up new

fields of inquiry.
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Appendix

Inscriptions on the icon and on the silver frame

(Transcription and translation by Daria Resh)

1. On the silver frame:

+ &yo Todvvng, éyevopmv

év 1 vnoo 1} kahovpévn Iétu
gyevounv &v mvevpatn k(o) nkovoa
Omicm pov eV PeYGANV Og Gal
Ttyyog - Aeyovong £yod eipu 1o “A-

(o) 10 -Q 0 mpdTOG K(0) O EOYNAITOC:

©godopi - Trdbn - AXYU3

I, John, was on

the island called Patmos.

[ was in the Spirit, and I heard

behind me a loud voice like a trumpet,
saying “I am the Alpha

and the Omega, the first and the last.”
by Theodore Stathis, year 1697

['AQ GDO
The translation is based on the New Revised
Standard Translation of the Bible (Rev.1:9-10, 1.8, 22:13)
2. On the silver halo
T'EOPT Georgi
3. On the icon

- On either side of the head:

a8 ~ 29 2u
WEKFARZ ('TTO ILVAHA

- | 4
RrOfAOKA

Icon of Saint John the Theologian
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4. In the book:

- In the open Gospel:
Left page:

FAAKA, TEPRAA-
3avdaw, TepRoE-

£ Havaak wik Gadko- 1 Gaoko
&'k oy ia, n Kz &k Gaoko-
Gie kik Aconn oy Fra- Rea
rhmz B, f keZ Hero ni
NTOMKE EMIETh, @RE RRICTh:

£ oMz sKHEOTZ E'k, H PRHES
&k Gerlirz vasdkikwm: H Gerkr
gormek ckrkTHea, # TMA @rw
HE WRRATZ - Finterh vaRKIcZ

nocanz  Era, Ama gmy
Right page:

fcoannz - Geit npiiipe K% ¢
BHAKTEACTRO, A4 cRHAKT(E)
AeTSeT W bk, A4 Be(h)
mlimz kg amSrz - He

Toh (RETZ, HO A4 ckHATK(TE)
AcrXeT W ek - Fek
ek AeTHNII, AZKE Npo
e&rhiyaeTz Keakaro vagKKa
rpapASYIATW Kz Mipz - R% mi

ok &k, 0 mipz Tkmz BKIOTH,

Chapter One

Pericope One

In the beginning was the Word, and the Word

Was with God, and the Word was God.

He was in the beginning with God.

All things came into being through him, and without him
Not one thing came into being. What has come into being
In him was life, and the life was the light of all people.
The light shines in the darkness, and the darkness did not

overcome it.

There was a man sent from God, whose name was John.
He came as a witness to testify to the light, so that all
Might believe through him. He himself was not the light,
But he came to testify to the light.

The true light, which enlightens everyone coming into
the world,

Was in the world, and the world came into being through him.

The translation is based on New English Standard
Revised Translation of the Bible (John 1:1)
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Fig. 1. Central iconostasis in the Monastery of St. John the Theologian, 1820,

St. John the Theologian monastery, Patmos. © Patmos monastery.



Fig. 3. St. John the Theologian, 1697, Moscow Kremlin Armoury Workshops, Painter Tikhon
Filatiev, Central iconostasis in the Monastery of St. John the Theologian, Patmos.
Photo: Georgios Makkas. © Patmos monastery.
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Fig. 4. The halo of St. John the Theologian with the name «I"EQPI'I», detail from the icon
Photo: Georgios Makkas. © Patmos monastery.
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Fig. 5. Decorative ornamental Fig. 6. ‘Adjusted’ elements of the revetment on the corner
decoration, detail from the icon of the icon, detail from the icon frame. Photo: Georgios
frame. Photo: Georgios Makkas. Makkas. © Patmos monastery.

© Patmos monastery.
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Fig. 7. The Vision of the Seven Candlesticks (Rev 1:9-16), detail from the icon frame.

Photo: Georgios Makkas. © Patmos monastery.

Fig. 9. The Apocalyptic Woman and the Dragon (Rev 12:1-5), detail from the icon frame.

Photo: Georgios Makkas. © Patmos monastery.
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Fig. 8. The Angel and the Book (Rev 10:1-11), detail from the icon frame.

Photo: Georgios Makkas. © Patmos monastery.

Fig. 10. The Angel Showing Saint John the New Jerusalem (Rev 20:1-3), detail from the icon frame.

Photo: Georgios Makkas. (© Patmos monastery)
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Fig. 12. Icon frame, detail of the inscription. Photo: Georgios Makkas. © Patmos monastery.

Fig. 11. New Testament Trinity (Synthronoi type), detail from the icon frame.

Photo: Georgios Makkas. © Patmos monastery.



Patmian Monks and the Imagination of Petrine Russia

Nikolas Pissis

Abstract

The paper aims to uncover and contextualize evidence on representations of Russia among the fellow
Orthodox of the Ottoman Empire that conditioned the reception of Russian icons and other items of
religious art in the Ottoman lands. It focuses on the rhetoric and argumentation of petition letters carried
and submitted in Moscow by monks from the Monastery of St. John the Theologian in Patmos in 1696,
and especially in 1705, in order to trace indications of transformations and adaptations of imagery
connected with the contemporary Petrine reforms and the accompanying changes in the self-perception

of the Russian monarchy.

Keywords: Russian-Greek relations, political imagination, Monastery of Saint John the Theologian

on Patmos, petition letters

ocuments produced in the context of alms-collection practices (e.g., petitions, travelogues,
Dsynodics, thanksgivings, imperial charters etc.) follow certain conventions, with which all
persons involved are generally familiarized. Both the form and content of such texts show some
standard functional characteristics that seem to resist historical evolution. And yet, closer reading
and comparison may in many cases enhance historical understanding or even render such supposedly

static testimonies indicators of historical change.

Ample material for studying this topic is offered by relations between the renowned Monastery of St.
John the Theologian on Patmos and Russia between 1656 and 1725, when Patmian monks undertook

successive alms collecting missions in Moscow.! As a pertinent case in point, this paper focuses on

1 See in chronological order: Dmitrievskii, Aleksei A. Ilammocckue ouepxu. Kiev 1894, 58—80; Nystazopoulou-Pe-
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one of the documents produced in the above context: a petition on behalf of the brotherhood written in
March 1704 and addressed to Tsar Peter, which Archimandrite Nikiphoros and his entourage brought

with them and submitted to the Muscovite authorities in January 1705.

The petition? is exceptionally neat in both appearance and content. On the lower part, beneath the
signature, it bears a drawing of St. John with Blessed Christodoulos, founder of the Monastery in the
eleventh century, holding the monastery complex in their hands.* It is also directly related to the central
purposes of RICONTRANS, since the monks expressed their gratitude to the Tsar for the alms and
icons which Brother Isaias Mazaris had brought back to the monastery the year before.* However, the

focus of this paper will concern the rhetoric employed.

As already mentioned, petitioners who composed such letters — in great quantity during the seventeenth
century and the proliferation of contacts between Moscow and the institutions of the Eastern Church under
Ottoman tule — followed certain established patterns. In other words, they made use of an available arsenal
of symbols, metaphors, tropes and topoi that served to articulate requests by ecclesiastical institutions in
need of material support from an Orthodox ruler, be they monasteries, bishoprics, patriarchates, the Holy
Sepulchre or even individual wandering monks or ex-prelates. Among the essentials were Byzantine
imperial titles, the catalogue of imperial virtues, comparisons or typological allusions to biblical kings
and Byzantine emperors, standard imperial symbols such as the sun, and references to the haven of the
shipwrecked. These standard features, in all their conventionality, did serve concrete functions and convey
implicit messages. They rhetorically confirmed a reality — the role of the Tsar as benefactor of churches
and monasteries, as protector and supporter of the Eastern Church. They offered legitimation for the
Tsar’s claim to the leadership of the Orthodox world and — at least from the mid-seventeenth century
onwards — the inheritance of the Byzantine emperors; more crucially, they employed praises and homages

as subtle reminders of the Tsar’s duties and the expectations he should fulfil as an Orthodox ruler.’

lekidou Maria. “Un monastere orthodoxe face au pouvoir Ottoman. Le couvent de Patmos au début du XVIII®
siécle.” In Corneliae Papacostea-Danielopolu. In memoriam. Eig uviunv, edited by Lia Brad-Chicasof. Bucharest:
Societatea Romana de Studii Neoelene, 1999, 9-16; Chesnokova, Nadezhda P, “Eme pa3 o pyccknx 1oKyMeHTax B
natMocckoM MoHacThIpe Moanna borocmnosa.” In: Pycckmii Mup B MipoBoM KoHTekcTe, edited by S. K. Sevast’ianova,
Barnaul-Rubcovsk 2008, 378-386; Boycheva, Yuliana. “The transfer of Russian Icons to Greece (16"-20" Centu-
ries) and the Example of Patmos.” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16" — early 20" Centuries), edited by
Yuliana Boycheva. Seyssel: La Pomme d’Or, 2016, 105-136; Chesnokova, Nadezhda P. “Cssi3u Monactsipst Moanna
Borocnosa Ha [Tarmoce ¢ Poccueii B cepenune X VII-nauane X VI 8. Kanmepesckue Umenus 22 (2024): 151-202.
Russian State Archive of Old Acts (hereafter: RGADA), fond 52, opis’ 2, nr. 713.
See the reproduction in Chesnokova, “Css3u Monactsips, ” Appendix.
On the icons see Boycheva, “The transfer”, 127-128.
Pissis, Nikolas. Russland in den politischen Vorstellungen der griechischen Kulturwelt 1645-1725. Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 2020, 237-272.
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Indeed, if one takes a look at the petitions Patmian monks addressed to the Tsars on the occasion of
their missions in 1647 and again in 1696, one encounters hardly striking language. The first one is rather
colorless and plain, the second more sophisticated, with quotations from the Gospel of John (“In the
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God”) and definitions of charity as a virtue capable

of sending the blessed straight to the Eternal Kingdom — all the more so when offered to monasteries.®

Instead, the letter of 1704 stands out from the bulk of these sources, and in particular from earlier Patmian
petitions, in more than one way. First, it is composed in particularly polished language that accompanies
the skilful handwriting and the drawing beneath the signature and the seal. Similarly refined and articulate
are references to the Tsar’s role as protector and guardian of the Eastern Church, heir to the pious emperors,
bastion of the Orthodox faith. Peter is the solid, unshakable foundation, the stone (zézpa) of Orthodoxy,
a mirror of imperial virtues combined (oorpov facidikdv dpetdv), virtues associated with Biblical
models: the wisdom of Solomon, the goodwill of David, the piety of Jehoshaphat, and the bravery of
Samson, as well as the apostolic zeal of Constantine. Rare though not unique in this kind of conventional
document is the additional reference to the hopes and expectations of the enslaved and tormented Christians

at a proximate, approaching liberation through the hands of their God-given savior, the Russian Tsar.

The justification for the monks’ appeal and the Tsar’s obligation to live up to their expectations both
come across as especially subtle and elegant. The argument is a providential one: God Almighty has in
His wisdom granted the pious Russian Empire Peter, the god-like ruler (Bsoeidng cvol) for the sake of
certain ends: for the defence of the Orthodox Church against any impiety and heresy, for the liberation
of the captured Christian peoples, for the glory of the Trinity and, last but not least, for the relief and
alleviation “of us, the humble servants of God and of your Highest Majesty”. The recital of the monastery’s
sufferings that follows (burdensome taxes, harag, assaults by pirates, looting), everything that has led

the monastery to breathe its last (¢i¢ éaydrnv dvamvony) is of complementary, secondary importance.

6 For the concerns of this paper, it is of secondary importance that in all probability, the petition letter of 1696 was
not drafted in Patmos, as indicated in the letter itself, but — like several of the “fake letters” in the seventeenth
century, in the Danubian Principalities, where itinerant monks often obtained the mandatory documents for
Moscow in specialized scriptoria in the local dependencies (metochia) of the Athonite and other monasteries.
For details on the letter of 1696 and the overall problem see Tchentsova, Vera. “Le verbe ou la lettre? Retracer
lorigine des documents grecs des XVIle et XVIlle si¢cles.” In Kodopav. Touog mpog tipnv tov KaOyynti
EvOvuiov K. Airoa, edited by Despoina-Eirini Tsourka Papastathi, Myrto Malouta, Nikolaos Toutos. Thessa-
loniki: Greek Paleographic Socoety, 2024, 875-884.

7 «I1pOG ToVTOIG AL TAV TVPOVVOVUEV@Y YPLOTLAVAVY EATIDES EYYUG THG TANPOGEMS ioTApEVAL LEYIoTNG TopopvBiog
émoucBivovton [...] €l Tv aiypodmTiobéviog ypiotiavicpod avaxinow kai éevbépwotvy, RGADA f. 52, op. 2,
nr. 713.
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All of the above may be read as a particularly fine performance of inherited rhetorical tools, suitable
for the purpose of the petition. What is instead unique and what perhaps renders this letter an indicator
of transformations and adaptations in terms of the representations of Russia in the Greek world is the
handling of Peter’s novel qualities. To praise his commencement of reforms, the monks evoke the
notion of the Platonic philosopher-king: Plato would rejoice in experiencing the fulfilment of his wish in
Peter, as a king who philosophizes and a philosopher who rules. At the same time, Peter is incarnating
the model of the Roman Caesars. Yet he unambiguously surpasses them in both his military and his
political deeds. Peter is a hero who overshadows all the accomplishments of his ancestors and raises
trophies for future kings to emulate.®

Again, nothing in these discourses is truly novel or modern. They constitute part and parcel of court
rhetoric from late antiquity to early modern times. The Platonic philosopher king was a figure evoked
time and again in Byzantine panegyric literature, but also— in our context — in praises of the Russian
Tsars, just as Alexei Mikhailovich was celebrated by Greek ecclesiastical men of letters such as Paisios
Ligaridis in the seventeenth century.’ The same goes for the encomium of the ruler who competes
with his predecessors and surpasses their achievements. What is important is the context in which
the image is invoked and the functions it is meant to serve. Faced with a modified situation, which
requires some kind of deviation from the standard vocabulary and a re-adaptation of the discourse, it
was incumbent on the laudator to select the most appropriate images and symbols from an available
toolkit. It is generally accurate to say that Peter’s court ideologues articulated, justified and legitimised
his ambitious reform program not so much by introducing innovative or supposedly western notions,
but chiefly by employing time-tested, familiar notions, symbols and images cast in a new context. In
the wake of such re-contextualisation, during the eighteenth century the Platonic philosopher-king
became an emblem of later so-called enlightened absolutism."

As for the Roman references, they constituted a central element of the transformed staging and
legitimation of Peter’s rule. Already in the first years of his reign, the re-orientation of Russian
imperial symbolic from New to Old Rome was manifest. It found particularly significant expression

in the festivities and commemorative medals — depicting Peter as a Roman Caesar with a laurel

8 «Beoodrtm viv 10 adtd mobodpevov o ITAdtov, Paciiéa eiiocopodvto koi hocopov Pactiedova, ETOVETO
Kad 0 £V AuQoTépOIS £Vy0¢ Tod popcikod kaicapoc. Todg kaicupag Yop Ekeivoug 1) DUETEPO LEYUAOTPETELDL
apprTmg T Kol AovyKkpitog DrepnKovTIcEY, £V OmAOLG T Kol moltelq, ThPEVVT T Kol Yhapddt yvopilopévn
apipntoc.», RGADA f. 52, op. 2, nr. 713.

Pissis, Russland, 369-370.

10 Beales, Derek. “Philosophical Kingship and Enlightened Despotism.” In The Cambridge History of Eigh-

teenth-Century Political Thought. Edited by Mark Goldie and Robert Wolker. Cambridge: CUP, 2006, 497-524.
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crown — to mark the conquest of Azov, Peter’s first military accomplishment, in 1696." To be sure,
the Roman references served the need of adjusting Muscovy’s political language and symbolic to that
of contemporary European courts of the Baroque rather than implying a translatio imperii proper.
“Any Roman element was the result of imitating Europe, not of making imperial claims”.* At the
turn of the eighteenth century, Pagan Rome offered European monarchies a symbolic of sovereignty
and military glory void of ecclesiastical tutelage. Perhaps more than any of Peter’s decisions, the one
that illustrated this shift from “Byzantine” legitimation, as in his father’s days, to an antique “Roman”
one — a shift of paramount consequences for the role of Greek churchmen as court ideologues of
the Tsar — was his decision to abandon the imperial regalia (diadem, sceptre and orb) that Alexei
Mikhailovich had ordered via Greek churchmen from Constantinople in 1660, in favour of western

European, supposedly Roman trappings.

Quite apart from the Petrine reforms, Tsar Peter’s at best unconventional matters were already
manifest by the turn of the century, posing serious challenges for his court boyars and Russian
churchmen, or at least some of them. The same applied to fellow Orthodox believers, who struggled
to accommodate alarming news about the rapid developments in Muscovy with the traditional
image of the great Orthodox Empire, and with whatever expectations they were used to projecting
on the Orthodox Russian Tsars in their capacity as heads and protectors of the Orthodox Church. A
case in point was Dositheos, Patriarch of Jerusalem (1669-1707), whose frequent correspondence
with the Russian ecclesiastical and imperial authorities, as well as with Tsar Peter himself, betrays
much about the anxieties and disillusionments triggered by news from Muscovy — such as Peter’s
“Long Embassy”, that is his visit to western capitals — but also about efforts to reconcile the new
situation with inherited principles and expectations." We also have evidence of pertinent worries in
the lower ranks of the Church. In 1701, when the Russian pilgrim Ivan Luk’ianov spent some time

in Constantinople, on his way to the Holy Land, he was confronted at the Metochion of the Holy

11 Wortman, Richard S. Scenarios of Power. Myth and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy, Princeton: Princeton
University Press 1995, vol. 1: 45-46; Pogosian, Elena A. Iletp . — apxurtekTop poccuiickoii ucropui. St. Pe-
tersburg: Iskusstvo SPb 2001, 35-41; Grebeniuk, V. P. [Tanerupudeckas tuteparypa MeTPOBCKOTO 8peMeHU.
Moscow: Nauka 1979, 13-15.

12 Bushkovitch, Paul. “The Roman Empire in the Era of Peter the Great.” In Rude and Barbarous Kingdom
Revisited: Essays in Russian History and Culture in Honor of Robert O. Crummey. Edited by Chester S. L.
Dunning et al. Bloomington: Slavica Publishers 2008, 155-172, p. 171; Cf. Uspenskij, Boris A., “Iletp [lepuit
U TiepeocMbIcieHne oAt ummepus.”, ®akrst u 3naku 3 (2014): 209-250; Sashalmi, Endre. “Rome as an
Unlaid Ghost in Sixteenth—Eighteenth-Century Russia: Rome Spiritual and Rome Secular from the Early Six-
teenth Century to 1725.” In Renovatio, inventio, absentia imperii. From the Roman Empire to Contemporary
Imperialism. Edited by Wouter Bracke et al. Turnhout: Brepols 2018, 117-136.

13 Wortman, Scenarios of Power, vol. 1, 72-73.

14 Pissis, Russland, 356-358.
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Sepulchre, Dositheos’ residence, with pressing interrogations by the Greek monks present: “Why
did your Tsar introduce Frankish dress and the Frankish faith to Moscow? Why did he seclude the

Empress (Evdokija) in a monastery?”"

Much is known of the role played by alms-seeking monks and churchmen returning to their monasteries
and bishoprics in disseminating news, rumours, hearsay and images that shaped representations of
Russia in the Greek world, alongside the accounts of merchants travelling back and forth to Russia.'s
In our case, it does not take much imagination and speculation to suppose that on his return to Patmos
in 1703, along with the alms and icons Archimandrite Isaias Mazaris had a great deal to narrate to his
brothers, and that his account must have played some part in the decision to update and upgrade the
monastery’s argumentation and message. The monks were well acquainted with divergent communicative
contexts and the need to vary their language in adapting to different addressees. For instance, this is
evident in the brotherhood’s intense relations with Rome and the Papacy (in the late seventeenth and
early eighteenth century), and in the petitions they addressed to Catholic Church authorities or to
Western Christian Rulers such as the Spanish King."” In fact, Isaias Mazaris was to travel to Rome a
few years later, in 1710; it may well be that the same Archimandrite Nikiphoros who brought our letter

to Moscow in 1705 had visited Rome two decades earlier.”®

A final question regards the reception of this rhetoric in Moscow, i.e. the possible impact of the monk’s
intellectual efforts. After all, the point of adjusting one’s rhetoric and vocabulary was precisely to meet
the apparently modified expectations and taste of the addressee, in order to promote one’s own objectives.
Judging from the fact that Nikiphoros and the Brotherhood did not get the desired imperial charter (the
zhalovannaia gramota), the mission’s success was rather modest. Even Nikiphoros’ promises to recruit
shipbuilders and sailors for the Russian fleet in the Aegean — a project pursued in those very years by

persons the Patmian monks were indeed connected to — did not bear any fruit."”

15 “TlyremecTBie Bb CBATYIO 3eMJII0 cBUameHHNKa Jlykernanosa. Pycckuii Apxue 1 (1863): 130-332, here 202

16 Carras, lannis. “What to expect when expecting: Waiting for the Russians in the eighteenth-century Ottoman
Empire.” History of European Ideas 48/8 (August 2021): https://doi.org/10.1080/01916599.2021.1970474.

17 Maltezou, Chrysa. Zyéoeig thg Movig Idziov ue tov dvtiko koao. Apyeiaxés amodeiées (1318 ai.), 2 vols.
Athens: Academy of Athens, 2017, vol. 1: 239-247; Hofmann, Georg SJ. Patmos und Rom [Orientalia Chris-
tiana 11/2, nr. 41]. Rome: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1928; Miklosich, Franz and Miiller,
Joseph. Acta et Diplomata Graeca Medii Aevi, Sacra et Profana, 6 vols, Vienna: Carl Gerold 1860—1890, vol.
VI: 387-428.

18 Hofmann, Patmos und Rom, 26-27, 43—46.

19 Chesnokova, “Cas3u Monactsips”, 159-162.
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For our concerns — probably less so for the monks themselves — another instance is perhaps even more
disappointing. As a rule, Greek letters addressed to the Tsar, be they petitions or reports of whatever
provenience, were translated verbatim and in full by the trained translators of the Posol’skii Prikaz and
kept together with the Greek original in the office’s archive.”’ As a result, we have the original and a
contemporary translation for a high proportion of such letters. But in our case it seems that the refined
language, elaborate and ornate images, metaphors and rhetorical tropes of the Patmian petition were
too strenuous a task for the overstrained perevodchiki. As an exception, the letter was summarized
rather than translated in full. Mention was at least made of the drawing at the bottom. Yet, as might be

imagined, the monks had crafted all their skilful rhetoric in vain, for it was omitted.

20 Tchentsova, Vera G., “Les fonds des documents, grecs (f. 52. ,Relations de la Russie avec la Gréce®) de la
Collection des Archives Nationales des Actes Anciens de la Russie et leur valeur pour I'histoire de I'Empire
Ottomane.” Turcica 30 (1998): 383—-396; Alexandropoulou, Olga, “H gAAnvii povn tov Ayiov Nikordov 61
Mooy Zrotyeio omd TV 10Topio TV EAAVOPOGIKMY 6YEGEMV 6TO0 dgVTEPO MG Tov 1700 audva.” Mesommvikd
kot Néa EMinvikd 6 (2000): 111-154, p. 115-121.
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Treacherous Times or Treacherous Monks: The 1894—-1896
Alms Collection (Zeteia) in Russia by Monks from
Arkadi Monastery, Crete

Sofia Katopi

Abstract

In the early days of August 1894, following three unsuccessful attempts, the Abbot of Arkadi
Monastery, Gabriel Manaris, was granted the requisite official permission to conduct an alms collection
in Russia. The collection lasted just over two years, during which time Manaris and his colleague
Akakios Daoundakis travelled extensively across Russia, from St. Petersburg and Siberia to the Black
Sea and the Caucasus. They exhibited holy relics for veneration and offered memorial services. The
memoirs and the alms-collection notebook of Gabriel Manaris preserved in the monastery archives
provide insight into the route traversed, income and expenditure, and challenges encountered by
the travellers. The two monks returned to Crete at the end of 1896 with considerably less money
than had been anticipated, but with a number of ecclesiastical utensils, including luxurious hieratic
vestments, a mitre for the Bishop of Rethymno, a silver reliquary, candlesticks, gospels, and censers.
Upon their return, a controversy broke out concerning allegations of misappropriation of the funds
they had collected. With this paper, I will attempt to reconstruct the monks’ zeteia in Russia, their
route and the difficulties they encountered. Additionally, I will examine the reasons for the reduced
revenues and the controversy that arose upon their return to Crete and try to contextualize it within

the broader political landscape of the time.

Keywords: Cretan revolt, Cretan Question, ecclesiastical utensils, hieratical vestments, Russia, alms

n August 18, 1894, Gabriel Manaris, Abbot of Arkadi Monastery, and Akakios Daoundakis,
Oa monk at the same monastery, having overcome many difficulties, finally boarded ship
at Istanbul for Odessa. They were going to Russia to collect alms for the restoration of their
monastery. They returned to Crete two years later, in November 1896, with much less money than
expected, leading to serious accusations of misappropriation of the funds they had collected. The
story of the zeteia that we are going to narrate begins thirty years earlier, with the leading role of
Arkadi Monastery (fig.1) in the early days of the so-called “Great Cretan Uprising” of 18661869,

which resulted in the destruction of parts of the monastery and its abandonment by the monastic
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community.! From the beginning of the revolt, the walled monastery, one of the largest and richest in
Crete, had served as a revolutionary centre, housing the local headquarters of the Christian rebels. On
8th and 9th November 1866, the monastery was besieged by the Ottoman army. When the Ottoman
troops finally entered, the besieged blew up the gunpowder magazine, killing a large number of
women and children who had taken refuge in it, along with monks, rebels and many of the Ottoman

troops. The monastery was abandoned and the few surviving monks dispersed.

When the brothers began to return at the end of the three-year revolutionary period, in the spring 1869,
the monastery was in a tragic state. The community was reestablished, but there was no money for
restorations, while at the same time, serious conflicts and antagonisms broke out over administration.
The protagonist of our story, Gabriel Manaris (fig. 2), played a leading role in many of the power
struggles.” He was a nephew of Gabriel Marinakis, the “heroic abbot” of the monastery at the time
of the 1866 revolt (fig. 3). Manaris came from a very rich family and was well educated. At the time
of the uprising and subsequent blowing up of the monastery’s gunpowder magazine, he was away
from Crete, studying at the Halki School of Theology in Istanbul. According to Manaris’s notes and
memoirs preserved in the monastery archives, travelling to Russia to raise money for the restoration
of the monastery had been his ardent desire ever since the news of its destruction had reached him in
Istanbul.’ He asserts that he was planning to return to Crete in the summer of 1866, but was discouraged
from doing so by a letter from his uncle, Abbot Gabriel Marinakis. The abbot advised him to remain
in Istanbul, citing the unfavourable circumstances on the island. As he wrote, “[...] the way things are
going, the guns will surely start firing, and I tell you to be aware of that, but be careful, I don’t know
how many of us will live or die. In fact, our monastery will suffer greatly because the Turks are raging
against it. So, stay there to finish your studies. As you know, I am determined to send you to Russia

if God spares my life. If I die, [ hope you can go alone because your Country and, most of all, your

1 One of a series of revolts by the Christians of Crete against Ottoman rule, which began with the Greek War of
Independence (1821-1830). The uprisings continued every few years throughout the 19th century, the main goal
of the rebels being the union of Crete with the Greek State (Kingdom). For an account of the siege of Arkadi Mon-
astery see Archbishop of Crete, Veneris, Timotheos M., To Apkddt 16 tov ardvov [Arkadi Over the Centuries]
(Athens: Pyrsos 1938), p. 133—454. For an account of the Cretan monasteries serving as revolutionary centres
and the condition of Arkadi Monastery six months after the siege and blowing up of the gunpowder magazine,
see Skinner, John Edwin Hilary, Roughing it in Crete in 1867, London: R. Bentley 1868, p. 28-31, 70-78.

2 The sources are silent on the reasons for these conflicts, simply referring to the “evil” or “reactionary” characters
of the fellow monks and their personal jealousies. It is not clear why none of the monks liked Gabriel Manaris
and why they supported his opponents in most conflicts. See Dionysios Maragoudakis, To Iepdv Koz Hpwixov
¢ Kpnng Apkadi [The Holy and Heroic Arkadi of Crete] (Athens, 2016), p. 191-199.

3 Arkadi Monastery Archive, Notebook D, p. 85, 87. Three uncatalogued notebooks by Abbot Gabriel Manaris
on the zefeia in Russia are preserved in the monastery archives. From here on, I will refer to them as Notebooks
D, E and alms-collection notebook.
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Monastery will need you.” The letter’s authenticity is questionable.* What it describes as a possibility
in the summer of 1866 in fact occurred in November of the same year, leading to the demise of the
abbot and hundreds of women, children, monks, and men who had sought refuge in the monastery. On
the other hand, the fact that the monastery was the local headquarters of the Christian rebels may have
led the abbot to anticipate the consequences in some way. Whether fake or real, the epistle serves to
prove that the zeteia in Russia was a wish and an order from the heroic abbot to his nephew Manaris,

thereby legitimising the journey.’

This research was based on information obtained from three notebooks kept in Arkadi Monastery.
Notebook D contains an account of Manaris’s first three attempts to go to Russia for the fundraising,
the actions he undertook and the challenges he encountered in trying to acquire a license. It also
contains various entries irrelevant to the alms collection, such as letters, poems, recipes and personal
expenses. Notebook E contains a detailed narration of Manaris’s actions to secure the license that
enabled him to travel for the zefeia in Russia in 1894, and his activities during the first month in
Russia. Both notebooks take the form of memoirs. There is also the alms-collection notebook, which
provides information on the incomes and expenses of the 18941896 journey to Russia, the names of
donors and their donations and the route traversed by the faxidiotes (itinerant monks). The notebooks
were indispensable for this research, as they provide an insight into the difficulties of preparing and
executing a zeteia, the bureaucratic, political and economic problems encountered, as well as the
personal sympathies and animosities that could lead to failure to acquire the requisite licenses.’

The book on the modern history of Arkadi Monastery written by Dionysios Maragoudakis, Bishop of
Petra, was another important source for this research.” The section of the book that concerns the zeteia
in Russia relies heavily on Manaris’s notebooks and on his own narration of events to Maragoudakis.

He considered himself a protégé of Manaris, as the latter was responsible for a great part of his

4 Dionysios Maragoudakis asserts that he had seen the authentic letter and that he delivered a facsimile of it to
Archbishop Timotheos Veneris of Crete in 1937, 70 years after it was written. He also declares that when the
archbishop passed away in 1941, his family delivered the copied letter to Dionysios Psaroudakis, then Abbot of
Arkadi Monastery. [ have tried to locate the letter in the monastery’s archives. For the purposes of this paper,
I have referred to its published version in Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 189.

5 It should be noted that when first ordained a monk, Manaris took the name Kallinikos, which he changed to
Gabriel when ordained hieromonk in 1872, in honour of the “heroic abbot”, Gabriel Marinakis. The fact that
he repeatedly stated in his notebooks and letters that he wanted his name to be associated with the renovation
of the monastery shows his ambition to be remembered not only as renovator, but also as one linked to the
famous abbot, his successor in a line of “great men of Arkadi Monastery”.

6 I would like to express my gratitude to Archbishop Evgenios Antonopoulos of Crete (previously Archbishop
of Rethymno and Avlopotamos), and the monks of Arkadi Monastery for allowing access to the notebooks. I
own special thanks to Kostas Papadakis for facilitating the visit to the Monastery.

7 The book by Dionysios Maragoudakis, op.cit, was written between 1911 and 1920, but was first published 76
years later, in 1996. The 2016 edition is used here.
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education.® Consequently, many of the views expressed in the book are not objective, as they are not
only based on personal contact, but also reflect the writer’s very high opinion and admiration of Abbot
Gabriel Manaris. The complexity of the story is underlined by the fact that Maragoudakis maintained
cordial relations with Bishop Dionysios Kastrinogiannakis, Manaris’s longtime rival, and the source

of many of the latter’s troubles.’

Early attempts and challenges

Manaris was one of the two candidates to fill the position of abbot at the monastery once it was
reorganized in 1869. Having failed to be elected, as all the monks supported his rival Nikodimos
Katsivelis (Konstandinidis), he returned to Istanbul during the years 1869—1871 and attempted to organize
a zeteia in Russia from there. There were complications due to the conflicting entanglement of different
agents with the same aim: financing the restoration of the destroyed parts of the monastery. Katsivelis
asked for assistance from the local Ottoman government of Crete, and was promised 8000 Ottoman
lira. Manaris was trying to get support to organize a zeteia in Russia with the same aim (funding the
rebuilding of the destroyed monastery) from the central government, the Grand Vizier, the Patriarch
and the Russian embassy in Istanbul. In the end, Abbot Katsivelis only received 1000 gold lira. On the
other hand, Manaris was refused a license for alms collection in Russia because the central government

considered the problem of financing the restoration solved by the money granted at the local level."°

Manaris made a renewed effort shortly before 1876; this time he was not granted a license by the new
Abbot of Arkadi (Neophytos Alexandrakis) because, according to Manaris, his rivals had persuaded
Alexandrakis that should Manaris succeed, his name would be associated with the reconstruction work

rather than the abbot’s, although the latter was already involved in restorations."

The third attempt took place in the summer of 1892. While everything appeared to be progressing
according to plan, the endeavour failed at the final stage. By that time Manaris had become abbot

of the monastery (since 1883), and was determined to fulfil his life dream of becoming Arkadi’s

8 Dionysios Maragoudakis joined Arkadi monastery when he was seventeen years old and worked there for a
year as an assistant to Abbot Gabriel Manaris. After that, he was sent to finish school in Rethymno, then to the
Theological School in Halki, and eventually to study in Moscow. Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 10.

9 According to Maragoudakis, Dionysios Kastrinogiannakis, an ardent Russophile, was the one who insisted
that Maragoudakis pursue his studies in Moscow. Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 10

10 Manaris, Notebook D, p. 85-87. Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 191-193.

11 Manaris, Notebook D, p. 87. Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 198.

55—



“Great Restorer” using Russian funds.'? As the abbot recounted, he sold some of his sheep and
goats as not to burden the monastery with financial expenses and left for Istanbul in May 1892.
Once there, his friend Metropolitan Germanos, Archbishop of Herakleia, advised him to obtain
recommendation letters from the Russian consul in Chania and submit a request to the Patriarch."
Gabriel Manaris returned to Crete to see the Russian consul, who asked for a request from the
Bishop of Crete or the Bishop of Rethymno. Furnished with the recommendation letter from the
Russian consul in Chania addressed to Ambassador Aleksandr Nelidov in Constantinople, and the
request from the Bishop of Rethymno, he travelled back to Istanbul. There he managed to gain the
sympathy of the Russian ambassador, and with the support of various political and ecclesiastical
agents, he wrote a report to the Sultan. Just when everything looked bright, the venture was cut
short due to rumours and allegations pertaining to his association with the revolutionary bishop
Parthenios Kelaidis in Chania. According to the rumours, the alms collection in Russia was aimed
at financing revolutionary causes. Even though the allegations were not true, they underline the
complex political situation. The sceptical patriarch did not approve a travel license, fearing an
escalation in the already tense relations between Crete and the Sublime Porte."* Six months after the
commencement of the third attempt, a disheartened Manaris returned to Crete in November 1892.
The following April he was advised by Bishop lerotheos Praoudakis of Rethymno, on information
from Bishop Dionysios Kastrinogiannakis of Cherronisos, that the Grand Vizier had granted the
requested license the previous October, i.e. before Manaris had left Istanbul. The abbot did not
initially believe the news, given his rivalry with Kastrinogiannakis, but prepared to depart for
Istanbul regardless;" however, news of a cholera outbreak in the city during the summer of 1893

compelled him to postpone the journey.'s

12 As already mentioned, he repeatedly records in his notebooks that he wanted to connect his name with the
restoration of the monastery and be remembered as its “Great Restorer”.

13 The above is a synopsis of the actions undertaken by Abbot Manaris in his attempt to secure a license for a
fundraising expedition to Russia in 1892. A comprehensive account of his actions in Crete and Istanbul is
provided in Notebook D. The detailed exposition of the intricate bureaucratic networks involved in procuring
a license for a zeteia in Russia demonstrates the difficulty of the endeavour, and tallies with Gerd’s conclusions
on the labyrinthine bureaucracy faced by monastery representatives in obtaining licenses for alms collection
in 19" century Russia. For a summary account of these, see Lora Gerd “The taxidiotes from the Balkans in
Russia in 1830-1914: Orthodoxy and politics”, See here, p. 427-428.

14 Due to the “privilege question” of the previous years.

15 It is worth noting that Manaris was once again preparing to circumvent the Russian Consulate in Chania.
This behaviour, which was recurrent, led to conflicts with local hierarchies as he persistently sought direct
engagement with the centre. His pronounced disregard for established institutions and hierarchical structures
reflects an attitude of entitlement and a sense of superiority, which partly explains the troubles Manaris had
both with his superiors (such as the Archbishop of Rethymno) and his inferiors (such as his fellow monks at
Arkadi Monastery).

16 Manaris, Notebook E, p. 3. Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 215.
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The zeteia of 1894-1896

In the spring of 1894, Manaris learned that yet another license to travel to Russia, issued by the Russian
Embassy in Istanbul, was about to expire. He was unaware of this because the Bishop of Rethymno
had not only withheld the information, but had replied to the Russian vice-consul in Rethymno that
the Church would not allow the abbot to travel to Russia to collect alms.”” Manaris went to the Russian
consulate in Chania; he pleaded and begged, and persuaded the consul that he was still interested in
the mission. The Christian government of Rethymno (dimogerondia) got involved in the case and the
bishop had to agree to allow the journey, but insisted that a second monk, Akakios Daoundakis, should

accompany the abbot to Russia."

The two monks left for Istanbul on June 21¥, 1894. Ecumenical Patriarch Neophytos VIII agreed to the
zeteia, but it took two more months to get all the permits, authorizations and the license for the second
monk."” While in Istanbul, they prepared for the practicalities of their mission, asking a goldsmith to
repair the reliquary, acquiring warm clothing for the Russian winter and reproducing photographs of
the “heroic abbot” Gabriel Marinakis for distribution.”” They had Cretan products with them, such as
cheese, soap, honey, olive oil, and wine to offer to those whose help they asked, but at the same time,
they were running out of money and in need of a loan. None of the Constantinopolitan merchants or
their partners in Rethymno trusted them enough to lend them money. Finally, their monastery sent
them some, and grateful to God and Russian Ambassador Nelidov, who had made the dream come

true, they sailed for Russia on August 18.

When they arrived in Odessa two days later, the deacon of the Greek community church, Konstantinos
Kavadias, arranged for them to stay in the skete belonging to the dependency of the Russian Monastery

of Saint Panteleimon on Mount Athos. According to Manaris’s notes, the Greek consul in Odessa,

17 The reasons for this remain unclear. It is notable that the previous year, the same bishop informed Manaris of
the license issued by the Sultan. It is highly probable that the reasons are related to the complex dynamics of
political rivalries within the ecclesiastical community of Rethymno, in which Manaris was reportedly engaged.
It is worth noting that during the same period the Archbishop of Crete was Timotheos Kastrinogiannakis,
half-brother of Dionysios, Gabriel Manaris’s staunch adversary.

18 According to Gerd, zeteia delegations to Russia usually comprised three monks. See here, p. 428.

19 For a comprehensive description of Manaris’s activities in Crete and Istanbul during the months April-August
1894, see Manaris, Notebook E, p. 3—15. According to his notes, Manaris was preparing to depart independently
for Russia because of the delay in issuing a license for Akakios Daoundakis, despite having received explicit
instructions to the contrary from the archbishop and the local government of Rethymno. As previously noted,
this was a recurring pattern in Manaris’s behaviour, often leading to difficulties with his superiors.

20 Manaris, Notebook E, p. 9.

21 Manaris, Notebook E, p. 12, 16.
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lIoannis Voutsinas, declared that he was indifferent towards the recommendation letters of the Greek
ambassador in Istanbul, and was not willing to help with the zefeia.* The two taxidiotes left three
days later, on August 23, and after a long and difficult train journey in third class, they arrived in Saint
Petersburg five days later.”* New bureaucratic hurdles awaited them there. With the help of Archimandrite
Prokopios and Procurator loannis Triantafylidis they managed to overcome new refusals from the
Imperial Procurator Popedonostsef, and secured a one-year license from the Synod and the necessary
alms accounting book for recording incomes and expenses.”* They were allowed to exhibit the relics
for one and a half months in all the major churches of Saint Petersburg, and wherever else they wanted
in the rest of Russia for the remainder of the one-year period. They had to hire an interpreter, as they
had no knowledge of the Russian language, ** and with the help of the aforementioned Archimandrite
Prokopios, they managed to translate and print a pamphlet for distribution, explaining the reason for
the zeteia, the story of the monastery and its destruction and the relics to be exhibited (fig. 4). These
included a piece of the True Cross and relics of the Ten Cretan Martyrs, of St. John Chrysostom, of
St. Gregory of Nyssa, of St. Charalambos, of St. Vlasios, of St. Ignatios, of St. Tryfon, of St. Jacob the
Persian and of St. Panteleimon. While in Saint Petersburg they stayed at Kazanski Sobor, which was

also where the alms collection began.

Unfortunately, the detailed descriptions in Notebook E stop after the first days in Saint Petersburg.?
Although the alms-collection notebook documents incomes and expenses, it offers scant insight
into the challenges confronting the two monks over the subsequent two years. Financial records
show neat bookkeeping at first, but serious discrepancies emerge later, making it difficult to trace
all transactions. In addition, it appears that income and expenditure are recorded only for the first
year, and balance sheets are drawn up with incomes being recorded in less detail than expenses. In
the second year of the alms collection, the opposite seems to be true: no expenses are recorded, but

donations are recorded in detail.

Despite these shortcomings, we can follow the travellers’ journey. They stayed in Saint Petersburg for

three months, from the beginning of September until the beginning of December 1894, and from there

22 Manaris, Notebook E, p. 16.

23 Manaris complained about flees, hunger, and the poor, filthy Russian travellers in third class. Manaris, Notebook
E,p. 17.

24 Manaris’s account of the challenges encountered in Saint Petersburg is consistent with Gerd’s observations
regarding the rigorous bureaucratic controls exercised by ecclesiastical institutions concerning zeteias during
the late 19th century. See here, p. 438.

25 At a monthly salary of 40 roubles.

26 The activities of the two monks during the first days of their stay in Saint Petersburg are narrated in Manaris,
Notebook E, p. 17-21.
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went to Psov (10-19 December 1894) and Ostrof (2029 December 1894). Early in the new year they
travelled to Kronzand (14-23 January 1895) and Novgorod (28 January — 7 February 1895), ending up
in Moscow on February 8, 1895. From there they moved to Razan and Penza in May 1895. According to
the alms collection notebook, the two monks were accompanied in these two towns by Lady Elizabeth
Liamena, who donated 150 roubles and a very expensive reliquary.”’ They headed to Samara and Omsk
in June, to Tver in July and returned to Moscow in August. In Moscow and Tver they also performed

sanctifications in factories, for which the Morozovs made a donation of 300 roubles.?®

The incomes from the alms collection are documented in summary during the first year. They derived
from sanctifications and performing services in churches and private residences. Sometimes the
denominations of the churches are mentioned in the notebook, though usually not. With regard to services
performed in private residences, the donations made by individuals who received the two monks in
their homes are usually not documented. In contrast, the expenditures related to the transportation there

(e.g. money paid for carriages) are well documented in the notebook’s expenses section.

The expenses of the two taxidiotes are meticulously documented over the first year of the zeteia. Most
of the money was spent on rent, food, clothing®, the interpreter’s salary, train tickets, and carriage fares
to different places to perform services. Other types of expenses are also noted, such as many presents
(tips) and charitable gifts for the poor, as well as various expenses for everyday needs such as medicine,
lighting devices, writing materials, sewing and laundry, and books. Some outlays had to do with the alms
collection, such as printing pamphlets, gilding the reliquary, and paying the Consistoria®. Financially
speaking, the first year proved extremely disappointing. According to the notebook, expenses were

almost entirely equal to income.

27 Manaris, Alms collection notebook, p. 88—93. The reliquary is mentioned by Maragoudakis as one of the most
important donations made to the monastery. It seems to have disappeared from the monastery sometime during
the 1940s. Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 94.

28 This seems to be the highest donation of the entire zeteia.

29 Some of the clothing was quite expensive, such as fur coats and hieratical vestments.

30 Between 1720 and 1917, the Consistoria in the Russian Orthodox Church was an advisory and auxiliary council
under the jurisdiction of an archbishop. The Consistoria’s primary responsibility was to facilitate church admin-
istration. Under normal circumstances, this office could not demand any money or bribes from the taxidiotes.
The existence of substantial financial transactions recorded by the monks, directed towards the Consistoria,
suggests that, as they were obligated to submit all collected funds to the Synod, which then sent it via the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs to the embassy in Constantinople and to the monastery, so they did it in parts through
the local Consistoria. Another possible explanation could be that the Arkadi monks had to pay some form of
local bureaucratic fee to collect alms in each area. However, it seems less probable that this would be the case,
given the significant sums of money involved. I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Lora Gerd for
the information she so kindly provided on the Russian Consistoria.
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We have no information on what the monks did from August, when they returned to Moscow, until
we find them in Odessa in December. In all probability they were trying to renew their license for the

zeteia for one more year, which they succeeded in doing.

During the second year of the zefeia, they travelled mainly in Ukraine and the Caucasus area, where
there was a substantial Greek community. Having started out from Odessa, they went to Sevastopol
and Simferopol in the Crimea in the first two months of 1896, to Taganrog in March, Rostov in April,
Vladikavkaz and Krasnodar in June, and finally to Tikhoretsk. This part of the journey proved much
more successful, obviously because of the many Greek donors. It is worth noting with regard to the
alms collection notebook that during the second year of the zeteia there is no mention of expenses. In
this section of the notebook, which runs from page 141 to 173, there are lists of the names of donors
and their donations according to the town in which they resided. The names are written in different
hands, in Greek and in Russian. Most of the donations are very small, ranging from one to five roubles.
A few donations are as high as 10 to 50 roubles and a single donation is recorded at 100 roubles. Of
particular interest are the instances where multiple names of family members are listed, including
deceased individuals. Obviously, these are financial contributions in exchange for commemorations of the
deceased in liturgy. Furthermore, in this section of the notebook with the name lists, some of the names

belong to well-known personalities from the period in question, such as Varvakis and Skaramangas.*

The passing away of Bishop lerotheos Praoudakis of Rethymno in February 1896 and the subsequent
election of Dionysios Kastrinogiannakis as his successor marked the onset of new challenges for Gabriel
Manaris.*” The new bishop promptly ordered the monks to return to Rethymno in March 1896, yet,
as previously observed, they remained in Russia until at least August of the same year. There is no

information about their whereabouts until December, when they finally made it back to Crete.

31 Further research in this part of the notebook could yield highly interesting information on the Greek commu-
nities of the diaspora living in this part of the Russian empire.

32 Dionysios Kastrinogiannakis was elected Bishop of Rethymno and Avlopotamos for the first time on 8§ March
1881. For various reasons he was not accepted by the people of Rethymno, and was transferred to the diocese
of Cherronisos. For a comprehensive account of the bishopric controversy of the years 1880-1882, see Andreas
Nanakis (archimandrite), To emioxonikd {itnpa 1880-1882 xon 1 Exkinoia tng Kping, [The bishopric issue
18801882 and the Church of Crete], Katerini 1992.
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Allegations and controversy

Upon the monks’ return, Manaris immediately faced accusations of misappropriating the funds collected.”
They had collected a mere 747.5 French francs - a sum deemed insufficient for two years of fundraising
in Russia.** Personal animosities further fuelled the controversy, with Kastrinogiannakis’ longstanding
rivalry with Manaris playing a central role.” The bishop ordered an investigation, focusing on the
whereabouts of the money and looking for the bank they had supposedly deposited it. An expensive
mitre brought from Russia (fig. 5), which had been ordered by Bishop lerotheos, was confiscated and
never paid for, leading to a long dispute between Arkadi Monastery and the bishopric of Rethymno. In
addition, Manaris never received full salary compensation for the two years of his absence, though his
companion on the zeteia, Akakios Daoundakis, was reimbursed. The funds were not utilized for the
reconstruction of the monastery, as had been the initial purpose of the Russian journey. Instead, they

were allocated to settle the monastery’s debt.*®

Only a month after the monks returned from Russia, the 1897 uprising began, ultimately culminating
in the intervention of the Great Powers of Europe and the establishment of the Cretan State in 1898.”
During that period, the discord between Manaris and Bishop Kastrinogiannakis assumed a distinctly

political dimension, as one supported Prince George and the other Eleftherios Venizelos. As already

33 There is no information on the way the money was delivered to the monastery. According to Lora Gerd, the
official way was to deliver the accounting notebook issued at the beginning of the zeteia to the Russian Holy
Synod for inspection, and also turn in the money and ecclesiastical items collected to the Synod; only when
everything was inspected and cleared could it be returned to the monks through the bank. See here, Gerd,
p. 428.

34 According to Lora Gerd, who has studied the 19th century archives of the Russian Holy Synod and the fund-
raising missions of representatives of monasteries from the Orthodox regions in the Balkans and the Middle
East, the two monks from Arkadi Monastery should have collected at least three times the sum they actually
did. See here, Gerd, p. 428.

35 Gabriel Manaris had not supported Dionysios Kastrinogiannakis when the latter was first elected Bishop of
Rethymno in 1881 because Manaris coveted the position for himself. This, along with the support of different
political parties by the two men at a time of great political turmoil, lead to a lifelong rivalry between them.
Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 225.

36 For the difficulties that Manaris confronted upon his return to Arkadi Monastery, see Maragoudakis, 2016,
p. 221-225.

37 In 1897, during one of the revolts, a Greek military force arrived on the island of Crete with the aim of annex-
ing it. This development was met with opposition from the Great Powers, who subsequently intervened and
occupied the island. A semi-autonomous, semi-colonial regime was established under the suzerainty of the
Sultan, with four of the Great Powers acting as protectors. The newly established political entity, designated
Cretan Autonomy (or Cretan State), lasted from 1898 to 1913. During this period, Crete was partitioned into
British, French, Russian, and Italian zones of control. The region of Rethymno was partitioned to the Russians.
See e.g. Detorakis, Theoharis, Kalokairinos, Alexis (eds). H Tekevtaio @domn tov Kpnrikov Zntiparog [The
Final Phase of the Cretan Question], Heraklion 2001.
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mentioned, the controversy between them, which had its origins in 18811882, when Manaris did
not support Kastrinogiannakis for the position of Bishop of Rethymno, was also driven by political
motivations. In 1902 Manaris was suspended by the bishop as Abbot of Arkadi monastery and Akakios
Daoundakis was elected in his place.

Reflections on the zeteia

Maragoudakis offers several explanations for the zeteia’s limited success.” Among significant factors,
he cites the monks’ advanced age (Gabriel Manaris was 53 and Akakios Daoundakis 39 years old when
the zeteia began), lack of familiarity with the Russian language and ways of the Russian liturgy and
customs, and, finally, competition from other delegations. According to him, during the same period, at
least five other official alms-collecting missions were active in Russia, representing monasteries from
Cyprus, Macedonia, Trebizond, and Mount Athos. As Manaris asserted, those delegations had more
impressive relics in silver reliquaries, and they offered icons and crosses to donors among the faithful.
In addition, there were unofficial alms collecting parties for Palestine, Mount Athos and from Russian
monasteries.”’ Finally, one of the reasons given for the far from successful zeteia was the fact that the
local Russian priests adopted a hostile stance towards foreign collectors. In relation to the allegations
of misappropriation, Maragoudakis believes that the two monks may have generated a modest revenue
for themselves for all the troubles they went through, given that Russians typically offered gratuities
to the carriers of holy relics in addition to their donations.*

It is very curious that neither Maragoudakis nor Manaris says much about the ecclesiastical items
and hieratical vestments which they are known from other sources to have brought back with them.
Maragoudakis was only impressed by the precious reliquary offered by Lady Liamena, the rich, pious
woman also mentioned in the alms collection notebook. In the same notebook, there is only one mention
of a donation of an icon with the Virgin and the Baptist, a frame (revetment?) for an icon, a candlestick

or censer and a few vestments.*!

38 Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 221-225.

39 Ibid, p. 223. It is worth mentioning that according to Gerd, from 1865 the number of monasteries with repre-
sentatives allowed to collect alms in Russia at the same time was strictly limited to four. Manaris’s account
to Maragoudakis of “at least five other official almsgiving missions” obviously contradicts the above law. It is
uncertain whether the law was disregarded or whether the abbot’s account is inaccurate. See Gerd. p. 438—439.

40 Maragoudakis, 2016, p. 225..

41 Manaris, Alms collection notebook, p. 154, 167.
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Nonetheless, an alternate perspective is presented by the memoir of an acquaintance of Akakios
Daoundakis, published in a local newspaper many years later.* This memoir contradicts the complaints
about the unsuccessful zeteia. According to Xexakis, the two monks brought great wealth back from
Russia. He narrates that “[...] in addition to roubles, they brought whole loads of sacred vessels, icons,
gospels, candelabras, censers, most of them gold and with diamond ornaments. Expensive vestments
and robes for all the monks and household utensils for all the cells. The Church of St. Constantine®
literally abounded with brilliantly gilded and diamond-encrusted votive offerings. Above all, the
large candelabra, like small chandeliers, were impressive.™* Xexakis (1911-1999), who is describing
his visits to Arkadi Monastery in the 1920s and 1930s, asserts that for many decades, every time he
entered the monastery “[...] he always stood in the church for a long time and admired the richness of
the sacred utensils that made it shine all over. [...]” He goes on to say that once Gabriel Manaris and
Akakios Daoundakis had taken care of the needs of Arkadi Monastery, the catholicon, the cells and
the monks, there were still some “leftovers”. Objects such as porcelain plates with beautiful designs
and a few enamelled mugs for tea and coffee were given to friends of Arkadi.** According to the same
source, all these items began to vanish in the 1940s. Today, none of them survive in the monastery. A
Russian reliquary was located in the cell where Manaris’s notebooks are kept but it is definitely not the
richly decorated one donated by Lady Liamena mentioned in the notebooks and Maragoudakis’s book.
One interesting fact Xexakis narrated in his memoirs is that Akakios Daoundakis often complained
to the former’s grandmother and father that during the zefeia in Russia, “when I was going around the
neighbourhoods and monasteries, making sanctifications and collecting roubles and vows, the abbot

was hanging out with the grandees.™*

One thing is for sure from the written sources. Very few people liked Gabriel Manaris, and most did
not trust him. Neither the monks, nor the bishop, nor even his travelling companion Akakios. Manaris
came from a rich family, and must have been arrogant and definitely very ambitious, even though
Maragoudakis presents him as an innocent, sincere victim of his time. On the other hand, the zeteia
in Russia was a very personal venture. Manaris wanted his name to be associated with the restoration

of the monastery.

42 Kostas A. Xexakis, “And T {on g L. M. Apkadiov nepito 1900. Iepd keypmAia kot 1 iotopio twv”’ [From the
life of the Holy Monastery of Arkadi around 1900. Holy relics and their history], Enthoyn Anpocievpdtmv:
1937-1997, Association of Philologists of Rethymno Prefecture, Rethymno 1998, p. 124—126. The article was
first published in the Rethymno newspaper PeBupvidtica Néo in April 1994.

43 The catholicon at Arkadi Monastery.

44 Ibid, p. 124-125.

45 Ibid, p. 125-126.

46 Ibid, p. 125.
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A notable and curious omission in the records is the absence of any mention of the death and funeral
of Tsar Alexander III, which occurred during the monks’ stay in Saint Petersburg. Such a significant
event would undoubtedly have influenced their mission, yet it is absent from their accounts. Similarly,
the records do not explain why certain items such as ecclesiastical artefacts and fabrics brought back

from Russia were omitted from the financial statements.

The zeteia in Russia highlights the complexities and the challenges of navigating cultural, political, and
ecclesiastical differences in the turbulent times at the very end of the 19" century. While the notebooks
provide valuable insights, their subjective nature leaves many questions unanswered. Did the monks
genuinely misappropriate funds, or were they victims of their circumstances and rivalries? How did
their mission influence the restoration of Arkadi Monastery, if at all? Further archival research may
yet shed light on these unanswered questions and provide a fuller picture of this interesting episode in

the history of the monastery.
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Fig. 1. Arkadi Monastery, Rethymno, Crete. © http://commons.wikipedia.org/

Fig. 2. Gabriel Manaris (1841-1911), Archimandrite and Abbot of Arkadi Monastery. (Source:
Maragoudakis, Dionysios. To lepov ka1 Hparov tns Kpneng Apxadr. Athens 2016, p. 199).
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Fig. 3. Abbot Gabriel Marinakis of Arkadi Monastery, ca, 1860, Photo: A. Z. Vlachakis. (Source: ELIA
digital collections, https:/digilib.gr:8080/eliasim/rec.aspx?id=501931)
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Fig. 5. Mitre manufactured in Moscow, 1895. Commissioned by Bishop lerotheos Praoudakis of
Fig. 4. Pamphlet in Russian advertising the fundraiser in aid of Arkadi Monastery, 1894. (Source: Rethymno, through the Abbot of Arkadi Monastery during the latter’s fundraising mission (zeteia) in

Maragoudakis, Dionysios. To Iepov ko1 Hpwikov thg Kpnng Apkadi. Athens 2016, p. 222). Russia, Ecclesiastical Museum of Rethymno. Photo: Sofia Katopi.
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Russian Saints and Miraculous Icons in the Serbian Churches
(16th-19th centuries)

Nenad Makuljevié

Abstract

In early modern times there was an intensive transfer of Russian sacred visual culture to Serbian
Orthodox churches, which saw numerous Russian books, icons, and iconostases arrive in the Balkan
region. Some Russian sacred objects were purchased, but many were gifted by Russian benefactors.
One of the significant characteristics and consequences of Russian-Serbian cultural communication

was the transfer of icons and other sacred visual objects depicting certain Russian saints.

Copies of numerous miraculous icons were brought from Russia to Serbian churches in the same period.
The most prominent cult among Serbs was dedicated to the icon of the Mother of God Vladimirskaya.
Surviving icons of her are the oldest, with one example gaining special veneration as the miraculous

icon of Our Lady of Vinca.

In the nineteenth century, icons and wall paintings depicting Russian saints of additional ideological
significance began to appear. The best examples are those of Saint Alexander Nevsky, which were

closely connected with the wars against the Ottoman Empire and Russian military aid.

Keywords: Early modern times, Russian saints, Serbia, Vladimirskaya Mother of God, Mother of God

of Vin¢a-Bezdin, catapetasma, St. Alexander Nevsky

n second half of the fifteenth and early sixteenth century, a time when the Balkans fell under Ottoman
Irule, Serbian church culture was significantly oriented towards Russian Orthodoxy. Travels to Russia, the
education of clergy, monks and painters in Russian monasteries, the use of Russian books, and numerous
translations into Serbian all led to a deep understanding of Russian Orthodox culture. Simultaneously,

there was an intense transfer of Russian books, icons, and liturgical items to Serbian Orthodox
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churches.' These extensive and long-lasting Serbian-Russian ties also facilitated the transfer of icons

and other sacred visual objects associated with certain Russian saintly cults.

The relationship between Serbian and Russian religious cultures dates back to the Middle Ages;?
Saint Sava Nemanji¢, founder of the Serbian Church, was tonsured at the Russian monastery of Saint
Panteleimon on Mount Athos. Numerous appeals for assistance were made during the centuries of
Ottoman rule, and Serbian monks travelled throughout Russia to seek aid. In the eighteenth century,
part of the Serbian clergy from the Habsburg Monarchy attended the school at Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra,
and Russian theological literature became exceptionally significant in the theology of the Karlovci
Metropolitanate. The number of Serbian students in Russian theological schools increased over
the following century, including prominent hierarchs of the Serbian Church such as Metropolitan
Mihailo Jovanovi¢ of Belgrade and Bishop Nikodim Milas of Dalmatia.’ These centuries-old and
intricate ties between the Serbian and Russian churches ensured that the Serbian hierarchy became
well-acquainted with Russian spiritual culture and saintly cults, leaving numerous testimonies on

the veneration of Russian holy objects.

One characteristic of Orthodox spiritual culture was the development of numerous local cults
surrounding saints and miraculous icons. The miracles of the Mother of God and her icons were
particularly venerated. Agapios Landos, a monk from Mount Athos, collected and published a book
on the miracles of the Mother of God in 1641, which became very popular and was translated into

Slavic languages. The theological understanding and popularization of miraculous icons were highly

1 The basic literature on the relationship between Serbian and Russian art is: Radoj¢i¢, Svetozar. “Bese m3melhy
CPIICKE U pyCKe YMETHOCTH y cpenmeM Beky.” Zbornik Filozofskog fakulteta 1, (1948): 241-258; Petkovic,
Sreten. “Pyckn yrunaj Ha cprcko ciukapetBo XVI u XVII Bexa.” Starinar X1, (1961): 91-109; Jovanovic,
Miodrag. “Pycko-cprcke ymernmuke Bese y X VIII Bexy.” Zbornik Filozofskog fakulteta VII-1, (1963): 379-410;
Jovanovi¢, Miodrag. “ Cpricka nukoBHa yMeTHOCT 1 Pycnja xpajem XIX u mouetkom XX Bexa.” Saopstenja
Republickog zavoda za zastitu spomenika kulture XV (1983): 119-126; Makuljevi¢, Nenad. “L{pkBena ymeTHOCT
y Kpamesuau Cpouju: (1882-1914).” Belgrade: Filozofski fakultet u Beogradu, 2007, 51-57, 159-181; Idem
“Piety, Ideology, and Orthodoxy: Russian Icons in Serbian Church Culture (17th—19th Centuries).” In Routes
of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16th—early 20th Centuries), edited by Yuliana Boycheva. Seyssel: La Pomme
d’or, 2016, 137-145.

2 Mocksa-Cpouja, Beoepao-Pycuja, edited by Svetlana Dolgova, Ekaterina Ivanova, Anatolii Turilov and
Tatjana Subotin-Golubovi¢. Belgrade and Moscow: Arhiv Srbije, Glavnoe arhivnoe upravlenie goroda Moskvy,
Federal’noe arhivnoe agentstvo, Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arhiv drevnih aktov, 2009.

3 Puzovi¢, Vladislav. Pycku nymesu cpnckoe 602ociosma: wxonosare Cpba Ha pyckum 0yX08HUM aKadeMujama:
1849-1917. Belgrade: Pravoslavni Bogoslovski fakultet, Sluzbeni glasnik, 2017.
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developed in Byzantine and Russian culture, * leading to the creation of literary works dedicated to

them. This literature was also present and popularized in Serbian church circles.’

Existing insight into the transfer of Russian visual culture into Serbian churches shows that one of its
essential characteristics was the arrival of copies of Russian miraculous icons. Most often crafted in
“folk” workshops, these replicas were frequently brought to Serbia via trade routes, for believers who

would purchase them, place them in their homes, or donate them to churches.

Numerous Russian icons are thus present in Serbian places of worship, from Dalmatia to Kosovo and
Metohija. Serbian society became particularly familiar with them during the nineteenth century, and
travelogues published in the press often highlighted their presence. Among many others®, the best known
include the following: Mother of God Akhtyrskaya in the church in Doljani;’ the icons of the Mother
of God of Joy of All Who Sorrow in Doljani, Koprivnica, and Svica;* Mother of God Chelyabinskaya
in Doljani’;’ the Mother of God Tikhvinskaya in Zaluznica' and Klinovac’;"! the Mother of God
Smolenskaya in Tuzla"? the Feodorovskaya icon of the Mother of God in Hilandar;" and Mother of

God Kazanskaya in the monasteries of Hilandar and Rakovica."*

Probably the earliest Russian miraculous icon among the Serbs was the Vladimirskaya icon of the
Mother of God."® One highly venerated and elaborately framed early copy, dating to the sixteenth
century, was located in the Old Church in Sarajevo.® The Church of the Nativity of Saint John the

Lidov, A.M. (ed.). Yydomeopnas uxona é Buzanmuu u opesueii Pycu. Moscow: Martis, 1996.

Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. Cpncko 6apoxro cauxapcmeo. Novi Sad: Matica srpska, 1996, 356-358.

There is no complete list of copies of Russian miracle-working icons in Serbian churches.

Bor¢i¢, Vera. Zbirka ikona Odjela Srba u Hrvatskoj. Zagreb: Povijesni muzej Hrvatske, 1974, 25.

Bor¢i¢, Vera. Zbirka ikona Odjela Srba u Hrvatskoj, 26, 45, 120.

Bor¢i¢, Vera. Zbirka ikona Odjela Srba u Hrvatskoj, 26.

Bor¢i¢, Vera. Zbirka ikona Odjela Srba u Hrvatskoj, 130.

Milovanovi¢, Katarina. “boropoxnmna Tuxsuncka.” in Mkononuc Bparcke enapxuje, edited by Miroslav Timo-

tijevi¢ and Nenad Makuljevi¢. Belgrade and Vranje: Filozofski fakultet, Katedra za istoriju umetnosti novog

veka; Eparhija Vranjska SPC, 2005, 118-119.

12 Raki¢, Svetlana. Hxone bocre u Xepyezosune (16—19 sujex). Belgrade: Republicki zavod za zastitu spomenika
kulture, 1998, 328-329.

13 Petkovié, Sreten. Hxone Manacmupa Xunanoapa. Mount Athos: Hilandar Monastery, 1997, 58.

14 Zenarju Rajovié, Ivana. Manacmup Paxosuya. Belgrade: Sluzbeni glasnik, 2023, 207-209.

15 Tati¢-Duri¢, Mirjana. “boroponnua Bnagimupcka.” Zbornik za likovne umetnosti Matice srpske 21, (1985): 29-50,
Shchennikova, Ludmila.“UynoTBopHas nkona «boromareps Bnagnmupckasy» kak « OMUTUTpUs eBaHTEINCTA
Jyxun.” In Yyoomeopnas uxona é Buzanmuu u /[pesneii Pycu, edited by Alexei M. Lidov. Moscow: Martis,
1996, 252-286.

16 Raki¢, Svetlana. Hxone bocre u Xepyezosune (16—19 sujex), 303-304.
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Baptist in Stoni Beograd /Székesfehérvar houses a seventeenth-century version, !” while Krusedol

Monastery has a replica from the eighteenth century.'

One unique example of Serbian-Russian spiritual connections and the veneration of Russian
miraculous icons, as well as the transfer of their wonderworking powers in the eighteenth century,
is linked to another version of the Virgin of Vladimir .”” A monk named Paisios, a Greek from the
island of Corfu, left a record of his life and the bringing of this icon to Serbia. Paisios was tonsured
at the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra and, inspired by earlier saints who rebuilt and founded churches and
monasteries, sought a place for asceticism and church-building.* Between 1717 and 1739, when
northern Serbia was under Austrian rule, Orthodox ecclesiastical life underwent significant renewal,
and so Paisios decided to come to Serbia. He arrived in Belgrade in 1727, bringing with him “the
icon of our most holy mistress, the Mother of God and ever-virgin Mary, which was painted by the
Saint Apostle and Evangelist Luke, known as the Vladimirskaya Icon, ” adorned with silver, gold,
and various embellishments. In Belgrade, Paisios was received by Bishop Stefan Ljubibrati¢, who
placed the miraculous image in Belgrade Cathedral, where it “healed many of the sick.” Paisios then
found and restored the abandoned monastery in Vinca near Belgrade. Two years later, on July 2,
1729, on the Feast of the Deposition of the Honourable Robe of the Mother of God at Blachernae,
the icon was transferred from Belgrade to Vin¢a Monastery in a ceremonial procession with priests,
deacons, Gospel readings, incense, and the singing of psalms. On arrival it was placed on a special
throne, where it was highly venerated and assisted the faithful. The date of the icon’s transfer to

Vinca became the monastery’s feast day.

In 1739, when the monks of Vinca fled to the Habsburg Monarchy before the advancing Ottoman army,
the Virgin of Vladimir was transferred to Bezdin Monastery. Four years later, the icon’s significance
and the veneration of its miraculous powers led Patriarch Arsenije IV Jovanovi¢-Sakabenta to move
it to the administrative centre of the Serbian Church in the Habsburg Monarchy, located in Sremski
Karlovci, where it was housed in the patriarchal chapel. The patriarch commissioned a new silver cover

for the icon in Vienna in 1745, and composed a prayer engraved on a silver plaque to mark the event.

17 Sevo, Ljiljana. I[prea Pohersa ceemoe Josana Ipemeye y Cmonom Beoepady. Banja Luka: Art print, 2011, 125.

18 Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. Manacmup Kpyweoon. Belgrade-Novi Sad: Dragani¢, Pokrajinski zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture Vojvodine, 2008, Vol. II: 176.
19 Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. “boropoanna be3anncka i Bepcko-mOMUTHYKHY MporpaM marpujapxa Apcenuja [V

Joranosuha.” Balcanica XX XII-XXXIII, (2003): 311-339.

20 Ruvarac, Ilarion. “Cynduxa manactupa Burde y Cpouju.” Starinar 2, (1887): 35-38; Gruji¢, Radoslav, “ITpunosn
3a ucropujy Cpbuje y noba aycrpujcke okymnamnuje (1718-1739).” Spomenik SKA LI, drugi razred knj. 44,
(1914): 167.
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When the icon of the Virgin was returned to Bezdin in 1748, a copy of it was kept in the patriarchal
chapel.?! This was also highly venerated, and received a silver cover in 1750, along with a typical carved
and gilded frame. The copy was transferred to the newly constructed Cathedral of Saint Nicholas in

Sremski Karlovei in 1781.

The Virgin of Vladimir-Vin¢a-Bezdin became one of the most popular icons among the Serbian
population in the Habsburg Monarchy, with numerous copies preserved. It was also reproduced in

prints, % contributing to the spread and growth of its cult.

Other Russian icons are also likely to have gained popularity in Serbian communities. One example
appears to be the despotic icon of the Mother of God Tikhvinskaya from Velika Remeta, part of a larger
group received by Abbot Grigorije in 1701, which originally belonged to Rakovica Monastery near
Belgrade.” In the church at Stari Banovci there is an icon of the Mother of God with an inscription
stating that it is a copy of the miraculous one from Velika Remeta, which it does indeed resemble. It
was a gift from Abbot Grigorije, with iconography corresponding to that of the Tikhvinskaya Mother
of God.** Another copy of the same Velika Remeta icon is on the “Virgin’s throne” proskynetarion
in the Church of the Nativity of the Virgin in Zemun.” It is evident that during the 18th century, the
cult of this Mother of God icon spread from Velika Remeta. Interestingly, the Mother of God painted
by Leontei Stefanov in 1687 is yet another Russian icon at Velika Remeta that originally belonged to

Rakovica Monastery, and it too is now venerated as miraculous.

II

Intense Serbian-Russian spiritual ties also led to the presence of icons and wall paintings depicting

certain Russian saints in Serbian churches.

21 The icon was kept in Bezdin Monastery until the First World War, after which Bishop Georgije Leti¢ trans-
ferred it to Velika Kikinda and later to VrSac. The reason for its relocation was the annexation of the territory
where Bezdin Monastery was located to Romania. Today, the icon is housed in the court chapel of the Serbian
Orthodox Diocese of Banat in Vrsac: Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. “boropomuia besaumcka, ” 335.

22 Davidov, Dinko. Cpncka epaghuxa XVIII eexa, Belgrade: Zavod za udzbenike i nastavna sredstva, 2006, 301,
365-366, 376.

23 Zenarju Rajovi¢, Ivana. Manacmup Paxosuya, 193-205.

24 Zenarju Rajovi¢, Ivana. Manacmup Paxosuya, 204-205.

25 Momirovi¢, Petar. “J/IBe Boropoxmunue nkoHe cprcke npaBociaaBre pkse y Crapum banosunma.” Saopstenja
Republickog zavoda za zastitu spomenika kulture XV (1983): 285-294.
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The treasury at Hilandar Monastery houses many such works, likely donated during frequent visits by
Hilandar monks to Russia.”® Surviving examples from the second half of the 16th century depict Saint
Alexei the Wonderworker, Saint Leontius of Rostov, Saint Euthymius the Wonderworker, Saint Sergius of

Radonezh, and Saint Theodore, Prince of Smolensk and Yaroslav, with his sons David and Constantine >’

One of the most characteristic Russian gifts was the Catapetasma, donated by Tsar Ivan IV the Terrible
and his wife Anastasia in 1555. Its complex iconographic program highlights the tsar’s family, the role
of the Russian Church, and Russian saints, connecting them to their Serbian counterparts. The central
representation features Christ the Great High Priest, with the Mother of God and Saint John the Baptist,
while numerous saints are depicted in medallions. Among those shown are Saint Metropolitan Peter
of Moscow and Saint Sava of Serbia, as well as Saint Sergius of Radonezh and Saint Simeon Nemanja
of Serbia. Others include Saints Metropolitans Alexei and Jonah, John of Novgorod, Saint Leontius of

Rostov, Saints Prince Vladimir, Boris and Gleb, and Saint Theodosius of Pechersk.?

In the Karlovci Metropolitanate, a large number of Russian saints were celebrated thanks to the use of
Russian Menaion books. However, by order of the Austrian Count Koller, this practice was discontinued
at the church-people’s assembly in Sremski Karlovci in 1769, when public celebrations of fifty-six feast
days, twenty-seven of which were dedicated to Russian saints, were abolished.” The official veneration of
Russian saints must have necessitated the acquisition of icons depicting them, though specific examples

have yet to be precisely identified.

A significant testimony to Serbian-Russian cooperation and the success of Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovi¢
was the establishment of the Serbian podvorie (metochion) in Moscow.*® The Church of Saint Kir and
John in Moscow was founded in the sixteenth century, and rebuilt by order of Empress Catherine II in
1762-1763, but fell victim to looting during Napoleon’s siege of Moscow in 1812. The Holy Synod and
the Russian state gifted the building to the Orthodox Church of the Principality of Serbia as the Serbian
representation in 1873. It was rapidly restored with the help of the Moscow merchant V. V. Sisoyev

and other benefactors, and consecrated the following year. At that time, the church received a new

26 Petkovié, Sreten. “Xunaungap u Pycuja y XVI u XVII Bexy.” In Kasusarwa o Ceemoj I'opu, edited by Milka
Jankovi¢. Belgrade: Prosveta, 1995, 143-170.

27 Petkovi¢, Sreten. “Xunangap u Pycuja y XVI n XVII Bexy, ”162-163.

28 Petkovi¢, Sreten. “Xwunanmap u Pycuja y XVIu XVII Beky, ” 161-162; Smirnova, Engelina, “Karameracma 1555
1. K mkonorpadugeckoit mporpamme okaitmnenus.” In Ocam éexosa Xunanoapa: ucmopuja, 0yXo8Hu scugom,
KroudcesHocm, ymemuocm u apxumekmypa, edited by V. Kora¢. Belgrade: SANU, 2000, 495-502.

29 Kosti¢, Mita. I pog) Konep xao kyrmyprnonpocsemuu peghopmamop koo Cpoay Veapckoj y XVIII sexy. Belgrade:
SKA, 1932, 135; Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. Cpncko 6apoxro, 377-378.

30 Jovanovié, Platon. Cpncko nodsopje y Mocksu, Belgrade: Drzavna Stamparija Kraljevine Srbije, 1901.
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dedication to the Annunciation, celebrated on November 30, coinciding with the feast of Saint Andrew

the First-Called, a Serbian state holiday commemorating the issuance of the Hatt-i Sharif in 1830.*

During restoration work on the church, a new iconostasis was created based on the “Cross Church
of the Merciful Saviour” in Rostov in the Yaroslavl region. This was a tall structure with four tiers
of icons; those from the old iconostasis were purchased by Sisoyev and donated to a church in
Montenegro. Six icons painted by “L.K. Kondrat on a gold field” were displayed on the church walls.
They depicted Saint Sava of Serbia, the Unmercenary Saints Kir and John, Saint Andrew the First-
Called, Venerable Sergius of Radonezh, the Moscow saints Peter, Alexis, Jonah, and Philip, Saint
Basil the Blessed, and Great Martyr Barbara.

Wall paintings were executed in fresco technique on “golden fields”. Among the numerous Serbian and
Russian saints depicted are: Saint Sava of Serbia; Saint Simeon Nemanja; Saint Cyprian, Metropolitan of
Moscow; Saint Peter of Cetinje, Metropolitan of Montenegro; Saint Demetrius, Metropolitan of Rostov;
Venerable Angelina, the Serbian Despotess; Saint Arsenius I, Archbishop of Serbia; Saint Maximus the
Hungarian-Wallachian; Saint Stefan Decanski; Saint King Milutin; Righteous Philaret the Merciful,
“in memory of Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow”; the Slavic enlighteners Cyril and Methodius; Saint
Alexander Nevsky, “in memory of Tsar Alexander Nikolaevich, who gifted this church to the Serbian
clergy”; and Great Martyr Catherine, “in memory of Empress Catherine II, who built this church.”
Icons of the Mother of God Vladimirskaya and the Mother of God of Kaluga were placed on the altar.*

During the Serbian-Turkish Wars of 18761878, the presence and promotion of Russian saintly cults
became particularly significant. One group of Russian volunteers carried a tent chapel dedicated to
Saint Alexander Nevsky* onto the battlefield in Serbia. A church dedicated to Saint Alexander Nevsky
was subsequently established in Belgrade, becoming the most important site for the dissemination of
his cult in Serbia. Icons from the aforementioned military tent church are now located in the village

church of Kloka near Kragujevac, including an icon of Saint Alexander Nevsky.**

31 “Osvestenje crkve srpskoga Podvorja u Moskvi na dan prvozvanog Andreja 1874. god.” Sion 45, (18. 12. 1874):
705-707; “Kratki opis Krsto-Blagovestenske crkve srpskog podvorja, u Moskvi.” Sion 14, (16. 04. 1875):

209-212.
32 “Kratki opis Krsto-Blagovestenske crkve srpskog podvorja, u Moskvi.” Sion 15, (21.04. 1875): 225-228.
33 Mezinski, Jelena, “Xpam Cs. Anekcangap Hesckor y beorpany.” In Xpam Ceemoz Anexcandpa Hesckoe y

Beozpaoy: cnomenuya nosodom cmozoduwumuye nocmojarea xpama 1912-2012, edited by M. Arsenijevic.
Belgrade: Pravoslavna misionarska $kola pri hramu Sv. Aleksandra Nevskog, 2013, 25-42.
34 Mezinski, Jelena. “Xpam Cs. Anexcannap Hesckor y beorpany, ” 164.
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During the Serbian-Turkish Wars, Nikolai Nikolayevich Rajevsky came to Serbia and died in battle. In
his memory, a church was built in Gornji Adrovac by his relative Marija Rayevsky. The wall paintings,
at least partially designed by Viktor Vasnetsov, memorialize significant events in Serbian and Russian
history, along with national holy warriors, including the Coronation of Saint Stefan the First-Crowned

and the Baptism of Rus, as well as Saint Prince Lazar and Saint Alexander Nevsky.*

Representations of Russian and Serbian saints are also to be found on the iconostasis of Sarajevo Cathedral.*®
Abbot Ignatius from the Monastery of Saint Sergius near Saint Petersburg was prominently involved in
this gift from Russian benefactors, which bears depictions of numerous Russian and Serbian saints. Saint
Arsenius of Serbia, Saint Sava of Serbia, Saint Alexander Nevsky, and Saint Eugene Bishop of Cherson all
appear in the row of throne icons. Medallions above the depictions of apostles and prophets in the upper
zone of the iconostasis show Saint Demetrius, Metropolitan of Rostov; Saint Eugenia the Great Martyr;

Saint Alexis, Metropolitan of Moscow; Saint Prince Vladimir; and Saint Mitrophan, Bishop of Voronezh.

Conclusions

Centuries-long cultural and spiritual ties between Serbia and Russia facilitated the transfer of Russian
miraculous icons and iconic depictions of Russian saints into Serbian churches. Often painted by “folk”
iconographers, they can still be found in numerous Serbian churches from Dalmatia to Kosovo and
Metohija, clearly testifying to their immense popularity. A unique example is one copy of the icon Mother
of God Vladimirskaya, which gained an entirely new life in the Serbian environment: it was venerated

as miraculous, received a new name, and was celebrated as the Mother of God of Vin¢an-Bezdan.

Depictions of Russian saints appear on individual icons, but their most extensive repertoire can be
found on the Catapetasma of Ivan the Terrible for Hilandar Monastery, in the wall paintings of the
Serbian podvorie in Moscow, and on the iconostasis of Sarajevo Cathedral. In these complex works,
Serbian and Russian saints are depicted together, resembling a unified choir of saints. They bear clear

testimony to shared Russian-Serbian spiritual culture.

35 Makuljevi¢, Nenad. I[pxeena ymemnocm, 23; Kosti¢, Ana and Rakonjac, Teodora, “Memorial Church in Gornji
Adrovac as a Symbol of Serbo-Russian Cultural, Political, National, and Artistic Ties in the Late 19th and Early
20th Century.” Zbornik radova Filozofskog fakulteta, No. 1 (2024): 238-254.

36 Laki¢, Marija. “Russian and Serbian Sacral Visual Culture in the 19th Century: Russian Donations and the
Furnishing of the Orthodox Cathedral in Sarajevo.” In The Transfer of Icons and Religious Objects From the
Russian Empire to Serbian Communities, edited by N. Makuljevi¢, Belgrade. -Rethymno: Faculty of Philosophy
University of Belgrade- Institute for Mediterranean Studies: FORTH 2025, 168—191.
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Fig. 1. Mother of God Feodorovskaya, 1643, Hilandar Monastery, (Source: Petkovi¢, Sreten, Hkone
Manacmupa Xunanoapa, Sveta Gora Atonska: Manastir Hilandar, 1997).
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Fig. 2. Mother of God Vladimirskaya, 16th century, Old Church in Sarajevo, (Source: Rakic¢,
Svetlana, Hkone bocne u Xepyezosune (16—19 sujex), Beograd: Republicki zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture, 1998).
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Fig. 3. Mother of God of Vladimir-Vin¢a-Bezdin, 18th century, Bishop’s Palace Vrsac, (Source:

http://manastir-bezdin.blogspot.com/p/blog-page 9178.html).
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Fig. 4. Mother of God Tikhvinskaya from Velika Remeta Monastery, end of 17th century, Museum
of Serbian Orthodox Church, Belgrade, (Source: Zenarju Rajovi¢, Ivana, Manastir Rakovica,
Beograd: Sluzbeni glasnik, 2023).
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Fig. 5. Saint Leontius of Rostov, mid-16th century, Hilandar Monastery, (Source: Petkovi¢, Sreten,

HUrone Manacmupa Xunanoapa, Sveta Gora Atonska: Manastir Hilandar, 1997).
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Fig. 6. Catapetasma, donated by Tsar Ivan IV the Terrible and his wife Anastasia in 1555 to Hilandar

Monastery, (Source: Petkovi¢, Sreten, Xunanoap, Beograd: Republicki zavod za zastitu spomenika
kulture, 1999).
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Fig. 7. Saint Alexander Nevsky, 1903, Memorial Church of Nikolai Rayevsky in Gornji Adrovac. Fig. 8. Iconostasis, 1871, Cathedral Church in Sarajevo. Photo: Marija Laki¢
Photo: Ana Kostic. |
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Fig. 9. Saint Alexander Nevsky, 1871, Iconostasis, Cathedral Church in Sarajevo. Photo: Marija Lakic.
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Russian Icons and Cults in the Patriarchate of
Pe¢ Monastery under Ottoman Rule

Ivana Zenarju Rajovi¢

Abstract

The strongest cult to emerge at the Patriarchate of Pe¢ Monastery was that of the miracle-working
icon of the Virgin, the palladium of the city. Believed to have been the work of St Luke, it was actually
painted at the Armory chamber in the 18" century. The monastery possessed several other Russian
icons from the 17" or early 18" century. Some of them are representative of important cults in Serbian
and Russian milieus, such as the icon of St Sava and St Simeon of Serbia and the icon of the Venerable

Joseph Volotsky.

Keywords: Russian icons, miraculous icon, cults, Patriarchate of Pe¢ Monastery

Along with the idea of Moscow as the Third Rome or New Constantinople, ' Russia became the
protector of Orthodoxy in the 16™ century and the main destination for all seeking spiritual and
material patronage. This idea flourished during the reign of Tsar Peter the Great, who declared himself
the patron of Christians in the Balkans in 1710, prompting representatives of Orthodox monasteries

to travel to Russia.” In Moscow, many monastic delegations from the Ottoman Empire received alms

1 Poe, Marshall. “Moscow, the Third Rome: The Origins and Transformations of a ‘Pivotal Moment’.” Jahrbiicher
fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 49 (3) (2001), 412—413.
2 See: Dimitrijei¢, Stevan. “I'palja 3a cprcky HCTOpHjy U3 CPIICKUX apXuBa U oubmmorteka.” Spomenik Srpske

kraljevske akademije 53 (1922); Floria, B. N. (ed.), Csa3u Poccuu ¢ napooamu banxanckozo nonyocmposa
(nepsas nonosuna XVII 6.). Moscow: Nauka, 1990; Turilov, Anatolii Arkad'evich. “Kynrypre Bese MockoBcke
Pycuje u Cp6uje on XIV mo X VI Beka.” In Mocksa —Cpbuja, beoepao — Pycuja = Mockea — Cepbus, beazpad
— Poccus. Jlokymenma u mamepujanu = cooprux ookymenmog u mamepuanos, edited by Svetlana Dolgova et
al. Belgrade: Arhiv Srbije; Moscow: Glavnoe arhivnoe upravlenie goroda Moskvy 2009, Vol. 1: 142-178; On
these journeys and the reception and distribution of financial and other aid in Russia, see: Kapterev, Nikolai
Fédorovich. Xapaxmep omnowenuii Poccuu x npagociagrnomy Bocmoky 6 XVIu XVII cmoremusx. Moscow:
tip. L. F. Snegireva 1885, 105-145.
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certificates (donation charters) for their monasteries, which determined the interval of future visits to
the city and the size of visiting delegations. They stated how often, for how many years, and how many
monks could go to Russia to collect donations for their monastery. Many Serbian monasteries had such
charters, including the Patriarchate of Pe¢.* At the request of Metropolitan Simeon, the Patriarchate
of Pe¢ Monastery received an alms certificate from Emperor Michael Feodorovich in 1641. It allowed
a delegation of three to four monks to travel to Moscow every seven to eight years for financial and
other assistance.* The Patriarchate of Pe¢ monastery was established by Archbishop Arsenije in the 13
century and had served as the seat of the Serbian Archbishopric in the 14™ century. It was also the seat
of the Patriarchate between 1557 and 1766, when it was annexed to the Patriarchate of Constantinople.
In the 19™ century, Pe¢ Monastery was part of the Diocese of Raska and Prizren, as it is today. As a
result of the Pe¢ monks’ visits to Russia, the monastic treasury once possessed several 17% and 18"

century Russian icons.

The most significant Russian icon from the Patriarchate of Pe¢ is also one of the most highly venerated
objects of piety and worship at the monastery as a pilgrimage centre. It is the miracle-working icon of
the Virgin (fig. 1), traditionally believed to have been painted by St Luke the Evangelist and brought
to the monastery by the first Serbian archbishop, St Sava, from Jerusalem or Mount Athos.’ Known as
the miraculous icon of Pe¢, the palladium of the city, it was in fact painted at the Kremlin Armoury
Chamber at the beginning of the 18" century. The Pe¢ icon depicts the Virgin Mary and the infant
Jesus Christ with a rolled-up scroll in his hand, surrounded by twelve miniature figures of the apostles,
with four warrior saints below them — George, Procopius, Demetrius, and Mercurius. The infant Christ
is on the left, on his mother’s right hand, and iconographically, the work belongs to the Hodegetria
Dexiokratousa type, being a copy of the miraculous icon of the Mother of God of Jerusalem, also known
as the Virgin of Gethsemane. The icon is encased in a golden revetment assumed to be the work of Pe¢
goldsmiths, which mirrors the inscription written on the icon.® Inscription is placed at the very bottom,
on both sides flanking the warrior figures, and it contains a legend stating that it was painted by the

hand of the Holy Apostle in the fifteenth year after the Ascension of Chris in Gethsemane, where the

3 Kapterev, Xapakmep omnowenuii Poccuu, 133—134; Dolgova, Svetlana, and Ekaterina I. Ivanova. “Pycko-
cpricke mpasociasHe Bese o1 X VI go X VIII Beka.” In Mocksa —Cpbuja, Beoepad — Pycuja = Mockea — Cepous,
Fenepao — Poccus. 2009, Vol 1: 54, 74-75.

4 Dimitrijevi¢, Stevan. “Ilpunosn pactpasu, OnHomaju nehkux natpujapaxa ¢ Pycujom y XVII Bexy.” Spomenik
Srpske kraljevske akademije XXX VIII (1900): 60—61.
5 Brki¢, Antonije. husomu Cpba ceemumesva noo caodosuma ypxasa Iehxe nampujapuwuje. Pe¢: Uprava ma-

nastira Pecke patrijarsije, 1964, 13—14; Zenarju Rajovi¢, Ivana. I[pxeena ymemnocm y Pawko-npuspenckoj
enapxuju (1839-1912). Leposavi: Institut za srpsku kulturu Pristina, 2016, 213.

6 Nik¢evic et al. (eds.), Ipecsema bozcopoouya Kpacnuya lehika— 3awmumuuya u cnacumessruya pooa cpockoea
kpcmonocroea. Cetinje: Svetigora; Pe¢: manastir Pecka patrijarsija, 2015, 59.
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tomb of the Virgin Mary is located. It goes on to say that Emperor Leo brought the icon from Jerusalem
to Constantinople, where it helped the city withstand Scythian invasions and performed many other
miracles. In the 9" century, it was transferred to Kherson during a Russian attack on Constantinople.
After the Russian prince Vladimir was baptized there, he took the icon to Veliky Novgorod. The text
further states that it had an inscription in Greek, which was translated into Church Slavonic. At this
point, the text written on the Pe¢ icon becomes illegible, and nothing can be read except that it was
transferred somewhere else by order of an unknown emperor.” The miraculous icon of the Mother of
God of Jerusalem from the Kremlin Assumption Cathedral, believed to be the prototype, had almost the
same inscription, written in Russian and Greek, to which it was probably transferred to Moscow in the
time of Ivan the Terrible.* While the icon was at the Kremlin, it was restored by famous painter Kirill
Ulanov, who worked at the Armoury and also made several copies of this icon, as well.” It remained
at the Assumption Cathedral until Napoleon’s invasion of Russia in 1812, when it was stolen from the

church, so it was replaced by the copy which is also revered as miraculous.

The miraculous icon of Pe¢ was and still is the focal point of the monastery’s sacred space and is
prominently displayed next to the graves of its founders. Since the mid-19" century, it has stood
on a magnificent carved wooden throne produced by Macedonian artisans and icon painters in the
second half of the 19" century." As the protector of the monastery and the city of Pe¢, on certain
occasions, such as severe and long-lasting droughts or epidemics of infectious diseases, the icon
was paraded in ceremonial processions through the city, accompanied by local crowds, monks,
and priests. Due to its apotropaic and healing properties, for centuries it has been an object of
special veneration in female piety. Members of other religions also visited the Patriarchate of Pe¢
Monastery to see the miraculous icon, seeking salvation and comfort, and it was known as Saint

Merima among local Muslims.? The icon eventually got its own liturgical service, titled The Service

7 Nikcevi¢ et al. (eds.). Ilpeceema bozopoouya Kpacnuya Ilefika, 36.

8 Tolstaia, Tat'iana. “HUxona «boromareps Hepycamumckas ['edcnmanckas» u3 Yemenckoro codopa Mock.
Kpemuns u ee nerenna.” In Busanmuiickuii mup: uckyccmeo Koncmanmunonons u HayuoHaibHvle mpaouyuu:
K 2000-1emuto xpucmuancmsa, edited by Mariia Orlova. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik, 2005, 649; Pivovarova,
Nadezhda Valer'evna. “Uepycamumckas nkoHa boxwueit Matepn u3 Yenenckoro cobopa Mockosckoro Kpemis
U ee yTpaueHHbIH opuriHai. K Bopocy o KOmipoBaHHWH JPEBHUX HKOH MOCKOBCKMMH MacTepaMy Ha py0Oexe
XVII-XVIII BexoB.” Vestnik Sankt-Petersburgskogo universiteta Iskusstvovodenie 8, no. 3 (2018): 439

9 For more about this painter: Kochetkov, I. A. (ed.). Crosaps pycckux uxononucyes XI-XVII 6s. Moscow: Indrik,
2009, 668—676. About Ulanov’s interest in the iconography of the Virgin of Jerusalem and it’s copies he made,
see: Komashko, Nataliia. “«boromareps Uepycamumckas (I'ecnmanckas)» mucsma Kupunna Ynanosa.” In
Busanmuiickuti mup: uckyccmso Konemanmuronons u Hayuonanshvle mpaouyuu. k 2000-nemuro xpucmuarncmea,
edited by Mariia Orlova, 663—-668. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik, 2005

10 Tolstaia, Tat'iana. “Wkona «boromareps Mepycamumckas [ecnmanckasy, 647.

11 Zenarju Rajovi¢, L{pxeena ymemnocm y Pawiko-npuspenckoj, 213-214.

12 Petrovi¢, Mili¢ F., Joxymenmu o Pawikoj obnacmu: 1900-1912. Belgrade: Arhiv Srbije, 1995, 168.
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of the Presentation of the Miracle-Working Icon of Pe¢ (Ciyacba cpemery yyoomeophe uxkoHe
npeceeme bozopoouye 3sane Ilehcke), written and published in 1812 owing to the efforts of the
priest Nikodim Dimitrijevi¢ Svetogorac and the Prizren faithful. It also has an Akathistos, published
in 1894, thanks to the Serbian Metropolitan Mihailo (Michael)."” The miracle-working icon of Pe¢
has played a significant role in the history of the monastery, and not only for devotional reasons:
it helped repay the monastery’s debt in 1907 when it toured the Diocese of Raska and Prizren in a
fund-raising “holy expedition.”™ The icon’s status could be compared to that of the Mother of God
lerosolymitissa, from the Church of the Tomb of the Virgin in Gethsemane in Jerusalem, painted

in the second half of the 19" century."

Mostly due to its cult status rather than artistic merit and style, the Pe¢ icon has had an impact on the
visual culture of the “host society, ” producing several known local copies. The oldest one, set in an
exquisite wood engraving, was made by an unknown painter in the late 18" century. It was brought
to Gorio¢ Monastery from an endangered church during the March Pogrom of 2004, then to Ulije
Monastery near Leposavi¢ in 2021, and restored in 2023. Interestingly, only the central motif of this
artwork is a copy of the Pe¢ icon, with other saints selected to reflect the owner’s personal devotional
preferences. The same applies to other copies, such as two icons from the treasury of the Church of the
Presentation of the Virgin Mary in Belo Polje, a metochion of Pe¢ Monastery. One depicted the Virgin
and Christ with two saints, while the other was painted with two angels. The church was burned and
looted in 1999 and 2004, when the icons were probably destroyed."® The only copy of the Pe¢ miracle-
worker published so far is the one painted in 1806 by the famous Serbian icon painter Aleksije Lazovic,

commissioned by the Gavrilovi¢ family" (fig. 2).

Besides the miraculous icon of Pe¢, several other Russian icons mostly painted in the 17 or early 18"

centuries once belonged to the monastery treasury and are now kept in the Museum of the Serbian

13 Zenarju Rajovi¢, Ivana. “Economy and Cult of Relics: The Miracle-Working Icon of the Virgin and Financing
the Patriarchate of Pe¢ Monastery.” In Cultures of Economy in South-Eastern Europe. Spotlights and Perspec-
tives. Edited by Jurij MuraSov et al. Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag, 2020, 111.

14 Ibid, 111-122.

15 See: Keshman W., Anastasia. “Panagia lerosolymitissa Icon — An Instance in the Mutuality of Traditions in
the Holy Land of the 19th and 20th Centuries.” In Marginalia: Art Readings, edited by Ivanka Gergova and
Elissaveta Moussakova. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, BAS 2019, 307-320.

16 Joki¢, Branko (ed.). March Pogrom in Kosovo and Metohija, March 17-19, 2004: With a Survey of Destroyed and
Endangered Christian Cultural Heritage. Belgrade: Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Serbia, 2004, 40.

17 Mati¢, Miljana. “boropoanma ca Xpuctom, mpoponnma u ceetutesbiMa.” In Cpncko ymemnuuko naciehe
Ha Kocosy u Memoxuju. Hoenmumem, 3uauaj, yeposwcenocm. Hzmereno u oonyreno uzoarse, beoepao 2017
(xamanoe usnoxcoe), edited by Miodrag Markovi¢ and Dragan Vojvodi¢. Belgrade: Galerija Srpske akademije
nauka 1 umetnosti, 2017, 478.
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Orthodox Church.”® Some are now lost. Others, such as the icon of St Sava and St Simeon of Serbia
and the icon of the Venerable Joseph Volotsky, are representative of important cults in both Serbian

and Russian milieus.

The icon of St Sava and St Simeon of Serbia (fig. 3) represents a fine example of the Moscow style of
icon painting from the mid-17" century.”” The renowned Serbian saints, a father and son, are depicted
as standing figures with golden haloes in a rocky landscape, facing each other in a three-quarter
stance. The inscription identifies them as Saint Sava, Archbishop of Serbia and Wonderworker, and the
Venerable Simeon of Serbia the Myrrh-Gusher. They address Christ Emmanuel, shown blessing them
from above in a segment of the sky. Saint Sava, on the left, is a young hierarch with brown hair and
beard. He is dressed in episcopal vestments in red, green, and gold, consisting of a sticharion with an
epitrachelion, over which he wears a richly embroidered gold-woven polystavrion with a multilayered
stylized cross pattern. St Sava holds a gospel in his right hand. His father, painted opposite him, wears
the Great Schema vestments — a simple light-colored monastic robe with a dark cloak and a hood, and
an analavos decorated with the red Golgotha Cross. In his lowered left hand he holds an unrolled scroll

with the text of Psalm 34:11: “Come, you children, listen to me; I will teach you to fear the Lord.”

Simeon was the monastic name of Grand Prince Stefan Nemanja, founder of the Serbian Nemanji¢
dynasty. His cult spread from Studenica Monastery, where his relics are located, boosted by encouraging
impulses from Hilandar Monastery on Mount Athos, which he founded and where he took his monastic
vow.?” Apart from the historical facts and St Simeon’s importance as the great prince of Raska and
the progenitor of the Nemanji¢ dynasty, the medieval Serbian ruling family that produced a number
of locally revered saints and thus came to be known as “saint-bearing, ” the strength of the associated
cult rested on numerous miracles before his myrrh-exuding relics, as a result of which he was regularly
designated as the Myrrh-Gusher.”! During the Ottoman era, an iconographic pattern of St Simeon

the Myrrh-Streamer as a megaloschemos monk with a model of Studenica in his hands emerged. It

18 I'am grateful to my dear colleague Alexandr Preobrazhensky for his help in the dating and attribution of Russian
icons from the Patriarchate of Pe¢ Monastery.

19 Now in the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church, this icon dates to the 18" century: Mati¢, Miljana. “Csetu
Casa u Cetu CumeoH cprckn.” ibid, 474-475.

20 On the emergence of St Simeon’s cult: Popovi¢, Danica. “O mactanky kyinra ceeror Cumeona.” In Cmeghan
Hemara - Ceemu Cumeon Mupomouusu - ucmopuja u npedare, edited by Jovanka Kali¢. Belgrade: Srpska
akademija nauka i umetnosti, 2000, 347-369. On the use of his cult in the Metropolitanate of Karlovei: Timoti-
jevi¢, Miroslav. “Credan Hemama y 6apoxroM Bepcko-momuTrakoM nmporpamy Cprcke npkse.” In Kali¢ (ed.),
Cmedgpan Hemaroa - Ceemu Cumeon Mupomouusu, 395-407.

21 Pavlovi¢, Leontije. Kyimosu Jluya Koo Cpoa M Maxeoonaya. Ucmopujcko-emnoepaghcka Pacnpasa. Smederevo:
Narodni muzej, 1965, 42.
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emphasized his renunciation of worldly power and his ktetor role in founding the monastery, while at
the same time glorifying the status of monasticism as the backbone of church organization and religious
life under Ottoman rule.”> Simeon’s youngest son, Rastko, took the monastic vow and the name Sava
in his youth, later becoming the founder of the Serbian Orthodox Church and its first archbishop. His
cult spread from MileSeva Monastery, where he was buried, though strong centres of his cult were also
to be found at the monasteries of Hilandar, which he founded with his father, and the Holy Trinity in
Pljevlja, which held the relic of his left hand.” The usual representation of St Sava in Post-Byzantine
art was a portrait with his father, St Simeon.” While his father is always painted as a monk, St Sava is
dressed as archbishop, both typically rendered in frontal postures. They stand at the head of the sacred
lineage of Serbian rulers, another dominant theme in Serbian religious art. Portraits of the members
of the Nemanyji¢, Lazarevi¢, and Brankovi¢ ruling families create a visual program encapsulating
the authenticity of the Serbian medieval legacy and direct links with the past, while simultaneously
glorifying them.” However, while St Simeon was routinely painted as a megaloschemos monk and St
Sava in episcopal vestments, other Serbian saints were shown in royal regalia, with attributes of royal

dignity and martyrdom.

The presence of icons with images of the Serbian saints Sava and Simeon in Russia is not surprising,
as they were known and revered in various Russian circles, not least from monks’ endowments. The
earliest literary compositions mentioning St Sava emerged in Russia in the mid-15" century, and were
soon followed by biographies and services dedicated to him.?® A stronger influence on Russian literature

was exerted by Theodosius’s Life of St Sava, which Grand Duke Vasily IIl received as a gift in 1517 from

22 On the iconography of St Simeon: Petkovi¢, Sreten. “O uxonorpaguju Cetor Cimeona Cprickor y 106a Typeke
Bnagasune”. In Kali¢ (ed.), Cmegpan Hemarwa - Ceemu Cumeon Mupomouueu, 383-392.

23 Pavlovi¢, Leontije, Kyimosu Jluya Koo Cpba M Makedonaya, 65—-68; The cult of St Sava also spread to Russia, as
well as to Bulgaria, where he died. See: Petkovié, Sreten. “Cetn CaBa Cprickut y cTapoM pyCKOM CIUKApCTBY.”
In Cpncxu ceemumenu y ciukapemey npasociagnux napoda, edited by Sreten Petkovié. Novi Sad: Matica
Srpska, 2007, 7-31; Ibid, “ I[IpencraBe Cerora Case Cprckor y 6yrapckoj ymernoct X VI u XVII Beka.” In
Cpncxu ceemumenii, 32—43.

