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REVISITING CHRONOLOGY ISSUES IN RAVANICA

Abstract: The article deals with chronology issues of Ravanica, the mon-
astery with two parts of fortified walls, precincts and katholikon, but also with
dating wall paintings in the nave, narthex, and tower chapel. Paucity of sources,
flawed documentation and insufficient research complicate these issues. After
new perusal of sources, material and fieldwork the author argues the process
of the monastery formation and decoration took longer than is usually thought.
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Monastery Ravanica, one of the most distinctive monuments of medieval
Serbia,! is situated by the eponymous river, at foothills of the Ku¢aj mountains.2
Its monastic precincts are now much devastated due to turbulent past, compri-
sing partly restored fortifications, the meagre remains of cells and refectory, and
the lavish katholikon (fig. 1a).3 The chronology of multiple phases for its erec-
tion and decoration is vague due to paucity of sources, but is also complicated
by flawed documentation and insufficiency of research.

1 The selected bibliography unveils both complexity of the research and array of
opinions on various issues, cf. B. P. [lerkoBuh, Manacmup Pasanuya, beorpan 1922; b.
Bynosuh, Pasanuya. Fbeno mecmo u wena ynoea y cakpannoj apxumexmypu Ilomopasna
(Caommmrema VII), Beorpan 1966; B. J. Bypuh, Busanmujcxe ¢ppecxe y Jyzocnasuju, beorpan
1974, 92-95, 221-222; B. Puctuh, Mopasecka apxumexmypa, Kpymesarn 1996, 3740, 225—
226; M. benosuh, Pasanuya. Ucmopuja u cruxapemso, beorpan 1999; T. CraponyOries,
Cpncko 3udHo cauxapemeo y semmwama Jlazapesuha u bpanxosuha. Kruea I, beorpan 2016,
passim; ibidem 11, 31-48.

2 For the toponym, see M. Belovi¢ Hodge, Ravanica — Prince Lazar’s Mausoleum
Church: Its Name Reconsidered, Byzantinoslavica 61.1 (2003) 205-228.

3 For one significant description of the monastery from Life of Prince Lazar, written
by unknown monk in Ravanica, see Ct. HoBaxosuh, Hewimo o xne3y Jlasapy, I'macank CY]]
XXI(1867) 160-111; B. Sp. Radojici¢, Antologija stare srpske knjizevnosti (XI-XVIII veka),
Beograd 1960, 117-118; 'B. Tpudyuosuh, Cpncku cpedrosexosnu cnucu o knesy Jlazapy u
Kocoscxom bojy, Kpymesarn 1968, 96-98; PaBanmuanus I, JKumuje ceemoea xnesa Jlaszapa,
Crucu o Kocosy, np. M. I'pkoBuh, beorpax 1993, 122—123.
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Fig. 1. Monastery Ravanica: a. actual state; b. reconstruction

Cn. 1 Manactup PaBanuna: a. cafanime cTame; b. peKOHCTPYKIIHja
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The founding charter of Knez Lazar (1371-1389) is preserved only in
three later copies, generally regarded as transcripts with minor differences in
content,4 but which, however, display anomalies compared to his other acts,
contain unusual form of signatures and two different dates, 1376/7 and 1380/1,
which is why Cirkovié considered them to be formally forgeries.5 Despite that
he argues they reflect contents of original, probably being compilation of the
separate acts of Lazar and the then patriarchs, while transcripts possibly follow
the charter text, transposed later perhaps on a narthex wall. This intricate recon-
struction of various forms of the Ravanica charter text corroborates a document
of Patriarch Arsenije III from May 25 1689, featuring a segment from the lost
original.6 The charter tells on how Lazar founds the monastery and endows it
with numerous estates without specifying time of erection for any part of the
complex.

Notwithstanding transcripts’ reliability, this charter does not inform when
was the church erected and frescoed, as neither in the monastic complex there
are extant inscriptions with data of the sort, nor do such clues exist in any other
known source. Different dates in the transcripts, as Cirkovié sees it, reveal two
consecutive versions of the charter, the earlier which is shorter and the later
longer, with appropriate patriarchal sequel certificates, now also lost. The for-
mer, issued in 1376/7 during the first mandate of Patriarch Jefrem (1375-1379),
was actually amended by the latter in 1380/1 with new estates from the Danube
region, which was possible only after 1380 because it was then that Lazar had
subdued theretofore autonomous local governors.”

Due to such a lack of sources scholars rely on existing dates from afore-
mentioned charter transcripts and posit that building of Ravanica could have
started in 1377 and be ended in 1381. Such a simplified reasoning neglects the
fact that these years come from charter versions from ca 1700 which makes de-
tails therein fairly dubious,8 that longer time was needed to erect walls and other
parts in the complex (fig. 1b), and that dates in medieval charters sometimes do

4 Cf. A. Mnanenosuh, [logewe xueza Jlasapa. Texcm, komewmapu, cHumyu,
Beorpazn 2003, 49-108.

5 C. hupxoBuh, Paganuuxa xpucogyma, Manactup PaBarnna 1381-1981. Ciomennma
o mectoj croroaummuiy, beorpax 1981 (= Cnomenmua), 69-82. Cf. ®. Bapummh, O
nogemwama knesa Jlazapa u nampujapxa Cnupudona, 30D XII-1 (1974) 367-371.

