Branislav Cvetkovic

THE PORTRAITS IN LAPUSNJA AND ICONOGRAPHY OF
JOINT KTETORSHIP

Church building and founding of monasteries in the Middle Ages
were not only sincere expression of one’s religious need, but also a matter with
strictly defined legal background.! Typika and charters are therefore primary
sources on the earliest history of sites and on initial intentions of founders.2
Such information is often reflected in dedicatory inscriptions, carved or painted
above gates or upon the walls.3 The content of these texts is usually corellated
with donors’ portraits.4 The founders relied on specific iconographic patterns
the structure of which in a clear and precise way provided information on who
the ktetors were.5> This was achieved by staging individual, group, or family
portraits, whilst the painted image of foundation would prominently figure in
hands of one, two, or even more persons forming the ktetorial focus.6

1 On this, see B. Mapkosuh, Kmumopu, rwuxose oyxcnocmu u npasa, [IKIND
V (1925) 100-125; C. Tpouuku, Kmumopcxo npaso y Buzanmuju u nemarouhxoj Cpouju,
I'mac CKA CLXVIII (1935) 57-68. Also, see 1. M. Bophesuh, 3uono ciuxapcmeo cpncke
enacmene y 0oba Hemarouha, beorpan 1994, 13-47.

2 C. Galatariotou, Byzantine Ktetorika Typica. A comparative Study, REB 45 (1987)
77-138; Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents: A Complete Translation of the Surviv-
ing Founders’ Typika and Testaments, Dumbarton Oaks Studies 35, Washington D.C. 2000.

3 Cf. S. Kalopissi Verti, Dedicatory Inscriptions and Donor Portraits in Thirteenth-
Century Churches of Greece, Vienna 1992; ead, Church Inscriptions as Documents. Chry-
sobulls — Ecclesiastical Acts — Inventories — Donations — Wills, Deltion ChAE 24/4 (2003)
79-88.

4 For basic information, see A. Kazhdan, Ktetor, The Oxford Dictionary of Byzan-
tium 11, ed. A. P. Kazhdan, New York — Oxford 1991, 1160; M. [llyunia, Kmumop, Jlexkcukon
cprckor cpenmer Beka, yp. C. hupkosuh, P. Muxassunh, beorpan 1999, 336-339.

5 T. Kambourova, Ktitor: le sens du don des panneaux votifs dans le monde byzantin,
Byzantion LXXVIII (2008) 261-287; ead, Le don de [’église — une affaire du couple?, Inter-
national Conference Female Founders in Byzantium and Beyond, eds. L. Theis, M. Mullett,
M Griinbart, Vienna 2008, www.univie.ac.at/femalefounders; ead, Du sens du geste dans
l"image du don, From the Holy Girdle of the Theotokos to the Fertility Belt. Studies in Art
History and Cultural Anthropology in Honour of Prof. Elka Bakalova, eds. M. Santova et all.,
Sofia, 2010, 237-252.

6 For a very useful survey on images of foundations, see U. Mapunkosuh, Cruxa
noouernyme ypxee. Ilpedcmase apxumexmype Ha KMUMOPCKUM ROPMPEMUMA Y CPACKO] U
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Fig. 1 Portraits of ktetors, Lapusnja (copy, Gallery of frescoes, Belgrade)

Ca. 1 Kruropeku noprperu, Jlanyuma (konuja, [anepuja ¢ppecaxa, beorpan)

It is expected that the image of the foundation would be indispens-
able feature of any donor’s portrait, but there are instances when for different
reasons it does not exist with figure of a ktetor. It mostly happens with new or
second ktetors who make refurbishment, renewal, or repainting of an already
existing foundation. But there are instances of medieval portraiture that pose
serious problems, especially when comprising several figures. It appears that
due to technical matters it was not always possible to render each ktetor holding
together the church image. However, a special category of donor imagery has
been created in Serbian scholarship, regarding the portraits in the monastery
churches in Kaleni¢ and Rudenice, where the ruler is shown holding image of
the foundation but is not admitted role of ktetor.” In both cases there is no infor-
mation on their earliest history due to loss of charters, typika and of dedicatory
inscriptions as well.

suzanmujckoj ymemrnocmu, beorpan 2007 (some well known examples are missing from this
study, such as Voulgarelli and Sisojevac, while the two illustrations are erroneous, the one for
Udabno (sl. 38), actually showing Lavra of St David in Gareji and the one for Zatrupanata
crkva in the Russenski lom canyon (sl. 70), in fact renders the main Ivanovo church). Also,
see ead, Kmumopcku moden — ciuxa maxeme unu ypxee? O HeKuM MePMUHOTOWKUM NUl-
MaruMa y 6e3u ca npeocmasom apxumexknype Ha Kmumopckum nopmpemumd, 300pHUK pa-
noBa Ounozodekor paxynrera y [pumrruan XXXVI/2006 (2007) 119-131; ead, Founder's
Model — Representation of a Maquette or the Church?, 3PBU XLIV (2007) 145-153.