24 In the 19" century, St Sava was celebrated as a patron of education. His first portrait as an educator, completely
separating the cult surrounding him from that of his father, St Simeon, was painted in the Church of Ss Peter
and Paul in Tutin, in the Diocese of Raska and Prizren, in the late 16" century. Zenarju Rajovi¢, Ivana. “St Sava
in the religious art of the Raska and Prizren Diocese in the last century of the Ottoman rule.” In Nis i Vizantija
I5. Edited by Misa Rakocija. Nis: Univerzitet u Nisu, Pravoslavna eparhija niska, Niski kulturni centar, 2017,
361-376.

25 On the creation of the Serbian choir of saints and its religious and political role in the Metropolitanate of Kar-
lovci, see: Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. ““Serbia sacra’ u ‘Serbia sancta’ y 6apoKHOM BepCKO-TIOTHTHIKOM IIPOrpamy
Kapnosauke murpononuje.” In Ceemu Casa y cpnckoj ucmopuju u mpaduyuju. Edited by Sima Cirkovic.
Belgrade: Srpska akademija nauka i umetnosti, 1998, 387-431.

26 Petkovi, Sreten. “Ceetn CaBa y ctrapom pyckoM i pyMyHCkoM ciukapctBy.” In Ceemu Casa y cpnckoj ucmopuju
u mpaouyuju, 8.
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the monk Isaiah of Mount Athos. It was translated into Russian by dozens of authors over the following
decades.?” On the other hand, Russian church officials were also familiar with the icons of St Sava and
St Simeon thanks to the gifts of Serbian monks who went to Russia to seek help for their monasteries.
Written sources show that the monks of Hilandar and MileSeva brought icons depicting the father and
son to Moscow.?® Ivan IV the Terrible received an icon of them encased in silver and decorated with
pearls from a Hilandar delegation in 1550.% His successor, Tsar Fyodor Ivanovich, also received an icon
of St Sava and St Simeon from a MileSeva delegation, and this tradition continued over the following
centuries.* It is interesting that almost all known icons of St Sava in Russia date from the time of Ivan
the Terrible.” His maternal grandmother was Ana Glinskaya, née Jaksi¢, whose father Stefan had been
a prominent nobleman in the service of Matthias Corvinus, and her grandfather Jak$a had been a duke
under Despot Durde Brankovi¢.*? In the 17" century, during the reign of Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich, a

period that saw an increased influx of Serbian monks, icons with images of Serbian saints also appeared.

The icon of the Virgin and the Venerable Joseph Volotsky (fig. 4) comes from the late 17 or very
beginning of the 18" century.*® The example seen here represents one of several variants — he kneels
before the Virgin Mary, who is standing on the right, with a bust of Christ above him in a cloud. The
Virgin Mary is standing on clouds, holding a scroll with the words of her intercessory prayer in her
hands. The icon is badly damaged, with the paint worn off on the waist-length figure of Christ, of
whom only some brown hair and one eye remain visible. A surviving drawing reveals that he was
depicted in three-quarter view, blessing with his right hand and probably holding a closed book in his
left hand. In other variations, Saint Joseph Volotsky tends to be shown as a stand-alone full-length or
half-length figure; while a third variant, close to the one from the Patriarchate of Pe¢, renders him in
three-quarter view as a standing figure addressing Christ or the Virgin Mary with Christ, positioned

in the upper left corner.**

27 Ibid, 9.

28 Rogov, A. 1. “Kynerypusie cs3u Poccnn ¢ bankanckumu crpanamu B mepBoit nonosuae X VII B.” In Ceasu
Poccuu ¢ napooamu banxanckozo nonyocmposa (nepsas nonosuna XVII 8.), edited by B. N. Floria. Moscow:
Nauka, 1990, 116.

29 Petkovic, Sreten. “Csetu Casa, ” 11.

30 Sava and Simeon were painted in 1564/65, or repainted in 1666, in the first fresco zone in the Cathedral of
the Archangel, where they are designated as miracle workers; Sava also appears as a stand-alone figure in the
sanctuary, where he is joined by Russian hierarchs. Ibid, 15. pic. 1.

31 Ibid, 28.

32 Ibid, 13.

33 Published in Vasili¢, Angelina and Mirjana Sakota. Pusnuya manacmupa Ilelixe nampujapuwgje. Pristina; Zavoz
za zastitu spomenika kulture, 1957, Vol. 2: 11.

34 See [ana Zelenina and Ella Shevchenko. “«B menecu, saxo 6e3niomeny: Uxonoepaghus npenodobrozo Hocuga

Bonoyxkoeo.” In «Cuswe ceemunvHuk yuenus ezo..» Ilpenodoomsiii Hocugh Boroyxuii B pycckotl 0yX08HOu
kynvmype, edited by L. 1. Alekhina, Ia. E. Zelenina, I. V. Pozdeeva. Moscow: Leto, 2019, 246-336.
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The Venerable Joseph (Iosif) Volotsky, born Ivan Sanin (1439-1515), also known as Volkolamsk, a
Russian Orthodox Church theologian, was the founder and first hegumen (abbot) of the well-known
Volokolamsk (Iosifo-Volotskii) Monastery, *> which he established in 1479. In his monastic life he
was active in ecclesiastical politics and authored sixteen discourses, comprising the Book against
the Novgorodian Heretics commonly known as The Enlightener, and two monastic Rules.”* He made
his mark on his era through persistent work to establish orderly cenobitic monasticism as a well-
functioning community throughout Russia. Among other things, Joseph Volotsky championed the
concept of monastic landownership, promoted the idea of the divine origin of imperial power, and

fought against heresy.”’

In addition to icons associated with specific cults, the Pe¢ treasury included other icons depicting
saints and major feasts, celebrated across multiple Christian traditions. Now lost, they are known
only from photographs taken by the Municipal Institution for the Protection of Cultural Monuments
in Pristina between 1981 and 1983, before and after their conservation. The only surviving icon is
that of the Nativity of Christ (fig. 5), datable to the late 18" century, probably from the Upper Volga
region, perhaps from Kostroma, now in the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church.* The icon is
based on the Gospel accounts of the birth of the infant Christ by the Virgin Mary (Matthew 1:18-23,
2:1-12; Luke 2:6-20), but also includes some apocryphal stories. The complex multi-figure composition
of the icon with the main inscription in the upper part of the integral frame reflects the complexity
of the history of the renewal of humanity in Christ. It consists of many plotlines, which are easy to
read separately, supplemented by inscriptions, and compositionally connected into a unified whole.*”’
The Mother of God is positioned centrally at the top, with the infant Christ below, with an ox and
a donkey bending over him. Above them is a flying angel with a star. In the upper left corner are
the Three Magi on horseback, while opposite them, in the right corner, there is a scene in a garden,
with an angel above the boy. Above the central image of the Virgin and Christ, two scenes show the

bathing of the infant Christ and Joseph with a shepherd, who is interpreted either as an evil spirit

35 On the life of Venerable Joseph, see: Nazarenko A. V. (ed.). IIpenodo6nuiii Hocug Bornoykuii. Moscow: Institut
¢konomicheskikh strategii, 2010.

36 Szeftel, Marc. “Joseph Volotsky’s Political Ideas in a New Historical Perspectives.” Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte
Osteuropas, Neue Folge, Bd. 13, H. 1 (April 1965): 19 (19-29); Goldfrank, David. “Old and New Perspectives
on losif Volotsky’s Monastic Rules.” Slavic Review, Volume 34, Issue 2 (June 1975): 279 (279-301).

37 Dunaev, Aleksandr I. Zcmopujcko-602ocioscka oyena oonoca usmely Lipkee u opacase y Pycuju y XV-XVI
8exy: (kpumuuko-komnapamusna ananusa). PhD diss., University of Belgrade, Faculty of Orthodox Theology,
2022, 75-82, 97-100.

38 Published in: Vasili¢ and Sakota. Pusnuya manacmupa Iehxe nampujapuje, Vol. 2: 10.

39 See: Kostsova, A., Musin. “Rozhdestvo Khristovo.” In Cogus Ilpemyopocms Boscus. Beicmaska pycckotl
uxononucu XIII-XIX exos us cobpanuii myzees Poccuu. Moscow: Radunitsa 2000, 170-171.
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tempting him, or as the prophet Isaiah, who predicted the birth of the Savior.* There are also two
scenes at the bottom. In the left corner, the Adoration of the Magi scene shows the Virgin sitting
with the infant Christ on a throne in an edifice, while the Magi present their offerings. The Flight
into Egypt is depicted on the right side of the icon.”

The late 17"- or early 18™-century icons at Pe¢ include an icon of St Stephen the Archdeacon (fig. 6),
depicted as a standing figure in his deacon vestment, with a trikirion in his right hand. Above the
archdeacon, the frame of the icon features an image of Jesus Christ Emmanuel. An icon of a winged
St John the Baptist (fig. 7) shows the saint in the desert, holding a scroll and the sacred chalice with the
nude infant Christ. He is depicted addressing Christ in the upper left corner. An icon of St Nicholas
(fig. 8) of Myra shows a half-length figure of the saint with the Gospel in his hand, with Christ and
the Virgin Mary above his shoulders. There are also icons of the Ascension of Christ (fig. 9) and the
Annunciation (fig. 10), likewise heavily damaged by the time they were photographed in the 1980s.
Black-and-white photography makes it impossible to see the colour palette of these icons, but it is evident
that they all had a coloured frame and a central theme painted in the recessed part of the icon. Icon of
the Ascension of Christ is compositionally divided into two horizontal bands. The upper part depicts
Jesus Christ ascending to Heaven, blessing with both hands, with his mandorla carried by four angels,
while below them are the Virgin Mary with two angels and the apostles. The Annunciation icon employs
an iconographical concept with the composition set in an interior, presenting the conversation between
the Virgin and the archangel Gabriel, painted three times in this icon, with a standing figure repeated
behind the archangel addressing the Virgin and once more receiving a blessing from God in the upper
part of the icon. The icon of St George and St Demetrius (fig. 11) from the 17" century is an interesting
depiction of a popular pair of saints, in which both are depicted as horsemen who defeat their enemy
with a spear. Above their heads are angels crowning them. The scene is set against an architectural
backdrop, with a princess also depicted standing at the door to a tower in the right-hand corner. One
icon of the same iconography and from the same period appears in Bulgaria, in the Museum of the

Bulgarian Revival and Constituent Assembly in Veliko Tarnovo.*

The Patriarchate of Pe¢, a major pilgrimage centre and important monastery, lay in the heart of the
Serbian medieval state before it became part of the Ottoman Empire and is now an endangered religious

site and cultural asset of Serbia in the self-proclaimed Republic of Kosovo. The presence of Russian icons

40 Ibid.

41 Icons of this type include Joseph’s Dream, with the angel informing him of Herod’s intention to kill the infants
in Bethlehem and ordering him to hide with the baby in Egypt. Ibid.

42 I 'am grateful to Natalia Komashko for this remark.
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at this monastery is indicative of several phenomena. First, most of the monastery’s Russian icons were
painted in the 17" and 18" centuries, at the time of its most intensive ties with Russia. This was after the
great migrations of Serbs from the Ottoman empire in the Habsburg monarchy (1690 and 1737-1739),
and in accordance with the revival of monastic life afterwards. The arrival of Russian icons led to the
emergence of local yet very strong cults. The exquisite icon of the Mother of God Jerusalimskaya ,
painted in the Armoury Chamber, became so well-loved in the local community that in a few decades
its cult took root, along with the legend about its provenance, leading to a liturgy being written at the
beginning of the 19" century and earning it a specific feast day in the church calendar. Other Russian
icons, such as those showing St Sava and St Simeon or St Joseph Volotsky, are fine examples of the
transfer of national cults in both directions. The cult of the Serbian saints, father and son from the
Nemanyji¢ dynasty, was already known and present in Russia two centuries before the Pe¢ icon of them
was painted. Also, the monastic model of landownership promoted by St Joseph Volotsky was already
present in the Serbian Orthodox milieu. Russian icons were not particularly numerous in Serbian space,
and the fact that many are lost for good has led to another widespread phenomenon: the neglect and
misunderstanding of them (along with everything that does not belong to medieval heritage). Only two
Russian icons were mentioned in the only published catalogue of the monastic treasury in 1957 — the
Nativity of Christ and St Joseph Volotsky. Along with the icon of Ss Sava and Simeon, these are the
only Pe¢ icons held in the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church. The miraculous icon remains on
its sumptuous wooden throne in the monastery, while others were either stolen or burned during the

years of terror against the Serbian population in Kosovo and Metohija.
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Fig. 1. Mother of God of Pe¢, the miracle-working icon of Pe¢, early 18th century, Monastery of Pe¢

Patriarchate. © Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of Serbia.



Fig. 3. Saint Sava and Saint Simeon of Serbia, mid-17th century, Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Fig. 4. Venerable losif Volotsky in prayer to the Mother of God, late 17th — early 18th century, Museum
Church. © Museum of Serbian Orthodox Church. of the Serbian Orthodox Church. © Museum of Serbian Orthodox Church.
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Fig. 5. The Nativity of Christ, late 18th century, Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church. © Museum
of Serbian Orthodox Church.

Fig. 6. St. Saint Stephen the Archdeacon, late 17th — early 18th century, icon now lost. © Municipal

Institution for the Protection of Cultural Monuments Pristina.
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Fig. 7. St. John the Baptist, late 17th — early 18th century, icon now lost. © Municipal Institution for the Fig. 8. Saint Nicholas, late 17th — early 18th century, icon now lost. © Municipal Institution for the

Protection of Cultural Monuments Pristina. Protection of Cultural Monuments Pristina.
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Fig. 9. The Ascension of Christ, late 17th — early 18th century, icon now lost. © Municipal Institution Fig. 10. The Annunciation, late 17th — early 18th century, icon now lost. © Municipal Institution for

for the Protection of Cultural Monuments Pristina. the Protection of Cultural Monuments Pristina.
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Fig. 11. Saint George and Saint Demetrius, late 17th — early 18th century, icon now lost. © Municipal
Institution for the Protection of Cultural Monuments Pristina.
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Russia and the Hilandar Monastery: The Icon of
the Three-Handed Mother of God and Its Revetment

Irena Cirovic¢

Abstract

The Icon of the Mother of God Three-Handed (Troeruchitsa) holds great significance as a sacred relic of
the Hilandar Monastery on Mount Athos. In 1862, a new revetment was donated by Russian benefactors,
replacing the old one and altering the icon’s appearance. Crafted by jeweller Fedor Verkhovtsev, it
reflected the strength of the cult of the Three-Handed Mother of God and its influence on the icon’s
veneration in Russia. This donation highlighted the connection between Russia and the Hilandar

Monastery, solidifying the icon’s significance in both religious and cultural contexts.

Keywords: nineteenth century, icon revetment, the Three-Handed Mother of God, the Troeruchitsa

icon, Pyotr Ivanovich Sevastyanov, Fedor Andreevich Verkhovtsev, the Hilandar Monastery, Russia

he icon of the Three-Handed Mother of God or Troeruchitsa is one of the most revered relics
Tof the Hilandar Monastery. Among the many traditions surrounding the miracles of the icon is
the one in which the Three-Handed Virgin herself revealed that she would govern the monastery.
According to this tradition, Hilandar was administrated by the proigumen and the epitropes, while the
miraculous icon of the Virgin Troeruchitsa was regarded as the true abbot. The icon is said to have
chosen a place in the church near the abbot’s throne, signifying its role as abbess of the monastery. It

remains in this location to this day, situated in the central part of the nave of Hilandar’s katholikon.!

1 Grigorovich-Barsky, Vasily. [Temexonua Bacunus I'puroposuua-bapckaro-Ilnaku-Anbosa, ypoxenna
KHEBCKaro, MoHaxa AHTHOXHHcKaro, [Ty TemrecTBye K CBATEIM MecTaM, B EBporie, A3un 1 Adpurke Haxomsmumcs,
npennpusToe B 1723, 1 okonueHHoe B 1747 roxy. St. Petersburg: Imperatorskoi” Akademi i nauk, 650; Avramovic,
Dimitrije. CBera ['opa ca crpaHe Bepe, Xynoxectsa 1 noBectHuue. Belgrade: u Kni“azhesko-Srbskoi Kn'igo-
pechatn'i, 1848, 24; Hilandarac, Sava. Mcropuja MaHacTipa XunaHaapa: ycrioMeHa Ha CelaMCTOTOAUIILHILY
ocHuBama. Edited by Tomislav Jovanovi¢. Belgrade: Narodna biblioteka Srbije, 1997, 122; Duci¢, Nicifor.
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The icon is housed in a proskynetarion, positioned against the southwest pillar, right next to the
abbot’s throne (fig. 1).

The Hilandar Three-Handed Virgin has long been a subject of scholarly interest, encompassing various
aspects such as the cult of the Three-Handed Virgin, the origin and dating of the icon, its transfer to
the Hilandar monastery, the traditions surrounding its creation, and its connection to Saint Sava of
Serbia.’ One of the central aspects of this study is the icon’s revetment, which underwent a significant
transformation in 1862 when a new cover was created, replacing earlier metal applications. This new
revetment, which now covers the entire surface of the icon, plays a pivotal role in shaping the current

appearance of the Hilandar Troeruchitsa, a distinctive feature by which it is recognized today (fig. 2).

The Hilandar Three-Handed Virgin is identified as a fourteenth-century icon of the Virgin Hodegetria,
with an iconography that differs from the general type by featuring a variant in which the Virgin holds
Christ in her right hand (fig. 3).* Created as a processional icon, it measures 86 x 106 cm and is painted
on both sides. The reverse side of the icon depicts Saint Nicholas of Myra (fig. 4). Traces of the support

at the bottom of the icon further confirm its use in processions. Originally, the Hilandar Troeruchitsa

“Crapune xunannapcke.” Glasnik Srpskog ucenog drustva 56 (1884): 29-30; Stavljanin-Dordevi¢, Ljubica.
“Yyneca [Ipecsere boropomuie Aranuja Kpuhannnaa u HoBo wyno boropoxune Tpojepyunue.” Arheografski
prilozi 67 (1984/5): 278-279; Petkovi¢, Sreten. Xumannap. Belgrade: Republicki zavod za zastitu spomenika
kulture, 2008, 28.

2 According to written sources, the icon of the Three-Handed Virgin had already been placed in that location
in the church by the end of the seventeenth century: Miljkovi¢, Bojan. “IloBecT 0 4yn10oTBOpHEM HKOHAMA
MaHactupa Xunauugapa.” Zograf 31 (2006/7): 226.
nkona boroponme Onurutpuje Tpojepyunne.” Prilozi za knjizevnost, jezik, istoriju i folklor 17/2 (1937): 283-284;
RadojCi¢, Svetozar. “YMeTHHYKY CIOMEHHIM MaHACTHPA XWIanaapa.” Zbornik radova VizantoloSkog instituta
3 (1955): 174; Bogdanovi¢, Dimitrije et al. Xumangap. Belgrade: Republicki zavod za zastitu spomenika kulture,
1978, 112—114; Petkovi¢, Sreten. ixone manactupa Xunaugapa. Sveta Gora Atonska: Manastir Hilandar, 1997,
27; Purié, Srdan. “Xunaunnapcka boroponuma Tpojepyunia.” In Kasusama o Cseroj ['opn, edited by Milka
Jankovi¢, Belgrade: Prosveta, 1995, 100-113; Bencev, Ivan. “Hxona boromarepu Tpoepyuniisl B XunaHmapckom
MoHacThIpe Ha Adone.” In Busantus n BuzanTuiickue Tpagunui. COOPHUK HAYYHBIX TPYIOB IIOCBSIICHHBIH
XIX Mesk 1y HapoIHOMY KOHTPecCy BU3aHTHHUCTOB, St Petersburg: Gosudarstvennyi Ermitazh, 1996, 175-183;
Petkovi¢, Sreten. “O kynTy cBeTOrOpcKuX 4yA0TBOPHUX HKOoHA Y Pycujn.” In Ipyra Kasusama o Cetoj ['opw,
edited by Milka Jankovi¢, Belgrade: Prosveta, 1997, 132-142; Miljkovi¢, Bojan. “TloBect 0 9yn0TBOpHUM HKO-
Hama MaHacTupa Xunaugapa.” Zograf 31 (2006/7): 219-228; Tati¢-buri¢, Mirjana. “Tpojepyunria Ceeror Case
M BEH KYNT y IpaBociaBHOM cBeTy.” In CriasbuBame MomTHjy cetora Case (1594—1994), edited by Episkop
“Yyneca [Ipecsere boropomuie Aranuja Kpuhannna u HoBo wyno boropoxune Tpojepyunue.” Arheografski
prilozi 67 (1984/5): 275-284; Gergova, Ivanka. “O nexnm rpaduuxum nprkasziuma boropomure Tpojepydmnie.”
In Hum w BuzanTuja: 36opauk pagosa. 6, edited by Misa Rakocija, Nis: Niski kulturni centar, 2008, 297-305;
Radovanovi¢, Ana. “Xunanpapcka nkona boropoxume Tpojepyunne.” Hilandarski zbornik 14 (2017): 173-188;
Gergova, Ivanka. “Cxomnckara boropomuia Tpoepyunna. Balcanoslavica 47/1 (2018): 77-88.

4 Tati¢-buri¢, Mirjana. “Tpojepyunua Cetor CaBe 1 leH KYIT Y TIPaBOCIaBHOM CBETY, 565-592.
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included a third hand as a votive offering, made of metal and applied to the icon. Traces of its attachment
are still visible beneath the left hand of the Virgin on the painted surface. This earlier third hand differs
from the one incorporated into the metal revetment made in 1862; in addition to occupying a different
position, it had a narrower joint, and its thumb was positioned to the side. In addition to the third hand,
there are also visible traces of other metal applications on the icon. The image of Saint Nicholas on the
reverse side also features areas that were once covered, as indicated by traces around the halo and the
saint’s right hand.> All of these traces correspond with the descriptions of the Three-Handed Virgin
recorded by visitors to the monastery in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. One of the most notable
travel accounts was written by Monk Vasil Grigorovich-Barsky, who visited Mount Athos twice, in 1725
and 1744. During his first visit, he briefly noted that the Troeruchitsa icon had three hands represented
or “tri ruki izobrazhennyh” (“Tpu pyku u300paxeHHBIXB) — two painted by the icon painter, and
the third having appeared miraculously on its own, a reference to one of the legends surrounding the
icon’s origin.® During his second visit, he provided a more detailed description, stating that the icon of
Troeruchitsa was covered in silver and gilded, with the third hand attached and made of silver.” Dimitrije
Avramovi¢, one of the first Serbian researchers of Hilandar’s antiquities, visited the monastery in 1847.
He described the Three-Handed Virgin: “It is bound with silver and decorated with gold; on her necklace,

there are various old Greek and Roman coins, and several golden seals from Dusan’s diplomas (...}

The current appearance of the Troeruchitsa icon, by which it is still recognized today, was shaped in
the 1860s. A new revetment was placed on the icon, which also led to the removal of the old metal

fittings and votives, the fate of which remains unknown.” Gilded and adorned with precious stones,

5 Bencev, Ivan. “Uxona boromatepu Tpoepyunis! B XunanaapckoM MoHacTeIpe Ha Adore, ” 175-183.

6 Grigorovich-Barsky, Vasily. [lemexonna Bacumus ['puroposnya-bapckaro-Ilnaku-Anbosa, ..., 142. For the
traditions surrounding the origin of the Troeruchitsa icon, see: Stavljanin-Dordevié, Ljubica. “Uyneca ITpecsete
boropomune Aranuja Kpunhannna u Hoo uyzno boropoxmnue Tpojepyunme”, 275-284; Tati¢-buri¢, Mirjana.
“Tpojepyunna Csetor CaBe 1 BeH KyJT y mpaBocnaBHOM cBeTy”, 133-160; Miljkovi¢, Bojan. “TloBecT o uy-
JTOTBOPHHUM MKOHAMa MaHacTupa Xunaumgapa”, 221-225; Zelenskaya, Galina Mitrofanovna. “Hxona boxwueit
Marepu «Tpoepyunma» u3 Bockpecenckoro Hoo-HMepycamiumckoro MonacTsips.” In AdoH B uctopuu u
KysType Xpuctuanckoro Boctoka u Pocenn, edited by Nadezhda P. Chesnokova, Vol. 14 of Kanrepesckie
greHns. Moscow: Institut vseobshchei istorii RAN, 2016, 175-179; Lepakhin, Valerii Vladimirovich. “Hxona
Tpoepyunpsr: TaitHa TpeThelt pyku.” In ['epmeneBTiKa apeBHEpycckoi mutepatypsl: Coopruk 19, edited by
O. A. Tufanova and E. A. Andreeva, Moscow: IMLI RAN, 2020, 526-573.

7 Grigorovich-Barsky, Vasily. [lemexoama Bacunus I'puroposiya-bapckaro-Ilnaku-Anbosa..., 650.

8 Avramovi¢, Dimitrije. Onucanie apesHocTiit cpOcku 'y Ceroit (Atonckoit) ropu, Belgrade: Pechatano u
Kn'igopechatn'i Kni“azhestva Srbskog”, 1847, 3.

9 According to the practice of handling votives when replaced on icons, the old revetments and their parts were

either preserved or transferred to other icons. Additionally, for highly venerated icons, the old coverings were
sometimes left in place and covered with new ones instead of being removed: Loverdou-Tsigarida, Katia.
“Revétement de I'icone de la Vierge Vimatarissa datant de ’époque des Paléologues, monastere de Vatoped.”
Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta 44 (2007): 423-434.

—118—

the new cover arrived from Russia as a gift to the monastery’s holy relic. The revetment itself bears the
names of the donors, who are prayerfully addressed in an inscription to the wonderworking icon (fig.
5). At the bottom of the cover, beneath Christ’s foot, the following inscription is engraved: O3apasiu
napackeBbl Muxan:/na Enensl loanna u ganb uxb. Hagesx sl Hukonaa u 9agb / uxb. Mapiid obru
Haranin u Cponaukob uxsb. (“For the health of Paraskeva Mikhail, Elena, loann and their children,
Nadezda, Nikolai and their children, Mariya, Olga Natalia and their relatives”).

At the time the new revetment was donated, the Hilandar monastery had already received a significant
number of gifts from Russia, thanks to the long-standing ties between the two." By this point, the cult
of the Virgin Troeruchitsa was already highly developed in Russia, initiated through these relations."
Direct connections began in the 1550s with the arrival of Hilandar representatives asking Russian
rulers for financial aid and protection. There are many examples of Hilandar petitioners bringing icons,
relics, and various items from the monastery’s treasury as gifts on these occasions."” At the same time,
interest in Athonian relics, especially miraculous icons, was growing in Russia. Hilandar’s traditions
surrounding the miraculous icon of the Three-Handed Virgin became known via the monastery’s
monks during the reign of Ivan the Terrible. During a visit in 1558, Archimandrite Prohor along with
other Hilandar monks shared several tales about miraculous icons, including that of the Three-Handed
Virgin. A record of these tales has been preserved in the Collection of the State Historical Museum
(Moscow), Aleksey Khludov Manuscript Collection, number 147 D." Incidentally, this is the first
known written mention of the icon of the Three-Handed Virgin being in the Hilandar Monastery. The
chronicle also records that the icon was created in the city of Skopje, which aligns with other historical

sources on its original location."

10 Petkovié, Sreten. Xumaunap, 54-55; Makuljevi¢, Nenad. “Piety, Ideology, and Orthodoxy: Russian Icons in
Serbian Church Culture (17th-19th Centuries).” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16th — early 20th
Centuries), edited by Yuliana Boycheva, La Pomme d’or: Seyssel, 2016, 138—139, 140—141, 143; Makuljevic,
Nenad. “Unutrasnjost katolikona manastira Hilandara u novom veku.” In Osma kazivanja o Svetoj gori, edited
by Zoran Raki¢, Belgrade: Finegraf, 2013, 184-185.

11 Petkovi¢, Sreten. “O kynTy cBeTOropcKuX 4yA0TBOPHUX HKoHa Y Pycujn.” In [Ipyra Kasusama o Cetoj [opw,
edited by Milka Jankovi¢, Belgrade: Prosveta, 1997, 132-142.

12 Petkovié, Sreten. “Xunanmap u Pycuja y XVI u XVII Bexy.” In Kazusama o Csetoj I'opw, edited by Milka
Jankovi¢, Belgrade: Prosveta, 1995, 143-170.

13 Turilov, Anatoly Arkadyevich. “Paccka3sl 0 9y10TBOPHBIX HKOHAX MOHACTHIPS XHUJIAHAAP B PYCCKOIT 3aTHCH
XVIgeka.” In UynotBopHas nkona B Buzantuu u Jlpesueit Pycn, edited by Alexei Mikhailovich Lidov. Mos-
cow: Martis, 1996, 510-525.

14 Miljkovi¢, Bojan. “TloBecT 0 4ymoTBOpHEM HKOHaMa MaHacTupa Xuinangapa”, 221-224; Gergova, Ivanka.
“Crkornckara boropoxmnma Tpoepyunmna‘, 77-88.
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The following decade saw important records on the arrival of the Troeruchitsa icons in Russia, all
linked to the Moscow Patriarch Nikon and his inner circle. When the Hilandar archimandrite Viktor
set off for Moscow in the autumn of 1657, he brought the icon of the Three-Handed Virgin as a gift
for Patriarch Nikon."” This is likely the same icon mentioned in the list of the patriarch’s household
treasury from 1658, described as the “Icon of the Most Pure Virgin of Hilandar, painted in gold.” !¢
The Hilandar fathers subsequently gifted another icon of the Three-Handed Virgin to Tsarina Maria

Ilyinichna Miloslavskaya, during an audience with Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich at the Kremlin in 1658."

The second event was in 1661, when the icon of the Troeruchitsa was brought to Moscow and then to
Novoierusalimskiy Monastery. The account by Archimandrite Leonid (Kavelin) has long been widely
accepted regarding this matter. According to him, Archimandrite Theophan Srbin from the Kastamonitou
Monastery brought a copy of the Three-Handed Virgin to Moscow in 1661 and then to New Jerusalem
Monastery (Novoierusalimskiy Monastyr’) in 1662, where it was received with great respect by Patriarch
Nikon. While staying at Kirillo-Belozersky Monastery, Theophan wrote a description of the monasteries
of Mount Athos, mentioning Hilandar and its miraculous icon of the Mother of God with three hands,
one of which “was painted by itself.”"® These accounts have been challenged by new archival findings
by N. Chesnokova. They revealed that it was actually Archimandrite Isaac from Iveron Monastery
who brought the icon to Moscow in 1661, after Patriarch Nikon had requested that the Iveron monks
create an image “from the miraculous icon of the Most Pure Virgin of the Three Hands, which is in

the Hilandar Monastery, ” and send it to Moscow."”

Over time, the Three-Handed Virgin became one of the most widely revered icons in Russia. Many of

her icons gained fame for their miraculous properties and are especially venerated in Russian churches

15 Chesnokova, Nadezhda Petrovna “Vxona boromarepu Tpoepyuniist 13 adoHCKoro Xuman1apckoro MOHACTBIPS TS
MOCKOBCKOTO narpuapxa Hukona.” In ®unesckue arenns. Te3uchl BOCKMOH HayqHOH KOR(QEPEHIMH 10 IpodIeMam
PYCCKOi XynoxkecTBeHHOH KynbTypbl X VI — iepBoit monoBunsl X VIII 6. (16—18 dexabpsa 2003 2,), edited by Natal'ia
Ignat'evna Komashko, Moscow: MAKS Press, 2003, 86—87. Idem. Xprctnasckuit Boctok i Poccus: [lonutidaeckoe
U KYJIbTypHOE B3auMozelicTeue B cepeanne XVII sexa. Ilo noxkymentam Poccuiickoro rocyAapcTBEHHOTO
apxuBa apeBHHX akToB. Moscow: Indrik, 2011, 134-135; Dolgova, Svetlana et al. (comps.). Mocksa — Cpbuja,
beorpan — Pycuja = Mocksa - Cepbus, benrpan - Poccnst: noxymeHTa n MaTeprjain = COOPHHUK JOKYMEHTOB U
Mateprano. Tom 1 = JIpymrsene n monutuake Bese X VI-XVIII sex = ObniecTBeHHO-TIONUTHYECKHE X V-
XVIII BB, Belgrade: Arhiv Srbije; Moscow: Glavnoye Arkhivnoye Upravleniye Goroda Moskvy, 2009, 294-295.

16 Zelenskaya, Galina Mitrofanovna. “Uxona boxwue#t Marepu «Tpoepyunray u3 Bockpecernckoro Hoso-Uepy-
CaJMMCKOTO MOHACTHIps”, 172.

17 Chesnokova, Nadezhda Petrovna. Xpuctuanckuii Boctox i Pocenst..., 134—135; Dolgova, Svetlana et al. (comps.).
Mocksa — Cpbuja, beorpan — Pycnja..., 294-295.

18 Leonid, Archimandrite. Paccka3 o cBsToropckux MoHacTsIpsx apxumangputa Geodana (Cepbuna) 1663-1666.
St. Petersburg: Tip. V. S. Balasheva, 1883, 34, 13.

19 Chesnokova. Nadezhda Petrovna. Xpuctuanckuit Boctok u Pocens..., 135-136.
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and monasteries.”” Alongside this, knowledge about the Hilandar Three-Handed Virgin was preserved
and passed down through the ongoing connections between Hilandar and Russia. As a revered miracle
worker, the icon attracted numerous believers from Russia, who sent donations to Hilandar. Particularly
after the 1850s, increased pilgrimage to the holy sites of Mount Athos, as well as to Palestine and Sinai,

was followed by a new wave of donations and the sending of even more church items from Russia.”

Credit for the new revetment made for the Hilandar Three-Handed Virgin is attributed to Pyotr Ivanovich
Sevastyanov, a Russian researcher who visited Mount Athos several times.?? This information comes
from Sava Hilandarac, a monk responsible for organizing the Hilandar archive and library. Sava, a
prominent chronicler of Mount Athos at the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, authored
several books and articles.” In his descriptions of Hilandar and its treasures, he dedicated a section to
the Three-Handed Virgin, emphasizing its veneration as a highly revered miracle worker. Along with
the legend of the icon’s creation and its arrival at Hilandar, Sava Hilandarac provided a detailed account

of the Three-Handed Virgin’s appearance, including the lavish covering.

Sava Hilandarac recorded that during his visit to the Mount Athos in 1859, Russian State Councillor
Sevastyanov took measurements of the Three-Handed Virgin and ordered a golden revetment to be
made in Russia. According to Hilandarac, this new covering was placed on the icon in 1864. The
monastery librarian once again mentioned Sevastyanov in the context of his work on the monastery’s
library records.” It is also notable that in 1864, the same year Hilandarac refers to, two members of
the Hilandar brotherhood returned to the monastery from St. Petersburg, where they had gathered aid

for the monastery.”

Pyotr Ivanovich Sevastyanov (1811-1867) was one of the leading researchers of Athonite monasteries in the

nineteenth century.® After a career in law, he devoted himself'to travel and the study of Christian antiquities,

20 Zelenskaya, Galina Mitrofanovna. “Nxona boxueir Matepu «Tpoepyunna» u3 Bockpecenckoro Hoso-U-
epycanuMckoro MoHacTeips”, 171-216; Zlotnikova, Irina Vladimirovna. “beno6epexckas nkona boxneit
Marepu «Tpoepydrmay: K BOIPOCY 0 TIPOUCX0XKICHIH 1 TaTHPOoBKe 00pa3za.” In Bompock! uctopum u Teopun
XPHUCTHAHCKOTO McKyccTBa, Series V of Bectauk [IpaBocnaBHoro CBATO-THXOHOBCKOTO TYMaHUTAPHOTO
yausepcurera 2 (5), Moscow, 2011, 102-118.

21 Gerd, Lora. “Russian Sacred Objects in the Orthodox East. Archive Evidence from the 18th to the Early 20th
Century.” Museikon 4 (2020): 231-234.

22 Makuljevi¢, Nenad. “Unutra$njost katolikona manastira Hilandara u novom veku”, 183.

23 Hilandarac, Sava. Ucropuja Manactupa Xunangapa, 194-196.

24 ibid, 103104, 155.

25 Slijepcevi¢, Doko. Xunanmapcko mutame y XIX n mouetkoM XX Beka: cryauja. Cologne, 1979, 45.

26 Vzdornov, Gerol'd Ivanovich. Mctoprst OTKpBITHS B H3yUeHHS PYCCKOM CPEIHEBEKOBON KUBOMHCH. X1X gexk.
Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1986, 83—84; Gerd, Lora. “Russian Research Work in the Archives of Mount Athos.” In
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an interest made possible by an inheritance he received. In 1851 and 1852 he embarked on travels, during
which he visited various places, including the monasteries of Mount Athos. A key element of Sevastyanov’s

subsequent research was his training in photography in Paris, a skill he used to document ancient artifacts.

Sevastyanov returned to Mount Athos in 1857, where he set up a photographic laboratory at the Skete of
St. Andrew, focusing on the study of monastery libraries and artifacts. His next expedition to Athos took
place in 1858, lasting from April to September. Upon his return, he held exhibitions in Paris, followed by
shows in Russia at Moscow University and the Synod building in St. Petersburg, which were attended by
Emperor Alexander Il and Empress Maria Alexandrovna. Recognized for his achievements, Sevastyanov
led his longest expedition to Mount Athos in 1859-1860. With recommendations from the Archacographic
Commission, he directed an international team that conducted extensive research, including photography,
topography, copies, and drawings. The team consisted of Frenchman E. Vaudin; M. F. Granovskii, a
student from the St. Petersburg Academy of Arts; F. Klages, an architectural monuments expert from
the St. Petersburg Academy; Frenchman A. Leborgne; Bulgarian Kh. Khristov; Russian M. P. Zuru;
and a Greek named Spiridon. One important participant was Archimandrite Antonin Kapustin, a priest
at the Russian church in Athens, who joined the research team in Athonite libraries between July and
October 1859. The total cost of the expedition was estimated at 16, 000 roubles, with the Synod covering
part of the expenses (9, 000 roubles) and Empress Maria Alexandrovna contributing the remaining 7,
000 from her personal funds. At the end of this final expedition, Sevastyanov’s research yielded an
exceptional collection documenting hundreds of icons, frescoes, textiles, manuscripts, and books from

the monastery treasuries, as well as plans of the monasteries and their surroundings.”’

Sevastyanov and his team’s efforts also included original-size reproductions of selected icons, one of
which was the Three-Handed Virgin from Hilandar. Sevastyanov considered it particularly fortunate
that the monastery elders granted him permission to remove the cover and make a direct copy of the

icon itself.® This copy of the Three-Handed Virgin was among those created in colour, as noted in a

Lire les Archives de I’ Athos (Travaux et mémoires 23/2), edited by O. Delouis and K. Smyrlis, Paris, 2019, 527-551.

27 Dovgallo, Galina Ivanovna. “Co6uparensckas aestensHocTs [1. 1. CeBacThsHOBA: (110 MaTepHagaM ero INIHOTO
apxusa).” In Bankansr. Pycs. edited by A. 1. Komech and O. E. Etingof, Vol. 17 of JIpeBHepycckoe HCKycCTBO.
St. Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 1995, 242-256; Pyatnitsky, Yuri. “Bu3antuiickue # mocTBH3aHTUHCKIE HKOHBI
B Poccun (qacts 2).” Busantuiickuii BpemeHHHK 56 (1996): 247-251; Papoulides, Konstantinos K. “TIétpog
IBévoPirg Sevast’janov (1811-1867): mpocéyyion 610 épyo Tov.” Balkanika symmeikta 9 (1997): 17-36; Pyatnitsky,
Yuri. “«OtedecTBa 1 ABIM HaM CIAJI0K U MPHATEH» JTMU30IbI M3 HCTOPUH BU3AHTHUHCKOH Komeknnu [ocy-
JapcTBeHHOT0 DpMuTaxa (okondanue).” Nashe nasledie 112 (2015), https:/www.nn.media/magazine/112/277/
Shekhovt sova, Irina Pavlovna. “Tlo credam agonckotl sxcneouyuu I1. 1. Cesacmosanosa.” Bonpocst
HCTOPUH ¥ TEOPHU XPUCTHAHCKOTO HCKyccTBa. Series V of Bectauk IIpaBocaBroro CsiTo-THXOHOBCKOTO
TyMaHHUTapHOTO yHuUBepcuteTa. 26. Moscow, 2017, 109-130.

28 Pivovarova, Nadezhda Valerievna. “Eme pa3 06 aporckux sxcneanuusx I1. W. CeBactostHoBa.” In Spicilegium
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report that Sevastyanov submitted in 1861 to Grand Duchess Maria Nikolaevna of Russia, President

of the Russian Academy of Arts.”

The copy was created by the painter Mihail Granovskii, with Sevastyanov also involved in the process.
In his correspondence with Archimandrite Antonin Kapustin, Sevastyanov provided more detailed
insights into the work on the icon. In a letter dated February 26, 1860, he mentioned that Granovskii
copied miraculous icons at the Hilandar Monastery, including the Three-Handed Virgin, using colours.

In a subsequent letter on March 19, Sevastyanov elaborated on the challenges they faced during this task:

“A ewe pa3 e3nun B Xunanaapsb. M Tam MHe 1enanu npensTcTBUE CHATH PU3Y ¢ MKOHBI TpoepyuuIpl,
HO MHE Y/J1aJI0Ch HACTOATH HA CBOEM M KOHUMTb KOIHIO, IIPEKPACHO UCTIONHEHHY0 ['paHoBcKkuM. Ha
Oeny Hanry sKJe3uapx 3a0bUT HAJMTh Maclia B JaMIaJKy M CTEKJIO TpH pa3a TpecHyno. CyeBepsl
npunucany ayzo! boxus Mareps He xemnaeT, yTo0bl ¢ Hee cHuManu konuu. A s, ¢ cBOei CTOPOHBI
TIOATBEPIMIL, 4TO 3TO JCHCTBUTEIIBHO 9y/10, U Marepb boxkus IBHO U3BABIIAET CBOE HEYJOBOJILCTBUE
Ha CTapLeB, KOTOPBIE MPEMATCTBYIOT MHE JOCTUTHYTh IIEJH OJaro4ecTHBON 1 MIPaBOCIABHOM, 1 €CIH
Ob1 OHa jKenana U3bSBUTH CBOM THEB Ha HAC, TO MMeJa OBl CHITy BHIPa3uTh ero secTeHHee. K ycnexy
MOeMy IoMor MHe cirydail. [lomyueHo paspenenue Xunannapuam exars B Pocento. S 1an Heckoibko

PEKOMEHIATENbHBIX MTHCEM, M C TOTO BPEMEHH KPEIUT KO MHE HEOT PAaHHYEHHBIH (...)"

(I went to Hilandar once again. There, they made it difficult for me to remove the cover from the icon
of the Three-Handed Virgin, but I managed to insist on my request and finish the copy, which was
beautifully executed by Granovskii. To our misfortune, the ecclesiarch forgot to pour oil into the lamp,
and the glass cracked three times. The superstitious attributed it to a miracle! The Mother of God did
not wish for copies to be made of Her. As for me, I confirmed that this was indeed a miracle, and the
Mother of God was clearly expressing Her displeasure with the elders who were preventing me from
achieving my righteous and Orthodox goal, and if She had wished to express Her anger toward us, She
would have had the power to do so more clearly. One circumstance helped me in my success. Permission
was granted to the Hilandar monks to travel to Russia. I gave several letters of recommendation, and

from that time on, my credit was unlimited...) (Translated by the author)

Byzantino-Rossicum. Cooprnux cmameii k 80-nemuto urena-xoppecnonoenma PAH U. I1. Meodsedesa, edited
by Lora Gerd, Moscow: Indrik, 2015, 235.

29 Durand, Julien. “Expédition archéologique au Mont Athos.” Annales Archéologiques 21 (1861): 175.

30 Gerd, Lora Aleksandrovna and Kirill Alekseevich Vakh. “K ucropun m3ydenus namMaTHukoB AQoHa: U3
nepernmcku [1. 1. CeBacTbsanoBa 1 apxumMangputa Antonnna Kanycruna.” Pravoslavnyj palestinskij sbornik
114 (2017): 78, 82.
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Sevastyanov’s recommendations that the Hilandar monks be allowed to stay in Russia concerned an
extension of their permit to collect alms, which had been granted to them in 1858. When the permit
expired, the Hilandar monks submitted a request to the Synod for an extension.’’ In 1862, the request
was repeated, with an additional plea for a place in St. Petersburg to be granted to them as a chapel. That
same year, the Hilandar archimandrite Sofroni passed away in St. Petersburg, while hieromonk Antim

and hierodeacon Jevstati remained in the city until early 1864, when they returned to the monastery.*

The exact replica of the Hilandar icon of the Three-Handed Virgin created during Sevastyanov’s
expedition likely served as a model for the new revetment. The task of crafting the cover was entrusted
to one of the most prominent jewellers in St. Petersburg at the time, Feodor Verkhovtsev, as evidenced
by the maker’s stamp located next to the donor’s inscription. The item also bears the hallmark of the
St. Petersburg assay master Eduard Fedorovich Brandenburg, identifiable by the letters “E” and “B”
positioned in the upper section of the stamp, separated by a dot. A horizontal dividing line bisects the
stamp, with the year “1862” inscribed in the lower section accompanied by the number “84”, indicating
the silver standard (fig. 6).

Verkhovtsev’s workshop was established in St. Petersburg in 1819, specializing in the production of
church artifacts. Fedor Andreevich Verkhovtsev (1804—1868), the founder, became a master of the Russian
silversmiths’ guild in 1826, and his exceptional talent distinguished him as one of the top craftsmen
producing high-quality church artifacts. Thanks to the success of his workshop, Verkhovtsev enjoyed
significant financial success, becoming a member of the merchants’ guild in 1840, and being elected to
the Craft Administration between 1849 and 1853. He received numerous awards for his works at both

Russian and international exhibitions.**

Notable works by Verkhovtsev include numerous icon revetments. Some were created in collaboration
with other renowned artists, such as the vestment for the icon of the Virgin Mary, Joy of All Who
Sorrow, in the church dedicated to her in St. Petersburg, designed according to a drawing by academician

Fedor Solntsev.” Verkhovtsev’s works can also be found in abundance outside Russia, particularly in

31 Uspensky, Porfiry. Uctopis Aeona. Yacts II1. St. Petersburg: Tip. Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk, 362-363;
Slijepcevi¢, Doko. Xunanmapcko murame y XIX u modetkom XX Beka, 40.

32 Slijepcevi¢, Doko. Xunannapcko murame y XIX u mouetkom XX Beka, 42—45.

33 Postnikova-Loseva, Maria. 3omotoe u cepedpsroe neno XV —XX BB.: (Teppuropus CCCP). Moscow: Yunves
Trio, 1995, 179.

34 Kuznetsova, Lilii"a. [letepOyprcxue roBenupsl XX — Havana XX 6. Junacmuu 3HameHumusix macmepos
umnepamopckoti Poccuu. Moscow: Centropoligraf, 2017, 291-295.

35 ibid, 293-294.
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Orthodox churches across the Balkans. Russian political support for Orthodoxy in the Balkans during
the nineteenth century involved both material aid and donations to churches. As part of one such a
campaign, a large number of church items were stored in Moscow to be sent to Serbian churches. In
1857, the Holy Synod compiled a list of these items, which included 362 church utensils crafted by
Verkhovtsev for the churches of Serbia. He was also the creator of a golden cross and enamel decorations
for a mitre in 1858, originally intended for the Bosnian Metropolitan Dionysii. However, it was ultimately
donated by the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs to the Metropolitan of Herzegovina, Gregory, and

Archimandrite Ioannikii of Mostar,3

Verkhovtsev created an exquisite variant of the revetment for the Hilandar Three-Handed Virgin,
adorned with lavish decorations. The visual impact of this new cover is captured in the writings of
Sava Hilandarac. In his 1898 history of the monastery, he provides a detailed description that conveys
the grandeur of the Troeruchitsa vestment: “Now this icon shines and glows under the new precious
covering, richly adorned with amethysts, turquoises, chrysoprases, opals, and countless crystal beads.
Around the head and crown of the Virgin Mary, there are up to 50 pieces of precious stones, on the left

hand 20, and Jesus is adorned with 22 pieces of precious stones.”’

Verkhovtsev created a type of revetment that covers the entire surface of the icon, leaving only the parts
with the incarnate — the faces and hands of both figures, and the feet of Christ — visible in the painted
layer (fig. 7, 8). The design faithfully replicates the icon’s painted arrangement, with the Virgin Mary
and Christ in her right arm. The decoration features gemstones, artistically manipulated in various
colours within the structure. These stones are concentrated around the halo, accentuating the brilliance
of their shine, particularly in the form of the Virgin Mary’s crown (fig. 9). They also highlight key
details such as the letters in Christ’s halo, the three stars adorning the Virgin Mary, and the edges of
the vestments. A filigree lace pattern is added to the base of the covering, complementing the decor
on the halos, Christ’s robe, and the edges of the Virgin’s maphorion (fig. 10). The remaining surfaces
are adorned with engraved floral ornaments spread across the maphorion and background. The floral
decoration also highlights the medallions with signatures. Unlike the icon itself, where the Virgin is
signed as Hodegetria, the revetment designates her as the Troeruchitsa (Mp. 6. TpoepydHIIbI TP THIA

011p1), while the inscription of Christ remains the same (ic X¢).

36 Gerd, Lora. “Between Politics and Charity: Russian Material Aid to the Balkan Orthodox Churches (1830-1877).”
In Christian Networks in the Ottoman Empire: A Transnational History, edited by Yura Konstantinova and
Eleonora Naxidou, Budapest: Central European University Press, 2024, 257-259.

37 Hilandarac, Sava. Vcropuja manactupa Xunanzaapa, 104.
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The semantics of the decoration extend to the revetment frame, which features a depiction of the
Tree of Jesse. This subject was chosen as a complement to the central image of the Virgin Mary with
Christ. The Tree of Jesse, along with the variants depicting independent images of the prophets, point
to theological reflections on the Virgin Mary’s immaculate conception, her role in the incarnation of the
Logos, and Christ’s birth. The presence of Jesse signifies the genealogical line, and in both cases, refers
to the Virgin’s foretold destiny for the role assigned to her.*® The Tree of Jesse begins at the bottom of
the frame with the reclining figure of Jesse, from which a grape vine emerges. It continues to develop
throughout the frame, forming a frieze with medallions. Within these medallions are the figures of
twenty-two prophets, depicted seated with books and scrolls in their hands (fig. 11). Moving clockwise
from Jesse, they are Ezekiel, Jeremiah, Moses, Haggai, David, Joel, Isaiah, (?), Elisha, Jonah, Habakkuk,
Elijah, Nathan, Zechariah, Obadiah, Zephaniah, Daniel, Nahum, Amos, Malachi, Hosea, and Samuel.
At the top of the frame, among the row of prophets, is the figure of God the Father, surrounded by
clouds. He blesses with both hands, and in front of Him is a medallion with the Holy Spirit depicted

as a dove. The entire composition is completed by four-winged seraphim in each corner of the frame.

The main feature of the icon, the Virgin Mary’s third hand, is positioned beneath her right arm, which
holds Christ, extending horizontally along the frame of the covering (fig. 12). Its placement, along
with its shape — characterized by the fingers gathered together and the flared sleeve — differs from the
hand originally applied to the icon. One of its main characteristics is that it stands out across the entire
revetment, as it is not gilded but retains the metallic sheen of silver. This deliberate choice allows the
third hand to remain visually distinct from the rest of the covering, emphasizing its unique status. By
leaving the third hand in silver, the revetment effectively preserves the original votive character of the
icon’s third hand, underscoring its role as an additional element that was applied as part of the icon’s
miraculous history. It also integrates the revetment into the narrative of the origin of the third hand on
the icon, which was prevalent at Hilandar monastery. Among the various traditions regarding the origin
of the Three-Handed Virgin icon that have been passed down through the centuries, * the narrative of
St. John Damascene’s healing was the dominant version at Hilandar Monastery during the nineteenth
century.* According to this account, St. John Damascene was miraculously healed after his hand was

cut off by the Prince of Damascus. In gratitude, he ordered that the hand be cast in silver and placed on

38 Davidov, Aleksandra. “TIpencrasa noze JecejeBe y cprickoj ymetroct X VIII Bexa.” Zbornik za likovne umet-
nosti Matice srpske 22 (1986): 152—-160; Milanovi¢, Vesna. “The Tree of Jesse in the Byzantine Mural Painting
of the 13th and 14th Centuries: A Contribution to the Research of the Theme.” Zograf20 (1989): 48-59

39 See footnote 7.

40 Avramovi¢, Dimitrije. Cera ['opa ca cTpane Bepe, XynoxecTsa u noBectHuIle, 24; Duci¢, Nicifor. “Crapume
xunangapeke”, 26-28; Hilandarac, Sava. Fctopuja i omuc ManacTupa Xunanaapa. Belgrade: Stamparija Petra
K. Tanaskovica, 1894, 38.
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the icon of the Mother of God in front of which he had prayed for healing. In this way, the revetment
not only replicates the original votive concept of the third hand but also ensures that this distinctive

feature remains a vital part of the icon’s sacred identity.

This careful integration of symbolic and historical elements within the revetment not only underscores
the ongoing veneration of the Three-Handed Virgin but also reflects the broader cultural and religious
interactions between the Athonite monastic community and Russia. The donations and exchanges
between Hilandar and Russia, especially during the nineteenth century, were pivotal in ensuring the
continued veneration of the icon. This is most evident in the commissioning of a new revetment for the
Hilandar miracle-working Troeruchitsa icon. The intricate craftsmanship of the covering, sponsored by
Russian patrons, highlights the significant role Russian benefactors played in supporting Hilandar’s sacred
heritage. Furthermore, figures like Pyotr Ivanovich Sevastyanov, through their scholarly involvement,
underscore the multifaceted pathways through which religious art circulated between Russia and the

Hilandar Monastery.
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Fig. 1. The icon of Three-Handed Mother of God by the abbot’s throne. Photo: D. Baubin (Source: Fig. 2. Three-Handed Mother of God, 14th century, Hilandar monastery. Photo: Vladimir Dzami¢.
Hilandar: The Serbian Imperial Lavra on Mount Athos: To His Majesty King Peter I of Serbia. In |

commemoration of his distinguished visit on March 25, 1910,
https:/digitalna.nb.rs/view/URN:NB:RS:SD_8DD983096D9599CD2C3CD7E2FEDOF5BS.).
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Fig. 3. The Icon of the Three-Handed Mother of God (without revetment). Photo: Vladimir Dzamic. Fig. 4. Saint Nicholas of Myra, reverse side of the icon of the Three-Handed Mother of God. Photo:

Vladimir DZamic¢.

13 133



Fig. 5. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, detail of the donors’ inscription. Photo:

Vladimir Dzamic.

Fig. 6. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, detail of the hallmark. Photo: Vladimir Fig. 7. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, 1862. Photo: Vladimir Dzamic.

Dzamic.
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Fig. 8. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, reverse side. Photo: Vladimir DZami¢. Fig. 9. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, detail. Photo: Vladimir DZami¢.
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Fig. 11. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, detail of the Tree of Jesse. Photo:

Vladimir DZamic¢.

Fig. 10. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, detail. Photo: Vladimir Dzami¢. Fig. 12. The revetment of the Three-Handed Mother of God, detail of the Virgin’s third hand. Photo:

Vladimir DZamic¢.
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Iconostasis Icons by the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber
Workshop in the Orthodox Churches of Constantinople

Natalia Komashko

Abstract

The Orthodox churches of Constantinople contain a significant number of Russian icons. Of particular
interest among them are nine large-format iconostasis icons created by artists from the icon-painting
workshop in the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber. Few documents concerning them have survived.
There are Greek inscriptions on some icons, with the names of the donors and dates. The iconographic
programme of certain sets corresponds to the traditions adopted in Constantinople, whereas others

adopt an original iconographic solution.

Keywords: turn of the seventeenth-eighteenth century, Russian icons, despotic icons, iconostasis,
Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop, iconographic programme, Orthodox churches,

Constantinople.

t the turn of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, an increasing number of large-format
ARussian icons were sent from Moscow to the Christian East. These were primarily intended
for placement in the royal tier of church iconostases as ‘despotic’ icons. There is ample evidence
of the dissemination of such icons, including examples of icon painters being commissioned to
travel to Orthodox lands and the Holy Land to undertake commissions. While earlier examples of
such exchanges are known, the practice did not become widespread and systematic until the late

seventeenth century.

Such sets of icons intended for the royal tier of the iconostasis can be found in numerous churches
in Balkan countries (Greece, Serbia, Romania) and on Mount Athos, as well as in the St Catherine’s
Monastery on Mount Sinai. However, the largest collection is held in Greek churches and monasteries

in Istanbul (formerly Constantinople).
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The works of the artists of the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop stand out for their
large number, with more than ten setes having been identified to date.! This level of concentration in
one city, * is completely unprecedented and is undoubtedly linked to Constantinople’s special status
as the ‘Second Rome’ for the Muscovite state. The state regularly sent funds there to support the
Orthodox Church and individual churches. Unfortunately, we have very little information about the
Russian icons that were sent to Constantinople in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
Certainly, wealthy Greeks from Constantinople could have ordered such sets for their churches in
Moscow as private commissions. However, in most cases, these were state gifts. In some cases,
icons were ordered by representatives of the Greek church hierarchy and the highest aristocracy as
contributions to the city churches with which they were related. Sets of Russian despotic icons are
located both in the city and in its suburbs, on the European shore of the Bosphorus Strait, in Chalcedon
on the Asian side and on the Princes’ Islands. Unfortunately, it is not always possible to be sure that
any set was originally sent to the church where it is now located. Throughout the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, the Greek churches of Constantinople suffered from fires and earthquakes.
Icons from closed or damaged buildings were sent to the Patriarchate and could later be transferred
to a new location, in some cases moving several times. All the churches where Russian despotic
icons are now to be found were completely rebuilt in the nineteenth century, so it is impossible to
know whether they were originally there. However, in rare cases, documents and inscriptions on
the icons help to clarify the history of the sets. Let us now turn to these particular instances and the

available information on them.

The first set is in the church of Saint Demetrius Xyloportas, which was a patriarchal residence from
1597 to 1599, * before the seat was moved to the Church of Saint George in Phanar. During the
period in question, the Saint Demetrius Church was still in its original primary Byzantine form, and

it subsequently underwent two complete reconstructions.* Patriarch of Alexandria Meletius Pigas,

1 The tenth set, not yet studied by the author of the article, is located on the European shore of the Bosphorus,
in the Church of the Great Martyr Paraskeva at Therapy (Tarabya), which has been the principal church of the
Metropolis of Derkoi since 1655. The set includes icons of Christ Pantocrator, Mother of God Jerusalimskaya,
and The Apostle and Evangelist John the Theologian “in Silence”. They were not included in the new iconostasis
when the church was reconstructed in the 19th century, and are currently located in various places on the walls
inside the church.

2 This number only includes the sets by Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop artists. In addition to
them, the churches of Constantinople also have Russian icon sets of a later date, though far fewer in number.

3 Hekimoglu, Evangelos (ed.). Istanbul: Saint Demetrios Church in Ayvansaray. Restoration of the Icons and
Iconostasis. Thessaloniki: Tempus Fugit / E.N. Manos, 2006, 20, 21.

4 These reconstructions are mentioned in the commemorative marble plaques on the wall in the narthex of the

church (Karaca, Zafer. istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi Rum Ortodoks Kiliseleri. Istanbul: Yap: Kredi Yayinlari,
2008, 285-286.
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who was Locum Tenens of Constantinople, initiated the transfer of the residence there. He also

maintained close contacts with Moscow.’

One more Russian icon in the iconostasis of this church, ‘Saint John the Baptist, Angel of the Desert, ’
dates back to the end of the 16th century and is the earliest Russian icon found in Constantinople (Fig.
1). It may have been sent from Moscow as a gift to Patriarch Meletius, together with some other despotic
icons that were later lost. In accordance with Greek tradition, the icon is located in second place, to the
right of the Royal Doors and its iconography corresponds to that of a later set of three icons from the
turn of the 17th—18th centuries, created by the artists of the Armoury Chamber workshop. These latter
icons are slightly smaller in height. (fig. 1).

This set includes the paired Icons of the Mother of God Portaitissa and Deesis, placed on either side of
the Royal Doors, and the icon of the patron saint of the church with the Miracle of the Great Martyr
Demetrius of Thessaloniki, located in the second place on the left. An inscription in Greek, added in

Constantinople, is present at the lower margin of the icon of the Mother of God.

“Aénoig 10D dovAov oD Ofg)od Gopd [Aa?]okoviv Tod Mavoik Xpisoyn, 1704 avyovctov /...]
(Prayer of the servant of God Thomas daskalos, [son] of the jeweler Manoil, 1704, August [...]).°

The inscription indicates that the icons set was created shortly before the indicated date.

Whereas the two icons with the Deesis and with Mother of God of Portaitissa fit into the iconographic
context of other similar sets of iconostasis icons, in Constantinople churches, the subject of the icon of
the patron saint of the church is on the contrary, unique. The scene depicting the Great Martyr Demetrius
slaying Tsar Kaloyan is quite rare in Russian iconography. Additionally, three scenes from the saint’s life
are depicted on the lower part of the icon.” This icon differs from the other two in its dynamism, though
it is simpler in depiction. This icon differs from the other two in terms of its dynamic composition,
artistic style and meticulous attention to detail. At the same time, its design is more simple. Apparently,
the original painting of the saint’s face has not survived and has been restored, which explains the

difference in the rendering of Dimitri’s face and hands, as well as the incorrect proportions of his figure.

5 Konstantin Panchenko, Boris Florja, Boris and Lev Ljuhovickij. “Menetwuii I.” In IIpaBocnaBHast SHIUKIOTEIHL.
Moscow: Orthodox Encyclopedia Church Research Center, 2016, vol. 44: 570-573.

6 All Greek inscriptions cited in the articles have been transcribed and translated by Vera Tchentsova.

7 Two scenes involving Saint Demetrius are depicted: Nestor’s visit to the saint in prison, and the blessing of

Nestor for the fight against Lyaeus the gladiator. They are located in the top left and bottom right, in addition
to the fight between Nestor and Lyaeus.
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Several sets of icons attributed to artists from the Armoury Chamber workshop can be found in churches
in the suburbs of the old city of Constantinople, which is now part of Istanbul. Most of these icons are
located on the European shore of the Bosphorus, in former Greek villages where, from the 16™-18th
century, travellers would wait for favourable weather conditions to sail into the Black Sea. The local

population would assist ships leaving the strait with navigation.

The second set is located in the Church of the Archangels in the former Greek village of Mega
Reuma (Arnavutkdy) on the European shore of the Bosphorus. It is the largest Orthodox parish
church in Istanbul now, with a history dating to early Byzantine times, though the ancient building
was destroyed after the fall of Constantinople.® In 1576, a new church that had already been built
in the village was visited by Stefan Gerlach, chaplain at the embassy of the Holy Roman Empire.
In his diary, he listed the subjects of the icons on the iconostasis: Christ, the Virgin Mary, John the
Baptist, Zachariah and Elizabeth, the Archangel Michael, the warrior saints George and Demetrius,
Onuphrius, John Chrysostom and Athanasius of Alexandria.” A new, more spacious church was built
on the site of the old one in 1677, funded by Manolis of Kastoria. ' The building was later destroyed

by fire on two occasions, ' after which it was rebuilt in 1900."

The royal row of the church’s iconostasis contains a large number of Russian icons, which were part
of two different sets from the late seventeenth and second half of the eighteenth centuries. The earlier
works of the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop artists are located in the southern side
chapel. On the sides of the Royal Doors there are paired despotic icons of Christ and the Mother
of God in multi-figure compositions of the Deesis and Praises to the Mother of God (Pokhvala
Bogomateri). The icon of Christ featured an inscription in the cartouche at the bottom, which has
since been lost, while the icon of the Mother of God contained a later Greek text in the cartouche
regarding the restoration of the icon in 1852. " The inscription of Christ’s name on the first icon is
written in Russian in a paleography imitating Greek, which after Simon Ushakov was characteristic

of the artists of the Armoury Chamber. All other inscriptions, including those on the open Gospel,

8 Gennadios, Metropolitan of Heliopolis. Iotopia Tov Meydiov Pedpatog (Apvaoitkioyy). Istanbul, 1949,
18-20.

9 Gerlach, Stephan. Tagebuch der von zween Glorwurdigsten Romischen Kaysern Maximiliano und Rudolpho...
Franckfurth am Mayn: In Verlegung Johann Savid Zunners, 1674, 206.

10 Gennadios, Iotopia Tov MeydAov Pevpatog, 27.

11 Ibid, 28-29.

12 Ibid, 32.

13 «Gvekevnon avtv 1 || eikav oo Emotacia @V || edoefdV kol 0pBoddEmV || xpioTiovdv cuv yuvar||Et Kod

tekvolg || aovP (This icon was renewed through the efforts of pious Orthodox Christians with their spouses
and children, 1852) »
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are written in Greek. Given the absence of any traces of the destroyed original Slavic inscriptions,

it can be deduced that the icons were originally painted for a Greek patron.

The third icon in this set depicts a scene that is very rare in Russian iconography: the double miracle of the
Great Martyrs George and Demetrius of Thessaloniki. It is noteworthy that, according to Stefan Gerlach,

an older icon depicting these holy warriors together was also present in the old 16th-century church.

Finally, the fourth icon, ‘The Last Judgement, * is now located in the iconostasis of the left side chapel
(Fig. 4). In terms of composition and style, it bears a strong resemblance to the icon of “All Saints”
from 1700 by the renowned royal artist Kirill Ulanov. "* The latter does not include the image of the
“Hetoimasia” (the preparation of the Throne for the Last Judgement) at the top, but features the scene
of the “Coronation of the Mother of God by the Holy Trinity”. Furthermore, at the bottom in the centre,
between the saints, one can observe the figure of John the Baptist. The icons are similar not only
iconographically, but also in terms of painting techniques, which suggests that Kirill Ulanov was the

author of the icon of the Last Judgement and, possibly, of other icons in the set in Mega Reuma Church.

Although there are no inscriptions to date the icons, stylistically they can be attributed to the end of the
17th century. The high quality of the pieces indicates that they were commissioned by an individual

of considerable influence.

The romanian researcher Ovidiu Olar discovered a letter dated 7 November 1696 from the Moldavian
ruler Antioch Cantemir (1685-1700, 1705-1707), addressed to his agent in Constantinople, Scarlatos
Rosseti.'® The letter indicates that Dimitrie Cantemir, the ruler of the Principality of Moldavia from 1693
to 1710 and again from 1710 to 1711, who later became a Russian statesman and associate of Peter I,
used to spend time in Arnavutkdy, where he probably had a house. Available data on Russian icons
in churches in the neighbouring Greek village of Neochori (now Yenikdy) on the Bosphorus confirms
that it was highly likely Dimitrie who commissioned this set. The Greek village on the Bosphorus,
Neochori (Yenikdy), was founded under Suleiman the Magnificent;'” its inhabitants were engaged in
navigation. In the mid-seventeenth century there were already three Orthodox churches here, noted
by Paul of Aleppo. They were dedicated to Saints George and Sava, Saint Nicholas and the Mother of

14 See note 22.

15 Now in Saint Sergius Refectory Church at Trinity-Sergius Lavra.

16 BAR ms. gr. 974, f. 243r.

17 Celebi, Evliya. istanbul Tarihi XVII. Asirda Istanbul: Istanbul, 1988, 41.
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God."® They still stand in reconstructed form to this day, each containing a set of Russian icons by the
Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop.

The third set is located in the Church of Dormition of the Mother of God (Panagia Koumariotissa). The
current building dates to 1837." Four large icons are installed in ‘kiots’ (special cases for icons) on the walls
next to the iconostasis. They appear to have been located in the iconostasis of a previous building of the
church. The icons depict the Dormition of the Mother of God, to whom the church is dedicated, as well as the
Annunciation, the Synaxis of the Archangels and the Deesis with the Archangels, Apostles and Saints (alsothe

‘Week Icon’ or ‘Sedmitsa’). Their painting style indicates that they belong to the work of two icon painters.

Despite following the style of the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop, the first three icons are
somewhat archaic in their painting. In that of the Dormition of the Mother of God, the artist deliberately
emphasized the size of the figure of the deceased Virgin Mary; the depicted mourners have large heads
and massive figures, and their facial expression is often naive. In contrast, the fourth icon featuring the
Deesis with the Archangels, Apostles and Saints, was painted by a high-level court icon painter and
is stylistically close to the works of Kirill Ulanov. All the inscriptions in this case, including the gold
text of the Gospel, are in Greek. Unlike the other three icons, which have an inscription indicating the
icon subject in Slavonic written in the top field, this icon has no author’s inscription. On the icon of the
Annunciation the Greek inscription on the open book is original, whereas the names of some of the
figures written in Greek in other icons were added later. Despite their stylistic differences, the icons

are identical in format and board size, and they undoubtedly belonged to the same ensemble.

The fourth set is located in the Church of Saint George, known from documents since 1604.° Saint
George’s is the smallest of the three churches in Neochori. After the Patriarch of Jerusalem moved his
residence to Constantinople in 1645, it became one of the three Jerusalem metochions in the city, %' a
status which it retains this status to this day.”? The current building was erected in 1857.>* The Russian
icon set displayed here is one of the most outstanding in terms of artistic quality, alongside other icons

created by artists of the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop in Constantinople. The ensemble

18 Paul, Archdeacon of Aleppo. [Tytemectsue AnTHOXHMIACKOTO MaTpuapxa Maxkapus B Poccuio B monosuue XVII
Beka. Issue 1. P.P. Soikin publishers, 1896, 33.
19 Karaca, Istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi, 456.

20 Mentioned in the list of churches in Constantinople and the surrounding villages compiled in 1604 by Antonius
Pateraki of Athens. (Sokolov, Ivan. [Tarprapxus n xpamsr B KoHcTaHTHHOMONE OT BTOPOH MONIOBIHBI XV Beka
1o Hacrosmero BpemeHu. Mcropuueckuii ouepk. Petrograd: Senate Printing House, 1916, 42).

21 The church was first mentioned as the Jerusalem Metochion in 1690 (Celebi, Istanbul Tarihi XVII, 43).

22 Karaca, Istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi, 69.

23 Ibid, 450—451.
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comprises just three icons: Christ, the Mother of God and John the Baptist. (fig. 3). Christ is represented
in the same Deesis composition as in the Church of the Dormition of the Mother of God. The text on
the open Gospel here is also written in Greek, in gold. It is clear that the same artist painted both icons.
The year it was created (1699) is indicated on the step below Christ’s foot is indicated. On the lower
margin there is a Greek inscription: “Kavotavtnvod 1ig oto Neody/opt...ayiov.../ || Feopynav g otd
petoyn”. (Demetrius, son of Constantin, sent this icon to Neochori in the metochion of Saint George).
Thus, in 1669 the set was specially made in Moscow for the Church of Saint George in Neochori. Perhaps
the person who paid for these very expensive icons was Dimitrie Cantemir, who, after his first brief
stint as Moldavian ruler, lived almost continuously in Constantinople from 1691 to 1710. In 1699, he
married and settled with his wife in Phanar. Thus, the kneeling warrior saints George and Demetrius
were depicted on the icon because the church was dedicated to the first and the second was the patron
saint of the donor. Judging by its similarity to the Deesis in the Church of the Dormition, this icon had
the same patron. Dmitry Kantemir therefore donated icons to at least three churches on the Bosphorus,

including those in Arnavutkdy and Yenikdy.

The icon of the Mother of God belongs to the rare iconography of the Unfading Flower, where the
image is placed in a luxurious wreath of naturalistically painted flowers. This detail was adopted from
northern European engravings. The iconography of the Unfading Flower appeared in Russia at the
turn of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and this is the earliest known dated example of it.**
The last icon in the set depicts Saint John the Baptist, Angel of the Desert. This icon is the only one
in the set that is painted on a light green rather than a gold background against a landscape backdrop.

The Church of Saint Nicholas in Neochori, where the fifth set is located, has also been rebuilt several
times, most recently in 1839.% The iconographic program of the despotic icons located here is standard
for Constantinople (fig. 4). On the sides of the Royal Doors there are paired icons of the Mother of God
Hodegetria and Christ Pantocrator sitting on the throne. Behind them are depictions of Saint Nicholas (on
the left) and Saint John the Baptist, the Angel of the Desert (on the right). It is interesting that there are
waist-length representations of the saints on the left side of the Royal Doors, whereas the ones on the right
are full-length. Such a discrepancy is also found in other Russian sets of despotic icons, even in paired

icons of Christ and the Mother of God in the works of the artists of the Armoury Chamber workshop.

24 Hromov, Oleg (ed.). «Connue npecetioey. Pycckuii cBox cka3anuii o 6oropoangHsIx nkoHax. VccnenoBanwe.
Moscow: Pan Press, 2021, 226-230.

25 Karaca, Istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi, 443.

26 See the despotic icons by Kirill Ulanov in the katholikon of Saint Nicholas Monastery in Pereslavl-Zalessky
(Komashko, Natalia; Katkova, Svetlana (Eds.). Kocrpomckas nxona XI//I-X1X BexoB. Moscow: Grand-Holding,
2004, 558-559, cat. no. 154155, il. 252-253).
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The icons themselves have late additions including a blue background, which on the icon of the Mother
of God is covered in large gold stars. On the icon of saint John the Baptist, only the upper part of the
background has been repainted. At the saint’s feet there is a detailed landscape with the sky brightening
towards the horizon. Such interpretation of the landscape, along with the chiaroscuro effect used to
depict the flesh tones, suggests that the painting was created in the early eighteenth century. The icons
were most probably all brought to the Church of Saint Nicholas at the same time and were preserved
there during the reconstructions. In the 1890s they were adorned with silver halos, and the icon of Saint

Nicholas was decorated with a revetment, as indicated by the Greek inscription on it.”’

The sixth set was previously located in the Church of Saint George in Chrysokeramos (Kuzguncuk)
on the Asian shore of the Bosphorus. It is first mentioned in the mid- seventeenth century;* the current
building was erected in 1821.% In the early 1990s, under Metropolitan Joachim, two icons were moved
from there to a newly built chapel in the Chalcedonian Metropolis building in Kadikdy.* They are paired
two despotic icons of Christ with the four evangelists (fig. 5) and the Praises of the Mother of God in a
Tree of Jesse type composition (fig. 6). Although both icons are distorted by later rough overpainting,

the Slavic inscriptions on them are preserved.

The third icon in this set remains in the Church of Saint George in Kuzguncuk. Alexander Kariotoglu
mentioned it in his publication on the churches of the Chalcedonian Metropolis, but incorrectly named
the saints depicted as Hermolaus and Paraskeva;™ it is in fact a hagiographic icon of Saint Hermolaus

and the Great Martyr Panteleimon.

This icon sheds light on the history of the entire set. Very close to the Church of Saint George in
Kuzguncuk is the Church of Saint Panteleimon. Its history goes back to early Byzantine times, when
a church dedicated to the Mother of God stood on the site. Parts of the relics of the great martyr
Panteleimon were kept there, but were later taken to Paris.* This fact led to the church being rededicated,
this time to Saints Hermolaus and Panteleimon.* Having survived for some time after the conquest

of Constantinople, it was eventually destroyed, only to be restored in 1587-1592. Under Metropolitan

27 Apiépopa || Tdv eboefdv kot 0pBodd||Emv ypiotiavdv || Mdrog 189]..] (Donation of pious and orthodox Chris-
tians. May 189[..]).

28 Celebi, Istanbul Tarihi XVII, 47.

29 Karaca, Istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi, 503, 506.

30 Kariotoglou, Alexandros. Chalcedon: The Historic Bishopric of Bithynia. Athens: Militos Editions, 1996,
26-27.11. 60, 62.

31 Ibid, 39.

32 Sarlak, Eva. istanbubun 00 Kilisesi. Istanbul: Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, 2010, 73.

33 Kariotoglou, Chalcedon, 37.
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Gabriel (1686—1702) the Chalcedonian Metropolitan See was transferred there.** Thus, the set of icons
was ordered in Moscow specifically for the main church of the Chalcedonian Metropolis, in connection
with its renovation. During a complete reconstruction of the building in 18361837, the old icons were

moved to the neighbouring Church of Saint George.

Three more sets of despotic icons by the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop are located
on the Princes’ Islands. The connections between the islands’ monasteries and the Moscow state in the
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries are well traced in documents, ** but mentions of icons are
very rare in them. In 1691, the authorities of Trinity Monastery on the island of Halki (Heybeliada) sent
a letter to tsars Ivan and Peter with a request that four icons be painted in Moscow for the iconostasis
of the monastery katholikon - the Mother of God, Christ, John the Baptist and the Holy Trinity.* The
letter was accompanied by working drawings that the icon painters were to use as a model, but these
have not been preserved and their appearance is unknown. According to the documents from the
Ambassadorial Prikaz (Posol’skij prikaz), in addition to the four despotic icons, six smaller ones were

painted, also based on Greek models.”’

According to V. G. Chentsova, the icons were delivered to Constantinople, where they remained for some
time. At the beginning of the 18th century, Patriarch Jeremiah III transferred them to the Transfiguration
Monastery on the island of Proti (now Kinaliada), where they remain to this day.*® This is where the seventh
set of Russian icons is now located. The Transfiguration Monastery was founded in the eleventh century,
and the catholicon that currently stands was constructed in 1722 through the financial contributions of
Greek merchants from Chios.* In the iconostasis there are four despotic icons by Moscow Armoury
Chamber painters (fig. 7). However, they cannot be identified as those ordered by the monks at Trinity
Monastery, since the set contains an icon of the Transfiguration (fig. 8), corresponding to the catholicon’s
dedication. Interestingly, it is located second to the right of the Royal Doors in the iconostasis, according
to Russian tradition. The set also includes two half-length icons of the Mother of God Portaitissa and
Christ Pantocrator, and a full-length icon of saint John the Baptist. The last icon is located on the third

place on the right. Undoubtedly, these icons were created specifically for the monastery katholicon by

34 Sarlak, Istanbubun 100 Kilisesi, 74.

35 Tchentsova, Vera. “Les monastéres des Iles des Princes et la Russie muscovite”. Bibliologia 54 (2020) (Biblio-
théques grecques dans I’Empire ottoman, éd. A. Binggeli, M. Cassin, M. Détoraki, A. Lampadaridi): 75-101,
441-444.

36 Ibid, 95.

37 Ibid.

38 Ibid.

39 Millas, Akylas. The Princes Islands. A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000, 68.
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order of Patriarch Jeremiah, who is known to have asked Tsar Peter I to send them from Moscow.*’

The eighth set is also located on Proti, in the parish church of the Nativity of the Virgin (fig. 9). It was
built on the site where another monastery had been located in ancient times.” The island was abandoned
in the eighteenth century, with the exception of monks in the Monastery of the Transfiguration. After
the Greeks returned to the island in 1828-1830, a wooden chapel was built, ** which was replaced by
the existing church in 1886. The set includes three relatively small icons of Christ (fig. 10), the Mother
of God (fig. 11), and John the Baptist. There may originally have been a fourth icon among them,
corresponding to the dedication of the church it was intended for. The later silver revetments on the
icons of the Mother of God and Christ have Greek inscriptions with the donors’ names and the date
1850.%* Thus, the icons were decorated before the construction of the church and were previously in
another place. The third icon does not have a revetment, making it possible to appreciate the very high
level of painting. Apparently, the shape of the icons changed before they got to Proti; the top of each

one is now semi-circular, and all have been added to from below.

Finally, the ninth set is located in the Monastery of the Transfiguration on Prinkipos Island (Biiyiikada).
Founded in Byzantine times, the monastery is mentioned in documents from the sixteenth century. The
current katholicon was built in 1869.* The three despotic icons in it probably originate from the previous
building (fig. 12) - they feature the Deisis, a brief version of the Praise of the Mother of God, and saint
John the Baptist. In terms of composition, the icon of saint John the Baptist is the most dynamic of all

Russian icons depicting the saint in churches in Constantinople.

On the lower margin of the icon with Deesis there is a Greek inscription reading: “/706 AEHXI TOY
AOYAOY TOY OEOY XTIIPIAONOY KAI TON T'ONEON AHTOY NIKOAAOY KA(1 ) NIO” (1706 Prayer
of the servant of God Spyridon and his parents Nikolaos and Nia (?)). The date provided corresponds
to the time of when icons were created, while the person mentioned was obviously the painter’s client

and donor.

Some of the Russian iconostasis icons in Constantinople may not have reached the present day in full.
The icon of Saint Nicholas in the Church of Saint Paraskeva in Haskdy on the bank of the Golden Horn

40 Paschalis, Dimitrios. “To ev ) vijow IIpdtn Bulavtivov Movaotiplov g Metapoppdoes tov Zotipog
Xprot00. Metdytov g ev Avdpm Movig [avaypdvto.” Ocoroyia 24 (1953): 81.

41 Millas, The Princes Islands, 56.

42 Ibid, 44.

43 Agiépopa || Olvpuriag @copilov || Fpnyopédov || 1850 (Donation of Olympia Theophilou Gregoriadou, 1850);
Aoguipopa | Bradumpov k(ai) Evayyedeiog I'mpovitg (Donation of Vladimir and Evangelia Gyrowitz).

44 Millas, The Princes Islands, 397.
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probably comes from a disparate set. The church is known to have existed since early Byzantine times;
the present building was first constructed in 1692 by Constantin Brancoveanu, ruler of Moldova and
Wallachia, ** and then restored in 1833. Ties between the Danubian Principalities and Russia were quite
strong under Constantin Brancoveanu. The ruler himself built a large number of churches, some of

which contain Russian despotic icons by painters in the Armoury Chamber workshop.*¢

At some stage, changes were made to the icon of Saint Nicholas: its light green background became
dark blue, ¥’ flowers appeared on the ground below, and an inscription in Greek was added in a frame
in the lower right corner, which is now poorly visible. Only individual letters and the name George can

be read* - most likely the person who paid for the icon’s renovation.

The Russian sets of despotic icons in the churches of Constantinople contain between two and four
icons. Obviously, the last number corresponds to the full set. With rare exceptions, as in the Church of

the Dormition of the Virgin in

Neochori, the iconographic program is standard and corresponds to local Greek tradition. These are
images of Christ, the Mother of God, John the Baptist and, in some cases, the feast or saint to whom
the church is dedicated. At the same time, the iconographic solution adopted in the first three images
varies considerably. By using similar sets of icons, which are located outside Constantinople, we
can trace the compositional and semantic evolution of these images in the late seventeenth and early

eighteenth centuries.

Images of Christ in such icons are either single or part of multi-figure compositions. The simplest
variant is a half-length image in the Pantocrator type, as in the Monastery of the Transfiguration on
Proti. This resembles the icon painted by Tikhon Filatyev in 1700, in the equivalent set at Vatopedi

Monastery on Mount Athos.* A more complicated depiction of Christ’s clothes is seen in the icon in

45 Karaca, Istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi, 319. In 1833, the church was reconstructed, but overall it retained its
appearance from the end of the seventeenth century (Ibid, 321). In 2004, the Ecumenical Patriarch gave the
Paraskeva Church to the Romanian parish (Stavridis, Vasileios. 4z i¢ tyv IIodiv ypiotiavikoi exkinoial,
opoloyiol, kovotntes kou mapoikior. Thessaloniki: Afoi Kyriakidi Ekdoseis, 2005, 8§4).

46 Church of Saint Gregory the New in Bucharest (Cristina Cojocaru, Elisabeta Negrdu, Sultana-Ruxandra Polizu
and Atanasia Vaetisi. Iconostase din Bucuresti. Secolele XVII-XIX. Bucharest: Editura Cuvantul Vietii
a Mitropoliei Munteniei si Dobrogei, 2017, 66—67).

47 Fragments of the original background are clearly visible near the letters of the inscription with the name of the
saint on the right.

48 N Yoer oo ®C.... piiTEN || FOPYNOUL... O || B.MOV.
49 Krasilin, Mikhail. “Pycckue nkonst 8 MonacTsipe Baronen.” In: [Tanopama nckyccts, 1. Moscow, 2017, 203.
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the chapel of John the Baptist at Saint Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai. Under the influence
of Western European examples, a new version of this iconography appeared in the early eighteenth
century. This is the image of Christ as the Savior of the World (Salvator Mundi), as in the icon in the
patriarchal chapel of Saint George in Bucharest.” Instead of the Gospel, he holds an orb crowned with

a cross, symbolizing the universe.

Full-length images of Christ seated on a throne were more popular and varied in the Russian sets of
despotic icons by Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop artists, as also applies to those in
Constantinople. In the icon from the Church of Saint George in Kuzguncuk, Christ sits on a simple
throne with a predominance of straight lines. A similar form is found in an icon at lasi Metropolitan
Museum, and especially in the 1703 icon by Tikhon Filatiev at Sinaia Monastery in Transylvania. The
version from Constantinople has additional images of the four evangelists in the corners. On the one
hand, this shows continuity with the ancient iconographic type of the Christ in Majesty (Spas v Silakh),
where not the evangelists themselves, but their symbols are placed in the corners. On the other hand,
such a composition can be understood as an abbreviated variant of the image of Christ with the apostles.

Icons of this type are not found in Russia.

In the icon at the Church of Saint Nicholas in Neochori, Christ sits on a throne of Baroque form -
this was more popular than the simple one, and was often used by the Moscow Kremlin Armoury
Chamber workshop artist Kiril Ulanov. In particular, we can see it in the icon at the Church of Saint
Nicholas in Radauti, ' where Christ is presented in the type of the Saviour of Tsar Manuel, pointing
at the text of the Gospel with his right index finger. Such images were popular in Russia, but are very
rare among icons sent to other countries. In others with a Baroque throne, Christ is accompanied
by twelve apostles placed on the branches of a tree. This is a full version of the iconography that
came to Russia under Greek influence. It was only used in those icons that were sent abroad, such
as in the Church of Prophet Elijah in Suceava by Kirill Ulanov from 1703°* and the Church of Saint
George tis Politias in Kastoria.” There are no apostles in the Constantinople icon, but two angels
standing behind the throne. This is one of the details in a special version of the Deesis, called the
Week (Sedmitsa). In such a composition, each of the depicted persons was associated with one of the

days in the weekly liturgical cycle.

50 Cojocaru et al., Iconostase din Bucuresti, 97.

51 Sabados, Marina. “Icones des peintres russes Kirill et Vassili Oulanov dans la région de Suceava”. Revue
Roumaine d’Histoire de ’Art: Série Beaux-Arts V. XLVIII (2011): 142, fig. 4.

52 Ibid, 145, fig. 12.

53 Boycheva, Yuliana, and Anastasia Drandaki (eds.). @pnokevtikn Téyvn omd t Pooio oty EAAGSa, 160¢-190¢
awdvac. Athens: Benaki Museum and Institute for Mediterranean Studies — FORTH, 2017, 96, cat. no. 15.
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A full version of such a Deesis with Christ in the traditional clothes of the Pantocrator is seen in two
icons of identical composition from the churches of Dormition of the Mother of God and Saint George
in Neochori, where the Mother of God and saint John the Baptist stand on either side of Christ. Between
them and Christ there are two angels standing behind the throne. The six apostles are depicted above:
Peter and Paul are in the centre, followed by the four evangelists. Kneeling patron saints George and
Demetrius are in the foreground, with their backs turned towards the viewer. There is one more icon
exactly like this, which is now kept in a private collection in Russia, but was previously in Europe
for a long time, ** painted by Kirill Ulanov in 1701. It was apparently also previously part of a set of
despotic icons sent from Moscow to one of the Orthodox countries. Stylistically, all three Deesis icons

are very close to each other.

Among the Russian despotic icons not in Constantinople, there are also examples of this type of
Deisis with Christ Pantocrator, but in a brief form without the apostles and martyrs. This is true of
an icon now located in the Church of the Three Hierarchs in Iasi, which appears to be part of a set
of despotic icons.

In the other icons from Constantinople, Christ is represented as the Great Hierarch. This iconography
was very popular in Russian icon painting from the end of the seventeenth century onwards. The
Christ Hierarch is depicted in the composition of the three-figure Deesis in the icons at the Monastery
of the Transfiguration on Prinkipos and at the Church of Saint Demetrius Xyloportas. The royal robes
and crown on the Mother of God sets the second icon apart; this version of the Deesis is known as
“The Queen stands at your right hand (“Predsta tsaritca odesnuju”).” In the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries, such an image was often placed in the centre of the Deesis tier on the iconostasis
in Russia, but it is almost never found among despotic icons. A rare example is the 1676 icon by
Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber artist Nikita Pavlovets in Novodevichy monastery in Moscow.>
The icon from the Church of Saint Demetrius resembles it, apart from the fact that John the Baptist is
also depicted wearing a royal crown. Another more accurate example of the same composition is the
early eighteenth-century despotic icon in the iconostasis of the Church of Saint George the New in

Bucharest, where the Deesis with the Great Hierarch includes the apostolic tree.®

54 Icon of Deesis 1701 with six apostles and saints Demetrius and George in a private collection. (Mxoxommch
OpyxeitHoit manatsl 13 yacTHEIX codpanuii. Edited by Natalia Komashko. Moscow: Central Andrey Rublev
Museum of Ancient Russian Culture and Art, 2017, 84-85, cat. no. 30.

55 VValentina Antonova and Nadezhda Valentina. Karanor npeBaepycckoii xuBomucn X1 — Hagana X VIII B.8.
OmBIT HCTOPHKO-XYIOKECTBEHHON Knaccudpukanuu. 2 vols. Moscow: The State Tretyakov Gallery, 1963,
394-395, cat. no. 896.

56 Cojocaru et al., Iconostase din Bucuresti, 67.
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Christ the Great Hierarch is depicted without other Deesis figures on an icon from the Church of
the Nativity of the Virgin Mary on Proti. On both sides of him, above and below, are symbols of the
evangelists. At the foot of Christ stand two saints, whose figures are greatly reduced. The revetment
hides the inscriptions with their names, making it impossible to identify them, but they appear to be
the patron saints of those who commissioned the work. The image of Christ the Great Hierarch also

appears in an icon from Mount Sinai Monastery, where it is enclosed in a frame with an apostolic tree.

Finally, the image of Christ “Kings of Kings” is used in the icon from the Church of the Archangels in
Mega Reuma. There he is dressed in a red royal robe and a crown. This iconographic type, based on the
text of the Apocalypse, became popular in Russia from the late 1670s, but was not used in despotic icons
sent abroad. The image of Christ is part of the composition in the multi-figure Sedmitsa-type Deesis.
Here, the group of apostles is different from that in the icons in Neochori. Peter and Paul stand behind
the Mother of God and John the Baptist. Above, James the son of Alphaeus, Judas, Bartholomew and
Philip are depicted. Below, on the sides of the throne, are kneeling figures of James the son of Zebedee,

John the Theologian, Andrew, Matthew, Thomas and Simon.

Images of the Mother of God within sets of despotic icons are usually rhythmically and compositionally
correlated with paired images of Christ. The simplest iconographic variants are half-length depictions of
the Mother of God and Child. In Constantinople there are two versions of the Mother of God Portaitissa
of Iveron with, in the Church of Saint Demetrius Xyloportas and at the Monastery of the Transfiguration
on Proti. Icons of this type are often found in Russian icon sets sent abroad. This is not only due to the
popularity of the Portaitissa replica in Moscow, originally sent from Athos; the creators of such icons

usually took into account the iconographic preferences of residents in the places where they were to be sent.

The icon of Mother of God Portaitissa of Iveron was perceived as well known to the Greeks. Its
image is part of the iconostasis of the Chapel of John the Baptist at Mount Sinai Monastery, *’ as
well as in several later eighteenth-century sets of icons.”® The iconography of the Mother of God

Hodegetria was neutral and, of course, also understandable to the Greeks. Such an icon is located in

57 Komashko, Natalia (ed.) Russian Icons of Mount Sinai. Charters, icons and decorative and applied arts of the
16th to 20th centuries from Russia in Saint Catherine’s Monastery, Mount Sinai, Egypt. Moscow: Publishing
House of the Moscow Patriarchate of the Russian Orthodox Church, 2015, 323.

58 In the Chapel of the Raifa and Sinai Martyrs in Sinai monastery (Ibid, 341) in the Coltea Church in Bucharest
(Cojocaru et al., Iconostase din Bucuresti, 40); from the Greek Church of the Trinity in Livorno (Passarelli,
Gaetano (ed.). Le Iconostasi di Livorno Patrimonio iconografico post-bizantino. Con saggi di: Doriana Dell’Agata
Popova, Antonia D’Aniello, Lucia Frattarelli Fischer. Pisa: Pacini 2001, 102).
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the Church of Saint Nicholas in Neochori, in Vatopedi Monastery, * and in the Patriarchal Chapel

of Saint George in Bucharest.®’

Full-length images of the Mother of God enthroned were also common in iconostasis sets, but in
Constantinople are only found as part of the multi-figure composition of the Praises of the Virgin Mary,
which includes images of prophets. Two variants of such a composition can be traced. The first is typical
of Russian icon painting of that time; it is used in the icon from the Church of the Archangels in Mega
Revma. In the centre, the Mother of God sits holding the Child on the throne, flanked by twenty-four
prophets depicted in several rows. The lowest and closest to the centre are David and Moses, who is the
only one of all who holds his symbol - the Burning Bush. Behind them are Solomon and Aaron. In the
middle of the seventeenth century such a clear scheme replaced a more conventional ancient variant of
the iconography of the Praises of the Mother of God and was used by the Moscow Kremlin Armoury
Chamber workshop painters in Moscow. The icon in Mega Revma is the only example of it in the sets

of despotic icons created to be sent abroad.

The second type of the Praises of the Mother of God - composition with the twelve apostles placed
on the branches of a tree, similar to the image of Christ enthroned surrounded by the apostles - was
developed under Greek influence and was used exclusively for export. At an early stage, the prophets
were placed in medallions on the margins around the Mother of God seated on the throne with the
Child in the centre, as in the icon intended to be sent as part of a set to Constantinople, ' but which
ended up in the Serbian monastery of Velika Remeta.”” Realistically rendered vine shoots were soon
added to the composition on the sides, surrounding the Mother of God. Smaller figures of prophets
were placed on these shoots, and then a whole tree was added to the centre of the composition, with

the Mother of God sitting on its crown.

59 Krasilin, “Pycckue ukonsl, ~ 203.

60 Cojocaru et al., Iconostase din Bucuresti, 97.
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Several Russian icons of this type are attributed to artists of the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber
workshop from the turn of the seventeenth-eighteenth centuries. These icons can be found in various
locations, including the Church of the Prophet Elijah in Suceava, # the Church of Saint George Tis
Politias in Kastoria, * the Sinaia Monastery in Transylvania, and the Church of Saint Gregory the New
in Bucharest, where the Virgin Mary is flanked by two angels. . This group of icons also includes the
image of the Praises of the Mother of God in the Church of Saint George in Kuzguncuk, Constantinople.
Under the influence of Greek iconography, a composition of the Praises of the Mother of God with
only four prophets appeared in Russian icon painting, showing David, Solomon, Isaiah and Jeremiah
around the throne. This composition is found in icons created both for Russia® and abroad. Among
the Constantinople icons there are two variants of it. In the first, which more closely follows the Greek
model, the reduced figures of the prophets are placed at the corners of the throne. This type is used in
the icon in the Church of the Nativity of the Mother of God on Proti, where two cherubs are added at
the sides. In the second version, the prophets are proportionate to the Mother of God and surround her

throne, as in the icon in the Monastery of the Transfiguration on Prinkipos.

Images of Saint John the Baptist in the Russian despotic icons are not so varied, but in each case
have their own individual features. Many such icons have been preserved, both in Constantinople and
elsewhere. They all belong to the same full-length Angel of the Desert type. The icons differ in the
gesture made by John’s right hand, the position of the cup in his left hand, the spread of his wings and

other details. In all of them, the saint is depicted in a landscape.

There are five such icons in the Constantinople sets, while only three are known from other places: those
in Velika Remeta Monastery of Ivan Maximov;® the Church of Saint George tis Politias in Kastoria;®
and the Church of Saint Nicholas in Radeuti.”” In Constantinople, similar icons of John the Baptist are in
the Church of Saint Nicholas in Neochori and the Monastery of the Transfiguration on Prinkipos. Three
other icons have additional hagiographical scenes in the landscape, all of which are different: the icon
in the Church of Saint George in Neochori depicts the Nativity of Saint John and the Beheading; the
Monastery of the Transfiguration on Proti has the Beheading and the Finding of the Honourable Head
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Rublev Museum (The Holy Family in Religious Art in the 11th-20th Centuries. Edited by Natalia Komashko.
Moscow: Central Andrey Rublev Museum of Ancient Russian Culture and Art, 2024, 52-52, cat. no. 18).

67 Rakié, “Benuxopememcke uxone, ” 11 1.

68 Boycheva and Drandaki, @pnokevtikn Téyvn, 97, cat. no. 15.

69 Sabados, “Icones des peintres russes, ” 144, fig. 9.
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of saint John the Baptist; and the Church of the Nativity of the Virgin Mary on Proti has the Nativity,
John in the desert, the Baptism of the people and the Beheading. There are no other known examples

of John the Baptist with hagiographical scenes in sets of despotic icons sent abroad.

Though not required in sets of iconostasis icons, images of Saint Nicholas are usually present in those
intended for a church dedicated to him. However, several such icons are known, two of which are in
Constantinople. The first is of the half-length type, located in the Church of Saint Nicholas in Neochori.
The second icon, in the Church of Saint Paraskeva in Haskoy, is unusual in its depiction. In the icons
in the Church of Saint Nicholas in Radauti” and Velika Remeta Monastery, " the saint is depicted in
the Nikola Zaraysky type common in Russia, with his arms spread wide. Here, a full-length version
of the half-length type is used, with the saint’s hands in front of his body. Probably, the choice of such
iconography was dictated by the small width of the wooden base. This is another argument in favour of
the hypothesis that the icon was originally part of a set that possibly included more than four images.
Examples of such sets are known, though they have not survived in their entirety. Thus, the icon of

Christ is now missing from the four despotic icons at Velika Remeta Monastery.

The numerous sets of iconostasis icons by the Moscow Kremlin Armoury Chamber workshop in the
churches of Constantinople are extremely diverse and interesting in their iconographic program. They
reflect the creative approach of icon painters who sought to follow the tastes and iconographic preferences

of the Greeks and, at the same time, introduce them to new compositional solutions of Russian origin.

70 Ibid, 144, fig. 10.
71 Rakié, “Benuxopememcke uxone, ” 1. 2.
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Fig. 1. Iconostasis at the Church of Saint Demetrius Xyloportas. (Source: Millas, Akylas. Fig. 2. The Miracle of Saint Demetrius, before 1704. Moscow Kremlin Armoury Workshops, Church

Kaovortavtivov [ToAg. H gvtdg tov terydv opbodo&ia. Athens: Militos Editions, i of Saint Demetrius Xyloportas. (Source: Millas, Akylas. Kovotavtivov TIokig. H eviog tov teyymv

2005, vol. A: 413). opBodo&ia. Athens: Militos Editions, 2005, vol. A: 414).
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Tanzimat Oncesi Rum Ortodoks Kiliseleri. 2nd ed. Istanbul: Yapt Kredi Yaynlari, 2008, 453). Tanzimat Oncesi Rum Ortodoks Kiliseleri. 2nd ed. Istanbul: Yapt Kredi Yaymlari, 2008, 447).
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Fig. 3. Iconostasis at the church of Saint George, Neochori (Yenikdy). (Source: Karaca, Zafer. Istanbul’da Fig. 4. Iconostasis at the church of Saint Nicholas, Neochori (Yenikdy). (Source: Karaca, Zafer. Istanbul’da
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Fig. 5. Christ Pantocrator on the throne with the four evangelists, late 17" —early 18th centuries, Moscow
Kremlin Armoury Workshops, Chapel in the Chalcedonian Metropolis in Kadikdy. Transferred from the
Church of Saint George in Chrysokeramos (Kuzguncuk). (Source: Kariotoglou, Alexandros. Chalcedon:
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The Historic Bishopric of Bithynia. Athens: Militos Editions, 1996, 26).
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Fig. 6. The Praises of the Mother of God, late 17th— early 18th centuries, Moscow Kremlin Armoury
Workshops, Chapel in the Chalcedonian Metropolis in Kadikdy. Transferred from the Church of Saint
George in Chrysokeramos (Kuzguncuk). (Source: Kariotoglou, Alexandros. Chalcedon: The Historic
Bishopric of Bithynia. Athens: Militos Editions, 1996, 27).
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Fig. 7. Iconostasis at the katholikon of the Monastery of the Transfiguration on Proti (Kinaliada). (Source: Fig. 8. The Transfiguration, late 17th — early 18th centuries, Moscow Kremlin Armoury Workshops,
Millas, Akylas. The Princes Islands. A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000, 69). i Monastery of the Transfiguration on Proti (Kinaliada). (Source: Millas, Akylas. The Princes Islands.
| A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000, 70).
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Fig. 9. Iconostasis at the Church of Nativity of the Virgin on Proti (Kinaliada). (Source: Millas, Akylas.
The Princes Islands. A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000, 56).
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Fig. 12. Iconostasis at the katholikon of the Monastery of the Transfiguration on Prinkipos (Biiytikada).

(Source: Millas, Akylas. The Princes Islands. A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000,
408).
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Fig. 10. Christ the Great Hierarch, late 17th—early 18th centuries, Moscow Kremlin Armoury Workshops, Fig. 11. The Praises of the Mother of God, late 17th — early 18th centuries, Moscow Kremlin Armoury
Church of the Nativity of the Virgin on Proti (Kinaliada). (Source: Millas, Akylas. The Princes Islands. i Workshops, Church of the Nativity of the Virgin on Proti (Kinaliada). (Source: Millas, Akylas. The
A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000, 58). Princes Islands. A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000, 59).
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Russian Icons in the Peloponnese: Evidence and Works

Panayotis K. loannou

Abstract
This paper considers various sources on the presence of Russian icons in the Peloponnese. Some icons
of particular interest throughout the Peloponnese region are then examined in conjunction with written

evidence.

Keywords: Russian Icons, Peloponnese, Monasteries, Museums, Laconia, Achaia, Inscriptions.

As often happens in any research conducted simultaneously in the field and in written sources, the
result is somewhat predictable: on the one hand, we find objects with little or no documentation,
while on the other, we find evidence that does not correspond to specific objects. This reality is no
different in the case we are interested in here: research into Russian icons in the Peloponnese and

testimonies on them.

