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The reception of Russian artistic models was facilitated by their codification in painters’ books of models.
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Dionysius of Fourna, which includes a chapter entitled How to Paint lcons (Traditional/Russian
Approach), signalling the institutionalisation of Russian stylistic principles.
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The movement of icon painters between Russia and the Balkans enabled the introduction of Russian models
through production in situ and collaboration with local artists. Transfer functioned here as artistic
translation rather than mechanical replication.
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Conclusion: Mobility, Reception, and the Fluidity of Meaning

By examining Russian icons and liturgical objects as mobile artefacts embedded in networks of transfer
and reception, this study demonstrates how religious objects acquire new meanings and identities through
use, translation, and recontextualisation. Transfer and reception emerge not as separate processes but as
interconnected stages in the social life of objects, whose identities remain fluid and contingent upon context,
practice, and interpretation.
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ABSTRACT: Russian icons in the Balkans and the Aegean Islands: an instrument of political

propaganda and transfer of modern artistic models and techniques (17th-19th century)

Russian icons kept in churches, monasteries, museums and private collections throughout the
Balkans and the eastern Mediterranean make up both a collection of precious art objects and a
body of tangible evidence. These icons demonstrate the historical development of religious,
political, cultural and artistic relationships between Muscovy and the Russian Empire on one side,
and the Orthodox population across the vast region of Southeast Europe on the other. Russian
icons are immensely popular. They are venerated as objects of devotion in the spheres of public
worship — including churches and monasteries — and private worship, alike. Since the late 19th
century, they have also become objects that figure in art collections.

Over the course of their long history, these artefacts have taken on numerous and interdependent
meanings, values and uses that are at once religious, ideological, political and aesthetic. In this
new environment, their purpose has moved well beyond any intentions those who made and
disseminated them may have had. The spread of Russian icons to the Balkans, and more
particularly their reception in that region, illustrate the little-studied process by which the artistic
language in Southeast Europe evolved from a medieval dialect to a modern dialect. Whether they
are masterpieces of religious art or mass-produced objects, these icons have generally been viewed
as ‘trademarks’ of Russia — the only Orthodox monarchy in existence when the modern world
began. This talk will explore Russian icons in the Balkans and the Aegean Islands as a corpus of
art that, though little noticed, permeated the visual culture of these societies. The talk will examine
the key role these icons played as both an instrument of political propaganda for the Russian

Empire, and a vector of modern artistic models and techniques.

This monograph examines Russian icons and liturgical objects preserved in the Balkans and the
Mediterranean as mobile artefacts embedded in networks of transfer, mediation, and reception.
Rather than approaching these objects solely as devotional images or works of religious art, it
foregrounds their trajectories, agents of circulation, and the visual knowledge accompanying them.
By tracing routes of mobility alongside processes of artistic transmission and local
recontextualisation, the study conceptualises transfer and reception as interconnected stages in the

social life of religious objects.
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PART I: ROUTES, AGENTS, AND NETWORKS OF TRANSFER
Chapter 1: Tsarist, Imperial, Ecclesiastical, and Diplomatic Transfers.

Objects of Russian piety reached the Balkans over a long period through a dense and evolving
network of interconnected channels. The aim of the first chapter of this monograph is to identify,
reconstruct, and analyse the transfer of Russian religious artefacts—icons, liturgical vessels,
priestly vestments, books, and other devotional objects—which circulated continuously within the
Balkan Peninsula and the Aegean Islands from the second half of the sixteenth century to the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. By tracing the routes of circulation and examining the
agents and networks that enabled their movement, the chapter establishes the historical and
structural framework necessary for understanding the subsequent reception, recontextualisation,

and changing identities of these objects in new religious and cultural environments.

Russian religious artefacts—icons, liturgical vessels, veils, vestments, books, and objects of
private piety—preserved today in museums and in church and monastic collections across the
Balkans and the Eastern Mediterranean constitute a substantial and heterogeneous corpus of
objects of the material culture. Beyond their artistic value, these objects represent important
historical evidence for the long-term development of relations between Russia and the Orthodox
populations of South-Eastern Europe. More specifically, they illuminate the evolving confessional,
political, cultural, and artistic connections between Muscovy and the Russian Empire, on the one
hand, and the Orthodox communities of the Balkans and the Eastern Mediterranean, on the other.
Among this material, icons form the most widespread and socially embedded category. They are
encountered not only in the iconostases and proskynetaria of churches and monasteries, but also
in domestic contexts, where they occupy a central place in family altars and private devotional
practices. Whether exceptional works of religious art or mass-produced objects intended for broad

circulation, icons came to be widely perceived as a distinctive marker of Russian Orthodox culture.

In the early modern period, when Russia emerged as the only Orthodox monarchy, icons
functioned as a visual and material “trademark” of Russian piety and authority. An eloquent
testimony to their aesthetic reception is the inclusion of the “Icons of Muscovy” among the most

beautiful things in the world in the Canon of Hymns Comprising Many Exceptional Things by
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Kesarios Dapontes,® one of the leading figures of the Greek Enlightenment, composed in the late

eighteenth century.

This study adopts the methodological framework of cultural transfer,? combined with recent
theoretical approaches developed at the intersection of art history, visual studies, and social
anthropology®. Its aim is to reconstruct the phenomenon of the circulation of Russian religious
artefacts in its longue durée by identifying preserved objects in the region; tracing the routes and
agents of their transfer; analysing the driving religious, political, ideological, and social factors
behind their movement; and examining the contexts of their reception in diverse cultural and social
environments. At the same time, the study seeks to analyse and classify these artefacts according
to their iconographic and stylistic characteristics, and to assess their impact on the visual culture

of the host societies.

The transfer of icons and liturgical objects produced in workshops across the vast territory of the
Russian Empire and disseminated in culturally, linguistically, and socially diverse settings reflects
the shifting political and cultural relations between Russia and the Orthodox communities of the
Ottoman Empire and its successor states over several centuries. Rather than approaching these
artefacts solely as objects of worship or as works of religious art, this study considers them as
active vehicles of cultural transfer and, in certain contexts, of political and ideological influence.
As they moved across borders and were integrated into new environments, these objects entered
into complex processes of interaction, adaptation, and reinterpretation within the societies that
received them. Within this framework, Russian icons from the Balkans and the Aegean Islands are
examined as a largely understudied artistic corpus, gradually “infused” into local visual cultures,

and as a crucial source for the history of early modern and modern Orthodox art. Their trajectories

1 K. Dapontes, Kavdv nepiektikdg moAGV eEapéTtomv mpoypdtmv tov e1¢ ToAMAS Toelg & viicovg & £0vn
& {oa eyvoouévav (1778), ed. G.P. Savidis (Athens, 1991).

2 Espagne M., Werner M. Transferts. Les Relations interculturelles dans 1’espace franco—allemand
(XVIII—XIXe siecles). P., 1988; Espagne M. L’histoire de 1’art comme transfert culturel: 1’itinéraire
d’Anton Springer. P., 2009.

3 Arjun Appadurai (ed.), The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective, Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 1986. Igor Kopytoff, “The Cultural Biography of Things: Commoditization
as Process”, in: Arjun Appadurai (ed.), The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1986, 64-91.
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allow us to observe how foreign visual models could be appropriated, domesticated, or rendered

invisible, while continuing to shape devotional practice and aesthetic perception.

A substantial category of Russian religious artefacts reached the Balkans and the Aegean through
official channels closely connected to imperial strategy and ecclesiastical policy. These transfers
form the starting point for the analysis of the routes, agents, and networks through which Russian
religious material culture entered the region and laid the groundwork for its subsequent reception

and recontextualisation.
Tsarist Patronage and Confessional Politics

The first or “official” channel of icon transfer was linked with Russian foreign policy and was
already evident from the sixteenth century, having as a key feature the pursuit of religious and
political influence over the Orthodox populations of the Ottoman Empire. Giving or sending
Russian icons as a “gift” for Balkan Christians was part of an economy of symbolic and material
exchanges reflecting the relevant needs and aspirations of both the recipient and the donor. On the
part of the latter, the nature and process of these exchanges went through different phases,

corresponding to the evolution and transformation of the specific objectives of the Russian state.

The close contact of Muscovy with the Greek world started in the sixteenth century, milestones
being the recognition of the royal title of Ivan the Terrible by the Patriarch of Constantinople in
1560, the establishment of the Moscow Patriarchate in 1589 and its recognition by the Patriarch
of Constantinople Jeremiah I1.* The various generous donations in cash, furs, and relics made by
the Russian tsar in the sixteenth century to the Orthodox patriarchates of the East and Mount Athos
were associated with the need of the Russian dynasty for external assistance in addressing internal
dynastic, political, and ideological conflicts, as well as with affirming the international power of
the Russian kingdom.® With these acts, the tsar was for the first time presented and acclaimed as a
patron of the entire Orthodox East, a praise indicated with the mention of his name in the liturgy

* B. ®onkuy, “I'peveckue rpammothl B CoBerckux xpanmmimax,” Cyrillomethodianum 11 (1987): 9-31.
Idem, “Poccust u Xpucruanckuii Boctok,” 52-82; Pissis, “H avatolkn ekkincio kot n Pocia”; B.
Uennona, “KruropcTBo n napckuii Tutyn: Poccust n Xunmanmgapckuit MoHacTeIpb B X VI B.,”
CnassiHoBenenue 2 (2014): 15-24

% JI. Cronsposa, “O6MeH JlapaMK MEXKLy PYCCKHM NpaBUTeIbCTBOM M Adorom B XVI B. 1509-1571 1.,”
[epBrIit poccuiicko-Tpeuecknii GopyM rpakaaHcKux odmiecTB. Poccuiicko-Tpeueckre rocyapCcTBEHHbIE,
LEPKOBHBIE M KYJIBTYPHBIC CBSI3M B MUPOBOI nctopuu (Moscow, 2008), 79-90.
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of the Eastern Church.® During this period, the political doctrine that presented Moscow, the largest

center of Orthodoxy after the Fall of Constantinople, as the “third Rome” crystallized.’

Donations by Russian tsars and members of the imperial family combined personal piety with
confessional diplomacy. These offerings functioned simultaneously as symbolic gestures of
protection toward Orthodox communities under Ottoman rule and as material expressions of

Russia’s self-positioning as guardian of Orthodoxy.

Historians have addressed this phenomenon primarily within the framework of relations between
the Russian state and Church and the Orthodox populations of the Balkans and the Eastern
Mediterranean, from the Fall of Constantinople (1453) to the beginning of the twentieth century,
and more specifically in connection with the policy of patronage adopted by Russia towards the
Orthodox subjects of the Ottoman Empire.® The donation, circulation, and sale of icons, liturgical
utensils, books, textiles, and other ecclesiastical objects for Orthodox churches and monasteries in
the Balkans occupied a central place in studies of Russian church history already from the mid-
nineteenth century. This historiographical tradition has succeeded in reconstructing the historical
contexts within which these processes of transfer unfolded, while also assembling substantial
evidence concerning their objectives, agents, and mechanisms—particularly for the period prior to
the nineteenth century. The emphasis has been placed largely on officially orchestrated channels
of dissemination, directed from Russia towards the Balkans and the Eastern Patriarchates.

Nevertheless, despite the richness of this scholarship, significant divergences remain among

6 donkny, “I'peueckne rpaMmotsl,” 21; Pissis, “H avatohiky ekkAnoia kot n Pooia,” 285.

"H. Cunnueina, Tpareit Pum: McToku 1 3BoIOLMS pyccKoi cpeHeBekoBoi kKonenmuu (XV-XVI vv.)
(Moscow, 1998); Daniel B. Rowland, “Moscow—The Third Rome or the New Israel,” Russian Review
55/4 (1996): 591-614; C. Maltezou, “Les Grecs devant Moscou - ville Imperiale,” Studies on the Slavo-
Byzantine and West-European Middle Ages. In memoriam Ivan Dujcev (Sofia, 1999), 68—74.

8 Mypasres A. H. Cromenuns Poccuu ¢ Bocrokom 1o genam uepkosaeiv. CIT6., 1858—1860. T. 1—2;
KanTepes H. @. Xapakrep orHomenunii Poccun x npaBocnaBuomy Boctoky B XVI u XVII cronetusax. M.,
1885. C. 105—145; Amurtpuesckuii A. A. IlyremectBue mo BocToky u ero HaydHbIe pe3yabTaTel: OTHeT
0 3arpaHu4HOM KoMmaHupoBke B 1887/88 romy. Kues, 1890; Imutpuerckuii A. A. [latMocckue odepKu.
W3 moe3nku Ha octpoB [latmoc nerom 1891. Kues, 1894; ®onkuu b. JI. Poccus u Xpuctuanckuii Boctok
B XVI — mnepsoii yerBeptu XVIII B. Hexoroprie pesynprarel nzyueHus. Vcrounuku. IlepcriekTuBsl
uccienosanusi) // Acts. XVIIIth International Congress of Byzantine Studies. Selected Papers: Main
communications. Moscow, 1991. Vol. I: History / ed. I. Sevéenko, G. G. Litavrin, W. K. Hanak.
Shepherdstown, WV, USA, 1996. P. 187—209; Tchentsova V. G. Le 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 Ottoman // Turcica. 1998. 30. P. 383—396.

10



(DRAFT)

Russian and Balkan historians with regard to the scale, chronology, and dynamics of the
phenomenon. These differences stem both from the heterogeneous nature of the source material
employed and from the national historiographical narratives within which these processes have
been embedded. Thus, Russian scholarship has traditionally foregrounded the seventeenth century
as a period of intensified icon donation and religious exchange, only more recently extending its
focus to later phases,® whereas Greek historiography, for example, has tended to privilege the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, when Russian involvement became closely intertwined with
the political, ideological, and symbolic dimensions of the Greek struggle for independence?®. Such
chronologically segmented approaches, however, have often treated transfer as a unidirectional
movement, insufficiently addressing the subsequent reception, adaptation, and recontextualisation
of Russian religious artefacts within the diverse social, cultural, and visual environments of the

host societies.

The rise of Russia’s prestige in the Orthodox world after the Fall of Constantinople and the
emergence of the doctrine “Moscow the Third Rome” turned the Russian Tsar into a figure
embodying the salvation and defense of Orthodoxy, to whom every Orthodox could theoretically
petition for help and support. As early as the 16th century, the Russian Tsar and the higher clergy
assumed such a protectionist role and began to send regular donations and offer alms to the

Orthodox Christians of the Ottoman Empire.

® Tchesnokova N. P. Les icones russes, comme 1’objet d’économie en Méditerranée au XVII siécle //
Economia e arte secc. XIII—XVIIL. Istituto Internazionale di Storia Economica “F. Datini”, Prato. Atti
della “Trentatreesima Settimana di Studi”, 30 aprile — 4 maggio 2001. Firenze, 2002. P. 407—410;
YecuokoBa H. II. Pycckas OmarotBopuTeibHOCTh XpHcTHaHCKOMYy Boctoky B cepemune XVII B. //
Kanrepeckue urenus. M., 2009. Bem. 7. C. 163—182; Yecnokosa H. II. Xpuctnanckuii Boctok n
Poccust: monmuTuueckoe M KyjabTypHOe B3ammojeiictBue B cepeaune XVII 8. M., 2011. C. 113— 158;
Chesnokova N. Russian Icons in Jerusalem: The Icon Of Holy Apostle James, Brother of The Lord (1644)
/I Routes of Russian Icons in Greece and the Balkans (16th— 20th c.) / ed. Boycheva Y. A. Seyssel: La
Pomme d’or, 2016. P. 89—104

0 Potldrog N. EvOagdmvion kot eBvoyéveon. Oprogikd kot eAANviky totoproypaeia, AOfva. 2007;
[Micong N. Tpomég g “pwoikng mpocdokiog” ota ypoévia tov Meydhov [1é€rpov // Mviuwmv. 2009. T. 30.
C. 37—60; Kappdg I'. «Amd v VAN tov oveipov mhacuévon: ‘EAlnveg kar Pdcotl tptv and t Pooim
Enavaotaon / @pnokevtikn Téyvn and ™ Pooia otv EALGSa 160¢ — 190¢ ancdvag. Abnva, 2017. X.
22—33

11 Kantepes H. ®. Xapakrep ortHomenuii Poccum k mnpasocmasHomy Bocroky... C. 103—145;
Xpvooyoiong Kp. ABwg kot Pooia 150¢ — 180¢ at. [dgoloyfipoto Kot TporylatikOTNTEG (o TPOGEYYIoT))
// Pooia ka1 Meodyeloc. AOqva. 2011. Touog A. X. 267—282
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On the one hand, icons and liturgical utensils were transferred to the Balkans—most prominently
to Mount Athos—through acts of dynastic and ecclesiastical patronage articulated as votive
donations “for health” and “for the eternal peace of souls.” Far from constituting sporadic gestures
of piety, these donations functioned as structured practices of symbolic exchange, whose intensity
and iconographic content were closely responsive to moments of political tension and dynastic
crisis.? Therefore, the marked increase in Russian donations to Mount Athos around 1560
coincided with Ivan IV’s efforts to secure the recognition of his royal title by the Patriarch of
Constantinople, while subsequent large-scale offerings commemorating the death of Ivan

Ivanovich invested these objects with an explicit memorial and expiatory function.

EXAMPLES: “Obraz Spasov” (The Image of Saviour), 16th c. Xenophontos monastery, Mother
of God of Vladimir. Late 16th—early 17th cc, Simonopetra monastery, Gold embroidered
epitrachelion with dedicatory and liturgical inscriptions donated to Vatopedi monastery by the

tsar of Russia Fiodor Ivanovitch (1593)

The continuity of such transfers during the Time of Troubles (1598-1613), despite acute political
instability and economic contraction in Muscovy, underscores their strategic importance.*® Under
Boris Godunov, the dispatch of icons, liturgical vessels, and financial aid to the Orthodox East
operated as a means of reinforcing Moscow’s claim to spiritual primacy as the only Orthodox
polity. Within this communicative framework, the circulation of material gifts was embedded in a
reciprocal economy of presige, in which Eastern Patriarchs and monastic communities responded
by transmitting miracle-working icons and relics to Moscow, thereby contributing to the symbolic

accumulation of sacred capital in the Russian centre.*

12 Cronsposa JI. B. O6MeH mapamu MexIy PyCCKUM TpaBHTenscTBoM U Adonom B XVI B. // Poccuiicko-
rpevecKue rocy1apcTBEHHbIE, IIEPKOBHBIC H KYJIBTYpHBIE CBSI3U B MHPOBO# rctopun. M., 2008. C. 79—89;
YennoBa B. I'. KruropctBo u mapckmii tutyn: Poccuss m Xunangapckuit monactsipp B XVI B. //
CnasstroBenenme. 2014, 2. C. 17, 21; Smirnova E. S. Russian Icons, Iconographers and Iconographic
Models in Coutnries of the Orthodox World in the late 15th and 16th centuries. / Routes of Russian Icons...
P. 29—50.

13V nbsnosckuit B. U. TlpaBocnasrbiii BocTok n MockoBKoe 11apcTBo B Hayasie CMyThI: yXOBHBIE MUCCHH,
MOCOJIbCTBA, MpoOJieMa BOCHPHUSTHS BIacTH, cUMBOiMKa mapoB. // Studia Slavica et Balcanica
Petropolitana. 2012. Ne 2 (12). C. 55—90; ToeovokdoPa N. I1. Aiddoon T@V pOGCIKOV EKOVOV GTNV
OpB660EN Avatoln // Opnokevtikny Téyvn and T Pooia... X. 15 —16

14 Baranos A. JI. T'po6 T'ocnomeHs B cakpaabHOM IpocTpaHcTBe pycckoro xpama XVI—XVII Bp. //
BocTouHoxpucTusiHCKUE peiaukBuu / pea.-coct, A. M. Jlugos. M., 2003, 513-523. B. Ueniora, Mkona

12
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The controlled nature of this process is particularly evident in a set of instructions issued in 1603,
which regulated the iconographic repertoire deemed appropriate for presentation to “Greek” clerics
and monks. According to this document, the donated icons were to depict universally recognisable
Christian themes—such as the Trinity, the Virgin and Child, or Christ Pantokrator—alongside
selected Russian iconographic types and saints.® This carefully considered iconographic approach
strikes a balance between recognisability and differentiation. Shared visual codes made these
objects legible and acceptable within the established devotional frameworks of the Orthodox East.
At the same time, selectively articulated Russian iconographic themes asserted the symbolic

importance of the newly recognised Russian Patriarchate and its saints.
CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES

2 icons with St. Alexios Metropolitan of Moscow Mid-16th c. Hilandar monastery; 3 icons of with
Saint Leontius, Bishop of Rostov, Wonderworker (Hilandar monastery); 6 Icons with the Virgin
Svenskaya-Pecherskaya (...); Archieratic panagiarion-enkolpion (3 Benaki museum, 1 Tatarna
monastery); Royal icons donated to the church of St. Nicholas, Ermoupoli by the Consul of Russia
Georgios Douvinos in 1866-1867. In 1908 the icons were transferred to the new orthodox Church

of the Resurrection of Christ in Ermoupoli, Syros

Official donations and institutionalised patronage: from monastic alms collection missions

“Zeteia” to the state register “Palestinian state”

From the mid-seventeenth century onward, precious gifts functioned as material expressions of
protection, with Russia presenting itself as the guardian of Orthodoxy. These artefacts were not
merely devotional objects; they bore significant symbolic weight and served to promote Russia’s

geopolitical aspirations, prestige, and symbolic authority. This policy, characterized increasingly

Heepckoii boromatepu (Ouepku nctopuu oTHomeHni I "pedeckoii niepksu ¢ Poccueii B cepenmae XVII exa
no pokymentam PTAJIA) (Moscow, 2010); Tchesnokova, Xpuctuanckuit Bocrok u Poccusi, 113-158;
idem, “Pycckasi 61aroTBopuTenbHOCTh Xpuctuanckomy Boctoky B cepenune XVII Beka,” KanrepeBckue
gyrenus 7 (2009): 163-182; V. Tchentcova “Le 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 Ottoman,” Turcica 30 (1998), 383-396

15 CmyrtHoe Bpems MockoBckoro rocyaapctsa (1604—1613 rr.): Marepuansl, usaannsie O6ecTBOM
WCTOPHUH U IPeBHOCTEH poccuiickux nmpu MockoBckoM yHuBepcurere. [M., 1918]. Beim. 1: AKTBI BpemMeH
Jhxenmutpust | (1603— 1606 rr.) / pea. H. B. Poxnecrsenckuii. § 19. C. 17.
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by the pursuit of cultural influence and patronage over the patriarchates of the Orthodox East,
Following the rise to power of the Romanov dynasty and the enthronement of its founder, Mikhail
Fyodorovich Romanov (1613-1645), relations between Russia and the Orthodox East intensified
significantly, reaching a peak in the second half of the seventeenth century during the reign of his
successor, Aleksey Mikhailovich Romanov (1645-1676).1® Within this framework, the exchange
of relics and miracle-working icons assumed a particularly important role in political and
diplomatic interactions between Russia and the Eastern patriarchates, as well as major monastic
centres of the Ottoman Empire. %/

One of the most significant transfer routes involved items obtained during officially sanctioned
alms-collection missions “{reia” carried out by representatives of Orthodox monastic institutions
in Russia. These missions were subject to concurrent regulation by both the Russian state and the
authorities of the Orthodox Church, thereby playing a pivotal role in the regular exchange of icons
and liturgical objects between Russia and the Orthodox East. Alms collection developed into one
of the major paths for the allocation of Russian material aid to the Orthodox clergy of the Ottoman
Empire. The institution of “{nzeia” took the form of the collection of voluntary contributions (in
money, ecclesiastical articles, and other valuable objects), conducted by authorized representatives
of the Eastern patriarchates and monasteries who peregrinated regularly in both Orthodox and non-

Orthodox countries.!® The standardization and official formalization of the rules of how this

18 dounkny, “I'peueckue rpammotsl,” 45-60; idem, “Poccus u Xpucruanckuii Bocrok,” 52-82; O.
Alexandropoulou, “To pwoikod ta&idt tov ABavaciov TTatedhdpov kot 0 «IIpoTpentikdg Adyoc» Tov TPog
ToV T6Gpo AAEE0 (1653)” Mvnuwv 21 (1999): 9-35; idem, “H EAAnvikn povy Ayiov NikoAdov ot
Mooya. Ztotyeio 0o TNV 16ToPIn TOV EAANVOPOCIK®OV GYEGEMV GTO dEVTEPO LIGO TOL 170 aidva,”
Meoowvikd kot Néo EAAnvika 6 (2000): 111-154.

17 Tchesnokova N. P. Les icones russes, comme I’objet d’économie..., P. 407—410; YecHokosa H. II.
Xpuctuanckuiit Boctok u Poccus...C. 115—198; ToeovoxdPa N. I1. Arddoom tov pooikdv eikdvav... 2.
15—21; Yecnokona H. I1. Beimucka n3 kaur [Tocomasckoro mprka3a 0 BOCTOUHOXPUCTUAHCKUX PETMKBHSIX
(XVI—XVIII BB.) // KantepeBckue utenus. M.: UBU PAH, 2020. Boin. 18. C. 181— 231; Tchencova V.
G. Le fonds des documents grecs..., 385; 3BepeB A. C. KOHCTaHTHHOIOJILCKHUE M TPEUECKUE PEITMKBUU Ha
Pycn // Xpuctnanckue penvikeum B MockoBckom Kpemme. M., 2000. C. 111—146; ®onkuu b. JL
UynorBopHbie penukBuM Xpuctuanckoro Bocroka B Mockse B cepennne XVII B. Mkona MBepckoii
boromarepu. M., 2004. C. 5—38; Pycckme ukonsl Ha Cunae: JKajgoBaHHBIE T'PaMOTHI, UKOHBI H
MPOU3BENIEHUS JIeKOpaTuBHO— TmpukiagHoro uckyccrBa XVI—XX BB. u3 Poccum, xpassmmecs B
MoHacTeipe cB. Exarepunsl Ha Cunae / [ABr.] Uromes B. B., I'epacumenko H. B., 3enenuna . D,
Komamko H. U., Caenkosa E. M., Cemecbro-babapy T. M., UecHokosa H. I1. M., 2015. M., 2015.

18 Kriton Chrysochoidis. «Afwg ki 1 Pwcia (150¢-180¢ oidvag). Idcoloynuota Kol TporyLoTkOTNTES.
Mia tpocéyyion.» In Pocio kot Meoodyetog. Ipaxtikd A diebvoidc cuvédpiov (Abnva, 19-22 Maiov
2005), edited by Olga Katsiardi—Hering and Athina Kolia-Dermitzaki,Vol. A, part E, 267-282. E.
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institution was applied in Russia during the reign of the first Romanovs clearly reflects the
intensification of the contacts between Russia and the Orthodox East during the second half of the
seventeenth century®® and Russia’s ambition to emulate Byzantium by unifying the “Orthodox
space.” In this direction, a new political-ideological doctrine was launched, according to which the

tsar of Russia, as a new Constantine, would undertake the restoration of the Byzantine Empire.?

The symbolic exaltation of Moscow as an ecumenical center of Orthodoxy was the dominant
element of this phase of Russian relations with the Orthodox East. During this period, the donations
of Russian icons, money, and other valuables through the institution of “{#zeia” become part of an
economy of symbolic and material exchanges in which the peregrinating Eastern Orthodox monks
offered icons and relics from the Orthodox East and aimed as a whole to symbolically reconstitute

the lost Constantinople in Moscow.?*

In 1721, Peter the Great abolished the Moscow Patriarchate and replaced it with a Holy Synod.??
His ecclesiastical reform opened up a new period in the history of the Russian church, which
became more independent from the Eastern patriarchates?® and was directed, from that point, by
the apparatus of the secular state. The Russian Church continues to devote sustained institutional

attention to supporting Orthodoxy in the Balkans and the Eastern Mediterranean.

A key instrument of this policy was the establishment, in 1735, of the state register known as the

“Palestinian State”.?* Building on earlier medieval practices of alms-collection missions (zeteia),

Aggelomati-Tsougkaraki. “To @awvopevo g (nteiog katd ™ petopovlovivi nepiodo.” lonios Logos 1
(2007): 247-293;

19 0. Alexandropoulou, O Atovieiog IBnpitng kot to épyo tov «Iotopia Tne Pwoiog» (Irakleio, 1994), 25-
31; idem, “The History of Russia in Works by Greek Scholars of the Seventeenth Century,”
Cyrillomethodianum 13-14 (1989-90): 61-91.

2 Tchesnokova, Xpucruanckuii Boctok u Poccus, 195-202.

2LV, Tchentcova, Ukona HBepckoit Boromarepu (O4epku MCTOpHU OTHONIEHMH [ pedecKoi IEPKBH ¢
Poccueii B cepennnae XV exa o nokymenram PIAJIA) (Moscow, 2010); Tchesnokova, Xpuctranckuii
Bocrok u Poccus, 113-158; idem, “Pycckas GarorBopurenibHOCT XpUCTHAHCKOMY BocTOKy B cepeanHe
XVII Beka,” Kanrrepesckue urenus 7 (2009): 163-182; V. Tchentcova “Le 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 Ottoman,” Turcica 30 (1998): 383-396

2

ZN. Pissis, “Tpoméc Tne «pOGIKHC TPocdokiogy ota xpodvia Tov Meydiov Iétpov,” Mnimon 30 (2009):
37-59 (here 52-53).

24 N. Chesnokova. “YKanoBaHHbIE TPaMOTBI IPEYECKMM HEPAPXaM B KOHTEKCTE KOH(DECCHOHATEHO—
nonuTHyeckux cpszeit Poccun u IpaBocinasHoro Bocroka B X VIII B.” Kapterevskie Chteniia 17 (2019):
201-202. Lora Gerd. “The taxidiotes from the Balkans in Russia in 1830-1914: Orthodoxy and politics”,
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this register transformed charitable giving into a modern, formalised system for the regular
allocation of financial support to Orthodox ecclesiastical institutions under Ottoman rule. The
system was administered by the Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church and financed directly
from the state treasury. The “Palestinian State” was conceived as a hierarchically organised
register comprising fifty-three ecclesiastical institutions. Priority was accorded to the four Eastern
Patriarchates—Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem—followed by selected
metropolitans, archbishops, bishops, and major monastic centres across the Balkans, Asia Minor,
and the Eastern Mediterranean. Monasteries located in regions of heightened confessional and
political significance, including Mount Athos, Crete, Corfu, the Princes’ Islands, and the Danubian
Principalities, were systematically incorporated into this network of support. The Holy Synod
distributed approximately 4,000 rubles in silver annually among monasteries included in the
register. These monasteries were entitled to send representatives to Russia every five years to
collect charitable donations, which often included not only funds, but also icons, liturgical utensils,
vestments and books. The Russian state covered travel and accommodation expenses®. As an
alternative, financial support could be provided through the Russian embassy in Constantinople.
This option became increasingly common in practice, further integrating ecclesiastical patronage
into diplomatic infrastructures. In this way, financial assistance was institutionalised as a durable
mechanism of confessional solidarity and ecclesiastical diplomacy, linking material support to

broader strategies of religious and political influence.