6 . Cyboruh, [Tucmennu cnomenuywr (1. Iucmenno Apxi—Emickoma Ilexckorsb
Apcenis YapHoeBuha, y koMb ce MoHacTelpy PaBanmnsl onp Knesa Jlazapa maposana
MPUTSDKAHIST M3YHCIISABAO, M COXpaHsABaHE HCTHI mpemnopyudye), CepoOckiit wbromucs 80/1
(1848) 63-67; I. ButkoBuh, Cnomenuyu uz byoumckoe u Ilewmanckoe apxusa. 36upka
uemsepma, I'macauk CVY]l 2-ru omespak. I'paha 3a HOBHjy cprcky ucropujy. Kmura mecra
(1875) 185-188, 6p. 61.

7 The old chronicles provide different years, from 1376 to 1382, cf. Jb. CrojanoBuh,
Cmapu cpncku pooocnosu u nemonucu, Cp. Kapnosuu 1927, 214, 287. M. Orbini makes
mention of Lazar crushing Radi¢ (Rastislali¢) only in the introductory chapter on Knez Lazar,
without chronological references, cf. M. Orbini, I/ regno degli Slavi, Pesaro 1601, 311; M.
Op6un, Kpawvescmeo Cnosena, beorpan 1968, 93, 329. Also, cf. M. Tlunuh, Pacmucranuhiu.
Tlpunoz ucmopuju pacnaoarsa cpncroe yapcmsa, 3PBU 2 (2003) 139-144.

8 Enigmatic nature of these transcripts is also pointed at in C. hupxosuh, [Togewme
kuesza Jlazapa u wezosa kanyenapuja, Crapu cpncku apxus 11 (2003) 207-215.
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not match erection processes, as witnessed by the first charter for Decani (1330),
followed by the second in 1331, and the third in 1343/5, while the building
of the church proper, started in 1327, was finished only in 1334/5.9 However,
scholars tend to date founding Ravanica even earlier,10 using a chronicle from
September 28, 1764, which claims that after the state synod, held in 1375, “the
Serbian Emperor Lazar decided to erect monastery Ravanica to glory of God, a
temple of the Ascension of Christ”.11 This text is one of the least reliable in its
kind, as it features such folk legends as is phantasy that King Vukasin murde-
red Tsar Uros$, which is why, Cirkovié¢ argues, it should be discarded.!2 On the
contrary, this pseudo-historical source was not only used but was interpolated,!3
and in “enriched” guise widely quoted in the form that Lazar “immediately after
the state synod decided to build monastery Ravanica”, as if there were any sub-
stantial difference between the dates of 1375 and 1377.14

But the idea that intention for building Ravanica might coincide with the
synod perfectly fit with a hypothesis on origin of the so-called Morava School
of the late medieval architecture in Serbia: the unusually lush outlook of some
buildings was brought in connection with the alleged synod decisions and polit-
ical orientation of leading aristocrats and clergymen, 15 as well as with impact of
fagade decoration of the churches in Pe¢.16 These farfetched assumptions led to
even less grounded construction with seemingly robust methodological frame,
built on the conviction the architectural corpus of the period was one linear de-
velopment.!7 Such a formalistic approach was counteracted by research based
on overall historical and artistic context enabling the sober insight of churches
in the Lazarevi¢ realm as works of art dependent on the both tradition and func-
tion.18 Therefore, the Ravanica katholikon stands out as main royal edifice of a

9 B. Tonuh, M. Yanak-Menuh, Manacmup /Jeuanu, My3ej y Ipuiituan — Beorpan
2005, 16-21.

10 Cf. 'B. Crpuuesuh, Xponoroeuja panux cnomenuxa Mopascke wixone, CtapuHap
V-VI (1956) 116; Bynosuh, Pasanuya, 33.

11" For this chronicle see I1. C. CpehkoBuh, HcTopia yjapeH cepBeicHr H MAEUERS H A03H H
noperay @ KXA4 ce Eetlte moEeAd H wiona ce, Tmacauk CY] XXI (1867) 257.

12 hupkoBuli, Pasanuura xpucosyna, 82.

13 Cf. B. J. Bypuh, Cpncku opoicasnu cabopu y Ilehu u ypxsero epadumenscmso, O
kuesy Jlazapy, yp. . boxuh, B. J. Bypuh, beorpan 1975, 106.

14 E.g. cf. Benosuh, Pasanuya, 47; Crapomybues, Cpncko 3uoHO CAUKAPCMEO.
Kruea 11,31, H. 98.

15 Cf. V. Koraé, Les origines de [’architecture de [’école de la Morava, Mopascka
mKona M meHo noda, yp. B. J. Bypuh, Beorpan 1972, 157-168 (= HUzsopu Mopascke
apxumexmype, U3mely Buzantuje n 3anaga, beorpax 1987, 131-144); DBypuh, Cpncku
opoicasnu cabopu, 105-121.

16 Cf. B. J. Bypuh, Hacmanak epadumenckoe cmunra Mopascke wkone. ®@acaoe,
cucmem Oekopayuje, nnacmuka, 3JIYMC 1 (1965) 35-64; B. bomxosuh, O cauxanoj
Odexopayuju Ha ¢pacadama Ilehixe nampujapuwuje, Crapunap XVIII (1968) 91-100.

17 Cf. Puctuh, Mopascka apxumexmypa, 47-78 with a theory of gradual develop-
ment of coefficients of the church ground plans with alleged chronological interdependence,
often opposed to what historical sources provide.