It is true that a large number of artefacts transferred from Russia are to be found in the various regions
of the Peloponnese (Achaia, Corinthia, Ilia, Argolida, Arcadia, Messenia and Laconia): icons, church
utensils and vestments, liturgical books and others. Relevant documentary evidence begins mainly from
the period of the Orlov Revolt, which is understandable given that the Morea was one of the Russian
forces’ main theatres of operations.' Testimonies continue in the 19th century, with the foundation of
the Greek State, since the Russian party remained strong in the Peloponnese up until the early years of

the 20™ century. The main reasons for the presence of these objects were donations by Russians, trips

1 For the Orlov Revolt in the Peloponnese see Tassos Gritsopoulos, Ta. OpAwgixa. n ev [leAomovviiow emavaortaoic
tov 1770 kou ta emaxoiovfo avthg, Athens: Mnimosini, 1967. Stefanos Papadopoulos, “H EAAnvikn Enavécro-
on tov 1770 ko 0 avtikTomog g otig EAAnvikés ympeg”, in lotopio tov EAAnvikod Efvouvg, Athens: Ekdotiki
Athinon, vol. 11, 1975, 58-83.
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made by Greek monks and hierarchs mostly for alms collection (zeteia), and merchants, and lastly —

perhaps in the majority of cases — donations by Greek expatriates to their places of origin.

Oral testimonies (rumors, to be more precise) often enter into written sources, mostly in local publications
that reproduce unverified information about Russian icons or even an entire iconostasis. To give some
examples, in various sources on the iconostasis of the Church of the Transfiguration in Kastanitsa,
Arcadia, at times one reads that it was a gift from Catherine the Great, and at others that it was sent
to Kastanitsa from Odessa by Ilias Maneses. Another similar case concerns claims that churches in
Kynouria (a region in southeast Peloponnese) have Russian icons gifted by the Empress Catherine.
The same applies to the information according to which the Church of Agios Nikolaos in Petsakous,
near Kalavryta, completed in 1880, is “known throughout Achaia for its exceptional icons, crafted by
Russian painters” (we did not find any Russian icon in this church). However, this stands as evidence
of the great reputation enjoyed by Russian icons both in the past and the present day - a reputation that

even spread to areas that do not have such works, and probably never did.

In fact, there are few times when we can partially trace the path of these Russian icons. This is the case,
for example, with the “two old Russian art icons” found by the archaeologist George Sotiriou in the
Church of the Transfiguration at Methoni Castle, in 1892, and deposited in the Christian Museum in
Athens.? We assume that the icons in question are probably connected to the Orlov revolt, as Methoni

in Messinia was one of the most important approach points for Russian forces in the Peloponnese.

On the other hand, in many churches, monasteries and Museums in the Peloponnese we find Russian

icons for which we have little or (usually) no documentation. To give some examples:

In the Church of Saint Phanourios in Patras we find a Russian icon of the Mother of God Tikhvinskaya
(fig. 1) occupying a prominent position in the entrance shrine. We do not have any information on the

origin of the icon in question, which is possibly a donation to the recently built church.

The same is true of the eight icons now kept in the Metropolis of Sparta Museum of Ecclesiastical Art,

roughly dating from the seventeenth to the nineteenth century, none of which even have documentation

2 «Emeoxépbnpev tag v 10 avtd ppovpio npewmopévag ekkinoiog tov ayiov ZapPa kot g ayiog Xopiag
KO TOV €V A0TM £VOPLakov vadv g Metapopedoeag [...] v o gdpopev kot d0o maroids Poooikng téxvng
gwdvac, og maparafovies, kateBéoapev v’ apBu. 1719 ko 1720 v 10 nuetépo Movoeimy. Georgios Lam-
bakis, Me,étan, Epyaaior ko1 Hepinynoeig twv etawv 1892—-1893, Athens: ek tou Vasilikou Typografeiou N. G.
Inglesi, 1894, 13.
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of their location prior to being placed in the museum. The only certainty is that they originate from
churches or monasteries in the area. The icons are as follows: Saint Nicholas Bishop of Myra (17th
century); Descent into Hell (19th century) (fig. 2); Christ Pantokrator with Saints Nicholas of Myra,
Demetrius and Archangel Michael (19th century); Saints Peter the Athonite, Onouphrios and Savvas
and Saint Mandelios (18th century); Archangel Michael the Commander of the Fearsome Host (early
19th century) (fig. 3); Saint Nicholas of Myra (early 19th century).’

Russian icons are also to be found in the Ecclesiastical Museum of Aegio, in Achaia. The museum
collection mainly consists of works from churches and monasteries in the wider region. However, there
are two Russian icons: one Mother of God Tikhvinskaya (fig. 4), dated to the nineteenth century, of
unknown provenance; and an eighteenth-century Mother of God Vladimirksya originating from the

Monastery of the Holy Apostles.*

Likewise, we have insufficient documentation on the many Russian icons of similar style held in the
collection of the Metropolitan Church of the Annunciation (Evangelistria) in Patras. Founded in 1842
and inaugurated in 1846, it has been the cathedral of Patras since 1856. The additional Russian icons in
the iconostasis — 19, to be precise — have never been studied in the least, but are accessible for worship.
According to rather general and certainly unverified information contained in a brochure published by
the Metropolis, these icons were “sent from Russia in the 1890s”. Perhaps this dating is related to the fact
that during the same period, in 1890 and in 1892, many other Russian works (chandeliers, candelabra,
gospels, antimensia, an Epitaph and a Tabernacle) were sent to the church from Odessa. Of these, six
icons with inscriptions in Russian are placed in front of the corresponding despotic icons of the same
name in the iconostasis, i.e. icons for worship. Specifically, they are the following: Saint Spyridon with
Christ and the Virgin Mary; The Annunciation (fig. 5); The Virgin Mary with Child, Christ Pantokrator
(fig. 6); The Beheading of St. John the Baptist; Saint George Slaying the Dragon. Eleven icons are
located in the sanctuary, on the eastern wall of the central arch: The Presentation of the Virgin; The
Three Hierarchs; Saint Demetrius on horseback; Saint Andrew; Saint Athanasios; Saint Spyridon; Saint
Charalambos; Saints Constantine and Helen; The Synaxis of the Archangels; All Saints (fig. 7). All of
them bear inscriptions in Greek, probably covering earlier Russian ones. Also, another icon of Christ

Pantokrator, is on the parapet of the east sanctuary wall. Finally, two icons are placed to the left and

3 See illustrations in: Theocharis Mich. Provatakis / Georgia Mylonakou-Saitakis (ed.), @noovpoi kor keylia.
Movaeio Exxinoiaotixig Téyvng lepag Mytpomolews Moveufooiag xor Xmaptng, Sparta: lera Mitropolis
Monemvasias kai Spartis, 1998, nn. 79-84.

4 ExxAnaiaotixov Movoeiov Aryiov, texts: Chryssa Dimitriou, Aegio: Iera Mitropolis Kalavryton kai Aigialeias
— «BipAio kot Ewovar, 2015, 40-41, 62—63, 124-125.
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right of the church entrance, next to corresponding shrines: Saint Nicholas of Myra and Saint George

Slaying the Dragon. They too bear inscriptions in Greek, which probably cover others in Russian.

In the city of Aegio, another nucleus of Russian icons and Russian objects more generally is the community
of Asia Minor refugees, who arrived in 1922 from the villages of Aloni, Vori and Skupia on Proikonesos
island in the Sea of Marmara. The relics that were saved — icons, liturgical utensils and vestments,
books and others — are now kept in the repository of the Church of Saints Constantine and Helen and
St. Anne, the mother of the Virgin Mary.> Among the icons kept there is Mother of God Pecherskaya
(fig. 8).° At least four other Russian icons dating back probably to the 19th century are still preserved:
The Crucifixion; Saint George the Trophy Bearer; Saint Panteleimon; Mother of God the “Deliveress™”

Finally, there are also cases in which icons can be documented thanks to the inscriptions they bear and/
or various other written sources, if only to a certain extent. We will dwell on some of these instances

in more detail here.

The area around Geraki in Laconia is well known for its Byzantine paintings: from a dedicatory
inscription found on a portable icon of the Mother of God Portaitissa of Iveron (fig. 9) in the Parish
Church of the Dormition of Mother of God, we are informed that the icon in question was painted in

Moscow, at the expense of Daniel Bratis, then a monk at the Russian Monastery of Saint Panteleimon:

«Eypaon 1) eikdv 100 Be0d pov Thg untpdg Tov v MooyoPig tf khewvi o1d domdvng Thg Eufg Aavini
Tponyoupévou Kai Edayiotov Tod €v 1 Ayim ‘Opet 10D ABwvog €k ThG Loviig TdV Povcwv 1od Ayiov
Havtekenuovoc, ob pot 1 matpig Iedomdvymoog, 1y 8& koum 1 épot Tepdt kpdletan ko vv, 6 mothp
0¢ 0 &noc ['edpylog EkdoTtampdrn, ol Tpookvuvodvieg 08 avTHV edyecbe vrep Euod Tod TameEvo.
Tvowtidvog 13 1690 Moptiov A'»®.

5 Agathonikos A. Tsakalos, To Keyundiapyeio tov 1epod Nood Ayiwv Kowvarovrivov kar ELévng ko Ocompountopog
Avvig, Aegio 2019.

6 Tsakalos, To Keyunhiapyeio, 46—47.

[llustrations of these icons in: Tsakalos, To Keiundiapyeio, 100-103.

8 The inscription was published in Tassos Ath. Gritsopoulos, Iotopia tov 'epaxiov, Athens: Ekdosis tou Syn-
desmou ton en Attiki Gerakiton, 1982, 304-305. First publication, but with errors, in: Konstantinos G. Zisiou,
Eriypagpoi yprotiavikav ypovewv e EALddog, Part I: Tlehondvvnooc, no 1: Emtypaeai Aakedaipnovoc, Athens:
M. Chioti & K. Rousea, 1909, 29. The icon in question was first published in: Nikos P. Vatsouris, “H [avayio
tov [epakiov Zmdptng. ‘Eva mokvto 6toMdt”, dakwvika, 45 (1971), 77. Many thanks to Mr. Dimitrios T.
Vachaviolos for pointing out the icon and for the useful discussions we had, and to priest Nikos Georgantonis
for the photograph of the icon.

-
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«The icon of the Mother of my God was painted in glorified Muscovy at my own expense — I, Daniel,
proggoumenos and the least of all monks on the Holy Mountain of Athos, from the Russian monastery
of Saint Panteleimon; My homeland is the Peloponnese, my village is called leraki, and my father
was George Kostaprates. And you who venerate this icon, pray for me, the humble one. Indiction 13,
March 1, 169057

There were strong ties between the Bratis family and the Church of the Dormition of Mother of God,
from another source, we know that it was built by Konstantinos Bratis, also a monk on Mount Athos,
in 1702" (meaning that the icon was placed there at a later date). The fact that the icon dates back to
1690, when the Peloponnese was under Venetian rule, possibly lends special meaning to the fact that

it was ordered from Russia.

Of particular interest are the icons kept in the Monastery of the Taxiarches near Aegio in Achaia, on
which we will dwell a little longer. Founded by Saint Leontius at the beginning of the fifteenth century,
the monastery was one of the most important in the Peloponnese during the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries."" Being stavropegic, it owned extensive property and held shares in various Greek regions,
including Constantinople.”” Due to its involvement in the Orlov Revolt, the monastery was almost
completely destroyed in 1772. Ten years later, the few remaining monks began to rebuild and restore it
to its earlier form, "* which broadly corresponds to the depiction by Vasily Grigorovich Barsky (Barsky)

in 1745, " including the catholicon, on the iconostasis of which there are now two despotic icons. They

9 Translation of the transcription by Daria Resh.
10 Gritsopoulos, Iotopia tov I'epakiov.
11 For the history of the monastery see Linos Politis, «Xetpoypaga Movacstnpidv Aryiov kot Kadafpotovy,

ElAngvika, 11 (1939), 81-108. Averkios Papadopoulos, O Ayiog Aedvtiog Tataioldyos Mouwvag (1377-1452). H
Lovij tadrapyav Aryraleiag (1620-1940): Zoufoln eig v Iotopiay, Thessaloniki 1940. Theodoros Papageorgiou,
Iotopia. thg Iepag Movng Taciapyav tng Aiyradeiog. Met’ avexdotwv eyypdpwv, Athens 1977. Pan. Panitsas
/ Pan. Papatheodorou, O daiog Aeovriog kar 5§ Movy Taéiopyav Aryradeiag, Athens 1979. For the history of
the monastery, mainly in the post-revolutionary period, see Konstantinos A. Papamentzelopoulos, Exioxomi
Kepvitong, xatomv Mytpomoin Kalafpotwy ko Aiyialeiog. Iotopio kou dioiknriég uetafolrég, PhD diss.,
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki 2022, 312-332.

12 The monastery’s stavropegic privilege was repeatedly renewed by several ecumenical patriarchs (Dionysius IV,
Jeremiah III, Cyril V, Sophronius II, Gregory V); see Papadopoulos, O Ayiog Aedvriog Ilodaioloyos Méuwmvag,
58—68. For the share of the Taxiarches Monastery in Constantinople see Papageorgiou, Iotopia thg Iepag Moviig
Tacwapycv, 26.

13 According to the so-called “Holy Codex” preserved in the monastery: “In the year of our Lord 1782, we began
with God to renovate the pitiful ruins of the inhuman cremation of our holy monastery, the holy church and
therefore the cells and other buildings. During the entire rebuilding and repair of the monastery, expenses
totaled 27, 856, all from loans”. Papadopoulos, O Ayiog Aeovriog Talaroldyog Mauwvag, S8.

14 For Barski’s stay in Aegialia in 1740, see Arist. Stavropoulos, lotopia ti¢ nolews Aryiov ard twv podikav ypovov
uéypt twv nuepav uag, Patras: Eng. Kouloumpis, 1954, 292, where the interesting information that a monk at
the monastery gave Barsky “many old icons to copy and a famous Panagia Glykophilousa” - the information
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are an Enthroned Virgin Mary with a scepter, i.e. as the Queen of Heaven (fig. 10), and an Enthroned
Christ as Great Hierarch (fig. 11). It should be noted that despite being prominently placed either side
of the Beautiful Gate, neither icon has ever been mentioned in any publication, nor has the inscription

(fig. 12) borne by them ever been read:

“CYNAPOMH KAT EIIIMEAETA TOY TAZIAPX'HTOY MEAETTOY TAPANTOY TOY
ATAKOIITHTOY 'EN "ETEI ZQTHP'IQ2, AYTIE' MHN'H AITPHATQ IE’ 'EN MOZXA”

(With the help and diligence of the Taxiarchite monk Meletios Sarantis of Diakopto during year of
salvation 1785 in the month of April 11 in Moscow)

According to the inscription, the icons arrived at the monastery thanks to the energies of Taxiarchite
(an epithet received by monks from the Monastery of the Taxiarches) Meletios Sarantis. Evidence for
the identification of the latter comes from the monastery’s codices. In one of them, now kept in the
State Archives in Athens, dated 1853, I° we read that Meletios Sarantis was abbot of the monastery at
least in 1785, the same year as that in the inscriptions on the two icons. And also that he himself, who
is described in the same codex as “a worthy and widely experienced man”, was sent to Constantinople
together with another monk in around 1775. Equipped with letters of recommendation from the priors of
Patras and Aegio, he intended to renew the monastery’s privileges, and to obtain favourable arrangements

from the Ottoman authorities.'®

From another earlier manuscript, the so-called “Holy Codex” preserved in the monastery, we are informed

that “Diacoptites Meletios Sarantis” went to Constantinople on zeteia ((yzeia). He stayed there for nine

was given to Stavropoulos in a letter by the professor of philology at the University of Kyiv Nik. Mihailov.

15 Athens, State Archives of Greece, no. cat. 149, General Index no. 223. Cft. Eleni Angelomatis — Tsougarakis,
«Mia dyveotn yeipdypaen wotopia tng Movic Ta&apydv Avywaheiocy, Ilpaxtika B” AieQvois Zovedpiov
Ilelomovvyoioxav Xmovdwv, Athens 1981-1982, vol. 3, 65-86, transcription of the text of the “Summary His-
tory”: p. 78-86.

16 «[o Beopévnc MavpikidTng] eméotpeye €1g TNV poviyy 3 €11 petd v GAoctv g ovprapolafav o Kot
dokipovg Kot avtdg pev éuevev emtokevalov Kt kabapilmv v poviy, tov de Atovioto kat Meiétiov
Gvdpa GElov Kot TOATELPOV S8 GLGTATIKOV YPOULATOV TV eV TELeL HTatpéov kot Atylémv améoTelAeY €1
Kavotavtivovmoly, 61ov dto Tng GuVOPOUNG TV TOMTMY avavEDGAV To. PLPUAvio Kot otyidAla Kot €K TV
avypdeov to0Ttmv fonbovpevol 8 e106Qopdc TV mapovsidcincay gig Tov TpmBumovpyéV TV GOVATAVOL
Belipnv []...» / “[Theofanis Mavrikiotis] returned to the monastery three years after the destruction, and he
also received probationers and he stayed to repair and clean the monastery, and Dionysius and Meletius, a
worthy and widely experienced man, he sent with constituent letters from the prelates of Patrae and Aegio to
Constantinople, where with the help of the citizens they renewed the firmans and sigils and from the copies of
these, assisted by their contribution, they were presented to the Sultan’s Prime Minister, Vizier []...”. Angelo-
matis — Tsougarakis, «Mia dyvootn xepdypoagn totopion, 84.

—177—



years, and on returning to the Taxiarches in 1785, presented the following: “19, 352 kurus (gurush) a
gilded silver chalice, four bronze manuals, priestly vestments, copper plates, and — of primary interest

to us — six despotic icons of Russian art for the church”."

Also, reading the Venetian land register of Vostitsa, we find that the Sarantis family owned estates
in Diakopto. To be specific, they were in the area of Peramachalas and Katholiko (at a distance of
approximately 30 kilometers), seat of the Bishop of Kernitsa, under whose jurisdiction the Monastery
of the Taxiarches lay. The Sarantis must have been a wealthy Diakopto family.” They clearly had strong
ties with Taxiarches Monastery, as apart from Meletios, at least three other members of the family —

Makarios, Grigorios and Philotheos Sarantis — were abbots there."”

Meletius himself seems to have been a capable and energetic personality. Certainly, thanks to his
own actions, in the following years the monastery regained not only its previous prestige but also its
wealth.”* The following owner’s note found in one monastery codex possibly also refers to this same
Meletius: “and this, among others, belongs to Meletius” («koi 16d¢ oV 101G dALog Meletiov 0D Kai
Ta&opyitovy). Not by chance, moreover, the Holy Codex of the monastery describes him, as we have
seen, as a “worthy and widely experienced man”. The second designation may even indicate a trip to

Russia, possibly during the time he was in Constantinople.

In any case, we have no evidence of a trip by Sarantis to Moscow other than the two inscriptions on
the despotic icons in the iconostasis (“IN MOSCOW?), the truth of which, however, there is no reason
to doubt. More generally, we have very little specific information about possible relations between the
monastery and Russia. It is testified that after a fire at the monastery, which must have happened in the
1740s, “[of the] monks who were saved, some went to Russia, others to Smyrna, Constantinople and
elsewhere, and collecting money, they rebuilt the Monastery” If such a thing is true, it testifies to some
longer-established contacts with Russia. These relations were possibly strengthened during the activity
of Catherine the Great in the Greek lands and manifested themselves with greater intensity during the

Orlov Revolt. Based on these contacts, we cannot rule out the possibility that Meletios Sarantis travelled

17 Papageorgiou, Iotopia tng Iepdg Moviig Taéiopyav, 27.

18 Diakopto then included the villages of Katholiko or Episkopi, Pera Mahalas, Vrostheina and Kernitsa.

19 Makarios was abbot of the monastery from 1780 to 1783, and Grigorios from 1796 until at least 1800.

20 Meletius sent Philotheus and Germanus Sarantis on various missions in search of money. Papageorgiou, lotopio
¢ lepag Movig Taciopyav, 28, with testimony to actions by Meletius regarding extensive renovation works
on the monastery. Politis, «Xepdypaga povaotnpiadv Atyiov kot Kaiappotmvy, 82. It follows that Meletius
was the owner of several codices.

21 Papageorgiou, Iotopia tng Iepdag Moviig Taéiopyav, 14.
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to Moscow and stayed there for some time between 1775, when he left Aegialia — immediately after

the conclusion of the Treaty of Kuciuk Kaynarca — and 1785, when he returned.

In any case, there can be no doubt that the two icons now preserved in the iconostasis in the monastery
church were among the “six despotic icons of Russian art” brought “for the church” by Meletius on
his return from Constantinople. We do not know whether the two icons were originally placed in the
iconostasis. The present icon screen was made by the woodcarver Nikolaos Metzovitis in 1815-1816.%
The fate of the other four images is totally unknown. However, we should note that 17 icons were stolen
from the monastery in 1834.* Additional Russian icons held there are as follows: Saint Tryphon; Mother
of God Hodegetria; Saint Nicholas of Myra; Archangel Michael; Saint John the Baptist .

Meletius bought or more likely commissioned these icons. This is indicated by the phrase “XYNAPOMH
KAIEITIMEAEIA” (assistance and diligence) in the dedicatory inscription. The first word, “XYNAPOMH”
simply means the expense or at least the care of paying for the icon, and is often found in such
inscriptions. For example: “This divine and holy church was built [...] with the assistance and expenses
of Constantine and Georgios Lianas and by the hand [...]/ Iotopn6n 0 Belog 0vt0G Kot TéVeETTOG VOIOG
[...] 516 cuvdpopng ko damdvng Kmvotavtivov ko I'empyiov Atovav kot i xetpds [...] ot kbdtwbev
é&1 kovpmédeg Kovotavtivov 1epémg kat g ydpag TodTng Kot XEpov patntod avtody, in 1787 in

Katsanochoria of Ioannina.?*

A much rarer word in dedicatory inscriptions is “empereio”’, which mainly denotes the care and effort
made by the painters. This is the case, for example, in some inscriptions found in the 18th century. For
example, in the inscription “study and diligence of the orthodox painters of the honorable Konstantinos
and Mr. Athanasios and Naum of Korytzas’/«omovdn kot empeheio tov opfoddov (oyplenv Tov
Tipiov Kovetavtivov kot kupod AbBavasiov kon Naovp hoyiwtdtov tov ek Koputldg tehovvtmvm.®
Or in another one by the painter monk Makarios from Galatista Halkidiki (“the present refectory was

painted by the hand and care of Makarios the monk from Galatzista™/ («oviotoprin n mopovca tpdmelo

22 Papageorgiou, lotopia tn¢ Iepag Movig Taéiopycv, 37. Panitsas / Papatheodorou, O daiog Aedvriog, 45.

23 Papamentzelopoulos, Emigronn Kepvitong, 316.

24 Manolis Chatzidakis, EAAnves (wypapor petd tnv Alwon (1450—1830), vol. 1: APépriog-lmarp, Athens: Institute
of Historical Research, Department of Neohellenic Research — National Research Foundation, 1987, 297.

25 Chatzidakis, EiAnves {wypagor, 135. That the word literally means “diligence” here emerges from the fact that
the obligation is explicitly mentioned in the relevant agreement: («Loytdtatot dddokarot kup Kovotaviig
kat kvp I' ABovaoog]... vrooyédnkav v[d kapovv] v éyvny Toug pe peydiny empérelay, pe Kekpu[péva
omoV] £xovv, TpdmOV TIVA va. €N dapopd and OA[ag tag totopiag] 6c0g Ekapay £0® &g To Aytov Opog...
vrooyEnev de kot epeic (ot povayol) va korralopev e enyLédetay €1g 1o eayi ovg epovtilovtag de aginote
[koe S16] kpéac...») Chatzidakis, EAinves {wypapor, 136, 225.
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14 yelpdg kon empeAeiog Makopiov povéyov tov ek loAdatliotogy)®. However, it is possible that the
word “emuélern’” is related to the iconography of the two icons, perhaps with the addition of the four

evangelists in the corners.”’

Whatever the case may be, the most important thing is that there is an obvious naturalism in these
Russian icons at the Monastery of the Taxiarches — a naturalism that comes not from the West, as we
are used to thinking, but from the East. This issue is of particular interest, since it concerns one of the
first manifestations of naturalism in ecclesiastical painting in the Peloponnese, but it goes beyond the
limits of this text.

26 Chatzidakis, EAlnves {wypagor, 163.

27 Although we cannot expand here, suffice it to say that such an iconographic mix, specifically in the image
of Christ, appears in an icon dated at the end of the seventeenth century, which used to be in the Monastery
of Agia Triada in the village Trapeza of Aegialia and is now kept in the Aegio Ecclesiastical Museum. See
illustration in Exxinoiootixév Movoeiov Aiyiov, texts: Chryssa Dimitriou, Aegio, lera Mitropolis Kalavryton
kai Aigialeias — «BifAio kot Ewovay, 2015, 40—41.
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Fig. 2. The Descent into Hell, 19th century, Metropolis of Monemvasia and Sparta Museum of
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Ecclesiastical Art, Sparta. © Metropolis of Monemvasia and Sparta.

Fig. 1. Mother of God Tikhvinskaya, 19th century, Church of Saint Phanourios, Patras. Photo: Panayotis
—182—

K. Ioannou.




Fig. 3. Archangel Michael the Commander of the Fearsome Host, 19th century, Metropolis of

Monemvasia and Sparta Museum of Ecclesiastical Art, Sparta. © Metropolis of Monemvasia and
Sparta.
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Fig. 4. Mother of God Tikhvinskaya, 19th century, Ecclesiastical Museum of Aigion. © Metropolis of
Kalavrita and Aigialeia.
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Fig. 5. The Annunciation, 19th century, Cathedral Church of the Annunciation (Evangelistria), Patras. Fig. 6. Christ Pantokrator, 19th century, Cathedral Church of the Annunciation, Patras. © Metropolis
© Metropolis of Patras. of Patras.
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Fig. 7. All Saints, 19th century, Cathedral Church of the Annunciation, Patras. © Metropolis of Patras. Fig. 8. The Virgin of Pechersk, 19th century, Church of Saints Constantine and Helen and Anne, Aigion.
' © Metropolis of Kalavrita and Aigialeia.
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Fig. 9. Mother of God Portaitissa of Iveron, 1690, Parish church of the Dormition of the Virgin Mary,

Geraki, Laconia. Photo: Dimitrios T. Vachaviolos

Fig. 10. Mother of God Queen of Heaven, 1785, Taxiarches Monastery Church, Aigion. © Metropolis

of Kalavrita and Aigialeia.
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Fig. 11. The Enthroned Christ as Great Hierarch, 1785, Taxiarches Monastery Church, Aigion. ©Metropolis Fig. 12. Inscription on icon n. 10. Photo: Panayotis loannou.

of Kalavrita and Aigialeia.
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Russian Icons with Dated Inscriptions from Bulgaria

Angel Nikolov

Abstract

This paper is dedicated to the Russian icons with dated inscriptions documented by the Bulgarian
RICONTRANS project team during its work. Russian icons do not usually bear chronological indications,
which makes precise dating of them impossible. Dated inscriptions are important because they give
us a terminus ante quem for the appearance of the icons and sometimes reveal interesting data about

their movements.

Keywords: Nineteenth century, Russian icons from Bulgaria, dated inscriptions on Russian icons,

Pleven, Svishtov, Veliko Tarnovo, Central Northern Bulgaria

In the course of research on Russian icons in Bulgaria in recent years, we have had the opportunity
to see that most of these artifacts (usually inexpensive “folk” or “Suzdal” icons from workshops
in Mstera and Kholui') do not bear any indication of authorship or dating?, which creates a number

of difficulties in their interpretation.’ Here, however, we will focus on some of the relatively rare

1 Tarasov, Oleg. “Pycckue nkons! X VIII — Hagana XX B. Ha bamkanax.” Coserckoe cnasaoeznerue 3 (1990):
49-70. For more details on the “Suzdal” icons and trading in them see idem. Axona u 6razouecmue. Ouepku
ukoHHo20 Oena umnepamopckoii Poccuu. Moscow: Progress-Traditsiya, 1995, 155-214.

2 According to one estimate, less than one percent of the mass of Russian icons are dated - see Eberhard, Kurt.
“TIpoGeMBl TaTHPOBKH ITO3AHUX NKOH Ha OCHOBE TaTUPOBAHHBIX H300paxeHuil.” In Pycckas no3onss ukona
om XVII 0o nauana XX cmonemus. Cooprux cmamuetl, edited by M. Krasilin. Moscow: GosNIIR, 2001, 211.

3 For various aspects of the presence of Russian icons in Bulgaria, see recently: Gergova, Ivanka. “Russian Icons
in Bulgaria.” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans, edited by Y. Bocheva. Seyssel: La Pomme d’or, 2016,
149-159; idem. “Russian Orthodox art in the Bulgarian lands from the 16th until the late 19th century: The
current state of investigation and avenues for further research.” Museikon 4 (2020): 195-204; Nikolov, Angel.
““Saints and Soldiers’. 19th-Century Russian Religious Art in Southern Bulgaria.” Museikon 5 (2021): 317-328;
Gergova, Ivanka. “From Petersburg to Shipka via Mount Athos: Slavic Saints on the Shipka Iconostasis.” Slavia
Meridionalis [Online] 24 (2024), Article 3088: 1-28 DOL: https://doi.org/10.11649/sm.3088 (accessed: 23.01.2025);

—194

examples of icons with dated inscriptions, which give us a definitive terminus ante quem both for

the creation of particular works and their arrival in Bulgarian lands.*

The oldest® inscription we have been able to document is written in Romanian in Cyrillic letters on the
back of a Russian icon of the Mother of God Healer of Sorrows (fig. 1), owned by the Nikolay Pavlovich
Art Gallery in the town of Svishtov, inscribed: “Simeon Angilou 25 December 18107 This date brings
us to the dramatic fate of Svishtov during the Russo-Turkish War in the early nineteenth century.
On 1 September 1810, the city was captured by troops under Major-General Guillaume Emmanuel
Guignard, vicomte de Saint-Priest, and almost completely burned down two weeks later on the orders of
Count Nikolaj Kamenskij, Commander in Chief of the Danube Army.” This forced the local Bulgarian
population to move temporarily north of the Danube, into Wallachia. It is possible that the icon we are

interested in was acquired there and brought to Svishtov after the refugees returned to their burnt city.

It should be noted here that due to its geographical location, in the eighteenth — nineteenth centuries
Svishtov became one of the most flourishing centers of international trade along the lower Danube. In
addition, after being razed in the autumn of 1810, the town was occupied by Russian troops in 1829, and

in the summer of 1877 was the place where the Russian army first crossed the Danube at the beginning of

Komashko, Natalija and Ivanka Gergova. “Enna nxona BsB BoitHu.” In M3xycmeo u ucmopus. H3xkycmeogedcku
yemenus 2024. Mooyn Cmapo uskycmeo. Sofia: Institut za izsledvane na izkustvata, 2025, 179-200; Grigorova,
Totka. “AcniexTn Ha TOYNTaHUETO HA KBM cBeTHTE Knpr 1 Metoamii, 0Tpa3eHn B HAKOIKO HKOHH OT BTOpaTa
nososuHa Ha XIX Bek.” In Kupmno-Metoxuescku ctyauu 35 (2025), 211-212

4 Here we will not comment on several Russian icons with dated inscriptions that were presented by Bulgar-
ian clergymen and monasteries to the Commander-in-Chief, Grand Prince Nikolaj Nikolaevich during the
Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878. On them see Nikolov, Angel. “Icons and Wars: Some Examples from the
Russo-Turkish War 1877-1878.” In U3kyctBo © uctopus 2024, 61-76.

5 Much older Russian icons with inscriptions from the collection of the National Museum of Church History
and Archaeology in Sofia have only recently been published by 1. Gergova. One of them was donated by three
Bulgarians from Razlog to the Church of St. Panteleimon in Vidin in 1757 (Gergova, Ivanka, “Ilnonosera na
XpucroBoto crpagarne (Kusuar kpper).” In Mkonn ot HanmonanHms bpKOBEH HCTOPHUKO-aPXEOTOT HYECKH
my3eif, edited by Alexander Kuyumdzhiev and Ivan Vanev. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, Bulgarian Acade-
my of Sciences, 2024, 393 (No. 413)), and the other was made in 1758 by the painter Stefan Danilov from the
town of Gadjach (Ukraine) for the Hilandar Monastery on Mount Athos, but was taken to the museum from
the Church of St. Spas in Sofia (idem. “Cs. boropoxnma Axtupcka.” In Uxorn ot HanponanHus wbpKkoBeH
HCTOPHKO-apxeonormdeckn Mysei, 2024, 394 (No. 414)). An icon of the Holy Virgin Mary of Vladimir from the
collection of the National Archaeological Museum in Sofia bears an inscription that shows it was painted in Kiev
in 1749: Gergova, Ivanka, Gatev, Y. and Vanev, 1. Xpuctusacko m3kyctBo B HannoHaTHUS apXeonornIecKu
my3eit — Codus. Karanor. Sofia: Akademichno izdatelstvo “Prof. Marin Drinov”, 2012, 71 (No. 53).

6 Text: “CvMew]..] adrrvix 1810: gexempix: 25”.

7 Mikhajlovskij-Danilevskij, Aleksandr. Omricanue Typernkoii BOHHBI B IapCTBOBAHHE HMIIEpaTopa AeKcanspa,
¢ 1806 mo 1812 roma. Y. II. St Petersburg: Tipografija Shtaba Otdel'nogo korpusa vnutrenne;j strazhi, 1843, 87-88;
Pophristov, Georgi. CeummoB B Munanoto 86—1877 r. Svishtov: Pechatnitsa P. A. Slavkov, 1936, 39; Manchey,
Vasil. Cmomenn. Jomucku. [Tncma. Sofia: Izdatelstvo na Otechestveniya front, 1982, 18-19, 25-26.
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the next Russo-Turkish war. No wonder, then, that Russian icons enjoyed a certain popularity in the city.

Two examples that are directly relevant to the topic of this paper will suffice. In the ancient church
at the Monastery of the Holy Apostles Peter and Paul at Svishtov, there is a Russian icon of Christ
Pantokrator with the name Alexander marked on the back (the surname of the owner or donor is almost

completely erased), in addition to the year 1860 and the place — Svishtov.

Much more interesting is the second example, which clearly testifies to the widespread dissemination of
Russian church art in the town in the second half of the nineteenth century. Several Russian icons from the
Church of the Holy Transfiguration in Svishtov are now kept in the Regional Museum of History collection
in Veliko Tarnovo. Our attention was attracted by a large icon of Christ Pantokrator (fig. 2), on the back

of which there is a partially readable inscription from 1860, with a paper note stuck over much of'it.®

The visible part of the inscription is difficult to decipher, but definitely includes the name Aleko,
enabling us to hypothesise that the donor was the uncle of the famous Bulgarian writer and lawyer Aleko
Konstantinov (1863-1897). Aleko Hadzhikonstantinov (f 1892) was a wealthy and respected merchant
from Svishtov who sympathized with the Bulgarian liberation movement. As an elected member of the
Ruse provincial court during the Russian occupation, he took part in building up the judicial system of
the newly established Principality of Bulgaria.” Hadzhikonstantinov is known to have been a devout
Christian and a member of the board of trustees of the Holy Trinity Cathedral Church in Svishtov."
Of course, whether he owned the icon in question remains to be verified."

Several Russian icons with dated inscriptions are preserved in the Iliya Beshkov Art Gallery in Pleven.

8 The icon’s history is unclear, but from a second (and only partially readable) inscription on the back it appears to
have been in the Church of St. Cyril and St. Methodius in Svishtov (consecrated in 1874), was then transferred
to the Church of the Transfiguration in the same town (definitely before 1944), and was subsequently handed
over to the Regional Historical Museum in Veliko Tarnovo.

9 He was appointed to this honorary position on 23 August 1878, by order of the Imperial Russian Commissar
in Bulgaria, Adjutant-General Prince Alexander M. Dondukov-Korsakov. See Yanovski, Boris. “Cp3naBane
Ha BTOPOMHCTaHIMOHHUTE chamuiia B benrapus (1878—1879 r.).” Tognumuk Ha Coduilckus yHHBEPCHTET.
Opuamueckn pakxynret 79 (1986) No. 1: 21.

10 Veliko Tarnovo State Archive, F. 738k, Op. 1, a. e. 10, f. 8a.

11 The surname of the donor Aleko, as recorded on the back of the icon, raises a number of questions: if we read
it correctly, it is “Tonitsa”, yet no such surname is attested among the representatives of the family whose
founder was Aleko’s father, Hadzhi Konstantin. Of course, this may have been a nickname adopted by Aleko
Hadzhikonstantinov himself, but it may also indicate that the donor of the icon was entirely unconnected with
the family. On this occasion it is worth noting that the personal name Aleko was also borne by other repre-
sentatives of wealthy Svishtov families, such as the entrepreneur, bookseller and publicist Aleko Angelov
Krastich (c. 1835-1903). On this see Naydenov, Ivaylo. “B cBeta Ha cBumoBckute Thprosuu opats Kpserud:
npeAnpreMadecka KynTypa, Ou3Hec IpakTHKH, eTrka 1 ManTanutet.” Ucropmyecku npernex 75 (2019), No.
1: 57-84; idem. “Mexay mpeanpremMadeckata Kapiepa ¥ HHTEIEKTyaaHaTa JCHHOCT: IPUXU KbM KUBOTA U
nenata Ha Aneko ArrenoB Kpserud ot CBumos. (Bropata noiosraa Ha XI1X B.).” Shiw 16 (2020): 1-14.
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The earliest example in the collection refers to 1867; it is written on the back of a rather damaged
four-part Icon with Crucifixion, Mother of God Kazanskaya, Saint Nicholas of Myra, Saint George
Slaying the Dragon, and Saint Demetrius of Thessaloniki ? (fig. 3), which came from the Church of
the Dormition of the Mother of God in the village of Varbitsa, in Pleven Municipality. The text reads:

“This icon [is from] Haralampiy Yonkov, [who] brought it to the church to be consecrated on the 28th day
of February 1867. Signed by priest Peno Tsankov the goldsmith. Let it be remembered when flour was worth
45 para” an okka, wine 4 [grosh an okka], 20 [grosh] a pail”, and meat 4 grosh'® and fish 12 grosh Y

Since the Church of the Presentation of the Virgin in the Temple, was built between 1899 and 1903, and
there was no church in the village before that, the icon was apparently consecrated at some unknown
location elsewhere. It raises some eyebrows that the priest noted the prices of a variety of goods — something

normal for a marginal note in a book or notebook, but hardly appropriate for an inscription on an icon.

The following inscription was made on a Russian icon of St. Nicholas (fig. 4), immediately below the

image of the saint:
“Presented by Master Nikola, Doctor from Klisura, 1868

The icon came to the Pleven Gallery from the church of All Saints in the town of Koynare, in Cherven
Bryag Municipality (50 km west of Pleven). Nothing is known about the personality of doctor Nikola.
Moreover, there are several settlements that bear or have borne the name “Klisura” — a town in the
Municipality of Karlovo, and villages in the municipalities of Berkovitsa (renamed Barziya since 1950),

Sofia (district of Bankya), Samokov and Blagoevgrad.

On the back of another icon of St. Nicholas (fig. 5), we find an inscription recording that it was donated in 1875 to
the Church of St. Paraskeva in the village of Odarne, in Pordim Municipality (about 30 km southeast of Pleven):

12 The Virgin of Kazan, St. Nicholas, Archangel Michael and St. George.

13 4000 para = 1 Ottoman lira = 6.61519 grams pure gold = 99.8292 grams pure silver.

14 Ottoman measure of mass = 1.28 kg.

15 Typically, 1 pail = 10 or 12 okka.

16 100 kurus (in Bulgarian grosh) = 1 Ottoman lira.

17 Text: “Cua nxoHa Xxapanamia IWHKXBa A TOHECH B ITap[KBara] 3a a ca weBeTH Ha M(C)b heBpaps: 28: 1eHb:
1867 moxmica mo(Im) MeHo MaHKyBa KXTOM/KHY J1a ca TAMeTH KxTarx Oe OpairHoTo 45 mapy wkata a BUHOTO: 4
20 Bexpoto a mecoto: 4: rpo(tm) a pudara: 12: rpo(ur)”.

18 Text: “momapena W rans Hikona W kimucxpa 1868 r.”
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“[This] icon of St. Nicholas belongs to Nikola Ivanov from Enina” and I bequeathed it to the church
of St. Paraskeva in Odarne 1875, September 17>

The village of Enina is located south of the Balkan Mountains, near Kazanlak. It is possible that Nikola
Ivanov brought the icon of his heavenly patron St. Nicholas in Odarne from his birthplace, and eventually
donated it to the local church, which was built in 1866.

The Pleven Gallery collection also holds three Russian icons presented to different churches in the
period after the liberation of Bulgaria from Ottoman rule: in 1883, an icon of the Resurrection of Christ
and Descent into Hell, with Twelve Feasts (fig.6) was donated to the church of St. George in the village
of Baykal, in Dolna Mitropolia Municipality®'; in 1889, an icon with the Crucifixion of Christ, the
Virgin of Kazan, St. Nicholas, Archangel Michael and St. George (fig. 7) was gifted to the church of
St. Demetrius in the village of Byala Voda, in the Municipality of Belene?; and in 1903, two families,
one of them from the village of Bozhenitsa, in the Municipality of Botevgrad, presented an unknown

church with an icon of the Resurrection of Christ and Descent into Hell, with Twelve Feasts (fig. 8).%*

Turning again to the Regional Historical Museum collection in Veliko Tarnovo, we found a fine example
of a private icon inscribed by its owner. It is a depiction of the Resurrection of Christ with Chosen
Saints* (fig. 9), from the Church of St. Paraskeva in the village of Belyakovets, in Veliko Tarnovo
Municipality, on the back of which the following inscription was placed:

“1873 Icon of Stoyan Kosyuv Stanchoolu January 6

19 Literally: “Yanina”. This form of the village name is documented in older literature, for example: De-Prera-
dovich, Fjodor. benrapckoTo ombnuenue B Pycko-Typckara Boitna 1877-1878 (BbcmoMunanus Ha OUBIIUS
KOMaHAUp Ha [-ma 6pucada na bvreapckomo onwvauenue). [Ipesenu nopyunuute A. Y3yHos u I1. Craiikos.
Ruse: Skoropechatnitsa na vestnik “Slavyanin”, 1884, 114; gkorpil, Vladislav and gkorpil, K. Hsxou Oenexxu
BBPXY apXCOJOTHUECKUTE M UCTOpUUecKuTe 3cnenoBanus B Tpakus. Plovdiv: Oblastna pechatnitsa, 1885,
40-41; Dimitrov, Georgi. Kusbxecto brirapus B ucropruyecko, reorpadgudecko 1 eTHOrpahuuecko OTHOMICHHE.
Yacr II. Plovdiv: Targovska pechatnitsa, 1896, 310.

20 “[...] uxorp CB. HUKONAIM IPEHANIEKN HD HAKOIA HBAHOBS OTH SHUHB U [...| 3aBemaBb Hb IepKbBBTH CB.
napackeBs Bb oxbpHe 1875 centbmapu. 177,

21 Text: “1883 Ha Ta3w UKXHA TUTOPD CHPEYD TIOMONTHHUIM TTAHO HUKOJIOBD M TUMHTPD IEMAHO[BB] HOEMBPHA
7 mue”.

22 Text: “Tlomapsisa. Wnnst Herrros. 8% mapra. 1889 Clerno] B[bna] Boma “.

23 Text: “Tlomapst Ctoans [leTpoBs cb 10MB U 9ama, oTh ¢. boxuanma Oxpanucko, Bb eta 1903. u [lomapuxa

IIeKO. KOIIOBB CXTIP’XTa iBaHA CHHB KOIIO TaxHa iopaaHa memra feoopa 3a BE4HO BOCIIOMEHaHie”

24 The Mother of God, St. Nicholas, St. Florus, St. Laurus, an Angel, St. Zosima (of Solovki), St. Savvatij (of
Solovki), St. John, St. Georg and St. Varvara.

25 Text: “1873 nxona na Croana Koctoa Cranuomnyx lamyapue 6”.
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In the same museum we also encountered cases of later notes affixed to the backs of icons with years
written on them, the authenticity of which cannot be verified (unless some dated inscriptions remain
under the notes). For example, 1860 is the year given for the icon of Christ Pantocrator (fig. 10) from the
Church of the Dormition of the Mother of God in the village of Dobri Dyal, in Lyaskovets Municipality
(consecrated in 1858). We find a similar case in the village of Gorsko Novo Selo in Zlataritsa Municipality:
anote is glued to the back of an icon with the Crucifixion of Christ, the Virgin of Kazan, St. Nicholas,
Archangel Michael and St. George, from the Church of St. Michael the Archangel (built in 1879),
indicating that the icon came there in 1885 (fig. 11).

The same church has another identically themed Russian icon (figs. 12—13), on the back of which there
are several inscriptions. One has been dated, though a paper note was subsequently affixed over the
year. Another inscription testifies that at some point the icon was in the Dryanovo Inn, located in the
centre of Veliko Tarnovo. It was later given to the church in the village of Gorsko Novo Selo, by a man
with an illegible name from Elena. Curiously, the reverse side has a cleaning method (for icons?) in the
same handwriting, the beginning of which is also covered by the above-mentioned note: “... with an

apple, cut in half, then scrub well, then wash with cold water, it will be cleaned”.

The collection at the Regional Museum of Military History in Pleven holds a small icon with images
of St. Archangel Michael, St. Venerable Eudokia and St. Martyr John (figs. 14, 15), testifying to the
personal piety of a Russian soldier who seems to have participated in the siege of the town in 1877. On

the reverse is an inscription containing a blessing from the soldier’s mother:

“A gift and blessing to my son Ivan Mikhailovich Fokin. Your mother Avdoteja Fokina. 1876, 12" day

of February, the town of Roslavl’, Smolensk Governorate.”*

Finally, we would like to mention a rather exotic inscription on a Russian icon of Mother of God of the
Sign (Znamenie) (fig. 16), which came to Veliko Tarnovo Museum from the Church of the Dormition of
the Mother of God (built in 1834) in the village (now town) of Dolna Oryahovitsa, in the Municipality

of Gorna Oryahovitsa. On the obverse:

26 Text: “B map u bnarocnosnenue ceiny Moemy MBany Muxaitnosuay @okuny. Tos Math ABifo]rest @oknna
1876 rona ®@espans 12 nfus] rlopox] Pocnasns Cmonenc[koit] ['yoep[aun]”. It remains unclear whether the
soldier was killed in battle or whether for some reason his personal icon remained in Bulgaria. We have man-
aged to find out that in 1907 the county paramedic (“ye3ansrii pensamep”) in Smolensk Governorate was the
governorate’s secretary (“rydeprckuii cekpetaps’) I. M. Fokin — it is possible that he is one and the same as
the owner of the icon in the Pleven Regional Military History Museum. On this see Anon. [TamsTHast KHIKK
Cwmonenckoii rybeprann Ha 1907 rox. Smolensk: Tipografija P. A. Silina, 1907, 113.
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“MUSEUM OF THE HOLY MOTHER OF GOD. 1940 Founded on 25 August 1940 by the two Christian
brothers Todor S. Musev and Dimitar A. Filipov from the village of Dolna Oryahovitsa. 25 August
Opened on 28 August [...] (Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary) and visited by the numerous Christian

27

and Dolna Oryahovitsa public”.
Below this we read: “This icon church 1834”. The latter inscription also appears on the back of the icon.

Although the material presented here is rather limited, we can make some cautious generalizations about
how Russian icons found their way into Bulgarian churches in the nineteenth century. The standard
situation was that they were donated by private individuals, motivated either by Christian piety, or by
a desire to contribute to the proper decoration of local churches, or by an aspiration to perpetuate their
name as modest donors (the icons from the Holy Transfiguration Church in Svishtov, Varbitsa, Baykal,

Byala Voda, and the one whose donors were from Bozhenitsa).

Sometimes, however, we also find more complex and individualized motivation that reveals specific
features of the personal piety of the benefactors. Such is the case with the icon of St. Nicholas from
the church in Koynare, which doctor Nikola from Klisura apparently gave as an expression of special
respect to his heavenly patron. A similar motivation applies to the icon of the same saint from Odarne
donated by Nikola Ivanov, but here we have an even more interesting case of a personal icon that was
eventually bequeathed to the local church. There is no doubt that these two examples admirably illustrate
the distinctly commemorative function of the donations.?® In any case, the material analysed here once
again confirms the well-known fact that Russian “popular” icons, although aesthetically very different
from the canons of Balkan religious art, enjoyed popularity among the Bulgarians and often decorated

not only their churches but also their homes.

27 ,MYVY3E cBera BOTOPOJIMIIA. 1940 r. Ocrosan Ha 25. VIIL. 1940 1. ot xBamata xpuc[r]usucku 6pars Tozop
C. Myces u lumutsp A. @ununos ot c. [[onnal-Opsxosuna. 25. VIIL otk[plut Ha 28. VIIL [...] (Ycnenne
IIpecs[era] boroponwia) i moceTeH 0T roixsMaTa XpucTusHcka u JlomHo-OpsxoBcka myoanka’.

28 The inscription on a Russian icon from the National Art Gallery in Sofia, published by O. Tarasov, is also
commemorative: “brought from the Holy Sepulchre by Benyo Hristov (1824-1898)” (Tarasov 1990, 51, 66).
In the Church of the Holy Apostles Peter and Paul in the village of Stoykite, Smolyan municipality (built in
1874—1881), a tin icon of the Resurrection of Christ with twelve scenes is placed on the bishop’s throne, produced
in 1897 in the workshop of V. Bonaker in Moscow. On the back of the icon there is an inscription testifying that
it was brought in 1938 from Jerusalem by the then priest of the village Feodor Fomichev, a Russian emigrant:
“Blessing of the Holy City of Jerusalem. Brought by priest Feodor An. Fomichev. In 1938 — 19/V.” Father Feodor
was a priest in Stoykite in 1931-1942, before that he was a priest in the village of Chaushovo (today Dobrostan),
Asenovgrad municipality, and in 1942 he moved for health reasons to Zlatograd.
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Fig. 1. Mother of God Healer of Sorrows, 1810, Nikolay Pavlovich Art Gallery, Svishtov. Photo: Fig. 2. Christ Pantokrator, 1860, Holy Transfiguration Church, Svishtov. Photo: Angel Nikolov. ©
Angel Nikolov. © Nikolay Pavlovich Art Gallery, Svishtov. Veliko Tarnovo Regional Museum of History.

202 203



Fig. 3. Four-part Icon with Crucifixion, Mother of God Kazanskaya, Saint Nicholas of Myra, Saint

George Slaying the Dragon, and Saint Demetrius of Thessaloniki, late 19th century, Church of the
Dormition of the Mother of God, village of Varbitsa. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Iliya Beshkov Art
Gallery, Pleven.
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Fig. 4. St. Nicholas, late 19th century, All Saints Church, Koynare. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Iliya
Beshkov Art Gallery, Pleven.
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Fig. 5. St. Nicholas, 1875, Church of St. Paraskeva, village of Odarne. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Iliya Fig. 6. Resurrection of Christ and Descent into Hell, with Twelve Feasts, 1883, Church of St. George,
Beshkov Art Gallery, Pleven. village of Baykal. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Iliya Beshkov Art Gallery, Pleven.
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Fig. 7. Four-part Icon with Crucifixion, Mother of God Kazanskaya, Saint Nicholas of Myra, Archangel Fig. 8. Resurrection of Christ with Twelve Feasts, 1903, Iliya Beshkov Art Gallery, Pleven. Photo:
Michael the Commander of the Fearsome Host and St. George Slaying the Dragon, 1889, Church of St. E Angel Nikolov. © Iliya Beshkov Art Gallery, Pleven.
Demetrius, village of Byala Voda. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Iliya Beshkov Art Gallery, Pleven. '

—208— —209 -



Fig. 9. The Resurrection of Christ, with Selected Saints, 1873, Church of St. Paraskeva, village of Fig. 10. Christ Pantokrator, 1860, Church of the Dormition of the Mother of God, village of Dobri
Belyakovets. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Veliko Tarnovo Regional Museum of History. Dyal. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Veliko Tarnovo Regional Museum of History.
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Fig. 11. Four-part Icon with Crucifixion, Mother of God Kazanskaya, Saint Nicholas of Myra, Fig. 16. Mother of God of the Sign (Znamenie), 1834, Church of the Dormition of the Mother of God,
Archangel Michael the Commander of the Fearsome Host and St. George Slaying the Dragon, 1885, Dolna Oryahovitsa. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Veliko Tarnovo Regional Museum of History.
Church of St. Michael the Archangel, village of Gorsko Novo Selo. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Veliko ‘

Tarnovo Regional Museum of History.
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Fig. 13. Back side of the Four-part Icon of Fig. 12.

Fig. 12. Four-part Icon with Crucifixion, Mother of God Kazanskaya, Saint Nicholas of Myra,
Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Veliko Tarnovo Regional Museum of History.

Archangel Michael the Commander of the Fearsome Host and St. George Slaying the Dragon, late
19th century, Church of St. Michael the Archangel, village of Gorsko Novo Selo. Photo: Angel
Nikolov. © Veliko Tarnovo Regional Museum of History.
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Fig. 14. St. Archangel Michael, St. Venerable Eudokia and St. Martyr John, 1876. Photo: Angel Fig. 15. Back side of the icon of Fig. 14.
Nikolov. © Pleven Regional Museum of Military History. Photo: Angel Nikolov. © Pleven Regional Museum of Military History.
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Making Sense of the End: The Lost Last Judgement
in Saint Mary of the Mongols

Ovidiu Olar

Abstract

In the 1930s, several Romanian writers, scholars, and diplomats visited Istanbul, a city that, despite no
longer being the capital, continued to attract intellectual curiosity. Among the materials produced during
these encounters is an album compiled in May 1932 and presented to the Romanian Academy later that
year, containing thirty-two photographs by Jean Weinberg, owner of the renowned Foto Franse / Photo
Francais studio in Pera. Nineteen of these photographs depict houses and churches in the Fener and
Balat neighborhoods, while the remaining thirteen reproduce documents related to the monastery of
the Great Cave (Mega Spileon) near Kalavryta in the Peloponnese. Notably, three photographs feature
a now-lost fresco of the Last Judgement, then preserved in the church of Saint Mary of the Mongols,
whose iconography presents several noteworthy peculiarities. This paper uses Weinberg’s photographs
as a point of departure to examine a range of early modern representations of the Last Judgement and to
situate the Constantinopolitan fresco within these typological developments. In doing so, it highlights
specific features characteristic of eighteenth-century “Phanariot” art.

Keywords: Last Judgement, Apocalypse, Saint Mary of the Mongols, Constantinople, Phanariots

In November 1932, the Romanian historian N. lorga presented the Romanian Academy with a travel
album compiled six months earlier in Istanbul by the diplomat Marcel Romanescu.' It consisted
of 32 photographs by Jean Weinberg, owner of the renowned Foto Franse / Photo Frangais studio in

Pera. The first 19 images depicted houses and churches in the neighbourhoods of Fener and Balat,

1 * This research was funded by the European Research Council under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 re-
search and innovation program (ORTHPOL project; grant agreement no. 950287). For this mid-level diplomat,
see Adrian Vitalaru. “Aspecte din activitatea unui diplomat roman: Marcel Romanescu (1897-1955).” Analele
Stiintifice ale Universitatii “Alexandru Ioan Cuza” din lasi — Istorie 61 (2015): 467-48]1.
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while the remaining 13 were reproductions of documents related to the Monastery of the Great Cave
(Mega Spileon) near Kalavryta in the Peloponnese. lorga promptly described and partially edited
the documents, while Romanescu quickly wrote a paper on the “Romanian monuments” in Istanbul,

incorporating photos from his album.?

These photos are particularly important. On the one hand, travellers were generally uninterested in
the poor and decrepit Fener and Balat, gravitating instead toward grand palaces, imposing mosques,
and bustling marketplaces. In fact, aside from Romanescu, Nicholas V. Artamonoff — a Russian-born
amateur photographer who lived in Istanbul from 1922 to 1947 — appears to be the only one who
developed an interest in their cultural heritage, and the Byzantine remains in particular (figs. 5-7).* On
the other hand, many of the monuments photographed in 1932 have since disappeared for good, as the
neighbourhoods changed rapidly and dramatically.* In one case, the monument still exists, but part of

its once-photographed inventory does not.

It was this missing part that sparked my curiosity and led to the present paper. In 1932, Romanescu
visited the Church of Saint Mary of the Mongols and noticed a panel depicting the Last Judgement
(figs. 1-4). Struck by what he believed to be the presence of Phanariot princes in the composition, the
traveller asked Weinberg to photograph it.” Unfortunately, the panel is no longer in the church. Yet
among the items that do hang on the walls, one can see a mid-19th-century Russian icon depicting the
Archangel Michael as the “Captain of the Heavenly Host.” Although closely associated with the End of
Days, this iconographic type conveyed a different meaning from that of the Last Judgement and never
gained popularity in Southeastern Europe. There are no indications of when the icon was donated, and
judging by its discreet placement on one of the inner pillars, it does not appear to have been widely
revered. Nevertheless, the fortuitous yet symbolic replacement is intriguing. Saint Mary of the Mongols
is widely regarded as one of the very few Byzantine churches to have remained in continuous Christian
use since the Ottoman conquest of the city —a truly remarkable feat. So why has the post-1453 history

of the sanctuary been largely overlooked by historians and art historians alike?

2 N. Torga. “Donatiile romanesti pentru Mega-Spileon si Vlah-Sarai.” AARMSI (3¢ Series) 13 (1932): 159-166;
Marcel Romanescu. “Monumente roménesti la Stambul.” Boabe de grdu 3, no. 6 (1932): 226-238.

3 Giinder Varinlioglu (ed.). Artamonoff: Picturing Byzantine Istanbul, 1930—1947 (Istanbul: Kog¢ University
Press, 2013). For Artamonoff’s photographic collection, see http://images.doaks.org/artamonoff/aboutcollection
(accessed on March 1%, 2025).

4 Bogdan Stanciu. [ntre Schengen si Levant. Reportaje si insemndri de caldtorie prin Romdnia, Balcani i im-
prejurimi. Bucharest: Corint, 2023, 494-500.

5 The photos are currently housed in the Engravings Section of the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bu-
charest: BAR (Stampe) II AF 160.

6 Fortunately, Akylas Millas has meticulously collected data on the topic: Zgpayidesc Kwvotavtivovmolews.
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The following pages aim to retrace the history of the church, contextualize its lost Last Judgement, and

reflect briefly on the significance of the Russian icon of the Archangel Michael.

The Church

The church known today as the “Greek Orthodox Church of the Virgin Mary” (Tr.: Meryem Ana
Rum Ortodoks Kilisesi) has a long history, but reconstructing it is quite challenging.” The sanctuary’s
origins trace back to the early eleventh century when it was known as the Panagiou (“All-Holy One”)
Monastery. During that time, monk Antonios, its founder and hegumen (abbot), composed a Life of Saint
Athanasios, founder of the Lavra Monastery on Mount Athos, presented himself as disciple and legitimate
heir of the saint, and promoted the spread of his spiritual master’s monastic reform to Constantinople.?
His efforts were not in vain: in 1083, the monastery’s #ypikon, one of the first extended and “modern”
Byzantine monastic rules, served as the basis for the #ypikon of Petritzos Monastery (near present-day

Bachkovo, in southern Bulgaria), newly built by the aristocrat Gregorios Pakourianos.’

The data for the following period is scarce. Was the Panagiou destroyed during Latin rule? This remains
uncertain. The hypothesis that a new monastery dedicated to the Mother of God was built on the site
immediately after the Palaiologan reconquest of Constantinople from the Latins in 1261 and that its frescoes

were painted by a certain Modestos in 1265-1266 is no longer viable.” However, a document issued in

Evopieg Ayiwtatng Apyiemioxonng. Athens: L0Aoyog Iotopiknig kot Aaoypagikng Epsvvag “H Mvnposvvn, ”
1996), 140151, 675—684 (notes 170—188). The works of Manouil I. Gedeon, the eminent Church historian and
editor-in-chief of the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s official journal (the Ecclesiastical Truth), are a treasure trove.
These are just a few examples: “Xpovika tfig [otprapyikiic Akadnpiog.” Exxinoiactiky A0eio 3, no. 31
(1883): 486—494, p. 493 (n. 89); “Avw Pulavtvai tomobesion: Pavapiov kai [letpiov.” Neoddyov Efdouoadiaia
Emifecpnoig 2, no. 2 (1892): 21-23 [reprinted in Eyypapor Lo kai kepduia. Constantinople: Otto Keil, 1892,
105-113]; Bolavtivov éoptodyiov. Constantinople 1899, 208—209.

7 For an overview, see Andrei Yu. Vinogradov. “Ilanarun MyxnuoTuccsl MoHacThIps.” In IIpasociasnas
anyuxaoneous 54 (2019): 376-378 (https://www.pravenc.ru/text/2578780.html, accessed on March 1st, 2025).

8 Dirk Krausmiiller. “An Ascetic Founder: The Lost First Life of Athanasios the Athonite.” In Founders and
Refounders of Byzantine Monasteries, edited by Margaret Mullett. Belfast: Belfast Byzantine Enterprises, 2007,
63-86.

9 Paul Gautier. “Le typikon du sébaste Grégoire Pakourianos.” Revue des études byzantines 42 (1984): 5-145.
For Panagiou as “centre of monastic rigour” and as “« modern » community, ” see Dirk Krausmiiller, “Saints’
Lives and Typika: The Constantinopolitan Monastery of Panagiou in the Eleventh Century.” PhD diss., Queen’s
University Belfast, 2001, 107-145; Krausmiiller, “On Contents and Structure of the Panagios Typikon: A Con-
tribution to the Early History of ‘Extended’ Monastic Rules.” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 106, no. 1 (2013): 39-64.

10 It was based on an erroneous reading of a note in the Suda lexicon, which in fact refers to a different church,
dedicated to Saint Marina, as shown by Peter Schreiner: “Die topographische Notiz tiber Konstantinopel in der
Pariser Suda-Handschrift.” In AETOZX: Studies in Honour of Cyril Mango presented to him on April 14, 1998,
edited by Thor Sevéenk and Irmgard Hutter. Stuttgart and Leipzig: B.G. Teubner, 1998, 273-283.
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October 1351 by Patriarch Kallistos I references the convent “of the Mongols” (tjg 1@v MovyovAricv

poviic), located in the Phanar neighbourhood (t0d ®@avapiov), in an area known as Panagiou."

According to this judicial sentence, Maria Palaiologina, “Princess of the Mongols” and sister of the late
Emperor Andronikos II Palaiologos, purchased a property from Maria Doukaina Akropolitissa and her
daughter that included a church, a bath, orchards, and a vineyard. The buyer paid 4000 gold coins and
expressed her intention to establish a convent dedicated to the “All-Holy”” Mother of God, which would
accommodate nuns without requiring a dowry. The princess bequeathed her entire fortune to the new

foundation, encompassing both movable and immovable assets within and beyond Constantinople.

After her death, the princess’ possessions were inherited by her daughter, Theodora Arachantloun, whom
the emperor married to the panhypersebastos Isaakios Palaiologos Asanes. As his wife died without
bearing children, Isaakios obtained a chrysobull designating him as the legal protector of the convent.
However, rather than fulfilling this role, he exploited it: he increased the number of nuns, demanded
payment for accommodation, food, and other necessities, appropriated materials for his own buildings,
granted the convent to his daughter, and allocated several of its buildings to his son. The nuns submitted
a complaint to the Emperor, who entrusted the Patriarch with resolving the matter. Since Isaakios had
recently passed away, his daughter Irene Asanina Philanthropene presented the chrysobull her father
had received. It was proved to be a forgery. Consequently, despite Irene being the ruling emperor’s

cousin, the convent’s rights were fully restored in accordance with the provisions of its founder.

The patriarchal document provides valuable insights into the sanctuary’s complex history. Maria
Palaiologina (Diplobatatzina) was an illegitimate daughter of Emperor Michael VIII Palaiologos (r.
1261-1282) and the half-sister of Emperor Andronikos II Palaiologos (r. 1282—-1328). The epithet “of
the Mongols, ” associated with the Theotokos reflects Maria’s marriage in 1265 to Abaqa Khan, the
second ruler of the Ilkhanate — an offshoot of the Mongol Empire that governed much of present-day
[ran and neighbouring regions. Following her husband’s death in 1282, the “Princess of the Mongols”
and her daughter, Theodora, returned to Constantinople. Maria acquired the church of the Mother of

God and its associated properties, transforming them into a convent.

11 Franz Miklosich, Joseph Miiller (ed.), Acta et diplomata Greeca medii aevi sacra et profana. Vienna: Carl
Gerold, 1851, Vol. 1: 312-317 (no. 136); Johannes Koder, Martin Hinterberger and Otto Kresten (eds.), Das
Register des Patriarchats von Konstantinopel. Vol. 3: Edition und Ubersetzung der Urkunden aus den Jahren
1350-1363, Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2001, 62—77 (no. 184). See also
Jean Darrouzes. Les regestes des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople. Vol. 1: Les actes des patriarches; 5:
Les regestes de 1310 a 1376, Paris: Institut francais d’études byzantines, 1977, 274-275 (no. 2330).
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Did she take the veil there? Is she depicted in the Chora monastery as “the Lady of the Mongols, Melane
the Nun”?"? The sources remain ambiguous and have, to some extent, been overinterpreted. Still, it is
evident that the convent in Phanar survived both the death of its founder and mismanagement by her

son-in-low and his kin.B

Even more remarkably, the church survived the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople in 1453. Details are
provided by an early eighteenth-century source. According to Prince Dimitrie Cantemir’s History of the
Growth and Decay of the Othman Empire, during the reign of Sultan Selim I (1512-1520), all churches
in Constantinople were converted into mosques, except for the “Most-Holy Magouliotissa [[Tovéyto
MaoyovA<t>otic{c}a (sic)].” Selim spared the church in gratitude to Christodoulos, a Greek architect
who constructed his mosque in Edirne. This Christodoulos was the nephew of another architect, also
named Christodoulos, who had built the Fatih Mosque for Mehmed II “the Conqueror.” In recognition
of his work, Mehmed II had granted the earlier Christodoulos both the church and the neighbourhood

in which it was located."

Cantemir’s account was reiterated in nineteenth-century antiquarian depictions of Constantinople, such

as the ones provided by Skarlatos D. Byzantios (1851) and Alexandros G. Paspatis (1877)."° Conversely,

12 PLP 21395; Natalia Teteriatnikov. “The Place of the Nun Melania (the Lady of the Mongols) in the Deesis Pro-
gram of the Inner Narthex of Chora, Constantinople.” Cahiers archéologiques. Fin de l'antiquité et Moyen Age
43 (1995): 163184 (with annexes by Lee F. Sherry and Catherine Asdracha); Nicholas Melvani. “Depictions
of Nuns in Palaiologan Constantinople.” In Women and Monasticism in the Medieval Eastern Mediterranean:
Decoding a Cultural Map?, edited by Eleonora Kountoura Galaki and Ekaterini Mitsiou. Athens: National
Hellenic Research Foundation — Institute of Historical Research, 2019, 335-348.

13 For the context, see Alice-Mary Talbot. “Building Activity in Constantinople under Andronikos II: The Role
of Women Patrons in the Construction and Restoration of Monasteries.” In Byzantine Constantinople: Mon-
uments, Topography and Everyday Life, edited by Nevra Necipoglu. Leiden, Boston and Kéln: Brill, 2001,
329-343; Ekaterini Mitsiou. “Late Byzantine Female Monasticism from the Point of View of the Register of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople.” In The Register of the Patriarchate of Constantinople — An Essential Source
for the History and Church of Late Byzantium, edited by Christian Gastgeber, Ekaterini Mitsiou and Johannes
Preiser-Kapeller. Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2013, 161-174; Alice-Mary
Talbot. “Female Patronage in the Palaiologan Era: Icons, Minor Arts and Manuscripts.” In Female Founders in
Byzantium and Beyond, edited by Lioba Theis, Margaret Mullett and Michael Griinbart, with Galina Fingarova
and Matthew Savage. Vienna, Kéln and Weimar: Béhlau, 2011/2012, 259-274.

14 Dimitrie Cantemir. The History of the Growth and Decay of the Othman Empire..., transl. Nicholas Tindal.
London: John, James & Paul Knapton, 1734, Vol. 1: 105 (n. 17), 160 (n. 35); Cantemir, Istoria mdririi si decade-
rii Curtii othmane, edited by Octavian Gordon, Florentina Nicolae, Monica Vasileanu, transl. Ioana Costa,
foreword by Eugen Simion, intro. Stefan Lemny. Bucharest: Academia Romana / Fundatia Nationala pentru
Stiinta si Arta, 2015, Vol. 2: 224-225, 368-373 (Latin text and Romanian translation).

15 Skarlatos Byzantios. Constantinople: A Topographical, Archaeological & Historical Description..., transl. &
commentary Haris Theodorelis-Rigas, foreword Stephanos Pesmazoglou. Constantinople: Istos, 2019, 777-779;
Alexandros G. Paspatis. Bo{avtivai peAérar. Constantinople: Antonios Koromilas, 1877, 388-389 (quotes Atha-
nasios Komninos Ypsilantis’ Tivelve Books of Ecclesiastical and Political Events, published in 1870, which is
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many modern scholars view it with scepticism — and rightly so."® “Magouliotissa” was not the only
church that remained in Christian hands.”” The tale of the two men named Christodoulos is not confirmed
by Ottoman sources and probably served to legitimize a late seventeenth- or early eighteenth-century
reconstruction.”® Furthermore, the prince inserted it into notes related to the Fall of Constantinople
and to the decrees carrying the Sultan’s signature, called hatt-1 serif, with the additional intent of
emphasizing his position as protector of the Phanariot church. Still, regardless of the story’s veracity,
the sanctuary was neither demolished nor transformed into a mosque and remained in Christian use.
In 1593, the Russian merchant Trifon Korobeinikov included “the church of the Most-Pure Mother of
God from the mahalle Mouchlion” in his list of parish churches in Constantinople, and provided the

name of its priest, a certain Yorgos.”

Ten years later, in July 1603, an inhabitant of the neighbourhood named Thomas Kromydis purchased
two houses for forty thousand aspers and donated them to the “All-Holy Mother of God Mougouliotisa”
(Mavayio Geotdro thic MovyovAidticag). The previous owners had fallen into debt, and the appointed
administrators were about to sell their properties to “outsiders, ” meaning Muslims. Fearing that the
same fate might befall “his” church and having the means, Thomas decided to take action in (future)

remembrance of his soul, his forefathers, his recently deceased sons, and Efrosyni.

While little is known about the donor, the document itself holds significant importance. The inclusion of
Ottoman terms such as “administrators” (pLovteBeindeg, from miitevelli) and “certificate of purchase”
(yyotlétiov, from hiiccet) clearly reflects the legal framework within which the Christian community
operated for quite some time. Thomas’ assertion that churches should not be lost due to the negligence of
the Christians themselves, along with the fact that the witnesses were described as “the most honourable

nobles and leading Christians” (1®v tyumtdtmv dpydviov kol dpyopévev Xpiotiovav), underscores the

based on Cantemir’s History).

16 Raymond Janin. La géographie ecclésiastique de 'empire byzantine, vol. 1: Le Siege de Constantinople et le
Patriarcat Oecuménique; 111: Les églises et les monastéres. Paris, 1969, 213-214 (no. 86).

17 Nicholas Melvani. “Patronage in Constantinople after 1453.” In Ev Xogig pabntedoavieg: Essays in Byzantine
Material Culture and Society in Honour of Sophia Kalopissi-Verti, edited by Charikleia Diamanti and Anastasia
Vassiliou. Oxford: Archaeopress Archaeology, 2019, 412—-426.

18 Stéphane Yerasimos. Légendes d’Empire. La fondation de Constantinople et de Sainte-Sophie dans les tradi-
tions turques. Istanbul / Paris: Institut francais d’études anatoliennes / Jean Maisonneuve succeseur — Librairie
d’Amérique et d’Orient, 1990, 145-150; Melvani, “Patronage, ” 414—-415.

19 “Xoxnerue Tpudona Kopobeitnukosa 1593-1594 r., ” edited by Khrisanf M. Loparev, in IIpagocrasHuiii
Hanecmunckuii cooprux 27 (1888), 91 (“xb nepksu npeunctsie boropoannsr Myriis-maranena momy FOppio”).
The church “in Platea Mouclio” is included on a list dated around 1600 and published by Charles du Cange, and
is mentioned by the Athenian Antonios Paterakis in 1604 as Koyiiov (probably MoyAiov) [Tovayia: Athanasios
Papadopoulos-Kerameus. “Naoi tfic Kovotavtvovmoremg kotd 0 1503 (sic) koi 1604.” O év Kwveravtivovrdler
ElAnvikog @ilooyikog ZoAloyog. Zoyypouua wepiodixov 28 (1904): 118-138.
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emergence of an identity-building movement within the beleaguered community. Indeed, the transaction
was validated by Dimitrios and Antonios Kantakouzenos, representatives of one of the wealthiest and
most influential Christian families in the Empire. Thomas’ donation thus serves as another indicator

of the revival of the Constantinopolitan Greek elite during Ottoman rule.”

Such pious gestures enabled the church to function. The parish of “the Panagia from Mouchlion” is
mentioned in a Patriarchal official record from 1648, issued by Parthenios IL.* It is also listed in two
inventories inserted by Chrysanthos Notaras after 1696 in a codex that belonged to him.” Yet during
the reign of Ahmed I1I (1703-1730), the church was once again in danger of being converted into a
mosque. According to his own testimony, Prince Cantemir intervened and presented the Grand Vizier
Corlulu Ali Pasha (1706-1710) with the ferman issued by Mehmed II to Christodoulos, which was
preserved at the “Magulotissa.” Convinced, the Grand Vizier “ordered the Turks to give the Christians

no farther molestation.”?

Despite the troubles, the church played a significant role within the local Christian community. It was
in constant need of repairs — a complex undertaking, given that the process required a special permit
— as evidenced by two petitions submitted to the Ottoman authorities in the autumn of 1691.%* Fires,
neighbours, and officials can be difficult to deal with. But it did endure and maintain its liturgical function
in a multi-ethnic “minority quarter” where Muslims, Armenians, Greeks, and Jews coexisted.” It is

no coincidence that the love story between the Christian Albanian baker Dimos and the Jewish maiden

20 Manouil I. Gedeon. Iozpiopyixoi Epnuepioes. Eidnioeis €k tijc fuetépog éxkinoiaotixiis iotopiog 1500-1912.
Athens: Turoypageiov XZepyddov, 1936, 75-77. The third witness is Konstantinos Gartanos (Gaitanos).

21 Manouil I. Gedeon. ExxAnaior tév OpBodolwv év Kwvatavtivovmioder. Constantinople: "Ex 1ol Tumoypageiov
N. I KepaAidov, 1888, 1415 [reprinted in Gedeon, Ilazpiopyixoi mivaxeg, edited by Nikolaos L. Phoropou-
los. Athens: L0Mhoyog mpog diddootv Qoedipmv Bifriov, 1996, 642—643]; Gedeon, Exxinaior folavrivai
éaxpifoiuevar (kopiog 1 Ocotérkog tdv Kipov). Zouzlnpwuo. tod Bulavrivod soproloyiov. Constantinople: Ex
700 [Matpuapykod Tvmoypageiov, 1900, 21-22 (1) Evopia tiig [avayiog 0D MovyAiov). Gedeon’s source was
the “Juridical Collection” compiled for Patriarch Dositheos of Jerusalem in 1680: Dimitris G. Apostolopoulos,
Panagiotis D. Michailaris. H Nowixn Zovaywyn tov dooiBéov: pua wnyn kor éva tekunpio. Athens: Kévipo
NeoeAnvikov Epgvvéov E.LE., 1987, 316-317 (no. 674).

22 Gedeon, Exxinoior folavrivai, 22-27 (1 Hovayio MoyovAiotiooa; eig 0 Movyheiov 1| [avayic MayovlMdTioo).
The first of the two lists dates from February 1653; the second is undated, but was written in the same hand.
Chrysanthos’ codex is currently in the National Library of Greece in Athens (MIIT 427).

23 Cantemir, The History of the Growth and Decay of the Othman Empire, vol. 1, 109 (n. 31); Cantemir, Istoria
maririi §i decaderii Curtii othmane, vol. 2, 232-235 (Latin text and Romanian translation).

24 Karen A. Leal. “Communal Matters.” In A Companion to Early Modern Istanbul, edited by Shirine Hamadeh
and Cigdem Kafescioglu. Leiden — Boston: Brill, 2022, 365-393, p. 379-384.

25 Leal, “The Balat District of Istanbul: Multiethnicity on the Golden Horn.” In The Architecture and Memory of
the Minority Quarter in the Muslim Mediterranean City, edited by Susan Gilson Miller and Mauro Bertagnin.
Cambridge, MA: The Aga Khan Program, 2010, 175-210.
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Mrkada — dated July 1667 and put into verse by the Armenian Constantinopolitan historiographer
and polemicist Eremia Ch‘elebi K‘@omiwrchean — blossoms in Fener and reaches its happy ending

in Wallachia.?

Judging by the amount of money paid yearly to the ecumenical Patriarchate, the revenues of Saint
Mary of the Mongols were moderate: 160 grosia during the tenure of Joasaph II “the Magnificent”
(1556-1565), 200 in 1741, and 250 from 1746 onwards. The lucrative parishes in the city paid more
than double.”” Nevertheless, the church had its benefactors. The Tzoukis family, of Byzantine origin,
ranked among the most important in the quarter. A document dated June 1669 described Konstantinos
Tzoukis as “the most noble and useful among nobles” (e0yevéoTatog Kai ypNOIUOTATOG £V APYOVGY),
a formula reserved for the select few.”® In May 1705, Thomas, son of the late Konstantinos, confirmed
that his father had been the administrator of properties that belonged to the Most-Holy Mother of God

“Magouliotisa”.’ Given that such practices relied on trust, it can be inferred that the family remained

a cornerstone of the neighbourhood for a prolonged period.

These documents not only provide insights into under-documented or informal financial practices, but
also emphasize the importance of local connections for the “Phanariots.” Poulcheria, the second wife
of Prince Nikolaos Mavrokordatos and mother of Prince Konstantinos Mavrokordatos — arguably
the most significant Phanariot rulers of Moldavia and Wallachia — was born Tzoukis. Ekaterina, the
second wife of Ionitd Cantemir — the son of Dimitrie Cantemir’s elder brother — was the daughter
of Thomas Tzoukis. The close-knit nature of the neighbourhood and their involvement in its life likely

played a crucial role in fostering long-lasting ties.”

Other administrators, though less noble, were nonetheless effective. For example, in January 1759,

Seferis the carpenter (kepeoted(fjc) and Anastasios the furrier (yovvaptic) secured two silver candlesticks

26 Eremya Chelebi Komiirjian’s Armeno-Turkish Poem “The Jewish Bride.” Edited by Avedis K. Sanjian and
Andreas Tietze, Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1981. The story, which carries a strongly anti-Jewish tone, was
a bestseller in its Greek version, first printed in Venice in 1668: Andrei Pippidi, “Juifs, Chrétiens et Turcs.
D’Histoire de Marcada, ses versions et ses lecteurs.” In Pippidi, Byzantins, Ottomans, Roumains. Le Sud-Est
européen entre I’ héritage impérial et les influences occidentales. Paris: Honoré Champion, 2006, 177-192.

27 Gedeon, Exxinagior tdv Opfodolwv, 18-20 [= Gedeon, Ilazpiapyixoi mivaxes 1996, 645-646]; Gedeon,
Exxinoior folovrivai, 35-38.

28 Millas, Zgpoyides Kmvoravrivovmolewms, 679 (n. 186).

29 Gedeon, Hozpiopyixai Epnuepioeg, 205-206. See also Millas, Zgpayides Kovoravrivovrdlews, 680 (n. 186).

30 Periklis G. Zerlentis. “Ot diddokadot Tiig év Kovetavtivovmoret Matplapyiciic Meyaing tod I'évoug oyoAilc
Alopiag TCydrag (1660-1740).” Hopvaoadg 1, no. 12 (1877): 893-904, p. 895 (n. 2 — Ionitd Cantemir); Manouil
L. Gedeon. Totopia wév 100 Xpiorod mevitav, 1453-1913. Athens, 1939, 113-115 (the Tzoukis family).
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for the Panagia.”’ The flow of donations remained steady, too, without being striking. Two massive
marble pedestals for large candles, positioned in front of the iconostasis, were donated in 1760, one by
loannis Metaxas and the other by loannis Kalfas.” The identity of the first loannis remains difficult
to ascertain; however, a certain Vasilis Metaxas is recorded as a witness in the aforementioned 1669
document concerning Tzoukis, suggesting the family had a history in the area.** As for loannis
Kalfas, he may have been a Greek architect soon to be involved in the reconstruction of the Fatih
Mosque, damaged by an earthquake in 1766 and completed in 1771. According to an Ottoman source
dated 1789, Yani Kalfa, nicknamed “the Blind, ” was “a master builder of imperial constructions”
who “even built the noble mosque of the deceased Sultan Mehmed Khan the Conqueror.”** If the
identification is correct, loannis / Yani may have been working in the neighbourhood at the time of

the donation or may have had connections to the church.

Life continued uninterrupted. In 1779, 1784, 1794 and 1813 the church received financial support from the
Wallachian Princes Alexandru Ipsilanti (. 1774-1782, 1796-1797), Mihail Sutu (r. 17831786, 1791-1792) and
loan Caragea (r. 1812-1818), as well as from the Moldavian Prince Alexandru Callimachi (r. 1795-1799).%
Towards the end of the eighteenth century, a school was established.* In July 1797, Georgios Samourkasis,
administrator of the church’s properties, declared that a house he had purchased for 7500 grosia in the
neighbourhood rightfully belonged to the school, as he had used its funds for the acquisition.”’ In June
1797, Prince Alexandru Ipsilanti made a donation to support it. Among those who contributed in the
early nineteenth century was Hierodeacon Philotheos of Milies (in Thrace), one of its professors.* By

1884, the school had grown to include around 70 students and three teachers.”

31 Millas, Zppayides Kwvoravrivovroiews, 680 (n. 187). The craftsman’s name is Kyriakos; he signs his name as
yotlt Kipyakog and identifies himself as a xovytovprig (“goldsmith”).

32 T Agprepodn tii Yrepayio @eotoke S0 suvdpopdic Tob kup Todvvov Meta&i * AYE «; T Agiepmdn tf] Yrepayig
Be0toK® St suvSpopic Tod kup Todvvov Kodpd ¢ AYE «.

33 Millas, Zppayideg Kwvaravrivovmolemg, 679 (n. 186).

34 Unver Riistem. Ottoman Baroque: The Architectural Refashioning of Eighteenth-Century Istanbul. Princeton
and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2019, 217, 219.

35 Gheorghe Pirnuta. “Documents concernant des aides accordées par les Pays roumains aux écoles grecques de
’étranger.” Revue des études sud-est européennes 7, no. 4 (1969): 647-655, p. 653; Constantin C. Giurescu.
“Laide accordée par les Pays Roumains a I’enseignement de la Péninsule Balkanique et du Proche-Orient.”
Revue roumaine d’histoire 9, no. 5 (1970): 823-835, p. 827; Ariadna Camariano-Cioran. “Aides pécuniaires
fournies par les pays roumains aux écoles grecques (I).” RESEE 17, no. 1 (1979): 123-151, p. 134. Giurescu and
Camariano-Cioran believed that “Maguliotisa” and “Muhli¢” referred to two separate churches or schools, but
this was not the case. Moreover, only the charter issued in June 1797 pertained to the school.

36 Millas, Zppayideg Kwvaravtivovmolews, 145-146, 150, 678 (n. 183), 681-684 (n. 188).

37 Gedeon, Iazpiopyixai Epnuepioeg, 349, 351.

38 Gedeon, “Awbijkon dvo Bpaxdv didackdrwv.” Opaxixa 7 (1936): 201-211.

39 Millas, Zgppayides Kwvaravtivovomolews, 678 (n. 183).
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Yet, it was not always easy. The fall of the Ottoman Empire and the birth of the Republic of Turkey
complicated the lives of Greeks in Constantinople. In September 1955, Saint Mary of the Mongols was
one of the churches affected by state-orchestrated attacks that primarily targeted the Greek community.

Nevertheless, it remains standing.

The Last Judgement and the “Captain of the Heavenly Host”

The feat, recognized by all repertoires dedicated to the churches of Byzantine and Ottoman Constantinople,
is in itself impressive.* But endurance had its price: change. Some researchers believed that the names
100 MovyAiov or “Mouchliotissa, ” given to the church after 1453, derive from the town of Mouchlion
near Mystra in the Peloponnese, whose inhabitants were deported to Fener by Mehmed 11 in 1458.* This
interesting hypothesis has not gained much traction, but sources confirm a profound transformation in

the neighbourhood’s social fabric and demographic makeup following the Ottoman conquest.*

The architectural evolution of the building reflects this transformation.” Initially, the church was a domed
quatrefoil — a rare type for the early eleventh century. Later, a tripartite narthex was added. By the
eighteenth century, the south conch and most of the narthex had been replaced by a large room and an
exonarthex. A bell tower was added in 1892, followed by additional interventions in more recent years.

It is evident that the community, initially monastic and then a parish congregation, was growing in size.

40 Cornelius Gurlitt. Die Baukunst Konstantinopels — Textband. Berlin: Ernst Wasmuth, 1912, 36-37; Alexander
van Millingen. Byzantine Churches in Constantinople: Their History and Architecture. London: Macmillan,
1912, 272-279; Thomas F. Mathews. The Byzantine Churches of Istanbul: A Photographic Survey. University
Park, PA — London: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1976, 366375 (no. 37); Wolfgang Miiller-Wie-
ner. Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls. Byzantion — Konstantinupolis — Istanbul bis zum Beginn des 17.
Jahrhunderts. Tiibingen: Ernst Wasmuth, 1977, 204-205; Vassilios Kidonopoulos. Bauten in Konstantinopel,
1204—1328: Verfall und Zerstorung, Restaurierung, Umbau und Neubau von Profan- und Sakralbauten. Wi-
esbaden: Harrassowitz, 1994, 88-90 (no. 1.1.39); Vasileios Marinis. Architecture and Ritual in the Churches
of Constantinople, Ninth to Fifteenth Centuries. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014, 199-200.

41 Sokrates Kougeas. “O T'edpylog Akpomoditng, kthtop tod Hapisivov kddikog t0d Tovida.” Bolavrivd —
Merofolavtiva 1, no. 2 (1949): 61-74. While Franz Dolger believed that the name Movyhatiooa reflected
the presence of Tatars in the area, Raymond Janin considered MayovAidticoa to be a foundation of a late-
thirteenth-century member of the Magoulas family: “La topographie de Constantinople byzantine II1. Etudes
(1918-1938).” Echos d’Orient 38, no. 195-196 (1939): 380—416, p. 394-396. This is neither the time nor the
place to go through all the hypotheses.

42 Stéphane Yerasimos. “Les Grecs d’Istanbul aprés la conquéte ottomane.” Revue des mondes musulmans et de
la Méditerranée 107-110 (2005): 375-399.
43 Charalambos Bouras. “H apytrektovikn tg Havayiog tov Movyiiov otnv Kovetavtvodmoin.” deltiov tig

Xpiotiaviig Apyorodoyixng Eroupeiog 26 (2005) [Tepiodog A’. Ztn pvipn tov Fewpyiov aAidPapn (1926-2003)]:
35-50; Edmund C. Ryder. “The Despoina of the Mongols and Her Patronage at the Church of the Theotokos
ton Mougoulion.” Journal of Modern Hellenism 27 (2009-2010): 71-102.

—227—



Inescapably, the consequences for the decoration — both murals and icons — were severe. The fires
that ravaged Fener and Balat in 1640, 1720, 1730, and 1784 — to name but a few — may also have
caused damage and prompted modifications.** For example, it is likely that the “great blaze” of 1730
and that of 25 June 1784 affected the frescoes and necessitated the replacement of the iconostasis.
Furthermore, tastes shifted: both clergy and the faithful favoured fashionable items that were better
suited to expressing their devotion.* In the words of Alexander von Millingen, “Although the building
has always been in Christian hands it has suffered alterations almost more drastic than any undergone

by churches converted into mosques.™*

The obsession with the Byzantine strata of the church further cast aside the remaining non-Byzantine
traces. In 1912, von Millingen noted only “a large picture of the Last Judgement” on the eastern wall —
this is undoubtedly the one photographed by Weinberg for Romanescu twenty years later.*” Beginning
in 1924, Ernest Mamboury’s tourist guides mentioned that “on the wall almost opposite the entrance is
an ancient representation of the last judgement which is still in a fairly good state of preservation.™ In
1936, Sergio Bettini also observed the “very Italianate depiction of the Last Judgement” almost facing
the entrance. However, since it was clearly not “ancient” and the signs of repainting were obvious, he
did not pay much attention to it. He recorded faint traces of possibly Palaiologan wall paintings in the
narrow crypt and went on to study a deteriorated fragment of Byzantine mosaic depicting the Mother
of God with Child, which had been extracted from the wall and framed as an icon.* A Palaiologan
sculpture depicting Christ Emmanuel and another icon of the Theotokos were associated with Saint Mary
of the Mongols.™ The mosaic icon may, in fact, have originated elsewhere; meanwhile, the sculpture

has been relocated to the Ecumenical Patriarchate.

44 Athanasios Komninos Ypsilantis. Exxinoiootikdv ki molitik@v tév gig ddexka fifiiov H @ kai I frot
T peva v Adworv (1453-1789), edited by Archimandrite Germanos Afthonidis of Sinai. Athens: Dionysios
Karavias, 19722, 144, 313, 327-328, 638.

45 This is exemplified, for instance, by the popularity of Konstantinos of Adrianople in the circles of the Pa-
triarchate of Constantinople in the first half of the 18th century: loanna Bitha. “Xyoii ce eicdva tov ayiov
XapaAidumove, épyo Kavetavtivov Adpravovmoritn (1739).” AXAE 24 (2003) [TIepiodog A’. Xtn pviun tov
Nikov Owovopidn (1934-2000)]: 333-346.

46 Van Millingen, Byzantine Churches, 278.

47 Ibid.

48 Ernest Mamboury. Constantinople: Tourist’s Guide. Constantinople: Rizzo & Son, [1924]), 218-219. Dorotheos
of Laodicea does not mention it: ““H [avayio o0 Movyhiov, ” OpBodolia 9 (1934): 205-211.

49 Sergio Bettini. “Un inedito mosaico del periodo paleologo a Costantinopoli.” In Atti del V Congresso inter-
nazionale di studi bizantini (Roma, 20-26 Settembre 1936), vol. 2: Archeologia e storia dell’arte — Liturgia e
musica — Cronaca del Congresso. Rome: Tipografia del Senato, 1940, 31-36, p. 33 (“una molto italianeggiante
rappresentazione del Giudizio Universale, quasi di faccia all’ingresso”). For the mosaic icon, see also Georgios
A. Sotiriou. " Yneidmrai gikoveg tiig Kovotavivovnorews.” lpoxtixa tijg Akadnuiog Adnvév 11 (1936): 70-81.

50 Qystein Hjort. “A Fragment of Early Palaeologan Sculpture in Instanbul.” Acta ad archaeologiam et artium
historiam pertinentia 6 (1975): 107-113; Bouras, “H apytrektovikn, ~ 48.
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The Last Judgement is no longer extant. Unveiled in 1899, it was not there in 1948, according to
Angelos S. Vlachos’ memoirs, Once Upon a Time, a Diplomat. Because the wall was damp, the fresco
had swollen and was simply scraped off, with the permission of Patriarch Maximos V.*' Fortunately,
the three photographs in Romanescu’s album document it, albeit in an already fragmented and

deteriorated state.

The scene is arranged in four horizontal tiers. The uppermost tier depicts the Ancient of Days, flanked
by angels who roll up the scroll of time, signifying the imminence of the End.** Below, in the second tier,
Christ is enthroned at the centre, accompanied by the Deesis and the twelve apostles — six positioned
to His left and six to His right (though only ten are visible in the photograph). The next tier features
Hetimasia’s throne at the centre. To the left stand the righteous (only partly visible), while to the right,
the greedy rich are depicted, condemned for their lack of compassion. Only a quarter of the lowest
tier has survived. The River of Fire is damaged beyond recognition, and little remains of the sinners.
However, a peculiar depiction has been preserved: two emperors — one identified as Domitian — are

shown pulling a cart full of sinners toward the mouth of Hell, with a devil holding the reins.

Manouil I. Gedeon tentatively dated the composition to the early seventeenth century or shortly
thereafter.”> However, this claim is no longer tenable: the style clearly indicates a much later date, and
the vestments of the wealthy individuals condemned for their greed and lack of mercy are undoubtedly

from the eighteenth century.

The phenomenon of artistic anachronism is not uncommon. In Last Judgement compositions within
the Byzantine tradition, the merciful rich are depicted in stark contrast to the merciless, who are
accused of failing to assist those in need and are consequently regarded as sinners. The former
head towards Heaven, while the latter go to Hell. Both groups are portrayed in attire reflective of
contemporary fashion, ensuring their recognizability to the faithful of the period. This iconographic
motif is deeply rooted in biblical exegesis, particularly the Parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus,

and aligns with the broader Orthodox theological critique of greed and the failure to aid the poor.>*

51 Millas, Zgpoyides Kovoravivovriodews, 144, 676—677 (n. 177). Ernest Mamboury’s 1951 guide still mentions
it, without apparently reflecting the actual situation on the ground: Istanbul touristique (Istanbul: Cituri bira-
derler bastmevi, 1951), 279 (“sur le mur, presque en face de I’entrée, une représentation ancienne du jugement
dernier est encore en assez bon état”).

52 For the theme, see Victoria Kepetzi. “Quelques remarques sur le motif de 'enroulement du ciel dans 'iconogra-
phie byzantine du Jugement Dernier.” AXAE 17 (1993-1994) [ITepiodog A’. Ztn pvipn g Nrovdag Movpikn
(1934-1991)): 99-112.

53 Millas, Zgpoyideg Kwvatovtivovmolewg, 149.

54 The critique was neither new nor specific to Eastern Christianity: Giuliano Milani, L'uomo con la borsa al
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However, for the communities under Ottoman rule, the motif acquired particular significance.® The
condemnation of those who amassed wealth without exercising charity or social responsibility was

especially poignant, as their benevolent acts had become deeply needed.

Texts and images abundantly support this claim. A satirical comedy composed in Bucharest in the late
1780s, entitled The Tempest of Madness (1o cayavéxi tijg tpélag), attributes to its main character, the
Wallachian prince Nicolae Mavrogheni / Nikoloog Mowvpoyévig, the decision to depict his predecessors
in a highly unflattering manner — burning in Hell with purses full of gold coins in hand, a clear sign
of the bribes they had taken.*® The anonymous author portrays Mavrogheni as a madman, yet many,
if not all, readers would have regarded his words as truthful: corruption was rampant, and duties
were easily forgotten. An icon of the Second Coming painted in Constantinople in April 1794 by
a certain Avraam, now housed in the Benaki Museum, depicts the “charitable nobles and prelates”
ascending to Heaven and the “unjust rich” bound for Hell, all dressed in contemporary attire — thus

linking the sacred narrative to the social realities of the period.”’

Unfortunately, the loss of the composition and the limited nature of the surviving photographs prevent
deeper analysis. The lost Last Judgement of Saint Mary of the Mongols does not resemble any of the
depictions examined by Miltiadis K. Garidis.*® It differs from the ones in central Albania.”® The scroll

of time, featuring the Zodiac, appears in several Moldavian examples, but the character of those earlier

collo. Genealogia e uso di un’immagine medievale. Rome: Viella, 2017. See also Valentino Pace (ed.), 4lfa e
omega. Il giudizio universale tra oriente e occidente. Castel Bolognese: Itaca, 2006.

55 Draginja Simi¢-Lazar has noted and explained the significance attributed to the poor in post-1453 Last Judgement
compositions: “Le Jugement dernier de I’église des Saints-Pierre-et-Paul de Tutin en Yougoslavie.” Cahiers
Balkaniques — Histoire de I'art 6 (1984) [= Tania Velmans (ed.), Contribution a I’étude du Jugement dernier
dans l'art byzantin et post-byzantin]: 233-259.

56 Rigas, Scrieri inedite. Edited by Lia Brad Chisacof, Bucharest: Academia Roména — Institutul de studii sud-
est europene, 1998, 44 (“Koi £€o &ig 10 peydio difavi va Loypapicovy gig povsapd v k6Laot, Kol Téve-
&1 mpokatd oG oL avbBéviag 6mov Vi KeimvTal €16 Toig poTioig Ue movyyeia gig O Yeipt it onpeiov T@V
POVGPETIAY dmov dpragav avTd Gha.”).

57 Angelos Delivorrias, Electra Georgula (eds.). From Byzantium to Modern Greece: Hellenic Art in Adversity,
1453-1830. New York: Onassis Cultural Center, 2005, 64—65 (no. 17 — Anastasia Drandaki); Anna Ballian
(ed.). Relics of the Past: Treasures of the Greek Orthodox Church and the Population Exchange. The Benaki
Museum Collections. Milan: Benaki Museum — 5 Continents, 2011, 196 (no. 64 — Anastasia Drandaki).

58 Miltiadis K. Garidis. Etudes sur le Jugement Dernier post-byzantin du XV* a la fin du XIX¢ siécle. Iconographie
— Esthétique. Thessaloniki: Etaipeio Makedovikdv Xnovdov, 1985.

59 Konstantinos Giakoumis. “Box of Contributions with the Last Judgement.” In Giakoumis (ed.). Water in Arts
and Crafts in the Berat Region, 4" Century B.C. to 19" Century A.D. Tirana: Gent Grafik and University of
New York Tirana, 2015, 91-96; Giakoumis, “Textual Visuality & Visual Textuality in Texts Correlated with
Artworks. Nektarios Terpos’ Pistis and Last Judgement Scenes from Myzeqe, Central Albania.” Art Readings
— Old Art 2016 (“Texts, Inscriptions, Images”), 203-245.
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compositions is distinct.® In Ukrainian compositions, a sinner or a group of sinners travel to Hell in a

handcart, though in a more plebeian manner: no persecuting emperor pulls the vehicle.”!

Even less is known about the few surviving frescoes: the Pantokrator in the dome (fig. 7), the depiction
of Theotokos Platytera in the altar apse, the large image of Saint Nicholas enthroned — surrounded by
scenes from his life — above the entrance opposite the altar, and a barely visible Annunciation have

never been the subject of scholarly discourse.

The same applies to the church’s icons and sacred objects. Apart from the few nineteenth-century
pieces that bear donor inscriptions — such as the silver covers of the royal icons, which were donated in
1885 (fig. 6) — their date and provenance remain unknown. Who donated the large nineteenth-century
Russian embroidery depicting Joseph, now exhibited in an imposing wooden frame? When was the small
nineteenth-century Russian icon depicting the Archangel Michael as “Captain of the Heavenly Host”
added to the inventory of Saint Mary of the Mongols? The precise answers may await in the Library
of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, as the church is under its jurisdiction and there is a strong possibility
that its archives were transferred there. Still, the history of the “Captain of the Heavenly Host” provides

useful clues.

Mounted on a red-winged horse, the crowned and winged Archangel blows a trumpet, holds a censer
and a book, and spears Satan, who plunges into the abyss. Above, Christ stands before an altar, radiantly
blessing the scene. The meaning of the composition remains enigmatic.” Was it inspired by the Book
of Revelation, or could there be other references? While many details suggest links to the last book of

the New Testament, others do not align with an apocalyptic theme.

60 Ileana Stanculescu. I Giudizio universale nella pittura murale esterna del Nord della Moldavia / The Last
Judgement External Mural Paintings from the Northern Part of Moldavia. Bologna: Aspasia, 2001.

6l Liliya Berezhnaya and John-Paul Himka. The World to Come: Ukrainian Images of the Last Judgment. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2014, 66 (fig. 53 — Kam’ianka-Buzka, icon on wood, 1587), 200 (fig.
158 — Lipie, icon on wood, first half of the 17th century), 219 (fig. 172 — Nova Sedlica, icon on wood, end of the
17th century). Handcarts also feature in Last Judgements from Maramures County (present-day North-Western
Romania): Raluca Betea. “Icoana Judecdtii de Apoi din biserica de lemn din Budesti-Josani (judetul Maramures).”
Apulum — Series Historia & Patrimonium (2013): 71-112; Betea, “Pacatosi si pedepse eterne. Iconografia ladului
in bisericile de lemn din comitatul Maramures.” Memoria Ethnologica 13, no. 46—47 (2013): 86—101.

62 The literature on the topic is extensive. For a recent overview, see Ovidiu Olar, “« Menacing, Powerful and
Frightful Captain of the Heavenly Host. » The Archangel Michael in Early Modern Eastern and Southeastern
Europe.” In The Archangel Michael Beyond Orthodoxies: History, Politics and Popular Culture, edited by
Alexandros Tsakos and Marie Steine von der Lippe. London and New York: Bloomsbury, 2025, 63-93. Visual
examples are provided in David’s blog entry, “Terrible Michael and His Flying Red Horse.” (June 9, 2014), Icons
and Their Interpretation: Information for the Objective Student of Russian, Greek, and Balkan Icons (https:/
russianicons.wordpress.com/tag/apocalyptic-icons/ — accessed on March Ist, 2025).
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The key to this unique iconography lies in its origin: Muscovy under Ivan the Terrible (1533-1584). The
Russian scholars have identified the main textual source as the Canon to the Menacing Angel, which
some attribute to the Tsar himself. This prayer implores the “frightful and menacing” celestial being to
show mercy to the penitent sinners at the hour of their death and on the Day of Judgement. The Angel
of Death is not named and does not ride a horse. However, Michael’s popularity in Muscovy and his
significant role in Muscovite state ideology made the association inevitable. Court-sanctioned icons,
like the monumental Blessed Be the Host of the Heavenly Tsar from the Dormition Cathedral in the
Moscow Kremlin, depicted the mighty winged Archangel mounted on a winged horse. Subsequently,
Michael was portrayed as winged knight, riding a winged horse. Therefore, this iconographic type may
be connected to the Moscow Kremlin, the heart of the Muscovite state, and it may reflect the idea of
Muscovy as the new, God-chosen Israel triumphing over evil. It did not spread widely outside Muscovy
initially. However, starting in the second half of the seventeenth century, it gained significant popularity,

particularly in Pomor’e, the Upper Volga region, the Ural region, and western Siberia.