7 Cf. Y. MapunkoBuh, Kmumop ca ypkeom Kao IuKosHa npeocmasa Kmumopckoz
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Although this has been ad- |
dressed elsewhere, it must be stressed
that the portraits in Kaleni¢ and
Rudenice are far from being identi-
cal and therefore cannot constitute
one single category. It is highly prob-
able that in Kaleni¢ the church image
was originally shown being held by
both despot Stefan and protovestiar-
ios Bogdan, while in Rudenice only
despot Stefan holds foundation im-
age. Moreover, the way of interpret-
ing ruler’s portrait with a foundation
image as of the sovereign whose role
is to be the intermediary between
God and founder does not rest on
firm grounds.8 It is not corroborat-
ed by the sources and the proposed
variant is not only peculiar by itself
but has no parallels whatsoever.9 It
means the portraits in both Kaleni¢
and Rudenice should not be taken for
granted. Their meaning and form can
be successfully explained by the cat-
egory of joint ktetorship.10

In research of this ico-

nography, ktetors’ portraits in the EET_ S

church of Lapusnja have held special ~ Fig. 2 Portraits of ktetors, Deani (copy,
place.!! This much damaged building Gallery of frescoes, Belgrade)

was partially restored and a number Cn. 2 Kruropcku noprpers, [leuannu (kormmja,
of preserved frescoes have been well Tanepuja dpecaka, beorpan)

documented and copied.!2 The one

npasa, CpeamoBEeKOBHO NpaBo y Cpba y omienany HCTOpHjCKUX n3Bopa, yp. C. hupkosuh,
K. YaBomku, beorpan 2009, 321-336 (with bibliography).

8  For discussion on this problem and the full bibliography, see b. I[BerkoBuh,
Pyoenuye u Kanenuh: , 06ojna*, epynna unu cyxyecusna xmumopuja?, Caonmrema XLI
(2009) 79-98.

9 Also, see b. [setkoBuh, I'epacumos 3anuc u kmumopu Kanenuha, Caonmrema
XXIX (1997) 107-122.

10 B. IBetkoBuh, Peveghna npedocmasa Bocopoouye c Xpucmom y Kanenuhy, I'macHuk
JAKC32(2008)90-92; idem, [Temap, 6pam bozoana npomosecmujapa, KpyuieBadxu 300pHIK
13 (2008) 53-71; idem, Imago leonis in Despot Stefan's Iconography, IKON. Journal of Ico-
nographic Studies 2 (2009) 137-145; idem, Kanenuh: uxonoepagpuja u nonumuuxa meopuja,
Hayunu ckyn Manactup Kanenuh. ¥V cycper mectoj croroqummsuny. 300pHUK pagoBa, yp.
J. Kanuh, Beorpan — Kparyjesar 2009, 47-66.

11 Cf. LigerkoBuh, I'epacumos 3anuc u kmumopu Kanenuha, 119-120, ci.10.

12 For this well researched monument, see b. Kuexesuh, Kmumopu Jlanywrse,
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Fig. 3 Portraits of ktetors (detail), Ramaca

Ca. 3 Kruropcku noprpets (netass), Pamaha

still in place is complex ktetorial composition in the north-western corner of
the west bay of the nave,!3 and it was also copied for obvious reasons (fig.
1).14 The image is made up of four figures, and the two central ones hold the
painted image of the church. What this sort of medival portraiture displays is
fairly often found in similar cases of what must be called joint ktetorship, as in
Decani, where father and son, kings Stefan Uro§ I1I Decanski and Stefan Uro$
IV Dusan stand frontally holding the representation of the church, their joint
foundation (fig. 2).15 But even in this church there is one more portrait which
is not sustained by any independent data from a charter or a caption. Identity of
this nobleman in the chapel of St George is still a matter of discussion among
scholars, since it is not agreed whether the person belonged to the Pe¢pal family
the members of which were buried in the very chapel, or was someone else, as

3IIYMC 7 (1971) 37-52; eadem, Hamnucu na kameny uz Jlanywre, 3JIYMC 9 (1973) 243-
252; eadem, Manacmupu y ucmounoj Cpbuju no mypcxkum nonucuma uz XV u XVI sexa,
3IIYMC 21 (1985) 312-315; eadem, Manacmup Jlanywra, Caommrema XVIII (1986) 83-
112.