18 W. CreBoBuh, Apxumexmypa Mopascke Cpbuje: n0oKkaiHa spadumesncka wkoad
unu enunoe 800ehux moxkosa Nno3HOBU3AHMUjCKoe epadumessckoe cmeaparea, 3PBU XLIIT
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new monarch who fought hard for his own legitimacy among regional lords of
the time: on one hand, he got support of high clergy, on the other, had to over-
come series of obstacles.!9 The most convincing test for the Balkan overlords
was how the Ragusans would set them within their perspective, as they never
recognised Lazar as undisputed leader of other lords of the former state or sole
heir of Nemanids. When in 1383 they began acknowledging his powerful role,
the negotiations to get their earlier trade privileges were being prolonged to
as late as 1386, and when Lazar had finally issued the charter in 1387, he was
only one of the four regional lords with whom Dubrovnik was settling the same
matters.20 Therefore, his lavish endowments, the court church at Kru$evac and
mausoleum Ravanica, were not possible ca 1371 when his rise began, since
both reflect his high achievements, defeat of Nikola Altomanovic¢ in 1373, birth
of his elder son in 1377 and conquer of the North ca 1380. A quote from the
aforementioned chronicle does reveal significance of the very site where the
newly built monastery stood: “llo cem¥ coropy dasaph Llaph cepRcKH H3E0AH C03AATH
OEHTEAL PABAHHLY, HA (AARY EOARTI0; XpALIL EO3HECEHTE KPHCTORO EA AEPRARH KHEREECTRA
BpaHH1eRCKAT®”,2] since the statement it is located “in the region of principality
Brani¢evo” implies these lands once were separate entity.22

Due to volatile historical context, such a grand monastery equipped with
thick walls, high towers and richly decorated five-domed church with subse-
quently erected narthex, warns that its buildup must have taken much effort and
time.23 Therefore, this paper argues that dates provided by transcripts of the
Ravanica charter refer to formal founding and twofold endowing of estates, not
to its erection or completion, as the buildup of the complex might have started
even earlier than 1377. This also means all the works could not be finished by
1381, and that frescoes in the church, narthex, and tower cannot be dated to
1385/7, as is usually thought. The complex, apart from the church, is in a ne-
glected state, from dozens of archeological finds being scattered within towers,
to decaying frescoes in the tower chapel, and almost fully destroyed inscription
from the keep’s outer wall. Due to improper storage of artifacts, lack of updated
documentation for wall paintings, and various issues of the nave and narthex, a
new project will address all these.24

(2006) 231-253; J. Bogdanovi¢, Triconch Churches Sponsored by the Serbian and Walla-
chian Nobilty, Byzantium in Eastern European Visual Culture in the Late Middle Ages, ed.
M. A. Rossi, A. 1. Sullivan, Leiden — Boston 2020, 167-199.

19 Cf. P. Muxaspunh, Jlazap Xpebemwanosuh — ucmopuja, xynm, npeoarse, beorpan
1989.

20 For an insightful survey of various issues of the period, see C. hupkosuh, Cmape u
Hoee konmposep3ze o kuesy Jlazapy u Cpouju youu Kocoscxe bumre, SMCH 42 (1990) 7-16.

21 CpehkoBuh, Heropia yapen cepicichx, 257.

22 For Brani¢evo region, see M. lunuh, bpanuueeo y cpedrsem sexy, Cpricke 3eMibe
y cpeameM Beky. Hcropujcko-reorpadceke cryamje, np. C. hupkosuh, beorpax 1978, 84-112.

23 For analysis of complex political situation amidst international relations of
the time, see C. hupkosuh, Kocoscka 6umka y melhynapoonom xonmexcmy, I'mac CAHY
CCCLXXVIIL/9 (1996) 49-68.

24 Monastery Ravanica: archaeology, fortifications, church, wall paintings has been
filed as project No. 272/2022 the part of the research programme of the Regional Museum
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Fig. 2. Monastery Ravanica (ground plan with building phases)

Cn. 2 Manactup PaBanuna (ocHoBa ¢ rpaleBuHCKIM (hazama)

One of reasons for starting this project is because results of archaeologi-
cal excavations in the complex were never fully published. Important results
of research and conservation works of the church and narthex, carried out by
Vulovié¢ from 1956 to 1962, are given in his book but without exhaustive docu-

Jagodina. Some issues were raised in b. LletkoBuh, Byx Jlazapesuh y nucanum u aukosHum
uzeopuma, CpeIibu BEK y CPIICKOj HayIH, HCTOPHjH, KibibkeBHOCTH 1 ymMeTtHOCTH XII, yp. I
JoBanosuh, [lecnioroBarr 2022, 60—68.
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Fig. 3. Monastery Ravanica, katholikon (northern aspect)

Cn. 3 Manactup PaBannna, xpam (CeBepHH U3ITIET)

menation for fragments of architectural sculpture.2> Later surveys do not pro-
vide any better material,26 as, for instance, the marble spolia from a tower wall
has never been studied, except for a short mention.27 The systematic excavati-
ons of large area of courtyard, lasting from 1967 to 1971, were followed by two
brief reports,28 and later by the longer one with data on the newly found objects,
ceramic fragments and a bowl, with only one ground plan of discoveries in the
north section (fig. 2).29 However informative, these reports are conceived as
preliminary and therefore full chronology remains unresolved, which means
that all of the metal, ceramic, and stonework finds are yet to be studied, pro-
tected, and published.

25 Bynosuh, Pasanuya, 157-160, 179, T. XXVI-XXX.

26 Cf. J. MakcumoBuh, Cpncka cpedrosexogra ckymnmypa, Hosu Cax 1971, 121-
127; H. Karanuh, Jexopamuena xamena nnacmuxa mopagcke wikone, beorpan 1988, 62—89.

27 Cf. Karanwuh, op. cit., 89, cn. 41.

28 D. Madas, Manastir Ravanica, AP 11 (1969) 236-238; idem, Lazaret, manastir
Ravanica i ravanicka peéina — srednjevekovno manastirsko utvrdenje i kovacnica, AP 12
(1970) 183-185.