The popularity stemmed from the religious reforms of Patriarch Nikon of Russia (1652-1658; d. 1681),
which led to the rise of dissenting communities, such as the Old Believers. Nikon’s revision of liturgical
texts and ecclesiastical ceremonies caused the Church to discard iconographic types and texts without
Byzantine precedents as innovations. In response, communities opposing Nikon’s reforms embraced

these “traditional” elements, reproducing them and ensuring their survival.

The case is fascinating: a court-related iconographic type becomes a favourite of state-defying groups.
However, it did not spread in Southeast Europe until the eighteenth century, and its occurrences sometimes
confuse researchers. For example, the “Archangel Michael Defeating Satanail” mural painting in the
Church of the Dormition in the village of Kraynitsy, Bulgaria (nineteenth century) was hastily associated
with the apocryphal Homily of John Chrysostom on How Archangel Michael Defeated Satanail.** The
villagers who frequented the church may have heard of the combat between the two mighty angels —

one fallen, the other not — but the iconographic model was Russian.

Although icons of the “Captain of the Heavenly Host” spread through the Balkans to Constantinople in

the eighteenth, nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries, the theme remained “largely incomprehensible”

63 Florentina Badalanova Geller. “Slavonic Redactions of the Apocryphal Homily of John Chrysostom on How
Archangel Michael Defeated Satanail: Some Considerations.” In The Embroidered Bible: Studies in Biblical
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha in Honour of Michael E. Stone, edited by Lorenzo DiTommaso, Matthias
Henze and William Adler. Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2017, 96-131, p. 98 (figure 10.1).
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to Christians in the area.* Instead, they favoured a different iconographic type: the Archangel Michael

depicted as both triumphant and a psychopomp.®

This post-1453 creation features prominently in Saint Mary of the Mongols. One of the icons in the altar
depicts Michael dressed in Roman armour, holding a sword of fire in his right hand, carrying a soul
in his left, and trampling a naked man (fig. 6). It is unclear whether the anonymous victim represents
Satan, a sinner, or Hades, the personification of death. Still, the composition undoubtedly evokes the
archangel’s military, psychopomp, and eschatological roles: the Judgement is near, and Michael, the

devil’s victor, will accompany the soul before the heavenly Judge.

Consequently, the small Russian icon of the “Captain of the Heavenly Host” never gained widespread
prominence. Nevertheless, its presence in a church like Saint Mary of the Mongols, though seemingly

coincidental, is part of the larger phenomenon that Ricontrans investigates.

Natalia Komashko’s study of the royal icon complexes from Moscow in the churches of Constantinople
documents an extensive collection of high-quality late seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century Russian
artifacts in Saint Demetrios Xyloporta, the Church of the Archangels in Arnavutkdy (Mega Revma), Saint
George and Saint Nicholas in Yenikdy (Neochori), Saint George in Kuzguncuk (Chrysocheramos), the
Transfiguration Monastery, and the Church of the Nativity of the Virgin on Kinaliada (Proti), Panagia
Koumariotissa and the Transfiguration Monastery on Biiylikada (Prinkipos), and Saint Paraskevi in
Haskdy. One of the icons in Neochori was most probably donated by Prince Dimitrie Cantemir.* The
icon at Saint Mary of the Mongols is notably later and of considerably lower quality. Nonetheless,
it can be inferred that it arrived in Constantinople as part of the ongoing trend set by earlier, more

meticulously crafted pieces.

Concluding Remarks

Monuments such as Saint Mary of the Mongols should not be studied solely from a Byzantine perspective.

Their history after the Fall of Constantinople is equally significant and deserves thorough examination.

64 Yuliana Boycheva, “Introduction, ” in Boycheva (ed.), Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16" — Early 20"
Centuries). Seyssel: La pomme d’or, 2016, 11-27, p. 13.

65 Irini Leontakianakou. “Une création post-byzantine: L'archange Michel triomphant et psychopompe.” 3oepagh
33 (2009): 145-158.

66 See Natalia Komashko, “Royal Icon Complexes, ” p. 147-148.
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Reconstructing the post-1453 period is challenging due to several practical obstacles: the need to consult
both Greek and Ottoman archival sources, the difficulty or impossibility of conducting archaeological
investigations, and the lack of reliable data. Methodological shifts further complicate the task, as national
historiographies have sought to appropriate Istanbul’s imperial past. For instance, Marcel Romanescu,
whose travelogue inspired this study, viewed the monuments he photographed through a national lens,
asserting: “It is good for Romanians to know... that in Stambul, we too have our own stones.”’ To the

Romanian diplomat, Saint Mary of the Mongols was, at least in part, Romanian.

Perhaps the greatest challenge, however, is avoiding the pitfalls of continuity. The church underwent
continuous transformations, reflecting the evolving fortunes and challenges of the communities it served,
as their destinies were intrinsically linked. The early eleventh-century Panagiou Monastery founded
by monk Antonios, the convent “of the Mongols™ attested in 1351, and the Most-Holy Magouliotissa
parish church of Tzoukis and Cantemir — all share the same space, shaping it while functioning in

different contexts.

The paradox of Theseus’ ship comes to mind: is it still the same entity, even though every component
has been replaced over time? Philosophical conundrum apart, the religious images and liturgical objects
— both past and present — discussed here bear witness to a dynamic process, shaped by continuous
offerings, damage, relocation, loss, and eventual renovation or replacement. Saint Mary of the Mongols
offers historians and art historians a rare opportunity to examine an exceptional case, and its lost Last

Judgement tells a compelling story.
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Fig. 1. Exterior view of Saint Mary of the Mongols, 1932. Photo: Jean Weinberg. (Source: Fig. 2. Last Judgement fresco in Saint Mary of the Mongols, 1932. Photo: Jean Weinberg. (Source:

Romanescu, Marcel. “Monumente romanesti la Stambul.” Boabe de grdu 3, no. 6 (1932): 235). Romanescu, Marcel. “Monumente romanesti la Stambul.” Boabe de grdu 3, no. 6 (1932): 237).

_236— —237-



Fig. 3. The Last Judgement fresco in Saint Mary of the Mongols, detail, 1932. Photo: Jean Fig. 4. The Last Judgement fresco in Saint Mary of the Mongols, detail, 1932. Photo: Jean
Weinberg. (Source: Romanescu, Marcel. “Monumente romanesti la Stambul.” Boabe de grdu 3, E Weinberg. (Source: Romanescu, Marcel. “Monumente romanesti la Stambul.” Boabe de grau 3,
no. 6 (1932): 237). no. 6 (1932): 238).
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Fig. 5. Exterior view of Saint Mary of the Mongols, March 1936. Photo: Nicholas V. Artamonoff.
(Source: Artamonoff, Nicholas V. Artamonoff Collection. Image Collections and Fieldwork
Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection [ICFA.NA.0063] (http://images.
doaks.org/artamonoff/items/show/252, accessed on March 1st, 2025).
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Fig. 6. Iconostasis of Saint Mary of the Mongols, January 1938. Photo: Nicholas V. Artamonoff.
(Source: Artamonoft, Nicholas V. Artamonoff Collection. Image Collections and Fieldwork
Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection [ICFA.NA.0234] (http://images.
doaks.org/artamonoft/items/show/253, accessed on March 1st, 2025).
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Fig. 7. Interior dome fresco of Saint Mary of the Mongols, January 1938. Photo: Nicholas V.
Artamonoff. (Source: Artamonoff, Nicholas V. Artamonoff Collection. Image Collections and
Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection [I[CFA.NA.0232] (http:/
images.doaks.org/artamonoff/items/show/254, accessed on March 1st, 2025).
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Russian or Ukrainian? Kiyvan icons in the Romanian
Principalities in the eighteenth century

Cristina Cojocaru

Abstract

Besides the numerous icons produced in the famous Armoury Workshop in the Moscow Kremlin,
and several others probably originating from Yaroslavl, Kostroma and Saint Petersburg, many
icons made in the painting workshops in Kiyv were also brought to Moldavia and Wallachia in the

eighteenth century.

Most of these Kiyvan icons were identified as Russian by contemporary historical sources in the Romanian

Principalities. In just a handful of cases, more specific provenance from Malorossia was reported.

Such examples are to be found at various locations: at Putna Monastery in Suceava County, where about
80 icons donated by Metropolitan Jacob of Putna are preserved; at the Archbishopric of Roman in Bacau
County; at Poiana Marului Monastery in Buzau County; at Cetdtuia Monastery in lasi; and at Snagov
Monastery near Bucharest. In most cases, the presence of these icons in Moldavia and Wallachia is
related to the expansion of monastic lineage networks established by the followers of the spiritual path

initiated by St. Demetrius of Rostov, from Kyiv Pechersk Lavra via Mount Athos.

Although this type of icon has a specific, easily recognizable style, which has led some art historians
to consider it a distinct school of painting, the similarity to Russian icons produced in Moscow and

Central Russia in the first half of the 18th century is easily perceptible.

My paper aims to question the stylistic labels and ethnic stereotypes applied tol8th-century Kiyvan
icons, before moving to more in-depth analysis of the mutual influence relationships arising between

centers of art production within the territory of the Russian Empire and beyond.

Keywords: eighteenth century; style; icon painting workshops; ethnic/national framing; Kiyvan icons;
Russian icons; Ukrainian icons; Putna Monastery, Suceava county; Saint Elijah Monastery, Suceava;
Archbishopric of Roman, Bacau county; Poiana Marului Monastery, Buzau county; Cetatuia Monastery,

lasi; Hurezi Monastery, Valcea County; Snagov Monastery, [lfov County.
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uring the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, links between the Romanian Principalities of

Moldavia and Wallachia, the Russian Empire and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth grew
in strength and frequency. Many of the deposed Moldavian rulers, such as leremia Movila, Miron
Barnovschi and Moise Movila, fled to Poland to seek military support and lived there for several years.
Also, some of the metropolitans of Moldavia had close ties to Poland, such as Dosoftei, who ended his life
there. The reverberations of these close relations extended into neighboring Wallachia, notably through
Prince Vasile Lupu, who, following his agreement with Matei Basarab, erected the Stelea Monastery
in the capital, Targoviste, and subsequently commissioned an iconostasis adorned with despotic icons
painted by Andrey of Lviv.! Also, in about the same period, Metropolitan Stephen I of Ungrovlahia
commissioned an entire iconostasis painted in “Ukrainian” style for his foundation in Balanesti-Ramesti,
Valcea County. Thus, the fashion for so-called “Ukrainian Baroque” style iconostases encompassed
both Moldova and Wallachia in the decades from the middle of the seventeenth century. Some other
well-known examples of this type are the iconostasis originally in the chapel at Neamt fortress, dating
to 1643, now kept at Neam{ Monastery, with icons by a painter from Lviv signed “Maler Baraski”, or

the iconostasis dating to 1658 in the princely church in the village of Radeana, Bacau County.”

On the other hand, political, spiritual and economic relations between the Romanian Principalities
and Kyiv — the second important cultural center in the Ukrainian area— gained crucial importance.
This was especially true after the Moldavian noble Petru Movila, son of the ruler Simion Movila
of Wallachia and nephew of leremia Movila, prince of Moldavia, became Metropolitan of Kyiv and
founded the Spiritual Academy there in 1633. At that time, the influence of the monastic center at
the Kyiv Pechersk Lavra (or Kyievo-Pecherska Lavra ), where Petru Movild became a monk and
where he had the first headquarters of his Academy, became increasingly relevant for Romanian
space. Many Romanian monks, some of them future hierarchs, * visited Pechersk Lavra or attended
the Theological Academy in Kyiv, and became the spreaders of a new ideology and a new artistic

vision established by Petru Movild.* Soon after, in 1654, the local Cossacks placed the southern part

1 Identification made by Ana Dobjanschi, in her article “Influente moldovenesti in arta Tarii Romanesti in secolul
al XVII-lea.” Ars Transsilvaniae VI (1996): 43—48. Also Dobjanschi, Ana, and Georgescu, Maria, Icons of
Targoviste. The XVIth — XIXth centuries, Bucharest: Daim Publishing House, 1998, 26, 106.

2 Sabados, Marina. “Icoane si iconostase din Moldova secolelor XVI-XVIL.” In Vol. 1 of Arta din Romania, din
preistorie in contemporaneitate, edited by acad. Razvan Theodorescu and acad. Marius Porumb. Bucharest /
Cluj-Napoca: Romanian Academy Publishing House / Mega Publishing House, 2018, 486—498.

3 Such as the monk Pachomius (1674—1724), founder of the Pokrov Hermitage in Neam{ County, who later be-
came the Bishop of Roman, and now is a saint of the Romanian Orthodox Church with the name Saint Hierarch
Pachomius of Gledin. He considered himself a disciple of Saint Dmitry of Rostov, visited the Kyiv Pechersk
Lavra many times and traveled extensively throughout Russia.

4 Olianina, Svitlana. “Catholic Counter-Reformation Art Forms Serving the Revival of Ukrainian Orthodoxy in the
17th Century.” In Intercultural and Visual Art Transfer in Central Europe and the Balkans. Ruthenian-Ukrainian
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of Ukrainian territory, including Kyiv, under the authority of the Russian Empire. Pechersk Lavra’s
influence in the Principalities grew over the following centuries, surpassing that of Ruthenia, which
remained under Polish authority. The most important factor was the current of spiritual revival
developed in the Romanian Principalities by certain monks from Pechersk Lavra, such as Basil from
Poiana Marului and his disciple Paisius Velichkovsky, which thus became known as Paisianism.
This was to achieve enormous popularity during the nineteenth century, leading to the reformation
of Romanian monastic life in its entirety and the growth of a new consciousness in line with the
ideas and artistic tastes of the Pechersk Lavra community. A network of affiliated monasteries was
set up in both Moldavia and Wallachia, linked to Pechersk Lavra and Mount Athos, spreading the
stylistic precepts of a new church art updated to contemporary baroque taste. This fact led to the mass
import of Russian and Kiyvan art into the Romanian Principalities, which exerted an influence and
change in vision so extensive that it largely determined the Westernization of Romanian ecclesiastical
art, starting in the early eighteenth century and peaking in the mid-nineteenth century. Almost as
a statement, many of the monasteries that formed part of the Paisian network were decorated with
iconostases fitting the so-called “Ukrainian Baroque” type, easy to spot thanks to the register of
oversized standing apostles flanking the central Deisis icon, as well as lush, brightly coloured, heavily
gilded decorative wood carving. Some of them, such as that in the Church of the Nativity of the
Virgin Mary at Poiana Marului Monastery (1777-1791) (fig. 1), Buzdu County, are believed to have
come straight from Kyiv.’> Other similar works are found at Putna Monastery, in the wooden church
dedicated to the Entry of the Most Holy Mother of God into the Temple (1760) and in the Dormition
of the Mother of God Church (1771-1773), at the catholicons of Dragomirna (1781) and Sucevita
(1801) Monasteries, all in Suceava County, and at the Church of the Icon in Bucharest (c. 1786)°.
Also, documents show that several Romanian or Vlach painters active in the Romanian Principalities

during the eighteenth century studied in Kyiv or elsewhere in Malorussia, such as Jovan Cetirevié

and Romanian Art from the 15th to the Early 19th Century, edited by Ana Dumitran and Mirostaw Piotr Kruk,
Cluj-Napoca /Alba Iulia: Mega Publishing House / National Museum of the Union Publishing House, 2023,
254, 258, 262-263, 265. The author launches an innovative view on the topic, claiming that “the shift in the
visual concept of Ukrainian iconostasis which occurred till the middle of the 17th century, was initiated by
Metropolitan Peter Movila within the context of his reform activities” (op. cit., 254), and also she argues that
Movila introduced “Counter-Reformation art forms into the artistic language of the Kyiv Orthodox Metropoli-
tanate” in order to carry out a kind of “Orthodox Counter-Reformation” aimed “at inhibiting potential religious
conversions to the Catholic or Protestant faiths by convincing the believer of the superiority of the Orthodox
faith.” (op. cit., 265), statements that I consider to be highly relevant in the context of the so-called “Ukrainian
influences” issue in Moldavia and Wallachia.

5 Geacu, Sorin, Mandastirea Poiana Marului, Buzau: Editura Alpha MDN, 2017, 66, 71.

6 All the years in brackets indicate the dating of the iconostases in those churches, most of the ecclesiastical
buildings that house them being older.
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Grabovan, " active both in Bucharest and in the Roman Diocese, and monk Veniamin, ® who painted

in the Suceava and lasi areas.

Thus, besides the numerous icons produced in the famous Armoury Workshop in the Moscow Kremlin,
? and several others probably originating from Yaroslavl, Kostroma and Saint Petersburg, many icons
made in the painting workshops in Kyiv and other centers in Malorussia were also brought to Moldavia
and Wallachia in the eighteenth century. At that time, most of these Kiyvan icons were identified by
historical sources in the Romanian Principalities as Russian. Only in very few cases was more specific
provenance from Kyiv or Belgorod reported. In most instances, the presence of these icons in Romanian
Principalities is again related to the expansion of monastic lineage networks involving followers of the
spiritual path initiated by St. Demetrius of Rostov, from Kyiv Pechersk Lavra via Mount Athos. In
the second half of the eighteenth century, the particularly lively relations between Mount Athos, the
Danubian Principalities, and Kyiv Pechersk Lavra (the main religious centre in Malorussia), was largely
facilitated by Catherine II’s church diplomacy in the Balkans. Numerous donations and contributions
from the Russian imperial family to Balkan monasteries, and in particular to the Moldavian monasteries,

strengthened the authority of the Russian Orthodox Church and its cultural heritage in this region.

All over Romania, "' especially in Moldavia, there are many and varied examples of eighteenth-century
icons that most likely come from the territory of Malorussia. As will be seen, the difficulty in precisely
circumscribing these icons is caused by the visual filters superimposed by our traditional mental setting

and intellectual training, on the one hand, and on the other, by the fact that some icons have a mixed

7 Kucekovic, Aleksandra. Josan Yemupesuh I'pabosan: (oxo 1719-1789), Matica Srpska Gallery, Novi Sad,
2022; Cojocaru, Cristina. “The Painter Grigorie Popovici and His Master Jovan. Contacts Between East and
West During the Second Half of the 18th Century”. Museikon 5 (2021): 249-316.

8 Pr. Popovici, loan, “Comunicari.” In Buletinul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice XX VI-XXVIII (1933-1935),
183. Sabados, Marina, “O operd de arta uitatd: vechiul iconostas al Méanastirii Todireni — Suceava.” Ars Tran-
ssilvaniae XX VII-XXVIII (2017-2018): 103-116.

9 In the research I conducted on this topic within the RICONTRANS project, I found approximately 100 icons
produced in Moscow workshops during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in the present territory of

Moldavia and Wallachia.
10 Tarasov, Oleg. “Pycckue nkons! X VIII — nagana XX B. Ha bankanax.” Cosemckoe ciasanosedenue 3 (1990): 54.
11 The case of Transylvania was not the focus of our interest for this study, but painters from Kyiv or Ruthenia

probably worked in this area as well. Vasilie Zborovski, who painted the iconostasis of the church in Certege, is
a possible example of this kind. See: Dumitran, Ana. “Ukrainian Features in Transylvanian Icon Paintings in the
18th Century.” In Intercultural and Visual Art Transfer in Central Europe and the Balkans. Ruthenian-Ukrainian
and Romanian Art from the 15th to the Early 19th Century, edited by Ana Dumitran and Mirostaw Piotr Kruk,
Cluj-Napoca /Alba Iulia: Mega Publishing House / National Museum of the Union Publishing House, 2023,
309-312. There are also documented cases of iconostasis transfers from Malorussia to Transylvania. See: Du-
mitran, Ana, and Kosiv, Roksolana, and Ilies, Bogdan, and Buda, Andrei. ”Strdmba Monastery and the Oldest
Wide-Intrados Iconostasis in Transylvania”. Museikon 9 (2025), 85-117.
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style or atypical features, to the extent that even specialists cannot agree whether they are Russian
or Ukrainian or something else. Three major types of icons fall into this category. The first type is
represented by the 85 icons at Putna Monastery, and two other paired icons of the Mother of God with
the Child and Christ Pantokrator from Saint Elijah Monastery, both in Suceava County, which will be
discussed further on. Together with them are Mother of God in Sorrow (fig. 2) and Christ the Man of
Sorrows, from Poiana Marului Monastery in Buzdu County, and two smaller icons, the Mother of God
with the Child and Jesus Christ Pantokrator, from the Beatrice and Hrandt Avakian Collection in the
permanent exhibition at the Museum of Art Collections in Bucharest.” This type closely resembles
the despotic icons in the iconostasis of the Holy Trinity Church at the Kyiv Caves Monastery."” Related
to this type, yet still quite different, are the three icons from the repository at the Museum of the
Archbishopric of Roman in Bacau county: The Mother of God Enthroned as Empress with the Child,
Jesus Christ King of Kings and the Great Hierarch enthroned and Saint Nicholas Enthroned (fig. 3),
signed on August 11, 1795 by the painter Antoniy." Despite their different appearance, which could
encourage their attribution to a Romanian painter, the icons in Roman share a technical feature with
the Putna icons: the boards making up the wooden panel are glued together on the reverse with tow

and resin, a technique never found on any other Romanian icon.

The second category is that of relief icons, which have parts carved into the wood of the wooden
panel or added in stucco. This includes the icons from the iconostases of the wooden churches
in Coada Stancii (fig. 4) and Bradicesti, lasi County, an icon of Christ Pantokrator Enthroned
from the Cetatuia Monastery Museum in lasi, and the large icon of The Mother of God Enthroned
Queen of Heaven with the Christ Child and the Holy Archangels and Four Saints found in the
Dormition of the Mother of God Church in Bran, Brasov County. Similar icons are to be found in
volumes on Ukrainian art, for example Christ Pantokrator, inv. i-19, from the National Museum
of Art in Kyiv."

12 Inv. No. 82790 and 82791, 19, 5 x 13, 5 cm. In classification order 3834 / 14.10.2016 issued by the Romanian
Ministry of Culture, positions 89-90, they are described as Russian icons. Photographs of them are available
at: https://clasate.cimec.ro/Detaliu.asp?tit=icoana-pe-lemn--lisus-Hristos-Mare-invatator-Icoa-
na-ferecata&k=D558F91B58 A A4603A942494AC47B7E86; https://clasate.cimec.ro/Detaliu.as-
p?tit=icoana-pe-lemn--Maica-Domnului-cu-Pruncul-Icoana-ferecata&k=F4AC4DBE3473412CAE-

300482C3914A4F

13 Miliaeva, Lioudmila. L'icone ukrainene Xle-XVIlle s.. Bournemouth / Saint Petersburg: Parkstone / Aurora,
1996, cat. 201-202.

14 The author’s inscription is written in black ink along the lower side of the icon of Saint Nicholas.

15 Miliaeva, Lioudmila. L'icone ukrainene Xle-XVIlle s.. Bournemouth / Saint Petersburg: Parkstone / Aurora,

1996, cat. 210, p. 239.
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The third category is closest to examples of Ruthenian art, and includes icons of average quality, which
are the most difficult to classify because they are most easily confused with creations by Romanian
painters. Such cases are the icons from the iconostasis of the Nativity of the Virgin Mary Church at
Poiana Marului Monastery'® (fig. 5), whose wooden structure is dated 1777, but painted in 1791 by the
painter Teofan (Feofan), who was either Romanian or Ukrainian. A very similar style is also to be found
in the iconostasis icons at the Church of the Icon in Bucharest, which I have attributed to the same
painter Teofan."” The icon of Christ King of Kings and the Great Hierarch Enthroned with Archangels,

¥ from Cetatuia Monastery Museum in lasi, could also be included in the same kind.

All of the abovementioned icons were supposedly painted in Kyiv or the surrounding area, but despite
being contemporary the differences between them are so great that they make one wonder whether
they really come from the same place. For comparison, I think it is useful to take a glimpse at the
distinction between Ukrainian-Ruthenian and Ukrainian-Kiyvan icons, both in visual and theoretical
terms. Although the circulation of Ruthenian icons in Moldavia and Wallachia significantly diminished
in the eighteenth century as compared to the previous century, there are still examples that can clearly
be seen as coming from the the Polish-Lithuanian area, such as the miracle-working icon of the Mother
of God with the Child from Putna Monastery" or another icon on the same theme from Golia Monastery
(fig. 6), kept in the heritage repository of the Metropolitanate of Moldavia. In this way, the much finer
and more humanized manner of representing figures in Ruthenian icons is noticeable. In my view, one
regrettable error some scholars make is to compare early seventeenth-century icons from the Polish-
Lithuanian area with late eighteenth-century icons from the Russian Empire, without taking into account

that Ruthenian icons also changed over the intervening two hundred years.

In Romanian art history literature, a theoretical approach to icons produced on the territory of present-

day Ukraine and their assignment in terms of style and denomination has long been avoided or evasively

16 Pavel, Lelia. Bisericile de lemn din judeful Vrancea. Focsani: Pallas Publishing House, 2005, 131. For the
attribution of the iconostases from the two churches in the Poiana Marului Monastery to certain workshops
from the Kyiv Pechersk Lavra and for the first mention of the name of the painter Teofan, see: Pavel 2005, 131;
Pavel 1992, 12; Geacu 2017, 61-72.

17 Cojocaru, Cristina. “The Painter Grigorie Popovici and His Master Jovan. Contacts Between East and West
During the Second Half of the 18th Century.” Museikon 5 (2021): 256.

18 Inv. no. 14-120-¢0290.

19 Sabados, Marina. “Icoane”. In Sfdnta Mdndstire Putna, 3" edition. Putna: Mitropolit lacov Putneanul Publishing
House, 2023, 372-373. For a reproduction of the icon, see: https://www.putna.ro/ro/iv-2011-cuvinte-ca-
tre-tineri/Icoana-Maicii-Domnului-de-la-Putna-898
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carried out. Loose and confusing terms such as “Russian-Ukrainian™® art, “Carpathian icons”* or

“Ukrainian Baroque™ have been used in past publications in order to sidestep what is a complicated
issue, especially since these aspects have always had a sensitive and risky ideological and political
background. Only recently, within the development of the RICONTR ANS research project, have more
substantial studies been devoted to this topic and gathered in a volume titled Intercultural and Visual
Art Transfer in Central Europe and the Balkans. Ruthenian-Ukrainian and Romanian Art from the
15th to the Early 19th Century.” However, even that collective work failed to address some relevant
questions™ regarding the distinction between icons produced in the Kyiv region and artifacts originating
from the north of Ukrainian territory (i.e. Ruthenia), and omitted some important art objects that did
not fit into the framework or have not been researched and published to date. This is why this paper
now aims to question the stylistic labels and ethnic stereotypes applied to eighteenth century Kiyvan
icons, and to provide more in-depth analysis of the mutual influence occurring between centres of art

production within the territory of the Russian Empire and beyond.

20 Romanian authors who have focused on this subject, approaching it under the cover of the concept of
“foreign influences” in Romanian art, include Ana Dobjanschi, Marina Sabados, and Alexandru Efremov.
Dobjanschi only distinguishes between Russian influence (e.g. the despotic icons from Three Hierarchs
Church in Iasi), and what she calls “Polish” influence (i.e. the iconostasis from the Neamt fortress chapel),
see: Dobjanschi, Ana and Simion, Victor, Arta in epoca lui Vasile Lupu. Bucharest: Meridiane, 1979, 61.
Although she has long used the term “Ukrainian®, in her latest synthesis publication Marina Sabados exclusively
uses the term “Ruthenian” for all non-Muscovite East Slavic tendencies and influences. See: Sabados, Marina.
“Icoane si iconostase din Tara Romaéneasca in secolele XVI-XVII” and “Icoane i iconostase din Moldova
secolelor XVI-XVII”. In Arta din Romania, din preistorie in contemporaneitate. Vol. 1, edited by acad. Raz-
van Theodorescu and acad. Marius Porumb, Bucharest / Cluj-Napoca: Romanian Academy Publishing House
/ Mega Publishing House, 2018, 373-381, 486—497.

21 Term introduced by Polish researcher Janina Klosinska in the volume Zkony (Krakow, 1973) and then used for
a period in Romania by researcher Marina Sabados.

22 In Romanian historiography, the “Ukrainian Baroque” tag is largely applied to a wide range of iconostases and
icons, showing quite different features. Alexandru Efremov, author of the latest synthesis on Romanian icons,
prefers the term “Kiyvan Baroque”, which he appreciates as an “innovative school” in the Romanian area,
characterized by the floral relief decoration of the backgrounds, the influence of Western post-Renaissance art
and a tendency for realistic rendering. However, he does not distinguish between the two centers of Lviv and
Kyiv, speaking in the same work both of the “influence of Russian art in the conception of Moldavian iconos-
tases”, coming directly through the Russian painters from the Three Hierarchs Church in lasi and indirectly
through the Lviv school, and also of “Russian influences coming through Poland”. Efremov, Alexandru. Icoane
romdnesti, Bucharest: Meridiane, 2002, 53, 113, 141.

23 Dumitran, Ana, and Kruk, Mirostaw Piotr (eds). Intercultural and Visual Art Transfer in Central Europe and
the Balkans. Ruthenian-Ukrainian and Romanian Art from the 15th to the Early 19th Century. Cluj-Napoca /
Alba Iulia: Mega Publishing House / National Museum of the Union Publishing House, 2023.

24 Such as: Is there a stylistic distinction between the icons of the northern part of Ukraine (Ruthenia) and the
southern part (Kyiv), just as there is a clear distinction between the painting of the two Romanian Principalities,
Moldavia and Wallachia? Are the so-called “Ukrainian” influences in Romanian painting (in both Moldavia
and Wallachia) due to the Ruthenian or the Kiyvan route? What is the relationship between Ruthenian, Kiyvan
and Russian icon painting?
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As early as the middle of the seventeenth century, some icons and iconostases made in Lviv were easily
identifiable as “Russian” to the eyes of travellers who came from the Levant, but who were nevertheless
familiar with East Slavic art, such as Paul of Aleppo, son and secretary of Patriarch Makarios I1I of
Antioch. Proof of this lies in the description he gives of Stelea church in Targoviste, where Vasile Lupu
had installed an iconostasis in 1646, in line with the new fashion. According to the attribution made by
Ana Dobjanschi, this was endowed with a set of despotic icons signed by Andrey of Lviv, which are
now preserved in the National Museum of Art of Romania.® Nonetheless, in 1653, in order to praise
the modern tastes of the Moldavian ruler, Paul of Aleppo described the iconostasis as follows: “[it] is
of Russian workmanship, shines brightly and has three doors”.?® Also, regarding the icons at the Three
Holy Hierarchs Church in Iasi, likewise founded by Vasile Lupu, he states that they are Muscovite:
“The iconostasis has four tiers of absolutely marvellous, peerless icons. The icon of the Lord, that of His
Mother, and those of the Three Hierarchs and St. Nicholas are Muscovite, made of silver and gold”.?’
Investigating three of the despotic icons preserved” from the Church of the Three Holy Hierarchs (fig. 7),
currently on display in the Three Holy Hierarchs’ Monastery Museum and in the Metropolitan
Residence in lasi, we come to the conclusion that they also belong to the so-called “Ukrainian” style

rather than that of Moscow workshops.” This is despite the puzzling fact that there are documents*

25 Dobjanschi, Ana. Icons of Targoviste. Bucharest: Daim, 1998, 26, 106. For reproduction of the icon along with
its pair see: Dumitran, Ana, and Kruk, Mirostaw Piotr (eds). Intercultural and Visual Art Transfer in Central
Europe and the Balkans. Ruthenian-Ukrainian and Romanian Art from the 15th to the Early 19th Century,
Cluj-Napoca /Alba Iulia: Mega Publishing House / National Museum of the Union Publishing House, 2023,
154-156.

26 Paul of Aleppo, Jurnal de caldtorie in Moldova si Valahia. Translated by Ioana Feodorov. Bucharest / Brila:
Romania Academy Publishing House, Istros Publishing House of Brdila Museum, 2014, 243.

27 Ibid. 190.

28 The icons were partially repainted in 1851, especially the faces. See: Urechia Alexandrescu, Vasile. Vol. 3 of
Istoria scolelor de la 1800—-1864. Bucharest: Imprimeria Statului, 1894, 59.

29 For comparison, see the icons found in the wooden church from Scheia village, near lasi, which was used as
a place of refuge by Vasile Lupu during the Cossack invasion in 1650, and which are signed by the Armoury
painter Ivan Paisein.

30 Dragomir, Silviu. “Contributii privitoare la relatiile bisericii romanesti cu Rusia in veacul al XVII-lea.” Analele
Academiei Romane, XXXIV (1911-1912): 1088—1091. The author publishes a letter dated September 13, 1638,
sent by Prince Vasile Lupu to Tsar Mikhail Feodorovich, in which the Moldavian ruler asks for good painters
to paint his new church in Iasi. In another letter from December 29, 1639, Vasile Lupu thanks the tsar after
receiving some of the icons painted in Moscow for his iconostasis in the Three Holy Hierarchs Church. The
succession of these letters and the chronology of events shows that the icons were most probably painted by
native Russian painters, not by the Moldavian craftsmen sent to Moscow to learn the craft, since the servants
of Vasile Lupu mentioned in the letter who were allowed to work on the iconostasis and the Crucifixion could
only have worked on the carved part of the pieces. These craftsmen could not have been Silvestru the monk
from Zografu Monastery and Nicolae the painter, also subjects of Vasile Lupu, because they were only sent to
Moscow in January 1641. A clear analysis of the facts shows that the Russians were not expected to make the
carved part of the icons (the frame and the background of the panel); this must have been assigned to Romanian
craftsmen, whom we know to have made a significant contribution, as they spent two years working in Moscow.
Another argument that the Moldavians did the sculpture work is that Vasile Lupu asked the tsar’s permission
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showing they were painted in Moscow, possibly by some of the Tsar’s painters, such as Sidor Pospeev,
lakov Gavrilov, Deiko Yakovliev and Pronka Nikitin, who were subsequently sent from the Kremlin
to lasi in 1641 to complete the work at the Church of the Three Holy Hierarchs. Here we have just one
of several cases found in Romania for which there are both contemporary descriptions and archival
documents or signatures indicating that we are dealing with Russian icons, yet visual analysis by art
historians® does not corroborate this in terms of style. Another similar case concerns the two despotic
icons discovered in the wooden church of the Holy Archangels in Cacova, Piscu Mare village, Stoenesti
commune in Valcea County, currently owned by the Aurelian Sacerdoteanu Valcea County Museum
in Ramnicu-Valcea (fig. 8). The icons were first published by researcher loana Ene, ** who claims that
in the early 1980s she was able to make out an inscription on the lower part of Mother of God with the
Child, reading: “Alex ... zu ... [M]osc[ow] 718[?] m[e]s[e]ta octjomber] 5”. The author dated the icons
to the eighth decade of the seventeenth century and attributed them to a Muscovite workshop, and they
have thus been recorded in Romanian historiography as Russian icons. Unfortunately, storage conditions
since that time have resulted in the loss of the color layer at the bottom of the icons which supported the
supposed inscriptions, meaning that the information can no longer be checked precisely. However, a
few years ago the icons were restored in the Conservation and Restoration Department at the National
University of Arts in Bucharest, under the coordination of lect. dr. Cristina Serendan, * who confirmed
through microscopic investigations and laboratory analyses that there were once extensive inscriptions
on the lower frame of both works. From a stylistic point of view, the icons present a strange mix of
features, simultaneously pointing to Polish-Lithuanian and Kiyvan models. While most of the work,
meaning the flesh and the garments, is in the Ruthenian style, one detail stands out as distinct, i.e. the

stucco-decorated background, which was made using a different technique from that commonly found

for certain elements of the icons to be made in the Moldavian fashion, and this kind of carved decoration is
really ,,non-specific” to the Russian tradition. Still, the Russians must have done something for these icons
too, because otherwise Vasile Lupu would have had no reason to thank the Tsar, and the entire work (i.e. the
sculpture and painting of the icons) would have been done in Moldova, by local craftsmen alone, with no need
for them to travel to Moscow. In conclusion, my opinion is that the part that can be attributed to Russian artists
is the painting, a layer that is likely under the repaints, and can no longer be seen today. (/bid., 10891090, 1161).

31 I thank the Russian art researchers Natalia Komashko, Yuliana Boycheva and Aleksandr Preobrazhensky for
their support and expertise regarding these icons.

32 Ene, loana. Icoane brancovenesti si postbrancovenesti din judetul Valcea (1680—1730). Studiu si catalog. Ramnicu
Valcea: OFFSETCOLOR Publishing House, 2011, 16, 122. For further references see Negrau, Elisabeta. “The
Stylistic Influences of Ruthenian Painting in the Wallachian Principality in the 17th Century.” In Intercultural
and Visual Art Transfer in Central Europe and the Balkans. Ruthenian-Ukrainian and Romanian Art from the
I5th to the Early 19th Century, edited by Ana Dumitran and Mirostaw Piotr Kruk, Cluj-Napoca /Alba Iulia:
Mega Publishing House /National Museum of the Union Publishing House, 2023, 155-183.

33 Serendan, Cristina, and Firea, Ciprian, and Isvanca, Simina, and Chelmus, Alexandru. “Original Colours and
Painting Technique of Two 17" Century Post-Byzantine Icons.” In Acta Artis Academica (2020), Proceedings of
the 7th Interdisciplinary ALMA Conference 16th—18th October 2019, Academy of Fine Arts in Prague, 13-26.
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in central Europe. The sharper and more refined craftsmanship of the carved background in the icons
from Cacova is almost the same as that of the despotic icons from Platdresti Monastery in Calarasi
County. The latter have been considered Russian works, ** except for their unusual background, which

has not been accepted as being specific to either Russian or Ruthenian art.

So, what explanation could there be for this apparent mix of styles and confusion of perception? Were
these icons really the joint works of different craftsmen, who deliberately mixed styles at the special
request of the donors? Or did the people of the past just use the term “Russian” as a generic cover for
all local forms of the new style of religious painting in the East Slavic world, whether it was from Lviv,

Kyiv or Moscow?

Of course, according to the conventions of political history, all the artifacts created within the territory
of the Russian Empire in the second half of the seventeenth and the entire eighteenth century should be
considered “Russian art”. By its scientific logic, this finding seems indisputable and discourages any
further debate. But following that logical conclusion would mean that all art produced in the territory
of the Ottoman Empire from the fifteenth to the nineteenth centuries would be called “Ottoman art”.
Which would of course mean obliterating all art of the Byzantine tradition with its local Greek, Bulgarian

and Romanian painting schools. And that would clearly be wrong.

What do we know for sure is that Russian icons were highly valued in Wallachia and Moldavia during
this period, and that their style was considered particular enough to be tagged as such and highlighted
in documents, as further demonstrated in the inventory compiled by Archimandrite John, Abbot of
Hurezi Monastery in Valcea County.> Drawn up in the closing years of the seventeenth century, when

the decoration and endowment of Prince Constantin Brancovanu’s most important foundation was finally

34 Sabados, Marina. “Icoanele imparatesti de la Plataresti. Ipoteza de datare si atribuire.” In Inchinare lui Petre
S. Nasturel la 80 de ani, edited by Ionel Candea and Paul Cernovodeanu, Braila: Istros Publishing House of
Braila Museum, 2003, 479—-494; Sabados, Marina. “Influences occidentales dans la peinture roumaine d’icones
du XVlle si¢cle.” Revue Roumaine d’Histoire de ’Art. Série Beaux-Arts, XXXIX-XL (2002-2003): 36-37,
Costea, Constanta. “Icoanele de la Aninoasa si unele probleme ale imaginii in Tara Roméaneasca in a doua
jumatate a secolului X VII si la Inceputul secolului XVIIL.” In Artd, istorie, Culturd. Studii in onoarea lui
Marius Porumb, Cluj-Napoca: Nereamia Napocae Publishing House, 2003, 221 and note 2. For the most recent
proposed dating of the icons see: Cojocaru, Cristina. “O noud propunere de datare a icoanelor imparatesti de
la Manastirea Plataresti”, 18th Annual Session of the Medieval Art and Architecture Department, G. Oprescu
Institute of Art History, National Museum of Art of Romania, Bucharest, April 28-29, 2022.

35 Father Bélasa, Dumitru. “Constantin Brancoveanu Voievod si loan Arhimandritul. Un manuscris inedit al
lui loan, egumenul manastirii Hurezi (1692-1726)”. Mitropolia Olteniei, XXV, 11-12 (1973): 993-100. The
manuscript, written in Romanian with Cyrillic letters, is kept at the County Division of the National Archives
in Rdmnicu Valcea.
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completed, * the catalogue of endowments of Hurezi Monastery lists the church’s treasures, including
“three icons from Moscow, silver-plated and gilded, two of St. Constantine and one of St. Procopius”.”’
I consider this a significant detail, since the provenance or style is not specified for any icon or object
in the inventory other than these three icons and two gospels, a large one and another smaller one, also
from Moscow. Unfortunately, the icons mentioned by Abbot John are no longer in Hurezi Monastery
today, so it is impossible to check whether their stylistic labeling reflected reality. However, another
set of four Russian despotic icons still preserved at Hurezi, now exhibited in the museum, but once
part of the iconostasis of the catholicon, attests to Constantin Brancoveanu’s connection with Russia
and his interest in Muscovite icons. This set of icons is also important because, yet again, it shows
a combination of styles: the figures are typically Russian, but are placed againt gilded backgrounds
incised with a decorative pattern to imitate stucco backgrounds, while the inscription on the Gospel

held by Christ is written in Romanian, but using Cyrillic letters and Russian fonts.

Romanian publications contain even more references to icons and iconostases brought from Russia to
Moldova which actually cover artifacts produced in Kyiv and Malorussia. For example, in the historical
file at the wooden church in Coada Stancii, lasi County, it is stated that “according to local tradition (....)
the icons of the iconostasis were brought from Russia to the old church, from where they passed to the
current church”*® The same source says that the old church was built in around 1750 by hermit monks
who came from Russia. Likewise, the aforementioned icons of Mother of God in Sorrow and Christ
the Man of Sorrows, found in the Nativity of the Virgin Mary Church at Poiana Mérului Monastery,
were assessed to be “Russian” works by two reputable historians of the Romanian Orthodox Church
from the last century.”

Oleg Tarasov also speaks of the two “Russian” icons located in the narthex of Saint Elijah Monastery
church in Scheia, Suceava — Christ Pantokrator and the Mother of God with Child (fig. 9) — which,
according to their donor inscriptions, were specially ordered in Moscow and made there in 1783, together

with the carved iconostasis.*’ From Tarasov’s point of view, this once again confirms the widespread

36 The construction and entire decoration of the monastery’s catholicon were completed in 1694, but the inventory
was most likely compiled after all the works in the complex were finished three years later. See: Popa, Corina,
loanna lancovescu, Vlad Bedros and Elisabeta Negrau. Repertoriul picturilor murale brancovenesti. 1. Judetul
Vilce. Bucharest: UNArte, 2008, 41-42.

37 Father Balaga, Dumitru. “Constantin Brancoveanu Voievod si loan Arhimandritul. Un manuscris inedit al lui
loan, egumenul manastirii Hurezi (1692-1726).” Mitropolia Olteniei, XXV, no. 11-12 (1973): 997.

38 https://coadastancii.mmb.ro/6811-istoricul-parohiei-coada-stancii.

39 Constantinescu, Horia and Cocora, Gabriel, “Poiana Marului”. Glasul Bisericii, XXIII, no. 56, (1964): 467.

40 In fact, the inscription written on the quadrilobe medallion on the pediment of the icon of the Mother of God
with Child does not mention anything about Moscow and the donors, but says the following instead: “The
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practice of ordering icons from Russia in the Danubian Principalities at that time.* The problem is that
these icons, which a Russian art historian saw as Russian three decades ago, would now be considered
“Ukrainian”. In fact they are very similar to the Kiyv icons from Putna Monastery discussed below,

and probably linked to them in some way.*

The icons and inventory from Putna Monastery

The most relevant document proving the different perception of what “Russian icon” meant in the
Romanian Principalities during the eighteenth centuries is The inventory of treasures and objects of
Putna Monastery.” Found in the Putna Monastery archives, this 83-page manuscript was compiled
sometime in the fall of 1769*, following the installation of Paisius loanovici as abbot. It was signed
and sealed on November 26th in the same year by Archimandrite Isaia Balogescu, as delegate of the
Consistory and assessor. Unlike other areas, drawing up such inventories of monastery assets was not
common in the Romanian Principalities, but the political context of northern Moldavia at that time
justifies this activity. In 1775 the northern half of Suceava County and the Chernivtsi region, which
had formerly belonged to Moldavia, came under the authority of the Habsburg Empire. Monastic life
in the area was soon reorganized in accordance with the reforming ideas of Emperor Joseph II, that
caused the closure of about a third of the Austrian monasteries after 1781.* In this context, all the assets
and properties of the monasteries in the north of Moldavia were inventoried in order to be valued or
transferred. Putna was one of only three monasteries that remained in use in the entire area, meaning
that a considerable quantity of books, documents and works of art were moved there from elsewhere.
The inventory of “treasures, vessels, vestments, books and all kinds of objects and church ornaments”
unexpectedly begins with the icons in the catholicon, which are listed before other more precious objects,

such as holy vessels or revetments made of precious metals and gemstones. This shows the high value

return of the relics of Saint John the New Martyr from Zhovkva to Moldova in the year 1783 from the Birth of
Christ, month of May”. Considering this and the fact that the saint’s relics arrived in Suceava only in September
1783, we can assume that the icons with their frames, decorated with upper medallions and pedestal icons,
were actually painted in Zhovkva, near Lviv, not in Moscow. Why Tarasov misread the original inscription is
unknown, but it could be because the icons were only recently restored.

41 Tarasov, Oleg. “Pycckue nkorsl X VIII — nagana XX . Ha bankanax.” Cogemcxoe crasanogedenue 3 (1990): 55.

42 It is known that there has always been a connection between Putna Monastery and St. Elijah Monastery in
Scheia, Suceava, both having been founded by Stephen the Great, with monks who moved from one to the other.

43 Father Cojocaru, Alexie. “Inventarul de odoare si obiecte ale Manastirii Putna (1796).” Analele Putnei 1-2
(2006), 5-98.

44 This follows a previous inventory dated October 23, 1783, which has not been located to date in the Putna
Monastery archives or in the repositories of some other monasteries in the area.
45 https:/www.britannica.com/place/Austria/Early-reign-of-Joseph-I1-1780-85.
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that the local monks attached to religious painting and provides an opportunity for descriptions which
are of great interest for shaping local art historical discourse. The anonymous monk who compiled
the inventory makes relevant remarks on the style of the icons, reflecting the perceptions of educated
contemporary society on art and painting, especially as regards the new style of religious painting. The
first item described in the inventory is the iconostasis in the Dormition of the Mother of God Church
(fig. 10), made between 1771-1773 at the behest of Metropolitan of Moldavia Jacob of Putna, who had
previously been abbot at the monastery. Apart from basic information regarding the dimensions and
number of icons and their iconography, the description of the “new and skillfully made” iconostasis
also includes details on its despotic icons, which prove highly relevant to the topic of Russian icons
in Moldova: “The craft of painting on two of the great ones [n. icons], that is the Assumption and the
Apostles (fig. 11), is very skilful, made in Russia with good paints, and for Christ and all the other icons
in this iconostasis, the craft is Greek, poorly done and out of proportion, but in good paints”.*® It is also
stated that “its wood carving is made according to the new and most exquisite fashion”, meaning that
it is one of the first Baroque iconostases with Rococo elements in Moldova. The two Russian icons in
the iconostasis mentioned in the inventory are indeed genuine Muscovite paintings, donated in 1722

by Metropolitan of Voronezh Pachomius Shpakovsky*’.

It is worth mentioning that besides these two icons, Putna Monastery holds many other Russian works*®
in its collection, as a result of the direct connections it had with Russia from the end of the fifteenth

century onwards. This started due to the kinship between its founder, the Moldavian ruler Stephen the

46 Father Cojocaru, Alexie. “Inventarul de odoare si obiecte ale Manastirii Putna (1796).” Analele Putnei 1-2
(20006), 7.

47 According to some Russian sources, Pachomius was born into a noble family of Serbian origin in Wallachia in
1672. He moved to Moldavia and became an archimandrite and Abbot of Bisericani Monastery in Neamt county.
After the defeat of the Christian alliance at the battle of Stanilesti in 1711, Pachomius fled to Moscow together
with the Moldavian prince Dimitrie Cantemir. Due to the fact that he carried out some state affairs related to
the Ottoman Empire, Pachomius came to the attention and favour of Peter I, who appointed him Metropolitan
of Voronezh and Yelets in 1714. At some point in 1720, Pachomius was reported to be performing liturgical
services in St. Petersburg. He died in 1723 and he was buried in the Cathedral of the Annunciation at Mitro-
fanov Monastery. See Pycckuti buoepaguyeckuii cnogaps. A. A. Polovtsov (ed.), Vol. 13, ITasen npenodobmuiii
— Ilemp (Hneiixa), (1902): St. Petersburg: Imperial Russian Historical Society, I. N. Skorokhodova Printing
House, 418—419.

48 The Putna Monastery repository holds a total of 20 Russian icons dating between the fifteenth and twentieth
centuries, and another 106 icons made in the territories of the Russian Empire in the eighteenth century. The
information comes from the extensive research I have conducted over the last two years to catalog the icons
of Putna Monastery, due to be published soon by the Metropolitan Iacob Putneanul Publishing House in the
volume Tezaurul Manastirii Putna. Icoanele. See also: Smirnova, Enghelina. “Icoane ale mesterilor rusi din
secolul al XV-lea la Manastirea Putna. Registrul apostolilor si praznicarele.” Analele Putnei 1 (2010): 7-32;
Sabados, Marina. “Vechi icoane rusesti la Manastirea Putna.” Ars Transsilvaniae XI1X (2009).: 109-116; Para-
dais, Claudiu. Comori ale spiritualitatii romdnesti la Putna. lasi: Publishing House of the Metropolitanate of
Moldova and Suceava, 1988.
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Great, and the Grand Prince of Moscow and all Russia, Ivan III, who were parents-in-law. Later on,
relations between Putna and Moscow were certainly resumed at the end of the seventeenth century,
when, in 1692, “ the then abbot, Father Philoteus, obtained an audience with Tsar Peter the Great to
ask for money for his monastery, under the terms of the Russian Empire’s almsgiving policy. Relations
with Russia and visits by monks to Moscow definitely continued during the eighteenth century, as the
monastery archive preserves documents showing that the Putna fathers brought some miracle-working

icons from Russia and offered them as a precious gifts to their hierarchs.”

The description in the Putna inventory continues with the second iconostasis in the main church, located
in the narthex: “Four large icons, in frames, [n. decorated] with pillars carved with flowers, are in the
church anteroom [n. in original tinda]; they have the same faces [ i.e. iconographical representations]
as the large icons that were described in the iconostasis [ n. in the nave], but the four are very skillfully
crafted in Russia, with good paints”.”' Also, in this case, the icons described by the inventory are still
preserved in the monastery, stored in the heritage depository, but this time the comparison between
the “made in Russia” tag given by the scribe monk, and the stylistic features of the icons leaves room
for surprise. The four large despotic icons (fig. 12), representing the Holy Apostles Peter and Paul, the
Mother of God with the Child, Jesus Christ Pantocrator and the Dormition of the Mother of God, were
donated in 1743% by another Metropolitan of the Russian Empire, the former abbot of Putna Monastery,

49 Dragomir, Silviu. “Contributii privitoare la relatiile bisericii roménesti cu Rusia in veacul al XVII-lea.” Ana-
lele Academiei Romdne, XXXIV (1911-1912): 1126-1127. The author states thus: “On March 7, 1692, Abbot
Philotheus and the namesnik Anthony from Putna Monastery arrived in Moscow. They said that they did not
have almsgiving charter because no one from their monastery had been to Moscow before. They came to ask
for alms for their monastery, which had been devastated by the Turks in 1691. Then the pagans stole all the
holy vessels and took Abbot Philotheus and the namesnik Anthony captive, along with two other monks and
60 people serving at the monastery. Now they have no money to redeem these 60 too. Only 14 monks remained
in the monastery, who also sent a letter to the Tsar. It seems that in Moscow they did not trust the monks from
Putna. Therefore, they called Bishop Nicholas of Radauti, who was there at the time, to the ,,Office” and asked
him about Putna Monastery. He confirmed what the monks had said, adding that Putna had always been rich,
accommodating about 30 monks, and was now in great need after the devastation of the Turks. Afterwards,
the two monks were received in audience by the Tsar, receiving 6 roubles each as alms, and their servants 2
roubles each, and they were allowed to ask for alms at the St. Sergius Lavra as well”.

50 In an undated letter (prior to 1756), written on December 29, Metropolitan Jacob of Putna ordered that a mir-
acle-working icon of the Mother of God, among those brought from Moscow, to be sent to Bishop Ioanichie of
Roman. Father Cojocaru, Alexie. “Mitropolitul lacov Putneanul, al doilea ctitor al Manastirii Putna.” Analele
Putnei 1 (2009): 266, note 11.

51 Father Cojocaru, Alexie. “Inventarul de odoare si obiecte ale Manastirii Putna (1796).” Analele Putnei 1-2
(2006), 7-8.

52 The bottom line of the icon depicting The Dormition of the Mother of God icon has the following donor inscrip-
tion: “These four icons were made at our expense, the humble one, and they were sent to the Holy Monastery
of Putna to be in our memory and that of our parents. Metropolitan Anthony, 1745, July 1*.” (transcribed and
translated by the author).
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Anthony of Putna, who became Metropolitan of Chernigov and Belgorod.” Despite being partially
repainted at the end of the nineteenth century, the icons still surprise with their very modern stylistics and
stucco-decorated backgrounds, designed in classical style. Certainly, as the donation inscription states,
Metropolitan Anthony sent the icons to Putna from abroad during the time he was in Belgorod. We can
thus assume that they were made there, and that the scholar monk was right to call them “Russian icons”.
This information is also confirmed by a contemporary document, The History of Putna Monastery,
written by Archimandrite Vartolomei Mazereanu in 1761, which states that “also in the same year [n.
1756] carved and gilded wooden frames were made in the exonarthex of the church for all four icons
that Father Antonie the Metropolitan [n. previously] sent as a gift from Belgorod through Theodosius
Gheorghiescu, the hieromonk of this monastery”.>* However, Belgorod was located in the border area
between Great Russia and Malorussia and the style of the icons is also in between, but closer to the
so-called “Ukrainian” type. This is an exemplary case in relation to the topic of this article: although
the icons are known to have originated from Russia (even according to current political geography),
they do not look like Russian icons, nor are the materials and techniques used to make them the same
as those used in Moscow, making their assignment more difficult. Indeed, the icons were massively
repainted in the provincial Academic style in 1893 by the painter and architect Vladimir Mironescu, *
who did some kind of restoration work at Putna, but in the areas where the original layer is still visible,
a few distinctive elements stand out: the anatomical details are made in the fleshy, puffy manner
usually associated with the Ruthenian school; the stucco-decorated background has vegetal patterns
modeled in relief , but not in the so-called Ruthenian style, *® but in a /'antica manner, foreshadowing
the neoclassical style; the inscriptions, including the one on the open gospel held by Christ Pantokrator,
are in Romanian, but with Russian fonts. Of course, several hypotheses may arise: first, the icons could

indeed have been painted in Belgorod, but by a painter who came there from elsewhere, from Kyiv or

53 Anthony of Putna was Bishop of Radauti (1728-1729) and Metropolitan of Moldavia (1730—1740), then bishop
of the Russian Orthodox Church, Metropolitan of Belgorod and Oboianschi (1739-1742), and Metropolitan of
Chernihiv and Novgorod-Seversk (1742—-1748). During the Russo-Turkish War (1735-1739) he was loyal to the
Russian government, which is why, in 1739, he had to leave Moldavia and settle permanently in Russia. How-
ever, he maintained close relations with his monastery of origin, to which he sent gifts and financial aid. He is
credited with having convinced Paisius Velichkovsky to come to Moldavia, while the two met in Kiyv during
his office as Metropolitan of Chernigov. He also recognized the miracle of the icon of the Mother of God of the
Akhtyrka, which occurred in 1739, in the diocese he headed in Belgorod, and in honor of the event sent an icon
to Putna that is the earliest representation of the Akhtyrskaya Mother of God, dated 1743. See: pr. Cojocaru,
Constantin. “Antonie, mitropolit al Moldovei, al Cernigovului si al Belgorodului.” Analele Putnei 1 (2009):
171-194 and Pippidi, Andrei. “Mitropolitul Antonie, Ion Neculce si rusii.” Analele Putnei 1 (2009): 195-204.

54 Mazereanu, Vartolomei. Istorie pentru Sfanta Mandstare Putna. In “Inscriptiuni dupe manuscrise. Comunicari
si note” published by Vasile Alexandrescu Urechia. Academia Romadnd. Memoriile Sectiunii Istorice, s. 11, 1X,
(1886-1887): 62.

55 According to the inscriptions on the backs of the icons.

56 The style that is common on Gothic altars in central Europe.
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even from Moldavia, bringing his own style with him. Second, the diversity of artistic manifestations
in Russian territory went beyond known classifications, and painters may deliberately have combined

elements characteristic of different schools of painting.

The third mention of the “Russian” tag in the 1796 inventory of the Putna Monastery is even more
interesting and intriguing. Ten positions further on in the list, at inventory number 12, the author mentions
a cluster of “eighty-four icons, all the same height, each 1ft and 3 1/2 inches, and each 11 inches wide,
that is: all the Great Feasts and the saints with the Polyeleos and slavoslovlje of the year”>” Regarding
these, the author considers that “both the craftsmanship of the painting and the paints are good, made
in Russia”*® Also he states: “on the back of each one is written in ink: Staraniem Preosvistennago
liacova Metropolita Moldavscago. These icons are placed in the altar in three panels, decorated with
frames, 12 per panel, i.e. 36 [n. in total]; and [ n. there are also] 37 above the pews, in the main church,
also in frames, placed all around in a row. And in the church narthex [ n. there are] 10 and one is left
free for the tetrapod (lectern).”. According to The History of Putna Monastery, ® in 1757 Valtolomei
Mazereanu, Abott of Putna at the time, went to Kyiv®' on the behalf of Metropolitan Jacob of Putna to
buy icons, books and other liturgical objects for his monastery. As Marezeanu states in the history he

himself wrote, © he brought back 86 icons® of all the saints and the feasts of the year to be displayed on

57 Father Cojocaru, Alexie. “Inventarul de odoare si obiecte ale Manastirii Putna (1796).” Analele Putnei 1-2

(2006): 8.
58 Ibid.
59 Ibid.

60 Mazereanu, Vartolomei. Istorie pentru Sfanta Mandstdre Putna. In “Inscriptiuni dupe manuscrise. Comunicari
si note” published by Vasile Alexandrescu Urechia. Academia Romand. Memoriile Sectiunii Istorice, .11, IX,
(1886—-1887): 53—64.

6l The icons most probably came from a workshop in Kyiv, not from those at the Pechersk Lavra, as otherwise
the text would have mentioned that the three monks were at the Monastery of the Caves.

62 Ibid. 62. The text says: “And in the year 1757, at his own expense, his holiness [ n. Jacob of Putna] sent to Kyiv
the Archimandrite of this monastery, Vartolomei Mazereanu, and Hieromonk Callistru from Putna, and Hi-
eromonk Michael from Sihastria Putnei, to beg for alms, and they brought 86 icons, of all the great and small
feasts of the year, and 2 large church flags, and other things necessary for the church, by which the holy church
was greatly adorned.”

63 The 76 icons depict the following holidays and saints: Saint Simeon Stylites; The Holy Prophet Zechariah; The
Nativity of the Mother of God; Saint Anne; The Exaltation of the Holy Cross; Saint Apostle and Evangelist John
the Theologian; Saint Thomas the Apostle; Saint Paraskeva; Saint Demetrius; The Holy Doctors Cosmas and
Damian; The Council of the Holy Archangels; Saint Hierarch John the Merciful; Saint John Chrysostom; Saint
Philip the Apostle; Saint Apostle and Evangelist Matthew; The Entry of the Most Holy Mother of God into the
Temple; Saint Andrew the Apostle; Saint Barbara; Saint Sabbas the Sanctified; Saint Nicholas; Saint Spyridon;
The Holy Five Martyrs Eustratius, Auxentius, Eugene, Mardarius and Orestes; The Holy Prophet Daniel; Saint
Archdeacon Stephen; The Holy Hierarch Basil the Great; The Circumcision of the Lord; The Baptism of the
Lord; The Council of Saint John the Baptist, The Flight into Egypt; Saint Theodosius the Cenobiarch; Saint
Anthony the Great; The Holy Fathers Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria; Saint Euthymius the Great; Saint
Gregory the Theologian, Archbishop of Constantinople; The Three Holy Hierarchs; The Presentation of the
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the proskinetarya located 1n the nave, in front of the holy altar, to be venerated by the faithful. Together
with this set of icons he also brought two double-sided liturgical banners (khorugv), which are also
still preserved in the monastery. This is a rare case where icons whose provenance is mentioned in a
historical document can not only be precisely identified in inventories, but are also physically preserved
in the same place almost 300 years later. Currently, 76 of these icons are kept in the Putna Monastery
repository (fig. 13—-14), representing a remarkable and highly valuable corpus, since it is the oldest and
largest set of festal icons for daily display and worship on a fetrapod in Romania.** Also, a noteworthy
fact is that they were continuously used for worship from 1757 until the early 2000s, when they were
finally moved to the museum. It seems likely that two icons missing from the set had already vanished
from the monastery within just a few decades of their acquisition, prior to the 1796 inventory. Two
others, The Nativity of the Lord and Saint Catherine, ®* are known to have been stolen from the church
in the 1970s; in order to replace them, the monks specially ordered copies which are still kept in the
repository to this day. Many of the remaining icons have been partially or completely repainted and
some are quite badly preserved, but still show very interesting features relating to the problem debated
in this paper. The style and composition of those 76 icons, strongly influenced by engravings from
Western prints, such as the Ectypa and Piscator pictorial or illustrated Bibles, seems to be different
from both Ruthenian and Russian icons. Yet there is something in between.

Lord; Saint Theodore Tiron (formerly Stratilat); The Finding of the Head of Saint John the Baptist; Holy Martyr
Eudokia; The Forty Martyrs of Sebaste; Saint Alexius the Man of God; The Annunciation; Saint George; Saint
Apostle and Evangelist Mark; Saint James (son of Alphaeus) the Apostle; The Resurrection of the Lord, The
Sunday of Thomas; Myrrh-bearing Sunday; Weak Man’s Sunday; Samaritan Woman's Sunday; Blind Man’s
Sunday; Saint Prophet Jeremiah; Saint Prophet Isaiah; Saint Pachomius the Great; Saints Constantine and
Helen; The Ascension of the Lord; Sunday Of The Fathers Of The First Ecumenical Council; The Descent of the
Holy Spirit; The Holy Trinity; All Saints’ Sunday; Saint John the New of Suceava; Holy Apostles Bartholomew
and Barnabas; Saints Onuphry and Peter the Athonite; Saint Jude the Apostle; The Nativity of Saint John the
Baptist; Holy Apostles Peter and Paul; The Council of the Holy Apostles; Saint Andrew of Crete; Saint Athanasius
the Great from Mount Athos; Saint Procopius; Saint Anthony of the Kiyv Caves; The Holy Prophet Elijah; Saint
Panteleimon; The Transfiguration; The Holy Mandylion; The Beheading of Saint John the Baptist.

04 However, such sets of old festal icons intended for worship are quite rare in Romania, and can apparently only
be found in very important monasteries that were connected with Pechersk Lavra and the Paisian movement,
including: Vacaresti Monastery near Bucharest (a set of 15 double-sided icons from 1781, painted by Grigorie
Popovici, today kept at the National Museum of Art of Romania, see Cojocaru, Cristina.“The Painter Grigorie
Popovici and His Master Jovan. Contacts Between East and West During the Second Half of the 18th Cen-
tury”. Museikon 5 (2021): 249-316); Hurezi Monastery, Valcea County (a set of 16 double-sided icons from
1817, painted by loan from Teius, kept in the repository); and Cernica Monastery, [Ifov County (a set from the
mid-nineteenth century, partially exhibited in the monastery museum).

65 This is quite possibly the icon traded in October 2022 by the Haynault Auction House in Belgium, after spending
several decades in the collection of a diplomat posted to Central and Eastern Europe. https:/www.mutualart.
com/Artwork/Saint-Catherine/009545550E763C77B276A9AC1AE6B021
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Some striking details and inscriptions are recorded on the back of the icons. Apart from various
inventory numbers written on metal, paper or directly onto the wood panel, each piece is stamped with
an inscription in Slavonic, * made in black ink with a stencil, stating that the icons are the property
or donation of Jacob, Metropolitan of Moldova.” In addition, the title of each iconographic theme is
written on the reverse in (Kiyvan) Slavonic, in black ink, together with some peculiar symbols and
letters® that have intrigued specialists (fig. 15). After two or three years of questioning I managed to
figure out that these signs are just some codes indicating how the icons are paired and placed within a
display system. The inventory reports that the set of icons was displayed on the walls of the altar apse,
and that the icons were placed in three panels of twelve pieces each, making up a kind of iconostasis
with carved wooden frames.The same sign on the back appears on two different icons, meaning that the
two formed a kind of pair, so we can conclude that the 12 pieces that made up each panel were arranged
in two rows (as seen from the plates in fig. 13). Last but not least, three names® — John, Timug and
Vasilko — are written in black ink on the back of some of the icons, in handwriting similar to the titles
of the themes or the saints’ names, as previously described. I suspect that these names could belong to
the painters responsible for the icons, since it is also evident from visual analysis that they were created
by three similar yet distinct hands.

In addition to the above set, in the Putna Monastery repository I found several other icons painted in
the same style, most likely dating from the same period and coming from the same Kiyvan workshop.
Among these, there are seven despotic icons” (fig. 16) originating from Sihastria Putnei, a hermitage
affiliated with Putna, which was closed after the Habsburg occupation, and two smaller paired icons
of the Mother of God with Child and Christ Pantocrator, coming from the same place. The History of

66 Crapaniems npeocpmennaro lakoBa, MuTpornonut MongaBckaro.

67 Jacob of Putna / Tacob Putneanul (1719 — 1778) was Metropolitan of Moldavia between 17501760 and was
sanctified by the Romanian Orthodox Church in 2016. He entered Putna Monastery at the age of only 12, and
was the spiritual son of Metropolitan Anthony of Putna and his most important successor, who continued his
work on the reforming path of the Russian-inspired Orthodox revival. Starting in 1744 he was Abbot of Putna
Monastery and then, from 1745, he became Bishop of Rddauti. During his mission and at his care, Putna Mon-
astery underwent significant and intense restoration, modernization, embellishment and endowment, which led
to Jacob being considered the second founder of the monastery after Stephen the Great. See Father Cojocaru,
Alexie. “Mitropolitul Iacov Putneanul, al doilea ctitor al Manastirii Putna.” Analele Putnei 1 (2009): 265-308.

68 Some of them are drawings with bisected circles or rectangles, affronted triangles, crosses and stars, others are
letters written in Cyrillic, like D, G, T or the beginnings of words, followed by lines or crosses: e.g. La ++++,
Doi +++, Goi +++, Bar ++, Boi +, Farm etc. Thus, 33 pairs of different symbols were identified, plus others
that no longer have a pair.

69 Nine icons are inscribed with the name Timusg, four with loanu and three with Vasilko.

70 They represent the following holidays and saints: The Mother of God Enthroned as Empress with the Child and
the Holy Archangels; Jesus Christ King of Kings and the Great Hierarch enthroned with the Holy Archangels; The
Mother of God as Empress with the Child on the clouds; Jesus Christ King of Kings and the Great Hierarch on
the clouds; Saint Hierarch Nicholas; The Annunciation; and The Venerable Fathers of the Kyiv Pechersk Lavra.
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the Putna Monastery also informs us that in 1757, on his journey to Kiyv, Vartolomei Mazereanu was
followed by monk Mihail, Abbot of Sihastria Putnei, "' who probably took the opportunity to buy some
icons from the same workshop for his own monastery. All the works were moved to Putna before 1796,
as they are mentioned in the inventory, but are strangely not described as “Russian”, despite having
exactly the same features as the festal icons donated by Metropolitan Jacob. This is despite the fact that,
throughout the entire inventory, the author pays considerable attention to assessing the style and age of
each individual icon and insists on arguing that Greek craftsmanship (i.e. the Byzantine tradition’) is
poor and outdated, and that the local (i.e. Moldavian) style is even worse, so that the Russian style and new
craftsmanship are the best. Ultimately, this inconsistency may cast a shadow over the historical source
in question, implying that people in the past drew no distinctions between Russian and Ukrainian, and
that all such differences are just our problem in the modern world. Nevertheless, I belive it is relevant

to reflect on how distinctions have been made over time.

Returning to my original dilemma of whether the Kiyvan icons from Putna and other similar ones found
in Romania can be considered Russian in a broad sense, and therefore included in the research within
the RICONTRANS project, or whether are they something else, more related to Polish or Ruthenian
art, I will now take a less conventional route to reach a possible answer. It is a well-known fact that
following the dissolution of the Armoury workshops in the Kremlin in 1711, the master icon painters
scattered and moved to other centers in Russia, such as Saint Petersburg, or travelled westward, working
for certain intervals in the Romanian Principalities and Serbia, as for instance Tikhon Ivanov Filatyev
presumably did.” Of course, on their way they may have reached Kiyv and some of them may have
stopped there for good.

Also, the second half of the eighteenth century is a period when Russian icon painting visibly changes
and becomes increasingly influenced by Baroque and Rococo elements. Colour, lighting, brushwork, and
even composition change as well, becoming more intense, bright, picturesque and Western-like in the
sense of Neoclassical and Academic painting. Compared to the previous Armoury style, the new trend

in Russian painting is certainly something different, and the distinctions are significant. A lot of icons

71 Father Cojocaru, Alexie. “Mitropolitul lacov Putneanul, al doilea ctitor al Manastirii Putna.” Analele Putnei
1 (2009): 268.

72 It is not always clear whether they used the term “Greek” as in maniera graeca, as was used in Renaissance
painting treatises to designate the “Byzantine” style. See also Mickunaite, Giedre. Maniera Greca in Europe’s
Catholic East: On Identities of Images in Lithuania and Poland (1380s—1720s). Amsterdam: Amsterdam Uni-
versity Press, 2023.

73 See the iconostasis at Krka Monastery in Croatia. Savi¢, Milorad. Cauxapcmeo y cpnckum ypkéama cjesephe
Janmayuje, Belgrade: Zavod za udzbenike, 2000, 167-170; Colovi¢, Branko. Manastir Krka. Zagreb: Srpsko
kulturno drustvo “Prosvjeta”, 2006, 96, 105-107.
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were painted in this new style of Russian art, some reaching a high and refined level of craftsmanship,
such as the two paired icons Mother of God the Unfading Rose and Jesus Christ the Heavenly King
and the Great Hierarch Enthroned, displayed in the narthex of Golia Monastery, and others proving
a fairly vernacular level, as evidenced by the icon of Saint Barbara With the Scene of Her Martyrdom
(fig. 17), owned by the Museum of History, Culture and Christian Spirituality of the Lower Danube
in Galati, originally from a church in Braila. An even better example for my argument is provided by
three icons representing Great Feasts, found in the southern part of Romania (former Wallachia). The
first one, representing the Nativity of the Virgin Mary (fig. 18) is kept in the repository of the National
Museum of Art of Romania; according to the inscription left by the author on the back, it was painted
in Moscow in 1795 by the painter Mikhail Ivanovici. The second one, representing the Resurrection
of the Lord as the Rising from the Tomb, belongs to a private collection” and is temporarily on view
in an exhibition at the Palace of the Romanian Patriarchate. The third depicts the Dormition of the
Mother of God (fig. 19) and is exhibited at the Cernica Monastery Museum in Ilfov County. Of course,
the most obvious and convincing case is the great Deisis icon, kept at Snagov Monastery in Ilfov
County (fig. 20) which was once part of the apostles’ tier of a large, no longer preserved iconostasis.”
This icon is closest in style to the Kyivan icons from Putna, and if its provenance could be traced, 7" it
would probably prove to be a joining point between the two schools. Many other icons similar to these
are found in museums and collections in Russia and have been reproduced in volumes or albums on

Russian art” or can be checked in databases on the Internet.”

Comparing these aforementioned icons, which are undoubtedly Russian, with the feast set from
Putna Monastery, we find that there are significant similarities in terms of composition, background

architecture and landscapes, lighting with flashes of gold and the decoration of textiles with specific

74 Nr. inv. 1. 193, GAVR a MNAR, 45 x 30 cm; Draghiceanu, Virgiliu. Catalogul Colectiunilor Comisiunii Mo-
numentelor Istorice. Bucharest: Atelierele SOCEC, 1913, 16, cat. 97; Vasiliu, Gabriela. “Reflexiile timpului.
Zugravi si icoane din Tara Roméneasca in a doua jumatate a veacului al XVIII-lea.” PhD diss., University of
Bucharest, 2016, 279-280.

75 Dobjanschi, Ana. Collection of Old Religious Art from Romania (XVth—-XIXth Centuries). Bucharest: 2020, 27,
cat. 27., 122. The icon is misidentified by the catalog author as Greek.

76 Thanks to Russian art researcher Natalia Komashko, who pointed out to me that this is a Russian icon.

77 The icon certainly did not belong to Snagov Monastery, but was brought there during the Communist period
from one of the monasteries in the area designated as a centre of heritage concentration, such as Cernica,
Caldarusani or Pasarea.

78 Komashko, Natalia. Pycckas uxona XVIII eexa, Moscow: Areit Tomemt, 2006, 40/cat. 11, 57/cat. 28, 58/cat. 29,
60/ cat. 32-33, 197/cat. 168.

79 https:/www.dorichhousemuseum.org.uk/2020/11/30/four-saints-beneath-a-cloud-late-18th-century/ https:/
rusmuseumvrm.ru/data/collections/ikonopis/drzh-2259/index.php?lang=en. https:/commonswikimedia.org/
wiki/File:Holy Metropolitans_of Moscow _Peter, Alexis, Jonah and Phili %281730—40s, priv.coll
%29.jpg.
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patterns also drawn with gold. Of course, the icons from Putna also share many features with those
from the Ruthenian workshops, with their round rosy faces, rendered with smooth brushwork and sweet
features inspired by Central European Gothic rather than Byzantine tradition, and especially by their
more painterly approach. Although Kyiv icons have a specific, easily recognizable style that has led
some art historians to consider the city home to a distinct school of painting, * one can undoubtedly
notice their similarity to Russian icons produced in Moscow and Central Russia in the first half of the

eighteenth century.

Conclusions

In light of the examples I have discussed in my work, I believe it is necessary to reframe some concepts
and terms used in the field of art history and to shift to a different way of looking at the artistic realities

of past centuries, outside the national paradigm or contemporary policies or ideologies.

First, we need to reconsider how painters and artisans worked and moved around in the world during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and keep in mind that many icons may be collaborative
works by several authors, who could have come from different countries and workshops. We should
also be aware of the possibility that painters from a particular school of painting could produce works
different from their characteristic style in order to please a foreign patron or to follow a trend set by a
certain influence, as happened with the Muscovite painters and their Romanian clientele. Also, many
painters travelled long distances and worked on the move in other territories, carrying with them a
certain craft and style, even if the materials and languages they used were different. This is how hybrid
artifacts emerged; although they do not tick all the boxes of a particular painting school and fall outside
traditional classifications, leading to confusion among scholars, they nevertheless need to be considered,
explained and put into context. We have to accept that in some situations we cannot clearly state that
a given icon is Russian, Ukrainian, Ruthenian or Moldavian and just consider that some works are in-
between. As shown by the sources quoted above, even in past times there was no unanimous opinion
on the distinction between Russian and Ukrainian art, and even less so between what was Ruthenian
and Kiyvan. On the other hand, this does not mean that there are no differences at all and that we may

use these terms indiscriminately as if they were synonymous.

80 Miliaeva, Lioudmila. L'icone ukrainene Xle-XVIlle s., Bournemouth / Saint Petersburg: Parkstone / Aurora,
1996.
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Secondly, we should also re-evaluate the meaning we give to some expressions and concepts in art
history, such as Baroque or Ukrainian Baroque, both in relation to the specifics of the local context and
also to the wider regional perspective. To do so, we must be aware of the multitude of shades that a term
like Baroque could take on in the changing context of the entangled world at the turn of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. Not least because this cultural current is manifested equally at the same time
in all states of the Orthodox world: in addition to Ukrainian Baroque or Cossack Baroque, we also
have a Russian Baroque, a Moldavian Baroque, the Brancovan style which would be the equivalent of
a Wallachian Baroque and almost the same as the Greek Baroque. All these frames overlap at certain

points and get confused in the border areas.

Yet another weakness arises from shaping territories according to today’s mental setting and current state
borders, without taking into account the political realities of the past. For example, in the early modern
era the Principality of Moldavia was a much larger state, better integrated with the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth and Russian Empire than with neighboring Wallachia. Unfortunately, the research we
recently carried out within the RICONTRANS project failed to include half of the former territory of
Moldavia, i.e. the current territory of the Republic of Moldova, ultimately creating a gap in the research
map precisely in an area that is so important for cultural transition from Russia. This happened mainly
due to logistical and administrative reasons, but also because of the segregation mindset, which makes
us perceive this territory, and others like it, which shifted their statehood several times over the last

two centuries, as distinct countries, different realities or foreign territories.

In the fourth place, my examples show that, as specialists, we should soften our assessment and
interpretation of style markers and adapt the way we use them to better suit the context, as in the
case of stucco decorated backgrounds. These are a notorious and perpetual subject of dispute and
controversy for researchers, who on first glance consider them the prerogative of a certain school
of painting, without paying attention to the fact that despite a somewhat similar visual effect, the
technique used to create these gesso decorations can vary. In any case, on overviewing them we find
that they are actually spread over very wide areas and replayed over and over again throughout the
centuries, and thus are not really that useful for pointing to certain influences, such as “Ukrainian”.
The same applies to other markers of style often invoked in art history literature, such as naturalism
in the rendering of figures, the design of thrones, miniature landscapes and perspective background
architectures, decorative elements on clothing, etc. All of this should be revisited in light of the
remarkable results yielded by research in the RICONTRANS project.

Last but not least, regarding the history of the Romanian Principalities, I believe my arguments clearly
show that the impact of Russian art — considered as a whole, encompassing all Russian imperial
territories in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries — was far more significant and established

much earlier than previously thought. Also in this case, the examples of the hitherto uninvestigated,
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unpublished icons from Putna Monastery reshape the known historical narrative and show the key role
played by the monastery in introducing new Baroque artistic trends, alongside the Orthodox monastic
revival movement in Moldavia and then in Wallachia, a few decades before Paisius Velichkovsky’s
arrival in the Romanian Principalities. Such opportunities to rewrite history will probably only arise

in the event of a similarly extensive research project carried out in the future.
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Fig. 1. The iconostasis, 1777-1791, Nativity of the Virgin Mary wooden church, Poiana Marului Fig. 2. The Mother of God in Sorrow, second half of the 18th century, Nativity of the Virgin Mary
Monastery, Buzau County, Photo: Ana Dumitran. © Archbishopric of Buzau and Vrancea. : wooden church, Poiana Marului Monastery, Buzdu County. Photo: Ana Dumitran. © Archbishopric

of Buzau and Vrancea.
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Fig. 3. The Mother of God Enthroned as Empress and Christ Child and Christ King of Kings and the Fig. 4. Christ Pantokrator Enthroned, mid-18th century, Saint Demetrius Church, Coada Stancii, lasi
Great Hierarch Enthroned and Saint Hierarch Nicholas Enthroned, painter Antoniy, 1795, Saint Paraskeva County. Photo: Biserici Inlemnite, Ana Chiricutd. © Metropolitanate of Moldavia and Suceava —
Cathedral of the Archbishopric of Roman. Photo: Cristina Cojocaru. © Museum of the Archbishopric Archbishopric of Iasi.

of Roman and Bacau. ‘
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Fig. 5. The Mother of God as Empress and Christ Child, painter Theofan, 1791, Nativity of the Virgin Fig. 6. The Mother of God and Christ Child, second half of the 18th century, heritage repository of

Mary wooden church, Poiana Marului Monastery, Buzau County. Photo: Ana Dumitran. © Archbishopric the Metropolitanate of Moldavia at Golia Monastery, Nativity of the Virgin Mary Church, Zagavia,
of Buzau and Vrancea. i Scobinti, lasi County. Photo: Mihai-Alex Olteanu. © Metropolitanate of Moldavia and Suceava —
Archbishopric of Iasi.
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Fig. 7. The Mother of God and Christ Child with the twelve Prophets and six scenes from her life, Christ
Pantokrator with the twelve Apostles and The Three Holy Hierarchs with Deesis and three scenes from their
lives, c. 1637-1639, The Residence of the Metropolitanate of Moldavia in Tasi/ Museum of the Metropolitanate

of Moldavia in lasi / Three Hierarchs Monastery Museum, lasi. Provenance: Three Holy Hierarchs Church

in lasi. Photo: Father Silviu Cluci © Metropolitanate of Moldavia and Suceava — Archbishopric of Iasi.
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Fig. 8. Christ Pantokrator, c. 1680—1689, painter Alex[...], Holy Archangels wooden church in Cacova,

Piscu Mare village, Valcea County. Photo: Cristina Serendan © Aurelian Sacerdoteanu Valcea County

Museum, Ramnicu-Valcea.

—277—



Dormition of the Mother of God Church at Putna Monastery,
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Fig. 11. The Holy Apostles Peter and Paul blessed by the Holy Trinity, early 18th century, prior to 1722,
Moscow workshop, the Dormition of the Mother of God Church at Putna Monastery, Suceava County.
Photo: Cristina Cojocaru. © Putna Monastery.

Fig. 12. The Mother of God and Christ Child, Jesus Christ Pantokrator, Holy Apostles Peter and
Paul, The Dormition of the Mother of God and, first half of the 18th century, prior to 1743, Belgorod
workshop, heritage repository of Putna Monastery, The Dormition of the Mother of God Church at
Putna Monastery. Photo: Cristina Cojocaru. © Putna Monastery.
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Fig. 13. Thirty-six festal icons for daily worship, mid-18th century, prior to 1757, Kyiv workshop, heritage Fig. 14. Forty festal icons for daily worship, mid-18th century, prior to 1757, Kyiv workshop, heritage
repository of Putna Monastery, The Dormition of the Mother of God Church at Putna Monastery. Photo: : repository of Putna Monastery, The Dormition of the Mother of God Church at Putna Monastery. Photo:

Father Timotei Tiron. © Putna Monastery. Father Timotei Tiron. © Putna Monastery.
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Fig. 15. The backs of the festal icons from Putna Monastery, with craftsmen’s signatures, positioning

marks, the donor’s inscription and the names of the holidays represented. Photo: Father Timotei Tiron.

© Putna Monastery.
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Fig. 16. The Mother of God as Empress with the Child on the Clouds, Jesus Christ King of Kings and the
Great Hierarch on the Clouds, Saint Hierarch Nicholas, The Mother of God Enthroned as Empress and
Christ Child with the Holy Archangels, Jesus Christ King of Kings and the Great Hierarch Enthroned
with the Holy Archangels and The Venerable Fathers of the Kyiv Pechersk Lavra, mid-18th century,
prior to 1757, Kyiv workshop, heritage repository of Putna Monastery, The Annunciation Church at

Sihastria Putnei Hermitage. Photo: Cristina Cojocaru. © Putna Monastery.
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Fig. 17. Saint Barbara with the Scene of Her Martyrdom, late 18th century, Museum of History, Culture Fig. 18. The Nativity of the Virgin Mary, painter Mikhail Ivanovici, 1795, Moscow. Photo: Camil
and Christian Spirituality of the Lower Danube in Galati, Deanery of Braila. Photo: Ana Dumitran Tamandescu. © The National Museum of Art of Romania.
© Archbishopric of the Lower Danube.
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Fig. 19. The Dormition of the Mother of God, late 18th century, Cernica Monastery Museum, Ilfov Fig. 20. Deesis - The Queen Did Stand... (Christ the Heavenly King and the Great Hierarch Enthroned
County. Photo: Cristina Cojocaru © Cernica Monastery. : with Mother of God and Saint John the Baptist), late 18th century, The Entry of the Most Holy Mother
| of God into the Temple Church at Snagov Monastery, I1fov County. Photo: Cristina Cojocaru.
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A New Visual Culture: The Spiritual and Artistic Patronage of
Poiana Marului Hermitage (mid-18th - 19th centuries)

Atanasia Vaetisi

Abstract

In 1730, a community of Slavic monks led by Abbot Vasile settled in the mountainous area of southeastern
Romania (Buzau county), where they founded the Poiana Marului hermitage. This is the place irradiating
a new spirituality, of a new type of monastic organization and, at the same time, the place from which
the dissemination of new artistic forms began. Through the icons, iconostases and mural painting that
these monks commissioned, they brought to Romanian space the iconography and style specific to the
School of Painting at Pechersk Lavra. The material culture preserved at Poiana Marului, as well as in
the surrounding hermitages and parish churches, are witnesses to a new visual identity of Romanian
ecclesiastical art. This can be found in the area of the Buzau Mountains, and in some monasteries in
Moldova and Wallachia that were linked to the Philokalic movement initiated by Abbot Vasile.

This study shows how a spiritual center that marked a religious revival became an artistic centre,

establishing a new cultural model.

Keywords: Paisianism, religious revival, Romanian ecclesiastical art, Kyivan Baroque, iconostasis,

hermitages in Buzau Mountains, monastic painting schools in nineteenth century

Born in Poltava and educated at the Theological Academy in Kyiv, Abbot Paisie Velicikovski
(1722-1779) initiated a spiritual movement that resulted in an ascetic and philological school for
monastic culture in the Romanian Principalities.! Yet Paisianism was not simply a spiritual revival of

monastic communities based on the Philokalist Renaissance, as bibliography on the subject matter might

1 Tachiaos, Anthony-Emil N. “Introduction.” In The life of Paisij Velyckovs’kyi. Translated by J.M.E. Featherstone.
Cambridge: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1989, [-XIV.
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imply. It also involved a transfer of visual culture that was concomitant with the monks’ journeys along

the routes from the Slavic regions in what is now Ukraine to the Romanian Principalities.

The history of these “monastic movements”, which also encompass an artistic phenomenon, begins
with Abbot Vasile “from Poiana Marului” (1692—-1767), * the spiritual father of Paisie Velicikovski.
Originally from Cherkasy region in the south of Kyiv, * he had lived for three years in the wilderness
under the guidance of hieroschemamonk loan Kmita, spiritual father at Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, the Kyiv
Caves Monastery.* He came to Wallachia accompanied by eight Slavic monks, amongst whom were
hieroschemamonk Mihail, Abbot of Motreanski Monastery, and hieroschemamonk Stefan, a hermit in
Cernigov region, * both of whom already had apprentices in Romanian and Kyivan hermitages.® The
above ascetics left their lands because of the ecclesiastical reforms made during the reign of Tsar Peter
the Great, and put down roots at Dalhduti Monastery in Buzau County, a monastic settlement dating
back from the seventeenth century. It was there that Vasile was ordained. The monastic community
remained in Dalhauti until 1730, when it moved to a more isolated place, founding a new hermitage at

Poiana Marului (henceforth referred to as PM).

2 Only one monograph, a doctoral thesis in Theology written by Dario Raccanello, has been dedicated to Abbot
Vasile: Raccanello, Dario. La preghiera di Gesu negli scritti di Basilio di Poiana Mdrului. Rome: Pontificia
Studiorum Universitas a S. Thomas Aq. in Urbe, 1986. Texts by him were translated into English in 1996:
Elder Basil of Poiana Marului (1692-1767): His Life and Writings. Translated into English with Introduction
and Notes by A Monk of the Brotherhood of Prophet Elias Skete, Mount Athos. Indiana University: St. John of
Kronstadt Press, 1996. The work has also been published in Romanian: Vasile de la Poiana Mdarului. Introduceri
in rugdciunea lui lisus si isihasm, edited by loan I. Ica jr. Translated by diac. loan I. Ica jr and Maria-Cornelia
Icd jr with an introduction by Dario Raccanello. Sibiu: Deisis, 2009.

3 According to Abbot Paisie’s autobiography: “he had lived for a long time in Russia, and in the hills of Mosny,
and in other deserted places with great zealots of the monastic life, and had then come with his disciple, the
aforementioned most venerable elder Myxajil the hieromonk, to live in the land of Muntenia.” Tachiaos,
Anthony-Emil N. The life of Paisij Velyckovs’kyi. Translated by J.M.E. Featherstone. Cambridge: Harvard
Ukrainian Research Institute, 1989, 75. The area of these hermitages has been identified by modern biographers
of Abbot Vasile as being Cherkasy (Uepkacbka obmacts), located on the banks of Nipru River, near Poltava
Paisie’s place of origin. See McGuckin, John. “Elder Basil of Poiana Marului.” In Holding fast to the Mystery
of the Faith. Festschrift for Patriarch Daniel of the Romanian Orthodox Church, edited by Daniel Munteanu
and Sorin Selaru. Paderborn: Brill/Schoningh, 2022, 38; Raccan ello, Dario. “La figure de Basile de Poiana
Marului et son enseignement sur la priére de Jésus.” Irenikon 61 (1988): 41-66; Raccanello, Dario. “Vasilij de
Poiana Marului.” In Dictionnaire de spiritualité ascétique et mystique, doctrine et histoire, edited by M. Viller,
C. Baumgartner, A. Rayez. Paris: Beauchesne, 1994, vol. 16: 292-298.

4 Tachiaos, Anthony-Emil N. The Life of Paisij Velyckovs’kyi. Translated by J.M.E. Featherstone. Cambridge:
Harvard University Ukrainian Research Institute, 1989, 56.

5 Idem, 69-70; 88.

Idem, 67.

7 Ciocanel, Gheorghe. “Monastirea Poiana Marului.” Vocea Bisericii 24 (1895): 3—4; Mihail, Paul. “Schitul Poiana
Marului, un centru ortodox carturdresc.” In Spiritualitate si istorie la Intorsura Buzdului, edited by Antonie
Plamadeala. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului si a Vrancei, 1985, 32-44; Cocora, Gabriel and Constantinescu, Horia.
“Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXIII (1964): 466-500; Cocora, Gabriel. “Manastirea Poiana Marului”.

N
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From Romanian monachism’s point of view, the Early Modern period (the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries) was a time when PM radiated a new form of spirituality and a new way of organizing monastic
life. In parallel, as will be explained below, it also became a substantial artistic centre. Newly imported
stylistic forms and a new visual culture emerged and spread from this small hermitage in the south-east

of Romania, following the routes of monastic migration and spiritual paternity.

While the monastic communities led by Paisie Velicikovski settled in historical monasteries — Dragomirna,
Secu and Neamt, in Moldavia — which already had paintings, icons and liturgical furniture, Abbot
Vasile and his followers founded new churches. Consequently, artistic demand for the endowment of
these monastic settlements emerged. The resulting work was indebted to the artistic environment where

the monks originated from — the workshops in Kyiv and Kyiv Pechersk Lavra.?

The current article aims to trace back this phenomenon, starting with the change that began to appear
in Romanian ecclesiastical art after Abbot Vasile and his followers settled in the Buzdu Mountains.
Scholars have paid scant attention to this subject matter to date: as the bibliography goes to show, PM
Hermitage preoccupied theologists from the 1960s to the 1980s, ? and historians from 1990-2000."

In Mdndstiri din eparhia Buzdaului. Vetre de culturd si trdire romdneascd. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului, 1987,
Geacu, Sorin. Manastirea Poiana Marului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017.

8 For Ukrainian art during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, see: Zholtovskyi, Pavlo M. Vkpaincoxuii
arcugonuc XVII-XVIII cm., Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1978; Idem. Xyooorcre sicumma na Vpaini e XVI-XVIIlicm.,
Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1983; Idem. Monymenmanvre manapcmeo na Yxpaini XVII-XVIII cm., Kyiv: Naukova
Dumka, 1988. For Ruthenian-Ukrainian icon art, see: Klosinska, Janina. Ikony. Krakow: Muzeum Narodowe w
Krakowie, 1973; Stepovyk, Dmytro. Icmopis ykpaincokoi ikonu X-XX cmonime. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1996,
Janocha, Michal. “Wplyw brzeskiej unii koscielnej na refleksjg o sztuce oraz ikonografig malarstwa cerkiewnego
w XVIIi XVII wieku. ”In Polska-Ukraina 1000 lat sgsiedztwa, Vol. 5, Miejsce i rola Kosciola greckokatolickiego
w kosciele powszechnym, edited by Stanislaw Stgpien. Przemysl: Poludniowo-Wschodni Instytut Naukowy w
Przemysu, 2000, 165-190; Stepovyk, Dmytro. Mucmeymeo ixonu. Pum, Bizanmis, Yxpaina. Kyiv: Naukova
Dumka, 2008; L'epoca_d oro delle icone Ucraine. XVI-XVIII secolo, edited by Giovanni Morello. Torino:
Umberto Allemandi & Co, 2010; Rizhova, Olga. “Ixonormc Kueso ITeuepcrroi naBpu kinms X VII mouatky
XIX cromitTs. OcobnuBocTi GopMyBaHHS Ta PO3BUTKY CTHIIO i iKOHOTpadii.”
In Al'manakh Kul'tura i Suchasnist 1 (2014): 141-150; Eadem. Ixononuc y xyoodxcniu kynomypi Kuiscokoi kinyi
XVII-XVIIcmonimv: Monoepaghia. Kyiv: Vydavnycho-polihrafichnyy tsentr “Kyyivs'kyy universytet”, 2020.
For the definition of religious art specifically destined for the Orthodox and Greek-Catholic population in the
Polish-Lithuanian Republic and its proper terminology (Ukrainian vs. Carpathian icons), see: Himka, John-Paul.
“Episodes in the Historiography of the Ukrainian Icon.” Journal of Ukrainian Studies 29 (2004), 1: 149-167.

9 Cocora, Gabriel and Constantinescu, Horia. “Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXIII (1964): 466—500; Cocora,
Gabriel. “Manastirea Poiana Marului.” In Mandstiri din eparhia Buzdaului. Vetre de cultura si trdire romdneascd,
edited by Antionie Pldmadeala. Buzdu: Episcopia Buzaului si a Vrancei, 1987; Mihail, Paul. “Schitul Poiana
Marului, un centru ortodox carturaresc.” In Spiritualitate si istorie la Intorsura Buzaului, 1, edited by Antonie
Plamadeald. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului si a Vrancei, 1983, 355-384.

10 Pavel, Lelia. Bisericile de lemn din Judetul Vrancea. Focsani: Pallas, 2005; Geacu, Sorin. Mandastirea Poiana
Marului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017.
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More recently, the scriptorium in Poiana Marului has been reevaluated, ' revealing new information
on book circulation and the reading horizon of the monks in Abbot Vasile’s community. Nevertheless,
the artistic patrimony preserved in PM and the hermitages from which the spiritual movement led by
Abbot Vasile and his followers radiated remains virtually unknown. The fieldwork I carried out as
part of the Ricontrans project in 20202023 has enabled me to document this phenomenon and reach

several conclusions.”?

The iconostases. A new visual language

The oldest church in PM — the “Russians’ church”, as it was known — is dedicated to the Nativity of the
Virgin Mary. It was founded in 1776 by Abbot Teodosie, after Abbot Vasile’s first church burned down
in 1771. The later church preserves an iconostasis made in a Kyiv workshop.” (fig. 1) It was attributed
to the Kyivan environment thanks to a now missing document belonging to the National Institute of
Heritage archive in Bucharest. Nevertheless, the attribution is too vague: the iconostasis could have
been made in the painting workshop at Pechersk Lavra, or in another workshop in Kyiv, or the monks
there could have intervened to satisfy a request from the hermitage in the Buzau Mountains. We do not

have any information in this regard, though stylistic data do support the attribution to Kyivan origins.

The Baroque traits of the iconostases that came from artistic centres in the territory of present-day
Ukraine have already been exhaustively researched. The set of common features in architectural
structure, colour palette and decorative repertoire make it possible for the iconostasis at PM to be
placed within the Baroque tradition. In comparison to other art of its kind in Wallachia, this iconostasis

represents something entirely new:" it is very richly decorated, has tiers of different heights, and a

11 Mutalap, Daniar. “Contribution privind scriptoriul de la Poiana Marului. Copisti si manuscrise.” In Zamfirei
Mihail Omagiu, edited by Lia Brad Chisacof, Simona Nicolae, Catalina Vatasescu. Cluj-Napoca: Scriptor &
Mega, 2024, 726-758.

12 I am grateful for this to Ana Dumitran (Museikon Departament, National Museum of the Union, Alba Iulia), for
inviting me to be part of the Ricontrans Project research team and for leading all field research so excellently.
I thank her once again for the opportunity she offered me to research this chapter in Premodern Romanian Art
History.

13 Geacu, Sorin. Mdndstirea Poiana Mdarului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017, 71. Geacu refers to a document (the
church’s inventory) preserved in the archive of Focsani Archpresbyterate, in Vrancea county. The inventory
repeats the information from a description of the monument in the file preserved in the National Heritage In-
stitute’s archive (INP) mentioned by Geacu. In 2022, when I consulted INP fonds related to Poiana Marului, I

did not find this file.

14 Olianina, Svitlana. Vxpaiucexuii ixonocmac: cumgoniuna cmpykmypa ma ixononozis. Kyiv: ArtEk, 2019 is the
most complete monography on this subject matter.

15 For iconostases in Wallachia, see: Dumitrescu, Florentina. “Trasaturi specifice ale sculpturii in lemn branco-
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projecting central section. The canopy has a broken arch surmounting the central part. The icons are
framed by high bas-relief, with distinct Rococo elements for each tier. These belong to the late stage in
the evolution of Ukrainian iconostases during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, when Classical
language details interfere with existing Baroque and Rococo elements. This is the case in PM, with the
grooved colonettes that separate the icons, as well as with the frieze cornices horizontally separating
the icon tiers.

The iconostasis in PM church also introduces iconographic elements that are new to Romanian space.
It has Prothesis Doors with the same structure as the areas dedicated to the Royal Icons. As a result,
four new painted panels are added: Saint Archangels Michael and Gabriel (in the upper tier) and scenes
with the miracles they worked (in the lower tier, at the base of the iconostasis). Above the Royal Doors
are icons with the Last Supper and the Mandylion."® The panels below the royal tier display various

scenes related to the topic in the icons surmounting them.

Inscriptions play an important aesthetic role in the composition of the PM iconostasis. The entablements
separating the tiers of icons contain texts related to the image represented there: they either bear the
saints’ names (the names of the apostles above the Deisis tier), or a liturgical text (above the Royal
tier, with the troparion of saints represented there). Besides these, the iconostasis in PM also has
several inscriptions with historical data. Under the icon of Jesus Christ we read: “Iconostasis 1777/
Hieroschemamonk Matei, with his brother” [“CIA KATAIIETBCMA 1777/ IEPOCXMMONXA

venesti.” In Pagini de veche artd romaneasca. Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 1972, Vol. II: 259-304;
Eadem. “Sculptura in lemn brancoveneasca.” In Pagini de veche artd romdneasca. Bucharest: Editura Academiei
Romane, 1974, Vol. 1I1: 9-145; Costea, Constanta. “Iconostasul.” In Stavropoleos. Ortodoxie, artd, comuni-
tate., edited by Protos. Iustin Marchis. Bucharest: Fundatia Stavropoleos & Ed. Meridiane, 2002, 61-82; Ene,
loana. Icoane brdncovenesti si post-brancovenesti din judetul Vilcea (1680—1730). Studiu si catalog. Ramnicu
Valcea: Muzeul judetean Aurel Sacerdoteanu Valcea & Offsetcolor, 2011; Vaetisi, Atanasia. “Date noi despre
trei iconostase brancovenesti si icoanele lor. Bizant, Orient si Occident in cateva ctitorii bucurestene in primele
decenii ale secolului al XVIII-lea.” In Traditie si noutate in cultura si spiritualitatea epocii brdncovenesti,
edited by Stefan Zara. Praxis: Rdmnicu-Valcea, 2016, 112-235; Vaetisi, Atanasia. “Preliminaries to a history
of Bucharest iconostasis of 18"-19'" Centuries.” Museikon 1 (2017): 123-136; Cojocaru, Cristina, Elisabeta Ne-
grau, Sultana-Ruxandra Polizu and Atanasia Vaetisi. Iconostase din Bucuresti. Secolele XVII-XIX. Bucharest:
Cuvantul Vietii, 2017; Negréu, Elisabeta. “The Evolution of the Iconostasis in Wallachia in the 16th century.” In
Byzantine Heritages in South-Eastern Europe in the Middle Ages and Early Modern Period, edited by Andrei
Timotin, Srdan Pirivatri¢, and Oana Iacubovschi. 2022, Vol. XI: 269-302.

16 During the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries, such “liturgical” themes (the Last Supper, the Holy Trinity
at Mamre, and the Mandylion) spread in iconostasis art in the Balkans. Marghirita Kuyumdzhieva recalls two
early copies in Greece that include the Mandylion. Nevertheless, the combination of the two, the Last Supper
and the Mandylion, is a Ukrainian import to Romanian space. Kuyumdzhieva, Marghirita. “Revisiting a Hy-
pothesis: Abraham’s Hospitality as Icon Above the Doors of the Late Medieval Iconostasis.” In Marginalia. Art
Readings 2018, edited by Ivanka Gergova and Elisaveta Moussakova. Sofia, 2019, Vol. I: 191-205, see 195-196.
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MABIA Z BPATI ET'0”]." Matei governed PM between 1774-1799, and supervised the reconstruction
of the hermitage after a fire in 1771. The fact that the iconostasis was commissioned by him is
confirmed by a cardboard label applied to the wooden countertop in the 1960s, reading: 1777 Abbot
Matei Rusu [“1777 Staretul Matei Rusu”]. This label mentions a well-known tradition in the monastery,
according to which the iconostasis was made with the abbot’s contribution, and that he was Russian

(or Malorussian), i.e. of the same origin as the hermits who had accompanied Vasile.