13 On these portraits, see Kuexxesuh, Kmumopu Jlanywree, 47-49, cn. 5-6; eadem,
Manacmup Jlanywrea, 110-112, ci. 22.

14 The copy (3 x 2,15m) was painted by the conservators Vera Markovi¢ and Ivanka
Zivkovi¢ in 1970, and is kept in the Gallery of frescoes of the National Museum, Belgrade.
My gratitude for the photograph goes to Mr Bojan Popovi¢, MA, the chief of the Gallery of
frescoes, Belgrade.

15 B. Toguh, M. Yanak-Menuh, Manacmup /leuanu, My3ej y Ilpumtunu — beorpan
2005, 439, ci. 358.



Huw u Buzanitiuja X1 299

has recently been suggested
by S. Gabeli¢.16 The main
issue here is what does the
unidentified nobleman hold
in his right hand, is it a bag
of money or a reliquary he
presents to the seated Christ.
In Decani there is one more
figure of King Stefan Uros$ 111
holding the church. Painted
in front of templon beam its
purpose was to incorporate .
a number of messages, from f
the King’s newly established
saintliness to his role of me-
diator for his son and heir.!7
Nevertheless, the image of the
church prominently features
in this image too, as the most
important part of the whole.
The portraits of Kings
Stefan Uro§ III Decanski
and Stefan Uro§ IV Dusan in
Decani reflect not only their
Jjoint ktetorship but also com-
plex situation behind build-
ing of the church, since it was
started by the former and fin-
ished by the latter. The joint
ktetorship, whether the one of
simultaneous or successive members, could be represented in a simple way with
both figures holding image of the church, as in Decani, or each ktetor can be
shown holding the image of the church himself, as at Oshki, in Georgia.!8 The
families related by blood had also made joint foundations, as at Psaca, where
the two main male members are depicted holding image of the church under
the floating icon of the patron, St Nicholas.!9 In a similar way, in Ramaca the
church image is also held by the two figures, a priest and a noblemean who were
possibly but not surely relatives, since all data on these men and their foundation

Fig. 4 Portraits of ktetors (partial reconstruction),
Kaleni¢

Cn. 4 Krutopcku HOpTpeTH (IenuMuYHa
pexoHcTpykuuja), Kanennh

16 C. Tabenuh, Cruka enacmenuna y JJeuanuma, Ha tparoBuma Bojucnasa J. Dy-
puha, yp. 1. Menakosuh, L. I'pozganos, beorpan 2011, 195-211.

17 1. M. bophesuh, IIpeocmasa Cmegana Heuanckoe y3 onmapcky npezpaoy y
Jlewanuma, Caonmrema XV (1983) 35-143.

18 A. Eastmond, Royal Imagery in Medieval Georgia, The Pennsylvania State Uni-
versity 1998, 21-23, fig. 12-14.

19 1. M. Bophesuh, 3udno caukapcmeo cpncke enacmene y doba Hemaruhia, 172-
173, cm. 21.
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Fig. 5 St John the Baptist and pair of nobles, Rudenice

Cux. 5 Cg. JoBan IIpereua u mnemuhku nap, Pynenuie

are lacking (fig. 3).20 However, the very position of the image may cause un-
certainty regarding the issue of ktetorship, especially in such cases as at Mateic,
where it is held by Empress Jelena and her young son, while the Emperor is
shown slightly apart from them, as if portrayed only in his sovereign capacity.2!
On the other hand, in Ravanica the church image is held by the reigning couple,
though the endowment charters are signed by Prince Lazar only.22

According to recent findings, successive ktetorship has been detected
in the portraits in the monastery Gradac. It is argued that the joint ktetorship
expressed in the image as holding together the image of the foundation means
that Queen Jelena finished the building of the church which her late husband
had previously begun.23 Conversely, when the ktetorship issue is concerned,
one must not neglect data offered by the imagery itself. It is clear both with the
portraits in Gradac and the portraits in Kaleni¢ as well. Though it is not possible
to ascertain whether protovestiarios Bogdan was originally shown holding the
image together with Despot Stefan, the additional sources and the way Despot’s
right hand is lifted high while the scepter unusually rests in his left hand, point

20 T. CrapomybueB, O epemeny oicusonucarea ypkee y Pamahu, Tlag cprcke
JNecnoroune 1459. roqune, yp. M. Cnpemuh, beorpan 2011, 147, cn. 2.