29 J1. Manac, Apxeonowxu padosu y manacmupy Pasanuyu (1967—1971), Caonmirerma
X (1974) 77-85.
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These issues affect the chronology of heavily ruined fortifications.30
Conservation works from 1960s led to partial restoration of the walls and tow-
ers, but also to new data that fortified walls were actually built in two distinct
phases (fig. 2).31 The earlier comprised the keep and the inner walled perimeter,
while the later had all the other towers, and both were being dated to the end
of 14th C.32 There is also a not well founded opinion opposing the essential
dating which argues that both the keep and church belong to a much earlier
period.33 Additionaly built tower adjacent to the keep blocks its former main fa-
cade with entrance and enormous title of the ktetor ruler.34 Descriptions of this
fortified monastery are either simple,3> or imply symbolism of seven towers,
but fail to stress that dates of their erection were different.36 The more recent
publications acknowledge insufficient research of the fort,37 while some do not
include Ravanica at all.38 As there were no attempts to date additional fort, it is
noteworthy that Cur¢ié¢ presumes the newer towers postdate the Ottoman attack
from 1398,39 as was recorded by chronicles.40 Inspite of that, forensic clues at
the juncture of the keep and adjacent tower reveal it early suffered major cracks,
which is why the supports were built to sustain it. It is not clear whether this
intervention was simultaneous with erection of the tower from the north of the
keep. It could have been damaged by the Ottomans or due to shallow founda-
tions, combined with the ground subsidence, landslide or earthquake. In any
given circumstance, buildup of new walls and towers must have proceeded well
into the 15th C.

30 Cf. A. lepoko, Cpeomesexosnu epadosu y Cpouju, Lprnoj T'opu u Maxeoonuju,
Beorpan 1950, 88-89, 133-134, 138; Bynosuh, Pasanuya, 130.

31 B. Bynosuh, Apxumexmypa Pasanuye, Ciomenuua, 19-32.

32 C.Tonosuh, Kpcm y kpyey. Apxumekmypa manacmupa y cpedrosexkoéroj Cpouju,
Beorpan 1994, 212-217.

33 Cf. P. lIpokuh, Cpeoroserosna apxumexmypa Ilempywire obnacmu, Kparyjesan
1988, 3441, 53-55.

34 M. Tlomoeuh, Ymepherwa Mopascke Cpbuje, Cetn kue3 Jlazap. CiomeHuIa o
mrecToj croropummmbuiy Kocosckor 60ja 1389—-1989 (= Ceeru kues Jla3zap), beorpax 1989,
78, 83, 85, cn. 4, 6.

35 B. Kopah, M. Ulynyt, Apxumexmypa euszanmujcxoe ceema, beorpax 1998, 356—
359, 364, 366.

36 C. Pamojuuh, Cmapo cpncko cruxapcmeo, beorpan 1966, 204; idem, Hoeja o
cagpuienom epady y opacasu knesa Jlazapa u decnoma Cmegana, 3orpad 32 (2008) 10.

37 T. Cumuh, C. Bykagunosuh, Ymepherwe manacmupa Pecage: 00 3amuciu 0o
ocmsapera, beorpan 2018, 57, 223.

38 Although mentioned in the introductory essay, there is no entry on Ravanica in
Jlexcukon epadosa u mpeosa cpeor08eKOBHUX CPNCKUX 3eMAbA; NPeMA NUCAHUM U380PUMA,
pen. C. Mummh, beorpax 2010, 13, 233-235, unlike the fortified monastery Resava, which
was conceived on the Ravanica pattern.

39 S. Curdié, Architecture in the Balkans from Diocletian to Siileyman the Magnifi-
cent, New Haven — London 2010, 632-633, fig. 736.

40 W. Pymapan, O kyuajunckum manacmupuma no 3anucuma (1. Manacmup
Pasanuya), Crapunap 3/5 (1888) 76; Crojanosuh, Cmapu cpncku podocnosu, 113,219-220;
P. HoBakoBuh, bpankosuhes nemonuc, beorpan 1960, 49.
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The most enigmatic part in Ravanica is the tower chapel, almost unani-
mously referred to as the paraclesis of the keep (donjon, pyrgos),4! or that “the
remains of a chapel on the donjon’s second floor belong to the oldest buildings
of the complex”.42 Apart from denials it was a chapel at all, and that remnant of
an altar in the wall was actually only one of the originally three such niches,43
there were assumptions too the chapel was being accessed by stairs through the
wall of the keep and that a saint formerly depicted above its entrance was prob-
ably the holy patron of the chapel.44 It is only rarely noted the chapel actually
sits in the tower adjacent to the keep, not the keep itself.45 Its function and posi-
tion within the newly built tower with a possible residential purpose, as well as
its enigmatic relation to the keep due to its altar being dented into the wall of the
keep, are still to be explored.

From all of the objects in Ravanica it was the katholikon that attracted
most attention of scholars, due to its lavish architecture and wall paintings. The
church with its five-domed nave and subsequently built narthex (fig. 3), being
the major edifice of Knez Lazar, had crucial role in all previous research which
often mingled chronology of the complex with that of the church. As there were
parallel building processes during monastery buildup it is not possible to pro-
vide one simple dating for Ravanica and therefore the charter transcripts could
not contain information for dating its entirety or parts but instead present only
the likely date of the monastery founding and of the time when the new proper-
ties were assigned to it.