The inscription beneath the icon of the Virgin Mary reads: “This saint icon was made at the expenses
of God’s servant, the schemamonk Macarius from Bucharest” [“S-au facut aceastd sfanta icoana
cu cheltuiala robului lui (i) D[u]mne[e]zeu Macarie schimona[h] ot Bucure[st](i)”’]. The icon of St.
Nicholas bears the painter’s signature: “/791 ABI'XCTA/ OEODPAHB”, most likely recording the year
when the painting of the icons was finished. The panel at the basis of the north deacon’s door bears
another inscription synthesizing the scene represented there: the meeting between the angel and Balaam
(Numbers 22:21-34), followed by the year 1776. This is the earliest year recorded on the iconostasis,
which we can thus date between 1776 and 1791. (fig. 2)

The iconographic program is arranged in six tiers: the cropped silhouettes of the Virgin Mary and
St. John the Evangelist are placed on either side of the cross, on the canopy, while St. Joseph and St.
Nicodemus appear on the lateral parts of the curved cornice. On their tier, the prophets are grouped
in pairs and painted on panels with golden frames. Two of them are detached, with the rest forming
part of the canopy, below the cross, where the Mother of God is represented praying in the centre. The
tier dedicated to the apostles is taller than the other two above and below it. The apostles are rendered
standing — they are in pairs, as are the feasts represented on each panel, in an unusual association and
arrangement that follows neither the order of the liturgical year nor that of the gospels. From left to right,
they are: the Nativity of the Virgin and the Dormition of the Mother of God; the Transfiguration and
the Descent of the Holy Spirit; the Ascension and the Resurrection of Christ; the Entry into Jerusalem
and the Annunciation; the Presentation of Christ in the temple and the Baptism; the Adoration of the
Magi and the Presentation in the temple of the Mother of God.

17 The inscription is barely legible. It was misread in the past as follows: “... Ia una... catapeteasma 1777... leremia
Monaha... zbrateiu.” Pavel, Lelia. Bisericile de lemn din Vrancea. Focsani: Pallas, 2005, 131, repeated in Geacu,
Sorin. Manastirea Poiana Marului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017, 71. The title “hieroschimonk” was confused
with “leremia monk”, and the name Matei was not mentioned.
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The iconographic models for the above depictions are found on the 1760-1762 iconostasis of St.
Theodosius cave church at the Far Caves Lavra."® The Pechersk Lavra school of painting created its own
artistic tradition and defined a fixed style for over a century. Under the influence of European painting
and engraving, it established new compositional patterns, different from the traditional Byzantine ones.
These served as models not only for Kyiv and its surroundings, but also for distant territories such as

Serbia, Bulgaria, and Hungary.”

The feast icons at PM have golden frames sculpted in relief, which are emphasized by the red background
of the iconostasis. Above the Royal Doors are the Last Supper and the Mandylion, in golden frames of
different shapes. This iconographic option was typical of the iconostases in the Carpathians area from
the seventeenth century onwards. As a counterpoint to the ornamental richness of the Baroque, the
entablements surmounting the icon tiers are treated in a Neoclassical style, with cornices and architraves
with plain mouldings. The columns and colonettes are treated in marbled chromatic, emphasizing the
dynamism of the whole assembly. Those on the upper tiers ones are plain, whereas those framing the
Royal Icons are grooved. The Royal Doors are decorated with the sun-with-rays pattern, with clouds
and roses - themes present in the decorative repertoire of the Kyivan workshops. In the centre is the
dove, symbolising the Holy Spirit. The medallions with the Annunciation and the four evangelists on
the Royal Doors are also richly framed, and the rose motif (in various colours, shapes and sizes) is
present over the whole openwork surface of the panel, executed in high relief Baroque style. The six
panels below the icons complete the iconographic program, rendering scenes in the following order: the
Appearance of St. Nicholas to Emperor Constantine in a Dream (placed under the icon of St. Nicholas
signed by Teofan); the Meeting between the Angel of the Lord and Balaam, on the north deacon door,
where the Archangel Michael is represented. Jacob’s Ladder is painted under the icon of the Mother
of God, and Jesus with the Samaritan woman at the fountain under the icon of Jesus Christ. The south
deacon door has a depiction of a miracle by the Archangel Gabriel. On the panel under the patron icon
are Saints Joachim and Anne, in the scene known in the Kyivan area as “The Conception of Mary”:

the Virgin’s parents are holding two stems that unite into one flower, from which Mary arises.

In her monography dedicated to Ukrainian iconostases, Svitlana Olyanina shows that the sculpted
ornamentation and architectural structure of these masterpieces bear as much meaning as the iconographic

program. This aspect, which is also evident at PM, is increasingly being considered in contemporary

18 Analyzed by Olga Rizhova in her monograph. See Rizhova, Olga. Ikoronuic y xydooscuiii kynemypi Kuigcoxoi
kinyi XVII-XVIII cmonimv: Monoepagpia. Kyiv: Vydavnycho-polihrafichnyy tsentr “Kyyivs'kyy universitet”,
2020, 318-313.

19 Eadem, 394-395.
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research.”’ The architectural and decorative framework of the iconostasis, dating from 1776-1779, !
turns out to be a tool with numerous historical and cultural significations. Aspects related to shape,

style and iconography open up the possibility of exploring it as a historical source.?

In this regard, attention is drawn to the richly decorated frames surrounding the icons. Olyanina shows
that the new shape of the Ukrainian iconostases made from the seventeenth century onwards may
have common roots with their Greek and Balkan counterparts as concerns their rich ornamentation
and wish to cover the entire surface with decorations. Yet at the same time, they have a new element
absent from Greek tradition: the idea of the religious image being placed within frames. The presence
of frames, borders, and the emphasis on the framework highlighting the icon’s value all come from the
artistic universe of the Renaissance. This function of the Renaissance-type framework is taken over
in the iconostases’ plastic language, where each icon receives its own frame. Olyanina also refers to
a pair of contemporary iconostases: the one in Friday Church in Lviv, and that in Protatos Cathedral
on Mount Athos. She shows that while the iconostasis in Athos was conceived of as a fagade for the
building and designed accordingly, the Ukrainian iconostasis is influenced by Latin rather than Greek
tradition. Even if it, too, is not entirely unrelated to the building’s fagcade architecture, as it has typical
architectural shapes (such as columns, cornices, consoles, and a gateway), the new language of the
Ukrainian iconostases equally suggests an interpretation related to the problematics of the painted image’s
framework. This phenomenon began in Western art with the Renaissance: the role of a sculpted, boldly
protruding framework implies that its plastic presences are in competition with the icons, referring to
what Olianina calls “a cultural phenomenon that highlights a symbol”. Their symbolism is related to
the “Garden of Eden” theme as an image of the Kingdom of Heaven. Beginning in the second half of
the seventeenth century, Ukrainian iconostases began to assume an ascending form, growing taller in
their central section and leading the view towards the altar’s axis. In the Ukrainian researcher’s opinion,
this reflects a series of ideas spread within the theological exegesis of that time, concerning heaven as

a mountain topped with a flower garden.”

20 Zvezdina, Yu. N. “PacmumensHuiii 0exop no3onux uxonocmacosg”. In Ukornocmac. Ilpoucxoocoenue. Pazsumiie.
Cumeonuxa edited by Aleksey Lidov, Moscow: Progress-Traditsiya, 2000, 651-669; Tarasov, Oleg. Pama u
obpas. Pumopuka oopamnenus 6 pycckom uckyccmee. Moscow: Progress-Traditsiya, 2007; Milayeva, L.S.
Lepxea Cnaco-Ilpeobpasicenns i noemuxa ykpaincokoeo 6apoko. Kyiv: Rodovid, 2010, 9-19.

21 According to the three years that were inscribed on the iconostasis: 1776 (the panel at the base of St. Nicholas’s
icon), 1777 (in the donator’s inscription) and 1791 (in the painter’s name inscription).
22 Olianina, Svitlana. Vxpaincexuii ikonocmac: cumgoniyna cmpykmypa ma ixononoeis. Kyiv: ArtEk, 2019, 12.
23 See Olianina, Svitlana. “IkonocTac six 00pa3 paiicekoro cany.” Kul'turolohichna dumka 16 (2019): 36—45.
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All these plastic elements and symbolic significations were new for churches in Wallachia. Prior
to that moment, the iconostases in the south of Wallachia were similar to all those in the Balkans.
“Russian” iconostases only existed in Northern Moldavia, ** but did not have an impact on artistic

demand in Wallachia.

In the case of the modest wooden church in PM, we cannot infer that there may have been a connection
or some correspondence with the architecture, nor can we assume that, when its iconostasis was
commissioned, there may have been a programmatic assumption of a symbolic dimension. In this
case, what functioned was a mere phenomenon whereby artistic forms were imported along with their
symbolic significations. And this happened thanks to the spiritual connections between the monks who
founded the hermitage in Buzau Mountains and the artistic centre in Kyiv at the time. Nevertheless,
it was precisely these spiritual connections that turned PM into an artistic centre from which a new

artistic language and a new visual culture began to spread.

The iconostasis at PM is the beginning of a series. In the monasteries and hermitages in the Buzau
Mountains associated with Abbot Vasile’s hermitage, there are icons that took over the Baroque

compositional principle or elements of its decorative and iconographic repertoire.

The first in this series also comes from PM: it is the iconostasis in All Saints’ Church (henceforth
referred to as PM II), founded in 1810-1812. Its decorative repertoire brings together Baroque and
Neoclassical elements: eggs and denticles, stems and roses, flower vases and grooved colonettes. It has
a powerfully protruding vegetal decoration displaced in a projecting section. Just as in the case of PM
L, the tiers are of different sizes. The festal icons have oval frames and render the following, in this
order: the Nativity of the Mother of God; the Presentation of the Mother of God; the Birth of Jesus; the
Baptism; the Presentation in the Temple; the Anunciation; the Entry in Jerusalem; the Resurrection;
the Ascension of the Lord; the Descent of the Holy Spirit; the Transfiguration; the Dormition of the
Mother of God. (fig. 3) They have Slavonic title inscriptions and Baroque style painting treatment,
with dynamic, diagonally built compositions showing characters in whirling garments, and interiors

displaying Baroque and Neoclassical elements.

24 Panoiu, Andrei. Mobilierul vechi romanesc. Bucharest: Meridiane, 1975, 19-22; Sabados, Marina Ileana.
“L’iconostase de Moldovita: un repére dans I’évolution de I'iconostase moldave.” Series Byzantina V1 (2008):
27-44; Sabados, Marina Ileana. “Sculptura in lemn din Moldova.” In Arta din Romdnia. Din preistorie in
contemporaneitate, edited by Razvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb. Bucharest/Cluj Napoca: Editura Acad-
emiei Roméane/Editura Mega, 2018, Vol. IT: 66—68 and Sabados, Marina Ileana. “Pictura murala si icoanele din
Moldova in secolul XVIIL.” In Idem, 69-75.
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The panels beneath the Royal Icons bear witness to a purer Kyivan style than those in the upper tiers,
either because they were made by somebody else, or because they did not undergo any repainting that

could have modified their original pictorial style.

The demand for art at PM functioned as a pattern for several neighbouring hermitages, as they were
rebuilt and reactivated with the contribution of the abbots who belonged to Pious Vasile’s community.
The hermitage at Dalhauti was rebuilt in 1780 with the help of Abbot Matei from PM and populated
with monks from there. Others from PM were moved to Ciolanu in 1764, to reactivate the monastery
that had been deserted in the middle of the eighteenth century.” In 1819, on the initiative of Abbot
Teodosie from PM, nuns from Bontesti were moved to Cotesti hermitage. By the middle of the eighteenth
century Bontesti lay deserted, so Abbot Vasile placed a community of nuns there.”® Gavanu hermitage
was rebuilt in 1828 with the contribution of Archimandrite Elisei from PM, while Rogozu hermitage

was reconstructed in 1830 and then submitted to PM.”’

The iconostases installed during the 1820s and 1830s at PM II, Délhauti (fig. 4), Ciolanu and Gavanu
(fig. 5) continued to function as models in the second half of the nineteenth century. Masters and local
workshops took over the decorative elements, compositional solutions and iconographic themes that
spread throughout the whole south-eastern area. This new type of iconostasis may be associated with
the artistic production of monastic and bishopric painting schools, which lent a stylistic identity to

ecclesiastic art in the Romanian Principalities during the nineteenth century.”®

Unique iconographic themes and their spread from PM

There are several iconographic themes that entered and spread from the Buzau Mountains in the early

25 Lupu, Emil. Ctitori si ctitorii la curbura Carpatilor in veacurile XIV-XVIII. Tasi: Doxologia, 2011, 157.

26 Ibid.

27 Cocora, Gabriel and Constantinescu, Horia. “Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXIII (1964): 486—48S.

28 For the monastic and eparchial painting schools, see Georgescu, [.L. and [Stanciu], Roman Ialomiteanul.
“Zugravul Nicolae Polcovnicul la Manastirile Cernica si Pasarea.” Biserica Ortodoxa Romana XCI (1973):
1290-1294; Torgulescu, Basil. “Pitarul Nicolae Teodorescu si Scoala de picturd din Buzau.” Literatura si Arta
Romdna V (1900-1901): 366-367; Cojocaru, Cristina. “Pictura religioasa din Tara Romaneasca in secolul XIX.”
In Arta din Romdnia din preistorie in contemporaneitate edited by Razvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb.
Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 2018, Vol. I1: 226-231, and most recently Vaetisi, Atanasia. “Monastic
Schools of Painting in the Romanian Principalities (End of 18" Century — Middle of 19" Century) and the Role
of the Russian Icon in their Stylistic and Iconographic Approaches.” Paper at Ricontrans hands-on Workshop
“Religious art, visual culture and collective identities in Central and South-Eastern Europe (16th— early 20th
century)”, Alba Iulia, 20-23 June 2023, unpublished.
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decades of the nineteenth century, with artistic demand from PM hermitage as their common source.
From the mid-nineteenth century onwards, their dissemination can also be traced beyond this area, along
monastic circulation routes to the West (in the painting schools at Cernica and Calddrusani monasteries,
and at Ramnic Bishopric), as well as to the East (in monasteries integrated into the Paisian movement,

and in the painting schools at Neamt and Secu).

This circulation of iconographic motifs can be seen both on the routes that marked the relationships

between monasteries and in the circumstances surrounding the artistic formation of painter-monks.
Jesus Christ as an archpriest with orb with landscape

In the Royal tier at PM I, Jesus Christ and the Mother of God are rendered standing, with the set of
attributes typical of monarchic iconography: the crowns, sceptre and orb. From a stylistic point of view,
the icons present features that refer to the artistic milieu of the Carpathian, Ruthenian-Ukrainian icon,
as regards physiognomy, the decorative treatment of the garments, the presence of angel-putti heads
between the clouds, and the halo painted as a disc made of different sizes rays.?” Besides, we can notice

one special detail: the orb in the hand of Jesus Christ has a landscape painted within it. (fig. 6)

This motif recalls the group of manuscripts of the Bible moralisée (or Bible Allégorisée) made in
France in the thirteenth century, ** with Jesus as the architect of the universe. Jesus holds a compass
in one hand and an orb in the other, rendering the amorphous matter that is to become the Earth. This
theme is widespread in Salvator Mundi type Renaissance paintings, where the orb appears in different
shapes, including metallic spheres, transparent glass, or terrestrial globes. In Flemish art, the orb

adopts local landscape elements from everyday reality.”! This European visual culture was familiar to

29 See above, note 8.

30 “God as architect of the world”, with compass, in the manuscripts at the Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek,
Codex Vindobonensis 2554 (1220-1226) and Codex Vindobonensis 1179 (1220-1230). Here, Jesus sits on
the throne and holds the orb in one hand. The orb displays the amorphous matter that is to become Earth. In
the Bible of Toledo, He is enthroned. For more examples and their iconographic analysis, see Lowden, John.
The Making of the Bibles Moralisées. 1. The Manuscripts. Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press,
2000, passim.

31 Gottlieb, Carla. “The Mystical Window in Paintings of the Salvator Mundi.” Gazette des Beaux-Arts 56 (1960):
313-332; Bialostocki, Jan. “The Eye and the Window.” In Festschrift fiir Gert von der Osten, edited by Herbert
von Einem and Rudolf Hillebrecht. Kéln: Verlag M. Du Mont Schauberg 1970, 159-176; Gottlieb, Carla. “The
Window in the Eye and Globe.” The Art Bulletin LVII (1975), 559-560. Picht, Otto. “Der Salvator Mundi
des Turiner Stundesbuches.” In Florilegium in honorem Carl Nordenfalk octogenarii contextum, edited by
Per Bjurstrom, Nils-Goéran Hokby and Florentine Miitherich. Stockholm: Nationalmuseum, 1987, 181-190;
Lanuszka, Magdalena. “Salvator Mundi: a late-gothic canvas from Cracow after a lost Early-Netherlandish
painting. A suggested new dating and possible identification of the donor.” Folia Historica Cracoviensia 23
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those in the painting workshop in Pechersk Lavra, where the theme was assimilated and adapted to
icon-specific language. Portfolios with drawings made by pupils and teachers at the Pechersk Lavra
workshop — bearing witness to the process of painting instruction at one of the oldest art schools in
Eastern Europe — contain sketches and drawings that include the theme of Jesus with the Orb in His
Hand, ** featuring orbs with landscape details. The apprentices at Kyiv Pechersk Lavra were familiar
with European painting and engraving, as their educational system was grounded in reproducing works

from Western European albums.

We do not have data to confirm that painter Teofan from PM was ever an apprentice at the renowned
Kyivan workshop, but painting handbooks may have played a role in the circulation of this motif.
Furthermore, painter Teofan may have been the apprentice of another master taught at Pechersk Lavra.
There was such a case in Wallachia in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. Teofan could
have worked together with a master who had studied in Kyiv, such as Grigore Popovici, ** a remarkable

representative of the Western movement in Romanian painting.

In 1812, when the second church at the monastery in PM was built, the community still included many
“Russian” monks.* The Royal Icons of the iconostasis in All Saints Church are also rendered here in
the “royal type”, with crowns on their heads. Jesus Christ, Emperor of Emperors, with sceptre and orb,

is nevertheless no longer represented standing, as in the icon in PM I, but enthroned. (fig. 7) This is an

(2017), 2: 241-276; See also: https:/artmirrorsart.wordpress.com/2017/04/09/mirror-spheres-or-adventures-of-
globus-cruciger-in-flanders/ (27.02.2024).

32 Zholtovskyi, Pavlo M. Mamonxu Kieso naspckoi ikononuchoi maucmepni, Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1982, 194
(cat. 1211).

33 Grigorie Popovici never went to the painting school in Pechersk Lavra, but his works include stylistic elements
and iconographic details belonging to the Kyivan school. Popovici was his follower, and he painted together with
Jovan Cetirevié Grabovan, an Aromanian painter who came from Albania, and who is known to have been in
contact with the painting school in Pechersk Lavra between 1746-1750. After this, in 1766, Grigorie Popovici
became his apprentice. Elements of Western Baroque and European engraving entered the icon paintings in the
Wallachian monastic environment through Popovici and the icons he painted for Cernica Monastery (1800—-1802).
See Kuéekovi¢, Aleksandra. “Jovan Cetirevi¢ Grabovan — an 18°—Century Itinerant Orthodox Painter. Some
Ethnic and Artistic Considerations.” In Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Art: Crossing Borders. Art Readings,
edited by Emmanuel Moutafov and Ida Toth. Sofia, 2018, Vol. I: 362-363; Eadem. “Painters Jovan Cetirevié
Grabovan and Grigorije Popovi¢. Addenda to the Biographies of the Master and the Apprentice.” Saopstenja LI
(2020): 138-152; Eadem. “Epmunmuja Cnuka PajoBana Uetnpesuha I'paboBana. 3ammcu u nprexu (Hermeneia
of the Painter Jovan Cetirevi¢ Grabovan. Records and Drawings).” 3MCJIV/Matica Srpska Journal for Fine Arts
49 (2021): 60-83. See also Cojocaru, Cristina. “The Painter Grigorie Popovici and His Master Jovan. Contacts
Between East and West During the Second Half of the 18" Century.” Museikon 5 (2021): 249-316.

34 The Russian presence is attested until mid-19" century. See Archive of the Metropolis of Ungro-Wallachia, File
5586/[1841-1850], ff. 76—78: Data requested from all the monasteries for the number and name of the monks
and nuns, also of the brothers and sisters who are living in each of them. 68 monks were living at PM in 1850,
of whom 47 were from Russia, as was the abbot.
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iconographic type developed in Russia from the end of the seventeenth century onwards. The Cathedral
of the Archangel in the Moscow Kremlin has examples of this theme dating back to 1680. From the
imperial capital, the pattern spread to provincial workshops, where it became extremely popular and
remained in use until the late nineteenth century. In the PM Il icon, the orb held by the hand of Jesus has
the type of landscape evocative of “the days of Genesis”. This is the type that spread in the hermitages
and parochial churches in the Buzdu Mountains: Jesus enthroned, with garments recalling both the
Byzantine sakkos, and his cloak as Salvator Mundi from Occidental painting, slightly raising the leg
that supports the orb. The same depiction appears in the iconostases in Gavanu (1828) and Rogozu
(1830) hermitages, both of which were rebuilt in the decades that followed its usage in PM II, with the
help of the abbots in PM (fig. 8). They show us that a prototype had already been created, and that its
circulation was made possible by painters and local demands. The theme reached parochial churches, as
is attested in an icon preserved in Buzau and another in storage at the Vrancea Archbishopric Museum,

where icons collected from parishes are kept. Some copies also remain in situ in rural churches.

During the same period, in the third decade of the nineteenth century, the painter Nicolae Teodorescu
Pitarul® painted the iconostasis for the Church of the Holy Apostles at Ciolanu Monastery.*® The “orb
with landscape” motif was used for the icon of Jesus Christ, though neither the “standing” nor the
“enthroned” typology in PM I and PM II respectively. As he was a school painter, teacher and initiator
of a new painting style, Teodorescu created a new type: Jesus rendered three-quarters, without a crown
on his head. Via the same artist, the theme and its corresponding iconographic detail also began to be
adopted by painter-monks at monasteries and bishopric painting schools who were active in the mid-

nineteenth century.

Before he became leader of the painting school at Buzdu, opened in 1836 with the support of Bishop
Chesarie, Nicolae Teodorescu “had learned the art of painting in Caldarusani”, ¥’ as his biographers
tells us. By the end of the eighteenth century, the monastery there — in Ilfov county, near Bucharest
— had a painting school functioning around a painter whom tradition records under the name of Ivan
the Russian. This is where Nicolae Teodorescu arrived in 1804 and learned a new “Russian” painting

technique, in addition to what he gained from the models in the painting handbooks circulating in the

35 Sandulescu-Verna, Constantin. “Zugravii de la Buzau.” Ingerul X (1937): 4; Torgulescu, Basil. “Pitarul Nicolae
Teodorescu si Scoala de picturd din Buzau.” Literatura si Arta Romanda V (1900-1901): 366-367.

36 Norocel, Epifanie. Mandastirea Ciolanu. Buzau: Episcopia Buzdului si a Vrancei, 1986, 40. The icons are pre-
served in the monastery’s museum. In the church there is a second set of Royal Icons, painted by Gheorghe
Tattarescu in 1886.

37 Iorgulescu, Basil. “Pitarul Nicolae Teodorescu si Scoala de pictura din Buzau.” Literatura si Arta Romana V
(1900-1901): 224.
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monastery.”® The manual by Dionysios of Fourna had been translated into Romanian at Caldarusani in
1808, for the use of painters working there.”” Another student at the school was Evghenie Lazar, who
painted the icons for the iconostasis in the main monastery church of St. Dimitrie between 1853 and
1855.4° The original structure is no longer in position: the upper section is on display in the monastery
museum, and, in 1965, the two Royal Icons were displayed in the funeral chapel of St. John the
Evangelist. That is where the icon of Jesus Christ is still to be seen, with the Saviour standing, floating
on the clouds and surrounded by heads of putti (just as in the icon at PM I), one hand holding an orb
covered in a landscape of mountains, waters, and skylights from the fourth day of Genesis. (fig. 9) In
elaborating this composition, Evghenie Lazar was influenced by the compositional solutions at PM L. T
do not exclude the possibility of him having known the iconostasis there, as Caldarusani owned lands
and cloisters in Buzau county.” Furthermore, it is possible that a now lost painting handbook led to
dissemination of the theme, through painter Ivan Rusu (the Russian) and his apprentices. As founder
of the painting school in Caldarusani, Rusu worked (and died) in the area, while painting the church at

Unguriu in Magura province, which is a metochion of Céldarusani Monastery.*

Earlier on, in 1840, the “orb with landscape” theme was also used by Gherontie Gheorghe, a painter
active in the Valcea area, in the icon of Jesus Christ he made for the iconostasis in the Church of the

Dormition of Mother of God at Dintr-un lemn Monastery in Valcea County (fig. 10).”

38 Nicolae Teodorescu himself copied a now lost painting handbook. Grecu, Vasile. “Versiunile romanesti ale
Erminiilor de picturd bizantind.” Codrii Cosminului 1 (1924): 117. In his will, he wrote that he “had worked
with drawings”. It has been proved that the painters from painting schools at Cernica and Caldarusani generally
used such painting handbooks. See Grecu, Vasile. “Versiunile romanesti ale Erminiilor de picturd bizantina.”
Codrii Cosminului I (1924): 105-174.

39 Grecu, Vasile. “Manualul de pictura a lui Dionisie din Furna in romaneste.” Codrii Cosminului VII (1931-1932):
49-59; Grecu, Vasile. Carti de pictura bisericeasca bizantina. Introducere si editie critica a versiunilor ro-
mdnesti, atdt dupd redactiunea lui Dionisie din Furna, tradusd la 1805 de Arhimandritul Macarie, cdt si dupd
alte redactiuni mai vechi, traduceri anonime. Cernauti: Tipografia «Glasul Bucovinei», 1936.

40 Sabados, Marina and Stroe, Aurelian. “Zugravul Evghenie Lazar de la Caldarusani in documente inedite.” Bule-
tinul Comisiei Monumentelor XVIII (2007): 68—74; Cristea, Gherasim. Istoricul Sfintei Manastiri Caldarusani.
Rémnicu-Valcea: Editura Sf. Episcopii a Rdmnicului, 1997, 24. Nevertheless, it was replaced, and the upper part
was taken to the monastery’s museum. In 1965, two of the Royal Icons were mounted in the church’s cemetery.

41 Lupu, Emil. Ctitorii si ctitori la Curbura Carpatilor in veacurile XIV-XVIII. Tasi: Doxologia, 2011, 153; Cristea,
Gherasim. Istoricul Sfintei Mandstiri Caldarusani. Ramnicu Valcea: Editura Sfintei Episcopii a Rdmnicului,
1996, 34; 93; 97-102.

42 lorgulescu, Basil. “Pitarul Nicolae Teodorescu si Scoala de pictura din Buzdu.” Literatura si Arta Romana V
(1900-1901): 224.

43 Bratulescu, Victor. “Zugravul cantaret Gheorghe Gherontie.” Mitropolia Olteniei XIV (1962): 23-32; Bulat,
LG.. “Un staret vestit al Manastirii Hurezi: Hrisant Penetis (10 oct. 183230 mart. 1852).” Mitropolia Olteniei
XIV (1962): 434-448; Fuioaga, Tecla and Barac, Teodosia. Monografia Manastirii Dintr-un lemn. Targu Jiu:
Maiastra, 2009, 79-82; 279 (il.).
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From his biography and thanks to his annotations on a painting handbook, * we learn that painter and
miniaturist Gherontie Gheorghe arrived in Bucharest in 1844 and travelled to the surrounding monasteries.
We are also informed that he had connections with hierarchs of Ramnic who came from Céldarusani,
such as the former Abbot Filaret” or St. Bishop Calinic. Gherontie was thus familiar with the artistic
environment at Caldarusani Monastery, and could have learnt of the theme from the painting handbook
there. As he had a free approach, painter Gheorghe created an original composition. Rather than repeating
the landscape of Genesis days, as represented in the models in the Buzau area, he followed Flemish
painters in introducing a scene familiar to him from everyday life. The orb held in Jesus’s hand at Dintr-un
lemn Monastery combines the orb with stars theme with a landscape rendering a proskinitar at Valcea
monasteries. Gherontie Gheorghe may have seen the “with stars” type in at least two icons that survive
to this day in Bucharest churches: in the Chapel of St. George at the Metropolitan Church (1723) and at
Stavropoleos Monastery (c. 1733). The monastery proskinitar was a theme very well known to Gherontie
Gheorghe. The fresco in All Saints’ Chapel at Cozia Monastery (in Valcea county) shows an Athonite
proskinitar, as does the porch in Church of the Dormition of Mother of God at Polovragi Monastery
(Valcea County). Gherontie Gheorghe was a monk at Cozia and knew the paintings in Valcea monasteries.
It was there that he borrowed the composition with Mount Athos monastery topography and applied it to
the monasteries in the south of Oltenia he was familiar with. In 1830, Gherontie Gheorghe had already
painted such a topography. In Raport asupra catorva manastiri (1887) [Report on several monasteries),
the historian, archaeologist and epigraphist Grigorie Tocilescu describes a painting he had seen at
Bistrita Monastery. It was a scene rendering how boyar Barbu Craiovescu had entered the monastery,
with monasteries from Valcea county (Bistrita, Arnota and Papusa Hermitage) in the background, in a
composition that anticipated the topography in the Saviour’s orb at Dintr-un lemn.*® This is the endpoint
in a series that had begun with painter Teofan from PM I in 1791, and ended, according to the data we
have gathered so far, with Gherontie Gheorghe at Dintr-un lemn Monastery (1840) and Evghenie Lazir

at Caldarusani Monastery (1853), both of whom were monk-painters from monastic painting schools.

44 Ms. rom. BAR 2151: Erminia mestesugului zografii (1841-1842); [Ghenadie al RAmnicului]. Iconografia. Arta
de a zugravi templele si icoanele bisericesti. Bucharest: Tipografia Cartilor Bisericesti, 1891.

45 Endceanu, Ghenadie. “Mitropolia Ungro-Valahiei. Filaret I1.” Biserica Ortodoxa Romdna V (1881), 5: 314-327 and
V (1881), 7: 443—463; Zara, Stefan. “Filaret al Ramnicului si contributia sa la dezvoltarea traducerilor patristice
in limba romana.” https://revistaclipa.eu. I (posted feb. 5, 2020) and II (posted iun. 20, 2020). (15.08.2024).

46 The painting is signed by Gherontie Gheorghe: “Aceastd musama s-au scos dupd cea veche, prin osardia
Sfintiei sale Parintelui Cyr Gavriil Egumen Sf. M-re Bistrita. 1830/de Fratele Gheorghe/ zugrav ot Cozia/1830
octom(brie) 25” [This canavas was made after the old one, through the diligence of His Holiness Father Kir
Gavriil, Abbot of Bistrita Monastery. 1830/by Brother Gheorghe/ painter of Cozia/1830 October 25]. Raporturi
asupra cdtorva Mandstiri, Schituri si biserici din Tard prezentate Ministerului Cultelor si al Invéitamantului
public de Gr. G. Tocilescu Directorul Muzeului de Antichitati, Bucharest: Tipografia Academiei Romane 1887,
43-44. The painting described by Tocilescu is no longer preserved, but a 20 century copy of it is now to be
found in the pronaos of the church at Bistrita Monastery.
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The Coronation of the Virgin

Another iconographic theme that spread from the spiritual and artistic centre in PM through Wallachia

was the Coronation of the Virgin by the Trinity.

Besides the four Royal Icons on the iconostasis of Church of the Nativity of the Mother of God (PM
I), Teofan also painted an icon depicting the Coronation of the Virgin. (fig. 11) It is not signed, but the
attribution can be made without doubt, through analogies with the series of four icons on the iconostasis
at PM 1Y It was commissioned so as to be placed in front of the iconostasis for veneration, and is now
in the naos of All Saints Church.

The Coronation of the Virgin was a theme that entered Ukrainian iconography in the middle of the

seventeenth century, taken over from Western art through engravings.*

The icon at PM I shows the Virgin kneeling in the centre of the image, flanked by God the Father holding
an orb and His Son holding the cross. They are placing a crown on her head, with the Holy Spirit in
the shape of a dove above them. They all have halos made of lines like rays. This exact representation

is seen in the patterns notebooks from the painting school at Pechersk Lavra (fig. 12).%

The theme of the Coronation of the Virgin by the Trinity was present in Romanian space even prior to
this moment. It has been in Moldavia since the 16™ century, in the exterior painting of the Resurrection
of the Lord Church at Sucevita Monastery.” The theme appears in Wallachia as early as 1707, in the
exterior painting of the Trinity Church at Surpatele Monastery.”! At PM, however, it was not painted

as in the above cases on an exterior fresco, and is rendered in a different composition. The Virgin is

47 Geacu, Sorin. Mdanastirea Poiana Marului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017, 65 and Cocora, Gabriel and Horia
Constantinescu. “Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXIII (1964): 469 state that it dates from 1791, like the
icon of St. Nicholas on the iconostasis, which has a signature and the year 1791 inscribed on it. The icon is now
framed, preventing us from viewing its entire surface and any date inscribed on it.

48 For the patristic and apocryphal sources of the iconography and the theme’s presence in Western Art from the
earliest depictions of it (12 century Gothic sculpture), see Verdier, Philippe. Le Couronnement de la Vierge.
Les origines et les premiers développements d’un theme iconographique. Paris: Librairie J. Vrin, 1980. See
also Gonzalez, José Maria Salvador. “The iconography of The Coronation of the Virgin in late medieval Italian
painting. A case study.” Eikon / Imago 3 (2013): 1-48.

49 Zholtovskyi, Pavlo M. Manonxu Kieso naspckoi ikononuchoi maucmepni, Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1982, cat.

399.
50 Musicescu, M. A and Berza, M. Manastirea Sucevita. Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 1958, 88—89.
51 Iancovescu, loana. “Biserica Sfanta Tremie a Manastirii Surpatele.” In Repertoriul picturilor murale bran-

covenesti. I. Judetul Vilcea, edited by Corina Popa, loana Iancovescu, Vlad Bedros and Elisabeta Negrau.
Bucharest: UNArte, 2008, 300.
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kneeling, not standing, and the image is dominated by the figures who are crowning her: God the
Father and His Son.

The Coronation of the Virgin reached the artistic environment at Pechersk Lavra from Western art,
where it had begun to develop in the 12" and early 13" century, as a fulfilment of the doctrine and
iconography dedicated to the Assumption of the Virgin.** In Rhenish Renaissance painting there are
several paintings dating from the 15" century in which the orb, held in the hand of either Jesus or the
Father (as an attribute of the monarchy), also includes landscape elements.>* Once it reached PM, through
the demands of the monks who had connections with the artistic environment at Pechersk Lavra, the

theme became one of the most widespread in nineteenth century icon painting.

Even at PM there is still an icon preserving this theme, in a modest copy of the one painted by Teofan.
It was made in 1859 by “Atanace Anghel zug(rav) din Ploiesti” [Atanace Anghel, painter from Ploiesti],
who is known to have painted many works in that area in the second half of the nineteenth century.
The Coronation of the Virgin by the Trinity was one of the favourite themes in the monastic painting
schools at Cernica and Caldarusani Monasteries, at Buzdu Bishopric, and at Rimnic Bishopric. It was
rendered precisely in this typology, with the Virgin kneeling, as attested in numerous icons preserved
in the churches or repositories of monasteries and eparchial centres in both the south of Wallachia
and Moldavia.**

Being typical of the post-Tridentine Marian dogma, the Coronation of the Virgin cult also had an
impact on the representation of the Virgin as an Empress with a crown on her head (a reference to
Psalm 44:10-15 and to 1 Kings 2:19) from Western art. In monasteries related to the Paisian tradition
this was a frequent Marian iconographic type: the Virgin, standing or enthroned, holds a sceptre in
her hand, sometimes with a flower, and has a crown on her head. In some representations she is being

crowned by angels, pointing to the Coronation theme.™

52 Therel, Marie-Louise. Le triomphe de la Vierge-Eglise. Sources historiques, littéraires et iconographiques.
Paris: Editions du CNRS, 1984.

53 See, for example: Master of the Lyversberger Passion, Coronation of the Virgin with donors (c. 1464) in the
Alte Pinakothek, Munich (WAF 625) or Master of the Sacristy of Kaufbeure, The Coronation of the Blessed
Virgin Mary (c. 1485-1490) in the Mayer van den Bergh Museum, Antwerp.

54 Atanasiu, Mihai Bogdan and Palade, Mihaela. Mdnastirea Pasarea. Credintd, artd, educatie. Bucharest:
Basilica, 2013, 320-323; Museum of Cernica Monastery: inv. M 147 (signed by Costache the Zograph, dated
1825); Museum of Caldarusani Monastery: inv. 961 (signed Nicolae Grigorescu, dated 1855), inv. 956 (painted
by Evghenie Lazar, dated 1859, the icon comes from the Chapel of Saint John the Evangelist at Caldarusani
Monastery), and inv. 993, among many other examples.

55 The theme of the Coronation of the Virgin by the Angels is widespread throughout the Balkans, circulated via
Athonite paper icons. Paper icons with the Three-Handed Mother of God, Mother of God Portaitissa or Mother
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Synaxis of the Archangels with Tobias

The Royal Icons tier in All Saints Church at PM also has an icon of the Synaxis of the Archangels (fig.
13). It introduces a compositional detail that was to spread in the Paisian monastic environment, both
as an icon and as book illustration. Next to the Archangel on the right (whom we can thus identify as
Raphael) there is a child - Tobias, who performed healing acts with fish entrails (cf. Book of Tobias).
The theme is also to be found in the repertoire at Kyiv Pechersk Lavra, *® where it was taken over from
Italian and Flemish engravings and paintings. The Archangel Raphael is rendered according to this
formula in Western art, holding Tobias by the hand, while the child holds a fish in his other hand. This
is how the scene appears in the earliest 15 century version, in the series of Ofto Prints engravings made
in Florence and attributed to Baccio Baldini or to his workshop, dated c. 1465-1480, >’ and in the next
century by Marcantonio Raimondi, in the engraving The Guardian Angel Raphael Takes the Young
Tobias by the Hand (1500-1575)%. It is also encountered as a favourite theme in Renaissance painting:
in Antonio and Piero del Pollaiuolo (Tobias and the Angel, c. 1465—-1470); in Filippino Lippi (Tobias and
the Angel, c. 1475-1480; Three Angels and Young Tobias, c. 1485); in Pietro Perugino (Tobias and the
Angel, ¢.1496—-1500); and in Titian (Tobias and the Angel, c. 1540—1545).” The archangels in the Synaxis
icon are not identified by special attributes in Byzantine traditional iconography. Nevertheless, through
European painting and engraving, the Raphael and Tobias motif was integrated into the composition.

This occurred in the workshop at Pechersk Lavra, as attested by surviving drawings.

In addition to the fact that there was a scriptorium at PM for a period of time, ® the community led

by Abbot Vasile frequently exchanged manuscripts with Paisian-movement monasteries in Moldavia.

of God Axion Estin, for example, circulated in monastic environments. They include the detail of the crown
being placed on the Virgin’s head by the angels. From paper icons, the pattern migrated to icons. See Gergova,
Ivanka. Ceemocopcku memu 6 uskycmsomo no 6wazapckume 3emu (XVIII-XIX s.). Sofia: Institut za izsledvane
na izkustvata, 2022, 15-77.

56 V.I. Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine. Drawings and Sketches by Students of the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra
Monastery Workshop. Album Number 14 [1700-1799], f. 84 and 100".

57 Bayer, Andrea. Art and Love in Renaissance Italy. Exhibition catalogue (New York, The Metropolitan Muse-
um of Art, and Fort Worth, Kimbell Art Museum, in 2008-2009). New York and New Haven: Metropolitan
Museum of Art and Yale University Press, 2008; Early Italian Engravings from the National Gallery of Art L.
Edited by Jay A. Levenson, Konrad Oberhuber, and Jacquelyn L. Sheehan. Washington DC: National Gallery
of Art, 1973.

58 Shoemaker, Innis and Broun, Elizabeth. The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi. Lawrence: The Spencer
Museum of Art, 1981, p. 62, no. 6.

59 Hart, Trevor. “Tobit in the Art of the Florentine Renaissance.” In Studies in the Book of Tobit: A Multidisci-
plinary Approach, edited by Mark Bredin. New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2006: 72—89.

60 Mihail, Paul. “Schitul Poiana Marului, un centru ortodox carturdresc.” In Spiritualitate si istorie la Intorsura
Carpatilor. 1, edited by Antonie Plamadeald. Buzdu: Episcopia Buzaului, 1983, 355-384.
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Amongst the miscellanea gifted to the PM Hermitage, there was a manuscript now in the Romanian
Academy Library: ms. sl. BAR 381 (late eighteenth century) written by Mitrofan, the biographer of
Abbot Paisie.”! Before the manuscript pages, the codex includes an engraving with the Synaxis of the
Archangels (fig. 14), including the detail with Tobias painted next to the archangel on the right. This
composition assimilated the motif from Western art, but left out the fish in Tobias’s hand. It is possible
that the engraving included in the Slavic miscellanea written by Mitrofan could have reached PM as a

gift from the copyist and was used as a pattern for the icon painted for the iconostasis in 1812.

The iconographic type in the icon of the Synaxis of the Archangels at PM 11 is picked up by the iconostasis
at Gavanu Hermitage, in 1828. The motif was also used in printed works at Neamt Monastery, where,
in 1833, Ghervasie made a drawing that adopted the engraving pattern included in the miscellanea
manuscript.® His new engraving was made to illustrate the Akathist service for St. Vayvodas and was
also printed in the Horologion of Neamt, in its 1833 and 1874 editions, thus disseminating the theme

through printed books.
The Unsleeping Eye

In All Saints Church there is a framed canvas that displays two themes: the Unsleeping Eye
(Heopemannoe Oxo) and Archangel Raphael Holding Tobias by his Hand, dated 1817. The Unsleeping
Eye is represented in the formula with the crucified Jesus leaning on the ladder seen by Jacob in
his dream, while God the Father is blessing and the instruments of the passions (4rma Christi) are

spread all around (fig. 15).

This rendition of the Unsleeping Eye theme shows the “sleep of Jesus™ after the Crucifixion. According
to New Testament teachings, although Jesus is asleep as a human, as God He is always awake. (“Behold,
he that keeps Israel shall neither slumber nor sleep”. Ps. 121, 4-5). In the Greek iconography tradition

of the Anapeson theme, reference is made to another fragment of Scripture, from Genesis 49:9. It

6l The ascetic Miscellanea preserved in the Romanian Academy Library (ms. sl. 381) was thought to have been
written by Mitrofan, in the scriptorium at Poiana Marului. Panaitescu, P.P. Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne
si slave din Biblioteca Academiei Romdne, edited by Dalila-Lucia Arama, G. Mihaild. Bucharest: Editura
Academiei Romane, 2003, Vol. IT: 175-179. A recent analysis proves that Mitrofan only copied manuscripts in
the Paisian community at Neamt, and not at Abbot Vasile’s hermitage. After he became an eremite, Mitrofan
gifted the manuscript to the Hermitage in Poiana Marului. See Mutalap, Daniar. “Contributii privind scriptoriul
de la Poiana Marului. Copisti si manuscrise.” In Zamfirei Mihail Omagiu, edited by Lia Brad Chisacof, Simona
Nicolae, Catélina Vatasescu. Cluj-Napoca: Scriptor & Mega, 2024, 732-733.

62 Racoveanu, Gheorghe. Gravura in lemn la Mandstirea Neamtul. Bucharest: Fundatia Regald pentru Literatura
si Artd, 1940, 24 and 11. VIL
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narrates the blessings given by Jacob to his sons, Judas being named a “lion cub”, that “is bending his
knees” (“reclining he slept as a lion, and as a [lion’s] whelp; who shall rouse him up?”). These words

are Jacob’s messianic prophecy, and the Messiah is seen as a sleeping lion.

The iconographic version seen at PM was elaborated in European art, the earliest known example being a
Dutch engraving from the sixteenth century.”® The theme was cultivated by Italian and Flemish painters
and engravers, and from the eighteenth century was to become popular in the territory of present-day
Ukraine and in the central and northern regions of Russia. The National Art Museum of Ukraine®
and the Museum in Lvov® preserve numerous icons, many associated with other saints or different
scenes such as that in the icon at PM. The panels come from artistic centres such as Kyiv, Podolya and

Cernigov, and date back from the nineteenth century.

A similar canvas, contemporary with the one at PM, is held in the repository at Dalhduti Monastery.
In a simplified formula, the scene also appears in a mural painting in the naos of the church at Gavanu
Hermitage, painted in 1828 with the contribution of Abbot Rafael from PM.

The Slavic type of pious saints: an iconography trail from Lavra Pecerska (Kyiv Pecherska
Lavra) to Poiana Marului, and the “Paisian” monasteries in Moldovia

One of the most spectacular iconographic transfers from the environment in Pechersk Lavra to churches

and hermitages in Buzdu area is that featuring groups of monks and nuns.

In All Saints Church at PM, on the interior of the polygonal domes and on the naos and pronaos walls,
there are paintings of monks, hermits and pious fathers. The church was built in 1806—1812, during

the tsarist military occupation of Wallachia, during “the days of the Orthodox Emperor Alexandru

63 On the theme of the Unsleeping Eye, with examples of iconographic types, see: Ciobanu, Constantin. “L’ico-
nographie orthodoxe du Sommeil de I’Enfant — Jésus, endormi comme un lion, et ses variantes roumaines.”
Revue Roumaine d’Histoire de ['Art. Série Beaux-Arts, XLIX (2012): 17-82. Ciobanu shows how
the iconographic type with Jesus sleeping on the cross began circulating, having come from Italy
and Flanders during the sixteenth century. It was a favourite subject matter for Bolognese masters, used
many times by Guido Reni, and entered Flanders early, as is proven by an engraving by Cornelis Galle. In the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the theme crossed over the frontier of the Catholic world and became
more and more popular in the Orthodox world, and amongst the Armenians. To this day it is used in numerous
items in modern Ukraine. (Ibidem, 70-73).

64 Melnyk, Anatoly. Yxpaincoxuii ikononuc XII-X1X cm. 3 xonexyii HXMY. Kyiv: Artania Nova, 2005, cat. 61,
139, 140, 144. They come from Nadduiuprianskyna and Poltava Regions, and are dated between 1735 and 1857.

65 http://icon.org.ua/gallery/nedremne-oko/. There are 70 registered examples, dating from the eighteenth to the
twentieth century.
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Pavolvici of Russia, with the blessing of Bishop Constandie of Buzau, with the perseverance of
Abbot Teodosie 11”]%. Literature recounts that the church was built by Russian constructors, though
the authors follow an oral tradition for which there is no epigraphic or documentary testimony.®’
Nevertheless, this notion is supported by the presence of Russians in the community at that time,

attested to by documents (see above).

The wooden church with five polygonal-domed steeples is also painted in its interior. In their study
from 1964, Cocora and Constantinescu recall two signatures: loasaf, 1826 (Russian, they suppose)
and Atanasie Anghel, painter from Ploiesti. They mention these names as being present on the icons.®®
Subsequent authors transferred the signatures onto the mural assembly, ® thus introducing confusion
that was indiscriminately perpetuated by later bibliography. Tascovici” says that the church was painted
between 1812 (the year when it was built, as mentioned in the inscription) and 1859, the year that appears
on the icon of the Coronation of the Virgin by painter Atanasie Anghel (see above). Moreover, he states
that the painters were Russian, but only by association with local tradition and without offering any
proof on the matter. Geacu says the church was painted in two stages, and considers that loasaf and
Atanasie Anghel were responsible for the mural painting.”" In actual fact the assembly is unsigned,
and the supposition that Atanasie Anghel, who painted the icon of the Coronation of the Virgin, also
created part or all of the mural assembly, cannot be supported from a stylistic point of view. The name
of another painter, loasaf, was discernible on several festal icons included in the study carried out in
1964.” Nowadays, however, none of the icons preserved at the hermitage or on the church walls bear his

name. The mural paintings have inscriptions in Romanian, and were indeed completed by two painters.

66 According to the inscription in Romanian preserved in situ.

67 Constantinescu, Horia. Biserici de lemn din eparhia Buzaului. 1. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului, 1987, 57.
68 Cocora, Gabriel and Constantinescu, Horia. “Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXIII (1964): 469.
69 “Biserica a fost pictatd de cdlugari-zugravi rusi, in etape, intre 1821 si 1859” [“The church was painted by Russian

painters-monks, in stages, between 1821-1859”]. And “s-au pastrat totusi pe doud icoane numele a doi zugravi:
loasaf (1826, probabil calugar) si 1859 (Atanasie Anghel din Ploiesti, in naos). Ioasaf a fost rus” [“nevertheless,
two painters’ names are preserved on two icons: loasaf (1826, a monk, probably), and 1859 (Atanasie Anghel
from Ploiesti, in the naos). loasaf was Russian”]. Geacu, Sorin. Mdandstirea Poiana Marului. Buzau: Alpha
MDN, 2017, 65. For this, Geacu quotes Potlogea, I. “Biserici din Lapos.” fngerul 7-12 (1941); Tascovici, Radu.
“Poiana Marului.” In Enciclopedia Ortodoxiei Romanesti, edited by Mircea Pacurariu. Bucharest: Editura
Institutului Biblic si de Misiune Ortodoxa, 2010, 493 and Horia Constantinescu. Biserici de lemn din eparhia
Buzaului. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului, 1987, Vol. I: 57. However, Geacu non-critically adopts information also
mentioned in other sources and, through reformulations, reaches a wrong conclusion. As the author of the
most recent monograph dedicated to the Hermitage in Poiana Marului and the matter of the painting there, he
assimilated all previous errors.

70 Tascovici, Radu. “Poiana Marului.” In Enciclopedia Ortodoxiei Romanesti, Bucharest: Editura Institutului
Biblic si de Misiune Ortodoxa, 2010, 493.

71 Geacu, Sorin. Manastirea Poiana Marului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017, 65.

72 Cocora, Gabriel and Constantinescu, Horia. “Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXIII (1964): 469.
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The first of them has a more careful manner, featuring scenes with neutral backgrounds. The second
adopts a more emphasized Baroque manner, uses rather careless brush strokes, and creates elaborate
backgrounds with landscapes and drapery. The calligraphy of the inscriptions also reveals the presence
of two painters. The mural assembly was repainted several times. Successive layers of circumstantial
touch-ups and repainting have led to mural clogging that makes it difficult for the painting to be studied

and for the painters’ style or origin to be identified.

The scenes are placed within rectangular, triangular and trapezoidal frames of various sizes. The altar
includes depictions of hierarchs, the naos has hierarchs and martyrs, and the pronaos monks and pious
fathers (fig. 16). There are also scenes from the Christological cycle (in the naos) and ecumenical synods
(in the pronaos, at the steeple base), while the rest of the space is dominated by figures of monks. On
the naos walls and the two high steeples there are representations of monks and nuns standing alone
or in pairs. They are pious fathers from the first centuries of Christianity, as well as Russian monks,
in the typology spread in the Russian environment, with analabos and cloak, sometimes with schemas
and rosaries in their hands. The bishops in the naos are also rendered in the Russian monastic typology

from the end of the seventeenth century.

The monastic thematic is central to the iconography at Kyiv Pechersk Lavra. The Church of the Dormition
of Mother of God at the monastery complex was totally destroyed during the Second World War, but
several photos have been preserved in restoration files (fig. 17). They show the presence of the pious
fathers, rendered in the same style as that seen at PM IL.”* A group of monks is also present in the only

original mural wall preserved at the Lavra complex, in the Gate Church of the Trinity.

The monastic theme was widespread in the iconography of the areas associated with the spiritual
centre of Kyiv Pechersk Lavra. In this regard, book engravings had an essential role to play. The

Kyiv Pechersk Patericon was first printed in 1661, in an edition illustrated by engraver Ilya.” The

73 See the National Reserve Archive at Pechersk Lavra. Fonds State Committee for the construction of the Council
of Ministers of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. Report on the restoration of the mural painting of the
Caves near the Kyiv-Pechersk State Historical and Cultural Preserve. File Kyiv 1/1985 (Journal of restoration
work). I thank Alina Kondratiuk (National Reserve at Pechersk Lavra) for the information and for access to
the documents in the archive.

74 Kondratiuk, Alina. Monymenmanvhuii scugonuc mpoiyvkoi Haobpammnoi yepxsu Kueso-Ileuepcoroi Jlagpu.
Kamanoe. Kyiv: KVITS, 2005, 25-25, cat. 4-6.

75 Patericon of the Kyiv Monastery of the Caves (1661). See Zapasko, Yakym P. and Isaievych, Yaroslav D. Ilam’amxu
KHUdCK08020 Mucmeymsa: Kamanoe cmapodpyxis, eudanux na Yxpaini. Lviv: Vyshcha Shkola, 1981, 73 (cat.
402); Oksana Yurchyshyn-Smith. The Monk Ilia (1637-1663). Catalogue. Ucrainian and Romaniana Baroque
Engraving. 2™ Edition. Kyiv: Museum of the Book and Printing of Ukraine, 2021, 22.
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collection of hagiographies of the Holy Fathers at the Kyiv Monastery of the Caves canonised by
Peter Mohyla in 1643 was sumptuously ornamented. It established the iconographic patterns for
icons with hagiographic scenes (vita icons) and served as the model for subsequent illustrated
editions of the Patericon. Ilya’s engravings were also published separately as an album™. The second
set of engravings for the Lavra Patericon was created by Leon Tarasevich in 1702, repeating the
compositional patterns of the first set.”

The monastic theme is encountered just as frequently in the iconography of churches and iconostases.”
Prior to engraver Ilya’s illustrations in the Patericon, monks were represented blessing with one hand
and holding a scroll in the other, but after publication of the drawings they began to be rendered holding
rosaries in their hands. The icons on the iconostasis from 1700 in the Ascension of the Holy Cross
Church in Pechersk Lavra are the oldest ones to display this new iconographic type, which migrated
from the Patericon illustrations to paintings.” The same thematic and typology are also to be found in

many drawings from the painting workshop.*

Beginning in the mid-seventeenth century, images of Ss. Anthony and Theodosius of Pechersk Lavra
spread among the churches in the eparchies of Peremyshl and Mukachevo. One of Roksolana Kosiv’s
studies demonstrates that paintings at Dobromyl, Lavriv, Peremyshl, Zhuravyn and Ulyuch emulate the
modelling power of Pechersk Lavra.*' The painters who worked there were those who contributed to
the development of the Kyivan saint monks’ cult in the region’s iconography. They are also encountered
in Maramures, in the north of Romania, painted on three wooden churches in the eighteenth century,

at Borsa, Poienile Izei and Ieud Deal.*

76 Yurchyshyn-Smith, Oksana. The Monk Ilia (1637-1663). Catalogue. Ukrainian and Romanian Baroque En-
graving. 2™ Edition. Kyiv: Museum of the Book and Printing of Ukraine, 2021, 23.

77 Zapasko, Yakym P. and Isaievych, Yaroslav D. llay’amku knusckosozo mucmeymsa: Kamanoe cmapoopykis,
sudanux na Yxpaini. I1. Lviv: Vyshcha Shkola, 1984, 18 (cat. 779); Logvin, G.N. and Glibin, Z. I pasropu
yKpaincokux cmapoopykie XVI-XVIII cmonims. Kyiv: Dnipro, 1990, 87-88; il. 266-276.

78 Rizhova, Olga. Ikononuc y xyoodxcniti kynomypi Kuigcokoi kinyi XVII-XVIII cmonims: Monoepagisa. Kyiv:
Vydavnycho-polihrafichnyy tsentr “Kyyivs'kyy universytet”, 2020, 121-122. Rizhova describes the iconostasis
of the Ascension of the Holy Cross Church in Lavra Near Caves, presenting the pious saints with analabos and
rosaries, like the ones in the Patericon engravings.

79 Ibidem, 122.

80 Zholtovskyi, Pavlo M. Manonxu Kicso naspckoi ikononucroi maucmepni, Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1982, 176
(cat. 2029) and 206 (cat. 1237).

81 Kosiv, Roksolana. “T'ocionu Hexait Oyae 6marocnoBeHHs TBoe Ha IbOMY MicIi”: ikoHOTpadis Ta MpUINHA
nomynspHocTi cB. AHTOHIA 1 Teomocis [ledepcpkux Ha TBOpax pHOOTHIBKHX MarcTpiB 1670-1750.” Visnyk
Lvivs'koyi natsional'noyi akademiyi mystetstv, Problemy Plastychnoho ta Uzhytkovoho Mystetstva 36 (2018):
93-107.

82 Filip, Daniela-Dumitrita. “Transfer and reception of the Kyivan spiritual, artistic and cultural environment in
the iconography of three wooden churches in Maramures, Eighteenth century.” Annales Universitatis Apulensis.
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The figures of saints Theodosius and Anthony, next to the main church in Pechersk Lavra, is a theme®
also seen on the western wall of the church at PM, proving both the spiritual and artistic affiliation of
PM to Pechersk Lavra.

Portraits of the pious fathers played a highly significant role in the visual culture of the Lavra. In the
nineteenth century, they were found in the interior of bishopric residences, in monastic refectories,
in xenodochia, and also in monachal cells.?* On the cell walls, among the icons, portraits of ascetics
contemporary with the community in Lavra were also to be seen. By analysing a collection of portraits
held in the archive of The National Preserve at Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, O.V. Lopuhina has shown that
there was a practice (a secular practice, as the author puts it) of gifting portraits of spiritual fathers to
spiritual sons, as a sign of friendship or a blessing.*

The spread of monastic portrait art must be related to the presence of the theme in paintings on cell
walls from the eighteenth century. This is where desert fathers from the first Christian centuries
were represented, as well as the fathers of Russian monasticism. Some fragments have survived to
the present day in murals from the Lavra Near Caves and Lavra Far Caves (paintings from the late
eighteenth or early nineteenth century), proving that this visual culture was typical of the communities
in Pechersk Lavra.

Through the monks and patrons from PM, Slavic monastic typology also reached Romanian space
in the early nineteenth century, if we consider that its presence at PM II since 1812 is the earliest.
Monastic iconography is also to be found in other churches in the Buziu area, all of which were
spiritually connected with PM. We see it, for example, on the walls of St. Trinity Church at Cotesti
Monastery (fig. 18), where nuns from Bontesti Hermitage came to stay in 1819. Their community
had been gathered under the guidance of Abbot Vasile. As it was a nuns’ monastery, the walls have

portraits of spiritual mothers as well as of monks. Because of aggressive re-paintings, the mural

Series Historica 1 (2021), 25: 261-280.

83 The two saints’ iconography is old, going back to the thirteenth century (the oldest icon dates from 1288, now at
the Tretyakov Gallery in Moscow). But it spread to monasteries and hermitages thanks to the artistic movement
of the painting school in Pechersk Lavra as well as to the circulation of engravings and book illustrations. The
printing press in Lavra disseminated engraved portraits of the two saints, which served as models for icon
painters rendering them. For more on this, see Janocha, Ks. Michat. “Ikonografia $wigtych ojcow ruskiego
monastycyzmu.” In Rola monasterow w ksztattowaniu kultury ukrainskiej w wiekach XI-XX, edited by Alicja
Nowak and Agnieszka Gronek. Krakow: Szwajpolt Fiol, 2012, 13-42.

84 Lopuhina, O.B. “O6pa3u JIaBpcbKHX YEHIIiB y HOPTPETAX XiX—TI0YATKY XX CTOMITTS 3 KOJEKIIii HAl[iOHAIBHOTO
Kwueo-Ileuepcpkoro icropuko-KynsTypHOro 3anoBiguuka.” Lavrs'kyy Al'manakh 24 (2009): 75-81.

85 Idem, 75.
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assembly in Cotesti cannot be dated to establish whether it is the original one (the church was built in
1759), i.e. whether it is older than the one at PM II, or dates back to the hermitage’s rebuilding in 1819.%

At Dalhauti Hermitage, the painting in the Church of the Life-Giving Spring (1820) and that in the
Holy Archangels Church (1827) include portraits of monks in the naos. Both mural assemblies can be

attributed to local painters who took over patterns from PM and Cotesti.

At Gavanu Hermitage, building restoration works and the reactivation of spiritual life are connected with
Abbot Elisei from PM.*” On the Last Supper panel, in the medial tier of the naos’s polygonal dome, we
see the year 1828. This is the first stage of Gavanu painting, when the altar, dome and naos walls were
decorated. All title-inscriptions of the scenes are in Romanian, correctly and carefully calligraphed,
pointing to a Romanian painter. They are well preserved, unlike those at PM II, which helps us establish
the identity of the saints. They are “Sf. Preacuvliosi]” or “Sf. Cuv[iosi]”* Gherasim, Varlaam, loasaf,
Moise Arapul, Macarie (with beard and palm leaves, not with a cloak like Moise Arapul, who was
also a saint from the Egyptian desert), Alexie man of God (with a short brown tunic, as in classical
iconography of him), Ioan Colibasul (with a short tunic, as in the iconography of pious saints in the
Patericon), Efrem Sirul and Ilarion, Avramie, Pahomie, Eftimie, Sava, Simeon Stalpnicul (with cloak,

Slavic kamilavka and rosaries, not represented on a pillar, as in standard iconography of him) (fig. 19).

Church of the Dormition of Mother of God at Gavanu has the following inscription in Romanian: “This
vault was painted in the days of His Excellency, Filoteiu, Bishop of Buzau, through the perseverance
and piety of Father Arsenie, Abbot of this hermitage. Year 1853, by painters Gheorghie Basilescu, D.
Mehtupciu [“Aceasta boltd s-au zugravit In zilele preasfintiei sale Filoteiu episcopu Buzau, prin stradania
si evlavia sfintiei sale pa(rintelui) Arsenie staritu acestui schit. Anul 1855, de Gheorghie Basilescu.
D. Mehtupciu pictori”]. The two painters are attested in the Buzau area, as representatives of the first
generation of painters who were trained at the Buzau Bishopric painting school.*” The pronaos has
monks and nuns painted in the same Slavic typology, which the two “scholar” artists transferred from

the early nineteenth century paintings at PM II and in the naos at Gavanu.

86 The Royal Icons at Cotesti, signed by Sava the painter, can be dated to the stage when the hermitage was rebuilt.
The mural painting may be contemporary with the iconostasis, but its conservation status does not allow it to
be correctly evaluated.

87 lonescu, Pr. loan. Manastirea Gavanu din judetul Buzau. Buzau: Tipografia si Legatoria de Carti Dumitru
Balanescu, 1928, 34.

88 The same on all inscriptions.

89 lorgulescu, Basil. “Pitarul Nicolae Teodorescu si Scoala de picturd din Buzdu.” Literatura si Arta Romana V
(1900-1901), 226; Cocora, Gabriel. “Scoala de zugravi de la Buzau.” Biserica Ortodoxd Romdna 3—4 (1964):
366-367.
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The spacious vaulted ceiling in the pronaos reunites scenes and saints in four tiers. From the top down,
the first tier includes prophets, the second tier displays 14 scenes from the Akathist Hymn together
with the Life-Giving Spring scene. The third tier, which also continues on the church walls, shows
paintings of “Pious Saints” [Sf. Cu[viosi]] Ghelasie, Nil, Grigorie, Eftimie, Pimen, Vasile, Pafnutie (?),
Isidor, Cosma, Atanasie, loan Damaschinul, Sisoie, Stefan, Macarie, Maxim, Dometian, loanichie and
Daniil, and “Pious Women Saints” [Pre cu[vioase]|** Teodora, Eufrosina, Pulheria, Pelaghia, Matroana,

Melania, Macrina, Teoctista, and Xenia (incorrectly written as Klenia), in that order.

Following the routes of masters and the handbooks used by painters in monastic painting schools, the
Slavic theme and iconographic type spread over the mountains into Moldavia. It is encountered once
more in the only Paisian monastery to be painted during the nineteenth century, in the Beheading of

John the Baptist Church at Secu Monastery.

Secu was one of the monasteries where the community of Paisie Velicikovski settled and was to stay for
four years, between 1775 and 1779. During the nineteenth century, Neamt and Secu Monasteries were
under common governance. The original painting (from 1602) of the Beheading of John the Baptist Church
at Secu Monastery was destroyed in 1821. Today, only fragments of the original layer are preserved
in the area by the tombs. During the governance of Abbot Neonil (1834-1839; 1843-1853), who was a
continuator of the Paisian tradition, the church was rebuilt.”! The new paintings at Secu Monastery were
done in 1850 by Constantin Lifsicar and Tudorache lonescu, who led a team of painters-monks.”” In
their work, we find the monastic typology known from the monasteries led by Abbot Vasile in Buzau.
(fig. 20) Among the founding fathers of Primitive Monachism (Anthony, Ilarion, Sava) are the figures

of Anthony and Theodosius, founders of Pechersk Lavra.

In addition, given that the original iconographic program at Secu included the Menologion in the pronaos,
and architectural space allowed for it, the same theme was also preserved in the new painting. In this
vast hagiographic display of the Menologion, all pious saints are rendered like the monks in Pechersk

Lavra, irrespective of the period they lived in or their geographical origin.
As Byzantine painting manuals require, the representation of the saints in all areas of the church, not

just the pronaos, has the force of a collective portrait. This is in fact the whole point of displaying

such a vast presence of pious saints in the iconographic program of a monastic church: to establish

90 Ibidem.
91 Campanu, lustin. Manastirea Secu. Monografie. lasi: Doxologia, 2021, 105.
92 Ibidem.
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a connection between the saint monks on the walls and the monks living in the monastery, who are
all inside the church together in prayer. And at Secu, just as in the churches in the Buzau Mountains,

monks are painted all over the church.

Conclusions

The painting and icons preserved at both PM and the Buzau Mountains monasteries looking to it as
their spiritual centre bear witness to a new style of painting and decorating churches. Through the
migration of Slavic monks and new artistic demand, themes in Western art that were taken over and
reinterpreted according to Orthodox Church doctrine and the Byzantine icon tradition entered the
Romanian Principalities. Both the aesthetics of liturgical space and, implicitly, monastic visual culture

in this area gradually started to change.

This artistic phenomenon was the secondary consequence of spiritual relations, and not a cultural
gesture to be explicitly assumed. It was a cultural transfer that took place via the Slavic origin monks

who settled in Wallachia, even if they had not set it as the goal of their isolated life as hermits.

The phenomenon is definitely related to the Modern period, the circulation of masters and patterns,
the development of the printing press and contacts with Western Europe. This “new style” was also

spreading in Greece, Mount Athos and the entire Orthodox world in the Balkans.

To a greater extent than documentary sources, material testimonies stand as proof of this stylistic import
of the European Baroque, introduced into the Romanian Principalities by Slavic monks and eventually

assimilated in local monastic workshops.

This is a formal, cultural point of view. But my analysis can show that this transfer of artistic models
followed the route of spiritual filiations, of connections between monasteries, monks, abbots, and their

apprentices and followers.

What made it difficult for Romanian research to assimilate the visual aspect of the Paisian movement
was the impossibility of reconciliating an art that was in debt to the European Baroque, and implicitly
related to the Catholic Church, with the revival of Philokalist spirituality.

On the one hand, in the world to which Abbot Vasile belonged, stylistic imports gradually emerged after
the Union in Brest, due to proximity to and common history with various Catholic church communities.
On the other hand, in Romanian space, where the Byzantine tradition was better preserved, this style

entered late, at the beginning of the eighteenth century, and was perceived as a rupture. For theologians
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and the historians who analyzed the Philokalist spiritual movement, it was difficult to associate it with

a visual culture such as that introduced by PM and the surrounding hermitages.

Yet this entire phenomenon only occurred at the formal level. Liturgical life, spirituality, and the entirety
of Eastern Christian Church teachings were not contaminated by Catholic Church liturgical theology or
practice. In the monastic space of the Romanian Principalities, the occidentalization of the Byzantine
inheritance did not lead to theological innovations. In this regard, the authority of the patristic model

had an essential role to play, as these monastic communities placed it at the center of their teachings.

This is also the reason why this “imported” visual culture could continue on into the next generation,
in painting schools and workshops governed by Romanian abbots and bishops in monasteries and
bishoprics, such as the ones in Caldarusani, Buzau, and Valcea, as I have shown. The definition of a
new local and national style in ecclesiastical art during the second half of the nineteenth century was
made based on stylistic and iconographic innovations that had been introduced to Romanian space by
Abbot Vasile and his apprentices and imposed through his foundations in PM, in the Buzau Mountains.
In 1836, when bishop Chesarie and painter Nicolae Teodorescu founded a painting school at Buzau
Bishopric, the entirety of this monastic visual culture had already been assimilated by a generation.
All they did was to continue it, and thus, together with other bishops, abbots and painters, contribute

to changing the image of liturgical art in the Romanian Principalities.
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Fig. 1. Iconostasis, 1776—1791, Nativity of the Mother of God Church, Poiana Marului Hermitage. Photo: Fig. 2. Inscriptions from the iconostasis, details with donors’name, painter’s name and years, Nativity
Rézvan Gabriel Rus. of the Mother of God Church, Poiana Marului Hermitage. Photo: Atanasia Vaetisi.
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Fig. 3. The iconostasis, detail, 1810-1812, All Saints Church, Poiana Marului Hermitage. Photo: Rdzvan
Gabriel Rus.

Fig. 4. The iconostasis, detail with the upper tiers, 1827, Holy Archangels Church, Dalhduti Monastery.

Photo: Ana Dumitran.
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Fig. 5. The iconostasis, detail, 1828, Dormition of the Mother of God Church, Gavanu Hermitage. Photo:

Ana Dumitran.
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Fig. 6. Jesus Christ archpriest, with sceptre and orb, 1791, Painter Teofan, Nativity of the Mother of Fig. 7. Jesus Christ enthroned, 1812, All Saints Church, Poiana Marului Hermitage. Photo: Ana Dumitran.
God Church, Poiana Marului Hermitage. Photo: Razvan Gabriel Rus. |
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Fig. 8. Jesus Christ enthroned, 1828, Dormition of the Mother of God Church, Gdvanu Hermitage. Fig. 9. Jesus Christ with orb, 1853, Painter Evghenie Lazar, St Demetrios Church, Caldarusani Monastery.

Photo: Razvan Gabriel Rus. Photo: Teodora Necula. © Caldarusani Monastery.
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Fig. 10. Jesus Christ with orb, 1840, Painter Gherontie Gheorghe, Dormition of the Mother of God Fig. 11. Coronation of the Virgin, Painter Teofan, Nativity of the Mother of God Church, Poiana Marului

Church, Dintr-un lemn Monastery. Photo: Ana Dumitran. Hermitage. Photo: Atanasia Vaetisi.
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Fig. 12. Coronation of the Virgin, 1728-1760, drawing from the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra Workshop. Fig. 13. Synaxis of the Archangels with Tobias, 1812, Royal icon, All Saints Church, Poiana Marului
(Source: Pavlo M. Zholtovskyi, Mamonku KieBo naBpckoi ikoHomucHoi MauctepHi, Kyiv: Naukova i Hermitage. Photo: Ana Dumitran.
Dumka, 1982, cat. 399).
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Fig. 14. Synaxis of the Archangels, engraving from Ms. sl. BAR 381 manuscript. Photo: Atanasia Fig. 15. The Unsleeping Eye and the Guardian Angel with Tobias, 1818, oil painting on canvas. Photo:

Vaetisi. © Romanian Academy Library. Rézvan Gabriel Rus.
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Fig. 16. Pious fathers, 1810—1812, tower of All Saint Church, Poiana Marului Hermitage. Photo: Razvan
Gabriel Rus.

Fig. 17. Holy venerable fathers, 1720 with repaintings from the 19th century. Documentary images, late
19th century, Dormition of the Theotokos Cathedral, Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra. © Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra

National Reserve Archives.

—334— —335—



Fig. 18. Venerable female saints, c. 1819 with repaintings, Holy Trinity Church, Cotesti Monastery.
Photo: Atanasia Vaetisi.
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Fig. 19. Holy venerable fathers, 1828, Dormition of the Mother of God Church, Gévanu Hermitage.
Photo: Razvan Gabriel Rus.
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Fig. 20. Holy venerable fathers, 1850, Painters Constantin Lifsicar and Tudorache lonescu, The Beheading

of Saint John the Baptist Church, Secu Monastery. Photo: Atanasia Vaetisi.
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Ukrainian Traces in Bulgarian Artistic Heritage

Ivanka Gergova

Abstract

This text outlines some aspects of the presence of Ukrainian works or subjects in Bulgarian artistic
heritage. Attention is focused on works of graphic art, namely illustrations in early Ukrainian books
and prints, some of which were used by Bulgarian masters as models. Specifically, Ukrainian themes
include the following: Saints Anthony and Theodosius of Kyiv-Pechersk; the Council of Kyiv-Pechersk
Saints; Mother of God Pecherskaya; the miraculous Kyiv Caves Icon of the Dormition of Mother of
God; The Appearance of the Mother of God on Mount Pochaev; the miraculous icon of the Mother of
God Pochaevskaya; and the Kyiv icon of Sophia the Wisdom of God. All of the above are present both

in various images and in the work of Bulgarian icon-painters.

Keywords: seventeenth-twentieth centuries, Ukrainian Orthodox art, Kyiv-Pechersk Saints, miraculous
icons, Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, Pochaev Lavra.

or methodological and ideological reasons which will not be discussed here, Ukrainian themes and
Fartifacts in Bulgarian artistic heritage have not been systematically studied. Although Ukrainian
territories were within the borders of the Russian Empire for centuries, the identification of Ukrainian
visual culture with Russian culture that was common in the past' is incorrect. Ukrainian church art has
its own stylistic appearance and, to some extent, its own themes, conditioned by the historical fate of the

land and its geographical position on the border of Orthodox and Catholic territories. There is only one

1 No such distinction is drawn, for example, in Mavrodinov, Nikola. Bpws3sxume mestcdy dvaeapckomo u pyckomo
uskycmeo. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1955. Furthermore, some studies of old printed books do not distinguish
Russian editions from Ukrainian ones. See Atanasov, Petar. bvieapo-pycku numepamyphu epwv3sxu npez XVII
u XVIII 6. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1986. On the ignorance of Ukrainian art in the West see Deluga, Waldemar.
“Ukrainian art. The past and present of scientific research.” Academia Letters (2022): Article 5720. https://doi.
org/10.20935/AL5720.
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scientific study dedicated to Bulgarian-Ukrainian artistic relations —a book by the Ukrainian researcher
Dmytro Stepovich, published in Kyiv in 1975.2 In line with the times and the authors knowledge, this

raises some general questions, but contains very little on church art.

The topic of Ukrainian connections with Bulgarian artistic heritage is extensive and requires special
study. The modest purpose of this text is to highlight some aspects of it and point out individual
examples. Research could move in three main directions: investigations in Bulgarian churches, museums
and library collections for works created in Ukrainian lands; examination of how Ukrainian models
influenced the iconography of Bulgarian works; and analysis of those Ukrainian saints and miraculous

icons appearing in the repertoire of Bulgarian masters.

Bulgarian contacts with Ukrainian territory and culture have varied in their dynamics down the
centuries, but also had some prerequisites, the most significant of which was their shared Orthodox
religion and the use of Church Slavonic. Bulgarians passed through Ukrainian territories on their
way to Moscow, sometimes staying in them at length; in the aftermath of Russo-Turkish wars, large
groups of Bulgarians even emigrated and settled in Ukraine, where there is still a large Bulgarian
community.’ During the Bulgarian National Revival and especially in the nineteenth century, Odessa
was an important centre of Bulgarian emigration, * and Bulgarian merchants operated out of Kyiv and
Odessa.> A number of Bulgarians received education in Kyiv, including icon-painters studying in the

workshops at Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra.’

Undoubtedly, the largest source of Ukrainian works on Bulgarian lands are old printed books, which,
as a rule, are decorated with engravings and ornamental frames and initials. In Bulgarian churches
and libraries there are editions from Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, Pochaev Lavra, Lviv, Chernihiv and other

printing houses in the Ukrainian lands (fig. 1-2). The chronological range is wide — from the sixteenth

2 Stepovik, Dmitro. Ykpaincexo-6oaeapcoki mucmeyski 36 a3xu. Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1975; ibid. “TBopueckue
cBs13u cepOCKuX u bonrapckux xynoxHukoB ¢ Ykpanroii B X VIII-XIX 8B.” In Crassanckue kyavmypul 8 3noxy
popmuposanus u passumus crasanckux nayuti XVIII-X1X es. Moscow: Nauka, 1978, 288—191.

3 Doynov, Stefan. bwvreapume 6 Yxkpaiina u Monoosa npe3 Bwv3spascoanemo (1751-1878). Sofia: Akademichno
izdatelstvo “Marin Drinov”, 2005.

4 Ibid.; Dianova, Nataliya. “bonrapckuii Bompoc B IeITeTbHOCTH XEPCOHCKO-TaBpIYECKOT0 apXHEeMnUCKona
Wnoxentus (bopucosa).” Hzsecmusa na uncmumyma 3a ucmopuuecku uszcieosanus, XXXI (2014): 144-150.

5 Mavrodinov, Bpw3kume meorcdy bvacapckomo u pyckomo uskycmeo, 5.

6 Popov, Nil. Uctopus Crassackaro 61aroTBoputensaaro komuteta B Mockse. Bropoe matunerne (1863-1867).

Moscow: Universitetskaya tipografiya, 1872, 25-26; Vasiliev, Asen. bvieapcku 8b3poscoencKu Maicmopu.
Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1965, 615. For Bulgarian painters who studied in the Russian Empire in the nineteenth
century see: Tonchev, Simeon. “Applying Russian Style & Iconography. Bulgarians who have studied at Russian
art schools (19" — early 20" century).” (in print).
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century, when Ukrainian territory lay within the borders of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, to
the early twentieth century.” The largest collections of Ukrainian early printed books are held by the
National Library of Sofia, ® Rila Monastery, ? and the Ivan Vazov National Library in Plovdiv, as well
as in rural monasteries and parish churches.” The decoration in these printed books could be perused
by monks, priests and teachers, but its important role was in inspiring Bulgarian icon-painters. They
studied the engravings in Ukrainian books, copied them into drawing albums, and used them as models
for icons or wall paintings. For example, drawings in the album kept by icon-painter Toma Vishanov
from Bansko (Ivan Duichev Centre for Slavic-Byzantine Studies, Cod. D. Slavo 48), ! include images of
the evangelists faithfully reproduced from a Kyiv edition'? (fig. 3—4). It has been established that some
of the Western European motifs and iconographic solutions came to Bulgarian territory indirectly, via
Ukrainian prints. The study of old printed books and their illustrations requires great effort and resources,
and will probably remain as a task for Bulgarian researchers for some time to come. Among the scholars
who have touched on this topic, I should mention Petar Atanasov, "* Elena Genova, ' who has made the
most significant contribution to the study of Ukrainian iconographic models in Bulgarian art, as well

as Ralitsa Russeva, ' who found the primary source for the Apocalypse cycle in Ukrainian engravings.

7 Atanasov, Petr. “Ykpannckue craponedarasie kaurn X VI-XVII sexos B bonrapun.” Cosenickoe crasanosederue
6 (1972): 72-83; Velinova, Vasya and Nina Vutova. Onuc Ha pvkonucume, cmaponeyamuume, peoKume u
yennume uzoanusa 6 Hayuonannusa ucmopuyecku myseti. Sofia: Harmonanen ncropuuecku my3seit, 2013.

8 Raykov, Bozhidar. “Onuc na cnasackute craponedatran kHurd oT XV u XVI B. B HBKM.” H3gecmusa na
Hapoonama 6ubruomexa Cs. cs. Kupun u Memoouu, VII (XIII) (1967): 225-253; Bozukova, Maya. “Omnuc
Ha pycKHTe U yKpanHckuTe Kupuiucku nedatHd KHUTH oT X VIII B. B HBKM.* M36ecmusa na Hapoonama
ouduomexa Cg. c8. Kupun u Memoouu, ” XXII (XXVIII) (1994): 285-345; Mincheva, Boyana. Onuc na
CRABAHCKUME KUPUICKU cmaponeyamuy knueu om 19 6. 6 konexyusama “Cmaponewamuu KHu2u, peoxu u yeHHu
uzoanua* na Hayuonannama oubiuomexa” Cg. c8. Kupun u Memooui“. Sofia: Natsionalna biblioteka “Sv. Sv.
Kiril I Metodiy” 2013.

9 Atanasov, Petar. “Pyckure craponedatan xauru B Punckus manactup.” Cmapobwreapcka numepamypa 12
(1982): 85-99; Hristova, Boriana. “bubnnorekara va Punckus manactup.” In Margarita Koeva (ed). Pusckusam
manacmup. Sofia: “Prof. Marin Drinov” Academic Publishing House, 2000, 32-57, 42.

10 Gergova, Ivanka. [Jepxeama “Poscdecmso Bozopoduuno” 8 beprosuya. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2016,
156-165; idem. 4 Collection of Christian Art at the Historical Museum-Batak. Batak: Historical Museum,
2022, 43-49.

11 Boryana Hristova, Aksiyina Dzhurova and Vasya Velinova. Onuc na crasanckume pvkonucu om Llenmuvpa 3a
cnagano-guzanmuticku npoyyeanus “Ilpog. Hean Jyiives” kom CY ,,Ce. Knumenm Oxpuocku™ XIV-XIX a.
Sofia: Universitetsko izdatelstvo “Sv. Kliment Ohridski”, 2000, 144-149, Ta61. LXX.

12 Genova, Elena. “Mopenn 1 mpTHIIA 32 MOACPHU3HUPAHE HA [TBPKOBHATA KMBOIHC B OBITAPCKUTE 3EMH OT
Bropara nonosuna Ha X VIII u XIX Bek.” Historical Future 2 (2001): 4574, 57 and 58.

13 Atanasov, “Pyckure craponeyaTnu KHuTH, ~ 97-99.

14 Genova, “Mogenn u metrma’; idem. “Temara “TlokpoB Boropoauden” B KHBOMICTA HA CAMOKOBCKHTE 30-

rpadu.” In Tpaduyuu, npuemcmeenocm, nosamopcmso. Sofia: Akademichno izdatelstvo “Marin Drinov”,
2001, 492-508; idem. “ormatnynu m300paxkeHus Ha cB. boroponuma Bepxy TyHa/Hemopouro 3agarue.” In
Cooprux 6 uecm na 80-2o00uwinunama Ha npogecop npomonpesgumep Huxonau [Llusapos. Veliko Tarnovo:
Universitetsko izdatelstvo “Sv. sv. Kiril i Metodiy”, 2014, 318-348.

15 Lozanova, Ralitsa. “ITspBooOpa3n Ha Anokanumcuca B ObIrapckoTo ITbPKOBHO H3KYCTBO.” Art Studies Quar-
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Recently, while working on the topic of Ukrainian and Russian engravings in Bulgarian collections,
[ came across an unknown set of calendar engravings which have turned out to be an exceptional
find (fig. 5).1 The twelve leaves depict the saints and holidays of the whole year. The set is dated
1628 and signed by Pambo or Pavel Berinda, protosyngel of the Patriarch of Jerusalem. Berinda was
a great Ukrainian intellectual and encyclopaedist, who directed the printing house at Kyiv-Pechersk
Lavra towards the end of his life.” Together with a variant made by the same master and assistants
and now held in the Bodleian Library, '® this set of calendar images is the earliest example of this
kind of engraving, which subsequently gained immense popularity and spread throughout Russia.
At the time the prints were made, the Ukrainian lands were under considerable religious pressure
in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, with only Kyiv remaining as a small Orthodox island in a
sea of Catholic and Uniate territories. The choice of saints in the calendar has its own programmatic

ideological significance.

As aresult of inter-church contacts, several antimensions made in Ukrainian territory and consecrated
by local bishops ended up in Bulgaria: one example was consecrated by Metropolitan Peter Mogila
during the reign of Polish king Vladislav IV in 1646, and used in the diocese of Sliven; another from
the mid-seventeenth century was consecrated by Athanasius Zeliborski, Bishop of Lviv, Galicia and
Kamenets-Podolsky under the Polish king John Casimir. A further antimension from the same period
was consecrated by Metropolitan of Kyiv, Galicia and all Russia Dionysius Balaban (1657-1663); yet
another from 1707 was printed during the reign of Peter the Great and used in Orhanie (Botevgrad)
ecclesiastical district; and an antimension from the time of Empress Elisaveta Petrovna (1741-1761)
was consecrated by the Metropolitan of Kyiv and Galicia Timothy, who resided at Zograf Monastery.”

Only two of of these antimensions have been published.”

terly 3 (1998): 40-49.

16 Gergova, Ivanka. Ykpauncxu u pycku epasiopu om XVII-XIX eex 6 bvazapus. Sofia: AxageMU9IHO H3aTEICTBO
“TIpocp. Mapuu Jlpunos”, 2024, 124-128.

17 V'yunik, A. O. “I'padika.” In Iemopis ykpaincokoeo mucmeymsa. Vol. 2. Kiiv: Academia nauk URSR, 1967,
337-374: 344-349; Losik Oresta. “ITamBo bepunna.” In Haykose mosapucmeo imeni [lleguenka: enyuxioneois
[ormaitH]. Kiiv, L'viv: NTSH, Institut yentsiklopedichnikh doslidzhen* NAN Ukraini, 2015 (https:/encyclopedia.
com.ua/entry—239).

18 Deluga, Waldemar. Grafika z kregu Lawry Pieczarskiej I Akademii Mohylanskiej XVII i XVIII wieku. Krakéw,
2003, 77, idem. “The Ukrainian Prints from the Lavra Pecherska Monastery in Kiev (17" and 18" Centuries).”
Apulum. L. Series Historia & Patrimonium. Alba lulia, 2013: 26, fig. 12 https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/
objects/5Sbaca0le-05f6—4fb2-ald4—5ala5be39876/surfaces/c740bced—3646-4a6c-96c9-£7903296aaaal.

19 Goshev, Ivan. Aumumuncvm. Jlumypauuecko u yvprogHo-apxeonoeuiecko usciedsane. Sofia: Hudozhnik, 1925,
98-100, 102, 109, 110, 112, Ne 4, 6, 13, 18.

20 Ibid, ill. 12, 17; Mavrodinov, Bpws3sxume mexncdy 6wrzapckomo u pyckomo uzkycmeo, ill. 29.
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Continuing with graphic art, we should focus on two large-sized prints representing the Christ and the
Virgin Mary with Christ Child enthroned surrounded by various scenes (fig. 6), forming a complex
iconographic programme.?' Copies of this prints are preserved in Bulgarian collections (in the Historical
Museum of Samokov, the Stanislav Dospevski graphic archive at the National Art Gallery in Sofia, and
private collections). However, I have not identified any examples outside Bulgaria, which leads me to
conclude that the plates were brought into and used specifically within Bulgarian lands. The margins
contain a number of Ukrainian iconographic themes. Most characteristic is the reproduction of the
miraculous icon-reliquary once kept at the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, known as the “Kyiv Caves Icon of the
Dormition of Mother of God.” The image of a small door with metal hinges, located beneath the bed
of the Virgin, is the key detail that identifies this specific iconographic type. The original miraculous
icon-reliquary, formerly housed at the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, disappeared during the Second World War.?2

A Ukrainian graphic model was used in the booklet ,,Scroll or Prayer to the Most Holy Mother of God",
published by Nikola Karastoyanov in Samokov in 1868.% It opens with a woodcut depicting the Virgin
Mary being crowned by the Child. Both figures are depicted on a crescent moon, which is held by two
angels. .** At the end of the previous century, exactly the same image had been printed in Chernigov,
and in the early eighteenth century it was reproduced by the press at Pochaev Lavra.”” The specific
model used in the Samokov printing house is not known to me, but it is apparently an engraving of

Ukrainian origin.

Ukrainian ties with Mount Athos are centuries old, and have left some traces in Bulgaria. Once notable

example is a manuscript 740 housed in the Saints Cyril and Methodius National Library . Concerning

21 Gergova, Ykpauncku u pycku epasiopu, 98-106, fig. 38—43.

22 Deluga, Waldemar. “306paxenns boropoanni y rpadimni Kueso-Ileguepcskux MaiicTpis Ha 3mami X VII-
XVII cromite.” In Moeurancoku uumannz 2000 poky. Kiiv: Feniks, 2001: 88-90; Vereshchagina, Nadezhda.
Xpucmuanckue xynomul u penukeuu [pesnezo Kuesa (koney X — nepsas mpems XIII 6.). Odessa: Astroprint,
2019, 508-518.

23 Stoyanov, Manyo. bvieapcka 6b3podcoencka KHUNCHUHA. Anarumuyen penepmoap Ha Ovi2apcKume KHuU U
nepuoduuu usoanus 1806—1878. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1957, 204, Ne 4474; Gergova, Vkpauncku u pycku
epasiopu, 2024, 184-189.

24 Tomov Evtim. Bwreapcku 6v3poscdencku wamnu. Sofia: Balgarski hudozhnik, 1975, ill. 47 — according to the
author the xylography is by Anastas Karastoyanov. This attribution is not persuasive, as by that time Anastas
Karastoyanov was living in Belgrade and had broken off ties with his father‘s publishing activities in Samokov
(see Nikolov, Lyubomir. Camoxosckume ceemaonucyu. Anacmac Kapacmoanos. Samokov: Historical Muse-
um-Samokov, 2023, 88-96). The illustration is most probably the work of Sotir Karastoyanov.

25 Hromov Oleg (ed.). Connye npecgemnoe. Pycckuii c600 ckazanuii 0 bocopoduunsix uxonax. VccienoBanmue.
Moscow: Pan Press, 2020, 220-224.
26 Tsonev, Benyo. Onuc na pvronucrume u cmaponeuammuu knueu va Hapoonama oubnuomexa 6 Cogua. T. 2. Sofia:

Darzhavna pechatnitsa, 1923, 402, 403; Gergova, Ivanka. Yydecama na Ilpeceema bozopoouya 6 kynmypama
Ha bvaeapckomo ewv3pascoane. Sofia: Omophor, 2012, 36, 37; idem, Yxpauncku u pycku epasropu, 162—-167.
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the Miracles of the Virgin Mary, it was translated from Greek into Slavonic by a Ukrainian monk
Samuil Bakachich who lived on Mount Athos. The text is decorated with copperplate engravings, with
fragments of prints glued into it at certain points. The copyist, monk Patermutiy Mushinsky from the
Balushev skete is depicted holding a scroll with a prayer to the Mother of God (fig. 7).

One of the earliest icons signed by a Ukrainian icon painter in Bulgaria is the Mother of God Akhtyrskaya,
now preserved in the National Museum of Church History and Archaeology in Sofia*’ The inscription
on the lower part of the frame states that it is a reproduction of the miraculous icon discovered in the
village of Akhtirka in 1739. There is an even more interesting inscription on the reverse, according to
which the icon-painter Stefan Danilov Medlinsky from the town of Gadyach (in Poltava region) donated
the icon to the Church of the Presentation of the Mother of God on the Holy Mountain (Mount Athos),
i.e. Hilandar monastery, in 1758, as he had promised. The icon was acquired by the museum from
Saint Spas Church in Sofia. It is an early copy of the highly popular Ukrainian icon of Mother of God
Akhtyrskaya, officially declared miraculous only a few years earlier, in 1751.% Other later replicas are
to be found in Bulgarian churches and collections, some executed in the primarily market-oriented icon

painting workshops of Kholui, a village in Vladimir region.

The iconostasis icons in the church of the Dormition of the Mother of God in Kazanlak were signed in
1896 by an artist from Odessa named M. Burxer. (fig. 8)

Based on their stylistic and iconographic features, it is likely that the two icons of Christ in the
Plovdiv City Art Gallery were painted by Ukrainian or South Russian artists.” One of them
(Inv. No. 85) depicts Christ Salvator Mundi seated, with his right hand raised in blessing and
his left hand holding an orb. (fig. 9). The inscription reads: “w6pazomp wopeTeca BRKO Xe
venoBbkb.” ( “..being made in human likeness.”).*® The other icon (Inv. No. 204) likewise
represents Christ holding an orb.

At Shipka Monastery there is an icon donated by Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra in the early twentieth century
(fig. 10). It is a replica of the miraculous Kyiv Caves Icon of the Dormition of the Mother of God, made

27 Inv. 3991, 31, 4x27, 8x3 cm. Gergova Ivanka. “boropoxnua Axtupcka.” In Hxonu 6 Lfopxosnus ucmopuxo-
apxeonozuyecku myseti ¢ Cogus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2024, 396, cat. 414.

28 Shchennikova, Lyudmila, E. P. . “Axteipckas uxona boxueit Marepu.” In Ilpasocragnas suyuxioneous. T.
4, Moscow: Tserkovno-nauchnyy tsentr “Pravoslavnaya entsiklopediya”, 2002, 217, 218.

29 According to the attribution by Natalia Komashko.

30 Book of Philippians 2:7 (Translation based on New English Standard Revised Translation of the Bible)
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in the first half of the nineteenth century, * with an inscription that reads: “uso6pasicenie u mbpa
YY00mMEOPHA20 WOPA3a Oy CheHia npechivla OYbl Edice wopbmaemca 6 1aepb kuesoneubpck” (,,Irue-
to-Scale Representation of the Miraculous Icon of the Dormition of the Most Holy Mother of God from
the Church of the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra®).

One of the oldest replicas of Mother of God Vladimirskaya in Bulgaria, it was undoubtedly executed in
Moscow in the sixteenth century, but its journey through Kyiv is documented by an inscription carved
into the background, reading: “KUEBD 1749” ("Kiev 1749”).%2

There are also records of donations sent by Bulgarians in Ukrainian territory. For example, in 1861
Hristo Dinchev sent an embroidered epitaphios and an icon from Odessa to the town of Panagyurishte,
3 though what became of them is unknown. During the Russo-Turkish War, which led to liberation
from Ottoman rule, Bulgarians living in Romania ordered a flag for the Fifth Bulgarian Volunteer
Company, which was made in Kyiv, as shown by the inscription on the metal spike: “Kieswv 1877 18
oxmsaops (“Kyiv, 18 October 1877).*

Bulgarian churches and museums hold an enormous number of lithographs on various subjects, printed
in Odessa printing houses of E. I. Fesenko, V. Til, D. Plyushcheev and T. Korchag-Novitsky, dating
from the 1860s to the early twentieth century. The Regional Historical Museum in Varna has a large

collection of such lithographs, taken from the church in Asparuhovo village near Varna.

Part of the “Ukrainian traces” in Bulgarian artistic heritage comprises images of Ukrainian saints,
regardless of where and by whom they were executed. By this [ mean the saints of Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra.
Bulgarians became acquainted with the Council of Kyiv-Pechersk Saints as an iconographic theme
via Russian or Ukrainian engravings. Here one could point to an engraving in the Historical Museum
collection in Samokov™* (fig. 11), or a similar later version from 1865, printed at Anton Avramov’s press

in Moscow and now located in the Church of Saint Nicholas in Samokov.*

31 According to the attribution by Natalia Komashko.

32 Gergova Ivanka. “Russian Icons in Bulgaria.” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16" — early 20"
Centuries). Seyssel: La Pomme d’or, 2016, 149-159, fig. 8. The icon belongs to the National Archaeological
Museum collection in Sofia, inv. 2815, 25x30x2.5 cm.

33 U3 apxusama na Hauioen I'epos. Sofia: Balgarska akademiya na naukite, 1911, Vol. 1, (A-JI): 517, Ne §33.

34 Naydenova, Radka. “3namenara na 6parapckoro ombiauenne.” [zvestiya na Natsionalniya voennoistoricheski
muzey. 111 (1977): 114-121, 117.

35 Inv. X478, 107/1b, 31x38 cm.

36 32x38 cm.
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The two founders of the Great Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra — Saint Anthony and Saint Theodosius — are
often depicted in a variety of contexts. The National Archaeological Museum in Sofia holds an icon
of Mother of God Pecherskaya set in a gilded carved frame.”” Saints Theodosius and Anthony are on
either side of the Virgin and Child, above the Monastery with its caves and the main church in the
centre. The icon was probably made in a Kyiv workshop at the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. This particular composition is highly popular in Ukrainian art, * finding its place in old

printed book illustrations.

Anthony Pechersky embraced monasticism on Mount Athos, which may be one of the reasons for his
popularity among the Bulgarians. Images of the two Kyivan saints, Anthony and his disciple Theodosius,
also can also be found in Bulgarian church art. In the most representative monument of the Bulgarian
Revival art - the catholicon at Rila Monastery - the two Kyivan saints are depicted in the narthex, side
by side in full-length, next to Saint Demetrius of Rostov.”” Furthermore, they both feature in the Chapel
of Saint John of Rila at the Old Hermitage, located a short distance from the main monastery complex.*
As is known, the frescoes were painted by Dimitar Hristov from Samokov between 1840 and 1845.
Twenty years earlier, in 1824, the same artist decorated the Chapel of Saint John the Theologian in the
eastern wing of Rila Monastery. There, he depicted Saint Theodosius Pechersky alongside his patron
saint, Theodosius the Great. (fig. 12). The monastery also has an icon of the two saints. It was probably

kept in the cell of a Rila monk of the same name. (fig. 13).

The influence that the frescoes in the churches and chapels at Rila Monastery had on contemporary and
later Bulgarian painters is well known. Perhaps other images of the Kyivan saints owe their existence
to this influence, such as the depiction of Saint Theodosius Pechersky in the frescoes at the Church of
Saint Anna in the village of Yana near Sofia (1845)* and Saint Anthony Pechersky in the Church of

Saint Petka in the village of Breze (1848), also near Sofia.* The two Kyivan saints are shown full-length

37 Inv. om. 23, 1. 273, 13, 5x18x1 cm. Ivanka Gergova, Yordan Gatev and Ivan Vanev. Xpucmusancko usxycmso
6 Hayuonannusa apxeonozuuecku myseti — Cogpus. Sofia: “Prof. Marin Drinov” Academic Publishing House,
2012, 71, cat. I1. 588.

38 Rizhova 2023, Olga. “Reflection of the Tradition of Hesychia in the Images of Saints Antony and Theodosius
of the Caves in the Lavra Iconography.” Konstantinove listy, 16/2 (2023), 68-81, fig. 4, 5.

39 Kuyumdzhiev, Aleksandar. “Llspksa “Poxnecto boroponuuno”, Puscku manactup.” In Kopnyc na cmenonucume
om nwpsama nonosuna Ha XIX eex 6 bvneapus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2018, 455-494, 467, Ne 5-7.

40 Ibid., 479.

41 Zaharieva, Maya. “Llspksa ,,CB. AuHa®, c. fIna.” In Kopnyc na cmenonucume om nvpsama nonosuna na XIX
ek 6 bvaeapus, edited by Aleksandar Kuyumdzhiev and Emanuel Mutafov. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies,
2018, 567-578, 571.

42 Kuymdzhieva, Margarita. “Lispksa “Cs. Iletka”, c. bpese.” In Kopnyc na cmenonucume om nvpeama nonoguma
na XIX eex 6 bvieapusa. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2018, 729742, 733.
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in frescoes from 1871 in the nunnery church of The Presentation of the Virgin Mary at Kazanlak, most

probably executed by the local painter Petko Iliev (fig. 14).”

A carved icon in the National Archaeological Museum collection in Sofia* features two saintly monks
with unmarked names — without doubt the two most famous Kyiv-Pechersk saints - flanking the Kyiv
Caves Icon of the Dormition of Mother of God (fig. 15). The icon, executed in the early twentieth century

by the master M. Nikolov, originally belonged to Rila Monastery.

Of particular interest for our topic is a triptych from a Sofia church in the National Museum of Church
History and Archaeology collection in Sofia.*® A relief cast copper alloy icon of the Deisis (Sedmitsa/
Week) is mounted above the central section. The icon is typical of the repertoire of Russian Old Believers’
foundry workshops, though the painting itself is by a Bulgarian master and is possibly inspired by Russian
triptychs with mounted metal icons or crosses. The wings depict the full-length figures of Anthony
and Theodosius Pechersky, while the central panel features Saint John of Rila and Saint Haralampius.
According to Alexander Kuyumdzhiev, the painting was created by the young Samokov icon-painter
Stanislav Dospevski, who was working with his father Dimitar Hristov at Rila Monastery at the time.
The presence of the two Saints Anthony and Theodosius of Kyiv - Pechersk alongside Saint John of
Rila suggests that the triptych may have been painted for a monk’s cell at Rila.

There are also a number of icons in Bulgaria that were created using different techniques and that relate
to the great Ukrainian Lavra at Pochaev. According to legend, this monastery is associated with the

appearance of the Mother of God, who left a footprint over which the monastery’s catholicon was built.*

Another treasure is the highly-honoured miraculous icon of the Mother of God Pochaevskaya. It was
presented to the monastery in the sixteenth century by Ana Gojska, who had received it from the

Bulgarian Metropolitan Neofit prior to 1559.” From 1713 to 1832 the monastery was Catholic, a during

43 Dinova-Ruseva, Vera. “Ctenonucute B xpama “Braenenue boropoxnuno” B JleBnueckust manactup — Kazan-
ek, In Ceemozopcka obumen 3oepagh I11. Sofia: Gutenberg, 1999, 309-323.

44 Inv. 1166, 13, 5x17, 5x2 cm. Gergova, Gatev and Vanev, Xpucmusancko uzkycmso, 450, cat. V. 15.

45 Inv. 6379, 22x20x1, 9 cm. Kuyumdzhiev, Aleksandar. ,,Tpuntux.” In Hxonu 6 Lopkosnus ucmopuko-
apxeonozuyecku myszeti—Coghus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2024, 251, cat. 214.

46 Ictopis [TouaiBcbkoro moractups — Bikimemis (accessed 07.11.2024)

47 Ckasanue ucmopuyeckoe o Ilouaesckoii Ycnenckoti n1aspe ovisuteco Hamecmuuxa Jlaspvl apxumanopuma
Amspocus, ¢ donoHUmMenbHbIMU 21ABAMY 0 NO3OHEUWIUX NOKOUHBIX C8AUeHHO-apxumandpumax Jlagpel,
apxuenuckonax: Aeaganzene, Jumumpue u Tuxone. — 3-e n3. — Pochayev: Pochayevska lavra, 1886 (accessed
10.11.2024). It would be an interesting research task to identify this “Bulgarian metropolitan” and therefore the
Balkan roots of the iconography. Whatever the case may be, here we have evidence of a “Bulgarian trace” in
Ukrainian cultural heritage.
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which period the icon was officially recognised as miraculous by the Church and was ceremonially
“crowned”. The Bulgarians may have become familiar with the Mother of God Pochaevskaya in various
ways, for example from engravings in editions produced at Pochaev Lavra. There is no evidence as to
how Paul of Lovech, a priest who copied it into his manuscript Book of Katavasia in the 1830s, became
aware of it. ® (fig. 16).

A later icon held in the National Church Museum in Sofia® is identical to a lithograph of the Pochaev
Lavra printed in Warsaw. In churches all over Bulgaria we find chromolithographs reproducing the
icon, which were no doubt disseminated throughout the country by trade. In most of them, the famous
footprint of the Mother of God is visible beneath the Virgin and Child.*® The legend of how the Mother
of God appeared to a hermit and a shepherd is itself illustrated in an icon at the City Art Gallery in
Plovdiv (fig. 17).” The church banner (khorugv) displayed at the Regional Historical Museum in Pleven,
bearing the image of the Pochaev icon, may also have been purchased following Bulgaria’s liberation
in 1878. (fig. 18).