Although the basic scale of payments remained largely unchanged throughout the eighteenth
century, the differentiated distribution of funds reveals the symbolic and political priorities
underpinning Russian patronage. The Patriarch of Constantinople, for example, received a
substantially higher annual allowance than other recipients, while certain monasteries and shrines
were granted additional support in recognition of their spiritual prestige, historical ties to Russia,

or their role in the circulation of relics to Russian territory. Financial assistance thus functioned

Yuliana Boycheva (Ed.) Orthodox Hegemony and Art. Transfer of Russian religious art to the Balkans
and the Eastern Mediterranean (late 16th - early 20th centuries). Rethymno: Institute for Mediterranean
Studies/FORTH. (forthcoming)

% E.P. Kudryavtseva. Pyccko-rpedeckue ToiuTHIeckue U 1epkosusie cesasu B 20-30-x rr. XIX B. 26
MGIMO Review of International Relations, 13 (3), 2020, 26-40, DOI 10.24833/2071-8160-2020-3-72-26-
40
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not merely as charitable aid, but as a calibrated mechanism of symbolic exchange that reinforced

hierarchies of authority and reciprocity within the Orthodox world.

This system was further consolidated in the nineteenth century. By decree of 27 January 1826,
Tsar Nicholas | significantly increased the annual stipends allotted to the Eastern Patriarchs,
underscoring the continued centrality of ecclesiastical patronage within Russian imperial policy.
All payments were channeled through the Russian diplomatic mission in Constantinople,

embedding religious support even more firmly within the structures of imperial diplomacy.

Particularly prominent within the list named “Palestinian State” were the monasteries of Mount
Athos, long regarded by the Russian Church as a focal point of Orthodox spirituality. Their
preferential treatment reflects both their symbolic authority and their function as nodal points in
the circulation of relics and icons. In this context, material exchanges encompassed monetary
support, sacred objects, and relics, forming part of a broader economy of religious prestige and
visual diplomacy through which Russia articulated its role as protector and patron of Orthodoxy

beyond its imperial borders.
CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES

- Patmos monastery: 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

The icon of Saint John the Theologian, one of the three Muscovite royal 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 oxevopidial (“keeper of
the vessels”), accompanied by Filotheos mponyodusvog (former abbot) during an alms-collecting

mission to Moscow carried out between 1696 and 1698.2" It constitutes important material

% Baltoyanni, Chrisanthi. «To Kafolikd g 1. Movic @cordyov g I1atpov. TkEWELC Kol TapaTNpPNOELS LE TNV
gvkatpio TV gpyactdv cuvtnpnone.» In Met svlafcios kot épwrog amlétov. To kaBoliko s 1. Movig OgoAdyou,
I1ézuog. Patmos: Iera Moni Theologou, 1995, 4-17. KaOnyoduevog IMatpov Avtorag. To Evldylvmro téumio tov
kabolikod ¢ 1epds uoviic Tlaruov. Patmos: Ekdoseis leras Monis Theologou Patmou, 2005, 56-58. Boycheva,
Yuliana. «ZvAloyéc pootk®@v eikdévev otny EALGSa.» In Opnoxevtikn Téyvy and wy Pwoia otyv EAAdde, 16°-190¢
oawcdvag, edited by Yuliana Boycheva and Anastasia Drandaki. Athens: Benaki Museum - Institute for Mediterranean
Studies- FORTH, 2017, 34-58.

ZPTAJIA. @. 52. Om. 2. JI. 695; Fonkich, Boris, Ipeuecko-pycckue cészu cepedunvt XV - nauana XVII gs. : Ipeu.
O0oKyMeHmbl MOcKosckux xpanunuyy : Kamanoe evicmasxku k XV Meoxcoynapoonomy xouepeccy euzanmunucmos
(Mockea, 8-15 ase. 1991 2.), Moscow: Zhurnal Arhiv russkoy istorii, 1991, 64, Ne 799. Florentis, Chrysostomos.
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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 zeteia 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 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

Bpofeiov e Iepag Movig Ay. lwdvvov tov Osoldyov Idzuov. Athens: Etaipeion Bulavivav kot Metafulavivav
Meretav, 1980, 49, (n.1). Chentsova, Vera. “ITucen Hukomaii ¢ Pomoca u apxumanaput Makos ¢ Menoca: o
HEKOTOPBIX JJOKyMEHTaX, OTHOCSIIMXCS K IpeObIBaHMI0 naTpuapxa Makapust AnTroxuiickoro B Poccun B 1654-1656
rr. In Quepxu ¢eooanvroit Poccuu. 13. Moscow-St. Petersburg: Kabinet slaviano-grecheskoy arkheografii, 2008,
244-288 (274, 286).

Chesnokova, Nadezhda. “Ces3u Monacteipst Moanna Borociosa Ha ITatmoce ¢ Poccueii B cepequne XVII — nauane
XVIII B. mo moxymenram Poccuiickoro ['ocynapcreenHoro Apxusa JIpeBHux AxrtoB.” In: Kanmepesckue umenus,
2024 (22), 151-203 (180-186). 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).

28 Florentis, Bpafeiov, 49, n. 1. Florentis, Chrysostomos, Papadopoulos Stelios. Neoelinvixd Apyeio Moviig Iwdvvov
Ocoloyov Tlaruov. Keiueva yio v teyvikn xor v yvy. Athens: Etopeio Buloviivov kot Metafulaviivov
Meletdyv, 1993, 59, n. 52.

2 «Ta ovopata omveepev 0 Yépmv Iededv amd ™ Bhayiov 1698 punv IovAiov 16 kot épepev v £1KOVa THY PEYGANY
0V OgoAdYOV, KOl TO (YIOV EVAYYEMOV, EYKOUIAGHEVOV, KOl VO LOOTPOTd Kopviotd Kot évav motpl. Kot éva
Tpopen. Kot edm ypaempuev to ovopata dmov £dwkay TV EAUmcivy Stapdpovg Tomoug (... )» (EvBdounon, x¢. 768,
¢. 6).

30 Ikonomaki-Papadopoulou Yota, “ExkAncioctixi apyvpoyoia.” In O O@nsavpot te Movijg Idzuov, edited by A.D.
Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon,1988, 230.
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Synodic (A.C. 1016, 1016a) 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 monastery3* located in the narthex
of the catholicon, situated to the right of the central entrance. The monastery's oral tradition asserts

that this icon was donated by the emperor Alexios | Comnenos to hosios Chrystodoulos.*®

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).3® The Gospel book is rendered with

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

32 |con «St. John the Theologian» decorated with silver frame, 1697. Moscow. Wood, gesso, tempera. Dimensions
of the icon: 128 x 92,5 x 4,5 cm.

33 The manuscript under consideration is unpublished, and is currently stored in the Patmos monastery library:
Katdhoyog | peta mAfpovg meptypa@tic tdv év 1oic Zkevopuiakeiog T &v IMatpm Tepag xai Bacthikiic Moviig tob
Ayiov Todvvov o Ogoddyov tednocavpiopévav iepdv Asyavav, iepdv Eikovov kal dtupdpav dAlav iepdv
OoKELMV Kol AVTIKEWWEV@V, KaTapTIoOETS VO Tpiuehods Emtpomeiog €€ AdeA@®V adTHG KAT™ ATOPACLY TTiG
adelpotnTog Thg dekdtng (10ng) Noguppiov 100 yhootod évvenkootootod tprakoostod dyddov (1938) &rovg. Fol.
17v.

3 Chatzidakis, Manolis. “Icons.” In O: @noavpoi tne Movig Iézuov, 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).

35 Bute, John Patrick Crichton Stuart, 3rd Marquis of. Essays on Foreign Subjects. London: Gardner, 1901, 273.
Malandrakis, Mikhail. H I1azuog | ek tov ayylixod vmwé M. H. MoAavdpaxn, Odesa: Typografeio N. Khrysogelou,
1889.15. https://artsandculture.google.com/asset/saint-john-the-theologian/3QGn2KuhGAw7EQ (last visited
30.05.2025).

36 papadopoulos, Stelios and Fatourou-Isychaki, Kanto. Emypagés e Iauov, Athens: Ellinikes ekdosis, 1966, 27,
n. 38, 39.
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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.3® 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 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

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

8 Cumon Ywarxoe—yapckuii usozpagh, exhibition catalogue, 8 September 2015 — 10 January 2016, Moscow:
Tretyakov Gallery, 2015,Cat. no. 23, 150-153,., Cat., no. 26, 161-163

3 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.

40 Denoel, Charlotte. « L’apparition des attributs individuels des saints dans 1’art médiéval », Cahiers de Civilisation
Médiévale, C.E.S.C.M, 50-198 (2007): 149-160.
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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. 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 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

4 Khachumjan, Anna. «Mxona «Epanrenuct Moann Borocnos» Tuxona ®DuiatbeBa W3 LEPKBU PoxjecTBa
Boromatepu B ['onyrBute.» In Qunesckue umenus. Buin. 1X, edited by Natalia Komashko. Moscow, 2006, 92-94.

42 Kochetkov, Igor’ (ed.) Cnosaps pycckux ukononucues XI-XVII . M3nanue 2-¢; Moscow: Indrik, 727-732,
862-863.

43 Antypko, Marina and Komashko Natalia. “Anocton u Esanremuct Moann Borocios” (Catalogue entry 33) in
Hrononucw Opyorceiinoii nanamel uz yacmuuix coopanuii, edited by Natalia Komashko. Moscow: Central ’nyi muzeii
drevnerusskoii kul’tury i iskusstva imeni Andreya Rubleva, 2017, 90-91. Saenkova, Elena. “HoBOOTKpbITBIC
mpou3sBeeHus MacTepoB OpyKeHHOI manaTel n3 9acTHOTO coOpanus. Tpagunus nu HOBaTOPCTBO B MKOHOTpaduu’” In
Cumon Ywakoe u macmepa Opyoicetinoii naramel:. mamepuansl Hayunoi kougepenyuu. [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. “Anocron n Eanrenuct Moanu
Borocnop” (Catalogue entry n. 53), “Anocton Noann borocno. Memanson mapckux Bpatr” (Catalogue entry n. 54).
In Preobrazhenskii, Aleksandr (ed.) Poccus ¢ ee uxone. Heuzeecmuvie npoussedenus XV — navara XX eéexa us
cobpanus Hzops Ceiconsmuna. Kamanoe evicmasxu. Myseil pycckou ukonvt um. Muxauna Abpamosa. B 08yx momax.

T. 1. Moscow: Dukhovnaya niva, 2022, 134-135, 136-137.
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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).*’

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

44 Pastoureau, Michel. “Pour une histoire des attributs dans I’'image médiévale », In Des signes dans l'image. Usages
et fonctions de [’attribut dans l'iconographie médiévale (du Concile de Nicée au Concile de Trente), edited by
Michel Pastoureau and Olga Vassilieva-Codognet. Actes du colloque international de I'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

4 Derzhavin, Aleksandr, “Yetun-Munen cBatuTens JUMHTPHS, METpOHOIHTa PocToBCKoOrO, Kak
LIEPKOBHO-UCTOPUYECKUI U uTepaTypHbii namstHuk”, 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 = Crosrsre. International Journal of Slavic Studies, No 1 (2015): 541-553.

46 Preobrazhenskii, Aleksandr. “Anocron u Esanremuct Moann Borocnos” (Catalogue entry n. 53). In Poccus 6 ee
uxone. Heuszsecmnuie npouseedenus XV — nauana XX eexa uz coopanus Heops Coiconsmuna. Kamanoz eicmagku.
Myszeii pycexoit uxonwt um. Muxauna Abpamosa. B 0eyx momax. T. 1, edited by eadem. Moscow: Dukhovnaya niva,
2022, 134-135. Gamlitskii, Aleksandr, ,,O BpeMeHH TMOSIBIEHHS 3aMaJHOEBPOIEHCKUX YBpaKkeil Ha OHOIIEHCKYIO
TemaTtuky B Poccun Bropoii monosutbsl XVII Beka “, Becmuux cexmopa opesnepycckoeo uckycemsa, no. 1 (2024):
136-151.

47 The icon is currently being exhibited at the Cherepovets Museum Association. Kulikova, Olga. Zpesuue nuxu
Pyccroeo Cegepa. H3 myszeiinozo cobpanus uxon XIV=XIX sexoe copoda Uepenosya. [no place]: Grand Holding,
20009. Cat. 71, 232.
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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.*8
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'EOPIT"
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'(€)d(g)d(v)', an acronym for Gedeon, the monk who travelled to
Moscow and brought the icon to Patmos.>! The practice of adorning icons with precious metal
revetments as a form of religious expression and devotion was widespread across the Orthodox
world.>2 Our hypothesis is that the silver icon frame was ordered specifically for the new muscovite

“8 There are only two brief descriptions of the icon’s silver frame: Baltoyanni, Chrisanti. «To KafoAucd g I. Moviig
®coAdyov Tng TdtHov. ZkéWelg Kol Tapatnpioelg Ue TV evkaipio Tov epyacidv cvviipnone.» In Baltoyanni,
Chrisanti and Baltoyannis, Stavros. Met svlofeiog kot épwtog amAétov. To kaborikd g I. Moviic Osoldyov, Tlatpog.
Patmos: lera Moni Theologou, 1995, 11-12. Antypas, Archimandrite of Patmos. To ‘vléylomro téumio tov kabotikov
¢ 15pdg povig Idzuov. Patmos: Ekdoseis leras Monis Theologou Patmou, 2005, 58.

49 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 {vAdytvrro téumlo, Op. Cit.

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

51 Chatzidakis, Manolis. “Icons.” In Ot Onoavpoi tye Movic Hazuov, edited by A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki
Athinon,1988, 107-108.

52 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.
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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 Andrassy treasury, displayed at the exhibition entitled “Hungarian Treasure: Silver from
the Nicolas M. Salgo Collection”, held at the Metropolitan Museum in 2015.%8 The icon frame has
not been restored, so it is not known whether it bears the stamp of the craftsmen and workshop

53 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 Bragsov (Mitran, Gheorghe. Arta aurarilor Th Transilvania (sec. X1V - XIX),
Brasov: Muzeul Judetean de Istorie Brasov, 2003, 115-133).

54 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.

S1konomaki-Papadopoulou Yota, «ExkAnctactiky apyvpoyoio.» In Or @noavpoi the Moviig Héazuov, 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

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

57 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, 220-238
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004515468

%8 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:Hungarian
Treasure: Silver from the Nicolas M. Salgo Collection
https://www.metmuseum.org/exhibitions/listings/2015/hungarian-treasure
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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). lllustrations 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 Brasov (Transylvania) in the 1670s and 1680.5! In the context of our

% Kujumdzhieva, Margarita. “Visualizing God. Post-Byzantine Imagery of the Trinity in Orthodox Churches in the
Balkans.” In /[pesnepyccroe u nocmeuzanmuiickoe uckycemeo. Bmopas nonosuna XN — nauano XVI eexa, 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.

80 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 Amoxdloyn tov lwdvvy otnv
wnuetaxn Coypoapiki tov Ayiov Opog. Athens: Bookstars-Giorgaras, 2013, 47-56.

51 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 ‘lakovos, hieromonk of
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research, the latter example represents a closer iconographic parallel for the revetment on the royal
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 Brasov workshops
during the final decade of the 17th century. Moreover, comparative analysis of the revetment with
the gospel covers crafted in Brasov 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.5® Grigorovich-Barsky briefly notes: “The church of Saint

Simonopetra' Simonopetra Monastery” (Catalogue entry). In Catalogue of the Exhibition at the Museum of Byzantine
Culture, edited by Athanasios Karakatsanis. Thessaloniki: Museum Of Byzantine Culture, 1997, 370-371.

%2 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

83 Grigorovich-Barskij, Vassiliy. Ctpancteus Bacunbs ['puroposuua-bapckoro o Cesteiv Mectam Boctoka ¢ 1723
no 1747 r. (Hactu I-1V). Saint Peterbourg: Tipografiya V. Kirshbaouma, 1886. Della Dora, Veronica. “Light and
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John the Evangelist, which has 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, he does not mention the fact that the

icons on the iconostasis were from Moscow.%8

The first detailed description and discussion pertaining to the provenance of the icons 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

sight: Vasilij Grigorovich Barskij, Mount Athos and the Geographies of eighteenth-century Russian Orthodox
Enlightenment.” Journal of Historical Geography 53 (2016): 83-103.

8 Grigorovich-Barskij, Cmpancmeus, 60.

8 Murav'ev, Andrey. Hucoma ¢ Bocmoxa ¢ 1849-1850 200ax. [B 2 u.]. U. 2. Saint Petersburg: V tipografii 111-go
otdeleniya sob. e.e.i,v. v kanceliarii 1851, 60-66.

8 Murav'ev, Hucoma ¢ Bocmoxa, 60.

57 Dmitrievskiy, Aleksiy. Ilammocckue ouepxu. Hz noe3oxu na ocmpos Ilammoc nemom 1891 200a. Kyiv: Tip. I'.T.
Kopuak-Hosuukoro, 1894, 173.
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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 Saviour and Mother of God, which were painted in

Moscow”.%8

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
monk Michail Malandrakis and published in Odessa in 1899.%° Crichton-Stuart’s description
mentions the fact that the royal 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.”

8 Dmitrievskiy, Aleksiy. TTarmocckue ouepku, 173-174.

8 Bute, John Patrick Crichton Stuart, 3rd Marquis of. Essays on Foreign Subjects. London: Gardner, 1901, 273.
Malandrakis, Mikhail. H ITdzuoc | ek tov oyylixod v M. H. Malavdpdxn, Odesa: Typografeio N. Khrysogelou, 1889,
15-17.

0 Malandrakis, H ITétuog, 15; Bute, John Patrick Crichton Stuart, Essays, 273

"I 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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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 lvanov 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" c. 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, 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
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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.

Furthermore, from the early nineteenth century onward, the growing presence of competing
religious propagandas in the Orthodox East—most notably Catholic and Protestant—combined
with the evolving dynamics of the Eastern Question and the rise of rival Balkan national
movements alongside Russian Pan-Slavism, produced an increasingly fluid ideological and
political landscape. Within this shifting environment, the relationship between political strategy
and cultural patronage did not diminish; rather, it became more complex, situational, and
strategically articulated. Religious artefacts, visual models, and acts of patronage continued to
operate as key instruments through which confessional affiliation, political loyalty, and cultural

influence were negotiated and asserted.

Across these contexts, icons and church utensils functioned not merely as devotional necessities
but as instruments of symbolic occupation, facilitating the rapid transformation of religious space
and reinforcing Russia’s claim to act as both military power and confessional protector within the
Orthodox East. The new diplomatic framework created favourable conditions for the further
circulation of Russian religious artefacts, stimulating their integration into local ecclesiastical
settings. In this way, icons and liturgical objects operated not merely as devotional gifts but as
instruments of visual diplomacy, embedding imperial authority and political claims within the

ritual and material culture of Orthodox communities across the Balkans and the Aegean.
Gifts to institutions vs. gifts to persons

A distinct subcategory consists of official gifts addressed to prominent political and ecclesiastical
figures. Such objects functioned as markers of prestige and instruments of symbolic

communication within trans-imperial networks of power.

"2Tepn JI. A. Koncrantunonoss u [leTepOypr: pycckas epkoBHas nosuTuka Ha [Ipasocnasaom BocToke.
M. 2006; Gerd L. A. Russian Sacred Objects in the Orthodox East: Archive Evidence from the 18th to the
Early 20th Century // Museikon 2020. N 4. P. 227—236; AidAho. A. H Pocio anévavtt ota Baikdvio.
[deohoyia Kot ToATIKY 6T0 devTEPO LGSO ToL 190V aidva. ABnva. 2009; Atddia A. H yprotioviki Avatoin
Kol 1 pooIK) dSmdopotio — Aoyor kat mpaktikés (BMuiov tov 1900 amvae) // Pooia kot Mecdyelog,
paxtikd A” AeBvoog Zovedpiov (Anva, 19—22 Maiov 2005). AOnva, 2011. T. A", £. 381—396.
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CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES

- Cross donated to Constantinople Patriarch Joachim 111 (1908-1912) by the Tsar of
Russia Nicholas 11, Moscow, workshop Kozma Konov, Inv. 8313, Benaki museum
(Athens)

The pectoral cross of Patriarch Joachim Il consists of three parts: the body of the main cross, a
small patriarchal miter with a cross and chain on the upper arm, connected by rings, and a round
pendant bearing a glass stone imitating amethyst attached to the lower arm. The main cross consists
of a silver case in which a synthetic ivory inlay is set. At the center of the cross is a relief silver
depiction of the Crucified Christ with a gilded halo. The four arms of the cross are adorned with a
delicate wire-like latticework featuring floral motifs inscribed within square frames. The contrast
between the white color of the “ivory” and the gilded latticework creates the two-tone simplicity
of the decoration. This cross is part of the artistic movement that emerged in the early 20th century
under the influence of a broader interest in early Christian art, which liberated objects from the
rich ornamentation characteristic of 19th-century ecclesiastical silver and gold work.

The “decorated pectoral cross” (Krest s ukrasheniami) in the Benaki Museum is an example of a
special category of objects of the highest ecclesiastical distinction established after the abolition
of the Patriarchate of Russia and the founding of the Holy Synod by Peter the Great in 1721. The
cross seals attest that the object is the work of the renowned goldsmith Kosma Konov, owner of
one of the largest workshops for the production of ecclesiastical and secular objects in Moscow in
the late 19th and early 20th centuries. This workshop was part of what was then the largest
commercial and industrial association for the production and distribution of ecclesiastical and
secular goldsmithing in

Russia, owned by the Oloviashnikov brothers, suppliers to the Imperial Court. The Benaki
Museum’s archives contain the correspondence regarding the donation of the object, as well as the
official document from the Patriarchate of Constantinople,

dated June 7, 1919. The document certifies that the cross was donated to Patriarch Joachim 111 by
Tsar Nicholas Il of Russia and was subsequently purchased by Dr. Alexander Spanoudis at the
auction held after the patriarch’s death, on February 18, 1913. The object was donated to the
Benaki Museum in 1933, following the death of A. Spanoudis, by his brother Konstantinos
Spanoudis, biographer of Patriarch Joachim IlI.
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- lcon with the Virgin of Kazan, Grachev Brothers workshop, St Petersburg, 1897, Gift
of the Greeks of Russia to the General Constantine Smolenski (1843-1915), Hellenic
army officer at the Greco-Turkish War of 1897

The icon depicts the Mother of God of Kazan, one of the most revered icons of the Mother of God
in Russia. The Mother of God is depicted in the style of the Hodegetria, with Christ standing and
blessing beside her. According to tradition, the icon was miraculously discovered in 1579 in the
city of Kazan. In 1649, by decree of Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich Romanov, the veneration of the
miraculous icon as the patroness of Moscow and all of Russia was established throughout the
Russian state. 139 The Virgin of Kazan is associated with a series of significant events in Russian
history from the 16th to the 19th century: the liberation of Moscow following Prince Dmitry
Pozharsky’s victorious campaign and the expulsion of the Polish invaders (1613), Peter the Great’s
victory over the Swedes (1720) and the Russians’ victory over Napoleon (1812). First in Moscow,
in front of the Kremlin (1625), and later in Saint Petersburg (1811), cathedrals dedicated to Our
Lady of Kazan were built. Russian icons depicting this theme are among the most popular in
Russia, as well as in Greece and throughout the Balkans. The icon in the Benaki Museum is
distinguished by its decorative style, which combines three techniques: enamel, pearl embroidery,
and painting. The oil painting on metal depicts only the faces and hands of the Virgin Mary and
Christ, following the conventions of 19th-century academic art. The heavy frame is decorated with
cloisonné enamel, which combines two types of decorative motifs: multicolored floral motifs in
the so-called “Russian style” for the frame and halos, and a simple two-color geometric grid
covering the entire surface of the icon. The figures of the Virgin Mary and Christ are formed by
bead embroidery, while the embroidery itself forms the folds of the garments and the floral
decorative motifs. The use of decorative elements embroidered with pearls, which follow the style
of embroidery found on liturgical vestments and are integrated into iconography, is a distinctive
feature of Russian ecclesiastical art from the 16th to the 18th century. From the second half of the
19th century, pearl embroidery on icons became independent of vestments, as the production of a
new type of icon increased and prevailed, entirely covered by a metal overlay with the exception
of the figures’ faces and hands, while large sections of the composition are rendered with pearl

embroidery and luxurious fabrics.
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Our Lady of Kazan is the most common iconographic subject in this type of luxury icon,'** and
the icon in the Benaki Museum is a prime example. The hallmarks on its silver frame indicate that
it was manufactured in the factories of the Grachev brothers ('PAYEBD) by a craftsman with the
initials “AP” and a mark indicating the purity of the silver. The Grachev brothers owned the largest
factories producing ecclesiastical and other luxury decorative items in Russia. Their business was
founded in 1866 in Saint Petersburg, and in 1892 it became an official court supplier, a position
that granted the Grachevs the right to add to their products the seal featuring the double-headed
eagle, the coat of arms of the Russian state.144 From the archives of the Benaki Museum, we know
that the icon was a gift to General Konstantinos Smolenski, a hero of the Greco-Turkish War of
1897, from the “Greeks of Russia.” For this reason, the icon constitutes an interesting piece of
evidence regarding the use of works of Russian ecclesiastical art that were offered as gifts to

figures in the Greek political scene.
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Chapter 2: Religious Patronage as an Instrument of “Soft” Political
Propaganda: Art Transfer in Wartime and Commemorative Practices

One of the fundamental features of the Russian Empire’s policy toward the Balkans from the
eighteenth to the early twentieth century was the support and consolidation of Orthodox
communities within the Ottoman Empire. This policy was grounded in the ideological framework
of a shared Orthodox identity between Russians and the Orthodox populations of the Ottoman

territories, with Russia presenting itself as their protector.”

Following the rise of Russia as a major power on the international stage after the reign of Peter the
Great, and in the context of its expanding geopolitical ambitions in the East during the eighteenth
century, significant changes occurred in the traditional practices of donation and patronage
directed toward the Orthodox East. These practices, which had been established since the second
half of the sixteenth century, acquired new political dimensions. From the eighteenth century
onward, Russia pursued a broader geopolitical strategy aimed at securing access to the
Mediterranean and the Black Sea. This strategy was implemented in parallel with policies

supporting Orthodox Christian populations and encouraging their resistance to Ottoman rule.

Within this framework, the traditional image of the pious Orthodox ruler was enriched with the
attributes of the modern, enlightened monarch, embodied above all by Peter the Great and
Catherine the Great. During this period, the concept of the “Russian expectation” among Orthodox
Christians of the Ottoman Empire underwent an important transformation. The long-standing

imperial ambition to capture Constantinople—although never realized—remained a powerful

8 Kovroyiévvn I1. Ov'EAAnveg katd tov npdrov ent Atkcatepivng B' pococotovpkikdv noiepov. (1768—
1774). ABqva. 1903. Z. 90; Kitpopniidng I1. Andé v OpBodoén Kowvomoiiteio otig Bvicég kovotntec.
EAAnvopwowég mvevpotikég oyéoelg / Ta lotopwkd / Historica. 1989. 10, 29—46; Owovopdkn-
[MomadomovAov I'. Exkincwaotikr apyvpoyoia / Or Oncavpoi tng Movig ITdtuov. Abnva, 1988, 221—
Potl{dkog N. EBvaeomvion kai eBvoyéveon : Oploeikd kot eAAnvikn totoploypoeia. Abnva, 2007.
Chrissidis, Nikolaos. The Russian Holy Synod and the Greeks: Reconsidering Greek-Russian Relations in
the Early Modern Period (16th-18th Centuries), Canadian-American Slavic studies. (2020), 54:72-98,
DOI:10.30965/22102396-05401006
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element in Russia’s political imagination and served as a catalyst for its foreign policy toward the

Balkans and the Ottoman Empire.’

In this context, the Russo—Turkish wars of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries marked an
important transformation in the practice of religious patronage. The systematic procurement and
distribution of liturgical vessels, vestments, books, and icons to Orthodox churches in territories
occupied or influenced by Russian forces became closely connected with the ideological and
political objectives of the Russian Empire. These objects were thus transformed into instruments

of what may be described as a form of “soft” political propaganda.

The present chapter focuses on documentary and material evidence relating to such donations of
icons and liturgical objects within the framework of Russian imperial patronage toward Orthodox
communities during the Russo—Turkish wars of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Through
the analysis of written sources and the documentation of artefacts—including liturgical vessels,
books, and icons—this study explores the multiple dimensions of their reception by local
communities. Evidence from Greece, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Romania reveals three categories of

donations:

1. Institutional gifts provided by representatives of the state, the Church, or the military

2. Donations by Russian Military Forces to Churches in Regions under Russian

Administration: Institutional and Private Soldiers’ Offerings;

3. Foundation and equipment of memorial churches dedicated to Russian soldiers who fell in

the wars.

During wartime, devotional practices intersected with commemoration and the projection of

imperial presence. Icons and liturgical objects introduced through military channels contributed

" IMioong, Nworag. «Xpnoporoyia kat pociky tposdokiox in Sophoulis Panos (ed.) ZAdfor kar EAAnvikdg
Koouog. Ipoaxtika A° Emotquovikne Huepidog Tunquoaros 2iafikov Xmovowv Pirocopikiic Zyolns
Hovemotyuiov AGnpvaov. Athens: Pelekanos, 2014, 149-168. TTicong N. Tpoméc g “pwoikng Tpocsdokiog”
ota xpovia Tov Meydiov [étpov // Mviuwv. 2009. T. 30. £. 37—60. Carras, lannis. “What to expect when
expecting: waiting for the Russians in the eighteenth century Ottoman Empire” History of European Ideas,
2021, 48(8): 1074-1088. https://doi.org/10.1080/01916599.2021.1970474
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not only to the liturgical life of local communities but also to the symbolic affirmation of Russian
patronage over the Orthodox population of the Ottoman Empire. Within this broader framework,
the present chapter examines various aspects of the use of Orthodoxy as a key ideological
instrument in the implementation of the Archipelago Expedition and in the development of
Russia’s policy of state-regulated religious patronage during the Russo—Turkish Wars of 1768—
1774 and 1787-1791. Particular attention is given to the different forms of reception of these
policies by local communities. The war itself, closely connected with Catherine II’s so-called
“Greek Plan,” held particular importance for the establishment of a Russian presence in the Eastern

Mediterranean. "

Institutional gifts provided by representatives of the state, the Church, or the military

Russian state and ecclesiastical authorities also dispatched offerings directly to churches,
monasteries, and, in some cases, secular institutions in the Balkans. From the eighteenth century
onward, Russia’s growing presence on the international stage and its expanding geopolitical
ambitions in the Eastern Mediterranean substantially reshaped the character of these practices.
Whereas earlier donations had been grounded primarily in notions of charity, intercessory piety,
and confessional solidarity, during the eighteenth century they increasingly became integrated into
a state-regulated system of cultural and political influence directed toward the Orthodox
populations of the Ottoman Empire.”® This transformation is closely linked to the imperial
strategies of Catherine Il and, in particular, to the so-called “Greek Project,” as well as to the
emergence of Russia as a naval power in the Mediterranean. The Archipelago expedition, launched
during the Russo-Ottoman War of 1768-1774 under the command of Count Alexey Orlov, marked
a decisive moment in this process. In this context, donations of icons and ecclesiastical furnishings

functioned as tangible signs of imperial presence and protection.

> Smilianskaia, Elena B., Smilianskaia Irina M., Velizhev Mikhail B. Poccus B CpeanseMHOMODBE.
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“Protection” or “Possession”: How Russians Created a Greek principality in 1700-1775°, in Maria
Baramova, Plamen Mitev, Ivan Parvev, Vania Racheva (eds.) Power and Influence in South-Eastern
Europe: 16th—19th century, Berlin-Zurich: Lit Verlag, 2013, 209-17.
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Catherine the Great offered significant gifts to churches belonging to Greek communities that had
provided financial support to the Russian fleet during the campaign. These gifts were also given
to churches in territories temporarily occupied by Russian forces, as well as to those within the
short-lived political formation of the Archipelago (1771-1774) ”". Further gifts were given during
the subsequent Russo-Turkish War of 1787-1791.