Taking into account all that is known on medieval building techniques,46
and probability that erection of Ravanica might have begun in 1377, exact date
on when the church was finished cannot be determined lightly. Though 1381 is
widely accepted, it means it took at least five years for the church to be com-
pleted, without narthex. As the large church of Decani was built in eight years,
this presumed time span for Ravanica seems possible, but it could have been
longer due to series of reasons, from technical and organizational to demanding
construction of five domes and need to produce loads of carved stones, profiled
bricks and interlace fagade sculpture. The sheer bulk of stonework implies slow
processing: there are 18 twisted columns on apses, 65 arches and 3 cornices
with hundreds of pieces, 11 window pilasters, 38 window posts, 1 rosette, 19
lunettes, 31 chessboard fields, 2 cross fields, 64 profiled dome jambs, dozens

41 B. Xusxouh, Kousepsamopcku padosu Ha scusonucy manacmupa Pasanuye,
Caommrema VIII (1969) 142-143, cn. 4; H. Aatuh-Komuenosuh, Ocmayu ¢pecaxa y xkyau
xkuesza Jlazapa, SHM VIII (1975) 417-429; eadem, 3. XKuskosuh, Konuje ¢ppecaxa uz cpnckux
cpedr06exkosHuxX yprasa y pywesunama, beorpan 1980, 44-45, cn. 42, 43; S. Popovié, Pyr-
gos in the Late Byzantine Monastic Context, Manactup XKuua. 300opHuK pamoBa, mp. I.
Cy6otuh, Kpameso 2000, 107; Curdié, Architecture in the Balkans, 632; T. CraponyOres,
3aoyacounapcmso u kmumopu y Cpbuju 'y oooa Jlasapesuha, Caonmrema XLII (2010) 45.

42 Bynosuh, Pasanuya, 130; idem, Apxumexmypa Pasanuye, 29-30.

43 TlIpokuh, op. cit., 40.

44 Tlonosuh, Kpcm y kpyey, 215.

45 T. Cumuh, [Jowowcon kyne y popmugpukayuju cpeormosexkosrux epadosa, beorpan
2010, 133-134, 146, cx1. 79, 80; Crapony6bues, Cpncko 3udno cauxapemeo. Krwuea 11, 37-38.

46 R. Ousterhout, Master Builders in Byzantium, Princeton 1999.
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of profiled parts in pillars of the main dome, and 3 portals with 11 parts.47
Production of all these materials had to last long and if compared to the building
intervals for the monastery churches in Decani (1327—1334) and Resava (1406—
1418), any guesswork for a shorter time for Ravanica buildup seems implau-
sible. Careful processing of fagades also took time for its specially conceived
segments the meaning of which was to decorate implying the old theological
notions of Heavenly Jerusalem.4® Such strict ideological pattern is found in the
very preamble of the Ravanica charter featuring comparison of the newly built
church with Tabernacle of Moses and rock of St Peter.49

Even more problems appear with dating the narthex which subsequent
addition is well attested by archaeological probes, interspaces between nave
and narthex, to the broken dado and hollowed-out northern door.50 Still, some
scholars dispute data and believe there was no interval in erection of the two
katholikon parts, from the claim that later opened northern door is actually con-
current with the nave,3! to the conviction that narthex was built at the same time
as nave, as is allegedly proved by south joints of walls,>2 which are actually not
medieval but belong to partial reconstruction in 1973.53 Addition of narthexes
was a common practice due to various needs,34 and that this was also the case in
Ravanica is obvious in image on the fresco with ktetors, where bond of the two
buildings is rather artificial.>5> A redefiniton of the Ravanica narthex is needed
especially due to recent research which convincingly opposes any connection of
Knez Lazar with the Chilandari narthex as its hypothetical model.56

47 For problem of authenticity of portals see Bynosuh, Pasanuya, 144-147, T.
X1, XVI, XVII, XIX; J. C. hupuh, [Hopmanru ypxasa Mopascxke Cpbuje: apxumexmypa
U apXumeKmoHCKuU yKpac, TOKTopcka aucepranuja, dunoszodeku dakynrer, beorpan 2014,
71-75, 139; eadem, Les portails des églises de la Serbie de la Morava. Esquisse histo-
riographique et les possibilités de la recherche, Artum 2 (2015) 26-27.

48 Cresouh, Kanenuh; C. lejuh, Manacmup Ceemu Huxona Jabapcku, Beorpan
2009, 54, 67, cn. 7,17, 31, 32.

49 Munanenosuh, [losemwe knesza Jlazapa, 52, 59, 85, 91-92, 98, 106-107, 109—110.

50 Bymosuh, Pasanuya, 33—34, 67-89, 145, 157-167, 179-180; idem, Apxumexmypa
Pasanuye, 22-23; C. Manauh, Cmapu pasanuuku napmexc, Cnomenuna, 33-38. For the
rebuilt narthex see M. hoposuh-Jbyounkosuh, Jackan jepomonax Cmeghan Pasanuuanumn,
Pan BojBohanckux Mmyseja 5 (1956) 73-79; eadem, Jacxkan Cmegan. Ilosooom wecme
cmozoouwrsuye ochusarna Pasanuye, Cnomenuna, 165-176.

51 Cf. M. Panyjko, Konopun, beorpan 2006, 245, 1. 780.

52 Cf. Crapony6ue, Cpncko 3udno ciukapemso. Krouea II, 31, H. 100 quoting a
graphic illustration from Bynosuh, Pasanuya, T. XXV, which is actually theoretical recon-
struction of the walls’ joints.

53 J1. Pamynosuh, Jedan 3anummue noxyuaj pecmaypayuje Jlazapese npunpame y
manacmupy Pasanuya, I'macauk JIKC 13 (1989) 78-81.