21 E. Inmutposa, Manacmup Mamejue, Cromje 2002, 185-190, ci. XLI, XLII; ead,
Kmumopcka komnosuyuja u nogo damosgarse dicusonuca y ypkeu Ceeme Bozopoouye y Ma-
meuuy, 3orpad 29 (2002-2003) 181-190. For review of the book with some critical notes on
the ktetorship issue, see M. Panyjko, Enuzabema Jumumposa, Manacmup Mamejue, Cronje
2002, 3orpag 29 (2002-2003) 232-235.

22 M. benosuh, Pasanuya. Hcmopuja u cruxkapemeo, beorpan 1999, 50-51, mp. 1, I1.

23 b. Toauh, Conohanu u Ipaday. Vzajammocm ghynepaprux npoepama ose ypee,
3orpad 31 (2006-07) 59-76.



Huw v Buzanitiuja X1 301

Fig. 6 St John the
Baptist, effaced area and
portraits, Rudenice

Cin. 6 Cg. JoBan
IIpereua, yHumrena
MOBPIINHA U IOPTPETH,
Pynenuue

to conclusion that the image of the church was indeed held by both of them (fig.
4). Subsequently incised inscription into the Despot’s suppedion which states
that all of the represented figures were ktetors, corroborates what is said above
since it most probably reflects data from destroyed documents of the monastery
archive.24 The political agenda, rooted in personal relationship of the two, had
made possible this complex image in Kaleni¢. Appearance of Bogdan’s brother
in the fresco is certainly influenced by the fact that Bogdan was childless which
is also corroborated by the newly found correspondence between the Ottoman
Sultan and Bogdan, kept today in Xeropotamou.25

Something similar must have been the case in Rudenice too. There the
childless noble couple and the two ruling brothers are shown joined in common
donors’ image (fig. 5).26 The recently discovered inscription incised beside the
St Paul’s figure states that the church was regarded as “the desert”, which fully
accords with the eremitic accents of the murals, both the number of holy monks
and hermits, and details such is prominently positioned fresco of the Pentecost
above door of the nave. Moreover, special place given to St John the Baptist
points to him as the original patron. Grouping of the nobles and rulers in the
southwest angle of the nave has recently been put in appropriate context due
to discovery of remnants of the caption with the white background that origi-
nally contained either text of the foundation charter or dedicatory inscription

24 On this, see b. IetkoBuh, I'epacum I'eopeujesuli y Kanenuhy, Caonmrema XL
(2008) 237-254.

25 1. Kolovos, 4 Biti of 1439 from the Archives of the Monastery of Xeropotamou
(Mount Athos), Xunaugapcku 36opauk 11 (2004) 295-305. Also, see b. [[setkoBuh, ITemap,
o6pam Bozoana npomosecmujapa, Kpymesauaku 30opauk 13 (2008) 53-71.

26 T1gerxoBuh, Pyoenuye u Karenuli: ,, 060jHa *, epynta unu cykyecusHa kmumopuja?,
84-92, ci. 3-8.
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Fig. 7 King Giorgi
IIT and Queen
Tamar, Vardzia

Ci. 7 Kpamn
I'eopruje 111
kpaspuna Tamapa,
Bapazuja

Fig. 8 Eristav Rati
Surameli, Vardzia

Cia. 8 Epucras
Paru Cypamenn,
Bapmsuja

Fig. 9 Portraits of
ktetors, Lapusnja
Cn. 9 Kruropcku
HOPTPETH,
Jlanymma
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Fig. 10 Mara and Bogoje, Lapusnja
Cn. 10 Mapa u boroje, Jlanynima