The official and private correspondence of Empress Catherine Il from this period constitutes a rich
source of information. In May 1769, letters from Admiral Grigorii Spiridov reveal that he formally
requested the replacement of the old liturgical equipment on the eight ships assigned to the Aegean
mission with new “gold and gilded crosses, liturgical vessels, vestments, and books”.”® In another
letter of the same month, dated 6 May 1769 and addressed to Alexei Orlov, the Empress noted that
she had sent him “special campaign medals and panagiaria (engkolpia).”’® Further evidence
appears in an official letter of June 1769, in which Catherine 1l informed Admiral G. A. Spiridov
that he had received “all the necessary items for equipping fifty churches, including vestments,
sacred vessels, and books.”® She specified that these ecclesiastical objects were intended to
support the common undertaking with Count Orlov, who was entrusted with deciding where they
should be distributed, particularly to those in greatest need. The same issue is addressed in
Catherine’s later correspondence with the Bishop of Saint Petersburg and Novgorod, Gabriel. In a
letter of February 1788 she wrote that every ship of the Russian fleet during the Archipelago
campaign had pious and learned priests on board. The ships were equipped with liturgical vessels

T Xahkid E., Kovotdvtiog N. Avtokpatopikd ddpo. A@iepdpato T Meyddng Awatepivng oty
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and books not only for use in the shipboard chapels and temporary field churches of the Russian
navy, but also with the intention that some of these objects should be offered to “those who share
our faith and suffer under the Turkish yoke.” The Commander-in-Chief, she added, had at his
disposal a considerable number of such items for distribution.2! Additional documentary evidence
confirms that such donations were indeed made to local ecclesiastical institutions. A letter of
thanks preserved in the Russian State Archive of the Navy, dated 29 March 1772 and addressed to
Admiral Spiridov, records the gratitude of Peter the Martyr and Stephen, Archbishop of Paros, for
the generous alms offered to their poor nunnery on the island.®

A related letter from Catherine 11 to the Bishop of Saint Petersburg and Novgorod Gabriel further
clarifies the intentions behind this policy. Writing on 10 February 1788, the Empress explained
that during the expedition of the Russian fleet against “our enemy, who is also the enemy of all
Christians,” it was her wish that each ship should be accompanied by pious and educated clergy,
preferably with knowledge of the Greek language. Liturgical vessels and books were to be
provided for the temporary churches of the camps, serving not only the spiritual needs of the
Russian army and navy but also those “who share our faith and suffer under the Turkish yoke.”
The Commander-in-Chief would therefore be supplied with a large number of such objects for
distribution. Bells were likewise to be sent, and Admiral Greig was instructed to oversee their

transport. &

The discovery in 1899 of the treasure of St Eustathios, the largest ship of the Russian fleet sunk at

the Battle of Tchesme in 1770, and the descriptions of the rich finds - gold coins, liturgical objects,
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vestments, icons and books, and other luxury items transported by the Russian fleet - confirm the
written sources' data on the provision of liturgical objects for offering to the Orthodox population
of the archipelago®. The official report of the Russian Agent K. Flegel records the events
surrounding the discovery of this treasure®®. Agent Flegel wrote in his report that a third of the
treasure was lost and sold in the markets of Aivali, another third was transported to Constantinople
and also lost, and only a small part was bought by Tsar Nicholas Il of Russia, who donated it to
the St Petersburg Maritime Museum. The discovery in 1899 of the treasure of the St Eustathios,
the largest ship of the Russian fleet sunk during the Battle of Chesme in 1770, and the descriptions
of the rich finds—gold coins, liturgical objects, vestments, icons and books, as well as other luxury
items transported by the Russian fleet—confirm the evidence provided by written sources
regarding the presence of liturgical objects intended for distribution among the Orthodox
population of the Archipelago.

The circumstances surrounding the discovery of the treasure are recorded in the official report of
the Russian Agent K. Flegel. He describes in detail the underwater search carried out by Greek
divers at the site of the Battle of Chesme. According to his report, the treasure was discovered on
the wreck by a captain from Kalymnos, Mikis Koufos. Realizing the importance of the find, the
captain sought official permission from the authorities in Constantinople to conduct further
investigations. Flegel’s report also contains a list of the recovered objects, which included gold
and silver blocks, coins, medals, liturgical vessels, Gospels, and icons with gold and silver
revetments. Among them was an icon of Saint John the Warrior with a gold revetment, which,
according to the report, had been given to Admiral Spiridov by Empress Catherine 11 before his
departure for the expedition. Flegel further noted that a significant portion of the treasure was lost:
approximately one third was reportedly sold in the markets of Ayvalik, another third was
transported to Constantinople and subsequently disappeared, while only a small part was later

acquired by Tsar Nicholas Il of Russia and donated to the Maritime Museum in Saint Petersburg.

It should also be noted that the French Newspaper Le Temps (1 June 1899), in its “International
News” column under the section “Turquie,” published a short but detailed article on this discovery,

which was subsequently reprinted in the Russian press. According to the report, the Ottoman
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government had signed a contract with Greek divers from the island of Mytilene to explore the
remains of the Russian ship St Eustathius, which had been destroyed during the Battle of Chesme.
The divers reportedly discovered a considerable treasure consisting of 12,000 gold ducats, 20,000
quarter ducats, and a large quantity of gold and silver coins, as well as liturgical vessels made of
copper alloy, a gold candlestick, icons with gold and silver revetments, weapons, and silver trays.

The divers were paid 276,000 francs for their work.

In his report, the Russian agent K. Flegel identified the coins among the finds as Dutch ducats of
1768 struck in Russia. During the late eighteenth and especially the nineteenth century, large
quantities of imitations of Dutch gold ducats were minted in Saint Petersburg, where they served

as an important financial instrument for supporting the empire’s military operations.

It is remarkable that this episode resonates not only in official reports and press accounts but also
in memoirs and local oral tradition. Photis Kontoglou, the prominent twentieth-century Greek icon
painter and writer, was born in Ayvalik, near the bay where the naval Battle of Chesme took place.
In his book Famous Men and Forgotten Men, he recounts childhood memories of Captain Rogo,
one of the divers who participated in the discovery of the treasure of the St Eustathius.®® According
to Kontoglou’s memories, Captain Rogo repeatedly told him the story of the discovery of the
“untold” treasure of the Russian ship. The event had even inspired a kind of corsair-like song
celebrating the divers and the wealth they had recovered. As Kontoglou recalls: “I remember them
singing a song, like a corsair ballad, about Rogo and his companions who had found Orlov’s
captain’s boat. The song spoke of the treasure they had discovered and of the coins they had taken

from the captain’s boat: ‘kai svantizeks [an obsolete coin name] kai troupies [coins].”®’

The many icons and sacred objects carried on the ships were not only to be offered to Orthodox
churches in need of help and support. The Russian fleet had liturgical "equipment” that was well
suited to equipping the former churches, which had been turned into mosques by the Ottomans, to
be returned by the Russian soldiers to their Orthodox co-religionists. The many icons and sacred
objects carried on the ships were not only to be offered to Orthodox churches in need of help and

support. The Russian fleet had liturgical "equipment™ that was well suited to equipping the former
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churches, which had been turned into mosques by the Ottomans, to be returned by the Russian
soldiers to their Orthodox co-religionists. Adamantios Korais, a prominent figure of the Greek
Enlightenment, formulated this expectation of the local Orthodox population in Mémoire sur I'état
actuel de la civilisation dans la Gréce, publiched in Paris in 1805%. Korais describes the basic
motives of the Greeks for joining the Russian forces, commenting that some were simply seeking
revenge on their oppressors, while others saw fighting on the side of the Russians as a religious
duty, hoping that they would also help to restore their ancient churches, which had been destroyed
or converted into mosques®®. The conversion of Navarino Castle's mosque (today Church of
Transfiguration of Christ) into an Orthodox church dedicated to St. Catherine on 21 April 1770 is
one of the more characteristic examples of this practice®. (Fig. 1) Originally constructed as a
mosque in the late 16th century, it was later converted into a Catholic church during the Venetian
domination from 1686-1715. In the brief period of Russian control of the fortress from April to
June 1770, the temple was converted into an Orthodox church®:. After the Russian fleet abandoned
Navarino, it was once again used as a mosque. Finally, some years after the Greek liberation
around 1842, the religious building was reconverted into an Orthodox church. The history of this
religious building reflects the dynamic political and religious changes in the Peloponnese from

mid-16" until mid-19th centuries.

The policy of converting mosques into churches is attested by the issuance of a special
commemorative medal. In 1768, the St. Petersburg Mint struck a medal entitled “To the Defender
of Orthodoxy”, created specifically “for the current military cause” °2 (Fig. 2). On the obverse, the

“young” Catherine II is depicted wearing a crown and mantle, with the ribbon of an order draped

8 Korais, Adamantios. Memoire sur l'etat actuel de la civilisation dans la Grece, : lu & la Societe des
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over her shoulder. The surrounding inscription reads: “By the Grace of God Catherine I, Empress
and Autocrat of All the Russians, intercessor for the faithful.” Beneath the portrait appears the
name of the medallic artist, Timofei Ivanov. On the reverse, a turbulent seascape is depicted, with
large waves in the background. A mosque minaret is shown collapsing beneath a dominant
Christian cross. The circular inscription reads “Prayer” on the left and “And he will go down” on
the right, while the exergue bears the inscription: “To the Defender of Orthodoxy”. The medal was
intended to be distributed to Greeks who revolted against the Ottoman Empire and supported
Russian military forces. Only a few examples have survived to the present day. Gold and silver
specimens are preserved in the collection of the State Hermitage Museum, reportedly forming part
of the treasure recovered from the wreck of the Russian ship St Eustathius Plakida, discovered in
1899 near Cesme %. In Greece, the only known silver specimen is held in the treasury of the
Monastery of St John the Theologian on Patmos®* (Fig. 3).

Official Gifts from Empress Catherine the Great and High-Ranking Military Officials

One of the most famous donations During the war of 1768-1774, two sumptuous set of liturgical
objects comprising two Gospel Books, sacred vessels, sacerdotal vestments were offered to the
churches of the Greek communities - Holy Trinity in Livorno [1764] as compensation for their
financial support for the Russian fleet's expedition to the Aegean.® There are a two documents
(1763-1765) in RGADA archival collection testifying the donation of complete liturgical
equipment, consisting of 20 items for the new built Greek church in Livorno®. (Fig. 4) Similarly,

donations of liturgical vessels and 12 icons for an iconostasis have been made to the Greek

% See note 10, 11.

% The medal is unpublished. It was identified by the author during a research mission in Patmos in August
2023.

% Chalkia Evgenia, and Dimitrios Konstantios. (eds.) Avtoxpazropixd dcpa. Apispiuora e Meyding
Aixazepivig oty eAnvirn exkinoia tov Aifiépvo. Athens: Byzantine and Christian Museum, 2000.

% ypuan C.I1. Xmeresckoro. (Ilpunoxenune 8, c. 691); "JIuBopHe ecTh 0OJHa rpeveckas LEPHKOBb,
U3PSITHO YKpalleHa, UMEET BBI30JIOYEHOH [M]KaHAcTac, MOAayer0 POCCUSIH COCYABI, KPECT, €BaHTelHe U
pHU3HMIIA BechbMa OoraTa, mpucianHasi 13 Poccur Haler BEMKOI0 TOCyIaphIHEI0; CKa3bIBAIOT, YTO ObLIA
Ipyras IepbKOBb Ha IUIOMIAAM, OOJIbIIAas M yKpalleHa BHYTPU LEPHKBH MPaMOpPOM M BCE CTOJIOBI
MpPaMOpHBIE, TOJILKO KaTOJIMKX OHYIO LIEPHKOBB Y TPEKOB OTHEIH U 37eflaiid KaToauukoro". (Smilianaskaya,
Elena. Poccus 6 Cpedusemnomopve: apxunenazckasn sxcneouyus Examepunst Benuxon, Moscow: Indrik
2011, c. 691)
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community's church in Porto Mahon, which was transferred to Livorno in 1780 following the

disintegration of the Greek community there.®” (Fig.5)

These icons are actually in the Museum a stylistically homogeneous group of twelve icons has
been attributed to the Kremlin Armory workshop and probably identified as a gift of the Russian
imperial court to the Greek church of Minorca and, subsequently, to that of Livorno. There is three
despotic icons with the Virgin and Child (“Portaitissa ton Iviron), (Fig. 6) St. John the Baptist (Fig.
7), and St. Nicholas (Fig. 8), and nine smaller ones representing the Birth of the Virgin, the 12-
year-old Christ in the Temple, the Transfiguration, the Incredulity of Thomas, the Ascension of
Christ, the Holy Trinity, the Birth of St. John the Baptist, the Holy Apostles, and All Saints. (Fig.
9) At an early 20th century, the Greek community of Livorno was dissolved and the sacred vessels
were transferred for safekeeping to the Municipal Museum of Livorno. In the 1930s, with the
intervention of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Greek Embassy in Rome, ten of them were

transferred to Greece and became part of the collections of the Byzantine and Christian Museum.

This type of religious patronage was not only employed in the Archipelago campaign, but also in
subsequent Russo-Ottoman wars in the Balkans. This reflects a consistent strategy of Russian
imperial patronage, which aimed to consolidate influence through ecclesiastical networks. The
identification of the liturgical objects offered during the war 1768-1774, 1787-1791 as described
in the sources cited, is rather difficult. The material evidence consists of two categories of artifacts
official gifts on behalf of the Empress Catherine the Great, by the army, private donations by
Russian warriors or members of the clergy identified during fieldwork research of our team on the
islands of Naxos, Paros, and Patmos.

According to oral tradition, the Monastery of St John the Theologian on Patmos received a precious
pectoral cross as a gift from Catherine the Great. Known as the “Cross of Catherine the Great”, it
is currently on display in the Great Sacristy of the monastery. The cross is four-armed, surmounted
by a crown-shaped headpiece, and features a decorative pendant suspended from its lower section.

At its centre is an oval medallion decorated using the finift technique — painted enamel on metal

" Topaddrxne N.B. "Nooi kar Osopol g EAAnvikic Kowotmrog tov ABopvov". Enetnpic Etoupeiog
Bulavtivev Zmovdmv 16 (1940), 81-127; Capetanio A. | “Paramenti sacri della Chiesa greco-ortodossa
della SS. Trinitd di Livorno.Museo civico Giovanni Fattori. Pisa (Giardini) 1978. Dell'Agata Popova
Doriana. “Due donazioni di Caterina Il alle chiese greche di Livorno e di Porto Mahon. ” Rivista di studi
bizantini e slavi, 111 (1983), Bologna, 343-363.
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— a method particularly associated with Russian workshops, especially those in Rostov. The
medallion depicts the Resurrection of Christ. Crafted in silver and adorned with precious stones.
% (Fig. 11) According to two Russian travelers, Aleksey Dmitrievskii and Andrey Mouraviev who
visited Patmos in the second half of the 19th century, the cross was highly revered within the
monastery. It has been worn by many abbots and displayed for veneration during festive
occasions.®® This imperial donation, together with the special veneration accorded to the object, is
a notable example of the Monastery of Patmos' importance as a major pilgrimage centre within the
Archipelago Principality's insular territories.

Another donation from Catherine the Great, in keeping with the tradition, was a Gospel book,
placed on display for veneration in the Metropolitan Church of Naxos. The Gospel was printed at
the Moscow Typography of the Holy Synod in November 1791. Its cover is richly adorned with
enamel medallions depicting scenes from the life of Christ, along with semi-precious stones
arranged in the form of a central star. The central medallion represents Christ’s Descent into Hades,
while scenes from the Passion of Christ appear in smaller round medallions along the rays of the
star, alternating with rays set with semi-precious stones. In the corners, the four Evangelists are
depicted in oval medallions, accompanied by their symbolic attributes. On the upper side, between
Matthew and Mark, a smaller round medallion depicts the Coronation of the Virgin, while the
lower side shows the Dormition of the Virgin. The edges of all medallions are further enriched
with semi-precious stones. (Fig. 12) The Gospel is placed in a special proskinitarium near the
miraculous icon of the Virgin Chrysopolitissa, making them the most venerated objects in the
church. Although the documents concerning the donation have not been identified, the Gospel
book is dated 1791, suggesting a possible connection between the donation and the conclusion of
the Second Russo—Turkish War (1787-1791), as well as the signing of the Treaty of Jassy. The

Monastery of Patmos also preserves a medal of Empress Catherine 11, minted to commemorate the

% |konomaki-Papadopoulou Yota, «ExkAnctactiky] apyvpoyoia. » In Ot O@ncavpoi g Movig Idtuov,
edited by A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon,1988, p. 222, 377 n. 4. Uromes B. B. Pycckue
MIPOU3BENIEHUS IIEPKOBHOro MckyccTBa XVI — Hawama XX Beka B rpedeckoM MoHacTeipe MoaHHa
Borocnosa na octpose Ilatmoc // HeusBecthsle mpoussenenus. Hoble oTkpbiTHA: COOpPHUK HAyYHBIX
crateil K roouneto Myses umenn Anzpest Pyonesa. Moscow 2017, 386407 (ill. 10, p. 397).

% Dmitrievskiy, Aleksiy. ITarmocckue ouepku. W3 moesnku Ha octpos ITatmoc netom 1891 roga. Kyiv:
Tip. G. T. Korchak-Novitskogo , 1894, pp. 82, 203. Murav'ev, Andrey. [Tucema ¢ Bocroka B 1849-1850
rogax. [B 2 4.]. U. 2. Saint Petersburg: v tipografii 111-go otdeleniya sob. e.e.i,v. v kanceliarii 1851, 194,
197.
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same treaty (Fig. 13). Considered together, these objects may be viewed as material traces of
continued Russian imperial patronage in the Aegean islands following the Treaty of Kiglk
Kaynarca, reflecting the sustained projection of Russian political and religious influence in the

region.

This range of donations—the splendid pectoral cross, the richly decorated Gospel book, and the
silver and gold medals, all attributed to Catherine the Great—reflects the broader strategy of
Russian imperial patronage. Under this strategy, religious objects functioned not merely as
devotional items but also as instruments of symbolic authority and cultural influence. Taken
together, these offerings illustrate how material objects were strategically employed to reinforce
religious networks and embed Russian symbolic authority across the Eastern Mediterranean.

A distinct category of Russian material has been identified on the island of Paros, the military and
administrative center of the Archipelago principality. Several monuments of Russian art are
preserved there, although their precise provenance remains undocumented. Based on their stylistic
and iconographic characteristics, which allow them to be dated to the eighteenth century, as well
as their typology—including liturgical vestments and large-scale icons—it is plausible to assume
that these objects were brought during the Archipelago expedition and subsequently consecrated

in local churches and monasteries.

CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES
Among the Russian art objects in Paros potentially associated with the Principality period are:

- An 18th-century Russian archbishop’s mitre preserved in the Ecclesiastical Museum of
Panagia Ekatontapyliani in Parikia (Fig. 14).

- An 18th-century Russian icon of the Annunciation with inscriptions in Greek and Russian,
located in the Church of the Assumption (Faneromeni) in Naoussa (Fig. 15). This icon is
situated in the proskinitarium on the west side of the nave and is based on an engraving
from The Gospel of Jerome Nathalis.

- Anicon depicting the Synaxis of the Twelve Apostles, produced in the Oruzheynaya Palata
workshop, Moscow, which hangs on the wall of a monastery refectory (Fig. 16). This icon
is considered miraculous, and legend holds that it protects against fire. Its iconography and

painting style closely resemble the main icon of the Church of the Twelve Apostles in the
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Moscow Kremlin, painted by Mikhail Milyutin (1682) and renovated in 1901 by V.P.
Guryanov. 1%,

- Following the Treaty of Kiiclik Kaynarci (1774), which established Russia as the official
protector of the Orthodox population of the Ottoman Empire, such practices intensified.
Initiated under the reign of Catherine 11, this practice reveals the extent to which material
objects of worship were mobilised in anticipation of territorial control and confessional
reordering, embedding Russian Orthodox visual and ritual norms within newly occupied
or contested spaces. Material evidence from the Bulgarian Black Sea region attests to the
continued circulation of icons and liturgical furnishings supplied by the Russian army to

local churches.t

Donations by Russian Military Forces to Churches in Regions under Russian

Administration: Institutional and Private Soldiers’ Offerings'%
CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES
- Thediaries of Vladimir Bronevsky

The diaries of Vladimir Bronevsky, an officer in the Russian fleet, describe incidents on
Samothrace and Imbros during military operations in the Russo-Turkish War (1806-1812). On
April 5, 1808, the Russian forces landed on the southern side of Imbros to procure supplies. The
local Greek population welcomed them warmly and, in a lengthy speech, requested permission to

restore their church, which had been destroyed by the Turks. Bronevsky reports that he presented

100 pavlenko, Alla. “Muxann Mumotun - napckuii usorpad XVII exa” in Krassilin, Mikhail (ed.) Pycckas
no3ausist mkoHa oT X VII mo navana XX cronerus. CoopHuk crareit. Moscow: GosNIIR, 2001, 153-158;
Kochetkov, Igor’. “Mumtotus Muxaun MBanos” in CioBapb pycckux ukoHormcieB XI—XVII Bekos.
Moscow: Indrik, 2003,414-418.

101 Gergova 1. Russian icons in Bulgaria / Routes of Russian Icons... P. 149—160; Gergova I. 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. 2020. N 4. P. 237—246

102 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 Ivanka Gergova, Marina Koleva and Ruslan Stoychev (eds.) M3kycTBo u rcropusl.
UskycrBoBencku yerenus 2024. Moayn Crapo uskyctpo. Sofia: Institut za izsledvane na izkustvata, 2025,
61-76;, Komachko, Natalia, Gergova, Ivanka. “Enna nkona BbB BoiiHu” in Ivanka Gergova, Marina Koleva
and Ruslan Stoychev (eds.) M3kyctBo u uctopus. M3kycrBoseacku uerenus 2024. Moayn Ctapo U3KyCTBO.
Sofia: Institut za izsledvane na izkustvata, 2025, 179-199.
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the priest with a bronze triptych as a gift; “he was so happy with this gift, he didn’t know how to
thank me and began showing it to everyone.” Bronevsky describes similar events on Samothrace,
where he offered the priest a cassock and an icon of Saint Nicholas with a metal frame.1%

- lcon of Christ Pantocrator (1854) and Mother of God with Christ infant (1854),

National Institute of Archaeology and Museum in Sofia. (Fig. 16, 17)

An inscription on the icon states that it was commissioned by Lieutenant-General Soimonov on 22
January 1854, with contributions from the staff and senior officers of his detachment. The icons
were offered to the Church of Saint Nicholas the Wonderworker in Giurgiu, which was previously
a Turkish mosque and was converted by the Russian troops during the reign of Emperor Nicholas
I. The revetment was therefore created to thank God for the victories over the Turks in the 1828

and 1829 campaigns'®.

- lcon with Transfiguration, 1879 and icon with St Alexander Nevsky, 1878, two icons
painted by lower-ranking soldiers of the 139th Morshansk Infantry Regiment,
Dimitar Dobrovich Art Gallery, Sliven!® (Fig.18, 19)

- Metropolis of Rethymno, Liturgical utensils, 1897, a gift from the Holy Synod of Russia

- Church of Saint Constantine in Agios Konstantinos village, Rethymno - Icon with Christ
Pantokrator, liturgical utensils Fig....)

- Apodolou village, southern Crete - information on three small icons in the church of St.
John the Baptist and three others in a priest’s home. The church houses a blessing cross
and a Gospel dedicated by Nikolai Petrov, with a dedicatory inscription stating that it was
a donation by Nikolai Kapetanovich Petrov in 1900.

- Donations to the Monastery of the Ascension on Mount Bakadzhik, main church of St
Alexander Nevsky, Yambol region (Bulgaria): an icon of St Alexander Nevsky, dating
to the mid-nineteenth century, depicts the saint in half-length, clad in armor and a fur-lined
cloak, wearing a crown and holding a sword and a scroll. Affixed to the back of the icon is
a damaged paper inscription, which records that the icon was donated in the spring of 1879
to the Church of St Alexander Nevsky by the 118th Shuya Regiment of the 30th Infantry

103 Bronevsky, Vladimir. IHucoema mopcrozo ogpuyepa. Moscow: Tipografia Semena Selivanovskogo, 1818-
1819, 36.

104 Cat. 56, 57

105 Cat. 43, 44
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Division, dedicated to the same saint. A Russian Gospel was also donated to the same
church. Evidence of the foundation of the monastic church on 12 May 1879 can be found
in an inscription on the first blank page of a gospel book printed in Moscow in 1875. The
inscription records the donation and lists the principal donors and their families: 'Donated
to the Church of Saint Alexander Nevsky, built near Yambol on Ascension Hill, in memory
of the preservation of the life of His Majesty Emperor Alexander Il from an assassination
attempt, by the 30th Infantry Division and other officers of the Russian Army' (Yambol,
12 May 1879). The following individuals are named: General Adjutant Mikhail D.
Skobelev, Major General Nikolai F. Shnitnikov, commander of the 30th Infantry Division;
Major Arkadi I. Golov; Aleksandr G. Sorokin, the Russian Consul in Tulcea; Nikolai G.
Hartwig; Mikhail M. Chikhachov; and Zacharia D. Zhechev..%®

Foundation and equipment of memorial churches dedicated to Russian soldiers who fell in

the wars.

A further category of Russian religious artefacts is associated with the foundation and furnishing
of memorial churches dedicated to fallen Russian soldiers. These monuments were established to
commemorate the heroism displayed during the Russo—Turkish War of 1877-1878, particularly in
Bulgaria—for example, the Nativity of Christ Monastery at Shipka and the Monastery of Saint
Alexander Nevsky near Bakadzhik in the Yambol region—as well as in Serbia, such as the Church
of the Holy Trinity at Gornji Adrovac. Another example is the Church of St George at Mersindzhik,
built between 1899 and 1914 near the site of the naval Battle of Cesme. These projects exemplify
state-sponsored patronage expressed through monumental architecture, serving to reinforce
collective memory and imperial ideology. At the same time, these churches were furnished with
Russian art icons and portable liturgical objects—such as crosses, books, and vestments—thus

linking monumental commemoration with the circulation of religious artefacts.

CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES
- Church of the Holy Trinity, Gornji Adrovac, Serbia (Fig. 21)

1% Nikolov, Angel. “‘Saints and Soldiers’. Nineteenth-Century Russian Religious Art in Southern
Bulgaria.” Museikon 5 (2021): 321-322 (321, ill. 11, 12)
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A commemorative church was built in honour of Colonel Nikolaj Rajevski, who fell in battle on 1
September 1876 at Golo Brdo, Gornji Adrovac..........

- Shipka, Memorial Church of the Nativity of Christ, Shipka Monastery (Bulgaria)
Count N. P. Ignatiev, ktitor of the Monastery of St Panteleimon, initiated the construction of the
church in memory of Russian soldiers who had fallen during the Russo-Turkish War of 1877—
1878. Funds for the project began to be collected throughout Russia from 1879 onward, the first
donation being made by Emperor Alexander II. With the emperor’s approval, the Committee for
the Construction of an Orthodox Church in Southern Bulgaria for the Eternal Memory of Soldiers
Who Fell in the War of 1877-1878 was established in St Petersburg on 25 April 1880. Chaired by
N. P. Ignatiev, the committee supervised the project until 27 May 1903, coordinating fundraising
and construction while reinforcing the symbolic presence of Russian imperial patronage in the
region. The iconostasis is carved in linden wood and richly decorated with gilded ornamentation.
It was produced in the workshops for artistic objects and architectural details of the architect A.
Yu. Yang in Ukraine, according to a design by Prof. A. N. Pomerantsev, whose project reflects the
historicist aesthetic characteristic of late nineteenth-century Russian ecclesiastical architecture.
The icons were painted in 1901 in the icon-painting workshop of the Russian monastery of Saint
Panteleimon on Mount Athos, and were donated to the church in Shipka.l®” The iconostasis
comprises eighty-three richly gilded icons painted on cypress wood panels. Sixteen of these depict
the saints who are the protectors of prominent Russian generals who participated in the Russo-
Turkish War of 1877-78. Twenty-six of the icons represent the most venerated Bulgarian saints,
while two portray popular Serbian saints. This selection of saints reflects a meticulously designed
commemorative programme that connected Russian military leadership with the sacred geography
of the Balkans while also recognising the spiritual traditions of local Orthodox communities. Thus,

the iconographic programme served not only as a devotional ensemble, but also as a visual

07 Jimaxon Iletp Ilaxomos, “CTpoMTENbCTBO Xpama Ha BajikaHax Jyisi OMHHOLIEHHUS MPABOCISBHBIX
BOMHOB NoruOmmux B BoWHy 1877-1878 rr.” in I'pag Henamwves u Pycckuii Ceamo-Ilanmeneumonog
MmoHacmuips Ha Agone. - Ceamas eopa Agon : nznaane Pycckoro Csaro-IlanteneiiMoHOBa MOHACTBIPS Ha
Adone, 2016.( (= Pycckuit Apon XIX-XX BB., ['n. pea. nepom. Makapuii (Makuenko), T. 12), Mount
Athos, Pycckuii Cesito-ITanTenenMoHOB MOHACTBIpB, 2016, p.12), p. 603-632. Nikolov, Angel. “‘Saints and
Soldiers’. Nineteenth-Century Russian Religious Art in Southern Bulgaria.” Museikon 5 (2021): 317-328
(323-325, ill. 18-23).
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expression of imperial memory and Russia’s symbolic role as protector of the Orthodox peoples

of the region. In the sacristy of the church are many icons donated by high ranking ecclesiastical

- St. George, Russian memorial church in Mersindzhik near the naval of Battle of Cesme
(1899-1914).

An analysis of the surviving objects and written sources demonstrates that, in the Balkans and the
Aegean islands, three principal categories of Russian war-related offerings can be identified,
reflecting the structured and multifaceted character of Russian imperial patronage during the
Russo—Turkish wars. The first category comprises official donations, made during military
campaigns and in occupied territories by state and ecclesiastical authorities, often mediated
through military forces and administrative or clerical representatives. The second includes private
donations and dedications, carried out both during and after the conflicts, which are more closely
linked to expressions of personal piety by both high-ranking officers and ordinary soldiers. A third
category is represented by the foundation and furnishing of memorial churches, established to
commemorate fallen soldiers and to monumentalize imperial presence in the region. Taken
together, these categories reveal a coherent strategy in which religious objects and institutions
functioned not only as elements of devotional practice but also as instruments of symbolic
authority, cultural influence, and collective memory. Whether in the form of portable artefacts—
icons, crosses, books, and vestments—or in monumental architectural projects, these material
expressions of faith contributed to the reinforcement of Orthodox networks and the embedding of
Russian imperial ideology in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Balkans. As such, they constitute
a significant yet often “invisible” dimension of warfare, illustrating how religious material culture
operated as a subtle but effective vehicle of political and ideological projection in the early modern
and modern periods.
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Chapter 3
Private Agency, Diasporas, and Informal Networks

Alongside official channels, a dense network of unofficial and private transfers played a decisive
role in the dissemination of Russian religious artefacts.

3.1 Merchants, Intellectuals, and Balkan Communities in Russia

Merchants, intellectuals, and political figures from the Balkans who lived in or maintained
commercial ties with Russia constituted an important group of donors. Their offerings circulated
through diasporic and commercial networks, highlighting the central role of private agency in
processes of cultural transfer. These practices may be interpreted as a manifestation of modern
evergetism, understood as a social, economic, and political phenomenon. The study of Russian
religious artefacts donated to the benefactors’ places of origin offers valuable insight into the forms

and meanings of charitable activity in the modern era.