54 Cf. N. Stankovi¢, At the Threshold of the Heavens: the Narthex and Adjacent
Spaces in Middle Byzantine Churches of Mount Athos (10t — 11th Centuries) — Architecture,
Function, and Meaning, doctoral dissertation, Princeton University 2017.

55 C. Marinkovi¢, Founder s Model: Representation of a Maquette or the Church?,
3PBU XLIV (2007) 145-152.

56 B. Tomuh, Bpeme uzepaore kamoaukona u ekconapmexca manacmupa Xuranoapa,
X3 14 (2018) 147-155 (with bibliography). Cf. V. Bozinovi¢, The Sculptural Decoration of



Huw u Buzaniuuja XXI 293

More enigmas exist with the establishment of cult of St Romylos, a her-
mit who spent his last days at a hut in Ravanica vicinity. Exact year of his death
is still not known and scholars opt between ca 1375/6 to 1385.57 What calls for
further research is that his tomb with an arcosolium is placed in the south bay of
the narthex,58 but it is not clear whether it is his original burial place or saint’s
second tomb. Being inserted into the double opening it is plausible to argue it
was not simultaneous with the narthex erection. There are also problems with
sources since it is claimed that his vita allegedly states that relics of Romylos
rest “along those of Lazar”,59 but this can be found e.g. in the aformentioned act
of Arsenije I11.60 It has been pointed out that St Gerasimos figure, depicted close
to the Romylos’ tomb, reflects the passage from the vita,6! which further analy-
ses corroborate since other frescoes too are connected with the Romylos’ cult.62

The wall paintings do not provide much information for precise dating
of the church, as wide area above entrance to the nave, originaly defined for
inscription, was either left empty which is not likely or its text mostly vanished
in the meantime. Anyway, it seems there were no serious attempts to study this
issue properly: apart from brief comments by Nikoli¢ that “illegible inscription
is above portal”,63 and by Vulovi¢ that “there are remains of text with barely
visible letters in 4 upper rows written on 4 lines incised into mortar”,64 Zivkovié
firstly says “inscription above the door, now completely erased, provides no
clues of its original content”,65 and later that “it has 12 inscribed lines with

Chilandar’s Outer Narthex, X3 15 (2021) 101-118, with suggestion that figures of dragons
on the parapets putatively symbolize Order of the Dragon.

57 JI. Masnosuh, Kynmosu nuya koo Cpoa u Makeoonaya, Cmenepeo 1965, 195—
196; A. Paporuh, Cunaumu u rwuxoe suauaj y Cpéuju y XIV u XV eexy, Cnomenuna, 116—
118; A. M. Talbot, Romylos, ODB 3, New York—Oxford 1991, 1812; Kxn. MBanosa, Pomun
Buouncku, CrapoOpiarapcka nureparypa. ExmmknonenudeH peyHuk. Bropo mombiHeHO
usnanue, pen. J1. [letkanora, Bemuko TeproBo 2003, 435; A. Rigo, M. Scarpa, La Vita di
Romylos da Vidin asceta nei Balcani (1310 ca. — 1376/1380), Bruxelles 2022, 44-45.

58 B. KuexeBuh, Apxoconwju y Xunanoapy u y Cpnckum cpeor08eKo8HUM
manacmupuma, Ocam BexoBa Xunanaapa, yp. B. Kopah, Beorpax 2000, 608.

59 . TMonosuh, Pasanuuxu 2pob xnesa Jlazapa, Ceetu xue3 Jlazap, 179; eadem,
Cpncku enadapcku 2pod y cpeorwem 6exy, beorpam 1992, 125 with quotes from b. Cm.
Panojuuuh, Ipucopuje uz l'opraxa, T4 111 (1952) 95 who claims the opposite.

60 Cy66otuh, ITucmennu cnomenuysi, 65; Burkosuh, Cnomenuyu, 186.

61 benosuh, Pasanuya, 152—-157. Cf. E. Bakalova, Scenes from the Life of St. Gera-
simos of Jordan in Ivanovo (A Pictorial Interpretation of the Idea of Restoring Harmony
Between Man and the World of Nature), 3JIYMC 21 (1985) 121.

62 B. Cvetkovi¢, Shrine of Romylos the Blessed in Ravanica: Culminating Focus of
His Balkan Paths, Mountains, and Plains, 4t International Conference “Via Egnatia: Peo-
ples and States — Cultural, Political, Regional Identities in the Past and Today”. Abstracts of
Papers, Thilisi 2009, 23-25.

63 P. Huxonuh, [lpunoe 3a npoyuasare xcueonuca manacmupa Pasanuye,
Caonmrrema IV (1961) 28, ci1. 36).

64 Bynosuh, Pasanuya, 32.

65 B. XKusxosuh, Kousepsamopcku paoosu na scusonucy manacmupa Pasanuye,
Caonmrema VIII (1969) 142.
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Fig. 4. Wall paintings: a. dome; b. middle zone; c. busts zone; d. first zone; e. narthex; f.
tower chapel

Ci1. 4 3uaHO CIMKAPCTBO: a. Kymouna; b. cpelba 30Ha; ¢. monpcja; d. npsa 30Ha; €.
npunpara; f. mapaxiuc
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%, o -' - 4 _.;
Fig. 5. North-west corner of the nave

Cn. 5 CeBepo-3anaiH yrao Haoca

traces of obliterated letters”.66 Finally Starodubcev notes “that area prepared
for an inscription has shallow incised horizontal lines, but it is impossible to
ascertain how many and there are no visible traces of letters which probably fell
off due to being written on dry mortar™.67 Instead of devoting more attention to
this, much effort was wasted in inventing signature of Konstantin painter, alleg-
edly written on the costume of a holy warrior:68 this widely accepted belief,9
was later refuted as perusal showed that several random lines only resembled
forms of letters.70

66 B. XXusxosuh, Pasanuya. Lpmesicu ¢ppecaxa, beorpan 1990, 33-34, 36-37, 6p. 22.

67 T. CraponyOues, ITucanu usgopu 0 ypkeama u MaHaACMupuma nOOUAHUM UIU
obHasmanum y oonacmma Jlazapesuha u bpanxosuha I. Kmumopcku namnucu, Caonurema
XLV (2013) 141-142, 1. 66, 67.