The famous icon of Sophia the Wisdom of God from Saint Sophia Cathedral in Kyiv was well known
in Bulgaria. A zograph from Tryavna reproduced it in an icon that belonged to the Church of the
Dormition of Mother of God in Veliko Tarnovo (fig. 19).”

An eloquent testimony to the popularity and authority of Ukrainian Orthodox culture among the
Bulgarians is the legend of the miraculous icon at Glozhene Monastery, which was said to have “flown”
from Kyiv, while the monastery itself was founded by a Kyiv prince named George Glozh. The icon
was covered with silver revetment, with scenes from the life of Saint George added to it. All of the
above is clear evidence of an advanced cult. I once had the rare opportunity to photograph the original
icon without the revetment; despite the poor condition of the painting, it can be argued that the icon is

Ukrainian or Russian.”

48 Boriana Hristova, Elissaveta Moussakova and Iskra Hristova-Shomova Crasaucku u epwyxu pvkonucu 6
Pezuonanen ucmopuuecxku myseii—Jlogeu. Sofia: Logis, 2022, mpu. XLVIIL

49 Gergova, Ivanka. ,boroponuna [lowgaescka.“ In Hkonu 6 Llvprosnus ucmopuxo-apxeonocuvecku myseii 8
Cogus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2024, 475, cat. 544.
50 Ivanka Gergova, Anka Stoilova and Liubomir Mikov. Ceewjenu cmwnku 8 xpucmusncmeomo u uciama. Sofia:

Avangard prima, 2021, ill. 17, 18.

51 Ibid., ill. 35.

52 Gergova Ivanka. “Pernku Ha pycku 9ygoTBOpHE HKOHH B bearapus.” Art Studies Quarterly 1 (2010): 35-39,
37, 38.

53 Gergova, “Russian Icons, ” 154, 155, fig. 5.
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The final example I will focus on is the work of Ukrainian White Cossack emigrants who settled in
Burgas and founded the Burgas Cossack Society. In 1939 they donated an icon to the Burgas cathedral
church of Saints Cyril and Methodius (fig. 20).> The iconography is original: the Virgin Mary with an
omophorion in her hand is in the heavens, above a fortress wall with closed gates. Two Cossacks are
standing at the gates. As the inscription explains, the icon embodies the emigrants’ hope of returning to
their lost homeland through the intercession of the Virgin Mary: “Mamu bosicus 3acmynnuye yceponas
NOKPULL HU YeCHUM MBOUM OMOPOPOM U 8 PA3CEsHUU HU CYWUX 6b celeHus omyux 6006opu. [lpu
yapysaremo na braeouecmugusims bopuc 11l yapv na 6vaeapume, kazawika nayuonanna Cmanuya 6
2p. Bypeacw, npesv meceyw anyapuii 1939 nanpasu Hacmoswama uKoHa — no CLy4ail npebusasaneno
MYKa HA eMuepupanume Kazayu, NOIy4uIu npuems 6 opamcxkama cmpara — bvaeapus”. (“Mother of
God, our zealous intercessor, cover us with your honest omophorion and and lead us to the homelands
of our ancestors. During the reign of the pious Boris III, Tsar of the Bulgarians, Cossack National
Stanitsa [the Cossack Society —note of the Ed.] in the city of Burgas, in January 1939, made this icon
on the occasion of the stay here of the emigrated Cossacks who were welcomed in the brotherly country

of Bulgaria”).

In conclusion, it could be argued that Ukrainian art is not as influential in Bulgaria as it was among
the Serbians in the eighteenth century, for example. Nevertheless, there were constant, if not intense,
interactions with Ukrainian artistic traditions, and this topic definitely deserves special attention in

future studies.

54 Kehlibareva, Sonya. Pempo Bypeac. Burgas: Znatsi, 2012, 89, 93.
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Fig. 1. Saint John Damaskinos, engraving from a Triodion printed in 1664 at the Lviv Printing House.

Historical Museum, Batak. © Historical Museum, Batak.
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Fig. 2. Christ Pantokrator and the First Page of the Gospel of Matthew, engraving from a Tetraevangelion
printed in 1746 at the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra Printing House. Church of the Nativity of the Virgin Mary,

Berkovitsa. Photo: Maya Zaharieva.
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Fig. 3. Evangelist Mark, engraving from a Tetraevangelion printed in 1746 at the Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra Fig. 4. Evangelist Mark, drawing from the Album kept by the icon-painter Toma Vishanov from Bansko.

Printing House. Church of the Nativity of the Virgin Mary, Berkovitsa. Photo: Maya Zaharieva. (Source: Vasiliev, Asen. Toma Bumanos Monepa. Sofia: Bulgarski hudozhnik, 1969, fig. 14).
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Fig. 5. Calendar, 1628, Pamvo Berinda, National Historical Museum, Sofia. © National Historical Fig. 6. Virgin Mary with the Child enthroned with scenes, Historical Museum of Samokov. © Historical

Museum, Sofia. | Museum-Samokov.
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Fig. 7. Self-portrait of monk Patermutiy Mushinsky, Saints Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia.
© Saints Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia.
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Fig. 8. Sts. Cyril and Methodius, Painter M. Burxer from Odessa, Dormition of the Mother of God
Church, Kazanlak. Photo: Angel Nikolov.
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Fig. 9. Christ Salvator Mundi, City Art Gallery, Plovdiv. © City Art Gallery, Plovdiv. Fig. 10. Kyiv Caves Icon of the Dormition of the Mother of God, Shipka Monastery. © Shipka Monastery.
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Fig. 11. The Council of the Saints of Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, Historical Museum of Samokov. © Historical Fig. 12. Saint Theodosius the Great and Saint Theodosius Pechersky, 1824, wall painting in the Chapel

Museum, Samokov. of Saint John the Theologian, Rila Monastery. Photo: Georgi Linkov.
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Fig. 14. Saint Antony and Saint Theodosius Pechersky, 1871, wall painting in the Kazanlak Monastery.
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Photo: Ivanka Gergova.
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Fig. 13. Saint Theodosius the Great and Saint Theodosius Pechersky, Rila Monastery. Photo: Georgi
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Fig. 15. Kyiv Caves Dormition of the Mother of God, early 20th century, National Archaeological

Museum, Sofia. © National Archaeological Museum, Sofia.
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Fig. 16. Virgin Mary Pochaevskaya, Father Pavel's Book of Katavasia, 1830s, f. IVb-1r, Regional

Historical Museum, Lovech. © Regional Historical Museum, Lovech.
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Fig. 17. Virgin Mary appearing to a hermit and a shepherd, early 20th century, City Art Gallery, Plovdiv.
© City Art Gallery, Plovdiv.
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Fig. 18. Church banner, Regional Historical Museum, Pleven. © Regional Historical Museum-Pleven. Fig. 19. Sophia the Wisdom of God, Church of the Dormition of the Mother of God, Veliko Tarnovo,

National Archaeological Museum-Sofia. © National Archaeological Museum, Sofia.
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Fig. 20. Icon donated to the Saints Cyril and Methodius Church in Burgas by Ukrainian White Cossack

emigrants to Burgas, 1939. Photo: Ivanka Gergova.
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Archival Documents on the Education of Serbian Painters
in 19th century Russia

Ana Kosti¢

Abstract

second half of the nineteenth century, Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovich sent Serbian students to study art
and iconography in Russia, with the help of the Serbian Ministry of Education and Russian benevolent
organizations. Correspondence preserved in the State Archives of Serbia testifies to how young painters
experienced their education abroad. Based on archival documents and personal correspondence, this
paper aims to offer a better insight into the processes of educating young Serbian painters in Russian

monastery workshops and academies.

Keywords: nineteenth century, religious painting, education of Serbian artists in Russia, Metropolitan

Mihailo Jovanovich

uring the nineteenth century, Serbian artists received their education in various centres across
D Western Europe, as well as in monastery workshops and at academies in Moscow, Saint Petersburg,
and Kyiv. Although Serbian apprentices were educated in Russia during the first half of the nineteenth
century, the intensity of education increased significantly after the Crimean War (1853-1856). This
shift was driven by the need to strengthen Russian influence in the Balkans, particularly among
the Orthodox Slavic population.' In addition to students enrolled in Russian military, theological,
medical, and agricultural schools, many were also sent to art schools.? Significant support for the
education of Serbian artists in Russia during the second half of the nineteenth century came from
Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovich, who led the Serbian Orthodox Church from 1859 to 1881, and

1 Savic, Mirjana. “IIIkonoBame cprckux haka y Pycuju m Mutponomiut Muxawnio.” In JKusom u deno mumpononuma
Muxauna (1826—1898), edited by Dimitrije Stefanovic. Belgrade: SANU, 2008, 263-268; Blazic Pejic, Jovana.
“MOCKOBCKH CIIOBEHCKH KOMHTET U cprcko nutame.” PhD diss., Belgrade University, 2021.

2 Ibid., 165-166, 465, 458.
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again from 1889 to 1898 (fig 1). Having studied at the Kyiv Theological Academy in Russia, he later
supported and initiated more profound political, ecclesiastical, and cultural ties between the two
countries, reforming the Serbian church according to the Russian model. An essential part of that
work involved the import of Russian icons, liturgical objects, and books, plus the education of Serbian
priests and painters in Russia, thereby transferring Russian religious culture and art extensively to
Serbian soil.* Metropolitan Mihailo advocated for the education of artists in Russian centres due to
the increasing presence of non-Orthodox icons in Serbian territory. At that time, there was a lack of
understanding regarding the differences between Orthodox and Catholic iconography, and there was
no proper school of icon painting or academy in the Principality of Serbia. > Education in Russia, the
fount of Orthodoxy, would enable young painters to accept Eastern Church iconography and paint
dogmatically correct religious paintings, which would be the first step in the defence of Orthodoxy.
Through his contacts in Russia, Metropolitan Mihailo sought places for Serbian students in icon-
painting workshops in Moscow and Kyiv, and via the Serbian Ministry of Education advocated for
artist scholarships and the provision of better living conditions during their education. The ministry
covered the costs of the students’ travel to Russia and provided them with material support during
their education, with varying degrees of success. In addition, Serbian artists educated in Russia were
financially supported by numerous benevolent organizations founded by the Slavophile movement,
which had broader political and cultural interests in the education of Slavs from the Balkans.® Archival
documents concerning the education of Serbian artists in Russia are preserved in the Archives of
the Serbian Patriarchate and the Serbian State Archives in Belgrade, within the repository of the
Ministry of Education, the Metropolitanate of Belgrade, and the repository of Gifts and Redemption.
The preserved material enables us to partially reconstruct how Serbian painters were educated in

Russia, as well as the challenges they faced.

3 For more on Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovich see Dimitrijevic, Stevan. Muxauno Apxuenuckon Beoepadcku u
Mumpononum Cpbuje, kao npasociasnu jepapx, Cpoun, Crosen u Heumap jyeociosencmea. Belgrade: Stamparija
Privredni pregled, 1933; Slijepcevic, Djoko. Hcmopuja cpncke npasocnaghe ypxse, Vol. 2. Belgrade: BIGZ: 1991,
355-384; Stefanovic, Dimitrije. (ed.) ZKusom u deno mumponoruma Muxauna (1826—1898). Belgrade: SANU,
2008; Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Mutpononut Muxauiio 1 mKONOBambe CPICKUX caukapa y Pycuju, ” ZLUMS 19
(1983): 263-274; Makuljevic, Nenad. I{pxsena ymemnocm y Kpawesunu Cpouju (1882—1914). Belgrade: Faculty
of Philosophy, 2007, 51-57; Kostic, Ana. I[pkgena ymemnocm y Knexcesurnu Cpouju (1830—1882). Belgrade:
Faculty of Philosophy, 2022, 89-94; Bradic, Teodora. “Mutpononut Muxanno Joparnosuh u Tpanctep pycke
cakpannae ymetHocTy y Knexesuny/Kpamesuny Cpoujy (1859-1898).” PhD diss., Belgrade University, 2024.

4 Bradic, Teodora. “Murpononut Muxamnno JoBanosuh u Tpancdep pycke cakpanne yMeTHOCTY y KuexeBuny/
Kpassesuny Cpbujy (1859-1898), ” 23-180.

5 Makuljevic, Nenad. I{pxeena ymemnocm y Kpawesunu Cpouju (1882—1914), 52-54.
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Metropolitan Mihailo’s first attempt to send Serbian artists abroad was in 1865, when he sought funding
from the Russian Holy Synod to educate two icon painters.” Although this effort proved unsuccessful,
the metropolitan soon arranged with Archimandrite Antoni Medvedev for three students to be admitted

to the icon-painting workshop at Trinity-Sergius Lavra near Moscow.®

Metropolitan Mihailo informed the Serbian Ministry of Education of the agreements he had reached,
asking it to hold a competition for painting students, finance their trip to Russia, and provide two ducat
scholarships per month.” The competition was announced on December 20, 1869, in Novine Srbske, the
leading daily newspaper in the Principality of Serbia (fig 2)."° The requirements were that candidates
be boys of limited means between 13 and 16 years old, and that they hold a health certificate. Without
delay, on February 9, 1870, it was decided that three Serbian cadets met the required conditions and
should be sent: Mihailo Borisavljevich, Zivko Jugovich, and Blagoje Kulich." Before leaving for Russia,
the cadets signed a contract with the Ministry of Education on their obligations during their studies
and following their return to the homeland. In short, they were obliged to study for at least 3 years, to
submit a progress report to the Ministry of Education twice a year, live an exemplary and modest life,
and work in the civil service once they returned for at least as many years as they had been granted a
scholarship."” Any violation of the agreement entailed termination of the scholarship. Upon completion
of their studies, the state had the right to conduct a special exam with an expert committee to determine
whether the painters had acquired the knowledge for which they had been sent abroad.” After signing
the contracts, the three students set off in the winter of 1870 to study icon-painting at Trinity-Sergius

Lavra. Metropolitan Mihailo informed the Archimandrite there of their imminent arrival."
Archived documents regarding the education of Serbian painters at Trinity-Sergius provide insight into

the training process, the knowledge offered to students, and the living and working conditions they

experienced. During the winter of the 1870/71 school year, the Serbian students found themselves in

7 Ibid., 79.

8 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “MuTtpomnomnt Muxauio 1 mKoJIOBamke CPIICKUX chukapa y Pycuju, ” 263-264.

9 Idem. “Kaxko cy ce mkonoBaiu cpricku yMeTHHIH y Pycuju ¢ xpaja XIX Beka, ” Sveske No 14, 7 (1983): 88.

10 Cpocxe Hogune, Belgrade: 20. December 1869, No. 156, 3.

11 DAS-MPs 1880, F. V, 1. 69; DAS — MPs 1878, F. I - 259; Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Murpomnonut MUXanmno 1 mKoI0Bambe
CpIIcKuX cimkapa y Pycuju, ” 264; Idem, “Kaxko cy ce mxonoBaiu cprcku ymeTHUIH y Pycuju ¢ kpaja XIX
Beka, ” 89.

12 DAS-MPs 1880, F. V, 1. 69; Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Kako cy ce mkonoBamu cprcku yMeTHHIM y Pycuju ¢ kpaja
XIX Bexka, ” 89.

13 Ibid.

14 Jovanovic, Miroslav, Timofejev, Aleksej and others (eds.). Mockea — Cpbuja, beoepao — Pycuja: Joxy-
menma u mamepujanu, Vol. 2. Belgrade-Moscow: The State Archives of Serbia, Main Archival
Aministration of the City of Moscow and State Archives of the Russian Federation, 2011, 239.
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poor health, struggling to adjust to the harsh Russian climate. Eventually, all three requested to return
home for recovery. Metropolitan Mihailo, informed of their poor health, intervened with the Ministry
of Education and received 12 ducats for the two students, Mihailo Borisavljevich and Blagoje Kulich,

for accommodation and treatment in a warmer area in Russia for two months.”

Shortly after returning to the Lavra, student Mihailo Borisavljevich wrote a letter to Serbia’s Minister
of Education on August 31, 1871, which exudes dissatisfaction with life and work at the school of
icon-painting.'® He was unhappy with the food on offer, considering it insufficient to maintain health,
and expressed his frustration at the students being forced to live like monks, adhering to strict fasting
rules. He pointed out that even if better food was available, it was unaffordable due to the insufficient
stipend. Additionally, he criticized the teachers at the school, claiming that they lacked both theoretical
and practical knowledge of painting. The students copied icons, but since no teacher was qualified to
improve their drawings, they were forced to rely on their own abilities. Borisavljevich pointed out that
all the icon painters were self-taught monks who had learned the craft by visiting various monasteries in
Russia and copying existing icons. He noted that their lack of skill and knowledge in painting negatively
affected both the students and the art form in general. Additionally, he mentioned that even the students
attending the school lacked the ambition to improve their painting skills, because they were poor. For

them, staying in the monastery provided shelter and food.

According to Borisavljevich’s testimony, the education provided was limited to achieving a minimal
level of knowledge, with the primary goal being the copying of icons.”” He considered the school at
Trinity-Sergius pointless, saying that he had learned nothing by copying icons independently without
a teacher to guide him, and that he had even forgotten what he had learned in Serbia. In his letter, he
desperately begged the Minister of Education to “save” him from the “meaningless school”, in which
he was experiencing “self-destruction” both in terms of health and intellect. He also asked to be allowed
to study painting at a “real art school in Moscow”, for which he needed a more substantial scholarship
than the one he received, which was insufficient due to the high cost of living in Russia."® The minister
responded negatively to these complaints. Although Borisavljevich was disappointed by the decision
that he had to stay put, he did not abandon his quest for a solution. He thus wrote again on November

18, 1871, asking the minister to increase his scholarship so that he could transfer to the Moscow School

15 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Kaxko cy ce wikonosanu cpncxu ymemuuyu y Pycuju c kpaja XIX sexa, ” 90.

16 DAS-MPs 1880, F. V, 1. 69. Published in whole in: Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Kaxo cy ce mkonoBam cprcku yMeTHHIH
y Pycuju ¢ xpaja XIX Beka, ” 90-91.

17 Ibid., 90-91.

18 Ibid., 92.
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of Painting, Sculpture, and Architecture at the beginning of 1872. Otherwise, he sought money to return

home, saying that his stay in the monastery had cost him his physical health and talent.”

Borisavljevich demonstrates a high level of self-awareness, saying in one letter that he understood his
friend Blagoje Kulich had no higher ambition to acquire painting skills beyond those offered at Trinity-
Sergius, but that he had a sense of duty towards the money given by his people for his education, so he
could not accept anything less than to study art as hard as possible and thus serve his state and nation.”
Having received no response, on January 9, 1872 he again begged for money to return to Serbia due to
serious health problems.” Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovich was constantly informed about the condition
of the Serbian students, so he insisted that Borisavljevich be allowed to return home, and sent funds
for the trip. In his February 1872 report, the doctor at Trinity-Sergius pointed out that Borisavljevich’s
health condition was terrible, and that staying in the cold Russian climate could cause tuberculosis.
Therefore, he recommended a change of residence or a return home to a warmer climate.?> The Ministry
sent 30 imperial ducats for the journey.” According to documents preserved in the State Archives of
Serbia, the other two students, Kulich and Jugovich, also had health problems, no doubt brought on by

the harsh Russian climate, poor nutrition, and insufficient clothing.

Blagoje Kulich was also very dissatisfied with life at Trinity-Sergius. In a letter to the Minister of
Education dated July 14, 1872, he requested an increase in his scholarship to provide clothing and food.
He spoke even worse of the food than Borisavlevich, describing it as pigswill that was not even edible,
let alone sufficient to maintain good health.”* He also criticized the clothing allowance, as the students
were only entitled to one suit yearly, worn daily and on holidays, with just one pair of boots. Students
had to pay out of their own pocket for everything else necessary, such as shirts, socks, hats, and other
warmer clothes, as the scholarship did not cover those costs. Due to the lack of food and clothing and
high prices in Russia, Kulich expressed his concern that he would not survive the next winter if he

did not recover and regain strength during the summer.” The Ministry did not respond positively to
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the request to increase the stipend, but there is information that Kulich returned to Serbia during the

winter to recover.?

Serbian students studying in Russia often wrote to Metropolitan Mihail Jovanovich when problems
arose or when the Serbian Ministry of Education did not agree to their pleas, which were mainly for
an increase in their scholarship. The Metropolitan solved the issues by forwarding them to the Serbian
Ministry of Education or relevant addresses in Russia, or by personally sending money.?” One of Kulich’s
surviving requests was sent to Metropolitan Michail on October 15, 1872. The list of necessary books it
includes suggests that church history was thoroughly studied at the Trinity-Sergius school, as most of the
titles were dedicated to that topic.” Like Borisavljevich, though in a less harsh tone, Kulich addressed
another letter to the Serbian Minister of Education on May 15, 1875, asking to continue his education
at the Academy in Moscow, since the knowledge acquired at Trinity-Sergius was very modest.”” From
the correspondence sent by Borisavljevich and Kulich, we learn the fundamental objections of the
Serbian students to their education at the monastery in the 1870s. Firstly, these concerned the poor
living conditions — inadequate nutrition and clothing, coupled with the harsh Russian winters — and
secondly, the limited knowledge passed on by the self-taught icon-painter monks, and their insistence
on copying icons, which Serbian students judged as insufficient. This was why the scholars asked to

be transferred to other schools to improve their painting skills.

What did Trinity-Sergius Lavra offer at the time the Serbian students were there, and what status did
it enjoy in the second half of the nineteenth century? A great medieval monastery, the Lavra of the
Holy Trinity and St. Sergius played a significant role in the history of Russia. It was founded in 1337
by one of the most venerated Russian saints, Sergius of Radonezh. The most beautiful artistic treasures
at the monastery date from the time of its foundation, and over time, with numerous gifts, it became
a prominent art centre where Andrei Rublev and Daniel Teherni painted frescoes and icons on the
iconostasis of the Cathedral Church of the Holy Trinity.** The earliest attempts to organize an icon-painting
school date back to 1746, though for a long time it was barely maintained. The situation only began

to improve from the 1830s onwards, thanks to the energies of Archimandrite Antoni Medvedev, who
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28 Ibid., 282-283.
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30 ¥ Kenworthy, Scott. The Heart of Russia: Trinity-Sergius, Monasticism, and Society after 1825. New York: Oxford
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arranged and expanded the student quarters and work areas in 1849.%' The school attracted considerable
attention from the clergy after the 1860s, becoming international. At that time, “with full monastic
support, Greek icon-painting was taught to up to sixty boys from different regions.”* A modernization
process was implemented from the 1870s until the end of the nineteenth century, but failed to meet
expectations. According to reports on activities after 1883, the primary concerns were that although
many students enrolled in the iconography course, few completed it; even fewer went on to pursue a
career in iconography, and a significant number were expelled for inappropriate behaviour.”* The school’s
financial situation was far from healthy — for instance, just 3, 000 roubles were earned from student
work, but more than 150, 000 went on school support. Self-taught icon painters were the instructors in
the school, and priority was given to copying icons. At the time when our Serbians attended the Lavra,
from the 1870s to the end of the nineteenth century, the students were led by the hieromonk Simeon,
who “was a self-educated painter, engaged in iconography voluntarily without any scientific knowledge,
theory or knowledge of the rules of painting”.** Nevertheless, his contemporaries considered him highly
skilled. Due to its reputation among the clergy and patrons the school attracted students from Serbia,
Bulgaria, Greece, and Bosnia.” In the reports evaluating the work accomplished from the turn of the
nineteenth to the twentieth centuries, we see that it was attended by poor students, maintaining more
of a humanitarian character than a strictly professional one. According to the inspectors, learning was
still through independent copying of icons, which could not create professional icon-painters.* Such
views expressed in later Russian archival materials largely coincide with those of the Serbian students

described above.

It was undoubtedly the good name that Trinity-Sergius Lavra had among the clergy that led Metropolitan
Mihailo to believe it was a good school of icon-painting, as he emphasized when asking the Serbian
Ministry of Education to help provide scholarships for students to go there.” The choice of institution
and the connections he established with Archimandrite Antoni Medvedev, who boosted the school’s
reputation, indicate that the Metropolitan was convinced he was doing the very best for Serbian students.
He continued to send Serbian boys over subsequent years, as in 1870, when he sent Stojan Vojinovich,
a student from the Belgrade Theological Seminary who was originally from Mostar. In his letter to

Archimandrite Antoni, the metropolitan emphasizes the necessity of educating this young man as
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an icon-painter, because it would “provide the student with the opportunity to be useful in his native
region, where there is not a single artist“.*® Vojinovich was admitted to the icon-painting school with
the Metropolitan’s mediation, but eventually left Russia because he could not continue his education
at the Moscow Academy.” Lazar Krdzalich also began his education at Trinity-Sergius, ** transferring
to the Higher School of Arts and Crafts in Moscow in 1880.*' After Krdzalich successfully completed
his education at the Lavra, Metropolitan Mihailo sent a request in 1880 for the admission of Mihailo
Vasiljevich.*? Dragoljub Pavlovich also entered the school in 1895, though we have no further information

on his education.®

In addition to training at Trinity-Sergius, we learn from preserved archival documents that some
Serbian students were admitted to Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra.** An educational institution was established
there in 1866, ** offering training in icon-painting and a detailed study of the iconography of the saints.
As such an academic institution, it did not differ much from its counterpart at Trinity-Sergius. The
curriculum was divided into two halves, with one focused on learning the art of icon painting, while
the other was dedicated to copying icons and fulfilling orders for painting churches, iconostases, and
individual icons. Students completed these tasks under the guidance of monk-icon painters from the
Kyiv School.** Among the first Serbians to attend in the nineteenth century was Zhivko Jugovich,
who, along with Mihail Borisavljevich and Blagoje Kulich, belonged to the first generation of Serbian
painters educated in Russia.” Upon Metropolitan Mihailo’s recommendation, Milutin Bl. Markovich

also attended Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra, studying for one year under the guidance of Hieromonk Theogonos
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and graduating in 1889.* In 1891, Metropolitan Mihailo sent two students to the same school, * most
probably including Petar Knezevich (monastic Pimen, 1871-1948), who is known to have been educated

in Russia until 1896.%°

Having commenced studies at the Kyiv-Pechersk and Trinity-Sergius schools, but considering the
knowledge offered there insufficient, many Serbian painters wrote to their national Ministry of Education
to request further training at the academies in Moscow, Kyiv, and St. Petersburg, or in Western European
centres. Some were given a state scholarship to continue their education in Russia. Others managed to do
so with the help of Metropolitan Mihailo, through benevolent organizations founded by the Slavophile
movement. If training in monastery icon painting workshops is considered the first phase in the Serbian

artists’ education in Russia, then art academies represent the second.

Mihailo Borisavljevich was among the first to apply to continue his education, coveting a place at the
Moscow Academy, i.e., the Moscow School of Painting, Sculpture, and Architecture. When he first
applied in 1871, the Serbian Ministry did not grant him a scholarship, and later withdrew his funding
because of his harsh attitude towards the school at Trinity-Sergius Lavra.”! However, Metropolitan
Michail supported his further training in Russia.” In a letter sent to the Metropolitan from Moscow
on 11 September 1873, the young artist informed him that his education was progressing well, but that
further financial assistance was needed. From the letter, we learn that Archimandrite Antoni, rector
of the school at Trinity-Sergius, had helped Borisavljevich “like a parent” by giving him money to
buy books and sewing him warm clothes for the winter. However, his assistance was terminated when
management of the school passed from him to the Lavra Council® The same letter shows that the
Moscow Slavic Committee also helped Borisavljevich with his education, by giving him 20 roubles.*
Furthermore, we learn that he sought extra financial assistance from Nil Popov, secretary of the Slavic

Committee in Moscow, but was rejected.”

On August 13, 1874, Metropolitan Michail mediated with the Serbian Ministry of Education, and
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Borisvljevich regained a scholarship to complete his studies in Moscow.*® From preserved archival
documents we see that during the winter semester of the same year his assistance from the Slavic
Committee in Moscow was withdrawn. He thus moved to Saint Petersburg, where financial assistance
promised by the local Slavic Committee enabled him to enrol in the Imperial Academy of Arts
there (fig 3).”” Borisavljevich’s letter to the Serbian Minister of Education, dated December 28,
1874, explains the reason for his transfer from Moscow to Saint Petersburg, which was financial in
nature. He also informed the ministry that Blagoje Kulich had been left without a scholarship from
the Slavic Committee in Moscow, and so had returned to Trinity-Sergius from the Moscow School

of Art, Sculpture, and Architecture.*®

At the time of Borisavljevich’s transfer, the Imperial Academy of Arts in Saint Petersburg offered
much better educational opportunities than the Moscow School, as he himself writes: “the teaching is
much more rigorous and extensive than at the Moscow School of Painting*.* Borisavljevich remained
in Saint Petersburg until his fourth year, when he was left without the help of the Slavic Committee
there. He then received an increased scholarship from the Serbian Ministry of Education to complete
his education, as did his colleagues Kulich in Moscow and Jugovich in Rome.®® Based on preserved
archival materials, Borisavljevich studied in Saint Petersburg until 1878, supporting himself by his own

work and funds from the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Blagoje Kulich attended an art school in Moscow until 1876, when he returned to Serbia during the
Serbian-Turkish wars of 1876—1878. This interrupted his education, which he never resumed due to a
lack of funds.®" With the support of Metropolitan Mihailo, Zhivko Jugovich also received a scholarship
for further education at the Academy of Fine Arts in Moscow, following a year spent at Kyiv-Pechersk

Lavra.” He then continued his education in Italy (Rome) and Munich.®
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1 HaueHUK cpe3a Coxodamckor, “ 290-291.

62 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Mumpononum Muxauno u wikonosarse cpnckux caukapa y Pycuju,” 273.

63 Jovanovic, Miodrag. , , Cpncka nuxosna ymemnocm u Pycuja kpajem XIX u novemxom XX gexa, “ Caonwmersa
XV (1983): 121.
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After the first generation of Serbian students to head to Russia— Borisavljevich, Kulich, and Jugovich
— other painters followed in their footsteps. Some are known only by name, as no written or material
traces of their education or work have survived. Among those who brought a different approach to
Serbian religious painting, following contemporary Russian artistic trends absorbed during studies,
were Nastas Stefanovich, Milutin Bl. Markovich, Lazar Krdzalich and Rafailo Momchilovich.** The
above artists were sent for education during and after Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovich’s return from
emigration to Russia (1881-1889), ® indicating that the Metropolitan strengthened ties with the Russian
church and state dignitaries who accepted Serbian artists for education. After their return home, the

artists were busily engaged in painting iconostases and icons.

As previously mentioned, Lazar Krdzalich (1854-1926) began his education at the Trinity-Sergius
school, from which he transferred in 1880 to the Higher School of Arts and Crafts in Moscow.®® There
is information that he studied painting in Kyiv for a while, ¢ and finally completed his studies at the
Saint Petersburg Academy (fig 4).%®

Another artist whose education is known about from surviving archival materials is Milutin BL.
Markovich.” He began his education at Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra in 1889, as mentioned above, and one year
later transferred to the School of Painting, Sculpture, and Architecture in Moscow, where he graduated
in painting in 1895 (fig 5).” Metropolitan Mihailo was highly committed to providing him with financial
assistance. During and after his return from emigration, the Metropolitan wrote regularly to the
chairman of the Moscow Ministry for the Education of Slavs, publicist Dimitri Fyodorovich Samarin.
Their correspondence covered various issues, one of which was assistance to Markovich.” A letter from
Metropolitan Mihailo to Samarin in 1890 requested an exemption from fees at the School of Painting,
Sculpture, and Architecture in Moscow, arguing that if this could not be granted, financial assistance
should be provided through the president of the Slavic Benevolent Society, Prince Meshchersky, so that
Markovich did not forfeit the right to his education.”

64 Makuljevic, Nenad. L{pkgena ymemnocm y Kpawesunu Cpouju (1882—1914), 159.

65 Bradic, Teodora. “Murpononut Muxauio JoBaHoBuh u TpaHcdep pycke cakpanue ymteHocTH y Kaexsuny/
Kpamesuny Cpbujy (1859-1898), ” 84-96.

66 Savic, Mirjana. “IlIkonoBame cprckux haka y Pycuju u Mutpononut Muxauno, ” 267.

67 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Mumpononum Muxauno u wikonosarse cpnckux cauxkapa y Pycuju,” 269.

68 Simic Milovanovic, Zora. Ciukapke y cprickoj ucropuju ymeTHoctd. Belgrade: Sloboda, 1938, 30.

69 DAS- MPs 1895, F. XLIX, 1. 23.

70 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Crukap Munymun bn. Mapxosuh, ” Saopstenja XVII (1985): 219; Idem, "MuTtpomnonut
Muxanino 1 MKONOBamke CPICKUX cluKapa y Pycuju, ” 266-267.

71 Blazic Pejic, Jovana. “H3 ucmopuje cpncko-pyckux ée3a: MOCKOBCKO IONIEYNTEIHCTBO 3a IMIKOJIOBamke CIIoBeHA
(1889-1892), ” Miscellanea XLI (2020): 176.
72 Ibid., 185.
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Through the efforts of Metropolitan Mihailo’s successor, Metropolitan Inokentie, Rafailo Momcilovich
also began his education in Russia, at the Stroganov School in Moscow.”* As with previous students,
documentation has survived on him suffering from poor health brought on by the cold climate. It testifies

that in 1901 he was sent to Serbia for recuperation.”

Based on preserved archival materials, some Serbian students including Kulich, Borisavljevich, and
Momcilovich sent works to the Serbian Ministry of Education while studying abroad, as proof of
their progress in painting.” Although the reports reveal which works were submitted, they have yet to
be found or identified. The paintings in question could doubtless shed some light on the educational

processes of Serbian painters in Russia.”

Upon returning to the Serbia as former state scholarship holders, the abovementioned painters were
supposed to repay their dues by working for the state in their field. To date, details of where all of them
were employed remain unclear. We do know that one group of scholarship recipients did not contribute
to the development of religious painting at all, but instead did administrative work in the civil service,
as in the case of Blagoje Kulich, who was the clerk of the court in Knjazevac, Nis, Negotin, and then
the head of Sokobanja district.”

Some painters worked as drawing teachers in schools. Mihailo Borisavljevich taught drawing and
painting in Belgrade, Smederevo, Kragujevac, and Nis until 1914.” His work in the field of icon-painting
is not known. Still, the fact that Serbian painter Olga Krdzalich studied under Borisavljevich at the
Women’s High School in Belgrade testifies among other things to his successful pedagogical work.”
Other drawing and painting professors included Milutin Bl. Markovich at the gymnasium in Ni§, and
Lazar Krdzalich at schools in Sabac, Valjevo and Parachin.* In addition to teaching, these two painters

left a significant oeuvre in the form of icons and iconostases for numerous churches in Serbia.”!

73 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Mumpononum Muxauno n mkonoBame cprckux haka y Pycuju, ” 267; Idem, Papanmo
(Teopruje) Momumnosuh: MoHax, cinukap u mydeHuk (1875-1941). Belgrade: Itaka, 1989: 8-9, 61-63.

74 Ibid., 64-65.

75 DAS- MPs 1880, F. V, 1. 69; Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Kaxko cy ce mkonoBamu cpicku yMeTHHIN y Pycuju ¢ kpaja
XIX Bexka, ” 98.

76 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. Padanmo (I'eopruje) Momunmnosuh: MoHax, ciukap u Mydenuk (1875-1941), 9; Idem, “Kako
Cy Ce IIKOJIOBAJIM CPIICKU YMETHHIH y Pycuju ¢ kpaja XIX Beka, ” 98.

77 Marjanovic, Lilijana. “braroje P. Kynuh kao muromans Mutpononuta Muxaunia mpHIHKOM IIKOJIOBaFba CPICKAX
ciukapa y Pycuju u Hauenuk cpeza Cokobamckor, “ 291-292.

78 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Kaxo cy ce mxomnoBanu cprcku ymetHunu y Pycuju ¢ kpaja XIX Bexa, ” 100.

79 Ibid., 28.

80 Rajcevic, Ugljesa. “Mumpononum Muxauno u wikonosarse cpnckux caukapa y Pycuju, “ 269.

81 See: Makuljevic, Nenad. I{pxgena ymemnocm y Kpamesunu Cpouju (1882-1914), 177-179; Bradic, Teodora.
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Zhivko Jugovich, Nastas Stefanovich (fig 6), and Rafailo Momcilovich (fig 7) also embarked on fruitful
careers in the field of religious painting after completing their education in Russia and in Western Europe

centres, ** as testified by numerous surviving individual icons and iconostases.

To conclude, archival materials on Serbian student artists in Russia reveal that the primary support for
their education came from Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovich, followed by the Ministry of Education,
which provided varying levels of financial assistance. Additionally, Serbian students were financed by
various institutions in Russia, such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Slavic Committees in Moscow
and St. Petersburg. The main challenges they faced in Russia included the harsh winters, which many
found difficult to endure, and the high cost of living — including expenses for food, accommodation,
and clothing — which their scholarships could barely cover. Their education consisted of two phases:
initially in monastery icon-painting workshops, which many students reported dissatisfaction with,
and subsequently through additional studies at academies in Moscow, Kyiv, and St. Petersburg. In
the monastery icon-painting workshops, Serbian painters adopted Orthodox iconography; however,
at the academies, they adopted the style and trends in contemporary Russian painting, ¥ which from
the 1870s onwards focused on reviving medieval Russian art.** Drawing on these experiences, the
artists developed their own style of religious painting. Although they gained foundational skills in the
monastery workshops, they did not adopt the older artistic models prevalent in Russian icon painting,
Instead, they concentrated solely on iconographic solutions. The artistic expression they embraced was
contemporary Russian academic painting, aligning with the general demands and trends in Serbian

religious painting during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.* Moreover, Serbian artists

“Murpononut Muxanno Joanosuh u Tparcdep pycke cakpaine ymreHoctrn y Kuexsuny/Kpaspesuny Cpoujy
(1859-1898), ” 102-108; idem, “NronocTac mpkse Cetux Anocrona [lerpa u [laBna y Bpunny — pax Jlazapa
u Onre Kpyanuh.” Bastina XXX (2023): 401-415.

82 See: Makuljevic, Nenad. I{pxeena ymemnocm y Kpawesunu Cpouju (1882—1914), 179-180; Bradic, Teodora.
“Murpononut Muxanno Joanosuh u Tparcdep pycke cakpaine ymrenoctrn y Kuexsuny/Kpaspesuny Cpoujy
(1859-1898), ” 109-111; Kasanin, Milan. “O Padaunry Momumnosuhy.” ZLUMS 2 (1966): 369-373; Rajcevic,
Ugljesa. Paghauno (I'eopeuje) Momyunosuh, monax, cruxap u myvenux (1875—1941), 17-28.
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XIX Bexa.” PhD diss., Saint Petersburg 2008; Bradic, Teodora, “Murpononut Muxamio JoBanosuh u Tpanchep
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85 In the mid-nineteenth century, Serbian religious painting underwent a transformation that involved abandoning
the Zograph model of Orthodox painting and adopting an exclusively contemporary academic style. As a sign of
progress and the creation of their own national identity, the Church and the State initiated and supported these
reforms, which were legally regulated through institutions. These were the main reasons why Serbian painters
educated in Russia embraced modern academic Russian painting. The accepted iconography was appropriate
because it was Orthodox, but the style had to be academic to be accepted by the relevant state and church in-
stitutions. For more on this process see Kostic, Ana. I{pkeena ymemnocm y Knexcegunu Cpouju (1830-1882),
27-53, 79-94, 391-472; Makuljevic, Nenad. [{pxeena ymemnocm y Kpamesunu Cpouju (1882—-1914), 150—181.
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frequently incorporated iconographic templates from their education in Russia into their works, allowing
them to be well-received when painting churches in Serbia.*® At the end of the nineteenth century,
Metropolitan Mihailo and the Serbian clergy deemed the education of Serbian artists in Russia important,
as it ensured both dogmatic and iconographic integrity. It aligned with contemporary artistic trends

from the East, as opposed to the West, which had influenced the earlier training of Serbian artists.*’

86 Bradic, Teodora, “Murpononut Muxauno JoBanosuh u TpaHcdep pycke cakpanHe ymTeHocTH y KHexxBuny/
Kpamesuny Cpbujy (1859-1898), ” 113.
87 For more see Makuljevic, Nenad. I[pxeena ymemnocm y Kpamesunu Cpouju (1882-1914), 53, 159-181.
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Fig. 1. Metropolitan Mihailo Jovanovic (Miloje Jovanovi¢), 1826—1898. (Source: “bocancka Brma“
January 15 1897, Sarajevo, No.l/ XII, 1).
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Fig. 3. St Petersburg Imperial Academy of Arts, 1912. (Source: https:/enwikipedia.org/wiki/Imperial Fig. 4. Despotic icon of Jesus Christ, 1887, Painter Lazar Krdzalich, Bukovo Monastery. Photo: Nenad
Academy of Arts). Makuljevic.
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Fig. 5. Iconostasis, Painter Milutin Bl. Markovich, Church in Joshanica. Photo: Ana Kostic. Fig. 6. The Resurrection of Lazarus, iconostasis, Painter Nastas Stefanovich, Church of the Archangel
Gabriel, Veliko Gradiste. Photo: Nenad Makuljevic.
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of the Blessed Virgin Mary, Velika Krsna. Photo: Irena Cirovi
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Fig. 7. Upper parts of the iconostasis, 1901-1902, Painter Rafailo Momchilovich, Church of the Nativity
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Russian Aid to Churches and Monasteries in Bosnia and
Herzegovina in the Second Half of the 19th century

Marija Lakié

Abstract

The aim of this study is to present the mechanisms and specific forms of Russian assistance to the
Orthodox population in Bosnia and Herzegovina during the period after 1850. Although a significant
number of donated items related to churches and monasteries cannot be found on-site today, this does not
diminish the historical value and importance of the support Russia provided to the Orthodox population
during very challenging times. The pinnacle and most brilliant representation of this process remains the
iconostasis crafted by Russian masters for the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo. The study also touches on the
travels of the monk Prokopije Cokorilo from Mostar and the contributions he collected for Herzegovinian
churches during his journey, as well as the journey made by Archimandrite Sava Kosanovi¢ of Sarajevo,

who travelled to Russia to gather donations for the newly constructed cathedral in his city.

Keywords: Russia, Alexander Hilferding, Orthodox Christian population in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
18561877, Moscow Slavic Benevolent Committee, the iconostasis in the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo,

Prokopije Cokorilo, Sava Kosanovi¢.

Rl:ssian aid to Bosnia and Herzegovina in the latter half of the 19th century was conducted
ystematically and organized through various institutional and non-institutional organizations
and associations. Although the timeframe of these events spans just over twenty years (1856-1877),

this relatively brief period is rich with significant political and social developments.

To understand the drivers behind these events, we should first examine the impact of the Tanzimat
reforms in the Ottoman Empire and the provisions of the Paris Peace Treaty of 1856. The Tanzimat
reforms aimed to Europeanize the Ottoman Empire and bring it closer to the standards of the time. This

transformation encompassed various aspects, including political, economic, and military administration,

—398 —

as well as personal rights. The Tanzimat reforms resulted in an improvement in the status of non-Muslim
communities, allowing for greater expression of different religions in the public sphere of Bosnia and
Herzegovina. One of the primary issues addressed by the Great Powers during the Paris Peace Treaty
was the fate of the European provinces of the Ottoman Empire. In 1856, Article 9 of this treaty came
into effect, affirming the right of foreign countries to intervene in the internal affairs of the Ottoman
Empire. A significant consequence of this provision was that Russia lost its status as the sole protector
of the Christian population within the empire, a role it had held since 1774. Shortly thereafter, all the
major European powers established consulates in Sarajevo and Mostar. The two powers most invested
in resolving the “Bosnian Question, ” each in their own interests and from their own perspectives, were
Russia and the Habsburg Monarchy. As a result, both countries exerted considerable cultural influence

in Bosnia and Herzegovina during this period.'

The origins of Russian diplomatic relations with Bosnia and Herzegovina date back to 1856, when
the first Russian consulate was established in the westernmost Bosnian vilayet.? The same year also
marked the conclusion of the Crimean War and the issuance of the Edict of Hatihumayun in the
Ottoman Empire.* The primary roles of the consulate in Bosnia and Herzegovina included overseeing
the implementation of the provisions in the Hatihumayun Edict and protecting the interests of the

Orthodox population in the region.*

The first Russian consul in Sarajevo was twenty-five-year-old Alexander Hilferding. Approximately
six months elapsed between the decision to establish a Russian consulate in Sarajevo and his arrival.
In October 1856, it was decided to open consulates in both Sarajevo and Shkodra, and the newly
appointed consul arrived in Sarajevo in late spring of 1857.° Hilferding can be viewed both as a political
ideologist and a scientist. His contributions to linguistics include writing a pan-Slavic grammar, and
he is remembered as an advocate of a unified Slavic language and alphabet. Additionally, in the realm

of travel literature, his work Travels in Herzegovina, Bosnia, and Old Serbia provides significant

1 Mel'chakova Valer’yevna, Kseniia. BOSNIIA i HERTSEGOVINA v obshchestvenno-politicheskoi zhizni Rossii v
18561875 gg. Moscow: Indrik, 2019, 11-18; Makuljevi¢, Nenad. “Tanzimat i vizuelno kreiranje javnog identiteta
u Bosni i Hercegovini.” In Indentitet Bosne i Hercegovine kroz historiju. Edited by Husnija Kamberovi¢, Vol
2. Sarajevo: Institut za istoriju, 2011, 213-226; Blazi¢ Peji¢, J. “Moskovski slovenski komitet i srpsko pitanje.”
PhD diss., Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, 2021, 35.

2 Mel'chakova, BOSNIIA i HERTSEGOVINA, 55—65.

3 Ibid., 9.

4 Tepi¢, Ibrahim. Bosna i Hercegovina u ruskim izvorima 1856—1878. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1988. 21,
Mel'chakova, BOSNIIA i HERTSEGOVINA, 57.

5 Tepié, Bosna i Hercegovina, 21.
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insights into the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina.® His political stance was clearly Slavophile, and
he is recognized as one of the six main ideologists of Pan-Slavism, alongside Khomjakov, Pogodin,
Aksakov, Danilevsky, and Lamansky.” Hilferding’s university education, his travels, and his role as
consul in Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as his membership of the Moscow Slavic Committee, his
work in the Asian Department at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and his position as president of the
Slavic Committee in St. Petersburg all contributed to his being recognized as one of the earliest and

most significant figures in the Slavophile movement. ®

Through its consulates in Slavic countries under Ottoman rule, such as Bosnia and Herzegovina, Russia
sought to establish itself as the sole true patron of the Slavic peoples in the Balkans, assisting them in
their efforts to liberate themselves from Turkish control.” However, Russia’s diplomatic mission extended
beyond politics; it also placed significant emphasis on cultural and religious support. This was evident
in efforts to send books, provide educational assistance, and facilitate the schooling of Serbian young
men and women in Russia. Additionally, churches and monasteries were supplied with financial aid,

liturgical books, implements, as well as liturgical cloths and vestments.

The primary beneficiaries of all forms of Russian aid were the Orthodox population, who found
themselves in a very difficult situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina. There were no schools for them in
the settlements, and many churches had been destroyed. The responsibility for these churches fell to
the Greek clergy, who often prioritized personal gain over the needs of their congregation.”” Before the
Tanzimat reforms, the Ottoman government had allowed the coexistence of various religious groups,
but imposed strict limitations on their visibility in public spaces. The construction and renovation of
places of worship were closely monitored." Although the reforms aimed to improve the situation,
their implementation was slow and faced significant challenges. Hilferding estimated the number of
Orthodox Christians in Bosnia and Herzegovina at between four and five hundred thousand. However,
he mentioned that there were barely fifty churches, describing half of them as wooden sheds, which,

by Russian standards, were not even fit to be used as huts."

6 Ekmeci¢, Milorad. “Predgovor” In Giljferding, Aleksandar. Putovanje po Hercegovini, Bosni i Staroj Srbiji.
Translated by Branko Culi¢. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1972, 5-18.

7 Ibid., 11.

8 Tepi¢, Bosna i Hercegovina, 35-36.

9 Ekmecic, “Predgovor, ” 11.

10 Mel'chakova, BOSNIIA i HERTSEGOVINA, 11.

11 Makuljevi¢, “Tanzimat i vizuelno kreiranje.”

12 Giljferding, Putovanje po Hercegovini, 335.
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In his travelogue, Hilferding characterizes the situation regarding the senior hierarchy, and the Greek
bishops in particular, as a great evil. * In contrast, he provides a series of descriptions that portray
the lower clergy as extremely uneducated, although he highlights some individuals as particularly
deserving of opportunities to open schools and promote enlightenment.” While in Sarajevo, he noted
that the following individuals were among the most loyal to Russia: Mostar Archimandrite Joanikije
Pamucina, Prokopije Cokorilo, Ni¢ifor Duci¢, Serafim Perovi¢, the Sjenica priest Ilija, the Vasenica
priest Zaharija, and the Prijepolje priest Josif."” In their ranks, one cannot overlook the contribution

made by Archimandrite Sava Kosanovi¢ of Sarajevo, later Metropolitan of Dabro-Bosnia.

Hilfherding expresses admiration in several places for how the people in this region managed to preserve
their faith despite numerous hardships. He witnessed his first church service on the soil of Herzegovina
at Duzi Monastery. There he felt the spirit of an Orthodox community strongly rooted in unity and love,
prompting him to ask himself: “How did this people, in a remote and unfamiliar region of Herzegovina,
remain steadfast in the Orthodox Church amidst ignorance, persecution, and temptation?”'® Despite
challenging conditions, the small number of clergy and churches, and infrequent services, '’ faith
remained closely intertwined with nationality. Although support from the church organization was

limited, the commitment to faith was deeply rooted in personal knowledge and feelings.'®

II

Several charitable organizations in Russia provided assistance of various forms to the Orthodox
population in Bosnia and Herzegovina. In her book, Ksenia Melchakova highlights the St. Petersburg
Charity Committee of Countess Bludova, the Holy Synod, the Moscow Slavic Charity Committee
— which later established a branch in St. Petersburg — as well as aid channelled through the priest
Mikhail Fyodorovich Raevsky, via Vienna. Archives contain numerous records detailing the methods

and types of assistance that reached Bosnia and Herzegovina through these organizations. However, it

13 Ibid., 365.

14 Ibid., 368-369.

15 Tepié, Bosna i Hercegovina, 29.

16 Giljferding, Putovanje po Hercegovini, 32.

17 For example, in the important medieval monastery of Dobrun, services were held only three times a year, when
a large number of pilgrims gathered at this place. Nevertheless, after such information, Giljferding concludes:
“Thank God that services can be heard even three times a year! How many districts in Bosnia there are with
thousands of Orthodox Christians, where a peasant lives his entire life and never sees a church.” Giljferding,
Putovanje po Hercegovini, 109.

18 Ibid., 361.
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is difficult to identify many of these examples in actuality, as they were likely destroyed over time due
to neglect and, ultimately, war. We will present examples of aid shipments that are known of, mostly
thanks to the work of Ksenia Melchakova.”

The year 1856 marks another significant event in the connections between Russia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina. The circle of Countess Antonina Bludova was then granted the status of an officially
recognized organization known as the St. Petersburg Charity Committee.*® Through the mediation of
Hilferding and Protopresbyter Raevsky, the philanthropists Bludova, Vasilchikova, and Protasova were
well-informed about the conditions and situation of the Orthodox population in Bosnia, Herzegovina,
and Old Serbia.” From documents, we learn that Countess Bludova’s organization provided assistance
to the church community in Visoko, near Sarajevo, and also sent funds to aid the restoration of MileSeva

Monastery.”

Duzi Monastery was one of the main centers for uprisings against the Turks, and so came under frequent
attack. As a result, none of the old items donated in the 18th and 19th centuries have survived. Princess
Tatyana Vasilchikova, assistant to Countess Bludova in organizing the work of the St. Petersburg
Charity Committee, was a long-time patron of Duzi; records show that 1, 500 roubles of aid were sent
to the monastery.” The abbot, Ni¢ifor Duci¢, appealed to her for help in 1861. Through the consulate
in Dubrovnik (Ragusa), a bell was donated from Russia as part of restoration works. Additionally,
through Hilferding, Abbot Duci¢ requested funds for an iconostasis. In 1870, he expressed his gratitude

to Princess Tatyana for the charitable contributions she had made.”*

There are numerous surviving records of the assistance provided by the St. Petersburg Committee to
various regions of Bosnia and Herzegovina. It is also worth mentioning that in addition to providing
educational literature, Princess Protasova sent financial aid, church items, and priestly vestments for
the church in Modrica (Posavina, Bosnia and Herzegovina).* Significant funds were also sent for the
education of students; beyond Hilferding’s mediation, Metropolitan Mihailo was the most dedicated

to this cause.?
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20 Ibid., 129-132.
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The diligent efforts of these philanthropists to assist Orthodox Christians in Bosnia and Herzegovina
are illustrated by the case of Countess Bludova, who in April 1860 requested documents from Raievsky
testifying to the difficult situation of the people. She intended to translate them and, using her influence
in imperial family circles, present them to Alexander I and Gorchakov.”” However, despite the significant
efforts of the St. Petersburg Charitable Society, this organization was criticized by Hilferding. He pointed
out their lack of organization and the frequent dispatch of aid to the same locations.?® The society’s
official activities ceased in the mid-1860s, although Countess Bludova continued to take an interest in

maintaining Russian-Serbian relations, primarily through Metropolitan Mihailo.”

Hilferding acted as one of the main intermediaries for obtaining aid from the Holy Synod for the
population, churches, monasteries, and schools in Bosnia and Herzegovina. He wrote a detailed
document that he intended to present to the Ober-Procurator of the Holy Synod, Alexander Petrovich
Tolstoy. The document contains reflections on how to assist the Orthodox churches in Herzegovina.
As specific needs for the churches, Hilferding emphasizes liturgical books, church utensils, and
priestly garments, and suggests the consulates in Belgrade, Shkodra, and Vienna as the best conduits
for delivering the aid. His entire plan was thoroughly developed, including a cost estimate, all aimed
at making the assistance as effective as possible.** Through the Holy Synod, the aid mostly came in
the form of books. The Synod responded to Hilferding’s request for the dispatch of books to Bosnia
and Herzegovina. In October 1857, the Synod decided to send twenty sets of liturgical books, with
special bindings made for the Gospels.’! A list of titles intended for churches, monasteries, and
schools in Bosnia and Herzegovina is preserved in the Russian State Historical Archive.*? In 1858,
a shipment of fifteen sets of liturgical books was sent to Vienna to Protopresbyter Raievsky, so that
he could distribute them according to his discretion. It is also known that a consignment of books
was sent to Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1866.* In addition to sending the necessary items for the
clergy of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Synod’s blessing and permission for travel in Russia to collect
donations for the churches and fund the construction of new ones were of crucial importance. On

the other hand, the Synod did not always respond to requests for assistance for the Orthodox in

27 Ibid., 62.

28 Mel'chakova, BOSNIIA i HERTSEGOVINA, 131-132.

29 Blazi¢ Peji¢, Jovana and Ivanova Vladimirovna, Jekaterina. “Pisma mitropolita Mihaila grofici A. D. Bludovoj:
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Idem. ,,Prepiska mitropilita Mihaila I grofice A. D. Bludove o dogaSajima u Sribiji 1868.” MeSovita grada
(Miscellanea) 34 (2013): 193-218.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina. It is recorded that in 1866, the Synod did not respond and or assist with

the construction of churches in Brod and Visegrad.*

In February 1858, the Moscow Slavic Charitable Committee was established as a social organization
aimed at assisting the South Slavic peoples — primarily within the Ottoman Empire, and later within
the Austro-Hungarian monarchy — in church, cultural-educational, and economic matters, under the
auspices of the Asian Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.”” The main sources of income for
this charitable organization were members of the imperial family, as well as the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and the Ministry of Education. Additionally, regular members of the society made annual
contributions, donations were collected from private individuals, and funds were raised through the

organization of musical, literary, and theatrical evenings.*®

Examples of the charitable work by the Moscow Slavic Committee for Bosnia and Herzegovina are
numerous. From 1868 to 1874, fifty-five requests for assistance and mediation were sent from the region
to the committee. Chief among them were the following: a request for help for the Church of St. George
in the Sanjak of Travnik; reports from Russian consuls about the needs of churches and schools; a
request from Vasa Pelagi¢ for support for the seminary in Banja Luka; requests for scholarships for
studies in Russia; documents for organizing Sava Kosanovi¢’s trip to Russia; confirmations of assistance
received in Gorazde; and requests for help with the construction of the Cathedral Church in Mostar,
along with confirmations from Russian consuls regarding the receipt of financial aid.*” The Moscow
Slavic Committee annual report for 1871 shows that assistance was provided to Papraca Monastery,
¥ which was well connected to Russia. The inventory book from 1859 records that a small bell was
brought from there by foundation’s restorer and reviver, Hajji Zaharia, who allegedly transported it
hidden in a barrel.*” From 1868 to 1875, the expense reports indicate that Moscow’s attention was

redirected towards Bulgaria.*’

The Petersburg branch of the Slavic Charitable Committee began its work in 1869, #! with support
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35 Blazi¢ Peji¢, “Moskovski slovenski komitet, ” 56.
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Detlak. Edited by Ranko Kuzmanovi¢. Banja Luka: Akademija nauka i umjetnosti Republike Srpske: Republicki
zavod za zastitu kulturno-istorijskog i prirodnog nasljeda RS, 2015, 218.
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for schools as its primary focus, though not much is known about its activities in aiding Bosnia and
Herzegovina. As for church assistance, one important piece of information concerns a donation of 250

roubles by P. P. Demidov in 1871, towards the purchase of items for the newly built church in Sarajevo.*?

In the process of sending aid to churches and monasteries in Bosnia and Herzegovina, an important role
was played by Mikhail Fyodorovich Raevsky, a protopresbyter and head of the church at the Russian
Embassy in Vienna, where he served for about four decades. He could be considered the link between
all the aforementioned aid systems, important figures, and contacts. Most of the funds sent from Russia

passed through him.*

The majority of donations from Russia went to Sarajevo and its surrounding areas, Posavina, the
area around Tuzla, Herzegovina, and Sjenica, on the border with Principality of Serbia. There is even
mention of significant aid sent to the village of LopiZe near Sjenica, with Empress Maria Alexandrovna
donating 150 roubles in silver to the local Orthodox community.** Lopize boasted a school, and was
even described by Hilferding in his travelogue, along with Ilija, a resourceful priest from Sjenica.”
The churches of Saints Peter and Paul in Sjenica and St. George the Great Martyr in Lopize have two
very similar, mass-produced iconostases in the Russian style. These are from a later period, sometime
in the early 20™ century, and the icons were probably imported through one of the firms that dealt with

such matters.*

Although the abovementioned charitable societies greatly helped the Orthodox population of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, there was still some disorganization in their work regarding the sending and distribution
of donations. From the letters of Russian consuls, it is clear that this lack of coordination was a frequent
issue, and it often happened that items were lost, mixed up or sent to the wrong addresses. Raievsky
himself often distributed the gifts through merchants without informing the consulates, and it even
happened that during the consuls’ absence, their secretaries frequently made mistakes by not keeping

proper records of what had been sent and where.*’
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The most notable example of Russian aid to churches in Bosnia and Herzegovina is the interior decoration
of the Cathedral Church of the Nativity of the Blessed Virgin Mary in Sarajevo (fig. 1).** Following the
changes brought about by the Tanzimat reforms, the construction of this monumental church began in
the city in the early 1860s. The Russians did not participate in the actual construction. Financial support
and permission to build the church was provided by Sultan Abdulaziz. Additional financial assistance
came from Prince Mihailo of Serbia and merchants from Sarajevo, Belgrade, Vienna, Dubrovnik, and
Trieste. The largest contributions came from the church community, specifically the Old Church in
Sarajevo, as well as from residents of the city and surrounding villages. The prominent builder Andreja
Damjanov and his team led the construction effort. Although the work was completed by 1868, it took
additional time to furnish the interior of the church, and the consecration ceremony took place on St.
Elijah’s day in 1872.%

The interior features a large-scale iconostasis entirely crafted by Russian artisans (fig. 2). The precise
details of how the need for this iconostasis in the newly built church became known in Russia have not
yet been fully established, nor is much known of the route and organization through which the iconostasis
was transported to Sarajevo. However, surviving letters from the time do provide valuable assistance in
understanding the process. In the spring of 1871, Ignatii (Malyshev)*, hegumen (abbot) at the Coastal
Monastery of Saint Sergius near St. Petersburg, sent five chests containing 73 icons, a high altar throne
cross and liturgical banners to the Russian consulate in Sarajevo. The accompanying letter exudes a
spirit of brotherly love and care, detailing the items sent from the monastery to Sarajevo.”! Notably,
Abbot Ignatii expresses Slavophile ideas and indicates that he is only interested in events affecting
his fellow Slavs, showing little concern for broader European affairs. Additionally, we learn that the
imperial family contributed to the creation of the iconostasis, with the emperor’s children donating

some icons. Abbot Ignatii also expresses his satisfaction with the opportunity to create an iconostasis

48 Laki¢, Marija, “Russian and Serbian Sacral Visual Culture in the 19th Century: Russian Donations and the
Furnishing of the Orthodox Church in Sarajevo” In The Transfer of Icons and Religious Objects. From the
Russian Empire to Serbian Communities. Edited by Nenad Makuljevi¢. Belgrade: Faculty of Philosophy, Center
for Visual Culture of the Balkans; Rethymno: Institute for Mediterranean Studies: Foundation of Research and
Technology Hellas, 2025, 168—199.

49 Kosanovi¢, Sava. “Nova srpsko-pravoslavna crkva u Sarajevu.” Bosanska vila god. 3. br. 17 (1888): 270-271.
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in the monastery without the need of additional funds. At that time, the consul in Sarajevo was Alexei
Kudryavtsev. He responded with great gratitude, explaining the positive feelings that this gift inspired
among the Orthodox believers in Sarajevo. Furthermore, he promised to advocate for the recognition

of the abbot’s efforts in this matter.”

Another of Kudryavtsev’s surviving letters was sent to Peter Nikolaevich Stremoukhov, then director
of the Asian Department.” From this, we learn more about the process of making and gilding the
iconostasis structure carried out by the masters from St. Petersburg working in Sarajevo. We also find
mention of these masters in other sources, in Hadzi Makso Despi¢*, Sava Kosanovi¢™, and in the work
of Ksenia Melchakova, who drew on documents from the Russian Foreign Policy Archives™. The same
masters were further engaged in making and gilding the pulpit and bishop’s throne. From this letter,
we also learn that Kudryavtsev fulfilled the promise he had made to Abbot Ignatii and mediated for
him to be awarded an honorary order. Most of the aid to the Orthodox in the Balkans went through the
Asian Department, and a letter from Consul Kudryavtsev to Stremoukhov indicates that this time too,
the Asian Department probably had a hand in financing and organizing furnishings for the interior of
the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo.

The cathedral iconostasis in Sarajevo is both monumental and luxurious, featuring a multitude of
saints and important events from church history. It is designed with despotic icons, along with the
obligatory imperial doors depicting the Annunciation (fig. 3). Above this row are images representing
the feasts of Christ and the Virgin Mary, along with the four holy fathers. The central focus of the
iconostasis is a large depiction of the Resurrection of Christ, flanked on either side by the significant
feasts of the Transfiguration and the Ascension of Christ. Further to the north and south above the
representations of major holidays, there are standing figures of apostles and prophets, surmounted
by medallions inside which the figures of various saints are painted. The highest painted part of the
iconostasis consists of seven medallions of holy archangels, which are in the upper section framing
the scene of the Resurrection. The entire iconostasis ends with a large cross resting on a spherical

base.”” The master in charge of most of the work on the icons was monastery icon painter Aleksandar

52 Published in ibid., 289-291.
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Kolchin, certainly assisted by other painters. Given his education in painting, everything was arranged,
supervised and assisted by Abbot Ignatii.*® Among the saintly figures, the Serbian saints Simeon the
Myrrh-bearer, Arsenije, and Saint Sava (fig. 4), should be highlighted, while the Russian saints on the
iconostasis include figures of Saint Alexander Nevsky, Prince Vladimir, Saint Alexios Metropolitan of
Moscow, Saint Demetrius of Rostov, and Saint Mitrophan Bishop of Voronezh, as well as the patron
saint of the monastery, Saint Sergius of Radonezh, who, like Simeon the Myrrh-bearer, has a place

on the wall next to the iconostasis.

Chief among the interior furnishings of the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo is the iconostasis, alongside
which are the pulpit and thrones, as well as necessary liturgical objects, books, priestly vestments,
and processional items, only a small number of which have survived. These objects established and
highlighted the reputation and name of Russia as a strong patron of Orthodoxy in the Balkans. From
the letters of Alexei Kudryavtsev to Abbot Ignatii and Stremoukhov, we learn that the gifts for the
Orthodox faithful in Sarajevo caused tears of joy and a sense of piety and religious reflection.”® We will
see that Russia also made a significant contribution to the further furnishing of the Cathedral Church,

even after its consecration.

AY

Significant aid for churches and monasteries from Russia also arrived via the monks who went on
fundraising missions to collect the necessary funds, liturgical items, books, vestments, and everything
required for the smooth functioning of the church and worship services. In this capacity, Herzegovinian
monks Prokopije Cokorilo and Serafim Perovié® travelled to Russia, as did Archimandrite Sava
Kosanovic. After Sarajevo, a Russian consulate was also opened in Mostar in the summer of 1858.%!

Among its main activities was providing assistance to Herzegovinian churches and monasteries. Less

58 Mel'chakova, “Voin” na dukhovnom poprishche. Sarajevskii arkhimandrit Savva Kosanovich i ego poezdka v
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unsuccessful due to a series of frauds committed by him. What is interesting to highlight in relation to visual
culture is that Serafim Perovi¢ was awarded a golden pectoral cross in Russia by Tsar Alexander II: Mel'chakova
Valer’yevna, Kseniia. “V gostiakh u «moskovov. Slaviiane iz Bosnii i Gercegoviny v Moskve v 1850-1870-¢
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than a year after the consulate’s establishment, a third shipment of generous gifts (books, vestments,

and liturgical items) had already arrived from Russia.””

The most renowned figure in the ecclesiastical history of Herzegovina is Prokopije Cokorilo, a monk
from Mostar.”® With the help of Alexander Hilferding, his dream “of setting foot on free Christian soil,
offering his prayers in the sanctity of Russian monasteries”, and seeking alms from kind people for the
impoverished Herzegovinian churches and monasteries, was realized in 1858. Above all, Cokorilo
sought to raise funds for the construction of churches in areas where Catholic propaganda was gaining
strength. Vladimir Corovi¢ has published a valuable letter from the archives of Mostar Municipality,
revealing plans to file a complaint against the Mostar consul Bezobrazov for squandering part of the
money that had arrived from Russia.”® The letter vividly depicts the state of affairs in Herzegovina at the
time. The municipality complains that Orthodox Christians in four kadiluks in northwestern Herzegovina
(Mostar, Konjic, Duvno, and Ljubuski) were interspersed among Turks and Latins (local Muslims and
Catholics), and that there was no church anywhere except for the small one in Mostar.®® The author
further explains that a monk named Prokopije Cokorilo had gone to Russia to gather alms from devout
benefactors to establish churches in Konjic, Bijelo Polje, Duvno, Ljubuski, and Stara Gabela, as well as
the grand Cathedral Church in Mostar, in order to “preserve these poor sheep so they might not, before
long, be devoured by wolves”” During his journey through Russia (1858-1860), Cokorilo achieved
significant results.®® He collected 4, 000 ducats, and shipments of donations from Russia continued to
arrive in Mostar for a considerable time. The primary organizer of these gifts was the aforementioned
Countess Bludova.” Among notable individual contributions were donations from Russian Emperor
Alexander II and Empress Maria. The empress sent an archbishop’s vestment for the Church of the
Holy Mother of God in Mostar and donated 1, 200 roubles for the girls’ school in Mostar. In gratitude to

this Russian benefactor, the chapel in the girls’ school was dedicated to Mary Magdalene.”” Among the
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63 On Prokopije Cokorilo see Maksimovi¢, Vojislav. “Tri monaha ljetopisca” In P. Cokorilo, J. Pamucina, S.
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donors, mention is also made of Tatyana Vasilychikova, who sent contributions, and Mikhail, Gavril,
and Alexander Sergeyevich, who sent icons, books, and vestments. Additionally, Peter Kurtukov donated
500 roubles in silver for the Church of the Dormition of the Mother of God in Gabela.”

Russia invested a significant amount of money in the construction of the monumental Cathedral Church
in Mostar, which is very similar to Sarajevo Cathedral, with the same master builder, Andreja Damjanov,
overseeing both projects (fig. 5).” The extent to which Russia was involved in the interior furnishing of
the church is not known. From old photographs of the interior and the iconostasis, it is noticeable that
both the iconostasis structure and the artistic style in which the icons were painted are very similar
to those in Sarajevo, and the church furnishings including the thrones and pulpit are almost identical.
Vice-Consul Ilarionov is known to have written to the Slavic Committee asking for a painter to decorate
the iconostasis. However, Russia did not respond positively at first. Although this request was definitely
repeated, the outcome remains unclear.”> Additionally, Ilarionov suggested securing funds so that the
masters from Russia who had worked on the iconostasis in Sarajevo could do the same in Mostar.™
Again, we have no way of knowing whether this request was fulfilled, but similarities between the
carpentry work in Sarajevo and Mostar are evident (fig. 6). In the accounts of Hadzi Maksim Despi¢,
when describing events related to the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo, there is a claim that the Mostar
iconostasis was also made at Trinity-Sergius Monastery in St. Petersburg.”” On the other hand, it is
generally attributed to Marko Gregovi¢, a painter from Petrovac.” The Church of the Holy Trinity in
Mostar was completely destroyed during the war in 1992, so any subsequent conclusions about the

iconostasis can only be reached through written sources.

After the consecration of the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo, the church community was heavily in debt.
It was crucial to collect more funds for repayments, as well as for the necessary liturgical items, books,
and vestments. After several unsuccessful applications to seek alms across Russia, Archimandrite Sava

Kosanovi¢ finally set off in October 1872.”" He took with him the most significant relic from the Old
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Church in Sarajevo, the hand of Saint Tekla, and was accompanied by the prominent merchant Hadzi
Makso Despi¢.” Sava was greatly assisted in Russia by the Moscow Slavic Committee, and especially
by Nil Aleksandrovich Popov, who was in constant correspondence with Sava and worked hard to

ensure that as many donations as possible were collected for Sarajevo.”

From various sources, we learn about the contributions that arrived at the Cathedral Church as a result
of the journey. Kosanovi¢ himself testifies that he collected a beautiful collection of icons, liturgical
vestments, vessels and over 2, 000 cekins.*® Thanks to the relics of Saint Tekla, he was very well
received in some parts of Russia and generously gifted, and sources also testify to some miracles that
occurred.® Thus, the nuns from Saratov sent a riza® decorated with pearls and precious stones to the
church in gratitude for the healing of the abbess, after a prayer service was held over the relics of Saint
Tekla.®* Kosanovi¢ was also well received in Kazan. There, he collected around 500 roubles in silver,
many church utensils, a mitre, an archimandrite’s cross, and a mantle.** Hadzi Makso Despi¢ mentions
an embroidered epitaphios (shroud), worth 12, 000 roubles, which was donated by Countess Vorontsova
for use during the Vesper service of the Epitaphios on Great Friday.* Nil Popov gave Kosanovi¢ two
embroidered epitaphia for the churches in Sarajevo and Vares, * and Bishop Leonid gave him twenty

copies of the Psalter.*’

At the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo, a chalice made in Russia is still in use today (fig. 7).
Based on the craftsmanship of this item and the inscriptions, it is assumed to be a donation
received by Sava Kosanovi¢ during his travels. It is silver, with four repoussé medallions on
the cup depicting Christ, Saint John the Baptist, the Virgin Mary, and the Crucifixion. Above
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them, at the top of the cup, is an inscription of the prayer said during communion: THJIO
XPUCTOBO IMTPUMUTE UCTOYHUKA BEZCMEPTHAT'O BKYCUTE. A further inscription
at the edge of the base reads: “C. IT. Bypzv 3a ynokoti Mapiu 26. Ine 1873. 2.” (S. P. Burg For the
repose of Mary’s soul 26 January 1873). Sava Kosanovi¢ was in Russia at the time the chalice was
donated, which further confirms that it arrived through the archimandrite.®® A very similar
chalice made in a Moscow workshop two years later, with the same images of saints in the
medallions and the same prayer inscribed on the top of the cup, is now kept in the treasury
of the Church of the Holy Trinity in Vranje.®

The assistance provided by Russia to the Orthodox churches in Bosnia and Herzegovina reveals a
well-organized system aimed at portraying Russia as a major patron of Orthodoxy in the Balkans. The
most significant contributors to this system included the Asian Department of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, the St. Petersburg Charity Society, and the Moscow Slavic Committee. Key
figures in the effort were Countess Bludova and her associates, as well as Protopresbyter Rayevsky,
through whom much of the aid was delivered. The Russian consuls in Bosnia and Herzegovina, not
least Alexander Hilferding, played an active role in these endeavors. Clergy, primarily monks from
Bosnia and Herzegovina, also contributed by reaching out for donations which helped finance the
construction and equipping of numerous churches. However, due to wartime destruction and other forms
of devastation, it is often challenging to locate many of the items referenced in historical sources. One
notable exception is the iconostasis from the Cathedral Church in Sarajevo, which has been preserved
and exemplifies the craftsmanship of Russian artisans. This piece illustrates the complex processes
involved in the construction and furnishing of churches, all of which were made possible through the

support and patronage of Russia.

88 Laki¢, “Russia and Serbian Sacral Visual Culture” p. 196.
89 Dautovi¢, Vuk. “Riznica crkve Svete Trojice u Vranju” In Saborni hram Svete Trojice u Vranju (1858-2008).

Edited by Nenad Makuljevi¢. Vranje: Fond “Sveti Prohor P¢injski” Pravoslavne Eparhije vranjske 2008,
165-166.
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Fig. 1. The Cathedral Church, Sarajevo. (Source: Historical Museum of Serbia, 141-45). Fig. 2. Iconostasis, thrones, and pulpit, interior of the Cathedral Church, Sarajevo. Photo: Marija Lakic.
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Fig. 3. Despotic icons of the Virgin Mary, Christ, and the Annunciation on the Royal Doors. Fig. 4. St. Sava of Serbia, detail. Photo: Marija Lakic.
Photo: Marija Lakic. :
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Fig. 6. Interior of the Cathedral Church, Mostar. (Source: Michel, Robert. Mostar, Prague: Fig. 7. Chalice, Cathedral Church, Sarajevo. Photo: Marija Laki¢
Carl Bellmann, 1909). '
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The Taxidiotes from the Balkans in Russia in 1830-1914:
Orthodoxy and Politics

Lora Gerd

Abstract

Support from Russia became an important source for financing Orthodox monasteries and churches in
the Ottoman Empire from the late sixteenth century onwards. Limited and regulated in the eighteenth
century, this assistance began increasing after the 1830s, and became an instrument of Russian political
influence in the Middle East and the Balkans. Alms collectors (taxidiotes) from Greek and Slavonic
lands regularly came to Russia, and the money and church objects they received (icons, utensils, and
garments, as well as books) served as a sufficient material base for many years. The present article, based
mainly on archive sources, focuses on analysis of the ways and means of seeking Russian material aid,
and the motives for issuing alms collection permits. The author aims to answer the following questions:
what was the procedure for issuing permits and how did alms collecting work? When were permits
granted and when were petitioners refused? What were the preferences of the Russian Foreign Ministry
in issuing permits? How did alms collecting contribute to Russian policy in the Balkans during the

period between the treaty of Adrianople and the beginning of the First World War?

Keywords: Russian foreign policy, church policy, Balkans, Ottoman Empire, Eastern Question,

Orthodox church, Panslavism

he Russian Tsars provided systematic support for the Orthodox monasteries and churches in the
TOttoman Empire throughout the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries. Numerous representatives
from different Greek and Slavonic monasteries, bishops and even patriarchs would arrive in Moscow and
receive generous donations. They were encouraged to bring relics and icons, which often remained in
Russia to serve as an ideological buttress for the authority of the Russian Tsar, as the heir of the Byzantine
Emperors. The reception of these monks in Moscow followed the protocol applying to diplomatic
missions from Western Europe. The petitioners normally stayed in the capital, either in the Iveron
Monastery of St Nicholas or at the dependency of Chilandar Monastery, and with a few exceptions had
contacts only with a narrow circle within the Russian elite. The Tsars would issue documents to some

monasteries guaranteeing annual support, and their representatives would be invited to Moscow every
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five or seven years to receive the money." These missions differed radically from the post-Byzantine

tradition of faxidiotes, monks who travelled through the Balkans collecting alms.?

Russian foreign policy changed after the reforms of Peter I: the Tsar’s attention was mainly focused on
Western Europe, and systematic contacts with the Orthodox world of the Ottoman Empire declined. In
the eighteenth century, the traditional channels of material support for the monasteries and churches of
the Ottoman Empire were revised. From 1735 onwards, aid was regulated by the “Palestinian states”,
a list of church institutions and monasteries which received a fixed annual donation.’ This way of
supporting the Orthodox institutions in the Ottoman Empire replaced the donations by Russian Tsars
in the seventeenth century. Following the turbulence of the Russo—Ottoman wars, the regular sending

of money recommenced, via banking orders handled by the Russian embassy in Constantinople.*

In the first half of the nineteenth century, after a series of wars in the Balkans and the Near East, Russia
entered the struggle among the Great Powers known as the Eastern Question.” In the new international
situation, it was clear that the old methods of uncontrolled aid dispatches would not meet the objectives of
Russian policy in the Eastern Mediterranean. The money from the “Palestinian states”, though regularly

paid out, was rather modest. In 1819 Tsar Alexander I proposed increases, but the idea was rejected in

1 Nikolai Kapterev. Xapakmep omuowenuii Poccuu x Ilpasocrasnomy Bocmoxy ¢ XVI u XVII cmoremusx,
Sergiev Posad: M.S. Elov editions, 1914 [Reprint: The Hague/Paris, 1968]; Vera Tchentsova. uxona usepckoti
bozomamepu (0uepKu UCIOpUL OMHOUEHUL 2DeuecKoll YepKau ¢ poccuetl 8 cepedune XVii 6eka no O0KyMeHmam
peaoa), Moscow: Indrik, 2010; Nadezhda Chesnokova. xpucmuanckuii gocmox u poccus. norumuieckoe u
Ky1vhiypHoe 83aumodeticmaiie 8 cepedure xvii geka, Moscow: Indrik, 2011; Nikolaos Pissis. Russland in den
politischen Vorstellungen der griechischen Kulturwelt, 16451725, Géttingen: V&R Unipress, 2020.

2 Kriton Chrysochoidis. «Afwg kai 1| Pacia (150¢-18% aiovag). Tocoroynuata kai Tpaypotikotntes. Mia
npocéyyion.» In Pwaia kai Meadyeiog. Tpoktira A'd1e0voig ovvédpiov (AOnva, 19-22 Maiov 2005), edited by
Olga Katsiardi—Hering and Athina Kolia-Dermitzaki, Vol. A, part E, 267-282. On the taxidiotes in the Balkans
see: Ivan Radev. Taxcuouomemeomo u maxcuouomu 6 6vaeapckume 3emu npe3 XVIII-XIX sex, Sofia: BAN,
2009; E. Aggelomati-Tsougkaraki. “To pawvopevo g (nteiag katd ) petafulavtivn mepiodo.” lonios Logos
1 (2007): 247-293; Kriton Chrysochoides. «O avékdotog dyavotog «kmdE mapaddcemv Tmv TaELmTOVY TG
HOVAG XTaVPOVIKNTO (EL00YOYIKE oYOM)», Apet thv KaAdiotnv. Zoppeixto npog tiunv Kaliionng (Kélivg)
A. Mrovpdapa. Athens and Thessaloniki: Sakkoulas, 2021: 2009-2117.

3 The text of the “Palestinian states” exists in several archive copies. See: N. Chesnokova. “XKanoBanHsie TpaMOTHI
TPEYECKUM HepapXaM B KOHTEKCTE KOH(ECCHOHANbHO—TIONUTHIECKUX cBa3ei Poccnu u [IpaBocnaBHOro
Bocroxa B XVIII B.” Kapterevskie Chteniia 17 (2019): 201-202.

4 Oukaz (decree) of Tsar Paul I, May 4, 1798. Rossiiskii Gosudarstvennyi Istoricheskii Arkhiv (Russian State
Historical Archive, henceforth RGIA) fund 796, op. 8, d. 165: 13-14.

5 M.S. Anderson. The Eastern Question, 1770—1923. A Study in International Relations, London: Palgrave Mac-
millan, 1966; Michael Laskaris. To AvatoAkd Zntmpa, 1800—1923, Thessaloniki: Pournaras, 1978; Benedict
H. Sumner. Tsardom and Imperialism in the Far East and Middle East, 1880—1914. London: Archon Books,
1968; Barbara Jelavich. St Petersburg and Moscow: Tsarist and Soviet Foreign Policy 1814—1974, Bloomington,
London: Indiana University Press, 1973; Lucien Frary and Mara Kozelsky (eds.). Russian—Ottoman Borderlands:
The Eastern Question Reconsidered, Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2014.
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order to avoid complications with the Ottoman authorities. The Russian government then returned to
proven traditional methods, based on the foundation of dependencies and enabling itinerant monks to
solicit donations in the empire.® The present article aims to uncover the motives and mechanisms behind
Russian government permits issued to alms collectors from the Balkans, as well as the geography of

the taxidiotes’ travels and the methods they employed between the late 1830s and 1914.

The first delegate from the Balkans to arrive in Russia in the late 1830s was a Bosnian priest named
Pavle Tvrtkovich. On 6™ October 1839, Minister of Foreign Affairs Karl Nesselrode reported to the
Ober-Procurator of the Holy Synod Count Nikolai Protasov that the honoured clerics and elders of
Bosnia had sent a petition in the name of the Emperor and of the Synod about delegating the priest
Tvrtkovich to Moscow and Kyiv to purchase church books and utensils for their churches.” The
permit was issued in October the same year, and in March 1840 a project for large-scale support of
the Orthodox Bosnian people was composed in the Synod and submitted for approval to Emperor
Nicolas 1. Apart from books and utensils, a sum of 1000 roubles was assigned for the education of
young Bosnians in Russian theological seminaries. On his arrival in Russia, Tvrtkovich submitted
another detailed petition to the Tsar and the Synod concerning the needs of the Bosnian parishes (a
letter from September 14, 1841).® After a stay of more than one year, Tvrtkovich returned to Serbia,
having received 800 roubles from the Synod for the journey home. His mission had been more than
successful: by early 1842, Metropolitan Filaret of Moscow reported to Ober-Procurator Protasov that
Chudov Monastery in Moscow, where the church items for Bosnia had been accumulating, did not
have enough space, and proposed taking in further donations elsewhere in the city, at Zlatoustov
Monastery.” The campaign to collect church garments, utensils and books continued until the end of
the 1840s. The archives of the Synod contain long lists of these items, which were mainly sent via
the Russian resident in Belgrade. The nature of Tvrtkovich’s mission was very much like that of the

Orthodox monks and bishops who arrived in Moscow in the seventeenth century. On his arrival in

6 During the nineteenth century, along with the already existing Monastery of St. Nicholas Iveron [“Nikolo-Per-
ervinsky” monastery] in Moscow, a number of new dependencies were founded in Moscow: of the Patriarchates
of Jerusalem (1817), Antioch (1849), Alexandria (1855) and Constantinople (1882). In the second half of the
19" century the Russian Mount Athos monasteries were allowed to open their dependencies: St. Panteleimon
Monastery in Moscow and St. Petersburg (1879) and Odessa (1876), St. Elias and St. Andrew sketes in Odessa.
Apart from the new ones, some old dependencies and lands of Mt. Athos and Sinai monasteries (the so called
“inclined properties”) continued their existence after the Russian annexation of Georgia (1801) and Bessarabia
(1812). Their owners (the monasteries of Vatopedi, Zographou and Iveron) administrated the estates and received
the incomes until 1873, when the dependencies were confiscated by the state. From then onwards the owners
received 2/5 of the income, and administration was carried out by the Russian authorities.

7 RGIA, fund 797, 2 otd. 2 stol, op. 9, d. 25645, f. 1. The original petition (June 14, 1839): ibidem, f. 5-6.

A copy from the decision of the Holy Synod, October 15/16, 1841. Ibid., f. 66-76v.

9 Ibid., f. 99.
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Russia he stayed at Chudov Monastery, and addressed his letters to the high clergy and the Synod.
In its turn, the Synod asked local metropolitans, bishops and the abbots at the biggest monasteries
to donate garments and utensils from their storages. The books came directly from the Synodical
printing works, and the money assigned for the education of Bosnian young men came from the

state treasury by Tsar’s decree.

In the 1840s, bishops delegated by the Patriarchs of Antioch and Alexandria arrived in Moscow,
installed themselves in monasteries and spent many years collecting donations for their churches.
During their stay in the imperial capital they managed to gather sizeable sums of money (for
example, the Patriarchate of Alexandria collected 49, 000 roubles over 10 years). Their missions
ended in the foundation of dependencies in Moscow, which should have provided a stable income

in the years to come."

Taxidiotes in Russia in the nineteenth century

Along with the above means of support for the Orthodox church in the Balkans and the Middle East,
from the mid-1840s onwards the Russian government began issuing permits for zeteia (alms collecting)
to monks who were to travel all over Russia with venerated icons and relics from their monasteries,

saying prayers in churches and private houses.

The protocol for collecting aid was strictly regulated by the imperial bureaucracy. The procedure was
as follows: the monastery had to submit a petition to the Holy Synod detailing its needs. The application
was first sent to the Russian embassy in Constantinople, and could be supported with earlier documents
in favour of the monastery issued by the Russian Tsars in the seventeenth century. The ambassador then
asked for additional information from the local consul, and in case of approval he sent the petition with
his own summary to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Synod. Once archival research into the
monastery had been completed, a draft decision on the permit was presented to the Emperor for signing.
The necessary conditions were that the monastery had not sent taxidiotes for a long time, its income
was low, and genuine needs were confirmed. Additional evidence was also taken into consideration,
such as letters of recommendation from the Patriarch of Constantinople, Russian noblemen and other

important persons. Political factors were considered as well, normally reported by diplomats in the

10 O.E. Petrunina, L.A. Gerd, K.A. Vach (eds.). Arexcanopuiicxuui [lampuapxam u Poccus 6 XIX sexe. Hccredosanus
u doxymenmor. Moscow: Indrik, 2020; L.A. Gerd, O.E. Petrunina (eds.). Aumuoxutickuii Ilampuapxam u Poccus
8 XVIII-nauane XX eexa. Hccreoosanus u dokymenmsl. Moscow: Indrik, 2023.
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Ottoman Empire and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Political motives played an increasingly important
role in the second half of the nineteenth century, in the context of the worsening Eastern Question and
national confrontation in the Balkans. Issuing a decision could take considerable time, from several
months to one or two years. Permits were normally granted for one year, and could subsequently be

extended for two or even three years.

The taxidiotes collected passports for travel to Russia at the embassy in Constantinople, and on
their arrival in St Petersburg were received at the Synod, where they were handed a corded book
for inscribing all kinds of donations. Advertisements were published in the newspapers. The monks
(usually three — one archimandrite or abbot and two assistants) lived in rented flats for some weeks
in St Petersburg and Moscow, before setting out on their travels in the provinces of Central Russia.
In every town they had to visit the local bishop, present him the documents and receive permission
to lead prayers in the central cathedral or another church. They were often invited to pray at the
houses of merchants and the nobility. The geography of their travels usually followed the Volga
towns, especially including Nizhnii Novgorod during the fair, which was attended by many pious
rich merchants. The South Russian provinces were also visited, especially where Greeks lived
(Taganrog, Odessa, etc.). After the first year of zeteia the taxidiotes returned to St Petersburg, where
they would submit the money and church objects collected to the Synod. Following inspection of
the donations and the book, if no abuse was found the monks could return home, and the aid was
sent to the monastery via the Russian embassy. Taxidiotes usually asked for an extension to the
zeteia, undergoing the same procedure at the end of the second year. The sums collected — the
officially reported figure normally varied from 10 to 15 thousand roubles per year, with roughly
the same amount being sent directly by banks or agents — were large enough to improve the
monastery’s financial situation. The monks could pay off debts, build a new church, restore the
old buildings and construct new ones. The extra money was deposited in a bank, either in Russia

or in their own country.

Among the first who were allowed to gather donations all over Russia were the monks of Mount
Athos. In the nineteenth century, veneration of Athos among the Russians increased. Given that
it was on the itinerary of Russian pilgrims to the Holy Land, they again became an important
link between their homeland and Athos. The nineteenth century was a period of mythologisation
of Athos in Russia: peasants, merchants and pious noblemen alike were ready to donate for
the monasteries of “the Mother of God’s Garden on Earth”. With the increasing number of
Russian monks on Athos it became part of the messianic vision of the Russian presence in the
Orthodox East.

In 1846, Esfigmenou Monastery on Athos received a permit to collect alms. Abbot Agathangelos and

two monks brought a part of the True Cross with them, limiting their travels to the provinces of St
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Petersburg and Moscow.!" In 1849 they presented the Synod with the 10, 000 roubles they had gathered
and were allowed another year of travel. Apart from the provinces surrounding the two capitals, they

asked to visit the fair at Nizhnii Novgorod, and on their return to Athos to pass through Kyiv, Kishinev
and Odessa.

The work of the Russian bureaucracy can be well traced in the case of the Athonite monastery of
Xenophontos. In 1851 the abbot and the brotherhood applied to the Holy Synod to send taxidiotes
to Russia, basing their request on the need to complete the newly constructed Church of St George.
On receiving their application, the ambassador consulted the Russian consul in Thessaloniki, and
learned that the church was almost finished, as only the wall paintings remained. This information
was presented to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Synod. Lev Seniavin, director of the
ministry’s Asian Department pointed out that firstly, there were already many foreign taxidiotes in
Russia at the time, and secondly, that the Patriarch of Alexandria and the Metropolitan of Trebizon
were awaiting their turn to send monks to collect alms.'? Consequently, the Xenophontians’ appeal

was left unanswered.

In early 1853 the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs again received a letter from the Patriarch of
Constantinople and the brotherhood of Xenophontou seeking permission to gather alms, on the assumption
that the previous letter had gone astray. This time their request was supported by Ambassador Alexander
Ozerov and the consul to Thessaloniki Angelos Mystoxidis, * but the Crimean War blocked any progress
on the matter. Meanwhile, in 1859 a certain monk Gavriil (probably a Russian kelliot from Xenophontou)
learnt that the Xenophontians were seeking a permit, and attempted to obtain it by himself on the
monastery’s behalf. In a letter addressed to Empress Maria Alexandrovna (a well-known benefactor of
the churches of the East), he represented himself as a delegate of the monastery and described the awful
state of the catholicon church. In characteristic fashion he added that the monastic brotherhood consisted
of “Russians, Bulgarians, Moldavians and Greeks”.* An investigation was undertaken by the Russian
embassy, which determined that the Xenophontians did not know of any monk Gavriil. In fact, the
father-guardians (epitropoi) of the monastery were afraid this abuse could have negative consequences.
A permit was eventually issued by the Synod in 1860, and over the following years (1861-1863), the

taxidiotes were reported to have collected 18, 745 roubles and numerous church objects.”

11 RGIA, fund 797, op. 16, delo 38133.

12 Lev Seniavin to N. A. Protasov, November 3, 1851. Ibid., fund 797, op. 21, delo 46773, . 8-9.

13 Lev Seniavin to Nikolai Protasov, January 27, 1853. RGIA, fund 797, op. 23, 2 otd. 2 stol, delo 393, f. 1-1v
14 Ibid., fund 797, op. 23 (2 otd. 2 stol), delo 393, f. 10-10v.

15 Decision of the Holy Synod, January 21/February 4, 1863. Ibid., f. 60—62v.
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Details about the zeteia of Athos monks in the 1860s emerge from the itinerary by Meletios, an alms
collector from Konstamonitou Monastery, who accompanied Abbot Symeon." The taxidiotes arrived
in Odessa in May 1862, bringing relics of saints and part of the True Cross. Having received the cord
book for inscribing donations and letters of introduction, they travelled via Central Russia to Southern
Siberia and arrived in the town of Kiahta, at the Chinese border. At some point Meletios stayed in
Irkutsk, while Abbot Symeon returned to St Petersburg and then headed to Kyiv. The monks asked
for permits and letters not only from local bishops, but also from the civil authorities. Meletios studied
Russian and offered prayers in Slavonic, which added to the success of the collecting work. During
their travels the alms collectors visited monasteries and received information about donators they could
turn to. Moreover, they were accompanied by pious women and maidens who helped them establish
contacts with the locals. Meletios returned to Russia later on, this time as a private individual, and spent
some time selling crosses and small icons in the churches of Russia, using the links he had established.
Thanks to these travels in Russia a new catholicon church was built at the monastery, and Meletios was

able to found a school for girls in his native Veria.

As a whole, the Russian government tried to maintain balance in issuing permits. In 1865 Esfigmenou
Monastery applied for a new licence to send taxidiotes. Inquiries in the synodical archive revealed that
in 1860 the same monastery had already received permission to send Archimandrite Agathangelos to
Russia along with two other monks. At the same time, information was received that considerable aid
had been gathered during the previous alms collecting mission to the country in 1846 - enough not only
to construct a new building, but also to deposit an amount in the bank. As a result, after a presentation

to the Tsar, the permit issued to Archimandrite Agathangelos was withdrawn.”

For reasons of sound donation management, the Russian government preferred to issue permissions
to coenobitic monasteries with a well-organized monastic life rather than to idiorrythmic ones where
donations could be misused by the elder members of the brotherhood. In the same year as Esfigmenou,
Dionysiou Monastery asked to send taxidiotes. In its decision dated May31/June 20 1865, the Synod
pointed out that the monastery was among the few coenobitic ones on Mount Athos, and deserved

support from Russia - as soon as a free place became available for zeteia, a permit would be issued.”

16 Meletios published notes on his travels to Russia.: Ilepujynoic Meletiov Kwvorapovitov eig Pwooioy amo étovg
1862-1869. Abfvan, 1882. See: Tasos Kostopoulos. “Icon Goldsmiths, Pious Widows, and Holy Maidens.
Adventure Narratives of Greek Monks Travelling in Late Imperial Russia”, Museikon. Alba Iulia. 6 (2022):
169-180.

17 RGIA, fund 797, op. 35 (2 otd.), delo 54.

18 Ibid., fund 797, op. 35 (2 otd.), delo 50.
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On the other hand, even serious reasons such as destructive fires could not guarantee the success of
zeteia applications in cases of abuse or unrest. Thus, in 1866 both Chilandar and Iveron monasteries
were refused. The Ober-Procurator reported to the Foreign Ministry that the request from Iveron had
been followed by another letter, signed by Archimandrite Policarpus and sixty other members of the
brotherhood, complaining that only a small circle around the abbot would share out money and incomes
amongst themselves, while the rest of the monks were living in abject poverty. The Ober-Procurator
concluded that the idiorrythmic regulations did not benefit the monastery, and despite the fire in
December 1865, no permission to gather alms in Russia could be allowed.” Attempts to communicate

with the Patriarch about introducing the coenobitic order were left unanswered.

One outstanding example of a long-term stay by taxidiotes in Russia were the travels of the Simonopetra
monks Abbot Neofytos and Deacon loannikios between 1888 and 1892. Simonopetra Monastery had
good relations with the Russian monastery on Athos, and supported the Russians during the critical
events of 1873. In return, Abbot Makarios of St Panteleimon promised to intercede for the issue of
permit to collect alms in Russia. St Panteleimon monks recommended Simonopetra several times (in
1875, 1876, 1877 and 1881), but only achieved their aim in 1888.2° The Simonopetra monks arrived
in Russia with relics of St Mary Magdalene, St Panteleimon and St Anna. Thanks to the journals of
Hierodeacon loannikios, who accompanied Abbot Neofytos on his journey, we know the details of
this zeteia. In June 1891 the taxidiotes were ready to return to their monastery when they received
terrible news of a catastrophic fire the previous month, which had destroyed the whole monastery. As

an exception, they were then allowed to continue their zeteia for a third year.”!

Issuing permits as a political instrument. Taxidiotes from the Slavonic lands

As early as the 1840s, the Russian government paid special attention to Slavonic monasteries. This
tendency increased after the Crimean war, in the context of Panslavist policies during the reign of

Alexander I11.*? In the 1860s and 1870s money and church objects were donated by members of the

19 RGIA, fund 797, op. 36 (2 otd.), delo 36.

20 The itinerary of the Simonopetra monks is preserved in two manuscripts at Simonopetra monastery: Cod.
13/02/02/1-2 and Codex 45. An edited Russian translation has also been published: Lora A. Gerd and O.E.
Petrunina (eds.). Jresnux nymewecmsus no Poccuu epeveckux monaxos Agorckozo monacmuips Cumononempa
ueymena Heoghuma u uepoouaxona Hoannuxus. Moscow: Indrik, 2014; see also: T. Kostopoulos, “Icon Gold-
smiths, Pious Widows: 169-173.

21 Special collections were held all over Russia in the wake of earthquakes in Thessaly in 1859, Zakynthos in
January 1893, and Chalki in 1894.
22 Antonia Dialla. H Pwaia axévavti oto Balkavia. Idgodoyia ka1 molitikh ato debtepo uiad tov 19° oudva.

—427 -



imperial family, rich noblemen, monasteries and various private individuals, while aid collection was

organized by Slavonic committees all over Russia.”

In 1848, Rila Monastery in Bulgaria asked the Synod for permission to collect alms in the wake of a
destructive fire. Archimandrite Stefan Kovachevich was allowed to visit Russia for one year, followed
by one monk.** In his letter of recommendation, Ambassador Titov stressed that “it would be very
useful to satisfy the request of the aforementioned monastery, which is the foremost in Bulgaria and has
a strong influence over the local population. Archimandrite Kovachevich’s journey to Russia offers the
opportunity to receive detailed information from him about the state of the churches in Bulgaria, and
to confirm the good advice of the government towards the Bulgarian clergy”.” As a highly esteemed
guest, Kovachevich enjoyed a special pension during his stay in Russia, and the monastery’s permit
to conduct zeteia was extended twice. In 1851 Rila Monastery received a visit from Nikolai Mukhin,
Russian consul in Adrianople, who wrote a detailed report stressing the importance of the monastery
in supporting Bulgarian education and self-awareness in the country. Alms collecting in Russia was
one of the main means of supporting the abbey.*® Apart from the money collected by zeteia, the Synod
satisfied Stefan Kovachevich’s request for a long list of Slavonic liturgical books and manuals for
the school at Rila, as well as a large number of church objects.”” Obviously, the Russian government
regarded this monastery as the main centre of Orthodoxy in the Bulgarian lands. Kovachevich’s next
step was to ask for the establishment of a Bulgarian dependence in Kyiv. Metropolitan Filaret of Kyiv
had no objections, but in 1851 the Synod ultimately refused the Bulgarians.” Instead, another permit

to send taxidiotes was issued to Rila Monastery.

In 1858 a permit to gather aid in Russia was granted to the Slavonic Serbian Chilandar Monastery on
Athos, after Abbot Sofronios was recommended by two famous Russian travellers and researchers,
Andrei Muraviev and Petr Sevastianov. Sophronios also received a special recommendation from Filaret

Drozdov, the Metropolitan of Moscow, the most influential person in the Russian church at that time.

Athens: Alexandria, 2009; Eadem. “Russian Nationalism and the Eastern Question: the Case of Panslavism
(1856—-1878).” Modern Greek Studies Yearbook Vol. 24/25. (2008/2009): 73-91; Jelena Milojkovic-Djuric.
Panslavism and National Identity in Russia and in the Balkans, 1830—1880: Images of the Self and Others.
New York: Boulder, 1994.

23 See for ex.: Oruer Kusaruuu T. B. Bacunsunkooit u rpadunu H.J[. OpnoBoif 0 monydeHnn cyMM Ha
BCIIOMOITIECTBOBAaHHE HYXTAIOIIMMCS TTpaBocnaBHbIM Ha BocToke. St Petersburg: General Staff Typography,
1859; S.A. Nikitin. Crassanckue komumemot 6 Poccuu 6 1858—1876 2o0ax, Moscow: Nauka, 1960.

24 Holy Synod decision of February 13/March 18, 1848. RGIA, fund 797, op. 18, delo 41798.

25 Ibid., . 7-8.

26 Ibid., f. 44-53v.

27 RGIA, fund 797, op. 19, delo 48369.

28 Holy Synod decision of November 28/December 31, 1851. RGIA, fund 797, op. 20, delo 45038, ff. 11-12.
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The abbot, Filaret wrote, “was witness to the Bulgarian Question in Constantinople at Easter and has
closely followed the Kukush Question. He is a man of strong critical thought and strong hope”? The
Chilandar monks arrived in Russia with the icon of the Three Handed Mother of God and the True
Cross; advertisements were published in the newspapers. After one year their permit was prolonged.

Archimandrite Sophronios died in Russia in 1863, and his personal belongings were sent to the monastery.

Supporting the application by the Russian Athos St Panteleimon Monastery for permission to send
taxidiotes in 1856, Ambassador Alexei Lobanov—Rostovskii stressed that the monastery received
thousands of Bulgarians pilgrims annually, and that the teachings of the monks “could become a useful

measure for spiritual influence upon the Bulgarian people”.*

Kalofer Nunnery in Bulgaria, consecrated to the Nativity of Virgin Mary, received permissions for
zeteia many times. Alms collectors were sent in 1876, and stayed in Russia until 1881, including the
entire duration of the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78. The money gathered was used to restore the
monastery following its destruction during the war, and the church was supplied with Russian icons,

garments and utensils.”'

Taxidiotes from Greek monasteries

Greek monasteries in the Balkans and the Ottoman Empire also received permission to collect alms.
Priority was given to those of them intending to start a school for the local children. In 1848, Abbot
Parthenios of the Holy Archangels Monastery in Caesarea, Cappadocia, was granted such a permit.*
He brought a large number of little pearl crosses with him to Russia for distribution among the donors.
Contacts with influential members of the nobility resulted in a donation from Grand Duchess Elena
Pavlovna, famous for her sympathies for the Eastern churches, who gifted a long list of liturgical objects.
During the first year of the zefeia Parthenios collected over 6, 000 silver roubles, and asked Grand Duke

Konstantin Nikolaevich for a special donation for the school. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the

29 RGIA, fund 797, op. 28 (2 otd. 2 stol), delo 371, f. 15—15v. This refers to the events of Easter 1860 in the Bulgarian
church in Constantinople, when Bishop Ilarion omitted the name of the Greek Patriarch during the liturgy, thus
challenging his authority. This act was the first official starting point for Bulgarian church and political inde-
pendence. The second event mentioned is the short-lived Union of Kukush, which threatened Orthodoxy among
the Bulgarians of Macedonia. For more bibliography see: Vera Boneva. bvieapckomo yvprosHonayuonaniio
osudicenue (1856—1870). Veliko Tyrnovo: Za bukvite, 2010.