The donors included men of letters, members of the upper social strata, representatives of
prominent Greek merchant families established in southern Russia and Ukraine, as well as clergy
integrated into the hierarchy of the Russian Church. On this basis, the following typology of

donations can be proposed:

1. Lifetime donations to churches or monasteries associated with family lineage, typically
by members of the upper classes (intellectuals, political figures).

2. Large-scale donations—such as entire iconostases or complete liturgical furnishings—
made by merchant families and often specified in wills, directed primarily to their places
of origin. These were frequently accompanied by broader benefactions, including the
construction of schools, hospitals, and charitable institutions.

3. Modest donations made by diaspora members, likewise directed toward their native
communities.

4. Clerical donations by members of the Russian Church hierarchy to their birthplaces or to

major monastic centres.

CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES

51



(DRAFT)

- Donations provided by loannis Kapodistrias, the first Governor of Greece, and his

sustained patronage of the Monastery of the Virgin Platytera in Corfu.

A notable example of the first category of donations—those made throughout a benefactor’s
lifetime to a church or monastery associated with a family lineage—is provided by loannis
Kapodistrias, the first Governor of Greece, and his sustained patronage of the Monastery of the
Virgin Platytera in Corfu. Born in Corfu in 1776 and assassinated in Nafplio in 1831, Kapodistrias
held prominent political positions, serving in the government of the Republic of the Seven Islands
(1802-1807), as a diplomat in the service of the Russian Empire (1808-1815), and as Minister of
Foreign Affairs under Tsar Alexander I (1816-1822), before becoming Governor of Greece (1828—
1831). According to monastic tradition, in 1792 he was miraculously saved from death after a fall
from his horse outside the monastery, an event that established a lasting bond between the
Kapodistrias family and the institution. Their financial support proved crucial for the restoration
of the monastery following its destruction by fire during the French occupation in 1798. Archival
evidence attributes to Kapodistrias the donation of two Russian icons depicting the Archangels
Michael and Gabriel, described in contemporary sources as “masterpieces of the Moscow school.”
Additional references to these icons appear both in archival registers and in his correspondence.
Beyond these works, Kapodistrias also offered a richly decorated revetment for the icon of the
Virgin Glykofilousa, a church clock, and other valuable objects, reflecting both his personal piety

and his role as a benefactor.

The stylistic and iconographic features of the Archangels suggest a connection with the circle of
Vladimir Borovikovsky, one of the leading painters of the St Petersburg aristocracy at the turn of
the nineteenth century. Their close resemblance to comparable works attributed to
Borovikovsky—such as icons held in the Tretyakov Gallery and in regional collections—supports
the hypothesis that Kapodistrias acquired them in Saint Petersburg, possibly directly from the

artist’s workshop, before donating them to the monastery in Corfu.

To illustrate the second category—Iarge-scale donations, such as entire iconostases and complete
sets of liturgical furnishings commissioned by Greek entrepreneurial and merchant families

established in Russia—we may consider two examples from Epirus.
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- Donations provided by Rizari brothers to the Church of St Athanasius in Monodendri
(1810)

The first is the Church of St Athanasius in Monodendri, the birthplace of the Rizari brothers. The
church, a three-aisled basilica with a narthex, bears a construction date of 1804 on a recessed
plaque in the pediment, while the threshold of the south entrance is inscribed with the date “29
April 1839.” The carved wooden iconostasis, likely contemporary with the ambo and the episcopal
throne, is decorated with pierced floral and animal motifs. Of the nine despotic icons, five were
donated by the Rizari brothers: the Dormition of the Virgin (March 1806), St Panteleimon (21 June
1810), the Virgin lverskaya (27 October 1810), Christ Pantocrator, and St John the Baptist.

- Donations provided by Hadzikosta brothers to the Church of St Nicholas Agora in loannina
(1840-1841)

A second example is provided by the Church of St Nicholas Agora in loannina (1840-1841),
associated with the benefactions of the Zosima brothers and Georgios Hatzikostas. In his will,
Hatzikostas allocated substantial funds for the construction and furnishing of several churches and
monastic institutions in Epirus, including the Church of St Nicholas, where he financed the
creation of an elaborate wooden iconostasis. Although construction initially began with support
from the Zosima brothers of Moscow, it was ultimately completed through Hatzikostas’
contributions. He also funded the construction of a nearby hospital, illustrating the broader
philanthropic dimension of his activities. Two inscriptions on the west side of the church attest to
his decisive role, noting that the church was consecrated on 12 December 1840. The numerous
liturgical objects and icons he donated further confirm this date, as they were produced in Moscow
between 1840 and 1842. These include eight icons for the iconostasis—seven bearing the
inscription “Prayer of Georgios Hatzikostas for his brother Anastasios and his parents and
relatives, in Moscow in 1841,” and one inscribed “Prayer of Ioannou Hatzikonsta”—as well as

additional icons placed around the sanctuary and nave.

The donation also encompassed a wide range of liturgical furnishings: an epitaphios above the
north entrance, a chalice and Gospel book, a chandelier and four candelabra in the main church, a
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seven-branched lamp and baptismal font on the upper floor, and further icons for the iconostasis
of the Chapel of St Eleftherios.

Complementary examples of large-scale donations are found in Kefalonia, where prominent

diaspora families similarly commissioned ecclesiastical furnishings from Russian workshops.

- Donations provided by Dimitrios Igglessis to the Church of the Evangelistria in the village

of Pessada, near Argostoli, 1835

The Church of the Evangelistria in the village of Pessada, near Argostoli, was built in 1835 on the
site of an earlier Byzantine church dedicated to the Annunciation. The new church was erected by
the Inglis (lgglessis) family, whose origins trace back to Scotland but who became firmly
established on the island. The iconostasis was donated by Dimitrios Igglessis, mayor of Odessa,
who commissioned the despotic icons, liturgical textiles, and the Gospel book from Moscow, while
the doors of the iconostasis were decorated with icons produced in Constantinople. This
combination of artistic centres reflects the wide commercial and cultural networks within which

these benefactors operated.

- Donations provided by Nikolas Sklavou family to the Church of the Dormition of the Virgin

in the village of Domata, near Argostoli, 1839

A second example is provided by the Church of the Dormition of the Virgin in the village of
Domata. Its iconostasis and liturgical furnishings, dating to the late nineteenth century and
produced in Moscow workshops, were donated by the family of Captain Nikolaos Sklavou.
Sklavou is historically associated with the recovery and transfer of the body of Patriarch Gregory
V from Constantinople to Odessa, an act that enhanced the symbolic prestige of the family. The
coffin constructed for this purpose has been preserved in the church of Panagia in Domata.The
commissioning of iconostases and liturgical objects from Moscow in both cases reflects not only
the economic strength of these families but also their sustained commercial ties with the Russian
Empire. At the same time, these donations contributed to shaping the aesthetic preferences of the
local elite. The icons produced for these iconostases follow the principles of the academic style

of Russian ecclesiastical painting, which became dominant from the 1830s onward, and thus
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functioned as a key channel for the introduction and diffusion of this style within the visual culture

of Kefalonia.

3.2 Clerical Mobility and Ecclesiastical Careers

High-ranking Greek clerics serving within the Russian Church constituted an important channel
for the transfer of Russian religious material culture to the Balkans and the Aegean. Their
donations—icons, liturgical vessels, and textiles—combined expressions of personal devotion
with the maintenance of transregional ecclesiastical networks, thereby facilitating long-term

cultural exchange.

CHARACTERISTIC EXAMPLES

- Donations of Arsenios Elassonas

A large number of Russian icons, liturgical vestments, and church furnishings were donated by
Greek priests and monks living in Muscovy, the most notable example being Archbishop Arsenios
of Elasson. Arsenios was born in Thessaly but spent most of his life in Russia (1588-1625) as a
high-ranking clergyman of the Russian Church. He donated more than 50 icons, liturgical objects,
and books to the monasteries of Meteora, Dousikou in Thessaly, Tatarna in Eurytania, Mount
Athos, Mount Sinali, and the Holy Land.

Tatarna monastery (case study)

Throughout its long and turbulent history, the Monastery of Tatarna, one of the oldest and richest
of continental Greece, has seen both heyday and decay: fires, natural disasters, looting, but also
reconstruction. The researcher examining its history has to deal from the beginning with a set of
complex questions related to the motives and practices, cultural, ecclesiastical and economic alike,
which led to its foundation and rise to prominence. What drove hieromonks David and Methodios,
as well as the two other monks accompanying them, to relocate and find a new coenobitic
monastery? Moreover, why did their coenobium, shortly after its foundation, receive the name of
the Virgin of Tatarna? Which was ‘the great monastery of Savior Christ’ from which the

aforementioned monks started their journey? And finally, why were important offerings sent from
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‘Moscow of Great Russia’ to such a remote monastery? According to the oral tradition, close to
the monastery’s current location was a Byzantine monastic foundation, built ‘a thousand years
before us’1%. Its existence, between the eleventh and fourteenth centuries, is attested by sporadic
mentions in the textual sources, and the Byzantine heirlooms in the contemporary sacristy®.

Nevertheless, the oldest written sources, providing solid documentation on the current monastery’s
foundation, date to 1555/6. Its foundation document was compiled in January 1556 by hieromonk
David, while a sigillum was issued by Patriarch Dionysius Il (in office 1546-1556) later in the

same year'1?

. Both documents refer to David as the ‘venerable prohegumen of the great monastery
of Savior Christ’ (c€BGouion TPONYOVUEVOD TG UEYOANG LOVIG TOL TOTNPmg Xpiotov), Who
came to Tatarna accompanied by hieromonk Methodios and two other monks. These four found a
site fit for a monastery’s establishment, in the light of their desire to lead an eremitic and peaceful
life!l, Both sources enumerate the various offerings, e.g., liturgical objects, manuscripts, as well
as the important estates presented to the monastery by the local flock'?. According to the selfsame
sigillum, the monastery is granted the status of patriarchal and stavropegial, with the ‘most
reverend David, prohegumen of the great monastery of Savior Christ’ (o ocidtatog kvp Aapid, o
TPONYOVUEVOG TNG MEYGANG povig Tov Xothpwc Xpiotov) being appointed hegumen. After its
foundation, the monastery’s stavropegial status was confirmed four times by sigillia issued in
1586, 1676, 1782 and 179713, Interesting information on two landmarks in the monastery’s
function, namely the erection of the katholikon and its painting, is preserved in two notes in an

early seventeenth-century manuscript. According to these notes, the katholikon’s construction

108 vasileiou, To Movaotipr g Tatdpvag, 37 (no. 2).

109 Theochari, “ExiAncioctikd duete”, 123 (no. 3). Vasileiou, To Movaotipi, 37 (nos. 3, 4). Koumoulidis, Deriziotis,
Sdrolia, To Movaotipr tg Totapvag, 13-14.

110 poulitsas, “Emtypagai, EvOvpfioeig kar Sryidha”, 284-287. Vasileiou, To Movaotipr, 139-143.

11 ‘BEne1dn totyapodv kat npeic eyd te SnAadn, o eAiy1oTOg £V 1EPOLOVAYOLS KOl TVEVLLOTIKOIG KO TPOTYOVUEVOS TG
oefacpiog povig Tov ZoTpmg XP1oTov, Kol 0 GV 101 ELVAABECTOTOC €V 1EPOLOVEY01S Kup MeBOS10G, Kol AAAOL TV
AdEAPMV, TOV EPNUIKAOV Kot novylov Tobhicavteg Blov, Kol 1epdy povipy, en’ovopatt g G®eotdKov...uOAG e0popEV
TOV EMTAOOV TOTOV €1G TAATOVOV KOAOVUEVOV, ...EYYEIGTO TOV AGTPOTOTAUOL KOKEIGE TOL GVVOPO, TNG TOLOTNG
povig mlavteg, vadv ek BaBpov e yng ™ OeotdK® avnyeipopey, enucheldeion Qavep®UEVT KOl LOVAGTIPLOV
AMEKATESTHOOUEY KAOME VOV opdtal, omovddlovieg kat £Tt enti T PelTidost kot owEneet awtov...” (ibid., 139)

12 < mheioto apepdpato...oxéon 1epd e, kot Bipiia kavkio kot kovmac apydpog Kot 6ca GALN KvnTé, Kot axiviTa
npaypora...’ (ibid., 140)

113 All six sigillia have been publish by P. Vasileiou (ibid., 139-152).
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began by hieromonks David and Methodios in 1555/6 and was completed in September 1580;
while its decoration with wall paintings finished much later, in September 16004,

The monastery’s estate took shape during the early period of its history, that is to say from its
foundation until the first decade of the seventeenth century. It consisted mainly of oblations by
local squires and a network of support by the Orthodox communities in the wider area®®. This is

116 \which

evidenced by the donating deeds and bestowals preserved in the conventual archive
illustrate that the monastery should be associated with the sixteenth-century wave of monastic
foundations or reestablishments in Ottoman Greece, a phenomenon with notable intensity in
Thessaly*’,

In the foundation act hieromonk David writes that the temple he erected was dedicated to the
invoked Phaneromene (smuchetfsica ovepopévn)te. The same appellation is repeated in the first
two sigillia issued in 1556 and 1586. In the first, the monastery is mentioned as the ‘venerable and
holy monastery of Panagia...the invoked Phaneromene’ (cefacupioc kot 1€pd MOV NG
[Mavayiog... g emkekAnuévng Gavepopévng). In the second it appears to have been dedicated to
the most holy Theotokos, the so-called “Revealed” (tn tywopévn en’ovopott g vrepoyiog
@so0tdrov ¢ kohovpévne Pavepopévnc)®. The toponym Tatarna is a later addition to the name,
with different versions of the Virgin of Tatarna appearing from 1599 and on'?°. This appellation
appears for the first time in the dedicatory inscription of the Russian icon of the Dormition of the
Virgin presented by the Archimandrite of the Holy Sepulcher Damaskinos. According to the
inscription, Damaskinos had it commissioned in 1599 for the venerable stavropegial monastery in

Tatarna, dedicated to the nativity of the immaculate and the perpetually Virgin Mary*2L,

H4Eredetddn o mévoentog Kot mepipnuog vadg tng Yrepayiag kar acimapdévov Mapiac, Tov 6vrog mAnciov tov
AEVKOTOTALOV TUNG KEWMG KaAovpevng Tatdpvng etedeiodn evtduto ZITH'(1580) kot iotopnfn kot tovto ZPH
(1600)’ (idem, EvOvuijoeis, Emiypapés ki éva Ziyildio, 5-6)

115 As a sidenote, it is interesting that two icons from the first templon of the church, depicting Saint George (1598-9)
and the Virgin’s Nativity (1593-4), were by the painter Lampros from Agrafa (Florou, “Ewoéveg tov 160v oumva”,
295).

116 Theochari, “ExkAnctloctucd aueto”’, 125 (no. 1).

117 Greene, “History in High Places”, 5-10. Kotzageorgis, “Ta povaotipia o¢ ofmpovikés tomikéc ehit”, 185.

118 Phaneromene is one of the many epithets of the Virgin in the Orthodox tradition, literally meaning ‘the Revealed’,
and usually refers to a miraculous discovery or revealing of an icon, which when becomes the center of veneration in
the monastery or church built in the location it was found.

19 Vasileiou, To Movaotiipt, 143-145.

120 E g, Tlovayiag Tatdpva[n]g, Havayiog Tatapvidticoas, @cotdxov Mepavepmuévng g emikekAnuévng Tetdpvag
1215ee cat. 1 in the appendix. Also see Kissas, “A Russian Icon from Tatarna Monastery”.
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There are quite a few hypotheses regarding the origin of the monastery’s name'?2. In our eyes, the
most convincing is that the aforementioned toponym refers to the nearby watermill ‘in Tatarna’
(e1¢ Tpv Tazdpvav). To the watermill also belonged a poros (zdpog), either a lugger or a moving
bridge, one of the monastery’s many estates. This watermill was built in the narrowest point of the
Achelous River, with its owner essentially controlling the passing. The well-known bridge of
Tatarna was erected on the same location in the seventeenth century. It stood there until 1963,
when it was demolished and the artificial lake of Kremasta was created'%,

The choice of the specific location for the monastery can be attributed to many different reasons:
e.g., the ruins of an older monastic structure, the river and its largest wellspring (Madracha), which
provided access to drinkable water. But its more prominent asset was its proximity to the basic
crossing from Thessaly to Agrafa. The choice of the specific location provided to the newly-
founded monastery access to an arterial road and the river’s crossing, a trait we see in other
Thessalian monasteries built during the second half of the sixteenth century. Their erection in
strategic locations, close to rivers, bridges and passages, supported the development of road
networks in the mountainous region of Pindus?*. In other words, the foundation of the Monastery
of Tatarna by the watermill and its poros basically was the first step towards the development of a
new arterial road, which connected Evrytania with Valtos through the bridge of Tatarna.

An open question in the history of Tatarna remains the ‘great monastery of Savior Christ’, to which
hieromonks David and Methodios and their two companions associate with. The monasteries
which feature the definition Savior Christ (tov Zotpog [Xptotob]), meaning ‘the Transfiguration
of our Lord’, and which could have actively participated in Tatarna’s foundation, were the
Monastery Saint Bessarion of Dousiko (Mov1} Tov Ayiov Bniocapimvog-Aovouko), also known as
the Monastery of our Savior of the Great Gates (Movn tov Zotpog Tov Meydrmv TTuidv), and
the Monastery of the Transfiguration of Our Savior in Meteora (Movi} Metapopedoemg Tov

Totpoc oo Metémpa), also known as the Great Meteoro (Meydho Metémpo)'?. Regrettably, the

122 On the monastery’s name see Vasileiou, To Movaotipi. 28-34.

123 The monastery’s contemporary premises were built to the west of the village of Tripotamos (Evrtytania), very close
to its original location. Regrettably, the old structure collapsed after the 1963 earthquake (Koumoulidis, Deriziotis,
Sdrolia, To Movaotipt g Tatapvag, 15).

124 For an analysis of this aspect see Greene, “History in High Places”.

125 Vasileiou, To Movactipt, 27-28 and 37-41. Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movactip: t¢ Tardpvag, 13-14.
Dositheos, Iepov Tpirrvyov, 121-176. Boycheva, “Zulloyés pmoikdv eiovev otnv EArada”, 38 and 51.
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existing scholarship has not clarified this matter yet, and perhaps only further research in the
archives could offer new illuminating evidence!?®.

Be it as it may, the hypothesis that the Monastery of the Virgin of Tatarna was founded by monks
of Dousiko Monastery seems to me less plausible, considering that a strong earthquake destroyed
its katholikon in 1544. This disaster obliged the brotherhood to dedicate itself to necessary
restorative works until 1577%’, Still, one cannot categorically rule out the possibility that Tatarna’s
founding fathers came from Dousiko. This is so first because Ottoman documents in its archive
attest the concentrated effort to expand the monastery’s estates during the sixteenth century®?,
Then, the important ensemble of heirlooms presented to Tatarna by a high cleric who emanated
from Dousiko Monastery, the Archbishop Arsenios (1550-1625), could be interpreted as an act of
support to the effort by monks of the brotherhood he used to belong to%,

On the other hand, one should take into account that the foundation of Tatarna coincides with the
Great Meteoro’s economic and spiritual heyday: its leading role among the monasteries in the
whole of Central Greece, not only of Stagoi or Thessaly, is clearly indicative*°.

In the Sygramma Istorikon (Zvyypoppa Istopucdv), an episcopal act written a bit after 152931, it
is stated that no monastic, not from Great Meteoro or any other convent, held the title of hegumen
in the region, with the exception of the Protos of the Hermitage of Stagoi'®2. The writer seems to
be ill-disposed towards Great Meteoro, as he implies that the change in the governance of the
Stagoi Hermitage became the instrument of the other monasteries’ obliteration'®. In any case, the
Sygramma Istorikon points out that by the first half of the sixteenth century, at the latest, the
dispute regarding primacy in Meteora was resolved in favor of the Great Meteoro Monastery. From

now on, the other monasteries of Meteora were obliged, as an expression of submission and

126 B g, tracing the sultanic firman granting permission for the monastery’s establishment could provide a clear answer
to this question.

127 Alexandropoulos, “Ta OBwpaviké Tovpkuco &yypago”. Kotzageorgis, “To povaotiplo k¢ 00mpUavikés TOmKEG
eMt”.

128 Alexandropoulos, “To Ofwpovicd Tovpkike &yypaga”, 118.

129 The view that the monastery’s founders came from Dousiko is embraced by Vasileiou (To Movaotipi, 45),
Dimitrikapoulos (“Apcéviog Ehaccdovoc”, 149, no. 91), Greene, “History in High Places”, 5-10.

130 Uspensky, Bocmok Xpucmuancxuii, 160. Vapheiades, H uov#, 109-110.

131 See Uspenskij, Vostok Christianskij-Putesestvie, 408-413. Vogiatzidis, To Xpovikév tov Metewpov. Nicol,
Meteora, 71-72. Sofianos, H Zxijty tév Zrayadv, 32-33. Rigo, La Cronaca, 53-109.

182 < ovdeic vopa 1youpévoL EkéktnTo, obTe sic 10 Metémpov obte gic 8AANY povipv. Kai yap todto Sflov fv kév
TOIG MWOAAOIC, MG £otkev, ayvoduevov. OUtmg yap TOPEKTOG TOD TPMTOV THG CKNTEWG 0VOES GAAOG TyOOUEVOG
@vopdteto. Obtm yap 1| cuvnbeto Enexpdret, 6TL 6 TPMTOG Elyev Kai TO THG Nyovpeviag dvopa...” (ibid., In. 66-70.)
1381bid., In. 126-128, 145-146.
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docility (bmotayfic kai evmedeiag Evekev), to acknowledge the spiritual supremacy of the Great
Meteoro.

However, as already stated, the leading role held by the Great Meteoro was not limited to the
abbeys and monastic cells of Stagoi; its influence exceeded by far the borders of today’s Thessaly.
Furthermore, Dousiko Monastery as well fell under the jurisdiction of the Great Meteoro according
to the epistle of confirmation and will of its founding father, Saint Bessarion (d. 1540)*3. His will
testifies to the authority that the Great Meteoro enjoyed during the sixteenth century, to such an
extent that Dousiko Monastery was considered its dependency. The same status is also reserved
for the Monastery of the Transfiguration of Zavorda, located in Western Macedonia (Greece), as
the will of its founding father, Saint Nikanor (1491-1549), attests'®. It should also be observed
that monasteries outside the region of Meteora were founded in the sixteenth century by initiative
of monks of the Great Meteoro. For example, characteristic is the case of the Monastery of Saint
Athanasius Omvriakis (Domokos), which was founded in 1565 by monk Athanasius of Great
Meteoro®3e,

Beyond shadow of doubt, the establishment of dependencies of the Great Meteoro Monastery in
nodal point of continental Greece is a phenomenon worth of further discussion. During the
sixteenth century Meteora faced a housing, nutritional and housing crisis due to the great
confluence of incoming monks*¥’. This state of affairs obliged the Great Meteoro not only to erect
a more spacious katholikon in 1552 and a two-storey hospital-rest home in 15728, but also to
proceed with new conventual establishments in select and appropriate locations, usually where
monasteries used to stand'®®. Besides a much-desired decongestion, the ultimate aim of these
moves was the expansion of the monastery’s estates and the increment of its revenue, as well as

the control of nodal points and arterial roads by a centralized monastic network®. In fact, the

134 €1 8¢ Papv 1 xai &/[moyOeg To]yxdvoy £ 10 dudpmpo [poveyod tvoc], kol vrep tHg oD kabnyovu(év)ov Tiig

poviig duvapemg, avoyxdnte adtd TPog TOV 0cIdTATOV Kabnyoduevov tod Metedpov, kol map’ €keivov €xétm v
dopbwory, el EERv- 6v (g peilova tig oxNte(wg) Gvra mv(svpat)kov m(até)pa didop avtd, 10 T0g pe/[ydrog xai]
duodiopbmdt(ovg) Eumtocuév(og) mpdaelg, dopbodv Kovovikde Te Kol EmoTnuov(ewg) Tod MUETEPOV ALy®
povactnpiov’ (Sofianos, “O &yioc Bnoocopiov”, In. 22-24 on page 227).

135 Delialis, ““H Awo1jkn tod 6ciov Nucdvopoc”, In. 72-80, 90-104 on pages 422-423.

136 See selectively Giannopoulos, “Xpovikov tiic poviig 1o Ouppucod”.

137 Skouvaras, “Medéwpa”, 1076, 1088; Vasileiou, To Movaoripi, 45.

138 Vapheiades, H uovs, 113-117.

139 Alexandropoulos, “To. povacthpia tov Metedpav”.

140 Skouvaras, “Mebémpa”, 1088. Alexandropoulos, “To povacthpio tov Metedpwv”, 84-86.
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founding of Tatarna by the four monks, who perhaps came from the Great Meteoro brotherhood,
could be interpreted within the frame of this considerable expansion.

After its establishment, Tatarna developed rapidly, receiving many land endowments in the wider
region'*!, Its heyday from 1556 until the beginning of the seventeenth century is also attested by
the sumptuous ecclesiastical vessels treasured in its contemporary sacristy*#?. Likewise, its fame
reflects on its inclusion by Kaisarios Dapontes (1713/4-1784) in his poem on the monasteries and
churches dedicated to the Virgin (Anapifunocig tov ovouaostdv vadv kot povov g [avayiog kot
nepi Tov Ayiov Opovc)®.

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the monastery associates to rebellious movements
and is set on fire many times, like many other monasteries in continental Greece. Viz, in 1600
Tatatrna becomes the epicenter of the rebellion led by Dionysios the Philosopher (d. 1611),
metropolitan of Larissa, which leads to its destruction by the Ottomans in 1601. The monastery is
reconstructed with the sponsorship of Scarlatos (fl. sixteenth century)!**, a Phanariot originally
from Agrafa, who becomes its second founder'#®. In 1602 Arsenios of Elassona, Archbishop of
the Cathedral of the Archangels of Moscow, will send icons and other objects to the monastery,

which were presumably meant to cover urgent needs after its destruction.

The group of Russian heirlooms to be discussed comprises of six portable icons, a pectoral
panagiarion-encolpion and an illuminated manuscript. Unfortunately, the existing scholarship
suffers from inaccuracies regarding their dating and iconography*®. The relatively thin
bibliography includes studies dedicated to the icon of the Dormition of the Virgin!*’, Arsenios’s
oblations'*8, two of the icons’ dedicatory inscriptions and the manuscript'*®. A key text for the

objects’ contextualization is the illuminated manuscript itself, compiled in Moscow and presented

141 Vasileiou, To Movaotipt, 79-83. Greene, “History in High Places”, 5-6.

142 Theochari, “ExxAnciloctiké dueio”, 123-147. Vasileiou, To Movaoripr, 83-99. Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdroliia,
To Movaaotipt ¢ Tatdpvag, 22 and 134-146.

143 < Totdpva povaotipov... g Havayiag / mapdpoov og to Aowmd g tag Bovpatovpyiac...” (Vasileiou, To
Movaaotijpt, 31).

144Theocharis, “Nikolas Mavrocordato”, 319-340. Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movactip: tnc Totdpvag, 15.
Sdrolia, Or roryoypagicc tov kabolixod e uoviic Iétpag (1625), 12-13.

145 Vasileiou, To Movaotipt, 48-49.

146 E g., Vasileiou, EvOvuiioeic, emiypapéc ki éva oryildio, 12. Idem, To povastipt e Tardpvag, 45. Koumoulidis,
Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movaotipt tpc Tatapvog, 134. ®Adpov, “Ewcovec Tov 160v cudva”, 293-298.

147 Kissas, “A Russian Icon”.

148 K omashko, Sayenkova, “The Iconographic program of Russian Icons”, 73-88.

149 poulitsas, “Emtypagai, EvOvproeig kar Sryidda”. Dimitrakipoulos, Apaéviog Elacadévog.
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to Arsenios in 1596 by the Metropolitan of Myreon Matthaios (1550-1624). Upon the manuscript’s
dispatch in 1602, Arsenios noted his oblations propria manu adding a clear designation of origin:
‘from the Orthodox Megalopolis of Moscow of Great Russia’ (azé ¢ opfodolov Meyaiomorews
¢ Moayopiag tc Meyding Powadiog...)*°. He mentions a silver-gilt icon of the Descent into Hades
(év eicévioua apyvpdypvoov v avéoracty tov Kvpiov Huwv Ineod Xpiotod Eic Adov)'®, as well
as ‘amost fine’ (exlsxrcdrrarov) silver-gilt casket™2. Their transit to Tatarna was undertaken by the
Archimandrite of the Holy Sepulcher Damaskinos, who was accompanied by monks Symeon and
Pachomios. Other heirlooms in the monastery’s collection, not mentioned by Arsenios, can also
be associated to the same dispatch: e.g., the icons of the Vision of Saint Sergius of Radonezh®®3,
of Christ Pantokrator™, of Panagia Phaneromene of Tatarna (lavayio ®avepwuévy
Tarapvicrticoa)'™, and a pectoral panagiarion-encolpion®®. Their iconography and style place
them towards the end of the sixteenth and the first half of the seventeenth century, which is roughly
the same period that Arsenios’s dispatch of gifts was planned and executed. As a side note, it
should be highlighted that Arsenios donated a large number of Russian religious artifacts to
Orthodox religious centers: Thessaly (Meteora and Dousiko), the Church of St. George of the
Greeks in Venice, Mount Athos, Mount Sinai, and the Holy Land. His oblations are estimated to
some fifty icons, other liturgical objects and illuminated manuscripts®®’.

The earliest dated heirloom of this group, perhaps the earliest Russian object in the whole
collection as well, is the small icon of the Dormition of the Virgin, gifted by Archimandrite
Damaskinos in 1599 (Fig. 1). Its complex iconographical program and dedicatory inscription
summon much interest. One of the two dedicatory inscriptions on the icon’s reverse side details

Damaskinos’s act of piety®®®,

150 poulitsas, “Emtypagai, EvOvpnoeic kot Zryiddia”, cat. 66 on page 270 and cat. 96 on page 276. Dimitrakopoulos,
Apaéviog EAacoovog, 127-150.

151 Gratsiou, Die dekorierten Handschriften 145-146. Vasileiou, To Movaotip, 45. Dositheos, Ipooxiviua. 1.
Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movaotipt t¢ Tatapvag, 134.

152 The casket is no longer in the monastery’s sacristy (Dimitrakopoulos, Apcévioc EAacaévog, 137)

153 Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movaotijp: ty¢ Tarépvag, 134.

154 1bid., 134.

155 |bid., 134.

156 |bid., 134.

157 Dimitrakopoulos, Apcéviog Ehaccévog, 124 164, 221 232. Kissas, “A Russian Icon from Tatarna”.
Vocotopoulos, “Encore deux icones”, 167—170; Saenkova, Komashko, “The iconographic program”, 73— 88;
ToevkoBa, “O Apcéviog Elacmdvog kat ta aplepdpatd tov”, 73 — 76. Charchare, Russian icons in the Greek
diaspora communities, 200-202.