68 B. P. IlerkoBuh, Hapoounu mysej y 1920. 200., Topuuimak CKA 29 (1921) 149-
150; idem, Manacmup Pasanuya, 64; C. Panojunh, Majcmopu cmapoe cpnckoe cruxkapemea,
Beorpan 1955, 42; b. Bynosuh, Ilomnuc cruxapa Koncmanmuna y Pasanuyu, Caonmrema
1(1956) 167-168.

69 For number of mentions see T. Crapony6ues, Cruxapu sadyscouna Jlazapesuha,
3PBU XLIII (2006) 354, 1. 23-24; eadem, Cpncko 3uono cauxapcmeo II, 47, 1. 161-163.

70 YKuskosuh, Pasanuya. Lpmeosicu ¢ppecaxa, 32 provides precise drawing of the spot.
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Fig. 6. Proportions of portrayed figures
Cx. 6 [Ipomoprmje ¢purypa Ha mopTpeTUMa

It was early noticed that the nave frescoes of originally 800 m2 were
produced in four phases: once main dome was frescoed, the walls remained
bare for quite long time.”! Intervals during erection and painting of churches
were well known praxis, to mention only Decani (built 1327-1334/5, frescoed
1338/9-1348),72 or Psaca (built ca 1355, frescoed 1365/71).73 Having in mind
all known on painters’ work days,74 further research came up that three different
groups worked in Ravanica with breaks in between.”> The change of painters

71" For this comment see XXuBkosuh, Konszepsamopcku padosu, 137-138, n. 4.

72 T. Cy6omuh, IIpuroe xpononoeuju oeuarckoe 3uonoe cauxapcmea, 3PBU XX
(1981) 111-135; Tonuh, Yanak-Menwuh, op. cit., 22-23, 326-328.

73 W. M. bophesuh, 3udno cruxapcmeo cpncke sracmene y o0oba Hemaruha,
Bbeorpan 1994, 106, 172—-175, upt. 36, T. 21; 3. Paconkocka-Hukonoscka, O ucmopujckum
nopmpemuma y Ilcauu u epemeny muxosoe nacmanka, 3orpag 24 (1995) 43-49, cn. 5-7.
Also, see Ct. HoBakoBuh, 3akorcku cnomenuyu cpnckux opoicasa cpedrez eexa, beorpan
1912, 435436, 6p. 36; A. ConosjeB, Odabpanu cnomenuyu cpnckoz npasa (00 XII 0o
kpaja X1V eexa), beorpan 1926, 155, 6p. 75; JI. CnaBeBa, B. Mommun, Cpncku epamomu 00
Hywanoso epeme, Ipunen 1988, 200-202; C. Muwuh, Xpucosywa yapa Cmegana Jywana
0 nokaarary ypree Ceemoe Huxone y Ilcauu, Crapu cpricku apxus 4 (2005) 135-149.

74 Cf. P. Hukonuh, O paonom 0any cpedrosekosroe 30epagha, 3orpad 1 (1966) 30;
D. Winfield, Middle and Later Byzantine Wall Painting Methods. A Comparative Study, DOP
22 (1968) 61-139; A. Cutler, The Industries of Art, The Economic History of Byzantium.
From the Seventh through the Fifteenth Century 2, ed. A. Laiou, Washington D.C. 2002,
554-565.

75 B. J. Bypuh, 3uono ciuxapcmeo Mopascke wione, beorpamx 1968, 10-13;
I. Babuh-bophesuh, B. J. Bypuh, llorem ymemmocmu, Wcropuja cprckor Hapoma II,
yp. J. Kamuh, Beorpan 1982, 168-188; T. Craponybues, [lucanu usgopu o ypxeama u
Maumacmupuma noousanum unu obHasmanum y obracmma Jlazapesuha u bpanxosuha II.
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reveal serious issues which prevent dating to 1385/7. If necessary intervals bet-
ween construction and painting phases are taken into account, frescoing must
have taken some ten years,’¢ instead of only three consecutive warm seasons.”?
If the church was indeed begun in 1377, it is reasonable to assume its buildup
lasted until ca 1381, and since walls had to settle in at least two years, meaning
ca 1382/3, main dome could have been frescoed ca 1384, which was done by
one traditionalist painter (fig. 4a).

Some major reasons prevented continual frescoing of the church. One may
assume it was due to the narthex construction, perhaps ca 1385. Again a period
was needed for narthex walls to settle, probably until 1387. Only after that, a set
up of the Romylos’ arcosolium could have taken place sometime between 1388
and 1395, depending on whether this was the spot of his first or second grave
and the period needed for elevation and translation of relics, rituals prescribed
for a new saint’s canonization. The frescoes in altar and higher nave zones most
likely date ca 1388/9, with the Kosovo battle as possible cause for this break
in decorating katholikon. These were painted by the new group of four painters
who before coming to Ravanica had formerly worked in Greek Edessa (fig. 4b).
Finally, the first zone of the nave was frescoed by the third workshop with two
artists, earlier engaged at the Pantokrator monastery on Athos (fig. 4c, 4d).78
This sequence of the previous phases points to the only possible conclusion that
these wall paintings cannot be prior 1390/93, which enables proper interpreta-
tion of the portraits. Gradual creation of the nave frescoes means that two new
artists must have worked in the narthex not before ca 1395 (fig. 4¢), and since
the tower chapel was not contemporary with inner fort, yet another one had to
come to decorate it, most probably ca 1400 (fig. 4f).