(fig. 6).27 Taking into account the sheer size of the now lost area it most likely
provided important data on the monastery at the same time explaining the joint
position of the portraits, and especially the fact that the ruler holding image
of the church is facing the area with the now lost text of the inscription. Joint
ktetorships have not been rare, and rulers’ participation in donations to eremitic
shrines have also been common. Therefore, the image of the Rudenice church
in Despot Stefan’s hands should be understood in terms of his personal role in
either founding or building of the monastery, which does not oppose the fact
that the nobles are actually labeled as ktetors. The damaged captions beside the
figure of the woman are the only information preserved, but the analogies in
Mark’s Monastery and in Vardzia do support conclusion that Rudenice was joint
foundation too. The damaged donors’ and royal portraits, painted in the western
part of the northern wall of the narthex in Mark’s Monastery, render King Mark
along his parents who are shown holding image of their foundation, though it
was only him who had the church frescoed.?8 In Vardzia there is a similar situ-
ation. The historical data display that the church was begun by King Giorgi III,
and was finished by the ruling Queen Tamar, who is shown with the image of

27 B. LUperkoBuh, Manacmup Pyoenuye: nosu naiazu, Xymcku 36opuuk 4 (2009)
59-74.

28 For these badly damaged portraits, see more recently B. Cvetkovi¢, Sovereign

Portraits at Mark'’s Monastery Revisited, IKON. Journal of Iconographic Studies 5 (2012)
185-187, fig. 4.
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the church (fig. 7). The cap-
tions beside the third portrait
in Vardzia, of eristav Rati
Surameli, inform us that it was
him who provided finances for
painting the church (fig. 8).29
These examples prove that
there have been various nu-
ances in rendering ktetors, but
that it could not be possible to
represent a person holding the
church image and who was not
related to its building or deco-
ration.
_ Variety of ktetorial por-
. traits appears only subtler with
such examples as those in the
Bachkovo ossuary and Kokkini
Ekklesia in Voulgarelli. In
Voulgarelli, portraits of broth-
ers Theodoros and loannes
Tzimiskes are shown with their
wives, but only the former is
rendered with the church im-
age in his hands, which accords
well with data from dedicatory
Fig. 11 Ghergina (detail), Lapu$nja inscription where he features
Cm. 11 T'epruna (nerasmn), Jlanyuma as the ktetor though, it must be
said, this text is far from being
completely preserved.30 On
the other hand, portraits of brothers Gregorios and Abasios Pakourianoi in the
Bachkovo ossuary are much more clear since the monastery’s Typikon reveals
that Gregorios’ brother Abasios had already been dead at the time of the mon-
astery’s foundation.3! Moreover, the Pakourianos Typikon specifies modes of
commemoration of the main ktetor’s brother and provides data with ‘prehistory’
of the monastery’s founding, explaining Abasios’ presence not only in donor
composition but in the endeavour as a whole.32 It is also important to note that
the editor of the last edition of the Typikon misinterprets the portraits in that he

29 1lBetkoBuh, Pyoenuye u Kanenuh, 92-94, cn. 10-11.

30 Kalopissi Verti, op. cit., 32, 54-55, fig. 15, 87-88. For the site, see B. N. ITama-
domovhov, H koxiivy exilnoio ato Bovlyopéll e Aprog. Zroiyeio omo ) vedtepn Epevva,
Hrepotka ypovikd 42 (2008) 323-345.

31 For portraits of the Pakourianoi, see E. Bakalova, V. Kolarova, P. Popov, V. Todo-
rov, The Ossuary of the Bachkovo Monastery, ed. E. Bakalova, Plovdiv 2003, 122-123, fig.
10, PL 39.

32 Cf.R. Jordan, Pakourianos: Typikon of Gregory Pakourianos for the Monastery of the
Mother of God Petritzonitissa in Backovo, Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents, 507-563.
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Fig. 12 Portraits of ktetors, Govora

Cia. 12 Kruropcku noprperu, [oBopa

states that the Pakourianoi brothers hold together the image of their foundation,
while only Gregorios does it and Abasios raises hands in prayer.33 It is very
significant to stress analogy between Vardzia and Bachkovo since the second
ktetors of the ossuary, the monks George and Gabriel, though unknown from
other sources, are regarded as those who had the building decorated.34