158 See cat. 1 in the appendix. Although this icon is regarded to be an offering to the Monastery of Tatarna, it should
be noted that Kissas encountered it in 1974 in the church of Aroniada, a village in the region of Valtos
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The icon’s center is occupied by the Dormition of the Virgin; while on the left and the right corners
appear two sets of buildings. The Virgin, lying on her deathbed, is mourned by two groups of
Apostles, the hierarchs Dionysius the Areopagite, Hierotheus of Athens, James the Just and the
two weeping women, who stand at the far edges. The eleven Apostles are again depicted in the
upper register standing as half-figures on nebula under the guidance of angels'*®. Christ is framed
by a double mandorla, symbolic of his glory. The internal mandorla is topped by a red Cherub,
while from the external blue mandorla emerge two angels holding candlesticks. He holds the
Virgin’s swaddled soul “eidolon”, a detail characteristic of sixteenth-century Russian painting®°.
What is more, the painter’s rendering of the episode of the Jewish priest Jephonias, in the very
foreground, constitutes an iconographical innovation of the beginning of the seventeenth century.
In this variation, Archangel Michael takes a left, and not right, step, while raising his sword to cut
Jephonias’s hands'®?. The combination of these two details points out to a transitional iconography,
caught between the sixteenth and the seventeenth century.

Above the Dormition the painter placed two scenes inspired by New Testament apocrypha: The
Descent of Mary’s Girdle to the Apostle Thomas, and the Metastasis of the Theotokos. In the first
scene, the Virgin within an oval “glory” is about to drop her girdle (zone) down onto Apostle
Thomas, while being taken up to heaven by two angels. In the latter scene, on the icon’s upper
frame, we see a female figure twaddled in white and sitting on a throne, decorated with four lit
candlesticks and palm trees. The figure makes a gesture of acceptance with her hands in front of
her chest, while two Archangels bend their knee towards the throne. According to the apocryphal
text attributed to Saint John the Theologian, the palm symbolizes the Tree of Life62. This

composition can be perceived as a visualization of apocryphal texts associated to the dogma of the

(Aitoloakarnania), and then in 1985, in the Church of Saint Athanasius in Amfilochia. (Kissas, “A Russian Icon”, no.
1 on page 261).

159 Porfiriev, Anoxpupuueckue ckazanus, 270-279 and 292-293. Wratislaw-Mitrovi¢, Okunev, “La dormition de la
Sainte Vierge”, 134-174.

160 From the beginning of the seventeenth century Christ appears in Russian religious iconography to be holding the
Virgin’s soul with His left hand, while blessing with His right (Komashko, Saenkova, “O HeKOTOPBIX pyCCKHX HKOHAX,
244-246).

181 |bid., 244-246.

182 Mimouni, Dormition et assomption de Marie, 130. Van Esbroeck, “Les textes liturgiques sur I’ Assomption”, 269.
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Dormition of the Virgin, with or without Resurrection, and with Her soul appearing on the Tree of
Life, where it unites with Her body after the Metastasis'®.

The icon’s frame features fourteen prophets and forefathers, who hold in their hands Marian
symbols or eileta. According to the encomia of Saint John of Damascus (c. 675/6-749) relevant to
the feast, there holy figures were present at the Dormition of the Virgin, alongside the Apostlest®.
The reverse side features two dedicatory inscriptions, one hymnographical inscription and the
Cross of Golgotha (Calvary) (Fig. 2). The artist renders the white cross and the Arma Christi
(Aobyyn — Xndyyog) against a red background. The Calvary (Kpoaviov Tomoc) is executed as a
terraced plinth over the buried skull of Adam. Asymmetrical scrolling vegetation emanates from
the base, filling the whole of the interstice between the cross and the bordure. Although the upper
board binding has perished, one can discern two birds, which most probably sat on the cross’s
upper antenna’®®. The composition is complemented by the apotropaic inscription [1L.X XX] NI KA
(Incovg Xpiotog Nucd) and four cryptograms®®®. Therefore, this is an allegory of the Cross of
Golgotha as the Tree of Life and Paradise, which functions as an apotropaic symbol when
juxtaposed to the cryptograms®’. The Cross of Golgotha, paired with Arma Christi, appears in
double-sided icons which were particularly venerated in Moscow during this period, such as the
miraculous icon of Our Lady of Vladimir, also known as the palladium of the Principality of
Moscow?®®, and its sixteenth- and seventeenth-century copies®®®. A version of this representation
is also found in an icon of enthroned Christ with Metropolitan Cyprian (c. 1336-1406) in the
Church of the Dormition of the Virgin (Kremlin)".

The icon’s reverse side also features two inscriptions in verse (iambic dekapentasyllable) which
are placed perimetrically on the frame, as well as a third one in the lower board binding!’t. The

outer inscription, written in lowercase, records the patron. The inner inscription, written in

163 The scene is identified by Kissas as ‘the winged spirit of the Virgin’ (Kissas, “A Russian Icon”, 263). However, it
should be noted that the aforementioned article was written prior to the icon’s conservation. For this theme, see
Xyggopoulos, “H ntepmtn yoyn g Ogotdxov”, 1-12.

164 Kissas, “A Russian Icon”, 267.

185 Kissas, “A Russian Icon”, no. 11 on page 264.

166 See cat. 1 in the appendix. On cryptograms see Rhoby, “Secret Messages?”’. Moutafov, “Typology and Semantics
of Cryptograms”, 49—75.

167 Walter, “IC XC NI KA.”, 194. Moutsopoulos, “@wpéxto Bulavtiviic copxopdyov”. Karagianni, “O ctompdc o1
Bulavtivi pvnuetoxn Coypogikn”, 161 and 178. Rhoby, “Text as Art?”, 265-283.

18 Brouk Y. V. (Ed.) I'ocyoapcmeennas Tpemvsxosckas eanepes. Kamanoz cobpanus. Tom 1, cat. 1 (Korina).

169 Bourenkova et al. (eds), Cumon Yuaxos — yapckuii usozpagh, Cat. 1 (Gladysheva).

170 Tolstaya, Mxonsr Ycnenckozo cobopa Mockosckozo Kpemna., Cat. 2 (Markina).

111 See cat. 1 in the appendix.
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uppercase, provides the hymnographical text relevant to the icon’s main subject, namely the
Dormition of the Virgin. Finally, the second dedicatory inscription on the lower board binding,
again in lowercase, informs us on the icon’s transfer from Moscow.

Obviously, the decoration of the icon’s reverse side follows the same formula we see in icons
gifted by Arsenios to other monasteries in Central Greece!’?. The known examples include the
icon of the Intercession of the Theotokos (1589)'"3, and of Our Lady of Vladimir (1592), both
presented to Varlaam Monastery'’*, as well as a multi-personal icon of thirty saints depicted in
bust (1579), presented to Dousiko Monastery’>.

In any case, the icon’s complex iconographical program suggests a special commission by a
cultured patron'’®. Thus, it is worth considering the impact that Damaskinos’s sojourn in Moscow
(between 1594 and 1602) had on his spiritual interests and artistic taste!’’.

The only icon in the Tatarna sacristy which is safely attributed to Arsenios by a dedicatory
inscription is the Descent into Hades (Eig Adov Ké6odoc) (Figs. 3 & 4)178. This must be the silver-
gilt icon (swdviopa apyvpdypvco T Avactdcsmc) noted by Arseniost’®, that is if we assume that
its revetment perished later in time. The scene of the Descent into Hades is based on the apocryphal
evangeliary of Nicodemus and constitutes a symbolic representation of the Resurrection of
Christ!®, Christ dominates the symmetrical composition, enclosed in a mandorla with gold rays
(glory) and against a background of rock mountains. Out of the caves come forth groups of the
Righteous (Awaiot). Above Christ two facing angels hold symbols of the Passion, the Golgotha
Cross and the Holy Lance. Christ stands on the broken gates of Hell and turns to the left to raise

172 preobrazhenskii, “Russian Images of Greek Donor”, 51-72.

173 Boycheva, Drandaki, Pocwn Téyvn otnv EALGSa, cat. 10 (Matzana, Tsimpida)

174 Dimitrakopoulos, Apcévioc Elacaévog, 228.

175 |bid., 227.

176 The extensive inscription on the icon’s reverse side speaks of his personality (Kissas, “A Russian Icon”. Poulitsas,
“Emypaeai, EvBounoeig kot XryidAia”, cat.64 on page 270).

177 Gratsiou, Die dekorierten Handschriften, 145-146. Kissas, “A Russian Icon from Tatarna”, 268.

178 <gpyiemiokonog eAacodvac Kol apyayyehov Apcéviog 6télm To Tapdy ekdviope Tov [kupiov] nuwmv ynco)v
x(proto)v g1 v cePdopay Kot Epav poviv [tg g mavayvovbe(oto)kov kot agmapbivov popiag, tnv | minoiov
Tatdpvag] ek g peyohomOiewg pooyoPiag €ig  [woywrv  avtov] ocotmpiov: Eter  .(p[i] unvi
anpihio, (diktidovoc)e . 1602..” (Poulitsas, “Emtypagpai, EvBuunoceilg ko Zryilo”, cat. 66 on page 270). See cat. 2 in
the appendix.

179 Dimitrakopoulos, Apcévioc Elacaévog, 139 and 226.

180 See Millet 1916, I’Evangile, 517-540. Xyggopoulos, “O dpvokoyikdg eikovoypopikdg tomog”, 113-129. Lange,
Die Auferstehung. Radovanovic, “Les représentations rares”, 34-37. Bagatti, “L’ikononografia dell” Anastasis”, 239-
272. Gouma-Peterson, “A Byzantine Anastasis Icon”, 48-61. Kartsonis 1986. Smirnova, “Une icone de la Descente
aux Limbes”, 54-59. Aeknyidvvn-Awpn, “Tlokawordysio ewovoypapio”, 399. Koukiaris, “Ot averiypagpot
aviotauevor”, 305-318. KaAapdtn 2001, 173-180. Cf. Vapheiades, ITepi ¢ ev 40w Kpnrixic (wypogpixng, 183-189.
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the kneeling figures of Adam with his right hand and Eve with his left hand. Behind Adam stands
Saint John the Baptist with an eileton in his hand, pointing Christ to the Apostles. On the other
side of the icon, behind Eva, stand Prophets David and Solomon, followed by other Old Testament
figures. Below Christ are the broken gates of Hell, revealing scattered locks, keys and chains, as
well as an image of Hades-Satan. An angel holding a hammer forges the chains of Hades-Satan.
Such detailed depiction of the Underworld was a prevalent trend in Russian iconography during
the second half of the sixteenth and early seventeenth century®?,

Despite the absence of dedicatory inscriptions, the icons of Christ Pantokrator (The Savior
“Oplecnii” / Ei¢ tov opov) and of the Vision of Saint Sergius of Radonezh, can still be associated
with Arsenios’s oblation on iconographic and stylistic grounds®®2. If this hypothesis stands firm,
then they were gifted either by clerics who participated in the same expedition or other unknown
donors.

The first is a small recessed icon of a frontal bust of Christ Pantokrator, who is portrayed as half-
figure (Fig. 5). His cruciform halo bears the inscription O QN (He who is)*®. This is an older
Christological type known as the Savior “Oplecnii” (Eic tov dpov)*. Its calligraphic inscriptions,
rendered in gold, provide a decorative effect!®.

Although one would expect that the identification of the specific type would not present scholars
with difficulties, the icon has been given vastly different interpretations. Panos Vasileiou, one of
the pioneering scholars of the monastery’s history during the 1960s and 1970s, gave to the
unsigned icon a Byzantine attribution, together with the certainty that it belonged to the 1555
katholikon'®. On the other hand, Archimandrite Dositheos, the monastery’s current hegumen,
mentions the icon first as a fifteenth-century Russian icon of the Saint Mandylion*®’, and then, in

a more recent publication, as a sixteenth-century Russian icon of Jesus Christ the Life Giver

181 Samoylova, “Ukona «Bockpecenue — ComecTsue Bo an»”, 256—280. Saenkova, “HoBble CIOKETbI B M300paKeHUN
npencnoaHel B ukoHorpaduu Bockpecenns ComectBus Bo ax”’, 60-74.

182 Dimitrakopoulos, Apsévioc EAacoévog, 139 and 226.

183 See cat. 3 in the appendix.

184 Sixteenth- to seventeenth-century Russian icons of the Savior “Oplecnii” are also preserved in Saint Catherine’s
Monastery of Sinai. For the iconographic theme see T. Tolstaya (ed.) Axonwr ¥Yenenckozo cobopa, Cat. 6 (Ostashenko);
E. M. Saenkova and others (Ed.), 3pswe npeuucmuoin o6paser. Cat. 10 (Saenkova). N. I. Komashko and otters (ed.),
Pycckue uxonvt Cunas. Cat. 40 (Saenkova),

185 See cat. 3 in the appendix.

186 < v puepr] ewcovitoa tov Xpiotod aédroyo épyo Pulovivic Téxving xopic dvopa {mypdeov Kot xpovoroyio,
OV aoPAAMS TTPoépyeTal amd to vad tov 1555..." (Vasileiou, EvOvuijoers, Emypopéc ki éva Ziyiddio, fig. 16 in
appendix V. Idem, To povaotipr tyg Totapvag, 45. Dimitrakopoulos, Apsévioc Elacoévog, 139 and 226).

187 Dositheos, Ipookbviua.
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(Incovg Xpiotog n Héviov Zon)'®. The most recent monograph on the monastery’s history,
which includes a catalogue of the sacristy as well, identifies the theme as the Sant Mandylion,
while proposing a seventeenth-century dating®. Overall, one should not discard the discussion of
these misidentifications as mere mistakes. They could be manifestations of a process of subtle
cultural translation, during which an imported object’s familiarity may protect its identity from
radical transformation, leading to its moderate modification instead.

To continue, the Vision of Saint Sergius of Radonezh is a prime example of a widely disseminated
icon-heirloom (Fig. 7). It was customarily offered to pilgrims as a blessing and souvenir by the

Trinity Lavra of Saint Sergius*®°

. As one would expect, the icons were massively produced for the
needs of the Lavra in the monastic workshop and the surrounding villages. They were either sold
or offered, providing steady income to the monks.

The Lavra, founded by the Venerable Sergius of Radonezh (1314-1392), the patron-saint of
Muscovy and all Russia since 1422, was the most important pilgrimage site in Russia since the
mid-fifteenth century. Travelers to Moscow usually included in their schedule a visit to the
monastery, in order to pay their respects to the city’s patron saint!®l. The effect of this customary
visit is probably traceable in the wide dispersal of icons with ‘The Apparition of the Mother of
God to Saint Sergius of Radonezh’outside Russia as for example in Dousiko Monastery, the
Metropolis of Tricca and Stagoi, 1% Saint Catherine’s Monastery of Sinai'®. Their similarity in
style and manufacture, as well as their dating (second half of the sixteenth-first half of the
seventeenth century), suggest they were produced in the same workshop.

This iconographic theme is known as ‘The Vision of Saint Sergius of Radonezh’ or ‘The
Apparition of the Mother of God to Saint Sergius of Radonezh’. It combines an episode from the

saint’s vita, which is interpreted as a moment of epiphany, with the addition of symbolical

188 |dem, Iepov Tpintvyov, 88.

189 Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movaotip: ¢ Tarépvag, 134.

190 Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movaotip: ¢ Totépvag, cat. 134, fig. on page 53. Tchesnokova,
Xpucmuancxuii Bocmox u Poccusi: noaumuueckoe u Kyiomyproe szaumooeticmeue 6 cepeoure XVl sexa. M., 2011,
100. Eadem, “H A14doon tov Pocikdv ekovev oty OpHddoén Avatorn”, 19-20.

191 Tchesnokova, Xpucmuanckuii Bocmox u Poccus, 0p.Cit.

192 Dimitrakopoulos, Apcévioc Elacoévog, 231-232. Boycheva, Drandaki, Opnoxsvricii téyvy oné t Pooia oty
ElAdda, Cat. 12 (Mantzana, Tsimpida).

193 Komashko et al., Pycckue uxonst Cunas. cat. 7 (Saenkova), cat. 27 (Komashko)
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elements'®. Its importance lies in the fact that already in the mid-fifteenth century this was the
only case that an episode that had been detracted as an independent scene from saint’s
iconographical cycle.

The icon’s center is occupied by the Virgin’s meeting with Sergius and Nikon of Radonezh (1355-
1426). She appears holding an abbatial staff and is accompanied by Apostles Peter and John. The
two Russian saints are turned towards the Virgin. Saint Sergius holds both his hands steady in
supplication. Nikon supplicates in the same way with his left hand, but holds an eileton in his right
hand. The scene takes place in front of built structures which symbolically represent the Trinity
Lavra. The red textile canopy, hanging from the roofs of the facing buildings, is a detail revealing
the scene as an epiphany®®. Only a few letters from the standard identifying inscription remain*®®.
Moreover, the theme is complemented by new iconographical elements!®”. One of them is the
replacement of Micheas with the Venerable Nikon of Radonezh. This detail refers to the saint’s
vita and normally appears in his biographical icons, showing his successor in the monastery’s
abbotship. After Nikon’s canonization in 1547 and the erection of a small chapel on his relics,
adjacent to the katholikon, the need for the dissemination of his cult apparently became more
pressing. Thus, this theme is created in order to stretch the monastery’s spiritual genealogy and
continuity%,

The second symbolic element is the presentation of the monastery’s patron, the Holy Trinity,
floating within a stylized grey cloud over the canopy, a detail borrowed from the iconography of
the Hospitality of Abraham (®o&evia Tov APpadp)®®. Overall, the iconographic subject ‘The

194 | ifshits, “Hxonorpadus SIpnenus Boromarepu npenogobromy”, 79-94; Preobrazhenskii, “Panuue nsobpaxkenus
npenonobuoro Ceprus B Tpoutie-CeprueBom MmonacTeipe”, 76—85. Gusseva, “Oco0eHHOCTH CII0KEHHS HKOHOTpadhuu
"Cepruesa Bunenus’”, 120-138. Smirnova, lcone Russe, Collezione Banca Intesa, cat. 14 (Smirnova)

195 papastavrou, “Le voile, symbole de I’Incarnation”.

19 See cat. 4 in the appendix.

197 The text referring to the episode goes in Greek as follows: “O "Ayiog Pyfixe ypriyopa émd 10 KeAA Tov GTOV
mpoBdiapo, 6mov TOV mePEPfare Eva OAGS, TO AAUTPO Kol and TOV fAlo. A&iddnKe va 61 oOAopdTevn THV Mntépa 10D
®eod cvvodevopevn and tov Amdotoro Ilétpo kol tov Evayyehiort) Todvvr. Mn propdviog va avtéEel v
EKTVPAOTIKN Aapmpdmra T0d Opdpatog, 6 Ootog Enece katayfic. 'H Yrepayio Ootokog Eokoye, Tov dyyile pé t
xépro. TG kod oD eine: -Mm| poPacar dkhekté pov! "THAOo va 68 émiokepTd, ylati drxovoa ng TPOGEVYES MOV KAVELG
YU TO HOVOOTNPL KOl TOVG AOEAPOVG. M1} Avtdoal Kol Uiy avnovyfic Aoumov yid. Thv povi aotr. And tdpa kal 6To
£Efic Ba Eyetl kaBe evloyia. Agv O Tadow® Vo epovTil® Y1t TOV 100 00TO Kol Tdpo Tov (Fig, GAMG Kol peTd TV KON i
cov...” (I. M. TTapaxiitov ‘Qporod ATtikic)

198 Melnik, “TIpaxtuku nountanus”, 93-99.

19 On The Hospitality of Abraham see Kuyumdzhieva, Jluxem na Boza, 161-162. Mouriki, “ H mapéotocig g
DdiroEeviag tov APpadp. Cf. Kalopissi-Verti, Die Kirche der Hagia Triada, 45, 169-177. Uliyanov, ®unokcenus
Agspaama, 216-232; Koukiaris, To Ooaduota-Eupaviceis tov ayyélov xor opyayyédov, 106-110. Karagianni, To
Huétepo KaAlog, cat. 20 on pages 232-235 (K. M. Vapheiades).
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Apparition of the Mother of God to Saint Sergius of Radonezh’ promotes the idea of the Virgin’s
protection of Muscovy and the veneration of its national saints, such as Sergius of Radonezh and
his disciple Nikon.

Furthermore, the Tatarna monastery’s holdings include two other roughly contemporary Russian
artifacts: a pectoral panagiarion-encolpion and the icon of the Panagia Phaneromene of Tatarna
(Movayio. ®avepopévn Tatapvidticooa). The intricate decoration of their silver revetments,
decorated with enamels and semi-precious stones, as well as their style, allow us to date them
somewhere between the end of the sixteenth and the first quarter of the seventeenth century.

The pectoral panagiarion-encolpion is one of the most splendid artifacts in the monastery’s
sacristy, notable for its excellent craftsmanship (Figs. 9-10)?%. Already since the fifteenth century,
such ecclesiastical artifacts were destined for dignitaries and the high clergy of the Orthodox
Church?, A similar pectoral panagiarion-encolpion, also a gift by Arsenios, is preserved at the
Museum of the Hellenic Institute of Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Studies in Venice?%,

It consists of two ivory medallions intricately carved in relief and mounted with silver and gilt-
silver. The medallions’ filigree metal revetment is inlaid with green and blue enamels, which bring
out the vegetal pattern. It should be noted that this technique is thought to have been transmitted
to Russia through Western Europe. The use of semi-precious stones on the external facets provides
an extra layer of luxury. Finally, the metal suspension eyelet bears on the one side an engraved
Cherub and on the other, the Saint Mandylion carved in relief.

The iconographical program of the internal facets combines the representation of the Virgin of the
Sign 2°%, accompanied by celestial powers and twelve prophets within roundels?*, with the image
of the Holy Trinity (The Hospitality of Abraham), surrounded by the twelve Apostles in bust and
within roundels (Fig. 10). The right external facet’s center is occupied by a larger medallion with
the Three Hierarchs. This is framed by twelve smaller medallions which feature an array of saints,
hierarchs, martyrs and venerables depicted as half-figures: Saint Athanasius, Saint Nikolaos the
Wonderworker, Saints George and Demetrius, the metropolitans of Moscow Alexius, Peter, Jonah

and Cyprian, the great martyrs Georgios and Demetrios, Sergius and Nikon of Radonehz, Zosima

200 Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movactipt t¢ Tatapvag, 140-141

201 Owovopdkn-Tanadomovrov, ExkAnciactikny apyvpd, 13; Drpi¢, Notes on Byzantine Panagiaria, 54. Liakos,
“Tlapatnpnoelg o mavoydpla”, 427-428.

202 Kazanaki-Lappa, Eiinviké Ivetitotto. Odnydc tov Moveeion, 129.

203 |n this type the Virgin Orans is portrayed in half-length holding the Christ Child on her chest

204 This is the scene Avobev ot ITpogriton (‘Prophets from Above’)
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(d. 1478) and Savvaty Solovetsky (d. 1435) (Fig. 9). The left external facet’s center is occupied by
a larger medallion with the Crucifixion. This is framed by ten smaller roundels which carry
evangelical scenes: the Annunciation, the Nativity, the Presentation of Jesus at the Temple, the
Baptism, the Raising of Lazarus, the Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem, the Transfiguration, the
Resurrection (The Descent of Christ into Hades), The Ascension of Christ and the Dormition of
the Virgin.

The internal facets are inscribed with two hymnological extracts in perfectly grammatical Greek
(Fig. 10). Surprisingly, quite a few Cyrillic inscriptions around the individual saints and scenes are
misspelt?®, Considering this detail, one can assume that the artisan reproduced the Greek
inscriptions as a decorative element, slavishly copying them from a written text, while for the
Slavonic inscriptions he made use of his own deficient orthography.

Around the Virgin appears, in consistent lettering, the second part of the sublime megalynarion
and theotokion Axion Estin?%. Respectively, around the representation of the Holy Trinity is the
Troparion of Pentecost?”’. On the other hand, the inscriptions associated to the individual saints
and scenes are in Old Slavonic, an indirect piece of evidence pointing out that the object was made
for export.

It comes as no surprise that the iconographic program of the pectoral panagiarion’s carved
decoration links the Marian scene ‘the Prophets above’ (Avw0ev ot ITpogrtar) with the Hospitality
of Abraham on the internal facets, and the Crucifixion with the Three Hierarchs on the external
facets?®®. A Russian pectoral panagiarion-encolpion at the Benaki Museum collection presents

more or less the same iconography?®®

. Nevertheless, the inclusion of the seven saintly Hierarchs
of the Russian Church in the object’s decoration is a peculiarity. This could again be attributed to
the Russian Church’s effort to promote its national saints towards the mid-sixteenth century. This
effort reaches its apogee when, under the auspices of the Metropolitan of Moscow Macarius (1482-
1563), the two synods of 1547 and 1549 proceeded with an impressive number of canonizations?*°.

The year 1549 seems to be the terminus post quem for the Benaki Museum pectoral panagiarion’s

205 | am thankful to my colleague Daria Rash for drawing my attention to this detail. See cat. 5 in the appendix.

206 See cat. 5 in the appendix.

207 See cat. 5 in the appendix. Both hymnological texts accompany the ritual raising of the bread (Elevation) honoring
the Virgin. See Kondakov, IHamsmuuxu Agona, 231. Yiannias, The Elevation of the Panaghia, 231-232.

208 Drpic, Notes on Byzantine Panagiaria, 51-52; Karakatsanis, @ycavpoi tov Ayiov Opovg, Cat. 9.8, Cat. 9.9.

209 Boycheva, Drandaki, Opnoxevrixii Téyvy and t Pwoia, cat. 20 (Boycheva), 108-110.

210 Golubinskii, Zcmopus xanonuzayuu ceamoix 6 Pyccroii Llepxeu, 92-108.
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manufacture, especially considering that it features Saint Cyril of Beloozero (1337-1427) and the
Venerable Stephen of Perm (1340-1396), who were both canonized in the aforementioned synods.
It may also be reasonable to assume that these objects were destined as gifts to foreign clergymen
as a strategy of spreading the word on the new national saints of the Russia. After all, the Russian
Church laid claim to its independence from the Patriarchate of Constantinople in 1589, when the
bishop of Moscow took the title of patriarch.

Finally, it seems possible that the most venerated icon of the monastery, the “Revealed” Virgin of
Tatarna (ITavayio ®avepopévn Toatapvidtiooa), arrived with the same shipment of gifts (Fig.
11)?Y, Tt rests on a shrine in the monastery’s katholikon, incorporated inside a later case, which
comes from an old prothesis (Table of Oblation)?*?. Oil lamps and votive offerings hang in front
of the icon, which is considered to be miraculous.

This small icon is almost completely covered by an impressive silver revetment. Its ornate filigree
develops an intricate net of stylized vegetation, thoroughly inlaid with navy blue, turquoise and
pastel green enamels. The Virgin’s halo and external crown are adorned with inlaid semi-precious
stones and pearls. It is unfortunate that the wear of the faces’ painting prevents us from studying
the icon’s overall style. Even so, its high quality is evident in the fine execution of the Virgin’s
garment (maphorion), which is richly-decorated with golden fringes. The same attentiveness to
detail is observed in the chrysography in Christ’s himation. The revetment’s decoration, especially
the motifs, recalls other published works, such as the early seventeenth-century Theotokos of
Tikhvin in Venice’s Hellenic Institute®!3, the late sixteenth-century Our Lady of Kazan, the 1594
Saint Nikolaos, made in Kremlin’s royal workshops,?4, and the seventeenth-century Mother of
God Kazanskaya in the British Museum?'®. The artistic affinities shared by these works provide
the ground for a late sixteenth- to early seventeenth-century dating of the Tatarna icon.

II1. Closing Remarks

211 Konstantinidi, “H Aygipomointog-®avepmuévn”.

212 Koumoulidis, Deriziotis, Sdrolia, To Movaotipr tyg Tatdpvoag, 134.

213 Kazamia-Lappa, Odnydc tov Movaeiov, 138. Charchare. Paooixo molitiotixé ayadd oto ElAnvié Ivetitovto e
Bevertiag, fig. 2.

214 The icons of Our Lady of Kazan and Saint Nikolaos are both preserved at the sacristy of the Trinity Lavra of Saint
Sergei (Vorontsova, Tcherkashina, Shitova, Pusnuya, 209 and 250). Also see the triptych with Our Lady of Vladimir,
and the icon of Our Lady of Vladimir in the Prokhorov collection (Komamiko, I'aytoBa, [pesnocmu uz cobpanus, 2-
4).

215 Bobrov, A Catalogue of the Russian Icons, cat. 27.
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The body of objects discussed in this article presents increased interest foremost because it remains
in its original context. This crucial element provides ground to the researcher for substantiated
interpretations of the motives behind their gifting and of their afterlives in the new cultural
environment. At a first reading, these oblations are the acts of pious patronage of two Greek
clergymen, the Archbishop Arsenios of Elassona and Archimandrite of the Holy Sepulcher
Damaskinos. But the wider historical context may offer another reading as well. First, the donation
coincides with the Time of Troubles (1598-1613), an era of political instability and deep economic
crisis for Russia. However, the published official state Acts of the period mention that the
presentation of portable religious artifacts to the “Greek” clergymen visiting Moscow continued
according to the established practice uninterrupted.?'® According to these documents, icons offered
to “Greek hierarchs” had to reproduce common Christian themes, such as the Holy Trinity, the
Virgin with the Child, Christ Pantocrator, or important Russian iconographic subjects and Russian
saints. As we have seen, the Russian religious artifacts offered to Tatarna monastery fulfill these
criteria and they have been accepted and worshipped by the monastic community continuously for
a long period of time. Obviously, they were originally intended for use in a Grecophone context,
as testified by the use of church Slavonic for the iconographic inscriptions and of Greek for the
hymnographic and dedicatory inscriptions. Moreover, it seems important to stretch that within
their new environment, much of these object’s original identity was lost or altered. The misreading
of the iconographic type of Christ Pantokrator is one of the results of this multifaceted process;
while the naturalization of the Virgin Tatarniotissa, to the point of becoming the monastery’s most
venerated icon, indicates how powerful the specific dynamic could be.

Thus, the above presented oblations are distinguished not only by their refined craftsmanship, but
also by their status as a historical source, documenting the contacts between local ecclesiastical
actors in the Ottoman Balkans and prominent clergymen from the Patriarchates of Russia and
Jerusalem. Moreover, the relevant textual sources, namely the objects’ inscriptions and other
documents, offer the rare opportunity to study these gifts in comparative perspective and within
the wider context of the relations between Russia and the Orthodox patriarchates in the East.
Finally, the presence of other objects of Russian manufacture in the Tatarna collection, such as the

largely unpublished eighteenth- and nineteenth-century icons and constitute an important

216 Rozhdestvenskii, Axmor epemen JIiceomumpus |- 20, 17. Komashko and otters, Pycckue uxoust Cunas, 23-26,
53-72. Chesnokova , “Written sources on Russian icons of the 17th century, 222-224.
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testimony on the monastery’s enduring contacts with Russia, which continued well beyond the

time of Arsenios.

- Donations provided by Archimandrite Grigorios Sihnis to the Monastery of St John the

Theologian on Patmos, 1828

A notable example is the donation of Archimandrite Grigorios Sihnis to the Monastery of St John
the Theologian on Patmos. According to an inscription preserved on the reverse of the icon of the
Annunciation, he offered, on 1 March 1828, a set of seventy-five icons of the liturgical calendar,
described as works of fine quality painted in Russia and executed in uniform dimensions. This
donation, together with other objects attributed to the monastery’s Russian connections—such as
an eighteenth-century icon of the Mother of God “Vatopedi (Sfagmeni)” and two gold-

embroidered epitaphioi—illustrates the scale and significance of clerical patronage.

- Donations provided by Archimandrite Neophytos Pagidas (1833-1892) to the parish
church of the Dormition of the Virgin (“Panagia Philotitissa”), Philoti, Naxos

Equally significant are the benefactions of Archimandrite Neophytos Pagidas (1833-1892), a
prominent figure of the Greek ecclesiastical community in Saint Petersburg and a native of Philoti
on Naxos. Serving as head of the Greek church in Saint Petersburg from 1862 until his death, he
maintained strong ties with his place of origin, where he contributed to the construction and

embellishment of the parish church of the Dormition of the Virgin (“Panagia Philotitissa”).