30 L. Tolstoi to A. Tolstoi, September 2, 1859. RGIA, fund 797, op. 26 (2 otd. 2 stol), delo 446, f. 17-18.

31 RGIA, fund 797, op. 46, (II otd. 3 stol), delo 28.

32 RGIA, fund 797, op. 18, delo 41808.
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Synod were rather restrained on this matter, and in several communications proposed that the donation
be commensurate with the school’s needs, or rather that its initial success be verified before any money
was sent.” Supported by high ranking noblemen, Parthenios managed to receive certain sums from
the Grand Dukes and from Emperor Nicolas I. Over two years, the zefeia raised 13, 375 silver roubles.
This success encouraged the lucky abbot so much that he sought permission to install alms boxes in
every railway station in Russia, and was planning to address letters to all Russian noblewomen named
Elena (patroness of the monastery), as well as requesting an allowance to gather donations at all Russian
military schools. The Synod found this too much, and refused the abbot’s application on all points, with
one exception: that 3000 roubles be deposited in a Russian bank in support of the school.** Warning

notices were also sent to the directors of the institutions that the abbot had in mind.

Russian pilgrims mainly served as alms gathering assistants for the Holy Sites in Palestine and Athos,
though also in other places. In 1849 the Synod received a petition from Kikkos Monastery to send
taxidiotes from Cyprus. The letter was delivered by a Russian pilgrim named Varvara Kataeva. The view
taken by Constantine Basili, Russian consul in Beirut, was somewhat negative, as he reported abuses
in the distribution of income at the monastery.* In his opinion, competition from Latin propaganda
and poor administration in the Orthodox Church could be improved by establishing a school for the
Greek clergy. After further hesitation, the Synod issued Archbishop Cyril a permit to send two monks

to Russia for zeteia over two years.*

On her return from pilgrimage in 1850, Ekaterina Abramova asked the Synod for permission to
gather donations for St Lazarus Church in Cyprus. After receiving information from Ambassador
Titov on the Monastery of St Lazarus and the needs of the school in the village of Scala, as well as

on the petitioner herself, the Synod issued a one year permit.”’

The political motivation behind permits is well seen in the issue of documents to monasteries in the Eastern
Pontus, an area closely monitored by the Russian government after the Crimean war and especially after 1878,
when the Russian Empire concurred waste territories from Eastern Turkey. The abbots at Soumela, Vazelon

and St George Peristera monasteries received such permissions many times, without any serious delay.*®

33 Holy Synod decision of March 28/ April 30, 1850, ibid., f. 43—49v; L. G. Seniavin to A. I. Karasevskii, August
4, 1850. Ibid., f. 53-54.

34 Holy Synod decision of June 6/30, 1851. Ibid., f. 74-83.

35 L.G. Seniavin to N.A. Protasov, March 22, 1851. FRIA, fund 797, op. 20, delo 45049, f. 5—6.

36 Holy Synod decision of September 2/30, 1853. Ibid., f. 27-28.

37 RGIA, £. 797, op. 20, delo 44999.

38 See: Lora A. Gerd. “I'peueckne monactsipu [lonta u Poccus 8 Hooe Bpems.” Vestnik Sankt-Peterburgskogo
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Supporting Russian taxidiotes from Mount Athos: pro et contra

The three Russian monasteries on Athos (St Panteleimon, and the two sketes of St Andreas and St Elias)
enjoyed a privileged position in receiving financing and conducting collections. On the one hand, the
Russian monks on Athos were formally regarded as foreigners and had to apply for permits via the
embassy in Constantinople. On the other, the government easily granted them permission for zeteia, as
useful actors of the Russian presence in the Eastern Mediterranean. Support for Russian monasticism on
Athos gradually increased after the 1860s, when St Panteleimon monastery was officially recognized as
Russian (1873). According to the treaty of Berlin (1878, Article 72), foreign monks on Athos enjoyed the
protection of their governments. At the same time, according to a decree of 1816, those who took their
monastic vows abroad were not regarded as monks on their return to Russia. This contradiction existed
up until the First World War, and gave diplomats some leeway in their relationship with the numerous

Russian monks on Athos, while also offering considerable opportunities to the monks themselves.

In 1841 a certain Irinei Parfenov from Athos arrived in Russia, bearing no letters of recommendation
from diplomats or the Patriarch. In 1840 he had taken monastic vows at St Panteleimon Monastery,
and was then sent by Abbot Gerasimos to collect alms in Russia. Without presenting himself to the
Synod he set out on his zeteia, recording the donations in a book given to him by the abbot. Over
one year he gathered about 600 roubles and some church objects, but was eventually detained by the
police and brought before the Synod for explanations. At the session of the Synod, it was stressed
that Russians who had taken their monastic vows abroad should seek permission from the embassy
for zeteia. Nevertheless, rather than being punished, Parfenov was allowed to gather donations for a
further year.* Encouraged, he asked the Synod to allow taxidiotes from St Panteleimon monastery to
visit Russia every three years. Although this request was refused, it is striking that the Synod took a
much more favourable position towards Parfenov than to other monks from abroad. In 1851, the police
arrested a certain monk Irinei from St Panteleimon on Athos staying at the dependency of Konevets
Monastery in St Petersburg, again gathering donations without official permission — it was probably
the same Irinei Parfenov.*

The Skete of St Elias, which also enjoyed attention from the Russian Government, *' sent alms collectors

to Russia many times. In 1847, monk Ignatios addressed a petition to Ober-Procurator Nikolai Protasov

Gosudarstvennogo Universiteta, Istoriia 66 (2021), 1: 98-113.

39 RGIA, fund 797, op. 11, delo 28812.

40 RGIA, fund 797, op. 24 (2 otd. 2 stol), delo 428.

41 On the history of the skete see Nicholas Fenell, P. Troitskii M. Talalai. Xrsuncxuii Ckum na Agpone, Moscow:
Indrik, 2011.
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to gather alms in aid of constructing the church of St Mitrophan Bishop of Voronezh. He received a
one-year permit, and reported collecting 1500 roubles and a cross for the Holy Altar; the actual sum
would obviously have been much greater. Having received an extension to the zefeia, he installed a
gilded iconostasis in a widow’s house in St Petersburg and went there every morning to receive visitors.
This attracted the attention of the police, who were informed that the iconostasis had been ordered from

various different craftsmen, and that more time was needed for its completion.*

St Andrew’s Skete, which became Russian in 1849, received generous donations.® It also regularly sent
alms collectors to Russia. In 1862, Deacon Theodorit sent the Synod a petition for a zeteia permit, as
he needed money to reconstruct the old patriarchal house and its church, and to build a hospital, an
almshouse and a hotel. The permit was issued and extended twice; collecting continued until 1865.*
Taxidiot Ivan Jakovlevich Bulgakov (later monk Ilarion) from St Andrew’s set out on zeteia in 1865,
and maintained contact with donators from Taganrog over several decades.* In the 1860s and 70s new
buildings were constructed, and an iconostasis was installed in the church. In 1877 money was first

collected for a magnificent new catholicon, which was consecrated in 1900.

Special respect for Athos among the Russians, and the favourable government attitude towards
Russian monks led to numerous attempts to collect money unofficially. Thus, in 1856 when monk Petr
Bykov was arrested in the town of Fatezh, he claimed to be gathering aid on behalf of the abbot of St
Pantocrator Monastery.*® Many Russians, especially peasants from the southern regions, came to Athos
as pilgrims and settled there. Unlike Russia, on the Holy Mount they could easily become monks and
buy a small kellion from one of the big Greek monasteries. They would then begin gathering donations
for construction of a church and a residential building and would attract novices.*” The money was
collected in different ways: by sending letters to pious Russians asking for donations, or by what was
usually illicit, unsanctioned zeteia. By the end of the 19" century some kelliots had become rich abbots.

Having been refused by the Athos Koinotes, they attempted to start monastic communities outside the

42 A detailed report on the alms collected see: Extract from Holy Synod decision of March 22/April 10, 1849.
RGIA, fund. 797, op. 17, delo 39985, f. 24-25v.

43 See the bibliography on the history of St. Andrew’s Skete: O. Ulianov. “Anocrona Auzapes Cxkur.” In Pravoslavnaia
Encyclopedia (2001): 399—-404; Nicholas Fenell. The Russians on Athos. Oxford: Peter Lang, 2001: 51-83.

44 Extract from the Decision of the Holy Synod, October 17 / December 2, 1862 r. RGIA, f. 797, op. 32. 2 otd., d.
260, . 4-5v.

45 Evdokim Vatopedinos, M. G. Talalai. “/[paronenneiimmas ['octes Taranpora”™ cs3u Adona u Taranpora mo
Matepranam Pycckoro Anipeesckoro ckuta.” Russkii Archiv 12 (2024) 1: 16-29.

46 RGIA, fund 797, op. 46 (2 otd. 2 st), delo. 448.

47 See about the Russian kelliotes in: P. Troitskii. ucmopus pyccxux obumeneii agpona 6 xx—xx gexax. Moscow:
Indrik, 2008.
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Holy Mount, for example in Serbia (Dechani), or in Lebanon. In such cases they could be supported

by the Russian government and even receive financial aid from the treasury.*®

The position of the Russian authorities towards the activities of the Athos kelliots was with few exceptions
strict and negative. Normally in the papers reporting on cases of illegal zeteia, such monks are classified
as semi-criminal elements seeking personal enrichment. This view is unfair and not entirely correct:
the Russian monks were usually pious people originating from the southern provinces, who had no
aim other than to build a monastery according to their own notions of beauty and pious aspirations;
breaking free from the strictures of Russian bureaucracy for a spiritual goal should hardly have been
regarded as a crime. The diplomats wrote many pages in their reports outlining the harm to state interests
caused by the taxidiotes, who were contributing to the flow of Russian money out of the country and
investing it in institutions which belonged to others, i.e. the Athonite sovereign monasteries. Metropolitan
Filaret Drozdov wondered why the monks needed luxuriously decorated churches. Special criticism
was reserved for those of the kelliots who arrived in their native villages and stayed in their family
homes while collecting money. On a personal level, however, the Russian consuls in Thessaloniki did

sympathize with one or another kelliot and help them.”

In late 1864, the new Russian ambassador to Constantinople Nikolai Ignatiev took special measures
against the kelliots. He asked the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Synod for immediate action.
Ignatiev presented a list of Athos monks who were in Russia at the time, gathering aid without
permission.® On 9™ February 1865, Ober-Procurator Alexei Akhmatov sent an encyclical letter to
all bishops in Russia, with a request that they clarify the situation regarding the taxidiotes in their
dioceses. At the same time, Russian consuls in Turkey received instructions to warn abbots against

unofficially delegating taxidiotes.”

In his report dated 25" February 1865, the Russian Consul in Thessaloniki Alexander Lagovskii
complained that the Athos monks had acquired considerable real estate in Ierissos and Cassandra,
while sending illegal taxidiotes to Russia to collect alms. He stressed that some Russian monks were
especially active there. Lagovskii insisted that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs should take measures

to limit pilgrims, and strictly monitor taxidiotes and all the monks arriving in Russia. Support for

48 Lora A. gerd. koncmanmunononsckuu nampuapxam u poccus. 1901-1914 z2. Moscow: Indrik, 2012, 180-297.

49 See details in: L. A. gerd. pycckuii agpon 1878—1914. ouepxu yeprogro-nonumuueckoti ucmopuu. Moscow:
Indrik, 2010, 84-102.
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51 RGIA, fund 797, op. 35 (2 otd.), delo 9, f. 22-23v.

—433 -



the monasteries themselves, the consul continued, could also be limited to meeting the real needs of

the institutions without taking into account the recommendations of influential persons.*

Further limitations and restrictions of the zeteia

The reports by Ignatiev and Lagovskii resulted in exhaustive information being gathered on the number
of the taxidiotes then in Russia. Strict limits were introduced, to the effect that representatives of up
to four monasteries would be allowed to collect aid in the country at any given time.” Together with
an increasing number of alms collectors and constant complaints about their behaviour, the practical
consideration of keeping money inside the country led to further measures. On 23 March 1895,
the Synod issued a restriction on the bringing in of any kind of venerated icons and saints’ relics.*
The official reason was that during their travels the monks could not keep the holy objects in proper
condition. This measure substantially limited the success of zeteia; the monks tried to overcome it many
times, but were always refused. In practice, this restriction had applied since the mid-1880s. Thus, the
Simonopetra taxidiotes who arrived in St Petersburg in 1888 had almost no success in collecting alms
during the first two weeks of their stay in the capital, and only saw things improve when they received
permission to say prayers in front of relics. Hierodeacon loannikios wrote in his Journals that without
this permission they would not even have covered their travel expenses.” In 1894, Filotheou Monastery
applied for zeteia. The Synod replied that permission would be granted as soon as a free place became
available, but the monks’ request to bring the venerated icon of the Virgin Glykofilousa with them was

refused from the outset.*

Despite the strict measures, in addition to Russian monks from Athos, Greeks and Persians also
arrived in Russia in the second half of the 19™ century, and persistently attempted to collect alms
without permission. Most of them were easily caught by the police, though some managed to stay in
the country for long periods. In 1877, a Greek monk from Zakynthos named Constantin Kladionos was
arrested in Perm’, and certain saint’s relics were taken from him and placed in the town cathedral. An
investigation showed that he had been in Russia since 1859, when he had applied to gather donations and

was evidently refused. Over almost 20 years he had engaged in the practice illegally, but in the end he

52 Ibid., fund 797, op. 35 (2 otd.), delo 76.
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was subject to deportation from Russia.”” From the 1870s onwards, local consistories were required to

submit a regular report on all foreign clerics in the Empire, which was carefully checked by the Synod.

Conclusion

In the nineteenth and early twentieth century, material aid was sent from Russia to the monasteries and
churches of the Ottoman Empire and the Balkans in the following ways: 1) regular financing from the
state (the “Palestinian states™); 2) occasional donations of money, church objects and books by state
institutions and private persons; 3) permits to collect alms given to taxidiotes; 4) the establishment of
dependencies in Moscow, St Petersburg and other towns, or support for existing dependencies. The permits
given to taxidiotes from the monasteries were issued in a formal bureaucratic way and limited to four

monasteries at any given time; from the late 1880s, the bringing of relics and icons was also forbidden.

Political motives for issuing permits existed throughout the period, and increased after the Crimean War.
The general principle was to support Orthodoxy in the Ottoman Empire and the Balkans, but preference
was given to monasteries with coenobitic rules, especially if running schools. Slavonic monasteries
enjoyed the advantage of Panslavist policies and could send more taxidiotes, especially from the 1850s
to the 1870s. The Russian monasteries on Mount Athos were obviously accorded special status, though
certain measures against independent kelliots were also taken. As a whole, in the closing decades of the
nineteenth century two contradictory trends collided: on the one hand, the amount of Russian material
aid for the Orthodox East increased, while on the other, measures were taken against the success of free
zeteia in Russia (the number of taxidiotes was limited, and imported relics and icons were banned). In
the early twentieth century, the general tendency was towards the centralization of aid in government

hands and use of it to serve political ends.

57 A letter by Ju. Tolstoi to the Minister of Internal affairs A. Timashev, August 6, 1877. RGIA, fund 797, op. 47
(2 otd., 3 st.), delo 128, f. 3—4v.
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Abstract
This paper deals with Russian religious heritage in Bulgaria. Nowadays, Russian icons are displayed or
stored in museums and galleries or in churches. Sometimes the condition of these specific art objects

reflects the cultural and political situation and trends in Bulgaria.
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bjects of Russian religious art reached Bulgaria in various ways.' Some arrived with the Old Believers,
Owho built new homes for their faith. Others were brought by soldiers and their commanders during
the Russo-Turkish wars. In memory of the Russians who fell in combat, memorial churches were built
and supplied with iconostases, icons, furnishings and church vessels, often near the sites of the greatest
battles. Long before the liberation of Bulgaria from five centuries of Ottoman rule, liturgical books in
Church Slavonic were despatched from Russia and Ukraine for use in Bulgarian churches.” Relations

between Bulgarian and Russian clergy date back centuries (fig. 1).}
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The Current State of Investigation and Avenues for Further Research.” Museikon 4 (2020): 237-246.
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In KynrypHOTO HaciencTBO Ha PHIICKHS MaHACTHP — CHCTOSHHE M EPCIIEKTHBU HA IPOYYBAHETO, ONIa3BAHETO
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Some icons reached Bulgaria as gifts, others as family possessions. During the socialist period (1944—1989),
the Bulgarian state took special care of the monuments and churches associated with the Russo-Turkish
Wars, but many other churches housing Russian icons were left to the care of the local clergy, among a
population forced to abandon church life. In the depopulated villages, many churches were abandoned
to their fate. Worse still, atheistic upbringing encouraged theft and desecration at places of worship.
Many of the icons were moved to storage in local metropolises, museums and galleries, while others
were destroyed or stolen. After 1989, the trend towards the depopulation of small settlements continued,

though freedom of religion lent impetus to the restoration of churches and care of their inventory.

Russian icons are now held in state museums and galleries, in churches, and in private collections. In
most major libraries, such as those at the monasteries of Rila, Troyan and elsewhere, there are valuable
Russian manuscripts and representative collections of early Russian printed books. Some institutions

possess collections of graphic works, including Russian prints and lithographs.

Museums and galleries

These institutions offer the best conditions for the preservation and research of religious art objects.
Inventories contain information on where a particular object originated and how it was acquired,
including cases of donations, purchases or stolen objects handed over to the museums by the police. In

this way, a picture of how society evolved over a certain period can be built up.

For example, in the second half of the twentieth century, a group of inhabitants in the Old Believers
village of Kazashko offered the Revival Museum in Varna — part of the Regional History Museum — the
chance to purchase Russian icons and metal relief icons owned by their families. Thanks to the funding
opportunities at that time, several valuable icons and religious objects have now joined the museum’s
collections. They have been taken care of and some have been restored. Nowadays, however, the owners
of such artefacts usually contact private collectors first, so works of Russian religious art are rarely
seen or studied. Despite financial difficulties, most museums and galleries are working to improve the
conditions needed to preserve and exhibit Russian icons along with other holdings, by inventorying
and in some cases digitising them. Particular attention has been paid to Russian icons in the museums
of cities where there were battles during the Russo-Turkish War of Liberation, such as Pleven. There,
in the Pleven Epopee 1877 Panorama, which forms part of the Regional Museum of Military History,
objects of Russian religious art have been preserved and exhibited with great professionalism and
care. The presence of a restoration laboratory usually has a positive impact on conservation efforts,
by carrying out restoration interventions on endangered objects, planning restoration measures,
maintaining suitable temperature and humidity conditions in exhibition areas and storerooms, and

conducting disinfection and disinsection. However, not every museum or gallery has such facilities or
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specialists. Currently, the Ministry of Culture has announced funding sessions for the restoration and
establishment of modern repositories and exhibition areas. This will enable well-motivated projects
to provide funds for professional maintenance of collections by licensed professionals, in this case
restorers. It is noteworthy that the collections of Russian icons in Bulgarian museums and galleries
have not been adequately surveyed to date, as research interest in them is non-existent. This is probably
due to the prolific output of the Russian icon-painting villages of Vjatka, Kholui, Mstera and numerous
other icon-painting centres. In many cases, restoration intervention is limited to mandatory measures
such as disinsection and the use of protective paper coating. Lack of familiarity with the technology of
Russian icons may also be a factor discouraging restorers, especially in the younger generation, from
caring for these works. In some ways this hands-off attitude is preferable to working without sufficient
knowledge of the original materials and technology of Russian icons, but a solution to the problem
must be found. Good results would be obtained by organizing joint workshops and learning about the
experience of Russian restorers. Unfortunately, the war in Ukraine interrupted the relations between
Bulgarian and Russian specialists that had been built up over decades. The process of denigrating things
Russian did of course begin much earlier, immediately after the democratic changes in our country
at the end of the twentieth century; after 45 years of totalitarian rule and development in the orbit of
the Soviet Union, Russian culture and its importance for Bulgaria came to be profaned and seriously
belittled. Most of the leading specialists in cultural heritage management of the recent past had received
their education in the former Soviet Union and trained their students and followers in that tradition.
Nowadays, however, education is mainly oriented towards Europe and the USA, there is no interest in
establishing contacts with conservator-restorers from Russia, and the progress achieved in some Russian
institutes in the application of modern scientific achievements in restoration, such as nanotechnologies,
etc., is no longer being followed. The current situation in cultural heritage preservation is a negative

example of the influence of politics on scientific and cultural interactions.
Churches

After the liberation of Bulgaria from Ottoman rule, many churches were built in memory of fallen
Russian soldiers. Even before that time, there were field churches in use during the war, as in the case
of the unfinished church of St. Demetrius in the village of Gorna Studena, which was located next to
the Russian army headquarters.* By order of the Russian Emperor, the church was provided with an
iconostasis, icons and bells. Today it has lost its former splendour, some of the icons are damaged, and

unauthorized restoration work is being carried out, such as the application of bronze over the original

4 Gergova “Russian Orthodox Art, ” 240.
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gilding on the royal doors, and efforts to restore one of the icons (fig. 2). The building’s current condition
is the result of long-standing problems including leaks from the roof, which have led to damage to the
icons and the gilding of the iconostasis. Another problem lies in the fact that the icons were painted in
oils, which has resulted in tears in the paint layer and widespread cracks due to the paints and varnish
cracking (fig. 3). What is required here is careful planning of any restoration intervention rather than

just partial measures.

It should be noted here that the situation at Gorna Studena is common, in the sense that those responsible
for churches — the Bulgarian Orthodox Church, represented by the church board and the local metropolis
— do not abide by the Cultural Heritage Act. This is especially true in smaller settlements, where the
law is disregarded, despite the fact that any restoration work requires the preparation of a conservation-
restoration project in coordination with the National Institute for Immovable Cultural Heritage. Even
when funding for construction and restoration activities is available under various programs, it is
often insufficient because imperfections in the legislation have led to restorers being subcontracted by
building companies. Often after building conservation works are completed there is not enough funding
left over for the restoration of art objects inside the church. Thus, work on iconostases and icons is
frequently outsourced to persons without the relevant qualifications. In many cases this is also done out
of ignorance, combined with religious sentiment and a desire for improvement. There are many such
examples. The Church of the Dormition of the Mother of God in Malko Tarnovo was reconstructed and
furnished with icons and iconostasis with the participation of Russian soldiers stationed there during
the Russo-Turkish War of 1828-1829. In the 2010s, the local priest decided to repaint the iconostasis
and varnish the icons. The intervention was disastrous, as the iconostasis was painted in bright, high-
gloss paints, while the icons were coated with a synthetic gloss varnish which disrupted their aesthetics
and is difficult to remove (fig. 4). Another example of unregulated intervention carried out with good
intentions is at the Church of St. Athanasius in the village of Nikolaevka near Varna, where Russian
troops were based during the Russo-Turkish War in 1877. The villagers decided to rename the village
in honour of the commander-in-chief Prince Nicholas Nikolayevich, who sent them icons, books and
money. Today, the small church is well cared for, and houses a small museum. Yet rather than being
restored as part of a project coordinated with the National Institute for Immovable Cultural Heritage,
the icons have been treated unprofessionally and unsystematically by unlicensed restorers relying on
funds collected in the parish (fig. 5). Out of a desire to “clean” them, the icons are being damaged, and
the coloured varnishes applied to the metal coatings are being removed, which again indicates a lack
of knowledge about the technology of Russian icon painting. Unfortunately, this is the practice in many

Bulgarian churches in smaller settlements.

The oldest Old Believers church Pokrov Bogorodichen is located in Tataritsa, today part of the village of
Ajdemir near Silistra. We can only guess about its history from what we know of the church chronicle,

which disappeared decades ago, but which was used to supply the information attached to the church’s
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registration as a monument of local cultural importance in 1974. According to the registration document,
the church was built in the 1770s, enlarged in the 1930s, and reached its present size in 1921.° The
building still has dozens of icons in the naos, arranged according to the Old Believer tradition (fig. 6).
The five-tier iconostasis reaches up to the base of the dome, with other icons visible in the narthex. The
church owns four manuscripts (fig. 7), several rare old printed books and two valuable shrouds. Two
of the oldest icons are from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, but most date from the nineteenth
century. They were mainly made in Starodubje, Vjatka, in the Vladimir icon-painting villages around
Mstera, in Central Russia, and in Lipovan workshops.® They are in varying states of preservation — the
two rows of apostles on the iconostasis suffered significant direct rainwater damage before the last roof
repair (fig. 8). Many of the icons in the church and all the festive icons on the iconostasis have a recessed
panel (“kovcheg”) made of one or several boards, stabilized with different types of crossbars. There are
counter crossbars, “empire” crossbars, and hidden, usually horizontal splines. The panels are made of
lime, poplar and other softwoods, whereas the crossbars are mainly of oak or other hardwoods. The
paint layer on some icons includes gilding and other metal coatings, which are often engraved. Many
of the icons require urgent restoration intervention, but this is not possible due to the unclear ownership
status of the church, despite it having been declared a monument of local cultural importance. Only the
owner, usually the local metropolis, can apply for state restoration funding if the project is approved by
the National Institute for Immovable Cultural Heritage. The local Old Believer community is making
efforts to gain official recognition as a religious denomination, so far without success. Due to these

administrative problems, it is not possible to plan legitimate restoration measures.

Highly interesting icons are also to be found in the Old Believers church of Pokrov in the village of
Kazashko, founded in 1905 on the shores of Lake Varna. In 2007 the building was renovated with
financial support from the Russian Consulate in Varna and private donations. Most of the icons date
from the nineteenth century, though one is from the seventeenth century. The icons were made in
various icon painting centres, at Starodubje (Vjatka), the Vladimir icon painting villages, Mstera, in
Central Russia, the Urals, Romania, and in Lipovan workshops.” In terms of technology, they represent
different traditions. Many of the wooden panels are recessed, made of one or more boards of lime,
juniper or cypress, depending on the local tree species. The panels are stabilized with counter crossbars
of different shapes and embedding methods, with additional hidden horizontal splines located at the

top and bottom edge of the panel. The icons are in poor condition, partly due to the humid climate in

5 The document, with many lacunae, is held in the National Archives of the National Institute of National Her-
itage, number 11209/19.06.2013.
6 Dating and attribution by Natalia Komashko at our first inspection.
7 Dating and attribution by Natalia Komashko at our first inspection.
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the area: in many cases the wood is damaged, the crossbars are missing, the panels are deformed and
the painting layer is missing in places. Some of the panels are painted on the back, others have frames
nailed onto them.® In the church and the village there are some manuscripts and old printed books

(fig. 9), ? and some of the locals keep icons and other religious artifacts related to their family history.

As mentioned above, several churches in Bulgaria were built to preserve the memory of fallen Russian
soldiers. The first memorial church, dedicated to St. Alexander Nevski, was built near Jambol in 1879
and consecrated in 1884. The iconostasis is from Russia, with some icons painted at Kyiv-Pechersk
Lavra; most of those in oil on canvas are poorly preserved. The memorial church at Shipka Monastery
is not far from the site of the heroic Battle of Shipka Pass. Architectural restoration work on the church
has been funded by the Bulgarian and Russian states, as well as private donations. The iconostasis was
made in St Petersburg, and the icons — including depictions of numerous Bulgarian saints — were ordered
from the Russian monastery of St Panteleimon on Mount Athos (fig. 10)."° The iconostasis and icons
have never been restored and are still in excellent condition, due to the quality workmanship typical
of the icon-painting workshop in the Russian Athonite monastery. Icons of the same origin are held in
the collection of the Regional Museum of Military History in Pleven. The icon of St. Panteleimon (figs.
11, 12) makes it possible to view the face and back of the icon, " to assess the quality of the paint layer

and the cypress panel, as well as the crossbars, in this case made of oak in the shape of a “goose beak”.

The icons and iconostasis in the chapel of St. Cyril and Methodius at the Church of the Holy Trinity
at Ruse are of similarly high quality, typical of the icon-painting tradition at the Holy Trinity Sergius
Lavra."? The chapel was consecrated on March 16, 1886. Despite some damages to the paint layer and
gilding, the icons have come down to us in very good condition, without any restoration intervention
(fig. 13). The icons for the chapel of St. Alexander Nevski in the same church were also painted at the
Holy Trinity Sergius Lavra. In 1979 the marble iconostasis was dismantled and brought to the church

in Loznitsa, together with the icons."

Another example of an exceptionally high-quality iconostasis is in the Church of the Joy of All Who

Sorrow (Pokrov), built in Sofia in 1922-1925. The iconostasis, icons and church vessels were bought by the

8 No photos are attached, as photography is banned in the church.
Apocalypse, late seventeenth century illuminated manuscript restored by the author.

10 Ivanka Gergova. “From Petersburg to Shipka via Mount Athos: Slavic saints on the Shipka iconostasis” (V.
Ivanova, Trans.). Slavia Meridionalis 24 (2024) 2024, 9-19.
11 The icon has been restored by Tatyana Trifonova.

12 Viktor Mutafov. Br3poxaenckure xpamose B Pyce. Sofia: Blago slovo: 2022, 26.
13 Ibid, 25.
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building committee from a Turkish pasha, having originally formed part of the Church of St. Panteleimon
at the Russian Hospital in Constantinople, which was built with the assistance of Count Ignatiev in 1875.
The iconostasis was made in the Russian Athonite Monastery of St. Panteleimon, and the icons in the
icon-painting workshop at the Belozersky Skete of St. Nicholas on Mount Athos. The iconostasis and

icons have recently been restored, and the restored gilding has regained its original splendour.

Many other churches boast icons and iconostases from Russia. Among them is the Cathedral Church
of the Dormition of Mother of God in Varna. In 1901 and 1904, Tsar Nicholas II donated small and
large icons for the iconostasis (fig. 14). In the Church of St. Nicholas in Tutrakan there are royal doors
made in Russia in 1893 (fig. 15) — together with 41 icons made at the Holy Trinity Sergius Lavra, ' they
were originally intended for the cemetery church of St. George, but were redirected to St. Nicholas by
Sakellarios Ignatij Chernev."” One interesting example of an iconostasis is that in the Russian church
of St. Panteleimon in Knjazhevo (Sofia), built in the 1930s at the House of the Disabled White Guards.
It is painted on canvas and apparently once belonged to a military field church (fig. 16).

Observations on the technology and conservation issues of Russian icon painting
based on the objects examined

As stated above, the poor condition of some works of Russian religious art in Bulgaria is mainly due to
improper storage and unsuitable climate conditions. In the case of icons, the technology used to create
them is of great importance. It involves preparing the wooden panel, applying a ground, a metallic
coating, a paint layer, and a varnish coating usually of “olifa”. Each of these actions has a consequence

for the durability and condition of the icon over many years thereafter.
Wooden panel

The panel is made of one or more boards, depending on the size of the icon. The choice of wood —usually
from local species — is important, as is the season when it is sawed. Depending on how boards are cut
relative to growth rings, the panel may warp; the closer the cross-section of the board is to the middle of
the trunk, the less likely it is to warp. Assembling multi-board panels is another way to avoid warping.

It is preferable for shrinkage to occur from the back of the icon. The wood is protected with crossbars,

14 Viktor Mutafov. Uctopus Ha xpamoBeTte B PyceHcka emapxust. Bropa gact. Pasrpancka, [Tomoscka i TyTpakancka
nyxosHH okoim, Silistra: Kovachev Pres OOD: 2021, 287.
15 Ibid, 283.
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especially for larger icons or those with a panel composed of two or three boards. While the wood for
the panel can be of lime, poplar, cypress or juniper, hard oak is usually used for the crossbars. The shape
of the crossbars varies, with two wedge-shaped pieces usually being installed from opposite directions,
though small icons may only have one. Crossbars may be profiled in “empire”, “goose beak” or other
styles, and may lie flush with the back of the panel (fig. 17) or extend above it. There are also hidden
crossbars set in a channel through the panel. Another type are splines —usually embedded horizontally
in the groove at the top and/or bottom of the panel, though vertical ones are also found. The joints in
a multi-board panel are reinforced at the back, usually with “dovetail” inserts (fig. 18), but we have
also seen the use of metal staples (fig. 19) and an unusual back reinforcement (fig. 20). On the face, the
board may be flat or have a recessed “kovcheg” panel. Unlike in the Balkans, where recessed panels
are rarely encountered after the seventeenth century, Russian icon painters continued to use what was
often a double “kovcheg” throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The surface of the frame

can also serve as a painting field.
Ground, painting, varnish application

Before applying the ground, a canvas is glued to the face. It is noteworthy that on later and mass-
produced icons, canvas was glued over the joints between panels rather than to the entire board, for
reasons of economy; some icons even have paper strips used for this purpose.'® It is in these areas that
subsequent movement of the wood as a result of shrinkage or standing in a humid environment will
mean the paint layer and the ground are not stable and may detach from the surface. Many Russian icons
are painted on a gilded ground, often with engraved ornaments. Gold was mainly used on older icons."”
Sometimes silver or other metal alloys of the same colour were used for economy, as was common
among nineteenth-century Russian icons in Bulgaria. A coloured varnish may have been applied on
top to imitate gilding - this varnish should not be removed during restoration, as it is part of the icon’s
original appearance. The painting technique is mostly classical, using tempera paints and egg binder.
Iron-gall ink is sometimes used for fine details and text.” Oil painting was used for later icons, allowing
for very smooth transitions between colours and modelling. In some icons, the application of varnish

has caused the oil paint layer to tear over time, often due to the faster drying of the varnish compared

16 Elena Badea, Cristina Cargote and Dumitrita-Daniela Filip. “New Insights into the Transfer and Reception
of Russian Icons in Transylvania based on the Interdisciplinary research of the RICONTRANS Project.” In
Russian icons from Transylvania: exhibition catalogue, edited by Ana Dumitran and Dumitrita-Daniela Filip.
Alba Iulia: Editura Muzeului National al Unirii Alba Iulia; Cluj-Napoca: Mega, 2023, 79.

17 Viktor V. Filatov. Pycckas crankoBas TeMepHas xxuBonuch, Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo “Iskusst-
vo”, 1961, 16.

18 Badea, Carsote and Filip, “New Insights, ” 86.
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to oil paints in the paint layer, the use of asphalt lac as a paint, the addition of siccatives to the oils, etc.
Traditionally, Russian icon painters used “olifa”, a varnish based on linseed oil. Especially on later
icons, other oils and resins may have been added to the varnish, making it very difficult to remove
during restoration.” Varnish removal or thinning is undertaken after careful analysis of the degree of
darkening or destruction of the original varnish, the presence of coloured varnish on the metal coating

and the icon’s original colouring.

The specific technological characteristics of the Russian icons discussed above suggest that thorough
analysis is necessary before proceeding with any restoration. It is recommended that work should be
carried out by an interdisciplinary team, including art historians and researchers, who should apply

non-destructive methods of analysis to the materials involved in the icon-making process.

19 Filatov, Pycckast craHkoBas TeMmepHast )KHUBOIHCH, 28.
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Fig. 1: Contract between Rila Monastery and the Russian Monastery of Staint Panteleimon on Mount

Athos, 1466. Photo: R. Decheva. © Rila Monastery
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Fig. 2: Staint Demetrius Church, Gorna Studena. Photo: A. Nikolov.
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Fig. 3: Staint Demetrius Church, Gorna Studena, cracks in the oil painting. Photo: A. Nikolov. Fig. 4: Iconostasis, Dormition of the Mother of God Church, Malko Tarnovo. Photo: A. Nikolov.
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Fig. 6: Pokrov church, Tataritsa. Photo: A. Nikolov.
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Fig. 7: Manuscript, Pokrov church, Tataritsa. Photo: R. Decheva.
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Fig. 8: Iconostasis, Pokrov church, Tataritsa. Photo: A. Nikolov.

Fig. 9: Apocalypse, late 17th century. Photo: R. Decheva. Fig. 10: Iconostasis, Memorial church, Shipka Monastery. Photo: A. Nikolov.
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Fig. 11: Staint Panteleimon. Photo: A. Nikolov. © Regional Museum of Military History in Pleven. Fig. 12: “Goose beak” crossbars, Staint Panteleimon. Photo: A. Nikolov. © Regional Museum of Military

History in Pleven.
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Fig. 14: Iconostasis, Dormition of Mother of God Church, Varna. Photo: A. Nikolov.
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Fig. 15: Royal door, Staint Nicholas Church, Tutrakan. Photo: A. Nikolov.
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Fig. 16: Staint Panteleimon Church, Knjazhevo, Sofia. Photo: R. Decheva. Fig. 17: Crossbars flush with the panel. Photo: A. Nikolov. © Regional History Museum in Varna.
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Fig. 18: “Dovetail” insert, detail of fig. 12. Photo: A. Nikolov. © Regional Museum of Military History

in Pleven.

Fig. 19: Metal staple reinforcement. Photo: A. Nikolov.
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Fig. 20: An unusual back reinforcement for a panel, us. BUU 377. Photo: A. Nikolov. © Regional

History Museum in Varna.
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Studying and Exhibiting Russian Icons at the Benaki Museum

Anastasia Drandaki

Abstract

The ERC RICONTRANS research project presented an opportunity to study Russian religious art
from the Benaki Museum collections through an interdisciplinary approach and in collaboration with
various researchers involved in the project. Although catalogued, these works had not previously
attracted scholarly interest. Art-historical, epigraphic, and technical analysis enabled us to reconstruct
the identities and often tumultuous biographies of the objects leading up to their current museification.
Simultaneously, we hope this multifaceted study provides a repository of reliable data that can serve
as the foundation for improved understanding and secure conservation of numerous other Russian
artworks located in regions such as Greece, where the techniques and materials of Russian icons
remain largely unknown, despite the religious practices and concepts they embody being quite
familiar. Additionally, preparing for the exhibition of these works has been equally instructive,
culminating in two exhibitions organised by the Benaki Museum in distinct cities and venues in
Greece: the Benaki Museum modern building at Pireos 138 (2022-23) and a historical building,
Santirvan, a beautifully restored Ottoman mosque in Drama (2024-2025). The two exhibitions,
which garnered excellent reviews and were warmly received by the public, merit evaluation against
the current challenging international context that shapes a difficult conversation between the global

audience and Russian religious art.

Keywords: Greek and Russian icons, technical analyses, icons and politics, early modern period,

Benaki Museum Athens

he systematic engagement of the Benaki Museum team with the Russian artworks in
Tits collections had a somewhat unorthodox and rather unpleasant starting point: in the
autumn of 2017, as Yuliana Boycheva and I were in hectic preparations for the opening of the
“Religious Art from Russia in Greece” exhibition, which included loans from all over Greece,
at the last minute the Byzantine and Christian Museum of Athens, under the directorship of

Dr Aik. Dellaporta refused to lend the Benaki Museum renowned Russian works from its

—464 —

collections.! (fig. 1) This was despite the relevant entries for the exhibition catalogue having been
written and the museological planning of the exhibition, which included several works from the
Byzantine Museum, being fully completed. This unfortunate last-minute development, occurring
too late for us to seek additional loans from other institutions, compelled us to attempt to fill the
exhibition gaps by rummaging through the Benaki Museum’s storerooms and nooks in search of
any previously unknown Russian artwork to complete the display. As anyone working in a museum
knows, excavations in the storeroom can sometimes be more productive and fruitful than systematic
digs at archaeological sites. This was also true for the Russian religious works at the Benaki Museum,
a considerable number of which were ‘rediscovered’ while lying in oblivion on the shelves. Those
previously unknown works, retrieved and exhibited for the first time in the 2017 exhibition, brought
to light several scholarly issues in the documentation of the Russian icons in the collection that
had previously been overlooked by research beyond the basics of cataloguing. In other words, I
found myself confronted with a series of questions that had never crossed my mind as a curator of
the collection, as Russian art had implicitly and unconsciously slipped outside the horizon of my
interests. The questions that emerged from this almost incidental rediscovery of Russian artefacts
in the Benaki depot largely shaped the objectives of the museum’s research team in the framework
of RICONTRANS.

The primary focus of our research questions concerned the materiality of Russian work, alongside
reconstructing the temporal and spatial context of their creation and the successive stages of their
biography leading up to the moment of their museification. The lack of knowledge and sufficient literature
on Russian icons outside of Russia created significant difficulties regarding dating and attribution to
workshops and regions, as the designation ‘work of Russian art’ was the only label accompanying the
artworks. In this research stage, which is the foundation for any further historical and art historical
interpretation, we would not have completed the task without the assistance of our colleagues from
RICONTRANS, who provided their knowledge and expertise. Apart from the constant and invaluable
support of Yuliana, most of this expertise was offered by Daria Rees, who systematically transcribed,

translated, and documented the inscriptions of the works in SYNTHESIS in exemplary fashion, and

1 The Byzantine and Christian Museum of Athens holds exceptional Russian artworks, notable among which are
the sumptuous gifts from the Empress of Russia Catherine the Great to the Greek community of Livorno. See
Evgenia Chalkia and Dimitrios Konstantios (eds). Avtoxpazopixa dopo. Apiepaduaro tng Meyalng Aikazepivig
oty eAdnvikn exkinaia tov Aifopvo, exhibition catalogue, Athens: Byzantine and Christian Museum, 2000,
Yuliana Boycheva, “Ailaviot petapopdc, vrodoyn Kot xpioeLs TOV pOCIKMOV EIKOVOV GTOV 1SLMTIKO Kot TOV
npooto yopo otnv EALGSa (16oc—Téhog 190v awvag).” In: Yuliana Boycheva and Anastasia Drandaki (eds).
Opnoxevtixn yvn omo ) Pooia otnv EAdda, 160¢—190¢ aicdvag, exhibition catalogue, Athens: Benaki Mu-
seum, 2017, 59-62.
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by Natalia Komashko, who, along with Juliana, guided us on the dating and attribution of the works
during workshops. Their valuable contributions complemented the kick-off training seminars with
which the RICONTR ANS consortium began its journey in 2019. It would be a serious oversight not to
acknowledge the contributions of other colleagues at that time, Dr Elena Saenkova and Prof. Alexandre
Preobrazhenskii, who, regrettably, due to international politics and circumstances beyond our control,

were unable to remain part of this consortium. We remain in their debt.

Another significant challenge for our understanding of Russian icons in the Benaki was the lack of
data concerning the materiality of the works. What materials and techniques were employed in their
manufacture and decoration? How do these compare to contemporary icons produced in Greek workshops,
for which substantial information has been gathered and expertise developed regarding their handling
and conservation? What insights can we obtain about the level of knowledge or the intentions of the
commissioners, as evidenced by the materiality of the objects? How have the interventions or alterations
that these works have undergone throughout their lifetimes been documented? In what historical context
can these interventions be explained, and how should the museum handle the material evidence of the

objects’ adventures?

These inquiries were the focal point of research conducted in collaboration with two teams from the
Benaki Conservation Lab: one from the Department of Icon Conservation and the other from the
Department of Metal Conservation.” It is not my intention to elaborate on my colleagues’ research,
which is presented in detail in the forthcoming publication by the museum.’ What I wish to highlight
here is the critical role that technical study has played in enhancing our understanding of historical
questions concerning Russian icons and the artistic trajectory of their production, whilst also considering
the developments occurring concurrently in Greek icon workshops. I am especially interested in the
still poorly explored historical question regarding the artistic and technical dialogue between these
two Orthodox spheres, the Greek and the Russian, with their various centres of icon production.* This

line of inquiry is especially pertinent, as research conducted under the RICONTRANS initiative has

2 Some of the art historical and technical findings resulting from this research have been showcased in two ex-
hibitions organised by the Benaki Museum under RICONTR ANS (see further below) and are published in the
concise exhibition catalogue: Anastasia Drandaki (ed.). Routes of Icons 17"—19" century: Art and Technology.
Athens: Benaki Museum and Santirvan 2024. For the technical study, cf. 73-105.

3 Anastasia Drandaki (ed.). Russian Religious Art at the Benaki Museum: piety, art, materials and techniques.
Athens: Benaki Museum — RICONTRANS, 2026 (in print).
4 See on the topic, Graikos, Nikolaos. “Russian Icons in Churches in the Hellenic Area in the Late 18" — Early

20" Centuries.” In: Yuliana Boycheva (ed.) Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16"—early 20" Centuries.
Seyssel: La Pomme d’or, 2016, 161-192.
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confirmed that Russian icons increasingly entered Greek Orthodox space from the 17th century onward.’
This influx led, as we surmised, to significant iconographic, stylistic, and technical exchanges between
Greek and Russian workshops, rendering the topic particularly intriguing. I will briefly discuss only

one such occurrence.

Among others, one direction of the technical study conducted at the Benaki Museum focused on the
various gilding techniques used on Russian icons from the 18th and 19th centuries.® The research carried
out by Lenia Farmakalidis and her team from the Department of Conservation at the University of
West Attica documented different gilding techniques and materials applied to Russian icons from the
Benaki collection, which were sometimes even used concurrently on the same panel. The composition
and techniques used in the gilding were found to align with the artistic intentions and target purchasing
groups of the various Russian production workshops. For instance, it was not surprising but rather a
confirmation of our understanding that many mass-produced icons, primarily from the workshops
of Old Believers, utilised a cheaper silver leaf instead of gold, which was then treated with coloured

varnish to give the impression of luxury, imitating gold.

From the perspective of dialogue and exchange within an expanded and polycentric Orthodox world
with multiple centres of icon production, certain developments in gilding methods and the decorative
techniques applied to Russian works are particularly noteworthy. On many icons, decorative motifs on
the metal leaf have been executed using a combination of punched, sgraffito or engraving technique.
(fig. 2) While punched decoration has a long tradition in icon painting dating back to medieval times,
7 sgraffito and engraving motifs are more modern decorative solutions and, interestingly, appear a few
decades later in Greek icons as well. Greek icons featuring such ‘innovative’ decoration predominantly

originate from workshops active on Mount Athos and the Greek mainland, regions with dense networks

5 Boycheva, Yuliana. «Ewdveg pooyopikaic..., dpopeatato npdypoton. H petapopd pocikdv gikévay 6tov
eMVIKO dpo and To 160 o¢ T1¢ apyés Tov 2000 av.y» Deltion tes Christianikes Archaeologikes Etaireias 36
(2016): 219-234. doi: https://doi.org/10.12681/dchae.1781

6 Amalia Bouras, Helen Veronika Farmakalides, and Andreas Sambatakos. “Exploring the correlation between
the metallic substances used on the gildings of Russian icons from the Benaki Museum collection and their
artistic backgrounds.” 7th ARCH_RNT Archaeological Research & New Technologies international congress,
6-8 October 2022, Kalamata, Greece. https://benakiconservation.files.wordpress.com/2022/11/7th—
arch_rnt-poster.pdf

7 See for example the numerous publications on this topic by Mojmir Frinta: “On the punched decoration in medieval
panel painting and manuscript illumination.” In: Note on the punched decoration of two early painted panels
at the Fogg Art Museum: St Dominic and the Crucifixion.” In: The Art Bulletin 53 (1971): 306-309. “Stamped
halos in the ‘Maesta’ of Simone Martini.” In: Bellosi, Luciano (ed.). Simone Martini. Atti del convegno. Siena,
27-29 marzo 1985. Florence: Centro D1, 1988, 139—145. See also the online database of the “Punched decoration
in Medieval panel Paintings” project. http:/corpuspitturafiorentina.bmlonline.it/s/punch/page/punches
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of communication with the North and a strong appreciation for Russian icons that arrived via various
channels and routes. One such example is an 18th-century icon from an Athonite workshop, depicting
the Enthroned Virgin and Child with Saints Demetrius and Nestor in a somewhat stiff and linear
configuration, one figure next to the other, without real interaction between them.® (fig. 3) Despite
extensive damage to the painting surface, the primary characteristic of this work is the dense decoration
with diverse designs applied in sgraffito on the figures’ garments, bestowing the small and rather
unassuming icon with an illusion of luxury. The garments are painted over the gold leaf, and then the
pigments are partially scraped away to reveal the gold leaf beneath, creating various decorative designs
in striking contrast between the gold and the pigments. The technique can be traced back to Russian
works of the previous century, like the famous Eicodoo n Kvxxawrtiooo (Eleousa of Kykkos) painted by
Simon Ushakov in 1668 for the iconostasis of the Moscow church of St Gregory of Neocaesarea, now
in the Tretyakov Gallery.” The process of sgraffito, which involves carving pigments covering metal
leaves, is indeed costly, particularly when gold leaf is used instead of other metal alloys. However, its
application is often more mechanical and repetitive compared to the painstaking, delicate, and varied
gold striations achieved with the use of burnished gold leaves seen on eatlier Byzantine and Italian
icons. This medieval technique continued to be applied rigorously by Cretan and Ionian workshops well
into the 18th century. Nevertheless, the new gilding techniques, which I suspect may have originated
in Russia, facilitated the creation of a significantly richer decorative effect featuring rosettes, lines,
rhomboidal designs, and so forth, which appears to have been de rigueur in the aesthetics of icons
within the Orthodox world during this period.

A different aspect of the open-ended dialogue between Russian and Greek workshops, along with the
diverse and eclectic artistic output that arose from this conversation, can be traced through studying
an elegant seventeenth-century composition of the Virgin of the Passion in the Benaki Collection. The
icon, donated to the Benaki Museum by the renowned Georgian émigré dancer Maria Manon Renieri,
while executed in a distinctive Muscovite artistic idiom, adopts an iconographic model inspired by
Greek, specifically Cretan, models.” (fig. 4)

8 Drandaki, Anastasia. Greek Icons. The R. Andreadis Collection. Athens and Milano: Benaki Museum and
Skira, 2002, 236-239.
9 Cumon Ywaxoe — yapckuii usoepagh, exhibition catalogue, 8 September 2015 — 10 January 2016, Moscow:

Gallery Tretyakov, 2015, 130-132, no. 17 (E. Saenkova).

10 Maria Manon Artemieva Renieri came to Athens from Tbilisi in 1917. In 1934, she opened a dance school near
Ardittos Hill in central Athens. She bequeathed her modernist house to the Hellenic State, and it now houses the
Ephorate of Speleology. See Tsatsou-Symeonidou, Dora. “EAAnvikoc yopdg évieyvoc.” In: Elliniki Ekpaideftiki
Egkyklopaideia. Theatro, Kinimatografos. Mousiki. Choros [Greek Educational Encyclopedia. Theatre, Film,
Music, Dance], edited by Dora Tsatsou-Symeonidou, Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1999, 124-127.
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The iconographic type of the Virgin of the Passion, where the Virgin and Child are accompanied
by angels holding the instruments of the Passion, is a Komnenian creation inspired by sermons and
hymns dedicated to the Virgin. A beautiful early example is to be found in the wall paintings of the
Virgin Arakiotissa in Lagoudera, Cyprus (1192)."" Variations of this type became extremely popular
among Cretan workshops from the fifteenth century onwards, evolving into one of the hallmarks of
Cretan painting. The adoption of Cretan models by Muscovite workshops attests to a reverse route of
cultural transfers, this time from the Greek world to Russia. The routes of this reverse transfer could
be various: trade, or perhaps gifts, mainly from Greek prelates and monks who travelled regularly
to Muscovy for {zeiai, seeking alms and patronage for their religious institutions in the powerful
Orthodox Empire of Russia.'? Some of the icons they carried along were copies of famous miracle-
working icons housed in their monasteries, like the Virgin of Kykkos, which Simon Ushakov copied
in his own distinctive style.” In other instances, they presented their Russian brethren with icons that
encapsulated and celebrated the character and sanctity of the holy place the monks represented. This
is the case with another Muscovite icon depicting St John the Evangelist and his disciple Prochoros in
the Cave of the Apocalypse. That icon, now in the Patmos Monastery Library, ' features a distinctly
Patmian iconography that was crystallised by Cretan workshops in the early 15" century. Considering
the close ties between the Monastery of St John the Theologian and Crete, as well as the international
fame of Cretan icon painters, it is reasonable to assume that Patmian monks who often travelled to
Muscovy for {izeior brought along Cretan panels featuring Patmian iconography, which in turn provided

new models for Russian icon painters.”

Regarding the Benaki icon depicting the Muscovite version of the Cretan Virgin of the Passion, it is
impossible to identify its exact model or trace the exact route of any Cretan icon that may have inspired

the Muscovite workshop responsible for its creation. However, it is noteworthy that the Benaki panel

11 The literature on the Virgin of the Passion is quite rich. See, among others, Baltoyanni, Chryssoula. Icons. The
Mother of God in the Incarnation and the Passion, Athens: Adam Editions, 1994, passim, Vassilaki, Maria and
Niki Tsironis. “Representations of the Virgin and Their Association with the Passion of Christ.” In: Vassilaki,
Maria (ed.). Mother of God. Representation s of the Virgin in Byzantine Art, exhibition catalogue, Athens:
Benaki Museum, 2000, 453—463. On the Komnenian wall painting in Lagoudera, see Konstantinidi, Chara.
“Byzantine Painting in the Church of the Panagia tou Arakos.” In: Papageorgiou, Athanasios et al., The church
of Panagia tou Arakos, Nicosia: Bank of Cyprus Cultural Foundation / A.G. Leventis Foundation 2018, 67—69.
On the dissemination and afterlife of the type in the Christian world, Milliner, Matthew. Mother of the Lamb:
The Story of a Global Icon, Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2022.

12 Agelomati-Tsougkaraki, Eleni. “To gawépevo g {ntelog kotd ) petafuloviivn nepiodo.” lonios Logos, 1
(2007): 247-293. Nystazopoulou, Maria. “Técoepa dyvoota pooikd £yypaea vép tng v MnAm Movig g
O¢otorkov (1656-1705).” Byzantine Symmeikta 1 (1966): 231-256.

13 Above, n. 9.
14 Yuliana Boycheva, forthcoming.
15 On the ties between Patmos and Russia, see Yuliana Boycheva et als. in this volume.
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reinterprets one of the most widespread Cretan types of the Virgin, which became immensely popular
in both the Orthodox and Catholic worlds from the fifteenth century onwards.®

Another testament to this process of exchanges and shared artistic considerations and technical
solutions in applying gold striations is offered by a pair of imposing despotic Greek icons from
Epirus, precisely dated 20 and 24 May 1773." (figs. Sa-b) The garments of the enthroned Christ and
Virgin and Child are adorned with shell gold. Painterly golden highlights are created using metallic
dust blended with a binder instead of the traditional gold striations, which are applied with either
burnished or unburnished gold leaf over bolo, mordant, or garlic juice. This technique of gilding
garments by applying gold dust, much like any other pigment, became widespread in Russian icons
from the second half of the 17th century, following the groundbreaking and influential work of
Simon Ushakov and his followers."® In Ushakov’s paintings, featuring his distinctive naturalistic,
softly modelled figures, the garments are accentuated by the generous application of broad gilded
surfaces, to which — instead of gold leaf — gold paint mixed with gum Arabic was applied using a
brush. The same gilding technique is found in the Benaki pair of despotic icons, dating a century
later. The skilled Epirot workshop that created them fused the Byzantine tradition with modern
decorative and technical solutions in both the background and the garments.” It is no coincidence
that solutions such as those mentioned above primarily characterise the art of Greek workshops that
operated either in regions that had close trade relations with the northern Balkans and Russia, such
as Epirus, or were located in the great melting pot of Orthodoxy, Mount Athos, all regions that were

familiar with and appreciated high-quality Russian icons.

These observations provide new insights into the ongoing dialogue and the potential adoption of
technical solutions from Russian sources that have not been sufficiently recognised in scholarly
research on Greek icons. Within the Greek research context, for historical reasons I have discussed
elsewhere, the category “icon” has primarily referred to the Greek icon as an autonomous artistic
phenomenon that retained anachronistic Byzantine characteristics while occasionally incorporating

modern elements of Western European origin.?’ Recent technical studies, the documentation of

16 Milliner, Mother of the Lamb 2022.

17 Drandaki, Greek Icons, 250-253, nos 63—-64.

18 Cumon Varosi 2015.

19 The background of the two despotic icons, decorated with interlocking ogival patterns and anthemia made
of stucco in low relief, reflects patterns widespread in sumptuous Ottoman and Venetian textiles that appear
simultaneously on Russian, Romanian and Greek icons of the 18" century (Drandaki, op.cit.)

20 Drandaki, Anastasia. “The discreet charm of a brand: methodological considerations for attributing unsigned
icons to Cretan painters of the 15th—17th centuries.” Deltion tes Christianikes Archaeologikes Etaireias 41
(2020): 237-252; eadem.“A taste for all things Byzantine: Byzantium in the collections of Antonis Benakis.”
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Russian icons, and the interpretation of their routes and reception in the Greek Orthodox space
have, to some extent, challenged this entrenched and restrictive perception of Greek icons. Research
conducted under RICONTRANS has made it evident that the central role of icons in the cult
practices and identity-building of Greek Orthodox communities, whether viewed as a work of
worship or a collector’s item, has often resulted in the hellenisation of the inscriptions accompanying
Russian icons. In some instances, the intervention provided a definitive solution: scraping off the
original Slavonic inscriptions and substituting them with Greek ones. This is the case with a fine
seventeenth-century triptych from the Stroganov workshops.”' (fig. 6) I believe that in most of these
instances, the reason behind this drastic change in the identity of the icons — or their nationality,
if you prefer — lies with art dealers aiming to attract the interest of Greek collectors. During the
interwar period, when this triptych was acquired by Alexandra Choremi, the sister of Antonis
Benakis, only to be donated later to the Benaki Museum, Greek icons had become a fashionable and
highly sought-after collectible. They were infused with ideological significance as a crucial stage
in national painting, associated with Greek religiosity, much as Russian icons had been for Russia
since the second half of the 19th century, within the context of the national ideology introduced
under Tsar Nicholas I (1825-55) and the (re)emergence of Byzantium and its culture as the ancestor
of and model for the Russian state.? This ideological orientation and the high demand for Greek
icons whetted art dealers’ appetite for greater profit, resulting in the alteration or even falsification
of the objects’ history and identity.”

Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 46 (2022.2): 236-262. doi:10.1017/byz.2022.10; eadem. “Invisible Art:
Russian Icons in Greek Collections.” In: “Icones: la fabrique matérielle du visuel.” International Colloquium:
Paris, Petit Palais — Musée des Beaux-Arts de la Ville de Paris (auditorium Institut national d’histoire de I’art
Galerie Colbert, salle Giorgio Vasari), December 8—10, 2021; Drandaki (ed.) Russian Religious Art, ch. 1.

21 Kalliga, Alexandra Eleni, and Athina Georgia Alexopoulou. “Russian Icons, 17th—18th c. Non-Destructive,
Non-Invasive Diagnostic Methodology for an Integrated Study of Micrographic Triptychs from the Benaki
Museum Collection” Heritage 6.2 (2023): 1325-1343. https://doi.org/10.3390/heritage6020073; Kalliga,
Alexandra Eleni. The Stroganov Micrographic Triptych of the Benaki Museum Collections. A Non-Invasive
Study on Materials and Technique.” In: Ayyelog. Apiépampo atn pviun tov Ayyedov Aeinfoppia. Athens: Benaki
Museum 2023, 131-152.

22 Taroutina, Maria. The Icons and the Square. Russian Modernism and the Russo-Byzantine Revival. University
Park Pennsylvania: The Pennsylvania State University Press 2018, esp. chapters 1 and 2; Pyatnitsky, Yuri.
“Ummneparop Anekcanzp III, A. A. Ilonosues u nprobperenue komnekiuu A. I1. bazunesckoro s Mmme-
paropckoro JpmuTaxa.” In: Konivets, Anna Valentinovna (ed.). Stories about the Hermitage, “Collection of
Motley Chapters...”, Part 11, Saint Petersburg: The State Hermitage Publishers, 2014, 34—41. Lidova, Maria.
“The Rise of Byzantine Art and Archaeology in Late Imperial Russia.” In: Elsner J., (ed.). Empires of Faith in
Late Antiquity: Histories of Art and Religion from India to Ireland. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
2020, 128-160; Kirichenko, Evgenia Ivanova. The Russian Style, tr. A. Tait. London: Laurence King Publishing
1991; Foletti, Ivan. From Byzantium to Holy Russia: Nikodim Kondakov (1844—1925) and the Invention of the
Icon. Rome: Viella - Liberia Editrice, 2017.

23 Drandaki, “The discreet charm of a brand.”
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However, in other instances where the Slavonic inscriptions are merely overpainted by Greek ones, the
two successive layers in the icon’s biography require special treatment by the Museum to ensure they
are highlighted appropriately. Today, with the aim of conservation and museological display focusing
not on an uncritical restoration of the object’s original state but on documenting and preserving the
traces of their journeys and adventures, it has been decided, wherever possible, to keep both sets of
inscriptions visible, as for example in the case of an icon of St John the Baptist. (fig. 7) This approach
enables the successive phases of the icon’s history to remain visible and encourages the public to reflect

upon its adventures.

A second change that occurred to Russian icons’ identity when transferred to the Greek Orthodox
environment was the loss of the special confessional statement they carried when created for a Russian
audience that could and was interested in deciphering such theological messages. This observation
applies mainly to the icons of the Old Believers, painted panels, as well as a multitude of brass cast
triptychs, polyptychs and crosses with enamel and/or gilding. The technical features of the host of
brass icons in the Benaki collection have been thoroughly studied in collaboration with the Museum’s
team of metal conservators: Depy Kotzamani, Anthia Foka, and Maria Zacharia.* Through their
iconographic and stylistic conservatism, materials and technique, these portable icons asserted
the religious identity of their original Old Believers audience. Interestingly, it was precisely these
characteristics that facilitated their transfer to the Balkan region and their warm reception by the
Greek Orthodox public. In the case of brass icons in particular, the conservative and repetitive nature
of their iconography, along with their relatively inexpensive mass production that conveys a sense of
luxury through gilding and coloured enamels, as well as their generally small dimensions, has resulted
in the presence of hundreds of such works in churches, homes, and collections throughout the Greek
world. In this new environment, the visual language of these works, rich with doctrinal nuances and
religious-political messages pertinent to the Old Believers milieu, loses its symbolic content and is
ultimately re-appropriated with a pan-Orthodox significance for the Greek public, finding a place in

its religious practices and museums.

The second inquiry that we focused our research on concerns the final stage of the biography of Russian
icons: their museification, not only at the Benaki Museum but also throughout Greece. This process
fundamentally transforms not only the context of their use but also their very identity, shifting them from

objects of public or private devotion into collectible works of art and historical testimonies intended for

24 Kotzamani et al. “The conservation of Metal Icons and Crosses” and “Technology of Metal Icons and Crosses.”
In: Drandaki (ed.), Routes of Icons, 80—85 and 96—103.

—472—

public discourse. In this new environment, they are embedded in an artificial yet meaningful context
that addresses the priorities and inquiries set by curators and museologists regarding the historical past

and its reconstruction.

It is precisely our perceptions of the past, shaped by our academic training as art historians and curators,
and the boundaries of scholarly fields, that direct modern divisions between works which coexisted
smoothly in the same context at the time of their creation. This is beautifully exemplified in the case
of the chapel of the Burning Bush at Sinai, where, in the 17th to 19th century, alongside the Byzantine
mosaics, many Russian icons, as well as Byzantine and Cretan ones, hung against the colourful wall
tiles from Damascus. A rich combination of colours and styles, multilingual Greek, Arabic, and Slavonic
inscriptions, along with various woods and frames, created a vibrant and diverse panorama of icons

that coexisted, establishing an Orthodox devotional space with a multinational character.

By contrast, in the contemporary museum milieu of the 20th and 21st centuries, geopolitical origins and
the language of inscriptions often serve as the primary criteria for interpreting objects and distributing
them among different departments. This brings me to the final research direction we have been exploring
within RICONTRANS: the organisation of exhibitions.

How does a Greek museum engage with its audience today, conveying the knowledge, experience,
and interpretations gathered from the systematic study of Russian icons? This question may seem
straightforward, yet it is quite complex within the current political context. In 2017, when we first
engaged with Russian works from the Benaki collections — rather hastily, for the reasons mentioned
at the beginning of this paper — the exhibition we organised marked the conclusion of the celebrations
for the Year of Greece-Russia. These celebrations included a series of significant icon exhibitions and
events held in both countries.”” The Greek-Russian Year followed similar annual celebrations previously
organised between Russia and other European states, resulting in the orchestration of magnificent
exhibitions, such as the majestic Sainte Russie: ['art russe des origines a Pierre le Grand, held at the

Louvre in 2010 during the year of Russia in France.?

25 The celebrations included art exhibitions and academic conferences, such as the international Congress on
Byzantine Influences in Medieval Russia, organised by the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki and the Mu-
seum of Byzantine Culture, and even a special edition of stamps commemorating the Greece-Russia Year
2016 (see: https://www.thephilatelists.gr/index.php/grammatosima/ellada-grammatoshma/eAhada-
acepaylota/2011_eos simera/greece 2016 mnh 2921-nomismata-grammatosima-sylloges).

26 Durand, Jannic, Dorota Giovannoni, loanna Rapti (eds). Sainte Russie: ['art russe des origines a Pierre
le Grand. Paris: Musee du Louvre Editions, 2010. On the exhibition see https://mini-site.louvre.fr/
sainte-russie/FR/index_a.php.
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In 2022, when the Benaki Museum organised the first of the two exhibitions conducted within the
framework of RICONTRANS, the circumstances could not have been more different from those just
five years earlier.”” The war in Ukraine, the elephant in the room overshadowing RICONTRANS, has
radically altered the international political landscape. It reminds us, in the bluntest and most compelling
way, that while we strive to historicise and understand the cultural phenomena of the past, we are
simultaneously historical subjects ourselves. The interpretation and negotiation of cultural heritage can
never be approached in a sterile manner, detached from current political circumstances. Ultimately,
the political dimension of religious art, which Yuliana Boycheva astutely placed at the centre of our
reflection within this project by using “Piety and Propaganda” in the subtitle of RICONTRANS, has

proven to be not only remarkably timely but also tragically incisive.

On the one hand, for the Western world Russia is caught in a cultural damnatio memoriae, where even
its mention is often meticulously avoided, especially in terms of icon exhibitions — a domain, icons,
that for many European countries has been more intertwined with Russian works than with Greek icons
since the 19" century. However, under the present circumstances, this topic has become quite contentious.
For example, the Ikonen Museum in Recklinghausen, renowned for its extensive and well-published
collection of Russian and Greek icons, has just launched a new exhibition titled: “Icons in-between.
Eastern Christian Art from Border Areas: Belarus, Ukraine, Romania, Western Balkans, Greece”
The topic of this exhibition is exceedingly interesting. Particularly for someone like me who despises
academic boundaries, the concept of in-betweenness is especially appealing. However, I cannot help
but wonder how and where Russia, with its conspicuous absence from the title, fits into this negotiation,
even though a handful of Russian icons are included in the exhibition and their centres of production are
marked on the nice map in the catalogue. Furthermore, I contemplate how the centre-border dichotomy

is defined in a representation of the Orthodox world through its cult icons.

The other side of the same coin — namely, the centrality of Russian icons in today’s public space — has
become quite pronounced within Russia itself. This is evident in the transfer, by presidential order, of
Andrei Rublev’s Hospitality of Abraham from the Tretyakov Gallery to the Christ the Savior Cathedral
in Moscow, and in the forcible de-museification of an emblematic icon from its museum environment to

a cult space in order to facilitate popular pilgrimage amid wartime — a tested and successful practice

27 The Routes of Icons 17"-19" century exhibition was held at the Benaki Museum, Pireos 138, from 8/12/2002
to 5/2/2023 https:/www.benaki.org/index.php?option=com_events&view=event&id=1019496&Item
id=164&lang=en

28 The exhibition was curated by Dr Lilya Berezhnaya, who also edited the accompanying catalogue (Reckling-
hausen 2025) under the ORTHPOL project (Horizon 2020) https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/950287 .
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of medieval Byzantine origins.” (fig. 8) In all instances, the political weight of ideologically charged

religious works from the past warrants careful observation and reflection.

In the two exhibitions I curated for the Benaki Museum under the RICONTR ANS initiative, we focused
on the reception and coexistence of Russian icons alongside those from other production centres in the
Greek Orthodox context. (Figs 9—10) We aimed to reconstruct the historical realities of the 17th to 19th
centuries as delineated by the sources and the objects themselves, which inform us of commissions,
donations, and transfers of icons from workshops scattered over a very wide geographical area. Icons
travelled from place to place in ships and caravans, by land and sea, crossing territories belonging to
different states and empires. Works made in various centres in Russia, Venetian Crete and the lonian
[slands, Ottoman Constantinople, the pan-Orthodox Mount Athos, or the Aegean islands could be
found side by side in monasteries, churches and pilgrimage sites, as well as in the private icon niches

that adorned and protected the homes and workshops of Orthodox Christians.

The two exhibitions, one at the Benaki premises at Pireos 138 in 2022, and the other, open until the end
of April 2025 in a beautifully restored Ottoman mosque in the city of Drama, aimed to reconstruct such
a diverse ensemble of icons from this period. Through the juxtaposition of works of different provenance,
we wished to explore the stylistic and technical diversity of the icons that circulated in Greek Orthodox
space from the 17th to the 19th century. The concept of space was treated not so much as a geographical
entity but, above all, as a social construct that is consistent with the notion of community created by
an Orthodox identity and shared by populations with different traditions, ethnic backgrounds, political
allegiances, and language. The common Byzantine background created a shared legacy of iconographic
subjects and technical solutions that were constantly enriched in various ways in each centre of production
without, however, disrupting the constants that allowed the movement of icons from place to place
and their common use in the same place of worship from Russia and Ukraine to the Ionian Islands,
Crete and Asia Minor. The second part of both exhibitions was exclusively devoted to the technology
and conservation of Russian icons, conducted by the Benaki conservators under RICONTRANS. The
objective was to share new knowledge acquired from our recent research with the public, while also

allowing visitors to engage with the issues, processes, and operations of museums today.

29 See, for example https://www.pillarcatholic.com/p/trinity-icon-venerated-in-moscow. For a reflection
on such topics, Foletti, Ivan, Russian Imperialism and the Medieval Past. Leeds: Arc Humanities Press 2024.
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Fig. 1. View of the “Religious Art from Russia to Greece” exhibition, Benaki Museum, 14/12/2017 —
11/02/2018. Photo: Dimitris Giavasis. © Benaki Museum.

Fig. 2. The Virgin of the Passion, 17th century, Moscow, with sgraffito decorated background, Benaki

Museum, no. 29533, Gift of Manon Renieri. Photo: Dimitris Giavasis. © Benaki Museum.
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Fig. 3. Virgin and Child, Saints Demetrios and Nestor, with sgraffito and punched decoration on the Fig. 4. Virgin of the Passion, Painter Emmanuel Tzanfournaris, Hellenic Institute of Byzantine and
gold leaf, 18th century, Mt. Athos workshop, Benaki Museum, R. Andreadi Collection. Photo: Dimitris

Giavasis. © Benaki Museum.

Post-Byzantine Studies in Venice. (Source: Public Domain Wikimedia Commons: https://commons.

wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Virgin_of the Passion by E.Tzanfournaris,jpg)
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b. Christ Pantokrator Enthroned and detail, 20 May 1733, Epirot workshop, Benaki Museum,

R. Andreadi Collection. Photo: Dimitris Giavasis. © Benaki Museum.

Fig. 5. a-



Fig. 6. Triptych with the Presentation of the Virgin, the Annunciation, the Nativity and other scenes, 17th Fig. 7. St. John the Baptist with Russian inscriptions, overpainted by Greek lettering, 18th century,

century, Stroganov workshops, Benaki Museum, no 14147. The Greek inscriptions are later additions, i Mstera Workshop, Vladimir region, Benaki Museum, no. 31409, gift of Meni Koufaki. Photo: Dimitris

inscribed over the erased original Russian ones. Photo: Dimitris Giavasis. 3 Giavasis. © Benaki Museum.
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Fig. 9. View of the “Routes of Icons 17th-19th century” exhibition, Pireos 138, Benaki Museum, 8
December 2022 - 5 February 2023. © Benaki Museum.

Fig. 8. The Hospitality of Abraham by Andrei Rublev in Christ the Savior Cathedral, Moscow, June
2024. (Source: https://ottawa.citynews.ca/2023/06/04/russias-most-famous-icon-handed-over-from- Fig. 10. View of the “Routes of Icons 17th-19th century: Art and Technology” exhibition, Santirvan,
museum-to-church-despite-protests/). Drama. 14 December 2024- 27 April 2025. © Benaki Museum.

486 487



Bibliography

Angelomatis-Tsougarakis, Helen. «Mia dyvootn xeipoypaon otopia tg Movig Ta&iapymv
Avwdetacy. Ipaxtika B Aic@voig Zvvedpiov [ehomovvyaioxmv 2rovdmv. Athens 1981-1982, vol.
3: 65-86.

———. “To pouvopevo g (nretog kotd ) petofolavtiviy tepiodo.” lonios Logos 1 (2007): 247-293.
Alexandropoulou, Olga. “H ehAnvikn} povn tov Ayiov NikoAdov ot Mooya. Ztotyeia and tnv
10T0pia. TOV EAANVOPOCIK®V GYEGEDV 6TO deVTEPO ol Tov 170V awmva.” Meoaiwvika kor Néo
Elnvika 6 (2000): 111-154.

Anderson, Matthew S. The Eastern Question, 1770—1923: A Study in International Relations. London:
Palgrave Macmillan, 1966.

Anon. “TlyTemecTBue Bb CBATYIO 3eMJIt0 cBHalleHHNKa Jlykbuanosa.” Pycckuti Apxug 1 (1863):
130-332.

Anon. [Tamamuas krnusxcka Cmonenckou eyoepruu na 1907 200. Smolensk: Tipografija P. A. Silina,
1907.

Anon. Elder Basil of Poiana Marului (1692—1767): His Life and Writings. Translated into English
with Introduction and Notes by a Monk of the Brotherhood of Prophet Elias Skete, Mount Athos.
Indiana University: St. John of Kronstadt Press, 1996.

Anon. “Tut moti boe, s Teoui pad.” Kuszneonucanue nacmosmensa Tpouye-Cepeuegoti nycmuinu
apxumanopuma Henamus (Manviwesa). Saint Petersburg, 2007.

Antonova, Valentina, and Nadezhda Mnyova. Kamanoe dpesnepycckoii socusonucu XI— nauana XVIII
8.6. Onvim ucmopuro-xyooxcecmsentot kiaccuguxayuu. 2 vols. Moscow: The State Tretyakov
Gallery, 1963.

Armeeva, Liudmila Alekseevna. “Yuunueny nkononucanus npu Tpourne-CeprueBoii naBpe B
1885—1918 rr.: mombITKa BO3pOXKACHHS TPAAULMOHHOT0 HKOHOMUCaHus.” Bulletin of PSTGU. Series
V: Questions of the History and Theory of Christian Art (2011): 193-200.

Artamonoft, Nicholas V. Artamonoff Collection. Image Collections and Fieldwork Archives, Dumbarton
Oaks Research Library and Collection. http:/images.doaks.org/artamonoff (accessed March 1, 2025).
Atanasiu, Mihai Bogdan, and Mihaela Palade. Mandstirea Pasarea. Credintd, artd, educatie.
Bucharest: Basilica, 2013.

Atanasov, Petr. ,,Ykpaunckue craponedarnsie Kauru X VI-XVII BekoB B bonrapun.“ Cosemckoe
9 9

—488 —

crassnosedenue 6 (1972): 72-83.

— ——. ,,Pyckure craponeyatHu KHurH B Punckus manactup. Cmapo6wieapcka iumepamypa
12 (1982): 85-99.

— —— . bvaeapo-pycku aumepamypru épv3xku npes XVII u XVIII 6. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1986.
Avramovi¢, Dimitrije. Onucanie opesrnocmiii cpocku y Ceemoti (Amonckoui) copu. Belgrade: Pechatano
u Kn'igopechatn'i Kni“azhestva Srbskog, 1847.

— — — . Csema I'opa ca cmpane sepe, xyooxucecmea u nosecmuuye. Belgrade: u Kni"azhesko-
Srbskoi”Kn'igopechatn', 1848.

Badea, Elena, Cristina Cargsote and Dumitrita-Daniela Filip. “New Insights into the Transfer
and Reception of Russian Icons in Transylvania based on the Interdisciplinary research of the
RICONTRANS Project.” In Russian icons from Transylvania: exhibition catalogue, edited by Ana
Dumitran and Dumitrita-Daniela Filip. Alba Iulia: Editura Muzeului National al Unirii Alba Iulia;
Cluj-Napoca: Mega, 2023, 45-88.

Bilasa, Dumitru. “Constantin Brancoveanu Voievod si loan Arhimandritul. Un manuscris inedit
al lui Ioan, egumenul manastirii Hurezi (1692-1726).” Mitropolia Olteniei XXV, no. 11-12 (1973):
993-1000.

Ballian, Anna, ed. Relics of the Past: Treasures of the Greek Orthodox Church and the Population
Exchange. The Benaki Museum Collections. Milan: Benaki Museum — 5 Continents, 2011.
Baltoyanni, Chrysanthe. Icons. The Mother of God in the Incarnation and the Passion. Athens:
Adam Editions, 1994.

— — — . «To KaBoid g I. Moviig O@gohdyov tng [Tdtpovn. Zkéyelg Kot mopatnpioeLs e v
gvkatpio Tov epyaciav cuvtipnong.» In Met’esviaPeiog kot Epotog amiétov. To kaBorkd g L.
Movrig ®cordyov, by Chrysanthe Baltoyanni and Stavros Baltoyannis. Patmos: Iera Moni Theologou,
1995, 4-17.

Bayer, Andrea. Art and Love in Renaissance Italy. Exhibition catalogue (The Metropolitan Museum
of Art and Kimbell Art Museum, Fort Worth, 2008—09). New York and New Haven: Metropolitan
Museum of Art and Yale University Press.

Beales, Derek. “Philosophical Kingship and Enlightened Despotism.” In The Cambridge History
of Eighteenth-Century Political Thought, edited by Mark Goldie and Robert Wolker. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006, 497-524.

Bencev, Ivan. “Uxona boromatepu Tpoepyumniisl B Xuganaapckom MoHacTeipe Ha Adone.” In
Buzanmus u euzanmuiickue mpaouyuu. St. Petersburg: Gosudarstvennyi Ermitazh, 1996, 175-183.
Betea, Raluca. “Icoana Judecitii de Apoi din biserica de lemn din Budesti-Josani (judetul Maramures).”
Apulum — Series Historia & Patrimonium (2013): 71-112.

— — — . “Pacatosi si pedepse eterne. Iconografia [adului 1n bisericile de lemn din comitatul
Maramures.” Memoria Ethnologica 13, no. 46—47 (2013): 86-101.

Biatostocki, Jan. “The Eye and the Window.” In Festschrifi fiir Gert von der Osten, edited by Herbert
von Einem and Rudolf Hillebrecht, 159-176. Cologne: Verlag M. Du Mont Schauberg, 1970.

—489 —



Berezhnaya, Liliya, ed. Icons In-Between. Eastern Christian Art from Border Areas (Belarus,
Ukraine, Romania, Western Balkans, Greece). Catalogue of the exhibition at the Recklinghausen
Icon Museum, January 25" — July 6™ 2025.

— — — and John-Paul Himka. The World to Come: Ukrainian Images of the Last Judgment.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2014.

Bitha, loanna. “Zyoia og gicova tov ayiov Xapardpmovg, £pyo Kovotavtivov Adpiavovmoditn
(1739).” deiziov s Xpiariovikng Apyoiotoyikng Eraipeiog 24 (2003): 333-346.

Blazi¢ Peji¢, Jovana. “U3 uctopuje cpricko-pyckux Beza: MOCKOBCKO MOMEUHUTEILCTBO 32 IIKOIOBAHE
Cnosena (1889-1892).” Miscellanea XLI (2020): 165—185.

— — — . “MOCKOBCKH CIIOBEHCKH KOMHTET U cprcko mutame: (1858—1875).” PhD diss., Belgrade
University, 2021.

Blazi¢, Jovana and Jekaterina Ivanova Vladimirovna. “TIpenucka mutpormmuta Muxanna u rpodurie
A. J1. Brnynose o norahajuma y Cpouju 1868.” MeSovita grada (Miscellanea) 34 (2013): 193-218.
— —— . “Ilucma mutpononuta Muxauna rpounu A. JI. biayaoBost: mpuior mpoyyaBamy pycKo-
cprckux oxHoca (1871-1874).” Mesovita grada (Miscellanea) 35 (2014): 121-138.

Bogdanovi¢, Dimitrije, Vojislav Puri¢ and Dejan Medakovi¢. Xuranoap. Belgrade: Republicki zavod
za zaStitu spomenika kulture, 1978.

Boneva, Vera. bvieapckomo yvprosnonayuonanno dsudcerue (1856—1870). Veliko Tarnovo: Za
bukvite, 2010.

Bor¢i¢, Vera. Zbirka ikona Odjela Srba u Hrvatskoj. Zagreb: Povijesni muzej Hrvatske, 1974.
Bouras Amalia, Helen Veronika Farmakalides, and Andreas Sambatakos. “Exploring the correlation
between the metallic substances used on the gildings of Russian icons from the Benaki Museum
collection and their artistic backgrounds.” 7th ARCH_RNT Archaeological Research & New
Technologies international congress, 6—8 October 2022, Kalamata, Greece. https:/benakiconservation.
files.wordpress.com/2022/11/7th-arch_rnt-poster.pdf

Bouras, Charalambos. “H apyttextovikn tng Havayiog tov MovyAiov otnv Kevoetavtivodmoin.”
Aeltiov g Xpioriavikng Apyorodoyikng Eraipeiog 26 (2005): 35-50.

Boycheva, Yuliana. “The Transfer of Russian Icons to Greece (16th—20th Centuries) and the Example
of Patmos.” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16th— early 20th Centuries), edited by Yuliana
Boycheva, 105-136. Seyssel: La Pomme d’Or, 2016.

— — — . “«Eikdveg pooyoPkais..., eopopedtata mpdypaton. H Hetapopd pooikdv eikévov 6Tov
eMVIKG Ydpo and 1o 160 o¢ Tig apyég Tov 2000 ar..” Deltion tes Christianikes Archaeologikes
Etaireias 36 (2016): 219-234. https://doi.org/10.12681/dchae.178]1.

———_. “The Example of Patmos: Various Routes of Russian Icons in the Orthodox East.” In Routes
of Russian icons in Greece and the Balkans (16th-20th c.), edited by Yuliana Boycheva. Seyssel: La
Pomme d’or, 2016, 105-136.

— — — . «XVAOYEG pOCIKOV eKOVOV oty EALGSw. In Opyorevtin Téyvy and t Pwaia oty
ElAdoda, 160g-190¢ aacvag, edited by Yuliana Boycheva and Anastasia Drandaki. Athens: Benaki

—490 —

Museum — Institute for Mediterranean Studies- FORTH, 2017, 34-58.

— — — “AlowAot LETOPOPAS, VTOJOYN KoL YPNOELS TOV POCIKOV EIKOVOV GTOV IOLMTIKO Kol TOV
muoato ywpo oty EAAGda (160c-téhog 1900 ardvag).” In Gpnorevtin Téyvy ano ty Pwaoio atny
ElAdda, 160¢-190¢ aucvag, edited by Yuliana Boycheva and Anastasia Drandaki. Athens: Benaki
Museum — Institute for Mediterranean Studies- FORTH, 2017, 59-62.

— — — “Studying Russian Icons on the Balkans.” ISTORIYA (2021): vol. 12, issue 5 (103) (DOL:
10.18254/S207987840015642-5).

Boycheva Yuliana, and Anastasia Drandaki, eds. @pyoxevtixn Téyvy omo ty Powaio otyv EAdda,
160¢—190¢ cucovag. Athens: Benaki Museum and Institute for Mediterranean Studies — FORTH, 2017.
Bozukova, Maya. ,,Onuc Ha pycKuTe ¥ yKpauHCKUTE KUPUICKH nedaTHu kauru ot X VIII B. B
HBKM.“ Uzgecmus na Hapoonama oubiuomexa ,,Cs. ce. Kupun u Memoouu*, XXI1 (XX VIII)
(1994): 285-345.

Bradi¢, Teodora. “Uxonoctac npkse Cetux Anocrona [lerpa u [laBna y Bpuuny — pax Jlasapa u
Onre Kppamuh.” bawmuna XXX (2023): 401-415.

——— . “Murpononut Muxauno JoBanosrh 1 Tpancep pycke cakpaiHe yMeTHOCTH y KuexeBuny/
Kpamesuny Cpoujy (1859-1898).” PhD diss., Belgrade University, 2024.

Bratulescu, Victor. “Zugravul cantaret Gheorghe Gherontie.” Mitropolia Olteniei XIV (1962): 23-32.
Brki¢, Antonije. Ausomu Cpoa ceéemumesna noo ceodosuma yprasa Ilehxe nampujapuiuje. Pec:
Bulat, L.G. “Un staret vestit al Manastirii Hurezi: Hrisant Penetis (10 oct. 1832-30 mart. 1852)”.
Mitropolia Olteniei XIV (1962): 434—448.

Buseva-Davydova, Irina. “HoBble nkoHOTrpadudeckre HCTOYHUKY B PYCCKOM KUBOIHMCH
XVII B.” In Pycckoe uckycctBo [Tosnnero CpeHeBekoBbst. O6pa3s u cmbic, edited by
Aleksey Batalov. Moscow: Nauchno-issledovatel’skiy institut teorii i istorii izobrazitel'nyh
iskussty, 1993, 190-206.

Bushkovitch, Paul. “The Roman Empire in the Era of Peter the Great.” In Rude and Barbarous
Kingdom Revisited: Essays in Russian History and Culture in Honor of Robert O. Crummey, edited by
Chester S. L. Dunning, Daniel B. Rowland and Russell E. Martin. Bloomington: Slavica Publishers,
2008, 155-172.

Bute, John Patrick Crichton-Stuart, 3rd Marquis of. “Patmos”, Scottish Review (Glascow) no 5
(January 1885), 103—137.

Byzantios, Skarlatos D. Constantinople: A Topographical, Archaeological & Historical Description.
Translated and commented by Haris Theodorelis-Rigas. Constantinople: Istos, 2019.

Cajkanovi¢, R. J. “KpaTku )HMBOTOINC CBETE MPBOMYUEHHIE U paBHoanocTonse Tekne.” Dabro-
bosanski istocnik 3, no. 21-22 (1889): 345-347.

Campanu, lustin. Manastirea Secu. Monografie. lasi: Doxologia, 2021.

Cantemir, Dimitrie. The History of the Growth and Decay of the Othman Empire. Translated by
Nicholas Tindal. London: John James & Paul Knapton, 1734.

—491 —



— — — . Istoria maririi §i decaderii Curtii othmane. Edited by Octavian Gordon et al. Bucharest:
Academia Romanad / Fundatia Nationald pentru Stiinta si Artd, 2015.

Carras, lannis. “What to Expect When Expecting: Waiting for the Russians in the Eighteenth-Century
Ottoman Empire.” History of European Ideas 48, no. 8 (August 2021). https://doi.org/10.1080/0191
6599.2021.1970474.

Celebi, Evliya. Istanbul Tarihi XVII. Asirda Istanbul. Istanbul, 1988.

Chalkia Evgenia, and Dimitrios Konstantios, eds. Avtokpazopixd dopa. Apiepapora ths Meyaing
Aikazepivig atny eAAnviky ekkinaio tov Aifdpvo. Athens: Byzantine and Christian Museum, 2000.
Charchare, Eleni. Russian cultural property in the Hellenic Institute of Venice. Beni culturali russi
nell’Istituto Ellenico di Venezia. Pwoixa molitiatixa. opodo. ato EAnviko Ivetitotro Bevetiag. Venice:
Interparliamentary Assembly on Orthodoxy, 2006.

Chatzidakis, Manolis. EAdnves {wypdgpor pueta tnv Alwon (1450—-1830). Vol. 1: Apépxioc—Iwang.
Athens: Institute of Historical research, Department of Neohellenic Research, 1987.

— — — . “Icons” in O1 Onoavpoi s Movig Ilazuov, edited by A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdothiki
Atinon, 1988.

— — — . Icons of Patmos: Questions of Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Painting. Athens: National
Bank of Greece, 1995.

Chesnokova, Nadezhda. “Uxona boromarepu Tpoepyuniis! u3 adoHcKoro Xunanaapckoro MOHacThIps
A1 MOCKOBCKOro natpuapxa Huxona.” In Quaesckue umenus, edited by Natal'i élgnat’evna
Komashko, 86—87. Moscow: MAKS Press, 2003.

— — — . “Eme pa3 o pycckux A0oKyMeHTax B marMocckoMm MoHacTeipe Moanna borocnosa.” In
Pycckuii mup 6 muposom xonmexcme, edited by S. K. Sevast’ianova, 378-386. Barnaul-Rubcovsk,
2008.

— — — . Xpucmuanckuu Bocmok u Poccus. Ilonumuyeckoe u KyibmypHoe 83aumooeticmeue 6
cepeoure XVII gexa. Moscow: Indrik, 2011.

———. “)KanoBaHHble rPaMOTHI TPEYECKIM HepapXaM B KOHTEKCTE KOH(ECCHOHATbHO-TIONIUTUYECKHIX
csi3eit Poccun u [IpaBocnasroro Bocroka B X VIII B.” Kapterevskiye chteniya 17 (2019): 201-202.
— —— . “Css3u Monactsipst Moanna borocnosa Ha [Tatmoce ¢ Poccueii B cepennne XVII-nagane
XVIII B.” Kapterevskiye chteniya 22 (2024): 151-202.

— —— . “IlepecmarpuBas apX1BHbIE JOKYMEHTBI 0 pycckux nkoHax B ['anepee Maruupl CepOckoii
(HoBu Can).” In: Akmya.vHuvie npodremsr meopuu u ucmopuu uckyccmea. Moscow and St Petersburg,
2026 (in print).

Chrysochoidis, Kriton. «ABwg kot 1 Pocio (1506-180¢ onmvag). [deohoynpato kot TparyHotikdTnTe.
Mia npocéyyiony. In Pwaio ka1 Meaoyeiog. paxtika A” dieBvoig avvédpiov (ABnva, 19—-22 Maiov
2005), edited by Olga Katsiardi-Hering and Athina Kolia-Dermitzaki, vol. A, part E, 267-282.

— — —. «O avékd0T0G Ay Voo TOog “KMAE TAPUdOGEDY TMV TAEOIOTMV” TNG LOVHG ZTOVPOVIKNTO
(etoayoykd oxoma). In Apetn v Kaddiotyv. Louueicro npog tiunv Kaliionng (Kéliog) A.
Mrmovpddpo. Athens and Thessaloniki: Sakkoulas, 2021, 2009-2117.

—492

Chumsky, Melissa. Grace Under Pressure: Hungarian Goldsmiths and Their Guilds, 2015. https:/
www.metmuseum.org/perspectives/grace-under-pressure (last visited 30.05.2025)

Ciobanu, Constantin. “L’iconographie orthodoxe du Sommeil de I’Enfant — Jésus, endormi comme
un lion, et ses variantes roumaines.” Revue Roumaine d Histoire de [’Art. Série Beaux-Arts, XLIX
(2012): 17-82.

Ciocanel, Gheorghe. “Monastirea Poiana Marului.” Vocea Bisericii 24 (1895): 3—4.

Cirovi¢, Irena. “Peuruja u BU3yenHa KynTypa y BpeMe ocManckux pedopmu XIX Beka: Xpam
ceeror ['eopruja y Jlommxkama.” In Milesevski zapisi 10, edited by SiniSa Misi¢. Prijepolje: Muzej u
Prijepolju, 2014, 8§1-82.

Cocora, Gabriel. “Scoala de zugravi de la Buzau.” Biserica Ortodoxa Romdna 3—4 (1964): 366-367.
— —— . “Manastirea Poiana Marului.” In Manastiri din eparhia Buzaului. Vetre de cultura si trdire
romaneascd, edited by Antonie Plamadeala. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului, 1987.

— — — and Horia Constantinescu. “Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXIII (1964): 466—500.
Cojocaru, Alexie. “Inventarul de odoare i obiecte ale Manastirii Putna (1796).” Analele Putnei 1-2
(2006): 5-98.

— — — . “Mitropolitul Iacov Putneanul, al doilea ctitor al Manastirii Putna.” Analele Putnei 1
(2009): 265-308.

Cojocaru, Constantin. “Antonie, mitropolit al Moldovei, al Cernigovului si al Belgorodului.” Analele
Putnei 1 (2009): 171-194.

— — — . “O noua propunere de datare a icoanelor Imparatesti de la Ménastirea Plataresti.” Paper
presented at the 18th Annual Session of the Medieval Art and Architecture Department, G. Oprescu
Institute of Art History, National Museum of Art of Romania, Bucharest, April 28-29, 2022.
Cojocaru, Cristina. “Pictura religioasd din Tara Romaneasca in secolul XIX.” In Arta din Romania
din preistorie in contemporaneitate, edited by Razvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb. Bucharest:
Editura Academiei Romane, 2018, vol. II: 226-231.

— — — . “The Painter Grigorie Popovici and His Master Jovan. Contacts Between East and West
During the Second Half of the 18™ Century”. Museikon 5 (2021): 249-316.

— ——. Tezaurul Manastirii Putna. Icoanele. Putna: Mitropolit lacov Putneanul Publishing House,
forthcoming,

— — — and Elisabeta Negrau, Sultana-Ruxandra Polizu, Atanasia Vaetisi. Iconostase din Bucuregti.
Secolele XVII-XIX. Bucharest: Editura Cuvantul Vietii a Mitropoliei Munteniei si Dobrogei, 2017.
Constantinescu, Horia. Biserici de lemn din eparhia Buzaului. 1. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului, 1987.
Colovi¢, Branko, Manastir Krka. Zagreb: Srpsko kulturno drustvo “Prosvjeta”, 2006.

Corovi¢, Vladimir. Cpnexu manacmupu y Xepyezosunu. Belgrade: ZUNS, 1999.

Costea, Constanta. “Iconostasul.” In Stavropoleos. Ortodoxie, arta, comunitate, edited by Protos.
Tustin Marchis. Bucharest: Fundatia Stavropoleos & Ed. Meridiane, 2002, 61-82.

— — — . “Icoanele de la Aninoasa si unele probleme ale imaginii in Tara Romaneasca in a doua

jumadtate a secolului XVII si la inceputul secolului XVIIL.” In Artd, istorie, cultura. Studii in onoarea

—493 -



lui Marius Porumb. Cluj-Napoca: Nereamia Napocae Publishing House, 2003.

Cristea, Gherasim. Istoricul Sfintei Manastiri Calddarusani. Ramnicu Valcea: Editura Sfintei Episcopii
a Ramnicului, 1996.

Dautovi¢, Vuk. “Puzauta npkse Csete Tpojutie y Bpamwy.” In Saborni hram Svete Trojice u Vranju
(1858-2008), edited by Nenad Makuljevi¢, 165-166. Vranje: Fond “Sveti Prohor P¢injski” Pravoslavne
Eparhije vranjske, 2008.

Davidov, Aleksandra. “ITpencrasa no3e JecejeBe y cprckoj ymetHoctu X VIII Bexa.” Zbornik za
likovne umetnosti Matice srpske 22 (1986): 152-160.

Davidov, Dinko. Cpncka epaghuxa XVIII éexa. Belgrade: Zavod za udzbenike 1 nastavna sredstva, 2006.
Decheva, Rumyana. “PectaBpanus Ha 00eKTH BbpXy XapTus, COOCTBEHOCT Ha My3es Ha Puickara
cBeta oburen.” In Kynmypromo nacnedcmeo na Puickus manacmup — CbCmosHue u nepcnekmug
Ha npoyysanemo, onasearemo u pecmaspupanemo my, edited by Sv. Kuyumdzhieva, E. Musakova,
V. Velinova, A. Kuyumdzhiev and A. Atanasov. Sofia: Izdatelstvo “Iztok-Zapad”, 2011, 179-183.
Delivorrias, Angelos, and Electra Georgula, eds. From Byzantium to Modern Greece: Hellenic Art
in Adversity, 1453—1830. New York: Onassis Cultural Center, 2005.

Della Dora, Veronica. “Light and sight: Vasilij Grigorovich Barskij, Mount Athos and the Geographies
of eighteenth-century Russian Orthodox Enlightenment.” Journal of Historical Geography 53 (2016):
83-103.

Deluga, Waldemar. “3o6paxennst boroponuti y rpadiui Kueso-Ileuepchknx mMaiicTpiB Ha 31ami
XVII-XVIII cromnite.” In Moeunaucoxu yumanns 2000 poxy. Kyiv: Feniks, 2001, 88-90.

— ——. Grafika z kregu Lawry Pieczarskiej I Akademii Mohylanskiej XVII i XVIII wieku. Krakow:
Collegium Columbinum, 2003.

— — — . “The Ukrainian Prints from the Lavra Pecherska Monastery in Kiev (17th and 18th
Centuries).” Apulum. L. Series Historia & Patrimonium. Alba lulia, 2013, 17-45. https:/digital.
bodleian.ox.ac.uk/objects/Sbacalle-05f6—4fb2-ald4—5alaSbe39876/surfaces/c740bced—3646—4abce-
96c9-£7903296aaaa/.

— — — . “Ukrainian art. The past and present of scientific research.” Academia Letters (June 2022):
Article 5720. https://doi.org/10.20935/AL5720.

Denoel, Charlotte. « L’apparition des attributs individuels des saints dans 'art médiéval », Cahiers
de Civilisation Médiévale, C.E.S.C.M, 2007, 50 (198): 149-160. hal-00865748.

De-Preradovich, Fjodor. buieapckomo onviuenue 6 Pycko-mypckama eotina 1877-1878 (Bvsnomunanus
Ha buswiua komanoup Ha I-ma 6pucada na Bvneapckomo onvivenue). Ilpegenu nopyuuyume A.
Vaynoe u I1. Cmaiixos. Ruse: Skoropechatnitsa na vestnik “Slavyanin”, 1884.

Derzhavin, Aleksandr, “Uetun-Munen cBstutens JuMuTpus, MUTpononuTa PocToBckoro, kak
IEPKOBHO-MCTOPUYECKUI 1 TUTEpaTypHBII NaMATHUK , Bogoslovskie Trudy 15 (1976): 61-145; 16
(1976): 46—141.

Despi¢, Hadzi Makso. 3anucu cmapoe Capajnuje, edited by Dragana Tomasevi¢. Sarajevo: Mati¢na
biblioteka, 2019.

—494

Detorakis, Theoharis and Alexis Kalokairinos, eds. H televtaia paon tov Kpytixod (nriporog,
Heraklion: Society of Cretan Historical Studies 2001.

Dialla, Anna. H Pwaio arévavt ta Boikavia. Ioeoloyia ka1 mokitiki ato debtepo uioo tov 1900
aiovo. Athens: Alexandria, 2009.

— — — . “Russian Nationalism and the Eastern Question: The Case of Panslavism (1856—1878).”
Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 24/25 (2008/2009): 73-91.

Dianova, Nataliya. “bonrapckuii Bornpoc B IesITelIbHOCTH XePCOHCKO-aBpHuecKoro apXuenucKona
Wnoxentus (bopucosa).” Hzeecmus na uncmumyma 3a ucmopudecku uzciedsanus, XXXI (2014):
144-150.

Dimitrijevi¢, Stevan. “Tlpunosu pacrpasu, Onnonraju nehkux natpujapaxa ¢ Pycujom y XVII Beky.”
Spomenik Srpske kraljevske akademije XXXVIII (1900): 60—-61.

— — — . “I'paba 3a cprcky UCTOpHUjy U3 CPICKUX apxuBa u Oubnuoteka.” Spomenik Srpske
kraljevske akademije 53 (1922).

— — — . Muxauno Apxuenuckon beoepaocku u Mumpononum Cpbuje, kao npagociagu jepapx,
Cpoun, Cnosen u neumap jyeocnosencmea. Belgrade: Stamparija Privredni pregled, 1933.
Dimitriou, Chryssa. Exxinaioatikov Movaeiov Aryiov. Aigio: lera Mitropolis Kalavryton kai
Aigialeias, 2015.

Dimitrov, Georgi. Kuaacecmseo bvieapus 6 ucmopuyecko, 2eocpaguuecko u emnozpaguiecko
omuowenue. Yact II. Plovdiv: Targovska pechatnitsa, 1896.

Dinova-Ruseva, Vera. “CreHonucure B xpama ,,BeBenenne boropomudano™ B JleBUdecKrs MaHACTUD
— Kazaunek.” In Ceemocopcka obumen 3oepagh 111. Sofia: Gutenberg, 1999, 309-323.
Dmitrievskii Aleksei A. [Tatmocckue ouepku. U3 moesnku Ha octpos [Tatmoc netom 1891 ropa.
Kyiv: G.T. Koréak-Novickogo, 1894.

Dobjanschi, Ana. “Influente moldovenesti in arta Térii Romanesti in secolul al XVII-lea.” Ars
Transsilvaniae V1 (1996): 43—48.

— — —. Collection of Old Religious Art from Romania (XVth-XIXth Centuries). Bucharest, 2020.
— — — and Maria Georgescu. Icons of Targoviste. The XVIth—XIXth Centuries. Bucharest: Daim
Publishing House, 1998.

— — —and Victor Simion. Arta in epoca lui Vasile Lupu. Bucharest: Meridiane, 1979.

Dolgova, Svetlana, and Ekaterina I. Ivanova. “Pycko-cprcke npaBocnasue Bese o1 XVI no XVIII
Beka.” In Mockea —Cpbuja, beoepao — Pycuja = Mockea — Cepbus, benepao — Poccus. Belgrade:
Arhiv Srbije; Moscow: Glavnoe arhivnoe upravlenie goroda Moskvy, 2009, vol. 1: 54, 74-75.
Dolgova, Svetlana, Ekaterina Ivanova, Anatolii Turilov, and Tatjana Subotin-Golubovi¢ (eds.).
Mocxksa—Cpouja, Beoepalh—Pycuja. Belgrade—-Moscow: Arhiv Srbije, Glavnoe arhivnoe upravlenie
goroda Moskvy, Federal’noe arhivnoe agentstvo, Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arhiv drevnih aktov, 2009.
Dovgallo, Galina Ivanovna. “Cobuparensckas aestensHocTs 1. M. CeBacTbstiHOBa: (10 MaTepuaiam
ero uHOro apxusa).” In Baikansl. Pyce, edited by A. 1. Komech and O. E. Etingof. St. Petersburg:
Dmitrii Bulanin, 1995, 242-256.