The portraits in Lapusnja obviously belong to the category of joint kte-
torship with all the elements needed: joint holding of the church image, ex-
tended membership and connection between royalty and nobility (fig. 9).35 But
what most of all other examples lack, despite bad condition of the fresco in
Lapusnja, is the exact information on ktetors provided by the text of the dedica-
tory inscription painted on the west wall of the nave above the entrance door.36
This text states that the church of St Nicholas was built by Duke Radul the
Great and Ghergina, the Duke’s uncle and high court dignitary in 1501, and that
it was painted much later by the local noble Bogoje and his wife Mara, only
in 1510.37 The portraits of Bogoje and Mara have been depicted on the north

33 Jordan, op. cit., 509.

34 For this assumption on portraits of the second ktetors, see Bakalova et all., op. cit.,
123, fig. 10, P1. 40.

35 The site was visited in June 2012. For the photos I am indebted to Prof. Dr Mio-
drag Markovi¢.

36 For reading, transliteration and photograph of the inscription, see G. Bals, O biserica
a lui Radul-cel-Mare in Serbia la Lopugsnia, Buletinul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice, anul
IV (1911) 194-199, esp. 197, fig. 14; Kuexesuh, Kmumopu Jlanywire, 38-39, ci. 2.

37 Forreading, transliteration and calque of the inscription, see Knexesuh, Manacmup
Jlanywmra, 89-90, ci. 4.
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part of the west wall (fig. 10). The figure of Duke Radul is undoubtedly the
one with the royal crown, holding the church image together with local noble
Bogoje who had the church frescoed.38 The earlier scholarship on Lapusnja
identified the figure standing behind the Duke as his wife, Duchess Katelina.3%
What makes this hypothesis dubious is that the figure is rendered bare-headed,
while the ruler’s consort must have been shown wearing a headdress or crown
similar to the one worn by the Duke. On the other hand, Katelina is not men-
tioned in the dedicatory inscription and therefore her figure amongst the ktetors’
portraits should not be expected, especially since Radul had already been dead
by the time. Conversely, it is only Ghergina’s likeness that complies with the
persons represented and mentioned in the dedicatory inscription (fig. 11). His
being bare-headed is in full accordance with the way the Rumanian boyars were
usually represented.40

It was already noticed by Branka KnezZevi¢ that the royal portraits in
Lapusnja differ much from portraits of Radul and Katelina in the monastery
church of Govora (fig. 12).41 It is therefore beyond doubt that the Duchess must
have had crown on her head on a royal portrait, as can be seen on the west wall
in the narthex of Govora, where Katelina steps behind Duke Radul who is him-
self shown holding the image of the church together with the abbot Paisie.42

The relevance of portraits as related to written sources comes to the
fore especially regarding direct pictorial analogies, as the ones drawn between
Rudenice and Lapusnja. The position held by Despot Stefan’s brother and co-
ruler Vuk is identical to the one of Ghergina. What must be borne in mind is
number of possibilities of the royal contributions to the newly founded mon-
asteries, from direct founding to donations, as can be witnessed by dedicatory
inscription in the monastery church in Lipovac. This important text is literally
composed of excerpts from two separate documents, namely the act of estab-
lishing of the koinobion, and donation act by the ruling brothers, Stefan and Vuk
of the Lazarevi¢ dynasty.43

38 For Radul’s likeness, cf. M. M. Masni¢, The Icon of the Holy Virgin Vatopedini
with a Portrait of Voevoda loan Radul, ZRVI XL (2003) 313-320. For iconography of Ruma-
nian royalty, see N. lorga, Domni romdni dupa portrete §i fresce contemporane, Sibiu 1930;
C. Nicolescu, Costumul de curte in Tarile Romane (Sec. XIV=XVIII), Buccuresti 1970; N.
Dionysopoulos, The Expression of the Imperial Idea of a Romanian Ruler in the Katholikon
of the Great Lavra Monastery, Zograf 29 (2002-2003) 207-217; L-C. Stefanescu, Gifi-Giv-
ing, Memoria and Art Patronage in the Principalities of Walachia and Moldavia. The Func-
tion and Meaning of Princely Votive Portraits (14t — 17th Centuries), M.A. Thesis, Utrecht
University 2010; E. Negrau, Cultul suveranului sud-est european si cazul Tarii Romdnesti: o
perspectiva artistica, lasi 2011.