Among his donations are a gold-embroidered epitaphios and an icon of the enthroned Virgin with
the Christ Child, displayed on the west wall of the church. Particularly noteworthy are two
complete chalice sets. The first, made of silver and dated by workshop marks to 1870, includes a
chalice, a diskarion with asterisk, a communion spoon, and a lance; it was donated in 1872, as
indicated by an engraved inscription referring to the “fraternity of Philoti.” Its decoration is
relatively restrained, consisting of crosses, floral motifs, and symbolic figures. The paten bears an
engraved representation of Christ Anapeson, accompanied by an angel rendered against a clouded
background. A second, more elaborate chalice set—also donated in 1872—was executed in silver
gilt and comprises a chalice with cover, a diskarion with cover and asterisk, a cross, an artophorion,

and three liturgical veils (aerai). In contrast to the first set, its decoration is markedly more intricate.
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The artophorion, conceived in the form of a ciborium, is crowned by domed elements surmounted
by Russian-type crosses, while its four sides are adorned with medallions depicting Christ, the
Virgin Mary, St John, and the figure of the “Lord Sabaoth,” rendered within radiant frames. The
chalice and diskarion, together with their covers, are similarly enriched with elaborate ornamental
schemes, combining vegetal motifs and symbolic imagery. The donation is further complemented
by a group of four processional banners (khorugv), now preserved in the local Museum of Icons
and Religious Relics. These banners consist of embroidered textile panels bearing painted
iconographic scenes on both sides, including representations of St Nicholas, the Mother of God of
Kazan, the Dormition of the Virgin, the Baptism of Christ, and the Resurrection. Their form—
often swallow-tailed or with multiple streamers terminating in tassels—and their suspension from
horizontal crossbars attached to vertical poles correspond to Russian liturgical practice, further
attesting to the transmission of ceremonial forms alongside material objects. The benefactions of
Archimandrite Neophytos Pagidas extended beyond Philoti to neighbouring communities,
including the donation of sets of hieratical vestments preserved today in the museum at Sagkri.
These vestments, decorated with gold embroidery in floral and geometric patterns, exemplify the
high level of craftsmanship associated with Russian ecclesiastical workshops and reflect the

continued role of diaspora clergy in mediating artistic and liturgical influences.

Taken together, these donations illustrate how clerical mobility operated as a key vector for the
circulation of Russian religious art, combining personal piety, institutional affiliation, and cultural
transfer within a broader network linking the Russian Empire to the Orthodox communities of the

Aegean.

74



(DRAFT)

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Angelomatis-Tsougarakis, Helen. «Mio dyvootn yepodypaen totopioc ¢ Movig Ta&opymdv
Awareiogy. Ipaktika B Aiebvoig Zvvedpiov Ileiomovvnoioxav XZrovdwv. Athens 1981-1982,
vol. 3: 65-86.

. “To @awvouevo g {nteiag kotd ™ petoPoulavtiviy mepiodo.” lonios Logos 1 (2007): 247—
293.

Alexandropoulou, Olga. “H eAAnvikn povi tov Ayiov Nikordov ot Mooyo. Etoyeio amd v
16Topio TOV EMANVOPOCIK®OV GYECEMV 6TO 0e0TEPO UIcO ToL 170V cmva.” Meoaiwvika kou Néa
ElAnvika 6 (2000): 111-154.

Anderson, Matthew S. The Eastern Question, 1770-1923: A Study in International Relations.
London: Palgrave Macmillan, 1966.

Anon. Iamsmuas knuscka Cmonenckou eybepuuu 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. “Ter moii boe, a Teoui pab.” Kusneonucanue nacmosmensa Tpouye-Cepeuesoti nycmuiHu
apxumanopuma Henamus (Manviesa). Saint Petersburg, 2007.

Antonova, Valentina, and Nadezhda Mnyova. Kamanoe opesnepyccroti srcusonucu X1 —nauanra XVIII

8.6. Onvtm ucmopuxo-xyoosicecmseennou knaccuguxayuu. 2 Vols. Moscow: The State Tretyakov
Gallery, 1963.

Armeeva, Liudmila Alekseevna. “Yunnueny nkononucanus npu Tpoutie-CeprieBoii naBpe B 1885—
1918 rr.: mombITKa BO3pOXKISHHUS TpaaulimoHHoro nkonomnucanus.” Bulletin of PSTGU. Series V:
Questions of the History and Theory of Christian Art (2011): 193-200.

Atanasiu, Mihai Bogdan, and Mihaela Palade. Manastirea Pasdrea. Credintd, artd, educatie.
Bucharest: Basilica, 2013.

Atanasov, Petr. ,,Yxpaunckue craponedarasie kHuru XVI-XVII BexoB B bonrapun.“ Cosemckoe
crasanosedenue 6 (1972): 72-83.

. ,,PyCKUTE cTaponedaTHu KHUTH B Puickus manactup. Cmapobwicapcka numepamypa 12
(1982): 85-99.

. Bvaeapo-pycku numepamypnu epwvsxu npez XVII u XVIII 6. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1986.

Artamonoff, Nicholas V. Artamonoff Collection. Image Collections and Fieldwork Archives,
Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection. http://images.doaks.org/artamonoff (accessed
March 1, 2025).

75



(DRAFT)

Avramovi¢, Dimitrije. Onucanie opesnocmii cpocku y Csemoii (Amonckou) 2opu. Belgrade:
Pechatano u Kn'igopechatn’i Kniazhestva Srbskog, 1847.

. Ceema I'opa ca cmpane sepe, xyooaxcecmsa u nosecmuuye. Belgrade: u Kniazhesko-Srbskoi
Kn’igopechatn'i, 1848.

Badea, Elena, Cristina Carsote 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.

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):
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 KaBoikd g . Movig Ocordyov g Ildtpov. Zkéyelg Ko Tapatnpnoels e my
gvkatpia TV epyacidv cuvinpnone.» In Met’sviafeiog kar Epawrtog omlérov. To koboiiko g I
Moviic Ocoldyov, by Chrysanthe Baltoyanni and Stavros Baltoyannis. Patmos: lera 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. “Ukona boromatepn Tpoepyunusl B XuiaaHIapckoM MoHacTbipe Ha Adone.” In
Buzanmus u euzanmuiickue mpaouyuu. St. Petersburg: Gosudarstvennyi Ermitazh, 1996, 175—
183.

Betea, Raluca. “Icoana Judecatii de Apoi din biserica de lemn din Budesti-Josani (judetul
Maramures).” Apulum — Series Historia & Patrimonium (2013): 71-112.

———. “Pacatosi si pedepse eterne. Iconografia Iadului in bisericile de lemn din comitatul
Maramures.” Memoria Ethnologica 13, no. 4647 (2013): 86-101.

Biatostocki, Jan. “The Eye and the Window.” In Festschrift fiir Gert von der Osten, edited by Herbert
von Einem and Rudolf Hillebrecht, 159-176. Cologne: Verlag M. Du Mont Schauberg, 1970.

76



(DRAFT)

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, Ioanna. “Xy6A0 oe ewova tov ayiov Xapoardumovg, épyo Kovotaviivov Adplavovmoiitn
(1739).” Aeitiov tnc Xpiotiavikng Apyaioroyikns Etaipeios 24 (2003): 333-346.

Blazi¢ Peji¢, Jovana. “U3 uctopuje cprcko-pyckux Be3a: MOCKOBCKO IOTIEYUTEIHCTBO 32 IIKOIOBAHE
Crosena (1889-1892).” Miscellanea XLI (2020): 165-185.

. “MOCKOBCKH CJIIOBEHCKH KOMHTET U Cpricko murame: (1858-1875).” PhD diss., Belgrade
University, 2021.

Blazi¢, Jovana and Jekaterina Ivanova Vladimirovna. “ITIpenucka mutponunuta Muxaumia u rpoduiie
A. 1. baynose o norahajuma y Cpouju 1868.” Mesovita grada (Miscellanea) 34 (2013): 193-218.

— “IIucma mutpononuta Muxauia rpopunu A. JI. biaynoBobl: npuior npoy4aBamy pycKo-
cprickux oxnoca (1871-1874).” Mesovita grada (Miscellanea) 35 (2014): 121-138.

Bogdanovi¢, Dimitrije, Vojislav Buri¢ and Dejan Medakovié¢. Xuranoap. Belgrade: Republi¢ki zavod
za zastitu spomenika kulture, 1978.

Boneva, Vera. bwvieapckomo yvprosnonayuonanio osudxcernue (1856—1870). Veliko Tarnovo: Za
bukvite, 2010.

Borci¢, 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 apytextovikn g [Mavayiag tov Movyriov omv Kovetavivovmoin.”
Aeltiov e Xpiotiavikne Apyaiodoyikng Etaipeiog 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.

. “«Eixéveg pooyopkais..., evpopeadtata mpdypotoy. H petapopd pocik®dv eKOVOV 6Tov
EMNVIKO YOpo amd T0 160 mg T1g apyég Tov 2000 ar..” Deltion tes Christianikes Archaeologikes
Etaireias 36 (2016): 219-234. https://doi.org/10.12681/dchae.1781.

. “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.

77


https://benakiconservation.files.wordpress.com/2022/11/7th-arch_rnt-poster.pdf
https://doi.org/10.12681/dchae.1781

(DRAFT)

. «ZVAAOYEC pOCIKOV elkOVOV otV EALGOa». In Opnoxevtikny Téyvny amd ) Powaoio oty
Elléda, 160¢-190¢ auchvag, edited by Yuliana Boycheva and Anastasia Drandaki. Athens: Benaki
Museum — Institute for Mediterranean Studies- FORTH, 2017, 34-58.

“AlovAol PETOPOPAS, VTTOSOYN KOl YPNOEIS TOV POCIKOV EIKOVOV GTOV 10IOTIKO KOl TOV
onuocio yopo oty EALGSa (160¢-téhog 1900 anddvag).” In Opnorevtixn Téyvy arno t Poaoio oty
EJdoa, 160¢-190¢ arcdvag, edited by Yuliana Boycheva and Anastasia Drandaki. Athens: Benaki
Museum — Institute for Mediterranean Studies- FORTH, 2017, 59-62.

Boycheva Yuliana, and Anastasia Drandaki, eds. @pnokevtixyy Téyvny and t Pwaoio otpv EAAdda,
160¢c—190¢ auchvag. Athens: Benaki Museum and Institute for Mediterranean Studies — FORTH,
2017.

Bozukova, Maya. ,,Onuc Ha pycKuTe€ W YKpauMHCKUTE KuUpWCKu nedaTHu kHuru ot XVIII B. B
HBKM.“ Uzeecmus na Hapoonama 6udiuomexa ,,Cs. ce. Kupun u Memooui ', XXII (XXVI1II)
(1994): 285-345.

Bradi¢, Teodora. “HMkonocrac npkBe CBetux Amoctona [letpa u [1aBna y Bpuuny — pax Jlasapa u
Oure Kpyanuh.” bawmuna XXX (2023): 401-415.

“Murpononut Mmuxawio JoBaHoBuh u TpaHChep pyCKe cakpalHe YMETHOCTH Y
Kuexesuny/KpaseBuny Cpoujy (1859-1898).” PhD diss., Belgrade University, 2024.

Bratulescu, Victor. “Zugravul cantaret Gheorghe Gherontie.” Mitropolia Olteniei XIV (1962): 23—
32.

Brki¢, Antonije. Ausomu Cpba ceemumema noo ceodosuma ypkasa Ilehixe nampujapuuje. Pec:
Uprava manastira Pecke patrijar$ije, 1964.

Bulat, I.G. “Un staret vestit al Manastirii Hurezi: Hrisant Penetis (10 oct. 1832-30 mart. 1852)”.
Mitropolia Olteniei X1V (1962): 434-448.

Buseva-Davydova, Irina. “HoBsle nkoHorpaduueckie nCTOYHUKH B pycckol sxuBonucu XVII B.” In
Pyccroe uckycemeo [lozonezo Cpednesexosvs. Obpasz u cmwicn, edited by Aleksey Batalov.
Moscow: Nauchno-issledovatel’skiy institut teorii i istorii izobrazitel’nyh iskusstv, 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. Essays on foreign subjects 1847-1900, London :
Gardner, 1901, 253-296.

Byzantios, Skarlatos D. Constantinople: A Topographical, Archaeological & Historical Description.
Translated and commented by Haris Theodorelis-Rigas. Constantinople: Istos, 2019.

78



(DRAFT)

Cajkanovi¢, R. J. “KpaTku »HBOTOIHMC CBETe HPBOMYUYEHHIIEC U paBHoaroctonne Tekie.” 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.

. Istoria maririi §i decaderii Curtii othmane. Edited by Octavian Gordon et al. Bucharest:
Academia Roméana / Fundatia Nationalad pentru Stiinta si Arta, 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/10.1080/01916599.2021.1970474.

Celebi, Evliya. Istanbul Tarihi XVII. Asirda Istanbul. Istanbul, 1988.

Chalkia Evgenia, and Dimitrios Konstantios, eds. Avtoxpazropikd dwpa. Apispouazo e Meyding
Awazepivie oty eAdnviky exklnoio tov Aiffopvo. 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. Pwoika molitiotika oyalo. oo Ellnviko Ivotitovto Bevetiag.
Venice: Interparliamentary Assembly on Orthodoxy, 2006.

Chatzidakis, Manolis. Eiinvec {wypagor ueta v Alwon (1450-1830). Vol. 1: Apféprioc—Iwang.
Athens: Institute of Historical research, Department of Neohellenic Research, 1987.

. “Icons” in Ot Onoavpoi e Movic 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.

Chentsova, Vera. Hxona Heepckoii Bocomamepu (Ouepxu ucmopuu omuowenuil I peueckotl yepksu
¢ Poccueit 6 cepeoune XV eexa no ooxkymenmam PI'A/]A). Moscow: Indrik, 2010.

Chentsova, Vera. “Iluceny Hukonaii ¢ Ponoca u apxumannpur MakoB ¢ Menoca: 0 HEKOTOPBIX
JOKYMEHTaX, OTHOCAIIMXCS K MpeObiBaHMIO0 MaTpuapxa Makapus AHTuoxuiickoro B Poccuu B
1654-1656 rr. In Ouepku ¢eonansHoit Poccun. Brimyck 13. Moscow-St. Petersburg: Kabinet
slaviano-grecheskoy arkheografii, 2008: 244-288.

Chesnokova, Nadezhda. “Hxona boromatepu Tpoepyuuibl u3 apoHCKOro XHIAHIAPCKOTO
MOHACTBIpS 111 MOCKoBCcKoro narpuapxa Hukona.” In @unesckue umenus, edited by Natal'i"a
Ignat'evna Komashko, 86—87. Moscow: MAKS Press, 2003.

. “Eme pa3 o pycckux IOKyMEHTax B MaTMOCCKOM MoHacTeipe Moanna borociosa.” In
Pyccruti mup 6 muposom konmexcme, edited by S. K. Sevast’ianova, 378-386. Barnaul-Rubcovsk,
2008.

79


https://doi.org/10.1080/01916599.2021.1970474

(DRAFT)

—— Xpucmuanckuui Bocmok u Poccus. Ilonumuueckoe u KyibmypHoe 83aumooelicmeue 6
cepeoune XVII eexa. Moscow: Indrik, 2011.

———  ‘“KanoBaHHble TpamMOTBI TPEUYCCKUM HepapxXxaM B KOHTEKCTe KOH()ECCHOHAIbHO—
nojuTHYeckux cBsi3eit Poccun u [IpaBociaBuoro Boctoka B XVIII B.” Kapterevskiye chteniya 17
(2019): 201-202.

. “Cps3u Monacteips Moanna borocnosa Ha [latmoce ¢ Poccueii B cepequne XVII-nagane
XVIII B.” Kapterevskiye chteniya 22 (2024): 151-202.

. “IlepecmarpuBas apxuBHBIE JOKYMEHTHI O pycCKUX MKOHax B ['anepee Maruubsl CepOckoii
(HoBu Can).” In: Axmyanvnoie npobremvr meopuu u ucmopuu uckyccmea. Moscow and St
Petersburg, 2026 (in print).

Chrysochoidis, Kriton. «Af8wg kot Pocia (150¢—180¢ audvag). Id0oynoTo Kot Tpory LaTikOTNTES,
Mia npocéyyiony. In Pwoio kar Meooyerog. [poxtike A’ dieBvoig avvédprov (AOnva, 19—22 Maiov
2005), edited by Olga Katsiardi-Hering and Athina Kolia-Dermitzaki, vol. A, part E, 267-282.

. «O 0avékdoTOoC GyvmoTog “KMOIE Topaddce®mV TV TASIOIOTAOV” TG HOVAG ZTOVPOVIKNTO
(swoaywywd oxolo)». In Apetyp v Koddiomnv. Zouueikto mpog tyunv Kallionns (Kéilvg) A.
Mmovpoapa. Athens and Thessaloniki: Sakkoulas, 2021, 2009-2117.

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 I'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 XX Beka: Xpam cBeTor
I'eopruja y Jlommxkama.” In Milesevski zapisi 10, edited by Sinisa Misi¢. Prijepolje: Muzej u
Prijepolju, 2014, 81-82.

Cocora, Gabriel. “Scoala de zugravi de la Buzau.” Biserica Ortodoxa Romana 3-4 (1964): 366-367.

—— . “Manastirea Poiana Marului.” In Manastiri din eparhia Buzaului. Vetre de cultura si trdire
romdneascd, edited by Antonie Plamadeala. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului, 1987.

and Horia Constantinescu. “Poiana Marului.” Glasul Bisericii XXI11 (1964): 466-500.

Cojocaru, Alexie. “Inventarul de odoare si 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.

80


https://www.metmuseum.org/perspectives/grace-under-pressure

(DRAFT)

. “O nouad propunere de datare a icoanelor impardtesti de la Manastirea 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 religioasa din Tara Romaneasca in secolul XIX.” In Arta din Roméania
din preistorie in contemporaneitate, edited by Rédzvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb.
Bucharest: Editura Academiei Roméane, 2018, vol. Il: 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 Bucuresti.
Secolele XVII-XIX. Bucharest : Editura Cuvantul Vietii a Mitropoliei Munteniei si Dobrogei, 2017.

Constantinescu, Horia. Biserici de lemn din eparhia Buzdaului. |. Buzau : Episcopia Buzaului, 1987.
Corovi¢, Vladimir. Cpncxu manacmupu y Xepyeeosunu. Belgrade: ZUNS, 1999.

Costea, Constanta. “Iconostasul.” In Stavropoleos. Ortodoxie, artda, comunitate, edited by Protos.
Iustin Marchis. Bucharest: Fundatia Stavropoleos & Ed. Meridiane, 2002, 61-82.

—— . “Icoanele de la Aninoasa si unele probleme ale imaginii In Tara Romaneasca in a doua
jumatate a secolului XVII si la inceputul secolului XVIIL” In Arta, istorie, cultura. Studii in
onoarea lui Marius Porumb. Cluj-Napoca: Nereamia Napocae Publishing House, 2003.

Cristea, Gherasim. Istoricul Sfintei Manastiri Caldarusani. Ramnicu Vélcea: Editura Sfintei
Episcopii a Ra&mnicului, 1996.

Dautovi¢, Vuk. “Pusnurna npkse Csere Tpojurie y Bpamy.” In Saborni hram Svete Trojice u Vranju
(1858-2008), edited by Nenad Makuljevié, 165-166. Vranje: Fond “Sveti Prohor Pc¢injski”
Pravoslavne Eparhije vranjske, 2008.

Davidov, Aleksandra. “IlpencraBa no3e JecejeBe y cprickoj ymernoctu XVIII Beka.” Zbornik za
likovne umetnosti Matice srpske 22 (1986): 152—160.

Davidov, Dinko. Cpncka epaghuxa XVIII gexa. Belgrade: Zavod za udzbenike i nastavna sredstva,
2006.

Decheva, Rumyana. “PecraBpanusi Ha 00eKTH BBbpXY XapTus, COOCTBEHOCT Ha My3esd Ha Puickata
cera oburen.” In Kyzimypuomo nacnedcmeo na Punckus manacmup — cbcmosnue u nepcnekmusu
Ha npoyusamemo, onaseawemo u pecmaspuparemo 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.

81



(DRAFT)

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. “3o0paxennss boropoauni y rpadini Kueso-Ileuepchkux maiicTpiB Ha 3mami
XVI-XVIII cromite.” In Mocunsncorku uumanns 2000 poxy. Kyiv: Feniks, 2001, 88-90.

. Grafika z kregu f.awry Pieczarskiej I Akademii Mohylanskiej XVII i XVIII wieku. Krakdw:
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/5baca0le-05f6-4fb2-ald4-
5alabbe39876/surfaces/c740bce4-3646-4a6¢-96¢9-f7903296aaaa/.

. “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 1’art médiéval », Cahiers
de Civilisation Médiévale, C.E.S.C.M, 2007, 50 (198) : 149-160. hal-00865748

De-Preradovich, Fjodor. Awreapckomo onwvauenue 6 Pycko-mypckama eouna 1877-1878
(Bv3nomunarnus na ouswus komanoup Ha |-ma opueaoa na bvaeapckomo onwviuenue). Ilpesenu
nopyuuyume A. ¥Y3ynoes u I1. Cmaiixos. Ruse: Skoropechatnitsa na vestnik “Slavyanin”, 1884.

Derzhavin, Aleksandr, “Yerun-Munen cBatutens JUMUTpUs, MHTPOINOIUTa POCTOBCKOro, Kak
[IEPKOBHO-UCTOPUYECKHUI M uTeparypHbiii mamsatHUK’, 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.

Detorakis, Theoharis and Alexis Kalokairinos, eds. H televtaio pdaon tov Kpnyrikod {nriuorog,
Heraklion: Society of Cretan Historical Studies 2001.

Dialla, Anna. H Pwoia arévavn to. Baikavia. [0eoloyio ko1 molitiky oto 0evtepo uiod tov 190v
aicovo.. Athens: Alexandria, 20009.

. “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 Bompoc B 1€T€IbHOCTH XepCOHCKO-TaBpHuecKOro apxuenucKkona

Wunokentust (bopucosa).” HUzeecmus na uncmumyma 3a ucmopuvecku uzcieosanus, XXXI
(2014): 144-150.

Dimitrijevi¢, Stevan. “Tlpuno3u pactipaBu, OnHomraju nehkux marpujapaxa ¢ Pycujom y XVII Beky.”
Spomenik Srpske kraljevske akademije XXXVIII (1900): 60-61.

. “I'paha 3a cpricky HCTOpHjy M3 CPIICKHUX apxXxuBa u oubaroTeka.” Spomenik Srpske kraljevske
akademije 53 (1922).

82


https://doi.org/10.20935/AL5720

(DRAFT)

. Muxauno Apxuenuckon beoepaocku u Mumponoaum Cpbuje, kao npasociasHu jepapx,
Cpbun, Cnosen u neumap jyeociosencmsa. Belgrade: Stamparija Privredni pregled, 1933.

Dimitriou, Chryssa. Exxinoiootikév Movoeiov Aryiov. Aigio: lera Metroppolis Kalavryton Kai
Aigialeias, 2015.

Dimitrov, Georgi. Kusowcecmseo Bwaeapus 6 ucmopuuecko, 2eocpaguuecko u emHo2paguiecko
omnowenue. Yact Il. Plovdiv: Targovska pechatnitsa, 1896.

Dinova-Ruseva, Vera. “Crenonucure B xpama ,,BrBeienre boropoanuno® B JleBudeckus MaHacTUP
— Kazaunsk.” In Ceemozopcka obumen 3oepagh 111. Sofia: Gutenberg, 1999, 309-323.

Dmitrievskii Aleksei A. Ilammocckue ouepxu. U3 noezoku na ocmpos [lammoc remom 1891 2o0a.
Kyiv: G.T. Kor¢ak-Novickogo, 1894.

Dobjanschi, Ana. “Influente moldovenesti in arta Tarii Roménesti 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. lvanova. “Pycko-cpricke npaBociaBte Bese ox XVI mo XVIII
Beka.” In Mockea —Cpbuja, beoepao — Pycuja = Mocksa — Cepbus, benepaod — 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.).
Mockea—Cpbuja, beocpah—Pycuja. Belgrade—Moscow: Arhiv Srbije, Glavnoe arhivnoe

upravlenie goroda Moskvy, Federal’noe arhivnoe agentstvo, Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arhiv
drevnih aktov, 20009.

Dovgallo, Galina Ivanovna. “Co6upartesnbckas aestenbHocTh 1. M. CeBacTbsiHOBa: (110 MaTepHaiam
ero nuuHoro apxusa).” In Bankanwi. Pyce, edited by A. I. Komech and O. E. Etingof. St.
Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 1995, 242-256.

Doynov, Stefan. bwieapume ¢ Vpaiina u Monooea npes Bwspascoanemo (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.

83



(DRAFT)

———. “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 1’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¢, Ni¢ifor. “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 lulia: 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 romaneasca. Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 1972, vol. 11: 259-304.

. “Sculptura in lemn brancoveneasca.” In Pagini de veche artd romdneasca. Bucharest:
Editura Academiei Romane, 1974, vol. 111: 9-145.

Dunaev, Aleksandr I. “Hcropujcko-6orocnoscka ornena ogHoca usmely Lipkse u npxase y Pycuju y
XV-XVI Beky : (kputnuko-kommnaparusHa ananuza).” PhD diss., University of Belgrade, Faculty
of Orthodox Theology, 2022.

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.

84



(DRAFT)

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

Duraskovi¢, Lucija. Mapxo K. I'pecosuh 150 coouna 0o poherwa (1867—2017). Budva: JU muzeji i
galerije Budve, 2018.
https://muzejiigalerijebd.me/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/150 186-1-1.pdf

buri¢, Srdan. “Xunanmapcka boropoauna Tpojepyunnia.” In Kasusarwa o Ceemoj I'opu, edited by
Milka Jankovi¢, 100-113. Belgrade: Prosveta, 1995.

Eberhard, Kurt. “ITpoGiemMbl aTHpOBKHM MO3IHUX UKOH HA OCHOBE JIATUPOBAHHBIX N300pakeHuid.” In

Pyccras nozomnss uxkona om XV 0o navana XX cmonremus. Céopnux cmamoei, edited by M.
Krasilin. Moscow: GosNIIR, 2001, 211-216.

Efremov, Alexandru. Icoane romanesti. Bucharest: Meridiane, 2002.

Ekmeci¢, Milorad. “Ilpearosop.” In Giljferding, Aleksandar. /lymosarve no Xepyecosunu, bocnu u
Cmapoj Cp6uju. Translated by Branko Culi¢. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1972, 5-18.

Enaceanu, Ghenadie. “Mitropolia Ungro-Valahiei. Filaret 11.” 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 = Cnosrsre. 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. Xrsuncrkuii Ckum na Agpone. Moscow: Indrik, 2011.

Filatov, Viktor V. Pycckas cmanxosas memnepuas owcusonucwy. Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe
1zdatel’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 | (2021), 25: 261-280.

Florentis, Chrysostomos. Bpopfeiov tns Iepas Moviig Ay. Iwdvvov tov Ocoloyov [lazuov. Athens:
Etaireia Vyzantinon kai Metavyzantinon Meleton, 1980.

, Papadopoulos Stelios. NeoeAinviko Apyeio Moviic lwavvov Ocoldyov Tdzuov. Keiuevo. yia
v teyvikn kor Ty éyvy. Athens: Etaireia Vyzantinon kai Metavyzantinon Meleton, 1993.

85


https://muzejiigalerijebd.me/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/150____186-1-1.pdf

(DRAFT)

Floria, B. N., ed. Ces3u Poccuu ¢ napooamu bankanckozo nonyocmposa (nepsas nonosura XVl 6.).
Moscow: Nauka, 1990.

Foletti, Ilvan. From Byzantium to Holy Russia: Nikodim Kondakov (1844-1925) and the Invention of
the Icon. Rome: Viella — Liberia Editrice, 2017.

Fonkich, Boris. I peuecko-pycckue cessu cepeounvt XVI - nauana XVII 6s.: I peueckue ooxymenmol
mockosckux — xpanunuwy - Kamanoe evicmasku x XV Meoacoynapoonomy rounepeccy
suzanmunucmos (Mockea, 8-15 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
Illumination.” 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 1985, edited by Luciano Bellosi. Florence: Centro Di, 1988, 139-145.

Fuioaga, Tecla and Teodosia Barac. Monografia Manastirii Dintr-un lemn. Targu Jiu: Maiastra, 2009.

Gamlitsky, Andrey V. “bu6mus [IuckaTopa u npobiiema rpaBUpOBaHHBIX 00Pa3IOB B €BPONEHCKOM
uckycctBe XVI-XVII croneruit.” In Ilpobrema konuposanusi 6 e8poneuckom uckyccmee:
mamepuanvl HayuHou Kougepenyuu, §8—10 Oexabps 1997 2oo0a, edited by Gerold Vzdornov.
Moscow: Rossiyskaya academia khdozhestv, 1998, 96-116.

. “O BpeMeHM TMOSIBJIEHUS 3ala/HOEBPOIEHCKUX yBpakeil Ha OMONEHCKYI0 TeMaTUKy B

Poccun Bropoit nonosunsl XVII Bexa.” Becmuux cexmopa opesnepyccrkozo uckyccmea 2024 (1),
136-151.

Garon, Miltiadis K. Etudes sur le Jugement Dernier post-byzantin du XVe & la fin du XIXe siécle.
Iconographie — Esthétique. Thessaloniki: Etaireia Makedonikon Spoudon, 1985.

Geacu, Sorin. Manastirea Poiana Marului. Buzau: Alpha MDN, 2017.

Gedeon, Manouil I. ITazprapyixai Epnuepides. Athens: Typografeion Sergiadou, 1936.

. Exxinoion t@dv OpBoddolwv év Kwvoravrivovroler. Constantinople: N. T'. Kepokidov, 1888.
Reprint: Athens: Syllogos pros diadosin Ofelimon Vivlion , 1996.

. Exxinoion folavrivoi éaxpifovuevor. Constantinople: Patriarchikon Typografeion, 1900.

Gennadios, Metropolitan of Heliopolis. Iotopio. tov Meydiov Pevuarog (Apvaoitkioyr). Istanbul,
1949,

Genova, Elena. “Monenu u mpTHIIa 32 MOJCpHU3MPAHE HAa IIbPKOBHATA JKUBOIKC B OBITapCKUTE
3emu ot Bropara nojosuHa Ha XVIII u XIX Bek.” Historical Future 2 (2001): 45-74.

86



(DRAFT)

—— “Tewmara ,,ITokpoB boropoanueH* B >kKMBOIMCTa HA CaMOKOBCKHUTE 3orpadu.” In Tpaouyuu,
npuemcmeenocm, Hosamopcmeo. B namem na Ilemwp Junexos, edited by Konstantin Kosev,
Yuliya Baltova, Raya Kuncheva, Svetlina Nikolova, Mila Santova and Elena Toncheva. Sofia:
Akademichno izdatelstvo “Marin Drinov”, 2001: 492-508.

. “HlormatnyHu uM300pakeHus: Ha cB. boroponuna BBpxy nyna/Hemopouno 3auatme.” In
Coopnuk 6 uecm na 80-eo0uwnunama na npogecop npomonpessumep Huxonau [llusapos, edited
by Elena Popova. Veliko Tarnovo: Universitetsko izdatelstvo ,,Sv. sv. Kiril i Metodiy*, 2014, 318-
348.