—495—



Doynov, Stefan. bvieapume 6 Yrpaiina u Mondosa npez Bvspasicdanemo (1751-1878). Sofia:
Akademichno izdatelstvo “Marin Drinov”, 2005.

Draghiceanu, Virgiliu. Catalogul Colectiunilor Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice. Bucharest:
Atelierele SOCEC, 1913.

Dragomir, Silviu. “Contributii privitoare la relatiile bisericii romanesti cu Rusia in veacul al XVII-
lea.” Analele Academiei Romane XXXIV (1911-1912): 1065-1274.

Drandaki, Anastasia. Greek Icons. The Rena Andreadis Collection. Athens and Milano: Benaki
Museum and Skira, 2002.

— —— . “The Discreet Charm of a Brand: Methodological Considerations for Attributing Unsigned
Icons to Cretan Painters of the 15th—17th Centuries.” Deltion tes Christianikes Archaeologikes
Etaireias 41 (2020): 237-252.

— — — . “Invisible Art: Russian Icons in Greek Collections.” In: “Icones: la fabrique matérielle du
visuel.” International Colloquium: Paris, Petit Palais — Musée des Beaux-Arts de la Ville de Paris
(auditorium Institut national d’histoire de I’art Galerie Colbert, salle Giorgio Vasari), December
8-10, 2021.

— — — . “A Taste for All Things Byzantine: Byzantium in the Collections of Antonis Benakis.”
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 46, no. 2 (2022): 236-262. https://doi.org/10.1017/byz.2022.10.
———, ed. Routes of Icons 17th—19th Century: Art and Technology. Athens: Benaki Museum and
Santirvan, 2024.

— ——. Russian Religious Art at the Benaki Museum: Piety, Art, Materials and Techniques. Athens:
Benaki Museum — RICONTRANS, 2025 (in print).

Duci¢, Nicifor. “Crapune xunannapcke.” Glasnik Srpskog ucenog drustva 56 (1884): 26-30.
Dumitran, Ana. “Ukrainian Features in Transylvanian Icon Paintings in the 18th Century.” In
Intercultural and Visual Art Transfer in Central Europe and the Balkans, edited by Ana Dumitran
and Mirostaw Piotr Kruk. Cluj-Napoca / Alba Iulia: Mega / National Museum of the Union, 2023,
303-329.

— — —, Roksolana Kosiv, Bogdan Ilies and Andrei Buda. “Uimitoarea poveste a unui fragment
de iconostas.” Paper presented at the 29th “Arta si civilizatie medievald” Conference, Muzeul de
Istorie Suceava, Suceava, 7 November 2024.

— —— . “Stramba Monastery and the Oldest Iconostasis in Transylvania with Deep Arches above
the Doors”. Museikon 9 (2025).

Dumitrescu, Florentina. “Trasaturi specifice ale sculpturii in lemn brancovenesti.” In Pagini de veche
artd romaneascd. Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 1972, vol. 1I: 259-304.

— — — . “Sculptura in lemn brancoveneascd.” In Pagini de veche arta romaneascd. Bucharest:
Editura Academiei Romane, 1974, vol. I11: 9-145.

Dunaeyv, Aleksandr I. “Hcropujcko-6orocioseka orena onHoca umel)y Lipkse u npxase y Pycuju
y XV-XVI Beky: (kputnuko-komnaparuBHa aHanusa).” PhD diss., University of Belgrade, Faculty
of Orthodox Theology, 2022.

—496 —

Durand, Jannic. “Precious metal icon revetments.” In Byzantium: Faith and Power (1261-1557),
edited by Helen C. Evans. New York: The Metropolitan Museum of Art; New Haven Conn.: Yale
University Press, 2004, 243-251.

— ——, Dorota Giovannoni and loanna Rapti, eds. Sainte Russie: [ 'art russe des origines a Pierre
le Grand. Paris: Musée du Louvre Editions, 2010.

Durand, Julien. “Expédition archéologique au Mont Athos.” Annales Archéologiques 21 (1861): 175.
buraskovi¢, Lucija. Mapko K. I'pecosuh 150 2coouna 00 pohera (1867-2017). Budva: JU muzeji i
galerije Budve, 2018.
https://muzejiigalerijebd.me/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/150 186—1-1.pdf

buri¢, Srdan. “Xunangapcka boropomuiia Tpojepyunna.” In Kasusamwa o Ceemoj I'opu, edited by
Milka Jankovi¢, 100-113. Belgrade: Prosveta, 1995.

Eberhard, Kurt. “TIpo6iembl 1aTHpOBKY MO3JHUX UKOH HAa OCHOBE JaTHPOBAHHBIX H300pasKeHUH.”

In Pycckas no3onss uxkona om XVII 0o nauana XX cmonemus. Cooprux cmamuweti, edited by M.
Krasilin. Moscow: GosNIIR, 2001, 211-216.

Efremov, Alexandru. Icoane romdnesti. Bucharest: Meridiane, 2002.

Ekmeci¢, Milorad. “IIpenrosop.” In Giljferding, Aleksandar. /Iymosare no Xepyeeosunu, bochu u
Cmapoj Cp6uju. Translated by Branko Culi¢. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1972, 5-18.

Endceanu, Ghenadie. “Mitropolia Ungro-Valahiei. Filaret I1.” Biserica Ortodoxa Romdna V (1881),
5:314-327 and V (1881), 7: 443-463.

— — — . Iconografia. Arta de a zugravi templele si icoanele bisericesti. Bucharest: Tipografia
Cartilor Bisericesti, 1891.

Ene, loana. Icoane brancovenesti si post-brancovenesti din judetul Vilcea (1680—-1730). Studiu si
catalog. Ramnicu Valcea: Muzeul Judetean Aurel Sacerdoteanu Valcea & Offsetcolor, 2011.
Fedotova, Marina. “On the History of the Publication of the Menaion Reader by Demetrius of Rostov
(The Text on the Year of Death of Saint Mary of Egypt as an Additional Article to the Menaion
Reader by Saint Demetrius), ” Slovene = Cnosbue. International Journal of Slavic Studies, No 1
(2015): 541-553.

Fenell, Nicholas. The Russians on Athos. Oxford: Peter Lang, 2001.

— — —, P. Tritskii, and M. Talalai. Mnsuncxuti Ckum na Agpore. Moscow: Indrik, 2011.

Filatov, Viktor V. Pycckas cmankosas memnepnas scusonucs. Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo
“Iskusstvo”, 1961.

Filip, Daniela-Dumitrita. “Transfer and reception of the Kyivan spiritual, artistic and cultural
environment in the iconography of three wooden churches in Maramures, Eighteenth century.”
Annales Universitatis Apulensis. Series Historica I (2021), 25: 261-280.

Florentis, Chrysostomos. Bpaficiov i Iepag Movig Ay. lwavvov tov Ocoloyov Tdzuov. Athens:
Etaireia Vyzantinon kai Metavyzantinon Meleton, 1980.

— ——, Papadopoulos Stelios. Neoeddnvixo Apyeio Movig lwavvov Ocoloyov [azuov. Kejueva yio
v teyvikn ko1 v €yvi. Athens: Etaireia Vyzantinon kai Metavyzantinon Meleton, 1993.

—497 —



Floria, B. N., ed. Cesasu Poccuu ¢ napodamu baixanckoeo nonyocmposa (nepsas nonosuna XVII
8.). Moscow: Nauka, 1990.

Foletti, Ivan. From Byzantium to Holy Russia: Nikodim Kondakov (1844—1925) and the Invention of
the Icon. Rome: Viella — Liberia Editrice, 2017.

Fonkich, Boris. I peuecko-pyccrue cessu cepedunvt XVI - nauana XVIII 6. I peueckue 0okymeHnbl
Mmockoeckux xpanunuwy. Kamanoe evicmagku k XVIII Meacoynapoonomy konepeccy 8u3aHMUHUCOR
(Mocxsa, 815 ase. 1991 2.), Moscow: Zhurnal Arhiv russkoy istorii, 1991.

— — — . Russian Imperialism and the Medieval Past. Leeds: Arc Humanities Press, 2024.

Frary, Lucien, and Mara Kozelsky, eds. Russian—Ottoman Borderlands: The Eastern Question
Reconsidered. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2014.

Frinta, Mojmir S. “On the Punched Decoration in Medieval Panel Painting and Manuscript [llumination.”
The Art Bulletin 53 (1971): 306-309.

———. “Stamped Halos in the ‘Maesta’ of Simone Martini.” In Simone Martini. Atti del convegno.

Siena, 27-29 marzo 1983, edited by Luciano Bellosi. Florence: Centro Di, 1988, 139-145.

Fuioaga, Tecla and Teodosia Barac. Monografia Mandstirii Dintr-un lemn. Targu Jiu: Maiastra, 2009.
Gamlitsky, Andrey V. “bu6nus [Tuckatopa u mpo6Gnema rpaBupoBaHHBIX 00pa3IIOB B €BPONEHCKOM
uckyccte X VI-XVII croneruit.” In Ilpobrema konuposarus 6 esponeiickom uckyccmee: Mamepuabl
Hayurou koughepenyuu, 8—10 oexaops 1997 200a, edited by Gerold Vzdornov. Moscow: Rossiyskaya
academia khdozhestv, 1998, 96-116.

— ——. “O BpeMeHH NOSIBIICHNU S 3aTaIHOEBPONEHCKNX yBpaskel Ha Oubneiickyto Temaruky B Poccun
BTOpoOii monoBuHbl X VII Beka.” Becmuuk cexmopa dpesnepycckoeo uckyccmea 2024 (1), 136-151.

Garon, Miltiadis K. Etudes sur le Jugement Dernier post-byzantin du XVe d la fin du XIXe siécle.

Iconographie — Esthétique. Thessaloniki: Etaireia Makedonikon Spoudon, 1985.

Geacu, Sorin. Manastirea Poiana Marului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017.

Gedeon, Manouil 1. ITazpropyixai Epnuepioes. Athens: Typografeion Sergiadou, 1936.

— —— . Exxinaior t@v OpOodowv év Kwvaravrivovmoler. Constantinople: N. I. Keparidov, 1888.
Reprint: Athens: Syllogos pros diadosin Ofelimon Vivlion , 1996.

— ——. ExxAnoior folavtivai éCaxpifovuevor. Constantinople: Patriarchikon Typografeion, 1900.
Gennadios, Metropolitan of Heliopolis. lozopio tov Meydiov Pebuatog (Apvaodtkioyy). Istanbul, 1949.
Genova, Elena. “Moneny 1 mbTHINa 32 MOAEPHU3HPAHE HA IbPKOBHATA JKMBOMKC B OBITapCKUTE
3emu 0T Bropara nonopuHa Ha X VIII u XIX Bek.” Historical Future 2 (2001): 45-74.

— —— . “Temara,,ITokpoB boropomuuen* B sxuBomicTa Ha caMokoBckuTe 3orpadu.” In Tpaduyuu,

npuemcmeenocm, Hogamopcmeso. B namem na Ilemwp Jlunexos, edited by Konstantin Kosev, Yuliya
Baltova, Raya Kuncheva, Svetlina Nikolova, Mila Santova and Elena Toncheva. Sofia: Akademichno
izdatelstvo “Marin Drinov”, 2001: 492-508.

— — — . “Jlormatnyny u300pakeHus Ha cB. boropoauia Bepxy nyHa/Hemopouno 3ayarue.” In
CoopHuxk 6 wecm Ha 80-eo0uwnunama na npogecop npomonpessumep Huxonaii [llusapos, edited
by Elena Popova. Veliko Tarnovo: Universitetsko izdatelstvo ,,Sv. sv. Kiril i Metodiy*, 2014, 318-348.

—498 —

Georgescu, L.L. and [Stanciu], Roman lalomiteanul. “Zugravul Nicolae Polcovnicul la Manastirile
Cernica si Pasdrea.” Biserica Ortodoxa Romana XCI (1973): 1290-1294.

Gerd, L. A. Pyccxuii Agpon 1878—1914. Ouepru yeprosrno—noaumuueckoti ucmopuu. Moscow: Indrik,
2010.

— — — . Koncrantunononsckuit marpuapxar u Poceust. 1901-1914 rr. Moscow: Indrik, 2012.

— —— . “Russian Research Work in the Archives of Mount Athos.” In Lire les Archives de |’ Athos
(Travaux et mémoires 23/2), edited by O. Delouis and K. Smyrlis, 527-551. Paris, 2019.

— — — . “Russian Sacred Objects in the Orthodox East.” Museikon 4 (2020): 231-234.

— — — . “I'peueckue monacteipu [lonta u Poccust B HoBoe Bpemst.” Vestnik SPbGU, Istoriya 66,
no. 1 (2021): 98-113.

— — — . “Between Politics and Charity: Russian Material Aid to the Balkan Orthodox Churches
(1830—-1877).” In Christian Networks in the Ottoman Empire, edited by Yura Konstantinova and
Eleonora Naxidou, 257-259. Budapest: Central European University Press, 2024.

Gerd, L. A., and O. E. Petrunina, eds. Aumuoxuticxuii [lampuapxam u Poccus ¢ XVIII-nauane XX
gexa. Hccneoosanus u ookymenmot. Moscow: Indrik, 2020.

— — —, eds. [[nesnux nymewecmeus no Poccuu epeveckux monaxos Agponckozo monacmuips
Cumononempa ueymena Heogpuma u uepoouaxona Hoannuxus. Moscow: Indrik, 2014.

Gerd, Lora Aleksandrovna and Kirill Alekseevich Vakh. “K ucropuu nsydenust naMsTHUKOB
Adona: 3 nepenucku I1. . CeacTpsiHOBa 1 apxuManipuTa AuToHrHa Karyctuna.” Pravoslavnyj
palestinskij sbornik 114 (2017): 64-72.

Gergova, Ivanka. “O nexum rpaduakum npukasuma boropomuue Tpojepyunue.” In Huw u Busanmuja:
300pHuK padosa 6, edited by Misa Rakocija. Nis: Niski kulturni centar, 2008, 297-305.

— — — . “Pennuku Ha pycku 4yqoTBOpHH MKOHU B bwarapus.” Art Studies Quarterly 1 (2010):
35-39.

— ——. Yydecama na Illpecsema Bozopoouya 6 kynmypama na bvieapckomo ev3pascoare. Sofia:
Omophor, 2012.

——— . [Jvypreama “Poorcoecmeo bozopoouuno” é beprosuya. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2016.
— — — . “Russian Icons in Bulgaria.” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans, edited by Y.
Boycheva. Seyssel: La Pomme d’or, 2016, 149-159.

— — — . “Cxornckara boropouna Tpoepyuuna.” Balcanoslavica 47, no. 1 (2018): 77-88.

— — — . “Russian Orthodox art in the Bulgarian lands from the 16th until the late 19th century:
The current state of investigation and avenues for further research.” Museikon 4 (2020): 195-204.
— —— A Collection of Christian Art at the Historical Museum-Batak. Batak: Historical Museum,
2022.

— ——. Ceemocopcku memu 6 uzkycmeomo no ovizcapckume semu (XVII-XIX .). Sofia: Institut
za izsledvane na izkustvata, 2022,

———. Ykpauncku u pycku epasiopu om XVII-XIX gex 6 bvacapus. Sofia: Akademicno izdatelstvo
“Prof. Marin Drinov”, 2024.

—499 —



— — — . “[InonoBeta Ha XpucroBoto crpaganue (XKususat kpwet).” In Hxonu om Hayuonannusa
yvproseH ucmopuro-apxeonouvecku myseti, edited by Alexander Kuyumdzhiev and Ivan Vanev.
Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 2024, 393, cat. 413.

— — — . “boropoauna Axtupcka.” In Hxonu 6 L[wprosnus ucmopuxo-apxeonocuvecku My3eli 8
Coghus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2024, 396, cat. 414.

— — — . “boropoauna Ilouaescka.” In Hxonu 6 L[pkosHus ucmopuxo-apxeoniocuvecku my3ei 8
Cogus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2024, 475, cat. 544.

— — — . “From Petersburg to Shipka via Mount Athos: Slavic saints on the Shipka iconostasis”
(V. Ivanova, Trans.). Slavia Meridionalis 24 (2024): Article 3088. https://doi.org/10.11649/sm.3088
— ——, Yordan Gatev and Ivan Vanev. Xpucmusncro usxkycmso ¢ Hayuonainus apxeonozuuecku
myszeii — Coghus. Sofia: “Prof. Marin Drinov” Academic Publishing House, 2012.

— — —, Anka Stoilova and Liubomir Mikov. Ceewjenu cmvnku 8 XpucmusiHcmeomo u uciima.
Sofia: Avangard prima, 2021.

Gerlah, Stephan. Tagebuch der von zween Glorwurdigsten Romischen Kaysern Maximiliano und
Rudolpho. Franckfurth am Mayn: Verlegung Johann Savid Zunners, 1674.

Giljferding, Aleksandar. Ilymosare no Xepyeeosunu, bocru u Cmapoj Cpouju. Translated by Branko
Culi¢. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1972.

Giurescu, Constantin C. “L’aide accordée par les Pays Roumains a I'enseignement de la Péninsule
Balkanique et du Proche-Orient.” Revue roumaine d’histoire 9, no. 5 (1970): 823—835.

Goldfrank, David. “Old and New Perspectives on losif Volotsky’s Monastic Rules.” Slavic Review
34, no. 2 (June 1975): 279-301.

Goshev, Ivan. Aumumuncom. Jlumypeuvecko u yvpkogHo-apxeonozuiecko uzcieosane. Sofia:
Hudozhnik, 1925.

Gottlieb, Carla. “The Mystical Window in Paintings of the Salvator Mundi”. Gazette des Beaux-Arts
56 (1960): 313-332.

— — — . “The Window in the Eye and Globe”. The Art Bulletin LVII (1975), 559-560.

Grabar, André. Les revétements en or et en argent des icones byzantines du Moyen Age. Venice:
Institut hellénique d’études byzantines et post-byzantines de Venise, 1975.

Graikos, Nikolaos. “Russian Icons in Churches in the Hellenic Area in the Late 18th — Early 20th
Centuries.” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16th—early 20th Centuries), edited by Yuliana
Boycheva. Seyssel: La Pomme d’or, 2016, 161-192.

Grecu, Vasile. “Versiunile romanesti ale Erminiilor de picturd bizantina.” Codrii Cosminului |
(1924): 105-174.

——— Carti de pictura bisericeasca bizantind. Introducere si editie criticd a versiunilor romanesti,
atat dupa redactiunea lui Dionisie din Furna, tradusad la 1805 de Arhimandritul Macarie, cdt si
dupa alte redactiuni mai vechi, traduceri anonime. Cernauti: Tipografia Glasul Bucovinei, 1936.
Grigorovich-Barsky, Vasily. ITewexooya Bacunus I pucoposuua-bapcxazo-IInaxu-Anb6osa, yposicenya

Kuesckaeo, monaxa anmuoxutickazo, IIymewiecmsue k ceamuim mecmam, 6 Eepone, Azuu u Agppuxe

—500—

Haxooswumcs, : Ilpeonpunsamoe 6 1723, u okonyanuoe 6 1747 200y, / Um camum nucannoe. St.
Petersburg: Imperatorskoi” Akademi'i nauk, 1793.

— ——. Cmpancmeus Bacunvs I pucoposuua-bapckozo no Cesamuim mecmam Bocmoka ¢ 1723 no
1747 2. (Yactu I-1V). Saint Petersburg: Tipografiya V. Kirschbauma, 1886.

Gritsopoulos, Tassos Ath. Iotopia tov ['epaxiov. Athens: Ekdosis tou Syndesmou ton en Attiki
Gerakiton , 1982.

— ——. Ta Oprogixa: y ev [lelomovviow emavaatoois tov 1770 kai ta emoxolovfa ovthg. Athens:
Mnimosini, 1967.

Gruji¢, Radoslav. “Ilpunosu 3a uctopujy Cpouje y noba aycrpujcke okynarwmje (1718-1739).” Spomenik
SKA LII, 2nd series, no. 44 (1914): 167.

Gurlitt, Cornelius. Die Baukunst Konstantinopels — Textband. Berlin: Ernst Wasmuth, 1912.

Hart, Trevor. “Tobit in the Art of the Florentine Renaissance.” In Studies in the Book of Tobit: A
Multidisciplinary Approach, edited by Mark Bredin. New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2006.
Hartmann, Denise Alexandra. “The Apocalypse and Religious Propaganda: Illustrations by Albrecht
Durer and Lucas Cranach the Elder.” Marginalia 11 (October 2010): 1-10.

Hekimoglu, Evangelos, ed. Istanbul. St. Demetrios Church in Ayvansaray. Restoration of the Icons
and Iconostas. Thessaloniki: Tempus Fugit / E.N. Manos, 2006.

Hilandarac, Sava. Hemopuja u onuc manacmupa Xunandapa. Belgrade: Stamparija Petra K.
Tanaskovica, 1894.

— ——. Ucmopuja manacmupa Xunanoapa: ycnomena Ha cedamcmozoouursuyy ochugarsa. Edited
by Tomislav Jovanovi¢. Belgrade: Narodna biblioteka Srbije, 1997.

Himka, John-Paul. “Episodes in the Historiography of the Ukrainian Icon”. Journal of Ukrainian
Studies 29 (2004), 1: 149-167.

Hjort, Qystein. “A Fragment of Early Palaeologan Sculpture in Instanbul.” Acta ad archaeologiam
et artium historiam pertinentia 6 (1975): 107-113.

Hofmann, Georg SJ. Patmos und Rom. Orientalia Christiana 11/2, no. 41. Rome: Pontificium
Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1928.

Hristova, Boriana. “bubnuotekara Ha Punckus manactup.” In Puickusm manacmup, edited by
Margarita Koeva. Sofia: “Prof. Marin Drinov”” Academic Publishing House, 2000, 32-57.

— — —, Aksiyina Dzhurova and Vasya Velinova. Onuc na crassanckume pvkonucu om Llenmuvpa
3a cragaHo-euzanmuticku npoyusanust “lipog. Hean /yiiues” kom CY “Cs. Knumenm Oxpuocku”
XIV-XIX s. Sofia: Universitetsko izdatelstvo “Sv. Kliment Ohridski”, 2000.

— — —, Elissaveta Moussakova and Iskra Hristova-Shomova. Cragsancku u epvyxu pvkonucu 6
Pezuonanen ucmopuyecku myseii—Jlogey. Sofia: Logis, 2022.

Hromov, Oleg, ed. «Connye npeceemnoey. Pycckuii ¢800 ckazanuii 0 6020p00UUHbIX UKOHAX.
Hccreoosanue. Moscow: Pan Press, 2021.

Ikonomaki-Papadopoulou, Yota. “Exkinciactiky apyvpoyoie.” In Or @noavpoi tng Movig I[ozuov,
edited by A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1988.

—501—



— — — . “Church Silver.” In Simonopetra. Mount Athos, edited by Stelios Papadopoulos. Athens:
Hellenic Bank of Industrial Development (ETBA), 1991, 163—86. https://simonopetrafoundation.org/
about-mount-athos/.

— ——. “Book cover 1629 ‘by the hand of Loukas of Hungary-Wallachia’ and ‘lakovos, hieromonk
of Simonopetra’ Simonopetra Monastery.” In Treasures of Mount Athos. Catalogue of the Exhibition
at the Museum of Byzantine Culture, edited by Athanasios Karakatsanis. Thessalonike: Museum of
Byzantine Culture, 1997, 370-371.

loan L. Ica jr. (ed.) Vasile de la Poiana Marului. Introduceri in rugaciunea lui lisus si isihasm. Trans.
diac. Ioan I. Ica jr. and Maria-Cornelia Ica jr., with an introduction by Dario Raccanello. Sibiu:
Deisis, 2009.

lonescu, Pr. loan. Manastirea Gavanu din judetul Buzau. Buzau: Tipografia si Legatoria de Carti
Dumitru Balanescu, 1928.

lorgulescu, Basil. “Pitarul Nicolae Teodorescu si Scoala de pictura din Buzau”. Literatura si Arta
Romana V (1900-1901): 221-227.

Janin, Raymond. La géographie ecclésiastique de ['empire byzantine, vol. 1. Paris, 1969.

Janocha, Ks. Michat. “Wptyw Brzeskiej Unii Koscielnej na refleksj¢ o sztuce oraz ikonografi¢ malarstwa
cerkiewnego w XVII 1 XVIII wieku.” In Polska-Ukraina 1000 lat sgsiedztwa, edited by Stanislaw
Stepien. Przemysl: Potudniowo-Wschodni Instytut Naukowy w Przemyslu, 2000, Vol. 5: 165-190.
— —— . “Ikonografia $wigtych ojcow ruskiego monastycyzmu.” In Rola monasterow w ksztattowaniu
kultury ukrainskiej w wiekach XI-XX, edited by Alicja Nowak and Agnieszka Gronek. Krakow:
Szwajpolt Fiol, 2012, 13-42.

Jelavich, Barbara. St. Petersburg and Moscow: Tsarist and Soviet Foreign Policy 1814—1974.
Bloomington, London: Indiana University Press, 1973.

Joki¢, Branko, ed. March Pogrom in Kosovo and Metohija, March 17-19, 2004: With a Survey
of Destroyed and Endangered Christian Cultural Heritage. Belgrade: Ministry of Culture of the
Republic of Serbia, 2004.

Jovanovi¢, Miodrag. “Pycko-cpricke ymetnuuke Bese y X VIII Bexy.” Zbornik Filozofskog fakulteta
VII-1 (1963): 379-410.

— — — . “Cprncka nukoBHa ymeTHOCT U Pycuja kpajem XIX u mouetkom XX Beka.” Saopstenja
Republickog zavoda za zastitu spomenika kulture XV (1983): 119-126.

Jovanovi¢, Miroslav, Aleksej Timofejev, et al., eds. Mockea — Cpouja, beoepad — Pycuja: JJokymenma
u mamepujanu, vol. 2. Belgrade-Moscow: Drzavni Arhiv Srbije i Glavna Arhivska Uprava Moskve,
2011.

Jovanovi¢, Platon. Cpncko noosopje y Mocksu. Belgrade: Drzavna Stamparija Kraljevine Srbije, 1901.
Kadijjevi¢, Aleksandar. “Cabopna npxsa CB Tpojurie y Moctapy: OcTBapere CpICKOr IpauTesbeTBa
JpyTe TOJNOBMHE AeBeTHaecTor Beka.” In Srbi u Mostaru: rasprave i ogledi, edited by Borivoje
Pistalo. Belgrade, 2001, 471-48]1.

Kalliga, Alexandra Eleni. The Stroganov Micrographic Triptych of the Benaki Museum Collections.

—502—

A Non-Invasive Study on Materials and Technique.” In: Ayyelog. Apiépawuo oty wviun tov Ayyelov
Aelnpoppia. Athens: Benaki Museum 2023, 131-152.

Kalliga, Alexandra Eleni, and Athina Georgia Alexopoulou. “Russian Icons, 17th-18th c. Non-
Destructive, Non-Invasive Diagnostic Methodology for an Integrated Study of Micrographic Triptychs
from the Benaki Museum Collection.” Heritage 6, no. 2 (2023): 1325-1343. https://doi.org/10.3390/
heritage6020073.

Kapterev, Nikolai Fédorovich. Xapaxmep omnowenuii Poccuu x npasociraenomy Bocmoxy 6 XVIu
XVII cmonemusx. Moscow: tip. L. F. Snegireva, 1885.

— — — . Xapaxmep omnowenuui Poccuu k Ilpasocnaenomy Bocmoky ¢ XVIu XVII cmonemusx.
Sergiev Posad: M. S. Elov, 1914. Reprint: The Hague/Paris, 1968.

Karaca, Zafer. Istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi Rum Ortodoks Kiliseleri. 2nd ed. Istanbul: Yap: Kredi
Yayinlar1, 2008.

Kariotoglou, Alexandros. Chalcedon: The Historic Bishopric of Bithynia. Athens: Militos Editions,
1996.

Kasanin, Milan. “O Paganny Momuunosuhy.” Zbornik Likovnih Umetnosti SANU 2 (1966): 369-373.
Kehlibareva, Sonya. Pempo Bypeac. Burgas: Znatsi, 2012.

Kenworthy, Scott. The Heart of Russia: Trinity-Sergius, Monasticism, and Society after 1825. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2010.

Kepetzi, Victoria. “Quelques remarques sur le motif de I’'enroulement du ciel dans I'iconographie
byzantine du Jugement Dernier.” Aeitiov tnc Xpiotiavikig Apyoiotoyixng Eraipeiog 17 (1993-1994):
99-112.

Keshman W., Anastasia. “Panagia lerosolymitissa Icon — An Instance in the Mutuality of Traditions
in the Holy Land of the 19th and 20th Centuries.” In Marginalia: Art Readings, edited by Ivanka
Gergova and Elissaveta Moussakova. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, BAS, 2019, 307-320.
Kirichenko, Evgenia Ivanova. The Russian Style, tr. A. Tait. London: Laurence King Publishing 1991.
Klosinska, Janina. [kony. Krakow: Muzeum Narodowe w Krakowie, 1973.

Kochetkov, Igor’ Aleksandrovich. ed. Crosaps pycckux ukornonucyes XI-XVII 66. Moscow: Indrik,
2009.

Komashko, Natalia. “«boromareps Hepycamumckas (I'ecumanckas)» nucsma Kupunna Yinanosa.”
In Buzanmuiickuti mup: uckyccmeo Koncmanmunonons u nayuonaivhvle mpaouyuu, edited by Mariia
Orlova. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik, 2005, 663—668.

— — — . Pycckas uxona XVIII eexa. Moscow: Areii Toment, 2006.

— ——, ed. Russian Icons of Mount Sinai. Charters, Icons and Decorative and Applied Arts of the
16th to 20th Centuries from Russia in the St. Catherine’s Monastery, Mount Sinai, Egypt. Moscow:
Publishing House of the Moscow Patriarchate of the Russian Orthodox Church, 2015.

— ——. Uxononucw Opyaicelinoti naramol u3 uacmuwix coopanui. Moscow: Central Andrey Rublev
Museum of Ancient Russian Culture and Art, 2017.

— — — . The Holy Family in Religious Art in the 11th-20th Centuries. Moscow: Central Andrey

—503—



Rublev Museum of Ancient Russian Culture and Art, 2024.

Komashko, Natalija and Ivanka Gergova. “Enna uxona BbB BoitHu.” In M3xycmeo u ucmopus.
Hsxycmeosedcku wemenust 2024. Modyn Cmapo uskycmeo, edited by Ivanka Gergova, Marina Koleva
and Ruslan Stoychev. Sofia: Institut za izsledvane na izkustvata, 2025, 179-200.

Komashko, Natalia, and Svetlana Katkova, eds. Kocmpomckas uxona XIII-XIX éexos. Moscow:
Grand-Holding, 2004.

Konstamonitou, Meletios. Ilepupynaic Meletion Kwvatouovitov eigc Pooaiay omo érovg 1862—1869.
Abrvar, 1882.

Konstantinidi, Chara. “Byzantine Painting in the Church of the Panagia tou Arakos.” In The Church
of Panagia tou Arakos, edited by Athanasios Papageorgiou, Charalampos Bakirtzis and Christodoulos
Chatzichristodoulou. Nicosia: Bank of Cyprus Cultural Foundation / A.G. Leventis Foundation,
2018, 67-69.

Kondratiuk, Alina. Monymenmanvruii scusonuc mpoiyvkoi naoopamuoi yepxkeu Kuego-Ileuepcoroi
Jlaspu. Kamanoe. Kyiv: KVITS, 2005.

Kosanovi¢, Sava. “HoBa cprcko-npaBociaBHa npkBa y CapajeBy.” Bosanska vila 3, no. 17 (1888):
270-271.

Kosiv, Roksolana. “I'ocrionn nexait Oyzne 61arocioBeHHs TBoe Ha 1iboMy Micli”: ikoHOrpadis Ta
NPUYMHE TIONYJIApHOCTI ¢B. AHTOHIA 1 Teomocis Ileuepcbkux Ha TBOpax puOOTHI[BKUX MAICTpiB
1670-1750.” Visnyk L'vivs'koyi natsional'noyi akademiyi mystetstv, Problemy Plastychnoho ta
Uzhytkovoho Mystetstva 36 (2018): 93—-107.

Kosti¢, Ana. [[pkeena ymemnocm y Knescesunu Cpouju (1830-1882). Belgrade: Faculty of Philosophy,
2022.

— — —, Teodora Rakonjac. “Memorial Church in Gornji Adrovac as a Symbol of Serbo-Russian
Cultural, Political, National, and Artistic Ties in the Late 19th and Early 20th Century.” Zbornik
radova Filozofskog fakulteta, no. 1 (2024): 238-254.

Kosti¢, Mita. I pogh Konep kao xynmypronpocsemunu pegpopmamop koo Cpoa y Yeapcxoj y XVIII
gexy. Belgrade: SKA, 1932.

Kostopoulos, T. “Icon Goldsmiths, Pious Widows, and Holy Maidens: Adventure Narratives of Greek
Monks Travelling in Late Imperial Russia.” Museikon 6 (2022): 169-180.

Kostsova, A., and A. Musin. “PoiinectBo XpucrtoBo.” In Coghus Ilpemyopocms Booxcus: Bvicmagka
pycckoti ukononucu XITI-XIX eexos u3z coopanuii myzeee Poccuu. Moscow: Radunitsa, 2000, 170-171.
Kotlyarov, Vladimir. “Tpoune-Cepruea myctsinb Iletporpazackoit enapxuu (Mctopuyeckuit
ouepk).” In Mitropolit Sankt-Peterburgskiy i Ladozhskiy Viadimir: Zhizn’ i trudy (k 70-letiyu so
dnya rozhdeniya). Saint Petersburg: Saint Petersburg Diocese, 1999, 289-293.

Kotzamani, D., Anastasia Drandaki, Alexandra Kalligas, Vassilis Paschalis, Anthea Phoca and
Maria-Achtida Zacharia. “The conservation of Metal Icons and Crosses” and “Technology of Metal
Icons and Crosses.” In: Routes of Icons 17th-19th Century: Art and Technology, exhibition catalogue
edited by Anastasia Drandaki. Athens: Benaki Museum, 2024, 80-85 and 96-103.

—504—

Krasilin, Mikhail. “Pycckue nxoust B MonacTsipe Batonen.” In [lanopama uckyccms, 1 (2017): 203.
Kriza, Agnez. “Pro or Contra Filioque? Trinitarian Synthronoi Images at the Crossroads of the
Catholic West and the Orthodox East (ca. 1300-1500).” In Eclecticism at the Edges: Medieval Art
and Architecture at the Crossroads of the Latin, Greek, and Slavic Cultural Spheres (c.1300-c.1550),
edited by Alice Isabella Sullivan and Maria Alessia Rossi. Berlin, Boston: Walter De Gruyter, 2021,
157-178.

Kuéekovi¢, Aleksandra. “Jovan Cetirevi¢ Grabovan — an 18"-Century Itinerant Orthodox Painter.
Some Ethnic and Artistic Considerations.” Byzantine And Post-Byzantine Art: Crossing Borders. Art
Readings, edited by Emmanuel Moutafov and Ida Toth. Sofia, 2018, vol. I: 362-363.

— — — . “Painters Jovan Cetirevi¢ Grabovan and Grigorije Popovi¢. Addenda to the Biographies
of the Master and the Apprentice”. Saopstenja LII (2020): 138-152.

— — — . “Epmunuja Crnuka Pajoana Yetupesuha ['paboBana. 3amucu u uprexu (Hermeneia of
the Painter Jovan Cetirevi¢ Grabovan. Records and Drawings)”. 3MCJIYV/Matica Srpska Journal for
Fine Arts 49 (2021): 60-83.

— — — . Josan Yemupesuh I pabosan (oxo 1719—1789). Novi Sad: Matica Srpska Gallery, 2022.
Kuyumdzhiev, Aleksandar. “LispkBa “PoxaectBo boroponuuno”, Puncku manactup.” In Kopnyc
Ha cmeHonucume om nwpeama noioguna Ha X1X eex ¢ bvacapus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies,
2018, 455-494.

— — — . “Tpuntux.” In Uxonu 6 L{vprosrnus ucmopuro-apxeonoeuuecku myseti—Cogpus. Sofia:
Institute of Art Studies, 2024, 251, cat. 214.

Kuymdzhieva, Margarita. “Visualizing God. Post-Byzantine Imagery of the Trinity in Orthodox
Churches in the Balkans.” In /[pesnepyccroe u nocmeuzanmuiickoe uckyccmeo. Bmopas nonosuna
XV — nauano XVI sexa, edited by A.L. Batalov, L.I. lovleva, L.V. Neresjan, M.A. Orlova and E.S.
Smirnova. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik 2005, 322-337.

— ——. “Ibpxksa,,Cs. [letka“, c. bpese.” In Kopnyc na cmenonucume om nvpsama nonosuna Ha
XIX sex 6 bvacapus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2018, 729-742.

— — — . “Revisiting a Hypothesis: Abraham’s Hospitality as Icon Above the Doors of the Late
Medieval Iconostasis.” In Marginalia. Art Readings 2018, edited by Ivanka Gergova and Elisaveta
Moussakova. Sofia, 2019, vol. I: 191-205.

Kuznet™sova, Liliia. Ilemepoypeckue ogenupor XIX — nauana XX 6. JJunacmuu 3Hamenumolx
macmepos umnepamopckou Poccuu. Moscow: Centropoligraf, 2017.

Laki¢, Marija. “Russian and Serbian Sacral Visual Culture in the 19th Century: Russian Donations
and the Furnishing of the Orthodox Church in Sarajevo.” In print.

Lambakis, Georgios. MeAétai, Epyacior kou [lepinynoeis twv etav 1892-1893. Athens: ek tou Vasilikou
Typografeiou N. G. Inglesi, 1894.

Lanuszka, Magdalena. “Salvator Mundi: a late-gothic canvas from Cracow after a lost Early-
Netherlandish painting. A suggested new dating and possible identification of the donor”. Folia
Historica Cracoviensia 23 (2017), 2: 241-276.

—505—



Laskaris, Michael. To Avatoikd Zntnpa, /800—1923, Thessaloniki: Pournaras, 1978

Leal, Karen A. “Communal Matters.” In A Companion to Early Modern Istanbul, edited by Shirine
Hamadeh and Cigdem Kafescioglu. Leiden — Boston: Brill, 2022, 365-393.

Leonid, Archimandrite. Pacckas o céssmoeopckux monacmuipsx apxumanopuma @eoghpana (Cepouna)
1663-1666. St. Petersburg: Tip. V. S. Balasheva, 1883.

Lepakhin, Valerii Vladimirovich. “Uxona Tpoepyuuisl: TaitHa TpeTseit pyku.” In I'epmenesmuxa
opesnepycckoui iumepanmypol: Cooprux 19, edited by O. A. Tufanova and E. A. Andreeva. Moscow:
IMLI RAN, 2020, 526-573.

Losik, Oresta. “IlamBo bepunna.” In Hayxoge mogapucmeo imeni Lleguenka: enyukionedisn
[onnaun]. Kiiv, L'viv: NTSH, Institut yentsiklopedichnikh doslidzhen® NAN Ukraini, 2015 (https:/
encyclopedia.com.ua/entry-239).

Loverdou-Tsigarida, Katia. “Revetement de I'icone de la Vierge Vimatarissa datant de I'epoque des
Paleologues, monastere de Vatoped.” Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta 44 (2007): 423—-434.
Leontakianakou, Irini. “Une création post-byzantine: L'archange Michel triomphant et psychopompe.”
3oepagh 33 (2009): 145-158.

Levenson, Jay A., Konrad Oberhuber and Jacquelyn L. Sheehan, eds. Early Italian Engravings from
the National Gallery of Art I. Washington DC: National Gallery of Art, 1973.

Lidov, A. M., ed. Yydomeopras uxona 6 Buzanmuu u dpesreii Pycu. Moscow: Martis, 1996.

— — —, ed. Xpucmuancxue penuxsuu ¢ Mockoscxkom Kpemie. Moscow: Radunitsa, 2000.
Lidova, Maria. “The Rise of Byzantine Art and Archaeology in Late Imperial Russia.” In Empires
of Faith in Late Antiquity: Histories of Art and Religion from India to Ireland, edited by Ja$ Elsner.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020, 128-160.

Logvin, G.N. and Glibin, Z. I pasiopu ykpaincvkux cmapoopyxie XVI-XVIII cmorime. Kyiv: Dnipro,
1990.

Lopuhina, O.B. “O6pa3zu JIaBpcbKUX YEHIIB y MOPTPETAX XiX—TOYATKy XX CTOMITTS 3 KOJNEKIil
HarioHansHoro KueBo-Ileuepcpkoro icTOpHKO-KyIbTYpHOTO 3amnoBinuuka.” Lavrs'kyy Al'manakh
24 (2009): 75-81.

Lowden, John. The Making of the Bibles Moralisées. I. The Manuscripts. University Park, PA:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2000.

Lozanova, Ralitsa. “IIspBooOpa3u Ha Amokanuncuca B ObIrapckoTo IPKOBHO M3KYCTBO.” Art
Studies Quarterly 3 (1998): 40—49.

Lupu, Emil. Ctitori si ctitorii la curbura Carpatilor in veacurile XIV-XVIII. Tasi: Doxologia, 2011.
Maksimovié, Vojislav. “Tpu monaxa mertomucua.” In P. Cokorilo, J. Pamucina, S. Skenderova:
Ljetopisi, edited by Vojislav Maksimovié¢ and Luka Sekara. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1976, 8-16.
Makuljevi¢, Nenad. IJpkeena ymemnocm y Kpamesunu Cpouju (1882—1914). Belgrade: Faculty of
Philosophy, 2007.

— ——. “Tanzimat i vizuelno kreiranje javnog identiteta u Bosni i Hercegovini.” In Identitet Bosne

i Hercegovine kroz historiju, edited by Husnija Kamberovi¢. Sarajevo: Institut za istoriju, 2011, vol.

—506—

2: 213-226.

— —— . “Unutrasnjost katolikona manastira Hilandara u novom veku.” In Osma kazivanja o Svetoj
gori, edited by Zoran Raki¢. Belgrade: Finegraf, 2013, 183-185.

— — — . “Piety, Ideology, and Orthodoxy: Russian Icons in Serbian Church Culture (17th—19th
Centuries).” In Routes of Russian Icons in the Balkans (16th—early 20th Centuries), edited by Yuliana
Boycheva, 137-145. Seyssel: La Pomme d’or, 2016.

Malandrakis, Mikhail. H Iazuoc / ek tov ayylixot vwo M. H. Modavdpaoxn. Odessa: Typografeio N.
Khrysogelou, 1889.

Maleeva, Ekaterina Nikolaevna. “Penurusnas tema B Pycckoii XynoxeHCTBeHHOH KynbType XIX
Beka.” PhD diss., St. Petersburg, 2008.

Maltezou, Chrysa. Zyéaeig tine Movig Idtuov pe tov dvtixo koauo. Apyeiaxés amodeilels (130¢—180¢
ar,). 2 vols. Athens: Academy of Athens, 2017.

Mancheyv, Vasil. Cnomenu. [Jonucku. Iucma. Sofia: Izdatelstvo na Otechestveniya front, 1982.
Maragoudakis, Dionysios. To Iepov ko Hpawov e Kping Apxadr. Athens: n.p., 2016.

Marinis, Vasileios. Architecture and Ritual in the Churches of Constantinople, Ninth to Fifteenth
Centuries. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014.

Marjanovi¢, Lilijana. “bnaroje P. Kymih kao muromary Mutpononuta Muxauna mprIMKOM IKOJOBamkba
cprckux cnukapa y Pycuju u Hauenuk cpesa Cokobamckor.” In JKusom u deno Mumpononuma
Muxauna (1826-1898), edited by Dimitrije Stefanovi¢. Belgrade: SANU, 2008, 280-291.

Mati¢, Miljana. “boropomuiia ca Xpuctom, npopounma u ceerutessuma.” In Cpncko ymemuuuxo
Hacnehe na Kocogy u Memoxuju. Hoenmumem, 3nauaj, yeposcenocm, edited by Miodrag Markovié
and Dragan Vojvodi¢. Belgrade: Galerija Srpske akademije nauka i umetnosti, 2017, 478.

— — — . “Cseru CaBa u Cetu Cumeon cprcku.” In Cpncko ymemuuuxo nacaehe na Kocosy u
Memoxuju. Belgrade: Galerija Srpske akademije nauka i umetnosti, 2017, 474—475.

Mavrodinov, Nikola. Bpw3kume mexcoy dvreapckomo u pyckomo uskycmeo. Sofia: Nauka 1 izkustvo,
1955.

Mazereanu, Vartolomei. “Istorie pentru Sfanta Manastare Putna.” In Inscriptiuni dupe manuscrise,
edited by Vasile A. Urechia. Academia Romana. Memoriile Sectiunii Istorice, s.11, IX (1886—1887):
53-64.

McGuckin, John. “Elder Basil of Poiana Marului.” In Holding Fast to the Mystery of the Faith.
Festschrift for Patriarch Daniel of the Romanian Orthodox Church, edited by Daniel Munteanu and
Sorin Selaru. Paderborn: Brill/Schéningh, 2022, 38-55.

Medakovi¢, Dejan. Cpncka ymemnocm y XIX sexy. Belgrade: Srpska knjizevna zadruga, 1981.
Mel'chakova Valer‘yevna, Kseniia. “,,Boun® na nyxoBHom nonpuie. CapaeBCKuii apXUMaHIPHT
CasBa KocanoBu4 u ero moeszika B Poccuto B 18721874 rr.” In Slaviane i Rossiia: problemy voiny
i mira na Balkakh: XVIII-XXI vv., edited by Svetlana Ivanovna Danchenko. Moscow: Institut
slaviianovedeniia RAN, 2017, 72—-84.

— — — . “Casa Kocanosuh B Poccun.” Srpski istorijski casopis 1 (2018): 154-170.

—507—



— —— . “Broctax y «mockoBoBy. Cnassine u3 bocuuu u I'epuerosunsl B Mockse B 1850-1870-¢
rozsl.” In Slaviiane i Rossiia: Slaviiane v Moskve, edited by Svetlana Ivanovna Danchenko. Moscow:
Institut slaviianovedeniia RAN, 2018, 106-115.

— — — . bocnus u 'epyecosuna 6 obuecmeenno-norumuyeckou sxcusiu Poccuu 6 1856—1875 2e.
Moscow: Indrik, 2019.

Melnyk, Anatoly. Vkpaincokuil ikononuc XII-XIX cm. 3 konexyii HXMYV. Kyiv: Artania Nova, 2005.
Menjajlo, Viktorija A. Hkomnwvt uz Bosnecernckoeco monacmuipa Mockosckozo Kpemas: kamanoe.
Moscow: Moskovskij Kreml', 2015.

Mezinski, Jelena. “Xpam CB. Anexcannap Hesckor y beorpany.” In XPAM Ceemoe Anexcanopa
Hesckoe y Beoepady: cnomenuya nosooom cmozoduwmuye nocmojara xpama 1912-2012, edited
by M. Arsenijevi¢. Belgrade: Pravoslavna misionarska Skola pri hramu Sv. Aleksandra Nevskog,
2013, 25-42, 164.

Michel, Robert. Mostar. Prague: Carl Bellmann, 1909.

Mihail, Paul. “Schitul Poiana Marului, un centru ortodox carturdresc”. In Spiritualitate si istorie la
Intorsura Buzdiului, edited by Antonie Plimideala. Buziu: Episcopia Buzaului si a Vrancei, 1985,
32-44.

Miklosich, Franz, and Joseph Miiller, eds. Acta et diplomata Greca medii aevi sacra et profana,
vol. 1. Vienna: Carl Gerold, 1851.

Milojkovic-Djuric, Jelena. Panslavism and National Identity in Russia and in the Balkans, 1830—1880:
Images of the Self and Others. New York: Boulder, 1994.

Milovanovi¢, Katarina. “boroponuna Tuxsuncka.” In Hxononuc Bparcrke enapxuje, edited by
Miroslav Timotijevi¢ and Nenad Makuljevi¢. Belgrade—Vranje: Filozofski fakultet, Katedra za istoriju
umetnosti novog veka; Eparhija Vranjska SPC, 2005, 118-119.

Mincheva, Boyana. Onuc na crasanckume kupuincku cmaponevamuu knueu om XIX 6. 6 konexyusma
“Cmaponevammnu knueu, peoxku u yennu uzoanus” na Hayuonarmama oudnuomexa “Cs. ce. Kupun
u Memoouii”. Sofia: Natsionalna biblioteka “Sv. Sv. Kiril [ Metodiy”, 2013.

Mickiinaité, Giedré. Maniera Greca in Europe’s Catholic East: On Identities of Images in Lithuania
and Poland (1380s—1720s). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2023.
Mikhajlovskij-Danilevskij, Aleksandr. Onucanue Typeyxoti sotinvl 8 yapcmeosanue umnepamopa
Anekcanopa, ¢ 1806 do 1812 200a. Y. 11. St Petersburg: Tipografija Shtaba Otdel’'nogo korpusa
vnutrennej strazhi, 1843.

Miklosich, Franz, and Joseph Miiller. Acta et Diplomata Graeca Medii Aevi, Sacra et Profana. 6
vols. Vienna: Carl Gerold, 1860-1890.

Miliaeva, Lioudmila. L’icone ukrainene Xle-XVIlle s. Bournemouth/Saint Petersburg: Parkstone /
Aurora, 1996.

— — — . llepxsa Cnaco-Ilpeobpasicenns i noemuxa ykpaincvkoeo 6apoxo. Kyiv: Rodovid, 2010.
Miljkovi¢, Bojan. “IloBecT 0 4y10TBOpHIM HKOHAMa MaHacTHpa Xunanaapa.” Zograf 31 (2006/7):
219-228.

—508—

Millas, Akylas. Xgpayidesc Kwvaravrivovrolews. Evopieg Ayiwtatng Apyiemioxornng. Athens: Syllogos
Istorikis kai Laografikis Erevnas “I Mnimosyni”, 1996.

— — — . The Princes Islands. A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000.

— ——. Kaowvaravtivov T1o4ig. H eviog twv tetyav opfodolia, vol. 1. Athens: Militos Editions, 2005.
Milliner, Matthew. Mother of the Lamb: The Story of a Global Icon. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2022.
Mirkovi¢, Lazar. “Xunangapcke crapune.” Cmapunap 3 (1935/1936): 83-94.

Mitran, Gheorghe. Arta aurarilor in Transilvania (sec. XIV - XIX), Brasov: Muzeul Judetean de
[storie Brasov 2003.

Momirovi¢, Petar. “/IBe Boropomuuunne nkose cprcke npasociasne 1pkse y Ctapum banosruma.”
Saopstenja Republickog zavoda za zastitu spomenika kulture XV (1983): 285-294.

Morello, Giovanni, ed. L'epoca d’oro delle icone Ucraine. XVI-XVIII secolo. Torino: Umberto
Allemandi & Co, 2010.

Moss, Elizabeth Yoder. “Framing the Holy: Revetments on Late Byzantine Icons.” PhD diss.,
Department of Art, University of Toronto, 2016.

Murav'ev, Andrey. [lucbma ¢ Bocmoxka 6 1849-1850 2o0ax. [B 2 u.]. U. 2. Saint Petersburg: V tipografii
[1I-go otdeleniya Sob. e.e.i, v. v kanceliarii 1851.

Mutaldp, Daniar. “Contributii privind scriptoriul de la Poiana Marului. Copisti si manuscrise.” In
Zamfirei Mihail Omagiu, edited by Lia Brad Chisacof, Simona Nicolae, and Catalina Vatasescu.
Cluj-Napoca: Scriptor & Mega, 2024, 726-758.

Mutafov, Viktor. Mcmopus na xpamoseme 6 Pycencka enapxus. Bmopa yacm. Pasepaocka, [lonogcka
u Tympaxkancka oyxosnu oxonuu. Silistra: Kovachev Pres OOD: 2021.

— — — . Bwspooicoenckume xpamose 6 Pyce. Sofia: Blago slovo: 2022.

Nanakis, Andreas, To emioxomixo (prnuo 1880—1882 ko1 n Exxinaia the Kpnyg. Katerini: Tertios,
1992.

Naydenov, Ivaylo. “B cBeTa Ha cBHIIOBCKHTE THProBim Opatst KppcTuu: npeampuemMadecka KynTypa,
OM3HeC MPaKTUKH, €THKA ¥ MaHTaIuTeT.” Mcmopuuecku npeened 75 (2019), No. 1: 57-84.
——— . “Mexny npeanpuemadeckarTa kapuepa 1 HHTENIEKTyalHata IeiHOCT: IPUXH KbM KUBOTA
u fenata Ha Aneko AnrenoB Kpserid ot Cumios. (Bropara nosnoButa Ha XIX B.).” S6aw 16 (2020):
1-14. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/368404835

Naydenova, Radka. “3namenara na 6bpnarapckoto ombinuenue.” Izvestiya na Natsionalniya
voennoistoricheski muzey. 111 (1977): 114-121.

Nazarenko, A. V., ed. Ilpenoooouuiii Hocugh Boroyxuii. Moscow: Institut ékonomicheskikh strategii,
2010.

Negrau, Elisabeta. “The Evolution of the Iconostasis in Wallachia in the 16th century”. In Byzantine
Heritages in South-Eastern Europe in the Middle Ages and Early Modern Period, edited by Andrei
Timotin, Srdan Pirivatri¢, and Oana Iacubovschi, 2022, vol. XI: 269-302.

— — — . “The Stylistic Influences of Ruthenian Painting in the Wallachian Principality in the 17th
Century.” In Intercultural and Visual Art Transfer in Central Europe and the Balkans, edited by

—509—



Ana Dumitran and Mirostaw Piotr Kruk. Cluj-Napoca/Alba Iulia: Mega / National Museum of the
Union, 2023, 155-183.

Nersesyan, N.V. (ed.) Cumon Yuwakos — yapcruii usoepag. Exhibition catalogue. Moscow: The State
Tretyakov Gallery, 2015.

Nicolescu, Corina. Argintaria laica §i religioasa in Tarile Romane: (sec. XIV-XIX). Bucharest:
Muzeul de Arta al Republicii Socialiste Romania, 1968.

Nikcevi¢, Miroslav et al., eds. Ipeceema boeopoouya Kpacruya ehixa — 3awmumnuya u cnacumesiuya
Nikitin, S. A. Crasanckue komumemet 6 Poccuu ¢ 1858—1876 200ax. Moscow: Nauka, 1960.
Nikolov, Angel. ““Saints and Soldiers’. 19th-Century Russian Religious Art in Southern Bulgaria.”
Museikon 5 (2021): 317-328.

Nikolov, Angel. “Icons and Wars: Some Examples from the Russo-Turkish War 1877-1878.” In
Hsxycmeso u ucmopus. Mzkycmeoseocku wemenus 2024. Mooyn Cmapo uskycmeo, edited by Ivanka
Gergova, Marina Koleva and Ruslan Stoychev. Sofia: Institut za izsledvane na izkustvata, 2025, 61-76.
Nikolov, Lyubomir. Camoxosckume ceemnonucyu. Anacmac Kapacmosmnos, vol. 1. Samokov:
Historical Museum of Samokov, 2023.

Norocel, Epifanie. Mandstirea Ciolanu. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului si a Vrancei, 1986.

Nyaradi, Anna Maria. “Goldsmithery Made for the Cantacuzini. How Seytanoglu’s Descendants
Made the Arts Flourish in Wallachia.” In The Land between Two Seas: Art on the Move in the
Mediterranean and the Black Sea 1300—1700, edited by Alina Payne. Series: Mediterranean Art
Histories, Volume: 5, Brill 2022, 220238 https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004515468.

Nystazopoulou, Maria. “Téocepa dyvmota pactkd Eyypaga vaep g v Milo Movng tg ®gotokov
(1656-1705).” Byzantina Symmeikta 1 (1966): 231-256. https://ejournals.epublishing.ekt.gr/index.
php/bz/article/view/3372/3234

Nystazopoulou-Pelekidou M., “Ildrtpog kot Posio (1770-1805). H paptupio tov matpiokdy eyypaemy,
” in Poaio ka1 Meooyeiog. Ilpaxtike A” diedvoig avvedpiov (A0nva, 19-22 Maiov 2005), edited by
O. Katsiardi-Hering, A. Kolia-Dermitzaki, and K. Gardikas. Athens, 2011, vol. 2: 45-56.

Oleanina, Svitlana. Vxpaincoxuii ixonocmac: cumsoniuna cmpyxmypa ma ikononoeis. Kyiv: ArtEk,
2019.

— — — . “IxoHocTac six 00pa3 paiicekoro cany”. Kul'turolohichna dumka 16 (2019): 36—45.

— — — . “Catholic Counter-Reformation Art Forms Serving the Revival of Ukrainian Orthodoxy
in the 17th Century.” In Intercultural and Visual Art Transfer in Central Europe and the Balkans,
edited by Ana Dumitran and Mirostaw Piotr Kruk. Cluj-Napoca/Alba Iulia: Mega / National Museum
of the Union, 2023, 253-266.

Olar, Ovidiu. “Menacing, Powerful and Frightful Captain of the Heavenly Host.” The Archangel
Michael in Early Modern Eastern and Southeastern Europe.” In The Archangel Michael Beyond
Orthodoxies: History, Politics and Popular Culture, edited by Alexandros Tsakos and Marie Steine
von der Lippe. London — New York: Bloomsbury, 2025, 63-93.

—510—

Pécht, Otto. “Der Salvator Mundi des Turiner Stundesbuches”. In Florilegium in honorem Carl
Nordenfalk octogenarii contextum, edited by Per Bjurstrém, Nils-Géran Hokby and Florentine
Miitherich. Stockholm: Nationalmuseum, 1987, 181-190.

Panaitescu, P.P. Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romane si slave din Biblioteca Academiei Romdne,
vol. II, edited by Dalila-Lucia Arama, G. Mihaild. Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 2003.
Panchenko, Konstantin, Boris Florja and Lev Ljuhovickij. “Menernii 1.” In: Ilpagocrasnas
snyurionedus. Moscow: Church Research Center “Orthodox Encyclopedia”, 2016, vol. 44: 570-573.
Panchev, T., ed. 43 apxusama na Haiioen ['epos. Ku. 1, (A-JI), Sofia: Balgarska akademiya na
naukite, 1911.

Panitsas, Pan., and Pan. Papatheodorou. O daiog Aeovtiog ka1 n Movi Taiopyav Aiyodeiag. Athens:
n.p., 1979.

Panoiu, Andrei. Mobilierul vechi romdnesc. Bucharest: Meridiane, 1975.

Paolicchi, Anita. “Lutheran Apocalyptic Imagery in the Orthodox Context.” Arts (2023), 12: 99.
https://doi.org/10.3390/arts12030099.

Papadopoulos, Averkios. O Ayiog Aeovtiog [lodaiordyos Mouwvag (1377-1452). H Moviy Taiopyav
Awpradeiog (1620—-1940): Zoufoln eig v Ioropiov. Thessaloniki, 1940.

Papadopoulos, Stefanos. “H EAAnvikn Eravéotaon tov 1770 kot o avtiktumdg g otig EAAMvikég
xopec.” In lotopio tov EAAnvikod Efvovg. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1975, vol. 11: 58—83.
Papadopoulos, Stelios and Kanto Fatourou-Isychaki. Exiypapéc e [azuov. Athens: Geniki Diefthynsis
Archaiotiton kai Anastiloseos (Dimosievmata tou Archaiologikou Deltiou), no. 9), 1966.
Papageorgiou, Theodoros. Iotopio tis Iepac Movig Taliapyav g Aiyiadeiog. Met’ avekdotwy
eyypapwv. Athens, 1977.

Papamentzelopoulos, Konstantinos A. “Emickonn Kepvitong, katdémy Mntpomoin KakaPpotov kot
Avyodeiog. Iotopio kon Stowntiké petaforéc.” PhD diss., Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2022.
Papoulides, Konstantinos K. “ITétpog IBdvopirg Sevast’janov (1811-1867): mpocéyyion oto épyo
tov.” Balkanika symmeikta 9 (1997): 17-36.

Paradais, Claudiu. Comori ale spiritualitdtii romanesti la Putna. Iasi: Publishing House of the
Metropolitanate of Moldova and Suceava, 1988.

Paschalis, Dimitrios. “To v tn viico [Ipdtn Bulavivév Movastipiov g Metapopodoemg Tov
Zotpog Xpiotov. Metdytov g ev Avopw Movng [avaypdvto.” Osoloyia 24 (1953): 81.
Passarelli, Gaetano (ed.). Le Iconostasi di Livorno Patrimonio iconografico post-bizantino. Con
saggi di: Doriana Dell’Agata Popova, Antonia D’Aniello, Lucia Frattarelli Fischer. Pisa: Pacini 2001.
Pastoureau Michel, Olga Vassilieva-Codognet, eds. Des signes dans ['image. Usages et fonctions
de l'attribut dans I’iconographie médiévale (du Concile de Nicée au Concile de Trente. Actes du
colloque international de ’EPHE, Paris (23—24 mars 2007). Turnhout: Brepols, 2014.

Paul of Aleppo. Ilymewecmsue Anmuoxuiickoco nampuapxa Makapus é Poccuto 6 nonogune XVII
gexa. Issue 1. St. Petersburg: Publishing house of P.P. Soikin, 1896.

— — — . Jurnal de calatorie in Moldova si Valahia. Translated by loana Feodorov. Bucharest /

—511—



Bréila: Romanian Academy / Istros Publishing House, 2014.

Pavel, Lelia. “Schitul Poiana Marului. Cateva consideratii privind pictura pe lemn”. Vitralii, 11, no.
1(5)/1992, Focsani, 12.

— — — . Bisericile de lemn din Judetul Vrancea. Focsani: Pallas Publishing House, 2005.
Pavlovi¢, Leontije. Kyimosu Jluya Koo Cpoa Y Maxeoonaya. Hcmopujcko-emnoepagcka Pacnpasa.
Smederevo: Narodni muzej.

Petkovi¢, Sreten. “Pycku ytuiaj na cprcko cnukapetso XVI u XVII Beka.” Starinar XII (1961):
91-109.

— —— . “Xunanpap u Pycuja y XVIu XVII Beky.” In Kasusara o Ceemoj I'opu, edited by Milka
Jankovi¢. Belgrade: Prosveta, 1995, 143-170.

— — — . Uxone Manacmupa Xunanoapa. Mount Athos: Manastir Hilandar, 1997.

— — — . “O KynTY CBETOrOPCKHX UyA0TBOPHUX MKOHA Y Pycuju.” In [pyea Kasusarwa o Ceemoj
T'opu, edited by Milka Jankovi¢. Belgrade: Prosveta, 1997, 132-142.

— — — . “O uxonorpaduju Cseror Cumeona Cprckor y n1o6a Typcke Bnanasune.” In Cmegan
Hemama - Ceemu Cumeon Mupomouusu, edited by Jovanka Kali¢. Belgrade: Srpska akademija
nauka 1 umetnosti, 2000, 383-392.

———. “Cseru Casa Cpricku y cTapoM pyckoM ckapcTsy.” In Cpncku ceemumesnu y cruxapecmey
npagociashux Hapoda. Novi Sad: Matica Srpska, 2007, 7-31.

— — — . “IIpencrase Ceerora Case Cprckor y Oyrapckoj ymetHoct XVI u XVII Beka.” In
Cpncku ceemumesnu y ciukapemsy npagociasnux napooa. Novi Sad: Matica Srpska, 2007, 32—43.
— — — . Xunanoap. Belgrade: Republicki zavod za zastitu spomenika kulture, 2008.

Petrovi¢, Mili¢ F., Joxymenmu o Pawxoj oonacmu: 1900—1912. Belgrade: Arhiv Srbije, 1995.
Petrunina, O. E., L. A. Gerd, and K. A. Vach, eds. Arexcanopuiickuii I[lampuapxam u Poccus 6 XIX
gexe. Hccreoosanust u 0okymernmul. Moscow: Indrik, 2020.

Pippidi, Andrei. “Juifs, Chrétiens et Turcs. L'Histoire de Marcada, ses versions et ses lecteurs.” In
Id., Byzantins, Ottomans, Roumains, le sud-est européen entre I’ héritage impérial et les influences
occidentales. Paris: Honoré¢ Champion, 2006, 177-192.

— — — . “Mitropolitul Antonie, lon Neculce si rusii.” Analele Putnei 1 (2009): 195-204.

Pirnutd, Gheorghe. “Documents concernant des aides accordées par les Pays roumains aux écoles
grecques de 'étranger.” Revue des études sud-est européennes 7, no. 4 (1969): 647-655.

Pissis, Nikolas. Russland in den politischen Vorstellungen der griechischen Kulturwelt, 1645-1725.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2020.

Pivovarova, Nadezhda Valerievna. “Emte pa3 00 adonckux sxcnenunusx [1. . CeBactpsiHoBa.” In
Spicilegium Byzantino-Rossicum, edited by Lora Gerd, 235. Moscow: Indrik, 2015.

— —— . “Uepycanumckas nkona boxxueit Marepu u3 Yenenckoro codopa Mockosckoro Kpemist
¥ ee yTpadeHHbIi opurunan.” Vestnik Sankt-Petersburgskogo universiteta Iskusstvovodenie 8, no.
3 (2018): 437-440.

Poe, Marshall. “Moscow, the Third Rome: The Origins and Transformations of a ‘Pivotal Moment’.

—512—

Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 49, no. 3 (2001): 412—429.

Polimirova, Maria, and Velinova, Vasya. “Valuable Ukranian Printed Books from the 16th — 17th
Century in Bulgaria”. Australian and New Zealand Journal of European Studies, vol. 14, No. 4
(2022): 38—46.

Politis, Linos. «Xepdypaga povactnpidv Atyiov kot Kakappotwvy. EApvika 11 (1939): 81-108.
Polostov, A. A., ed. Pycckuit 6uorpaduueckuii cnoBaps, vol. 13. St. Petersburg: Imperial Russian
Historical Society, 1902.

Popa, Corina, Ioanna lancovescu, Vlad Bedros, and Elisabeta Negrau. Repertoriul picturilor murale
brancovenesti. 1. Judetul Vilcea. Bucharest: UNArte, 2008.

Pophristov, Georgi. Ceuwog 6 munanromo 86—1877 2. Svishtov: Pechatnitsa P. A. Slavkov, 1936.
Popov, Nil. Hcmopus Crassanckazo bnacomeopumenvhazo komumema 8 Mockee. Bmopoe nsamunemue
(1863—1867). Moscow: Universitetskaya tipografiya, 1872.

Popovi¢, Danica. “O nactanky kyira ceetor Cumeona.” In Cmegpan Hemarva - Ceemu Cumeon
Mupomouusu, edited by Jovanka Kali¢. Belgrade: Srpska akademija nauka i umetnosti, 2000, 347-369.
Popovici, loan. “Comunicéri.” Buletinul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice XX VI-XXVIII (1933—
1935): 183.

Postnikova-Loseva, Maria. 3omotoe u cepedpsttoe aeno XV -XX Ba.: (Teppuropust CCCP), Moscow:
Yunves Trio, 1995.

Preobrazhenskii, Aleksandr. “Anocton u EBanrenuct Moann borocnos.” In Poccus 6 ee ukone.
Heu3ssecmuvie npouszsedenuss XV — nauana XX eéexa uz coopanus Hzopsa Ceicorsmuna. Kamanoe
gvicmagku. Myseii pycckoil uxonvl um. Muxauna Abpamosa. B 08yx momax, edited by Aleksandr
Preobrazhenskii. Moscow: Dukhovnaya niva, 2022, vol. 1: 134-135, cat. 53

— — — . “Anocron Noann borocnos. Menanbon napckux Bpat’” In Poccus 6 ee ukone. 2022, vol.
1: 136-137, cat. 54.

Provatakis, Theocharis Mich., and Georgia Mylonakou-Saitakis, eds. @noavpoi ka1 keyuiio. Movoeio
Exxinorootixng Téyvng lepag Mytporoiews Moveufaciog kor Zmaptng. Sparta: lera Mitropolis
Monemvasias kai Spartis, 1998.

Puzovi¢, Vladislav. Pycku myteBu cprckor 6orocnossba: mkonoame Cpba Ha pyCKUM Ty XOBHUM
akazemujama: 1849—1917. Belgrade: Pravoslavni Bogoslovski fakultet, Sluzbeni glasnik, 2017.
Pyatnitsky, Yuri. “BusanTuiickue u nocTBU3aHTUiCKIEe HKOHBI B Poccun (Yacts 2).” Busanmutickuii
gpemennux 56 (1996): 247-251.

— — — . “Umneparop Anexcanap III, A. A. Ilonoues u npuodpetenue xomnexnuu A. II.
basunesckoro n1s Mmneparopckoro Dpmuraxa.” In Stories about the Hermitage, “Collection of
Motley Chapters...” Part I, edited by Anna Valentinovna Konivets. Saint Petersburg: The State
Hermitage Publishers, 2014, 34—41.

— — — . “«OTteuecTBa U IBIM HAM CNAJIOK U TIpUsTeH...»” Nashe nasledie 112 (2015).

Raccanello, Dario. La preghiera di Gesu negli scritti di Basilio di Poiana Marului. Rome: Pontificia

Studiorum Universitas a S. Thomas Aq. in Urbe, 1986.

—513—



— — — . “La figure de Basile de Poiana Marului et son enseignement sur la priere de Jésus”.
Irenikon 61 (1988): 41-66.

— —— . “Vasilij de Poiana Marului.” In Dictionnaire de spiritualité ascétique et mystique, doctrine
et histoire, edited by M. Viller, C. Baumgartner, and A. Rayez. Paris: Beauchesne, 1994, vol. 16:
292-298.

Radev, Ivan. Takcuouomcmeomo u maxcuduomu 6 6vreapcxkume zemu npe3 XVIII-XIX sex. Sofia:
BAN, 2009.

knjizevnost, jezik, istoriju i folklor 17, no. 2 (1937): 283-284.

Radojci¢, Svetozar. “Bese m3mel)y cpricke i pycke yMETHOCTH y CpefitbeM Beky.” Zbornik Filozofskog
fakulteta 1 (1948): 241-258.

— —— . “YMeTHHYKH CTIOMEHUTIN MaHacTHpa Xunauaapa.” Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta
3 (1955): 174.

Radovanovi¢, Ana. “Xunannapcka uxona boropomurie Tpojepyunne.” Hilandarski zbornik 14 (2017):
173-188.

Radulovi¢, Jovan. Cragno 0o6a Mocmapa. Mostar: SPKUD Gusle — SPCO Mostar, 2010.
Rajcevi¢, Ugljesa. Pagaunno (I'eopruje) Momuunosuh: Monax, ciukap u myuenuk (1875-1941).
Belgrade: Itaka, 1989.

— — — . “Murpononut Muxauso 1 MKOJIOBakE CPICKUX chukapa y Pycuju.” Zbornik Likovnih
Umetnosti SANU 19 (1983): 263-274.

— — — . “Kako cy ce mkosnoBanu cprcku ymeTHuIM y Pycuju ¢ kpaja XIX Beka.” Sveske 14, 7
(1983): 88-100.

— — — . “Crukap Munytun bn. Mapkosuh.” Saopstenja XVII (1985): 219-222.

Raki¢, Svetlana. Hxone bocne u Xepyeeosune (16—19 sujex). Belgrade: Republicki zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture, 1998.

Raki¢, Zoran. “Benukopemercke nkose u3 1687 romuHe u BUX0BU ayTOpH.” 360pHux Mamuye cpncke
3a uxosHe ymemuocmu 22 (1986).

Raykov, Bozhidar. “Onuc na cnaBsackute craponedarnu KHura o1 XV u XVI B. B HBKM.” M3gecmus
na Hapoonama oubiuomexa “Ce. ce. Kupun u Memoouu”, VII (XIII) (1967): 225-253.

Resh, Daria. “Patmos Codices A.C. 1016 and A.C. 1016a: Three Stages of Cross-Cultural Translation.” In
Travelling Monks Through Space and Time: Two Alms Collection Synodiks from the Library of Patmos
Monastery (A.C. 1016, A.C. 1016a), edited by Yuliana Boycheva. Publishing Series ARTMOBEX:
Studies on History of Art Mobility and Exchange, IMS/FORTH (forthcoming in 2026).

Rizhova, Olga. “Ixononuc Kueso [leuepcrkoi naspu kini X VII nouarky XIX cromirtsa. OcobnuBocTi
(opMyBaHHS Ta pO3BUTKY CTUIIO i ikoHOrpadii”. In Al'manakh Kul'tura i Suchasnist 1 (2014): 141-150.
— —— . Ixononuc y xyooxcuiu kynomypi Kuigcoxoi kinyi XVII-XVIII cmonimos: Monoepagis. Kyiv:
Vydavnycho-polihrafichnyi tsentr “Kyivskyi universytet”, 2020.

— — — . “Reflection of the Tradition of Hesychia in the Images of Saints Antony and Theodosius

—514—

of the Caves in the Lavra Iconography.” Konstantinove listy, 16/2 (2023): 68—81.

Rogov, A. I. “Kynberypnsle ca3u Poccun ¢ bankanckumu crpanaMu B nepsoii nonosuse X VII B.”
In Ces3su Poccuu ¢ napodamu Bankanckozo nonyocmposa, edited by B. N. Floria, 116. Moscow:
Nauka, 1990.

Romanescu, Marcel. “Monumente romanesti la Stambul.” Boabe de grdu 3, no. 6 (1932): 226-238.
Riistem, Unver. Ottoman Baroque: The Architectural Refashioning of Eighteenth-Century Istanbul.
Princeton — Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2019.

Ruvarac, Ilarion. “Cyn6una manactupa Bunue y Cpouju.” Starinar 2 (1887): 35-38.

Sabados, Marina. “Influences occidentales dans la peinture roumaine d’icones du XVlIle siécle.”
Revue Roumaine d’Histoire de ['Art. Série Beaux-Arts XXXIX-XL (2002-2003): 36-37.

— — — . “Icoanele impiritesti de la Plataresti. Ipotezi de datare si atribuire.” In fnchinare lui Petre
S. Nasturel la 80 de ani, edited by Ionel Candea and Paul Cernovodeanu. Braila: Istros Publishing
House of Braila Museum, 2003, 479-494.

— — — . “L’iconostase de Moldovita: un repére dans ’évolution de I'iconostase moldave”. Series
Byzantina V1 (2008): 27-44.

— — — . “Vechi icoane rusesti la Manastirea Putna.” Ars Transsilvaniae XIX (2009): 109-116.
— — — . “Icones des peintres russes Kirill et Vassili Oulanov dans la région de Suceava.” Revue
Roumaine d ‘Histoire de | Art: Série Beaux-Arts XLVIII (2011): 142—145.

— — — . “O opera de artd uitata: vechiul iconostas al Manastirii Todireni — Suceava.” Ars
Transsilvaniae XX VII-XXVIII (2017-2018): 103—116.

——— “Icoane si iconostase din Moldova secolelor XVI-XVIL” In Arta din Romania, din preistorie
in contemporaneitate, edited by Razvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb. Bucharest/Cluj-Napoca:
Romanian Academy / Mega, 2018.

— —— . “Icoane si iconostase din Tara Roméneascd in secolele XVI-XVIL.” In Arta din Romania,
din preistorie in contemporaneitate, vol. 1, edited by Razvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb.
Bucharest/Cluj-Napoca: Romanian Academy / Mega, 2018.

— — — . “Pictura murala si icoanele din Moldova in secolul XVIIL” In Arta din Romania. Din
preistorie in contemporaneitate, vol. I1, edited by Rdzvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb. Bucharest/
Clyj Napoca: Editura Academiei Romane/Editura Mega, 2018.

——— . “Sculptura in lemn din Moldova”. In Arta din Romania. Din preistorie in contemporaneitate,
vol. I, edited by Razvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb. Bucharest/Cluj Napoca: Editura Academiei
Romane/Editura Mega, 2018.

— — — . “Icoane.” In Sfanta Manastire Putna, 3rd edition. Putna: Mitropolit lacov Putneanul
Publishing House, 2023, 372-373.

Sabados, Marina and Stroe, Aurelian. “Zugravul Evghenie Lazar de la Caldarusani in documente
inedite.” Buletinul Comisiei Monumentelor XVIII (2007): 68-74.

Saenkova, Elena. “HoBooTkpbIThIe poH3BeaeHUS MacTepoB OpykeiHON manaTsl U3 4aCTHOTO

cobpanus. Tpaguuus u HoBaTopcTBO B MKoHOTpaduu.” In Cumon YVaros u macmepa Opyaicelinoi

—515—



nanamol: mamepuanvl HayyHou kongepenyuu, edited by Elena Saenkova. Moscow: The State
Tretyakov Gallery, 2019, 147-156.

Sandulescu-Verna, Constantin. “Zugravii de la Buziu.” Ingerul X (1937): 4.

Saracino, Stefano. “Greek Orthodox Alms Collectors from the Ottoman Empire in the Holy Roman
Empire: Extreme Mobility and Confessionalized Communication”. In Sarris, Kostas, Nikolas Pissis
and Miltos Pechlivanos (eds), Confessionalization and/as Knowledge Transfer in the Greek Orthodox
Church, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2021, 79-108.

Sarlak, Eva. Istanbul un 100 Kilisesi. Istanbul: Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, 2010.

Savi¢, Milorad. CriukapcTBo y cprickuM IipkBama cjeepre Jlanmaruje, Belgrade: Zavod za udzbenike,
2000.

Savi¢, Mirjana. “IlIxonoBame cprckux haka y Pycuju u Mutpononut Muxauno.” In Kusom u deno
mumpononuma Muxauna (1826—1898), edited by Dimitrije Stefanovi¢. Belgrade: SANU, 2008, 263-268.
Serendan, Cristina and Ciprian Firea, Simina Isvanca, Alexandru Chelmus. “Original Colours and
Painting Technique of Two 17th Century Post-Byzantine Icons.” Acta Artis Academica (2020): 13-26.
Sevo, Ljiljana. I{pksa Pohersa ceemoe Josana Ipemeue y Cmonom Beozpady. Banja Luka: Art print,
2011.

— —— . “TlpaBocnasuu manactupu Cjeepae bocue — o6HOBe y 19. Bujexy.” In Kulturno-istorijski
kompleks Detlak, edited by Ranko Kuzmanovi¢. Banja Luka: Akademija nauka i umjetnosti Republike
Srpske, 2015, 209-230.

Shchennikova, Ludmila. “UynorBopHas ukona «boromareps Bragumupckasy» kak «Onurutpus
eBanrenucta Jlyku».” In Yydomeopras uxona 6 Buzanmuu u [Jpesueii Pycu, edited by A. M. Lidov,
252-286. Moscow: Martis, 1996.

— — — . ,,Axteipckas ukona boxueit Matepu.“ In llpasociasnas suyukionedus. Moscow:
Tserkovno-nauchnyy tsentr “Pravoslavnaya entsiklopediya”, 2002, vol. 4: 217, 218.

Shekhovtsova, Irina Pavlovna. “Tlo cenam adouckoii sxcnienunuu I1. . CeacTbsiHoBa.” Becmuux
IICTT'Y Series V, 26 (2017): 109-130.

Shoemaker, Innis and Elizabeth Broun. The Engravings of Marcantonio Raimondi. Lawrence: The
Spencer Museum of Art, 1981.

Simi¢ Milovanovi¢, Zora. Ciuxapke y cpnckoj ucmopuju ymemuocmu. Belgrade: Sloboda, 1938.
Skinner, John Edwin Hilary. Roughing it in Crete in 1867. London: R. Bentley, 1868.

Skorpil, Vladislav and Skorpil, K. Hakou Genedcku supxy apxeonoeuyeckume u ucmopuyeckume
uscnedosanus 6 Tpaxus. Plovdiv: Oblastna pechatnitsa, 1885.

Slijepcevi¢, Boko. Xuranoapcko numarse y XIX u novemxom XX eexa: cmyouja. Cologne, 1979.
— — — . Ucmopuja cpncke npasociasre ypkee. vol. 2. Belgrade: BIGZ, 2022.

Smirnova, Engelina. “Karaneracma 1555 r. K ukonorpaduyeckoii nporpamme okaiimnaenus.” In
Ocam sexosa Xunanoapa, edited by V. Kora¢. Belgrade: SANU, 2000, 495-502.

— —— . “Icoane ale mesterilor rusi din secolul al X V-lea la Manastirea Putna. Registrul apostolilor
si praznicarele.” Analele Putnei 1 (2010): 7-32.

—516—

Sokolov, Ivan. Ilampuapxus u xpamer 6 Koncmanmunonone om emopoti nonogunsl XV éexa 0o
Hacmoswe2o epemenu. Mcmopuyeckuii ouepk. Petrograd: Senate Printing House, 1916.

Solov'ev, Agafangel. Crazanue ucmopuyeckoe o I[louaesckoui Yenernckoil naspe 6viguieco HAMeCMHUKA
Jlaspwr apxumanopuma Amepocus, ¢ OONOIHUMENbHBIMU 21A8AMU O NO3OHEUUX NOKOUHBIX
cesaueHHo-apxumanopumax Jlaepul, apxuenuckonax: Aeagpanzene, [Jumumpue u Tuxone. Pochayev:
Pochayevska lavra, 1886.

Stanciu, Bogdan. [ntre Schengen si Levant. Reportaje si insemndri de cdldtorie prin Romdnia, Balcani
si imprejurimi. Bucharest: Corint, 2023.

Stavljanin-Pordevié, Ljubica. “Uyneca ITpecsere Boroponune Aranuja Kpinhauuna i HoBO 4y0
boropomute Tpojepyumntie.” Arheografski prilozi 67 (1984/5): 275-284.

Stavridis, Vasileios. 41 ei¢ v [Iolv ypiotiovikoi exkinoiol, opoloyial, KovOTHTES KOl TOPOIKIOL.
Thessaloniki: Afoi Kyriakidi Ekdoseis, 2005.

Stavropoulos, Arist. lotopio tng wolews Aryiov amo TV uvbiKay ypovwv ugypt TV NUEPWOY 1aS.
Patras: Eng. Kouloumpis, 1954.

Stepovik, Dmitro. Vxpaitcoro-boneapcoki mucmeywki 36 s3xu. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1975.

— — — . ,,IBopueckue cBA3U cepOCKUX U OOIrapckux XyaoxHHKOB ¢ Ykpaunoi B X VIII-XIX
BB. In Crassauckue Kynvmypul 8 3n0xy opmuposanus u pazeumus crassuckux Hayuti XVII-XIX
66. Moscow: Nauka, 1978, 288-191.

— — — . Iecmopiz yxpaincokoi ikonu X—XX cmonimp. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1996.

— — — . Mucmeymeo ikonu. Pum, Bizanmis, Ykpaina. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 2008.

Stoyanov, Manyo. bvieapcka 6b3poxcoencka KHuxcHuHa. Ananumuuenr penepmoap Ha Ovieapckume
KHueu u nepuoouunu uzoanus 1806—1878. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1957.

Sumner, Benedict H. Tsardom and Imperialism in the Far East and Middle East, 1880-1914. London:
Archon Books, 1968.

Szeftel, Marc. “Joseph Volotsky’s Political Ideas in a New Historical Perspectives.” Jahrbiicher fiir
Geschichte Osteuropas 13, no. 1 (1965): 19-29.

Tachiaos, Anthony-Emil N. The Life of Paisij Velyckovs’kyi. Translated by J.M.E. Featherstone.
Cambridge: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1989.

Tarasov, Oleg. “Pycckue nkonst X VIII — Hayana XX B. Ha bankanax.” Cosemckoe craganosedeniue
3 (1990): 49-70.

— — — . lUxona u 6marodectue. Ouepku HKOHHOTO jena uMneparopckoit Poccun. Moscow:
Progress-Traditsiya, 1995.

———. Pama u 06pa3z. Pumopuxa o6pamnenus  pycckom uckyccmee. Moscow: Progress-Traditsiya,
2007.

Taroutina, Maria. The Icons and the Square: Russian Modernism and the Russo-Byzantine Revival.
University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2018.

Tascovici, Radu. “Poiana Marului.” In Enciclopedia Ortodoxiei Romdnesti, edited by Mircea Pacurariu.
Bucharest: Editura Institutului Biblic si de Misiune Ortodoxa, 2010.

—517—



Tati¢-Duri¢, Mirjana. “boropoauna Bragumupcka.” Zbornik za likovne umetnosti Matice srpske
21 (1985): 29-50.

——— . “Tpojepyunna Cetor CaBe 1 BbeH KyAT y IpaBociaBHOM CBETY.” In Cnasmugarbe mouimujy
ceemoza Case (1594—1994), edited by Episkop Sumadijski Sava et al., 133—160. Belgrade: Stamparija
Tchentsova, Vera G. “Les fonds des documents grecs (f. 52. ‘Relations de la Russie avec la Gréce’)
de la Collection des Archives Nationales des Actes Anciens de la Russie et leur valeur pour I’histoire
de ’Empire Ottomane.” Turcica 30 (1998): 383-396.

— — — . “ITucen Hukonaii ¢ Pomoca u apxumanaput Makos ¢ Menoca: 0 HEKOTOPbIX JOKyMEHTaX,
OTHOCSIIMXCA K IpeObIBanuIo maTpuapxa Maxapus AnTuoxuiickoro B Poccun B 1654-1656 rr. In
Ouepku deonansroit Poccun. Beimyck 13. Moscow-St. Petersburg: Kabinet slaviano-grecheskoy
arkheografii, 2008: 244-288.

— — — . Uxona Usepckoii bocomamepu (Ouepku ucmopuu omuowenui I peueckoii yepksu c
Poccueti 6 cepeoune XVII sexa no doxymenmam PIAJ/[A). Moscow: Indrik, 2010.

— — — . “Les monastéres des Iles des Princes et la Russie muscovite.” Bibliologia 54 (2020):
75-101, 441-444.

— — — . “Le verbe ou la lettre? Retracer l'origine des documents grecs des XVIle et XVIlle
siecles.” In Kodopawv. Topog mpog iy tov Kabnyne EvBouiov K. Aitea, edited by Despoina-Eirini
Tsourka Papastathi, Myrto Malouta, and Nikolaos Toutos, 875-884. Thessaloniki: Greek Paleographic
Society, 2024.

— — — . [Historical analysis of document from Russian Archive of Ancient Acts]. In: Akmyavhsle
npobnemovl meopuu u ucmopuu uckyccmsa. Moscow—St. Petersburg, 2026 (in print).

Tepi¢, Ibrahim. bocra u Xepyeeosuna y pyckum useopuma 1856—1878. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1988.
Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. Cpncxo 6apoxno ciuxapcmeo. Novi Sad: Matica srpska, 1996.

— ——. ““Serbia sacra’ u ‘Serbia sancta’ y 6apokHOM BepCKO-IOIUTHYKOM TIporpamy Kapnoauke
mutponomuje.” In Ceemu Casa y cpnckoj ucmopuju u mpaduyuju, edited by Sima Cirkovic. Belgrade:
Srpska akademija nauka i umetnosti, 1998, 387-431.

———. “Cretan Hemama y 6apoxHOM Bepcko-monuTrakoM nporpamy Cpricke upkse.” In Cmeghan
Hemama - Ceemu Cumeon Mupomouusu, edited by Jovanka Kali¢. Belgrade: Srpska akademija
nauka 1 umetnosti, 2000, 395-407.

— — — . “boropoauna be3auHcka 1 BepCKO-MONUTHYKY IpOrpam marpujapxa Apcenuja [V
JoBanosuha.” Balcanica XX XII-XXXIII (2003): 311-339.

— ——. Manacmup Kpyweoon, vol. I1. Belgrade—Novi Sad: Dragani¢, Pokrajinski zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture Vojvodine, 2008.

Tocilescu, Grigore G., Raporturi asupra catorva Manastiri, Schituri si biserici din Tara prezentate
Ministerului Cultelor i al Invitamantului public de Gr. G. Tocilescu Directorul Muzeului de
Antichitati. Bucharest: Tipografia Academiei Romane, 1887.

Tolstaia, Tat'iana. “Nxona «boromateps Uepycamumckas ['eecumanckas» u3 YeneHnckoro cobopa

—518—

Mock. Kpemist u ee nerenna.” In Buzanmutickuii mup: uckyccmeo Koncmanmunonons u HayuoHabHble
mpaouyuu, edited by Mariia Orlova. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik, 2005, 647-662.

Tomov, Evtim. buieapcku év3poocoencku wamnu. Sofia: Balgarski hudozhnik, 1975.

Tonchev, Simeon. “Applying Russian Style & Iconography. Bulgarians who have studied at Russian
art schools (19th — early 20th century).” (in print).

Troitskii, P. Mcmopusa pycckux obumenei Agpona 6 XIX-XX sexax. Moscow: Indrik, 2008.
Tsakalos, Agathonikos A. To Keyunliopyeio tov 1pod Naod Ayiwv Kovetovtivov koi ELEVHS kot
Ocompountopog Avvig. Aegion, 2019.

Tsatsou-Symeonidou, Dora. “EAAnvikog yopog évteyvoc.” In Elliniki Ekpaideftiki Egkyklopaideia.
Theatro, Kinimatografos. Mousiki. Choros. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1999, vol. 28: 124-127.
Tsiboukis, loannis. H Amoxdiown tov lwdvvy oty uviueioxn (oypogiki tov Ayiov Opog. Athens:
Bookstars-Giorgaras, 2013.

Tsonev, Benyo. Onuc na pvrkonucnume u cmaponevamuu knueu va Hapoonama oudiuomexa 6
Cogus. T. 2. Sofia: Darzhavna pechatnitsa, 1923.

Turilov, Anatoly Arkadyevich. “Paccka3bl 0 4yZ0TBOPHBIX HKOHAX MOHACTBIPS XUIaHIap B
pycckoit 3arucu X VI Beka.” In Yyoomeopras uxona 6 Busanmuu u /[pesneti Pycu, edited by Alexei
Mikhailovich Lidov. Moscow: Martis, 1996, 510-525.

— ——. “Kynrypse Beze Mockoscke Pycuje u Cpouje on XIV no X VI Beka.” In Mocksa —Cpbuja,
beoepao — Pycuja = Mocksa — Cepbus, Benepao — Poccus. [lokymenma u mamepujanu = cOOpHUK
ooxymenmos u mamepuanos, edited by Svetlana Dolgova et al. Belgrade: Arhiv Srbije; Moscow:
Glavnoe arhivnoe upravlenie goroda Moskvy 2009, vol. 1: 142-178.

Ulianov, O. “Annpes Anocrona Cxurt.” In: Pravoslavnaya entsiklopediya (2001): 399-404.
Urechia Alexandrescu, Vasile. Istoria scolelor de la 1800—-1864, vol. 3. Bucharest: Imprimeria
Statului, 1894.

Uspenskij, Boris A. “Tletp Ilepsuii 1 nepeocMbicnenue NoHATs ummepust.” @axkmeoi u 3naku 3 (2014):
209-250.

Uspensky, Porfiry. Xcmopis Aoona. Yacts I11. St. Petersburg: Tip. Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk.
Vaetisi, Atanasia. “Date noi despre trei iconostase brancovenesti si icoanele lor. Bizant, Orient si
Occident in cateva ctitorii bucurestene in primele decenii ale secolului al XVIII-lea”. In Traditie si
noutate in cultura si spiritualitatea epocii brdancovenesti, edited by Stefan Zara. Praxis: Ramnicu-
Vilcea, 2016, 112-235.

— — — . “Preliminaries to a history of Bucharest iconostasis of 18"-19" Centuries”. Museikon 1
(2017): 123-136.

— —— . “Monastic Schools of Painting in the Romanian Principalities (End of 18" Century — Middle
of 19" Century) and the Role of the Russian Icon in their Stylistic and Iconographic Approaches”. Paper
at Ricontrans hands-on Workshop “Religious art, visual culture and collective identities in Central
and South-Eastern Europe (16th — early 20th century)”, Alba Iulia, 20-23 June 2023, unpublished.

— — — . Brancovan Art. The last synthesis in Romanian Art. Bucharest: n.p., 2025. https:/www.

—519—



academia.edu/20315722/Brancovan_Art The last synthesis in Romanian Art.

Vasili¢, Angelina, and Mirjana Sakota. Pusnuya manacmupa Ilelike nampujapuuje, vol. 2. Pristina:
Zavoz za zastitu spomenika kulture, 1957.

Vasiliev, Asen. bvieapcku 6v3poscoencku maticmopu. Sofia: Nauka 1 izkustvo, 1965.

— — — . Toma Buwianos Monepa. Sofia: Bulgarski hudozhnik, 1969.

Vasiliu, Gabriela. “Reflexiile timpului. Zugravi si icoane din Tara Romaneasca in a doua jumatate
a veacului al XVIII-lea.” PhD diss., University of Bucharest, 2016.

Vassilaki, Maria, and Niki Tsironis. “Representations of the Virgin and Their Association with the
Passion of Christ.” In Mother of God. Representations of the Virgin in Byzantine Art, edited by Maria
Vassilaki. Athens: Benaki Museum, 2000, 453—463.

Vatopedinos, Evdokim, and M. G. Talalai. “/Iparouenneiiniast roctest Taranpora: cBsizu AgoHa u
Taranpora o marepuanam Pycckoro AnzpeeBckoro ckuta.” Russkiy arkhiv 12, no. 1 (2024): 16-29.
Vatsouris, Nikos P. “H Tovayia tov I'epakiov Zndptng. "Eva moldtipo otoddl” Adoxwvira 45 (1971): 77.
Velinova, Vasya and Nina Vutova. Onuc na pvkonucume, cmaponeuamuume, peoxume u yeHHume
usdanus 6 Hayuonannusa ucmopuuecxku mysei. Sofia: Haunonanen ucropuuecku mysei, 2013.
Veneris, Timotheos M. To Apkddr did twv aacyvwv. Athens: Pyrsos 1938.

Vereshchagina, Nadezhda. Xpucmuanckue xynomut u peruxsuu /[peenezo Kuesa (koney X — nepsas
mpems XIII 6.). Odessa: “Astroprint”, 2019.

Vinogradov, Andrei Yu. “Tlanarun Myxaunotuccest MoHacTbips.” In Ilpasociasnas snyuxioneous
54 (2019): 376-378. https://www.pravenc.ru/text/2578780.html (accessed March 1, 2025).
Vzdornov, Gerol'd Ivanovich. Hcmopus omxpeimus u uzyuenus pyccrou cpedHegeko801l HcUugonucH.
XIX gex. Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1986.

V'yunik, A. O. “T'padika.” In Icmopis ykpaincexoeo mucmeymsa. Kyiv: Academia nauk URSR,
1967, vol. 2: 337-374.

Wortman, Richard S. Scenarios of Power: Myth and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy, vol. 1. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1995.

— — — . Scenarios of Power, vol. 1. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995.

Xexakis, Kostas A. “Am6 ) {on g L. M. Apkadiov epi to 1900. Iepd keymnio ko 1 1otopio Tov”
in: Idem. Emidoyn Anuocievuarav: 1937-1997, Association of Philologists of Rethymno Prefecture,
Rethymno 1998, p. 124-126.

Yanovski, Boris. “Cb3aBane Ha BTOPOMHCTAHI[MOHHUTE chauiuina B bearapus (1878-1879 r.).”
Toouwnux na Coguiickus ynusepcumem. FOpuouvecku ghaxyimem 79 (1986), No. 1: 5-60.
Yerasimos, Stéphane. Légendes d’Empire. Istanbul / Paris: Institut frangais d’études anatoliennes /
Jean Maisonneuve, 1990.

Yurchyshyn-Smith, Oksana. The Monk Ilia (1637-1663). Catalogue. Ukrainian and Romanian Baroque
Engraving. 2" Edition. Kyiv: Museum of the Book and Printing of Ukraine, 2021.

Zaharieva, Maya. “IIspkBa ,,CB. Auna“, c. SIna.” In Kopnyc na cmenonucume om nwpsama nonoguna

Ha X1X eex 6 bvaeapus, edited by Aleksandar Kuyumdzhiev and Emanuel Mutafov. Sofia: Institute

—520—

of Art Studies, 2018, 567-578.

Zapasko, Yakym P. and Isaievych, Yaroslav D. I[lam’amxu knusckosozo mucmeymea.: Kamanoz
cmapoopykie, suoanux Ha Ykpaini. Lviv: Vyshcha Shkola, 1981.

Zelenina, lana, and Ella Shevchenko. “«B tenecu, sixo 6e3mnoren»: UkoHorpadus npenogodHOro
Hocuda Bononkoro.” In «Cusuwe ceemunvhux yuenus ezo...» [lpenodoomnwi Hocug) Boroyxuii 6
pycckoui dyxosHotll kynemype, edited by L. 1. Alekhina et al. Moscow: Leto, 2019, 246-336.
Zelenskaya, Galina Mitrofanovna. “Hxona boxwueit Matepu «Tpoepyuunna» u3 Bockpecenckoro
Hogo-Uepycanumckoro Mmonactsips.” In Aghon 6 ucmopuu u kynemype Xpucmuanckoeo Bocmoxka u
Poccuu. Moscow: Institut vseobshchei istorii RAN, 2016, 171-216.

Zenarju-Rajovié, Ivana. I[pxsena ymemnocm y Pawko-npuspenckoj enapxuju (1839-1912). Leposavic:
Institut za srpsku kulturu Pristina, 2016.

— ——. “St. Sava in the Religious Art of the Raska and Prizren Diocese in the Last Century of the
Ottoman Rule.” In Nis i Vizantija 15, edited by Misa Rakocija. Nis: Univerzitet u Nisu, 2017, 361-376.
— —— . “Economy and Cult of Relics: The Miracle-Working Icon of the Virgin and Financing the
Patriarchate of Pe¢ Monastery.” In Cultures of Economy in South-Eastern Europe. Spotlights and
Perspectives, edited by Jurij Murasov et al. Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag, 2020, 111-122.

— — — . Manacrup Paxosuna. Belgrade: Sluzbeni glasnik, 2023.

Zerlentis, Periklis G. “Oti dddokarot tfg ... oxoriic Alapiag TCrydhag (1660—-1740).” lapvaooog 1,
no. 12 (1877): 893-904.

Zholtovskyi, Pavlo M. Vkpaincexuii scusonuc XVII-XVIII cm. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1978.

— — — . Mamonxu Kieso naspcroi ikononucroi maucmepni, Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1982

— — — . Xyoooicre acumms na Yrpaini ¢ XVI-XVIII cm. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1983.

— — — . Monymenmanvhe manspcmso na Yxpaini XVII-XVIII cm. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1988.
Zisiou, Konstantinos G. Extypagai ypiotiavikay ypovoy g EALddog. Part I: Tlelomovvnaog, no. I:
Ertypogai Aaxedoipovos. Athens: M. Chioti & K. Rousea, 1909.

Zlotnikova, Irina Vladimirovna. “benobepexckas nkona boxueit Marepu « Tpoepyuntiay: K Bormpocy
0 MIPOKMCXOXKICHUH U TaTupoBKe 00pa3za.” Becmuux [ICTT'Y Series V, 2 (5) (2011): 102-118.
Zvezdina, Yulia Nikolaevna. “Pacmumenvhuiti dexop no3onux uxonocmacog”. In Uxonocmac.
IIpoucxoxcoenue. Pazsumue. Cumeonuxa edited by Aleksey Lidov. Moscow: Progress-Traditsiya,
2000, 651-669.

Newspaper: Cpocke nogune. Belgrade: December 20, 1869, No. 156, p. 3.

Gelos online magazine, 8/6/2007: “KueBckas mkona ukononucu.” Accessed November 28, 2024.
http:/gelos.kiev.ua/news/2007/06/08/kievskaya-shkola-ikonopisi/

Exhibition: Hungarian Treasure: Silver from the Nicolas M. Salgo Collection

https://www.metmuseum.org/exhibitions/listings/2015/hungarian-treasure

—521—



List of Contributors

Yuliana BOYCHEVA
Art Historian, Principal Researcher,
Centre of Art History “El Greco”,
Institute for Mediterranean Studies - FORTH
Principal investigator RICONTRANS ERC Consolidator Grant project
Irena CIROVIC
Art Historian, Assistant professor,
Department of History of Art, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade
Cristina COJOCARU
Art Historian, Scientific Researcher, Department of Medieval Art and
Architecture, «G. Oprescuy» Institute of Art History, Bucharest
Rumyana DECHEVA
Conservator/Restorer,
Centre for Slavo-Byzantine Studies “Prof. Ivan Dujcev” , Sofia University St.
Kliment Ohridski
Anastasia DRANDAKI
Art Historian, Assoc. Prof. of Byzantine Art and Archaeology,
Faculty of History and Archaeology, National and Kapodistrian University of
Athens & Academic Advisor — Benaki Museum
Lora GERD
Historian
Ivanka GERGOVA
Art Historian, Professor of Art history,
Institute of Art Studies, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences
Panayotis IOANNOU

Art Historian, Associate Professor of Art History,

University of Crete & Collaborating Faculty Member, Institute for Mediterranean

Studies-FORTH

—S2A—

Sofia KATOPI
Art Historian, Postdoctoral Researcher,
Institute for Mediterranean Studies-FORTH
Natalia KOMASHKO
Art historian, Independent Researcher
Ana KOSTIC
Art Historian, Assistant Professor of Art History,
Department of History of Art, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade
Marija LAKIC
Art historian, PhD, Department of History of Art, Faculty of Philosophy,
University of Belgrade
Nenad MAKULJEVIC
Professor of Art History,
Department of History of Art, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade
Angel NIKOLOV
Historian, Associate Professor in Medieval Bulgarian History,
Faculty of History, Sofia University St. Kliment Ohridski
Ovidiu OLAR
Historian, Nicolae lorga Institute of History, Romanian Academy, Bucharest
/ Institute for Habsburg and Balkan Studies, Austrian Academy of Sciences,
Vienna
Nikolas PISSIS
Historian, Assistant professor of History, Department of History and Digital
Humanities, lonian University
Atanasia VAETISI
Art Historian, Stavropoleos Monastery, Bucharest
Ivana ZENARJU RAJOVIC
Art Historian, Principal Research Fellow / Assistant research professor

Institute for Serbian Culture Pristina & Leposavi¢
—523—












RUSSIAN RELIGIOUS ART IN THE BALKANS
AND THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN
(I6TH TO EARLY 20TH CENTURY)

VISUAL CULTURE. PIETY
AND PROPAGANDA:
TRANSFER AND RECEPTION OF

INSTITUTE FOR MEDITERRANEAN STUDIES - F.O.R.T.H.
Nikiforou Foka 130 & Melissinou

PO Box. 119, Rethymno 741 00 « Tel. 28311 06003 ¢+ info@ims.forth.gr
© 2026 Institute for Mediterranean Studies / FORTH

ISBN: 978-618-5896-07-2

2 - %
., 2
[
- "\
4

INSTITUTE FOR MEDITERRANEAN STUDIES