39 Kuexesuh, Kmumopu Jlanywrse, 47-48; eadem, Manacmup Jlanywra, 110-112.

40 Stefanescu, op. cit., 135-136, 140, figs. 1.3-1.6, 2.3, 5.8.

41 Kuexesuh, Manacmup Jlanywrea, 110-112.

42 For this portrait, see Stefanescu, op. cit., 76, 147, fig. 9.3. Also, see: C. Giurescu,
La 450 de ani de la moarte lui Radu cel Mare, domnul Tarii Rominesti (1495-1508), Biserica
Orthodoxd Romina 3-4 (1958) 367. For the monastery, see R. Floresco, Le Monastére de
Govora, Bucarest 1965.

43 B. IgerxoBuh, Manacmup Jlunosay. Ilpuioe npoyuasarvy, Hay4dnu ckym
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Compared to the portraits in Vardzia which have been differently con-
ceived from the ones in Lapusnja, it is clear that to reach correct conclusion on
ktetors’ portraits, the crucial data are to be found in written sources. Though
express almost identical situation with both joint and successive ktetorship,
figures of ktetors in Vardzia and Lapusnja are distinct in the way the ktetor-
ship is depicted. In Vardzia the image of the foundation is held only by Queen
Tamar, though the sources say it was King Giorgi III who started its building.
Following from behind, Rati Surameli is shown with arms raised in prayer, but
the very caption informs us his figure is painted because he payed the frescoes.
In Lapusnja the four joined figures around the image of the church reflect full
content of the ktetorial inscription. Therefore, the portraits in Lapusnja are close
to the figures in Rudenice, in that the aristocratic couple joins the rulers in the
ktetorial act. Therefore, if looked at closely, the portraits of donors in the Middle
Ages do stand for a reliable body of data. In that sense, to use modern categori-
zation on the intricate but apparent language of art, its political immediacy and
ideological structure these should not be taken without being aware that it were
professionals who made them, that it was at all times ’politically correct’, and
that its audience was always massive. Therefore, to say that the image of the
church may be shown being held by a non-ktetor is either misinterpretation or
overinterpretation.

Bpanucnas LipeTkoBuh
I[MOPTPETU ¥V JIAITYIHU I UKOHOI'PAGUIA 3AJEJHNYKOI KTUTOPCTBA

V oKkBHpY HCTpaXXMBamba CHEM(PUIHIX BapHjaHTH KTUTOPCKOT IOPTPETA Y YMETHOCTH
Cpenmer Beka Koje ToBe3Yjy BHIIE THYHOCTH, MOTYhe je yCTaHOBHUTH pa3IniuTe MMOBPCTE ca
OIMCHUM CHHTarMama: 3ajeHI4Ko, 'pyItHoO, ABOJHO MIJIU CYKIIECHBHO KTUTOPCTBO. Y Cllyuajy
KaJla y KTUTOPCKOM YHHY YYECTBYjy JBa WiaHa, OOMYHO OJIMCKO Be3aHA KPBHHUM CPOJICTBOM,
KTHTOpCKA CIIMKA OfipakaBa TO CTame JMKOBHMA KOJU Cy MPEACTABIbEHN KAKO 3ajeJHO HOCEe
CIIMKY 3a1yxOuHe. TakBH KTHTOPCKU TIOPTPETH, aKO UX HE MpaTe cadyBaHH U3BOPH Y BUIY
THUINKA, OCHUBAYKHX MOBEJbA M HATIIMCA, IOHEKAJ] MOTY Jia caJpike HUjaHCe, jep Cy Ha UCTH
HAYWH NMPUKA3WBaHU U KTUTOPH KOjH 3ajeTHO, Y UCTO BpEMe, OCHHBA]Y 3381y KOMHY H OHH KOjH
Cy TO YMHHJIM CYKIIECHBHO, IO peay HaciaehuBama 1 y cilydajeBuMa KaJia IPBH KTUTOP HHUje
JIOBPIINO CJIOKEH M JyTroTpajaH 3aJiaTak IoJu3ama, OlpeMarba U yKpallaBama 3a/yk0nHe,
kao y Jlewanuma unu I'panny.