Georgescu, I.L. and [Stanciu], Roman lalomiteanul. “Zugravul Nicolae Polcovnicul la Manastirile
Cernica si Pasarea.” Biserica Ortodoxa Romana XCI (1973): 1290-1294.

Gerd, L. A. Pycckuii Agpon 1878—1914. Ouepku yeprosno—norumuueckou ucmopuu. MOSCOW:
Indrik, 2010.

——— Koncmanmunononsckuit nampuapxam u Poccus. 1901-1914 22. Moscow: Indrik, 2012.

. “Russian Research Work in the Archives of Mount Athos.” In Lire les Archives de I’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 ITonTta u Poccust B HoBoe Bpems.” 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. Aumuoxuiickuti [lampuapxam u Poccusi 6 XVIll—nauane XX
sexa. Mccneoosanus u doxymenmor. Moscow: Indrik, 2020.

, eds. [Jueenux nymewecmsusi no Poccuu epeueckux monaxoe Agomckozo momacmuips
Cumononempa ueymena Heoghuma u uepoouarxona Hoannurus. Moscow: Indrik, 2014.

Gerd, Lora Aleksandrovna and Kirill Alekseevich Vakh. “K ncropuu nzydenus mamsiTHuKoB Adona:

u3 nepernucku I1. W. CeBacthsiHOBa M apxumMaHaputa AHTtoHMHa Kamyctuna.” Pravoslavnyj
palestinskij sbornik 114 (2017): 64-72.

Gergova, lvanka. “O nexum rpadpuukum mnpukazuma boropomuie Tpojepyuune.” In Huw u
Buszanmuja: 360pnux padosa 6, edited by Misa Rakocija. Nis: Niski kulturni centar, 2008, 297—
305.

. “Penmnkm Ha pycku 4ynoTBopHH MKOHH B bbarapus.” Art Studies Quarterly 1 (2010): 35-
39.

. Yyoecama na Ilpecsema bBozopoouya 6 xyrimypama na bvieapckomo ev3pasicoane. Sofia:
Omophor, 2012.

87



(DRAFT)

—— Ivpreama “Pooicoecmso bocopoouuno” 6 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.

—— “Cxormckara boropoauiia Tpoepyuwuiia.” 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.

. Ceemozopcku memu 6 uskycmeomo no owvneapckume semu (XVII-XIX 6.). Sofia: Institut za
izsledvane na izkustvata, 2022.

. Yxpauncku u pycku epasropu om XVII-XIX gex 6 bvacapusa. Sofia: Akademicno izdatelstvo
“Prof. Marin Drinov”, 2024.

—— “IInomoBera Ha XpuctoBoto crpananue (Kususar kpber).” In Uxonu om Hayuonannus
uwvprosen ucmopuko-apxeono2uyecku myseil, edited by Alexander Kuyumdzhiev and lvan Vanev.
Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 2024, 393, cat. 413.

. “boropogunia Axtupcka.” In Uxonu 6 [{vprkosnus ucmopuko-apxeonrocudecku Mmy3eu
Cogus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2024, 396, cat. 414.

. “boropoauna IlouaeBcka.” In Uxonu 6 [{vprosrus ucmopuxo-apxeonrocuuecku mysel 6
Coghus. 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. Xpucmusncko uskycmeo 6 Hayuonannus apxeonocuiecku
myszeii — Cogus. Sofia: “Prof. Marin Drinov” Academic Publishing House, 2012.

, Anka Stoilova and Liubomir Mikov. Csewenu cmvnku 6 xpucmusncmeomo u ucisama. 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. Ilymosarse no Xepyecosunu, Bocnu 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.

88


https://doi.org/10.11649/sm.3088

(DRAFT)

Goshev, lvan. Awmumuncom. Jlumypeuuecko u ywvprkosHo-apxeonro2uiecko usciedsane. 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 LVI11 (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 pictura bizantind.” Codrii Cosminului |
(1924): 105-174.

. Carti de pictura bisericeasca bizantina. Introducere §i editie critica a versiunilor romanesti,
atdt dupa redactiunea lui Dionisie din Furna, tradusa la 1805 de Arhimandritul Macarie, cat si
dupa alte redactiuni mai vechi, traduceri anonime. Cernauti: Tipografia Glasul Bucovinei, 1936.

Grigorovich-Barsky, Vasily. [IMewexooya Bacunus I pucoposuua-bapckazo-Ilnaxu-Anbosa,
ypoorcenya Kueeckazo, monaxa anmuoxutickazo, Ilymewecmeue k cesmuvim mecmam, 8 Espone,
Asuu u Agppuxe naxooawumcs, : IIpeonpunsamoe 6 1723, u okonuaunoe 8 1747 200y, / Um camum
nucannoe. St. Petersburg: Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk, 1793.

. Cmpancmesus Bacunvs I'pucoposuua-bapckoeo no Ceameim mecmam Bocmoka ¢ 1723 no
1747 2. (Yactu I-1V). Saint Petersburg: Tipografiya V. Kirschbauma, 1886.

Gritsopoulos, Tassos Ath. lotopia tov ['spaxiov. Athens: Ekdosis tou Syndesmou ton en Attiki
Gerakiton , 1982.

. To. Oprwgixa: n ev [lelomovvijow eravdotooic tov 1770 kai ta eraxdlovba avtig. Athens:
Mnimosini, 1967.

Gruji¢, Radoslav. “TIpuno3u 3a ucropujy Cpbuje y noda aycrpujcke okymamuje (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 lcons
and Iconostas. Thessaloniki: Tempus Fugit / E.N. Manos, 2006.

89



(DRAFT)

Hilandarac, Sava. Mcmopuja u onuc manacmupa Xunandapa. Belgrade: Stamparija Petra K.
Tanaskovica, 1894.

. Ucmopuja manacmupa Xunanoapa: ycnomena na cedamcmozo0uwibuyy ochusarsa. 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 Palacologan 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. “bubauorekara Ha Puiackus manactup.” In Punckusm manacmup, edited by
Margarita Koeva. Sofia: “Prof. Marin Drinov”” Academic Publishing House, 2000, 32-57.

, Aksiyina Dzhurova and Vasya Velinova. Onuc na crassnckume pvkonucu om I[lenmwpa 3a

cnaeano-suzanmuticku npoyusanusi “‘Ilpog. Hsan Jyiives” xom CY “Cs. Knumenm Oxpuocku”
XIV-XIX 6. Sofia: Universitetsko izdatelstvo “Sv. Kliment Ohridski”, 2000.

, Elissaveta Moussakova and Iskra Hristova-Shomova. Crassucku u epwvyku pvkonucu 6
Pecuonanen ucmopuuecku myseii—Jloseu. Sofia: Logis, 2022.

Hromov, Oleg, ed. «Coanye npecsemnoe». Pycckuili ¢600 ckazanuii 0 6020pOOUYHBIX UKOHAX.
Hccneoosanue. Moscow: Pan Press, 2021.

Ikonomaki-Papadopoulou, Yota. “ExkAncloctikn apyvpoyoio.” In Ot Oneovpoi tne Movig Iézuov,
edited by A.D. Kominis. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon,1988.

. “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 I. Ica jr. (ed.) Vasile de la Poiana Marului. Introduceri in rugaciunea lui lisus si isihasm. Trans.
diac. Toan I. Icd jr. and Maria-Cornelia Ica jr., with an introduction by Dario Raccanello. Sibiu:
Deisis, 2009.

lonescu, Pr. loan. Mandastirea Gavanu din judeful Buzau. Buzau: Tipografia si Legatoria de Carti
Dumitru Balanescu, 1928.

Iorgulescu, Basil. “Pitarul Nicolae Teodorescu si Scoala de picturd din Buzau”. Literatura si Arta
Romana V (1900-1901): 221-227.

90


https://simonopetrafoundation.org/about-mount-athos/

(DRAFT)

Janin, Raymond. La géographie ecclésiastique de |’empire byzantine, vol. 1. Paris, 19609.

Janocha, Ks. Michal. “Wptyw Brzeskiej Unii KoS$cielnej na refleksje o sztuce oraz ikonografi¢
malarstwa cerkiewnego w XVII i XVIII wieku.” In Polska-Ukraina 1000 lat sgsiedztwa, edited
by Stanislaw Stegpien. Przemysl: Potudniowo-Wschodni Instytut Naukowy w Przemyslu, 2000,
Vol. 5: 165-190.

“Ikonografia $wietych ojcow ruskiego monastycyzmu.” In Rola monasterow w
ksztaftowaniu kultury ukrainiskiej 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-cprnicke ymernuuke Beze y XVIII Bexy.” Zbornik Filozofskog fakulteta
VI1I-1 (1963): 379-410.

. “Cpncka nukoBHa ymetHocT u Pycuja kpajem XIX u mouetrkom XX Beka.” Saopstenja
Republickog zavoda za zastitu spomenika kulture XV (1983): 119-126.

Jovanovi¢, Miroslav, Aleksej Timofejev, et al., eds. Mockea — Cpb6uja, beoepao — Pycuja:

Hoxymenma u mamepujanu, Vol. 2. Belgrade—-Moscow: Drzavni Arhiv Srbije i Glavna Arhivska
Uprava Moskve, 2011.

Jovanovi¢, Platon. Cpncko noosopje v Mockeu. Belgrade: Drzavna stamparija Kraljevine Srbije,
1901.

Kadijevi¢, Aleksandar. “Ca6opna npksa CB Tpojutie y Mocrapy: OcTBaperme CpICKOT MpaiTesbCTBa
Jpyre TMoJIoBMHE aeBeTHaecTor Beka.” In Srbi u Mostaru: rasprave i ogledi, edited by Borivoje
Pistalo. Belgrade, 2001, 471-481.

Kalliga, Alexandra Eleni. The Stroganov Micrographic Triptych of the Benaki Museum Collections.

A Non-Invasive Study on Materials and Technique.” In: Ayyelog. Apiépawuo oty pviun tov Ayyelov
Aeinfoppia. 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 npasociasnomy Bocmoxy ¢ XVI u
XVII cmonemusix. Moscow: tip. L. F. Snegireva, 1885.

. Xapaxmep omuowenuti Poccuu x Ilpasocnasnomy Bocmoxy ¢ XVI u XVII cmonremusx.
Sergiev Posad: M. S. Elov, 1914. Reprint: The Hague/Paris, 1968.

91


https://doi.org/10.3390/heritage6020073

(DRAFT)

Karaca, Zafer. Istanbul’da Tanzimat Oncesi Rum Ortodoks Kiliseleri. 2nd ed. Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi
Yaymlari, 2008.

Kariotoglou, Alexandros. Chalcedon: The Historic Bishopric of Bithynia. Athens: Militos Editions,
1996.

Kasanin, Milan. “O Pacdanny 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 1’enroulement du ciel dans 1’iconographie
byzantine du Jugement Dernier.” deAtiov g Xpiotiavikic Apyoroloyiknc Eroupeiog 17 (1993
1994): 99-112.

Keshman W., Anastasia. “Panagia Ierosolymitissa Icon — An Instance in the Mutuality of Traditions
in the Holy Land of the 19th and 20th Centuries.” In Marginalia: Art Readings, edited by lvanka
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. Ikony. Krakow: Muzeum Narodowe w Krakowie, 1973.

Kochetkov, Igor’ Aleksandrovich. ed. Crosape pycckux uxononucyes XI-XVII 5. Moscow: Indrik,
20009.

Komashko, Natalia. “«boromateps Uepycanumckas (['edcumanckas)» nucbma Kupuina Yinanosa.”
In Buzanmuiickuii mup: uckyccmeo Koncmanmunonons u nayuonanvuvle mpaouyuu, edited by
Mariia Orlova. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik, 2005, 663-668.

. Pycckas uxona XVIII sexa. Moscow: Areit Tomem, 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.

. Uxononuce Opyacetinoti nanamol u3z wacmuvix coopanuti. 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
Rublev Museum of Ancient Russian Culture and Art, 2024.

Komashko, Natalija and Ivanka Gergova. “Enna ukona BBB BoitHW.” IN H3kycmeo u ucmopusi.
Hsxycmeoseocku uemenusi 2024. Mooyn Cmapo uskycmeo, edited by Ivanka Gergova, Marina
Koleva and Ruslan Stoychev. Sofia: Institut za izsledvane na izkustvata, 2025, 179-200.

92



(DRAFT)

Komashko, Natalia, and Svetlana Katkova, eds. Kocmpomckas uxona XI-XIX sexos. M0OSCOW:
Grand-Holding, 2004.

Konstamonitou, Meletios. Ilepinynoic Medetiov Kwvotauovitov ei¢ Pwooiav arnd étovg 1862—1869.
Abnvan, 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. Monymenmanvnuii scusonuc mpoiyvkoi naobpamnoi yepxeu Kueso-Ileuepcokol
Jaspu. Kamanoe. Kyiv: KVITS, 2005.

Kosanovi¢, Sava. “Hoga cpricko-tipaBociiaBHa 1pkBa y Capajey.” Bosanska vila 3, no. 17 (1888):
270-271.

Kosiv, Roksolana. “T'ocriogu Hexaii Oyae OiarocioBeHHss TBO€e Ha bOMy MicIii”: ikoHOrpadis Ta
MPUYMHH MOMYIISIPHOCTI cB. AHTOHIsA 1 Teomocis [ledepchbkux Ha TBOpax pHOOTHLIEKUX MalCTpiB
1670-1750.” Visnyk L'vivs’koyi natsional’noyi akademiyi mystetstv, Problemy Plastychnoho ta
Uzhytkovoho Mystetstva 36 (2018): 93-107.

Kosti¢, Ana. Ilpxeena ymemmnocm y Knexcesunu 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'pogp Konep xao xynmypuonpoceemnu pegpopmamop koo Cpoa y Yeapcroj y XVIII
sexy. 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. “PoitnectBo XpuctoBo.” In Coghus [Ipemyopocmo Boocusi: Bvicmaska
pyccxou ukononucu XI-XIX eexos uz coopanuii myzeee Poccuu. Moscow: Radunitsa, 2000, 170—
171.

Kotlyarov, Vladimir. “Tpoune-CeprueBa mnyctbiab Ilerporpaackoii emapxuu (Mcropuueckuit
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.

Krasilin, Mikhail. “Pycckue nkonsl B MoHacTeipe Baroren.” In ITanopama uckycems, 1 (2017): 203.

93



(DRAFT)

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-
.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 LIl (2020): 138-152.

—— “Epmunnja Ciuka PajoBana Yetupesuha ['padoBana. 3anucu u nprexu (Hermeneia of the
Painter Jovan Cetirevi¢ Grabovan. Records and Drawings)”. 3MC/I¥V/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. “Llspksa ‘“PoxmectBo boropoanuno”, Puncku manactup.” In Kopnyc na
cmenonucume om nvpeama noaosuna Ha XX eex ¢ bvneapus. Sofia: Institute of Art Studies, 2018,
455-494.

. “Tpuntux.” In Uronu ¢ ILlvprosnus ucmopuxo-apxeoroeuvecku mysei—Cogus. 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 /{pesnepycckoe u nocmeuzanmuiickoe uckyccmeo. Bmopas nonouna
XV — nauano XVI eexa, edited by A.L. Batalov, L.1. lovleva, L.V. Neresjan, M.A. Orlova and E.S.
Smirnova. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik 2005, 322-337.

. “Ispksa ,,Cs. Iletka®, c. bpese.” In Kopnyc na cmenonucume om nvpeama nonoguna Ha
XIX 6ex 6 bvaeapus. 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 lvanka Gergova and Elisaveta
Moussakova. Sofia, 2019, vol. I: 191-205.

Kuznet™sova, Lilii"a. Ilemepbypeckue osenupor XIX — nauana XX 6. [Junacmuu 3uameHumoix
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. Meiétar, Epyacior ko Iepinyiocic twv etov 1892-1893. Athens: ek tou
Vasilikou Typografeiou N. G. Inglesi, 1894.

94



(DRAFT)

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.

Laskaris, Michael. To Avarodixé Zitnua, 1800-1923, 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. Pacckaz o cesmoeopckux monacmuipsx apxumanopuma ®Peopana
(Cepbuna) 1663-1666. St. Petersburg: Tip. V. S. Balasheva, 1883.

Lepakhin, Valerii Vladimirovich. “Ukona Tpoepyuurisl: TaiiHa Tpetbeil pyku.” In I 'epmenesmuka
opesnepycckou aumepamypwi. Coopruux 19, edited by O. A. Tufanova and E. A. Andreeva.
Moscow: IMLI RAN, 2020, 526-573.

Losik, Oresta. “IlamBo bepunna.” In Haykose mosapucmeo imeni Illeguenka: enyuxioneois
[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.” 3oepag 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. Yyoomeopnas uxona ¢ Busanmuu u opesneti Pycu. Moscow: Martis, 1996.

, ed. Xpucmuanckue penuxsuu ¢ Mockoseckom Kpemne. Moscow: Radunitsa, 2000.

Lidova, Maria. “The Rise of Byzantine Art and Archacology 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 ykpaincexux cmapoopyxie XVI-XVIII cmorims. Kyiv: Dnipro,
1990.

Lopuhina, O.B. “O0pa3u JlaBpcbKuX Y€HIIB y MOPTPETax XiX—I0YaTKy XX CTONITTS 3 KOJEKIl

HanioHanbHOro Kueso-Ileuepcrkoro icTopuko-KyabTypHOTO 3anoBiiHuKka.” Lavrs'kyy Al'manakh
24 (2009): 75-81.

Lowden, John. The Making of the Bibles Moralisées. 1. The Manuscripts. University Park, PA:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2000.

Lozanova, Ralitsa. “TIspBooOpa3u Ha Amokanuricuca B OBArapckOTO IIBPKOBHO H3KYCTBO.” Art
Studies Quarterly 3 (1998): 40-49.

95



(DRAFT)

Lupu, Emil. Ctitori si ctitorii la curbura Carpatilor in veacurile XIV-XVIII. lasi: Doxologia, 2011.

Maksimovi¢, Vojislav. “Tpu monaxa smeromucua.” In P. Cokorilo, J. Pamucina, S. Skenderova:
Ljetopisi, edited by Vojislav Maksimovi¢ and Luka Sekara. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa, 1976, 8-
16.

Makuljevi¢, Nenad. I[pxeena ymemnocm y Kpamwesunu 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 Kamberovié. Sarajevo: Institut za istoriju, 2011, vol.
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 ITatuoc | ex tov ayylikod vro M. H. Maiavopdxn. Odessa: Typografeio N.
Khrysogelou, 1889.

Maleeva, Ekaterina Nikolaevna. “Penurusnas tema B Pycckoii XynokeHCTBEHHON KyibType XIX
Beka.” PhD diss., St. Petersburg, 2008.

Maltezou, Chrysa. Zyéoeic tnc Movig Ildzuov ue tov ovtiko koouo. Apyeraxés amodeicers (130¢—180¢
a1.). 2 vols. Athens: Academy of Athens, 2017.

Manchev, Vasil. Cnomenu. JJonucku. IMucma. Sofia: 1zdatelstvo na Otechestveniya front, 1982.
Maragoudakis, Dionysios. To Iepov kar Hpawixov tne Kprtng Apkador. 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¢, Lilijjana. “bnaroje P. Kyauh kao nuroman Mutpononaura Muxauna NpUIMKOM
IIKOJIOBama CPICKUX ciukapa y Pycuju m HadeHuk cpeza CokoOamckor.” In JKusom u oeno
Mumpononuma Muxauna (1826-1898), edited by Dimitrije Stefanovi¢. Belgrade: SANU, 2008,
280-291.

Mati¢, Miljana. “boropoauma ca Xpucrtom, npoponuma u ceerutresbuma.” In Cpncko ymemuuuxo
nacnehe na Kocosy u Memoxuju. Hoenmumem, 3uauaj, yepoocenocm, edited by Miodrag
Markovi¢ and Dragan Vojvodi¢. Belgrade: Galerija Srpske akademije nauka i umetnosti, 2017,
478.

— “Csetru CaBa u Cetu Cumeon cprcku.” In Cpncxo ymemnuuxo naciehe na Kocosy u
Memoxuju. Belgrade: Galerija Srpske akademije nauka i umetnosti, 2017, 474-475.

96



(DRAFT)

Mavrodinov, Nikola. Bpwskume meoicdy 6vacapckomo u pyckomo uzkycmeo. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo,
1955.

Mazereanu, Vartolomei. “Istorie pentru Sfanta Manastare Putna.” In Inscriptiuni dupe manuscrise,
edited by Vasile A. Urechia. Academia Romana. Memoriile Sectiunii Istorice, S.I1, X (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/Schoningh, 2022, 38-55.

Mel'chakova Valer'yevna, Kseniia. “"Boun" Ha myxoBHoM mnompuiie. CapaeBCKuii apXHUMaHIPUT
CasBa KocanoBuu u ero noesaka B Poccuro B 1872—1874 rr.” In Slaviane i Rossiia: problemy
voiny i mira na Balkakh: XVIII-XXI wv., edited by Svetlana lvanovna Danchenko. Moscow:
Institut slaviianovedeniia RAN, 2017, 72-84.

—— “Casa Kocanosuh B Poccun.” Srpski istorijski casopis 1 (2018): 154-170.

— . “B roctsax y «mockoBoBy. Cnassine n3 bocaun u I'eprierosunst B Mockse B 1850-1870-¢
roael.” In Slaviiane i Rossiia: Slaviiane v Moskve, edited by Svetlana Ivanovna Danchenko.
Moscow: Institut slaviianovedeniia RAN, 2018, 106-115.

. Bochusa u I'epyecosuna 6 obwecmeenno-norumuuecxkou smcusnu Poccuu 6 1856—1875 2e.
Moscow: Indrik, 2019.

Melnyk, Anatoly. Vkpaiuceruii ikononuc XII-XIX cm. 3 konexyii HXMY. Kyiv: Artania Nova, 2005.

Menjajlo, Viktorija A. Uxonvt uz Bosnecenckoeo monacmuipsi Mockosckoeo Kpemns: kamanoe.
Moscow: Moskovskij Kreml’, 2015.

Mezinski, Jelena. “Xpam CB. Anekcangap Hesckor y Beorpany.” In XPAM Csemoe Anexcanopa
Hesckoe y Beoepady: cnomenuya nosooom cmozoduutbuye nocmojarea xpama 1912-2012, edited
by M. Arsenijevi¢. Belgrade: Pravoslavna misionarska skola pri hramu Sv. Aleksandra Nevskog,
2013, 25-42, 164.

Mihail, Paul. “Schitul Poiana Marului, un centru ortodox carturaresc”. In Spiritualitate si istorie la
Intorsura Buzaului, edited by Antonie Plimadeala. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului si a Vrancei, 1985,
32-44.

Miklosich, Franz, and Joseph Miller, eds. Acta et diplomata Graeca 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. “Boropomuna Tuxeuncka.” In Hxononuc Bpawcke enapxuje, edited by
Miroslav Timotijevi¢ and Nenad Makuljevi¢. Belgrade—Vranje: Filozofski fakultet, Katedra za
istoriju umetnosti novog veka; Eparhija Vranjska SPC, 2005, 118-1109.

97



(DRAFT)

Mincheva, Boyana. Onuc na crassanckume kupuincku cmaponevamuu knueu om XIX 6. 6 konexyusma
“Cmaponeuamnu kHueu, peoxu u yewHu uzoanus’ una Hayuonarnama oubauomexa “Cs. ce.
Kupun u Memoouii”. Sofia: Natsionalna biblioteka “Sv. Sv. Kiril I Metodiy”, 2013.

Mitran, Gheorghe. Arta aurarilor n Transilvania (sec. X1V - XIX), Brasov: Muzeul Judetean de
Istorie Brasov, 2003.

Medakovi¢, Dejan. Cpncka ymemnocm y XIX sexy. Belgrade: Srpska knjizevna zadruga, 1981.

Mickunaite, Giedré. Maniera Greca in Europe's Catholic East: On ldentities of Images in Lithuania
and Poland (1380s-1720s). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2023.

Mikhajlovskij-Danilevskij, Aleksandr. Onucanue Typeyxoii eotinbt 6 yapcmeosanue umnepamopa
Anexcanopa, ¢ 1806 0o 1812 200a. Y. 1I. 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 — XVllle s. Bournemouth/Saint Petersburg: Parkstone /
Aurora, 1996.

——— Ilepksa Cnaco-IIpeobpadicenns i noemuxa ykpaincvkoco baporo. Kyiv: Rodovid, 2010.

Miljkovi¢, Bojan. “IloBect o 4ynoTBOpHHM MKOHaMa MaHactupa Xwianaapa.” Zograf 31 (2006/7):
219-228.

Millas, Akylas. Zppayivec Kwvortavtivovmdlews. Evopies Aywtdtng Apyiemiokonng. Athens:
Syllogos Istorikis kai Laografikis Erevnas “I Mnimosyni”, 1996.

. The Princes Islands. A Retrospective Journey. Athens: Militos Editions, 2000.
——— Kwvotavtivov T16J1¢. H eviog twv tetywv opbodolia, 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.

Momirovi¢, Petar. “/IBe boropoauunne nkoHe cpricke npasociasHe 1pkBe y Ctapum banosiuma.”
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. [Tucoma ¢ Bocmoka 6 1849—1850 cooax. [B 2 4.]. U. 2. Saint Petersburg: V
tipografii 111-go otdeleniya Sob. e.e.i,v. v kanceliarii 1851.

98



(DRAFT)

Mutalap, 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. Ucmopuss na xpamoseme 6 Pycencka enapxusi. Bmopa uacm. Paszepaocka,
Ilonoscka u Tympaxancka oyxosnu oxonuu. Silistra: Kovachev Pres OOD: 2021.

. Bvspoorcoenckume xpamose ¢ Pyce. Sofia: Blago slovo: 2022.

Nanakis, Andreas, To emioxomixo (rnuo. 1880-1882 xou n ExxAnoio tne Kpnne. Katerini: Tertios,
1992,

Naydenov, Ivaylo. “B cBeta Ha cBHIIIOBCKHTE ThproBiiu Opatst KpbeTud: npeanpueMadecka KyiTypa,
OM3HEC MPAKTUKHU, €TUKA U MaHTauTeT.” Ucmopuuecku npeaned 75 (2019), No. 1: 57-84.

—— “Mexny npeanpuemMadeckaTa Kapuepa i HHTEICKTyallHaTa JISHHOCT: IPUXU KbM )KUBOTA U
nenata Ha Asnexo AHrenoB Kpberuy ot CBumosn. (Bropara mojosuHa Ha XIX B.).” Sraw 16
(2020): 1-14 https://www.researchgate.net/publication/368404835

Naydenova, Radka. “3namenara na OwarapckoTo ombiauenue.” lzvestiya na Natsionalniya
voennoistoricheski muzey. 111 (1977): 114-121.

Nazarenko, A. V., ed. Ilpenooobuwiii Hocugh Bonoyxuii. 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 lacubovschi, 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
Ana Dumitran and Mirostaw Piotr Kruk. Cluj-Napoca/Alba lulia: Mega / National Museum of the
Union, 2023, 155-183.

Nersesyan, N.V. (ed.) Cumon Ywaxos—uyapcruii usoepagh. Exhibition catalogue. Moscow: The State
Tretyakov Gallery, 2015.

Nicolescu, Corina. Argintaria laica si religioasa in Tarile Romane: (sec. XIV-XIX). Bucharest :
Muzeul de Arta al Republicii Socialiste Romania, 1968.

Nikc¢evi¢, Miroslav et al., eds. llpecéema bozcopoouya Kpacmuya Ilehxa — 3awmumnuya u
cnacumemHuya pooa cpockoea kpcmownochnoea. Cetinje : Svetigora; Pe¢: manastir Pecka
patrijarsija, 2015.

Nikitin, S. A. Crasanckue komumemut ¢ Poccuu ¢ 1858-1876 2o0ax. Moscow: Nauka, 1960.

Nikolov, Angel. “‘Saints and Soldiers’. 19th-Century Russian Religious Art in Southern Bulgaria.”
Museikon 5 (2021): 317-328.

99



(DRAFT)

Nikolov, Angel. “Icons and Wars: Some Examples from the Russo-Turkish War 1877-1878.” In
Hsxycmeo u ucmopus. Hszxycmeoseocku uemenus 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 Kapacmosnos, vol. 1. Samokov:
Historical Museum of Samokov, 2023.

Norocel, Epifanie. Manastirea Ciolanu. Buzau: Episcopia Buzaului si a Vrancei, 1986.

Nyaradi, Anna Mdria. “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.

Nystazopoulou, Maria. “Téocepa dyvoota poctkd £yypopo vaép TG v MIAw Movig e @cotdkov
(1656-1705).” Byzantina Symmeikta 1 (1966): 231-256.
https://ejournals.epublishing.ekt.gr/index.php/bz/article/view/3372/3234

Nystazopoulou-Pelekidou M., “Tlatpog kot Pwoior (1770-1805). H paptupio tov matuiokdv
eyyphowv,” in Pwaia ko Meaoysiog. Tlpaxtike A dieBvois ovvedpiov (AOnvo, 19-22 Maiov
2005), edited by O. Katsiardi-Hering, A. Kolia-Dermitzaki, and K. Gardikas. Athens, 2011, vol.
2: 45-56.

Oleanina, Svitlana. Vkpaincokuit ikonocmac: cumeoniuna cmpykmypa ma ikononoeis. Kyiv: ArtEk,

20109.

—— “IkoHocrac sik 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 lulia: Mega / National
Museum of the Union, 2023, 253-266.

Olshevskaya L.A. and S.N. Travnikov, eds. “IlyreriecTBue Bb CBSTYIO 3€MJIIO CBHAIICHHHKA
Jlykeuanosa.” Pycckuti Apxus 1 (1863): 130-332.

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.

Pécht, Otto. “Der Salvator Mundi des Turiner Stundesbuches”. In Florilegium in honorem Carl
Nordenfalk octogenarii contextum, edited by Per Bjurstréom, Nils-Géran Hokby and Florentine
Miitherich. Stockholm: Nationalmuseum,1987, 181-190.

Panaitescu, P.P. Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne si slave din Biblioteca Academiei Romane,
vol. I1, edited by Dalila-Lucia Arama, G. Mihaila. Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 2003.

100


https://ejournals.epublishing.ekt.gr/index.php/bz/article/view/3372/3234

(DRAFT)

Panchenko, Konstantin, Boris Florja and Lev Ljuhovickij. “Meneruit 1.” In: [lpasocrasnas
snyurnoneous. Moscow: Church Research Center "Orthodox Encyclopedia”, 2016, vol. 44: 570—
573.

Panchev, T., ed. X3 apxueama na Hauoen I'epos. Ku. 1, (A-JI), Sofia: Balgarska akademiya na
naukite, 1911.

Panitsas, Pan., and Pan. Papatheodorou. O déaio¢ Aeovrioc kau 1 Movii Taiopycdrv Aryradeiag. Athens:
n.p., 1979.

Panoiu, Andrei. Mobilierul vechi roméanesc. 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 Agévriog [lalaioddyos Mauwvog (1377-1452). H Movi; Ta&iopyadv
Awpradeiag (1620—1940): Zoufors eig tyv lotopiav. Thessaloniki, 1940.

Papadopoulos, Stefanos. “H EAAnvikny Enavdotaon tov 1770 kot o avtiktondg e otig EAAvicég
yopes.” In lotopia tov EJAnvikot E6vovg. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1975, vol. 11: 58-83.

Papadopoulos, Stelios and Kanto Fatourou-Isychaki. Emiypagpéc e Ilazuov. Athens: Ellinikes
ekdosis, 1966.

Papageorgiou, Theodoros. lotopia g Iepds Movic Taliopyav tne Aryodeiog. Met’ avexdotwv
eyypdpwv. Athens, 1977.

Papamentzelopoulos, Konstantinos A. “Emokon Kepvitong, katony Mntpoémoin Kaiafpotov kot
Avyweioc. Iotopia kot dtowkntikég petaforés.” PhD diss., Aristotle University of Thessaloniki,
2022.

Papoulides, Konstantinos K. “ITétpog IBavofrtg Sevast’janov (1811-1867): mpocéyyion oto £pyo
tov.” Balkanika symmeikta 9 (1997): 17-36.

Paradais, Claudiu. Comori ale spiritualitatii romanesti la Putna. lasi: Publishing House of the
Metropolitanate of Moldova and Suceava, 1988.

Paschalis, Dimitrios. “To gv m vioo IIpotn Bulaviivov Movacstiplov tng Metapoppmcemg Tov
Yotpog Xptotod. Metoytov g ev Avopm Movng IMavaypavto.” 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

["attribut dans ’iconographie médiévale (du Concile de Nicée au Concile de Trente. Actes du
colloque international de I'EPHE, Paris (23-24 mars 2007). Turnhout: Brepols, 2014.

Paul of Aleppo. ITymewecmeue Anmuoxutickoeo nampuapxa Makapusi ¢ Poccuio 6 nonosune XVII
sexa. Issue 1. St. Petersburg: Publishing house of P.P. Soikin, 1896.

101


https://doi.org/10.3390/arts12030099

(DRAFT)

.Jurnal de calatorie in Moldova si Valahia. Translated by Ioana Feodorov. Bucharest / Braila:
Romanian Academy / Istros Publishing House, 2014.

Pavel, Lelia. “Schitul Poiana Marului. Cateva consideratii privind pictura pe lemn”. Vitralii, 1, no.
1(5)/1992, Focsani, 12.

. Bisericile de lemn din Judeful Vrancea. Focsani: Pallas Publishing House, 2005. [title is
incomplete in one article]

Pavlovi¢, Leontije. Kymmoeu Jluya Koo Cpba U Maxedonaya. Hcmopujcko-emuocpagcka
Pacnpasa. Smederevo: Narodni muzej.

Petkovi¢, Sreten. “Pycku yrunaj Ha cprcko ciaukapcerBo XVIu XVII Beka.” Starinar X1 (1961): 91—
109.

. “Xunannmap u Pycuja y XVI u XVII Beky.” In Kasusarwa o Ceemoj I'opu, edited by Milka
Jankovié¢. Belgrade: Prosveta, 1995, 143-170. [x2]

———. Uxone Manacmupa Xunanoapa. Mount Athos: Manastir Hilandar, 1997.

. “O KynTy CBETOTOpCKUX 4yIOTBOPHUX MKOHa y Pycuju.” In [pyea Kasuearwa o Ceemoj
T'opu, edited by Milka Jankovi¢. Belgrade: Prosveta, 1997, 132-142.

. “O ukonorpadpuju Cseror Cumeona Cprickor y aoba typcke BinamaBuue.” In Cmegan
Hemara - Ceemu Cumeon Mupomouusu, edited by Jovanka Kali¢. Belgrade: Srpska akademija
nauka i umetnosti, 2000, 383-392.

— . “Csetn CaBa Cpricku y ctapoM pyckoMm ciukapetBy.” In Cpncku ceemumesvu y caukapcmey
npasociasnux napooa. Novi Sad: Matica Srpska, 2007, 7-31.

— . “IIpencrae Ceetora Case Cprckor y 6yrapckoj ymerHoctd XVI u XVII Beka.” In Cpncku
ceemumesvu y caukapemay npasociasnux napooa. Novi Sad: Matica Srpska, 2007, 32—-43.

— . Xunanoap. Belgrade: Republicki zavod za zastitu spomenika kulture, 2008.
Petrovi¢, Mili¢ F., /lokymenmu o Pawxoj oonacmu: 1900-1912. Belgrade: Arhiv Srbije, 1995.

Petrunina, O. E., L. A. Gerd, and K. A. Vach, eds. Arexcanopuiickuii [Tampuapxam u Poccusi ¢ XIX
gexe. Hccneoosanus u ookymenmot. 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, Ion Neculce si rusii.” Analele Putnei 1 (2009): 195-204.

Pirnuta, Gheorghe. “Documents concernant des aides accordees par les Pays roumains aux ecoles
grecques de I’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.

102



(DRAFT)

Pivovarova, Nadezhda Valerievna. “Eme pa3 06 adgonckux skcneaunusax I1. M. CeBactesiHoBa.” In
Spicilegium Byzantino-Rossicum, edited by Lora Gerd, 235. Moscow: Indrik, 2015.

—— “Uepycanumckas ukona boxueit Marepu u3 Ycnenckoro cobopa MockoBckoro Kpemis u
ee yrpaueHHbIi opurunai.” 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'.”
Jahrbucher fir Geschichte Osteuropas 49, no. 3 (2001): 412-429.

Politis, Linos. «Xepdypapo povactnpiodv Atyiov ko Kaiappotwv». EApvika 11 (1939): 81-108.

Polostov, A. A., ed. Pycckuii 6uorpaduueckuii cioaps, VOl. 13. St. Petersburg: Imperial Russian
Historical Society, 1902.

Popa, Corina, Ioanna Iancovescu, Vlad Bedros, and Elisabeta Negrau. Repertoriul picturilor murale
brancovenesti. I. Judetul Vilcea. Bucharest: UNArte, 2008.

Pophristov, Georgi. Ceuwoe 6 munanomo 86-1877 2. Svishtov: Pechatnitsa P. A. Slavkov, 1936.

Popov, Nil. Hcmopus Craesnckazo 6racomseopumenvruazo komumema 6 Mockee. Bmopoe
namunemue (1863-1867). Moscow: Universitetskaya tipografiya, 1872.

Popovi¢, Danica. “O Hacranky kynra cBeror Cumeona.” In Cmegpan Hemara - Ceemu Cumeon
Mupomouusu, edited by Jovanka Kali¢. Belgrade: Srpska akademija nauka i umetnosti, 2000, 347—
369.

Popovici, Ioan. “Comunicari.” Buletinul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice XXVI-XXVIII (1933-
1935): 183.

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.

Preobrazhenskii, Aleksandr. “Anocton u Epanremuct Moann borocnoB.” In Poccus 6 ee ukowne.
Heussecmuuie npouszgedenus XN — navana XX éexa uz coopanus Heopsa Coiconamuna. Kamanoe
svicmaeku. Myseul pycckotl ukonst um. Muxauna Abpamosa. B 0eyx momax, edited by Aleksandr
Preobrazhenskii. Moscow: Dukhovnaya niva, 2022, vol. 1: 134-135, cat. 53

. “Anocton Moann borocnos. Menanbon mapckux Bpar” In Poccus 6 ee uxone. 2022, vol. 1:
136-137, cat. 54.

Provatakis, Theocharis Mich., and Georgia Mylonakou-Saitakis, eds. @noavpoi ko xeyiio.
Movaoeio Exxinoioctikng Teyvns lepas Mntpomoiews Moveufaoios xor Xraptng. Sparta: lera
Mitropolis Monemvasias kai Spartis, 1998.

Puzovi¢, Vladislav. Pycku nmyteBu cprickor 6orociosspa: mkosioBambe Cpba Ha pyCKUM JTyXOBHUM
akamemujama: 1849—1917. Belgrade: Pravoslavni Bogoslovski fakultet, Sluzbeni glasnik, 2017.

103



(DRAFT)

Pyatnitsky, Yuri. “BuzanTuiickue u mocTBu3aHTUiCKHEe HKOHBI B Poccuu (wactsb 2).” Buzanmutickuii
spemennuk 56 (1996): 247-251.

. “Nmneparop Anexcannp I, A. A. TlomoBueB u npuoOpereHue koymekiuu A. II.
bazmnesckoro mist Immepatopckoro Opmuraxka.” 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.

—— “«OteuecTBa U JIBIM HaM CJIaJIOK | npusiteH...»” Nashe nasledie 112 (2015).

Raccanello, Dario. La preghiera di Gesu negli scritti di Basilio di Poiana Marului. Rome: Pontificia
Studiorum Universitas a S. Thomas Ag. in Urbe, 1986.

. “La figure de Basile de Poiana Marului et son enseignement sur la priére de Jésus”. Irenikon
61 (1988): 41-66.

. “BasHe 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. X1V: 292-298.

Radev, Ivan. Taxcuouomcmeomo u maxcuouomu ¢ 6vicapckume 3emu npez XVII-XIX gex. Sofia:
BAN, 2009.

Radoji¢i¢, Porde S. “Xwunanmapcka ukona boropomuiie Omurutpuje Tpojepyuune.” Prilozi za
knjizevnost, jezik, istoriju i folklor 17, no. 2 (1937): 283-284.

Radojc¢i¢, Svetozar. “Bese uzmeljy cpricke u pycke yMeTHOCTH y cpenmeM Beky.” Zbornik Filozofskog
fakulteta | (1948): 241-258.

. “YMeTHHYKH cIOMEHHIIM MaHacTupa Xunanaapa.” Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta
3 (1955): 174.

Radovanovi¢, Ana. “Xwunanmgapcka mkona boropoaunie Tpojepyunie.” Hilandarski zbornik 14
(2017): 173-188.

Radulovi¢, Jovan. Crasno do6a Mocmapa. Mostar: SPKUD Gusle — SPCO Mostar, 2010.

Rajcevi¢, Ugljesa. Pagpauno (T'eopeuje) Momuunosuh: monax, cauxap u myuenux (1875-1941).
Belgrade: Itaka, 1989.

. “Mutpononut Muxauio U IIKOJOBame CPICKUX ciukapa y Pycuju.” Zbornik Likovnih
Umetnosti SANU 19 (1983): 263-274.

. “Kaxko cy ce mkooBanu cpricku ymetHuu y Pycuju ¢ kpaja XIX Beka.” Sveske 14, 7 (1983):
88-100.

—— “Cnukap Munytun ba. Mapkosuh.” Saopstenja XVII (1985): 219-222.

Raki¢, Svetlana. Hkxone bocue u Xepyeeosune (16—19 sujex). Belgrade: Republicki zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture, 1998.

104



(DRAFT)

Raki¢, Zoran. “Benukopemercke mkone u3 1687 roamHe m mUXOBH ayTopu.” 36opHux Mamuye
cpncke 3a ukoene ymemuocmu 22 (1986).

Raykov, Bozhidar. “Onuc Ha cnaBsHCKuTE crapornedaTHu kKHurd oT XV um XVI B. B HBKM.”
Hzeecmus na Hapoonama 6ubnuomexa “Cs. ce. Kupun u Memoouu”, V11 (XI11) (1967): 225-253.

Rizhova, Olga. “lkononuc Kueo Ileuepcrkoi maBpu kinms XVII mouarky XIX cromiTrs.

Ocob6muBocti (hopMyBaHHS Ta PO3BHTKY CTWiIO # ikonorpadii”. In Al'manakh Kul'tura i
Suchasnist 1 (2014): 141-150.

. Ixononuc y xyoooxcniu kyremypi Kuiscoxoi kinyi XVI-XVI cmonims.: Monoepagis. Kyiv:
Vydavnycho-polihrafichnyi tsentr “Kyivskyi universytet”, 2020.

. “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.

Rogov, A. |. “Kynbtypaslie cBsizu Poccun ¢ bankanckumu ctpanamu B niepBoii nojgosune XVII B.”
In Ces3u Poccuu ¢ napooamu Bankanckoeo nonyocmposa, edited by B. N. Floria, 116. Moscow:
Nauka, 1990.

Romanescu, Marcel. “Monumente romanesti la Stambul.” Boabe de gréau 3, no. 6 (1932): 226-238.

Rustem, Unver. Ottoman Baroque: The Architectural Refashioning of Eighteenth-Century Istanbul.
Princeton — Oxford: Princeton University Press, 20109.

Ruvarac, llarion. “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 I'Art. Série Beaux-Arts XXXIX-XL (2002-2003): 36-37.

. “Icoanele imparitesti de la Plitdresti. Ipoteza de datare si atribuire.” In Tnchinare lui Petre
S. Nasturel la 80 de ani, edited by lonel Candea and Paul Cernovodeanu. Braila: Istros Publishing
House of Braila Museum, 2003, 479-494.

. “L’iconostase de Moldovita: un repére dans 1’évolution de I’iconostase moldave”. Series
Byzantina VI (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 XLVI1I (2011): 142-145.

. “O operd de artd uitatd: vechiul iconostas al Manastirii Todireni — Suceava.” Ars
Transsilvaniae XXVII-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.

105



(DRAFT)

—— . “Icoane si iconostase din Tara Romaneasca 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 murald si icoanele din Moldova in secolul XVIIL.” 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.

. “Sculptura in lemn din Moldova”. In Arta din Romania. Din preistorie in contemporaneitate,
vol. II, edited by Razvan Theodorescu and Marius Porumb. Bucharest/Cluj Napoca: Editura
Academiei Roméane/Editura Mega, 2018.

. “Icoane.” In Sfdnta Mandstire 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 XVI11 (2007): 68-74.

Saenkova, Elena. “HoBootkpbiThic mpou3BencHusi MactepoB OpyxeWHOW MajaaTthl U3 YaCTHOTO
cobpanust. Tpanunus u HOBaTOpcTBO B MKoHOrpadun.” In Cumon Ywakos u macmepa Opyoicetinoii
nanamol: mamepuaivl Hayunou kongepenyuu, edited by Elena Saenkova. Moscow: The State
Tretyakov Gallery, 2019, 147-156.

Sandulescu-Verna, Constantin. “Zugravii de la Buzau.” Tngerul X (1937): 4.
Sarlak, Eva. Istanbul'un 100 Kilisesi. Istanbul: Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi, 2010.

Savi¢, Mirjana. “IlIkxonoBame cprickux haka y Pycuju u Mutpononut Muxawuno.” In JKusom 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[pkea Poherwa céemoe Josana Ipemeue y Cmonom beozpady. Banja Luka: Art print,
2011.

—— “IlpaBocnaBuu maHactupu CjeBepHe bocHe — o0HOBe y 19. Bujeky.” In Kulturno-istorijski
kompleks Detlak, edited by Ranko Kuzmanovi¢. Banja Luka: Akademija nauka i umjetnosti
Republike Srpske, 2015, 209-230.

Shchennikova, Ludmila. “UynotBophas mkona «boromareps Brnagumupckas» kak «Omaurutpus
eBanrenucta Jlyku».” In Yyoomeopnas uxona 6 Busanmuu u /pesneii Pycu, edited by A. M.
Lidov, 252-286. Moscow: Martis, 1996.

. »AXTeipckas ukoHa boxwueit Marepu.” In [lpasocrasnas suyuxionedus. MOSCOW:
Tserkovno-nauchnyy tsentr “Pravoslavnaya entsiklopediya”, 2002, vol. 4: 217, 218.

106



(DRAFT)

ShekhovtSova, Irina Pavlovna. “ITo cienam adonckoii sxcrieaunuu I1. Y. CeBacTbsiHOBa.” Becmuux
TICTT'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. Cruxapke y cpnckoj ucmopuju ymemnocmu. Belgrade: Sloboda, 1938.
Skinner, John Edwin Hilary. Roughing it in Crete in 1867. London: R. Bentley, 1868.

Skorpil, Vladislav and Skorpil, K. Hsakou Genexcku 6vpxy apxeonocuueckume u ucmopuieckume
uszcneoosanus 6 Tpaxus. Plovdiv: Oblastna pechatnitsa, 1885.

Slijepcevié¢, Doko. Xuranoapcko numarwe y XI1X u nouemxom XX sexa: cmyouja. Cologne, 1979.
——— Ucmopuja cpncre npasocnasne ypkse. Vol. 2. Belgrade: BIGZ, 2022.

Smirnova, Engelina. “Karameracma 1555 r. K uxonorpaduyeckoii mporpamme okaiimienus.” In
Ocam sexosa Xunanoapa, edited by V. Koraé. Belgrade: SANU, 2000, 495-502.

—— “Icoane ale mesterilor rusi din secolul al XV-lea la Manastirea Putna. Registrul apostolilor
si praznicarele.” Analele Putnei 1 (2010): 7-32.

Sokolov, Ivan. Ilampuapxuss u xpamer ¢ Koncmanmunonone om emopou nonosunvt XV 6exka 00
nHacmosuezo spemenu. Memopuueckuil ouepk. Petrograd: Senate Printing House, 1916.

Solov’ev, Agafangel. Ckaszanue ucmopuueckoe o Ilouaesckoti Ycnenckoii naepe 6OvléuLe2o
Hamecmuuka Jlagpwvl apxumanopuma Amepocus, ¢ OONOIHUMENbHLIMU 2IA8AMU O NO3OHEUUUUX
NOKOUHBIX cesujenHo-apxumanopumax Jlaspul, apxuenuckonax: Aeaganeene, Jumumpue u
Tuxone. Pochayev: Pochayevska lavra, 1886. [no name in original citation].

Stanciu, Bogdan. “Cioburi si ruine in Fanar.” https://www.revistasinteza.ro/cioburi-si-ruine-in-fanar
(accessed March 1, 2025). [Link is broken, more details of issue number and pages needed]

. Intre Schengen si Levant. Reportaje si insemndri de caldtorie prin Romdnia, Balcani si
Tmprejurimi. Bucharest: Corint, 2023.

Stavljanin-Pordevi¢, Ljubica. “Uyneca IIpecere Boropomune Aramuja Kpuhauusa n HOBO uyo
Boropoaurie Tpojepyuntie.” Arheografski prilozi 6-7 (1984/5): 275-284.

Stavridis, Vasileios. Ai eigc v 16y ypiotiovikai exxAnoiot, opoloyiol, KOvoTnTeS Kol TOPOIKIOL.
Thessaloniki: Afoi Kyriakidi Ekdoseis, 2005.

Stavropoulos, Arist. Iotopia ¢ molews Aryiov amd twv uvbikdv ypovwy UEYPL TV NUEPDV UOG.
Patras: Eng. Kouloumpis, 1954.

Stepovik, Dmitro. Vxpaincwvro-boneapcori mucmeywki 36 szku. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1975.

. ,, | BOpYECKHE CBSI3U CepOCKUX M OONrapckux XxymaokHUKoB ¢ YkpauHoi B XVIII-XIX BB.*

In Crnasanckue xkynomypul 6 snoxy gopmuposanusn u pazeumus ciasanckux Hayut XVII-XIX ss.
Moscow: Nauka, 1978, 288-191.

107


https://www.revistasinteza.ro/cioburi-si-ruine-in-fanar

(DRAFT)

. Iemopis ykpaincvroi ikonu X—XX cmonimo. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1996.
———— Mucmeymeo ikonu. Pum, Bizanmis, Yxpaina. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 2008.

Stoyanov, Manyo. hvieapcka 8b3p0dicOeHCKa KHUNCHURA. AHanumuyer penepmoap Ha ovieapcKume
KHueu u nepuoduunu 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.” Jahrbucher fur
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 uxonsl XVIII —nauana XX B. Ha bankanax.” Cogemckoe crnassinoseoenue
3(1990): 49-70.

HNkona u Onarouectue. Ouepku HMKOHHOIO jena ummeparopckod Poccuu. Moscow:
Progress-Traditsiya, 1995.

. Pama u o6pas. Pumopuka obpamnenus 6 pycckom uckyccmeae. 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.

Tati¢-Duri¢, Mirjana. “boropoaunia Biragumupcka.” Zbornik za likovne umetnosti Matice srpske 21
(1985): 29-50.

— . “Tpojepyunnia Ceror CaBe U BeH KyAT y IpaBOCIaBHOM cBeTy.” In Crawusarwe mowmujy
ceemoza Case (1594-1994), edited by Episkop sumadijski Sava et al., 133-160. Belgrade:
Stamparija Srpske patrijarsije, 1997.

Tchentsova, Vera G. “Les fonds des documents grecs (f. 52. ‘Relations de la Russie avec la Grece’)
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.

. “Les monastéres des Iles des Princes et la Russie muscovite.” Bibliologia 54 (2020): 75—
101, 441-444.

. “Le verbe ou la lettre? Retracer ’origine des documents grecs des XVIle et XVIlle siecles.”
In Koiopav. Touog mpog tiunv tov Kabnynty EvBvuiov K. Aitoa, edited by Despoina-Eirini
Tsourka Papastathi, Myrto Malouta, and Nikolaos Toutos, 875-884. Thessaloniki: Greek
Paleographic Society, 2024.

108



(DRAFT)

. [Historical analysis of document from Russian Archive of Ancient Acts]. In: Akmyanvrsie
npobaemvl meopuu u ucmopuu uckyccmea. Moscow—St. Petersburg, 2026 (in print).

Tepi¢, Ibrahim. bocna u Xepyecosuna y pyckum uzeopuma 1856-1878. Sarajevo: Veselin Maslesa,
1988.

Timotijevi¢, Miroslav. Cpncko 6apoxno crukapemso. Novi Sad: Matica srpska, 1996.

———. ““Serbia sacra' u 'Serbia sancta' y 6apokHOM BepCKO-IIOJIMTHYKOM Iporpamy KapioBauke
mutponomnje.” In Ceemu Casa y cpnckoj ucmopuju u mpaduyuju, edited by Sima Cirkovié.
Belgrade: Srpska akademija nauka i umetnosti, 1998, 387-431.

—— “Credan Hemama y 6apokHOM BepCcKO-TOIUTHYKOM niporpamy Cprcke npkse.” In Cmeghan
Hemarva - Ceemu Cumeon Mupomouusu, edited by Jovanka Kali¢. Belgrade: Srpska akademija
nauka i umetnosti, 2000, 395—407.

. “boropomuna be3snuHCka W BEepCKO-MONMTUYKM MporpaMm marpujapxa Apcenuja IV
Josanosuha.” Balcanica XXXII-XXXIII (2003): 311-339.

——— Manacmup Kpyweoon, vol. 11. Belgrade—Novi Sad: Dragani¢, Pokrajinski zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture VVojvodine, 2008.

Tocilescu, Grigore G., Raporturi asupra catorva Manastiri, Schituri si biserici din Jara prezentate
Ministerului Cultelor si al Tnvazgmantului public de Gr. G. Tocilescu Directorul Muzeului de
Antichitari. Bucharest: Tipografia Academiei Roméane, 1887.

Tolstaia, Tat'iana. “Hkona «boromateps Mepycanumckas ['edpcumanckas» u3 Y CreHCKOro codopa
Mock. Kpemns u ee nerenma.” In Busammutickuti mup: uckyccmeo Koumcmanmunonons u
nHayuoHnanvHvle mpaouyuu, edited by Mariia Orlova. Moscow: Severnyi palomnik, 2005, 647-662.

Tomov, Evtim. Bvreapcku év3poscoencrku 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. Ucmopus pycckux obumeneti Agpona 6 XIX—XX sexax. Moscow: Indrik, 2008.

Tsakalos, Agathonikos A. To Keyuniapyeio tov 1epod Noot Ayiowv Kovotaviivov kor EAévng kou
Oconpountopoc Avvye. Aegion, 20109.

Tsatsou-Symeonidou, Dora. “EAAnvikog xopdc évieyvoc.” In Elliniki Ekpaideftiki Egkyklopaideia.
Theatro, Kinimatografos. Mousiki. Choros. Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon, 1999, vol. 28: 124-127.

Tsiboukis, loannis. H Aroxaloyn tov lwdvvy atny uvhuetaxn (wypapixn tov Ayiov Opog. Athens:
Bookstars-Giorgaras, 2013.

Tsonev, Benyo. Onuc na pvkonuchume u cmaponewamuu kHueu Ha Hapoonama 6ubruomexa 6
Cogus. T. 2. Sofia: Darzhavna pechatnitsa, 1923.

109



(DRAFT)

Turilov, Anatoly Arkadyevich. “Paccka3bl 0 4y10TBOPHBIX HKOHAX MOHACTBIPSI XWJIaHIAP B PYCCKOM
samucu XVI Beka.” In Yydomeoprnas uxona ¢ Buzamwmuu u Jpeeneii Pycu, edited by Alexei
Mikhailovich Lidov. Moscow: Martis, 1996, 510-525.

. “Kynrypne Beze Mockoscke Pycuje u Cpouje og XIV go XVI Beka.” In Mocksa —Cpbuja,
beoepao — Pycuja = Mockea — Cepbus, benepao — Poccus. Jlokymenma u mamepujaiu = cOOpHUK
ookymenmos u mamepuanos, edited by Svetlana Dolgova et al. Belgrade: Arhiv Srbije; Moscow:
Glavnoe arhivnoe upravlenie goroda Moskvy 2009, vol. 1: 142-178.

Ulianov, O. “Anapest Anocrosia Ckut.” In: Pravoslavnaya entsiklopediya (2001): 399-404.

Urechia Alexandrescu, Vasile. Istoria scolelor de la 1800-1864, vol. 3. Bucharest: Imprimeria
Statului, 1894.

Uspenskij, Boris A. “Iletp [1epBuii u nepeocMbiciieHue moHsTs umnepus.” @axmot u 3naxu 3 (2014):
209-250.

Uspensky, Porfiry. Hcmopis Aeona. Yacts Il St. Petersburg: Tip. Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk.

Vietisi, 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:
Ramnicu-Valcea, 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.academia.edu/20315722/Brancovan_Art_The last _synthesis_in_Romanian_Aurt.

Vasili¢, Angelina, and Mirjana Sakota. Pusnuya manacmupa Iehxe nampujapuuje, vol. 2. Pristina:
Zavoz za zastitu spomenika kulture, 1957.

Vasiliev, Asen. bvaeapcku 6v3posicoencku maticmopu. Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1965.

. Toma Buwarnos Monepa. Sofia: Bulgarski hudozhnik, 1969.

Vasiliu, Gabriela. “Reflexiile timpului. Zugravi si icoane din Tara Roméaneasca in a doua jumatate a
veacului al XVIlI-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.

110


https://www.academia.edu/20315722/Brancovan_Art_The_last_synthesis_in_Romanian_Art

(DRAFT)

Vatopedinos, Evdokim, and M. G. Talalai. “/[parouenneiimas roctest Taranpora: cBs3u AdoHa u

Taranpora mo marepuainam Pycckoro Anapeesckoro ckura.” Russkiy arkhiv 12, no. 1 (2024): 16—
29.

Vatsouris, Nikos P. “H ITavayia tov I'epakiov Emdptng. 'Eva moldtipo otolidr.” dakwvika 45 (1971):
77.

Velinova, Vasya and Nina Vutova. Onuc na pvkonucume, cmaponewamuume, peokume u yeHHume
uzoanus ¢ Hayuonannus ucmopuuecku myseu. Sofia: Haumonanen nucropudecku mysei, 2013.

Veneris, Timotheos M. To Apkadi di6. twv aacwvewv. Athens: Pyrsos 1938.

Vereshchagina, Nadezhda. Xpucmuanckue kynomol u penuxsuu /[pesneco Kuesa (koney X — nepsas
mpemso Xl 6.). Odessa: “Astroprint”, 2019.

Vinogradov, Andrei Yu. “Tlanaruu MyxianoTuccbl MOHACTBIph.” IN [Ipasociasnas snyukioneous 54
(2019): 376-378. https://www.pravenc.ru/text/2578780.html (accessed March 1, 2025).

Vzdornov, Gerol'd Ivanovich. Hcmopust omxpoimus u uzyuenusi pycckoii cpeoHes8eK080u HCUBONUCU.
XIX sex. Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1986.

Vyunik, A. O. “I'padika.” In lcmopis yxpaincokoeo 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. “An6 t oM g I. M. Apkadiov nepi to 1900. Iepd keypumia ko 1 wotopia tov”
in: ldem. Emloyy Anuooicoudrov: 1937-1997, Association of Philologists of Rethymno
Prefecture, Rethymno 1998, p. 124-126.

Yanovski, Boris. “Ch31aBane Ha BTOPOMHCTAHIIMOHHUTE Chawauina B bearapus (1878-1879 r.).”
Toouwmnux na Coguiickust ynusepcumem. FOpuouuecku gpaxyrmem 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. “lIppkBa ,,CB. AuHa", c. flHa.” In Kopnyc na cmenonucume om nvpsama nonosuna
na XIX sex 6 bvreapus, edited by Aleksandar Kuyumdzhiev and Emanuel Mutafov. Sofia: Institute
of Art Studies, 2018, 567-578.

Zapasko, Yakym P. and lIsaievych, Yaroslav D. ITam ssmku knuscrkosoeo mucmeymea:. Kamanoe
cmapoopykis, eudanux Ha Ykpaini. Lviv: Vyshcha Shkola, 1981.

111


https://www.pravenc.ru/text/2578780.html

(DRAFT)

Zelenina, lana, and Ella Shevchenko. “«B tenecu, sxo 6e3mnoren». Mkonorpadus npemnoagodbHOro
Hocuda Bononkoro.” In «Cuswe ceemunvrux yuenus ezo...» IIpenoodoousiit Mocugh Bonoykutil 6
pycckou oyxosnot kynemype, edited by L. I. Alekhina et al. Moscow: Leto, 2019, 246-336.

Zelenskaya, Galina Mitrofanovna. “Hkona boxwueir Marepu «Tpoepyuuiiay u3 BockpeceHCKOro
Hogso-Uepycanumckoro MmoHacTeips.” IN Agon 6 ucmopuu u kynemype Xpucmuarncxkoeo Bocmoxa
u Poccuu. Moscow: Institut vseobshcher istorii RAN, 2016, 171-216.

Zenarju-Rajovi¢, Ivana. I]pkeena ymemmocm y Pawko-npuspenckoj enapxuju (1839-1912).
Leposavi¢: 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.

——— Manactup Paxosuna. Belgrade: Sluzbeni glasnik, 2023.

Zerlentis, Periklis G. “Oi diddokorot TG ... oxoAfic Alapiag TCrydrag (1660—-1740).” IHopvoooog 1,
no. 12 (1877): 893-904.

Zholtovskyi, Pavlo M. Vkpaincekuii scusonuc XVII-XVIII ecm. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1978.
——— Manonku Kieeo naspckoi ikononucnoi maucmepni, Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1982
———— Xyooorcne socumms na Yrpaini ¢ XVI-XVII cm. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1983.

——— Monymenmanvne manspemeo na Yrpaini XVII-XVIII cm. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1988.

Zisiou, Konstantinos G. Exrypagpai ypiotiovikav ypovev e EAddog. Part |: Ilelomévvnoog, no. 1:
Emypagoi Aaxedaiuovog. Athens: M. Chioti & K. Rousea, 1909.

Zlotnikova, Irina Vladimirovna. “BenoGepexckas ukoHa boxwueit Marepu «Tpoepyuniiay: K
BOIPOCY O MPOMCXOXKICHUU U TaTUPOBKe 00pasa.” Becmuux [ICTI'Y Series V, 2 (5) (2011): 102—
118.

Zvezdina, Yulia Nikolaevna. “Pacmumensuviii dexop no3onux uxonocmacos”. In Hkonocmac.
Ipoucxoocoenue. Pazeumue. Cumeonuxa edited by Aleksey Lidov. Moscow: Progress-Traditsiya,
2000.

Newspaper: Cpocke nosune. Belgrade: December 20, 1869, No. 156, p. 3.

Gelos online magazine, 8/6/2007: “KueBckas mikoia ukononucu.” Accessed November 28, 2024.
http://gelos.kiev.ua/news/2007/06/08/kievskaya-shkola-ikonopisi/

112


http://gelos.kiev.ua/news/2007/06/08/kievskaya-shkola-ikonopisi/

(DRAFT)

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

113


https://www.metmuseum.org/exhibitions/listings/2015/hungarian-treasure