[ToceOHO OCETIHLUBO MUTaKkE KTUTOPCTBA Y CPEIHOBEKOBHO] CPIICKO]j OAIITHHU jaBiba
ce y Be3U MOPTPETCKUX LeJIMHA Y MaHACTUPCKUM XpamoBuMa y Kanenunhy u Pynenunama jep
cy y BUMa (hurype Biagapa u IiIeMcTBa CIIojeHe Y jeIHy KOMIIO3HLH]Y. Y HCTOpruorpaduju je
JIABHO MOCTHUTHYTA CalJIACHOCT JIa je y OBa JIBa CiIy4aja ped o cnelu(ruyHoj BApHjaHTH Y KOjoj
BJIacTeJIa Kao KTUTOPH yKa3yjy aKTyelIHOM BilaJapy MOIITOBAkE THME IITO My je JaTa yiora
nocpenauka n3Mely bora u krutopa. nak, jexHa TakBa BapHjaHTa y CpeImbOBEKOBHO] Tpahu
HeMa TapaJiesia, HUTH U3BOPH 3a 0Ba JiBa cilyuaja notphyjy oBy npernoctaBky. Hanporus,
CIIMYHE WM NCTE KOMITIO3HUIIMje Koje Ipare nucanu n3sopu (Bapasuja, Jlamymma) ykasyjy Ha
Ipykurjy MoryhHOCT, 1a y Biagapckoj Gurypu koja cama IpiKU WM MPUIPIKaBa IPEICTaBY

Kynarypuo-uctopujcka 6amruna Jyroucroune Cpouje (VII), Hapomun mysej Jleckosar 8-9.
oktobap 1998, JleckoBauku 300pHuK XXXIX (1999) 79-100.
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3aayKOMHE ¢ jour HeKoM GHUrypom Tpeba mpe BHICTH jOLI jeTHOT O]l KTUTOpa UITH yYeCHHKA
noHauuje. OOMYHO je BiacTela y TUM Clly4ajeBUMa 3aciIy’KHa CaMo 3a J0BPLIABAE 3a110UeTe
rpajibe, OJHOCHO, OCIHKABAKkEe Xpama.

HenaBno otkpuhe octaraka omreheHOr HaTHUCHOT 1MOJba HacmpaM (urype aecrnora
Credana y Pynennnama 6aina HOBO CBETJIO HA HEOOMYAH CKIION KTUTOPCKUX U BIaJapCKUX
noprpera. AHajoruja ¢ noprperuma y JlamyIimHu Aaje CHaKHY OCHOBY Jia C€ JINKOBH Blaiapa
y Pynenunnama camenajy y KOHTEKCTY KTHTOPCTBA, IITO j€ Y MYCTHI-aYKOM MOHAIITBY YECTO,
a Ha 0cOOCH Ha4YMH ¥ HOBHja MCIHTHBamba n3Bopa o Kanennhy w3 yHuIITEHE MaHACTHPCKE
apXHBe yKasyjy Ha HCTH 3aKJby4ak.

[TaxxJbHBHje UCIIMTHBAE OPTpeTa y Jlamymmby nokasyje 1a ce HaCIUKaH! JIMKOBHU Y
TIOTITYHOCTH TTOAyAapajy ca noJannuMa n3 KTUHTOPCKOT HaTIHCa ¥ 1a y3 BojBoxy Pajyna croju
TepruHa, BHEroB yjak HaBeJCH Y HATIIHCY Kao jelaH OJ MPBHUX KTHUTOpA Y3 BojBoAy Pamyna,
a He BojBoAMHA keHa KarenuHa, Koja ce y HaTmuCy U He croMuibe. YHibeHuIa 1a je ped o
¢burypu xoja je mpukasaHa rojoriaBa JoAaTHO yKa3yje Ha 3aKkJbydak aa je ped o [eprunu, ¢
0031pOM Ha TO 1 Cy Y BIALIKOM U MOJIZIABCKOM CIIHKApCTBY IIeMUhH IpeicTaB/baHu Ha OBaj
HauuH, 0e3 MOKpUBaia 3a IVIaBy, JOK Cy XKEHE BiaJlapa HEM30CTABHO CIIMKaHE ca KpyHama
KOje Cy aHAJIOTHE OHHMM Koje HOCe BIaJapH, Kao IITO je Clydaj M Ha npuMmepy Jlamymme.
Ionarke y kruTopckom Hatmucy na HpkBy CB. Hukone y Jlanymmu noamxky 1501. ronune
BojBoza Joa Pany: u nmapkanab ['epruna, a ocinmkasa 1510. rogune nokannu kues boroje ca
»KeHOM MapoM JJO0CJIOBHO MPEHOCE KTUTOPCKH IIOPTPETH Y KOjHMa Cy OKO CIIMKaHe IIPecTaBe
3a/1y)kOUHE OKYIJbEHE TOMEHYTE YETUPH JINYHOCTH.