Unusual features of the west wall decoration were early noticed,”® and
due to conspicuous details of insignia and costume on the portraits, scholars
stress important fact that Lazar and his wife Milica both wear identical royal
sakkoi (fig. 5/1,4).80 Dense structure of this fresco with the two princes between
the parents, under the image of the church (fig. 5/2,3) and technical features
made some authors believe it was painted later, reflecting position of the depict-
ed persons after the Kosovo battle.81 This was to be strengthened by the docu-

Toseme, Caonmtema XLVI (2014) 107-108. This conclusion is also corroborated by study
of inscriptions, see 1I. M. Bophesuh, Hamnucu na ceuyuma u xroueama y paganuikom
3udHom cauxapcmsy, Cetu kHe3 Jlazap, 63—70.

76 Cf. Bypuh, Busanmujcxe ¢ppecke y Jysocnasuju, 92-95.

77 Cf. Crapomy6ues, Cpncko 3uono cauxapcmeo. Kwuea II, 46—48.

78 For survey of Ravanica painters see CrapomyOue, Cruxapu 3adyscouna
Jlaszapesuha, 350-355.

79 1. [lomosuh, 3anadnu 3ud ypree Pasanuye, IKIN® 5 (1925) 234-239; idem, Le
mur occidental de 1’église de Ravanica, L’art byzantin chez les Slaves, Paris 1930, 213-216.

80 T. Babuh, Baaoapcke uncuenuje knesa Jlasapa, O xuesy Jlasapy, 65-69, 74-76;
Lj. D. Popovich, Portraits of Knjeginja Milica. Part II: In Visual Arts, Serbian Studies 9/1&2
(1994) 42-51.

81 P. Hukomuh, Kaoa je noouenyma u scueonucana Pasanuya, Caomnmtema XV
(1983) 45-64; M. Jbyounkosuh, Pasanuya, beorpax 1989, 7, 29; 1. M. Bophesuh, @pecke
Pasanuye, PaBanuna. Lprexxu ¢pecaka, beorpang 1990, 3—4; b. LisetkoBuh, Hosu npunosu
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Fig. 7. Byzantine
empresses and
regents: a. Eirene
797-802; b.
Theodora 842-

856; c. Zoe
Karbonopsina

913 919; d.
Theophano 963; e.
Theodora 1055-
1056; f. Eudokia
Makrembolitissa
1067, 1071; g.
Maria of Alania
1071-1081; h. Anna
of Savoy 1341-1347

Cn. 7 Buzantujcke
Lapuue u
PEreHTKHEbE:

a. lpena 797-
802; b. Teonopa
842-856; c. 30ja
Kap6oHnormicuna
913-919; d.
Teodano 963; e.
Teonopa 1055-
1056; f. EBnokuja
MakpeMBonuTHCA
1067, 1071; g.
Mapuja Anancka
1071-1081; h. Ana
CaBojcka 1341-
1347
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mentation of Todorovié,82 however, its validity and some of ensuing conclu-
sions were later rightfully challenged by Starodubcev,83 causing uncertainties
in scholarship,84 especially due to her claim that portraits may stand for an ex-
ample that joint submission of a church image by the two persons is not always
proof of their joint donorship.85 This hypothesis uses the circular argument,86
and rests on choosing between statements of the image and of the charter.87 The
recent research reveal all of the old assumptions must be repositioned and that
appropriate dating of frescoes in the first zone makes full sense of adaptations
of the west wall in view of subsequently built narthex, unusually dense fresco
with portraits and the historical context.88 Since Milica together with Lazar
holds image of the church, she simply must have had a role in completion the
monastery, as it was not possible to show her in this way if she had no ktetorial
rights.89 Later dating of the last phase of the frescoes not only throws new light
on why is Milica depicted as ruler, due to her being the Regent, but also finds
additional support in figures positioned next to the portrayals, from St Paul

npoyuaearsy kmumopcke xomnosuyuje y Pasanuyu, Caonmrema XXVI (1994) 37-51; P.
3apuh, Pasanuya, manacmup, Cniomennuko Haciehe Cpouje, yp. C. Ilejuh, beorpan 1998,
325; benosuh, Pasanuya, 53-56; P. Hukonuh, O Pasanuyu u Jbybocmurou, Imacauk JIKC 23-
24 (2000) 37-40; Y. Mapunkosuh, Cruka noouenyme ypxee. Ilpedcmage apxumexkmype Ha
KMUmopcKum nopmpemuma y cpuckoj u gusanmujcxoj ymemuocmu, beorpan — Kparyjesan
2007, 151-152, cm. 162-163.

82 Cf. [I. Tonoposuh, ITopmpem kuesza Jlasapa y Pasanuyu, Criomenunua, 39-43;
idem, IIpsobummnu uzeneo kmumopckux nopmpema y Pasanuyu, 3orpad 14 (1983) 68-73.

83 T. Craponybues, O nopmpemuma y Pasanuyu, 3PBU XLIX (2012) 333-352;
eadem, Bradapcke uncuenuje xneeurve Munuye, Ni§ & Byzantium XI (2013) 267-277;
eadem, Cpncko 3udno cauxapcmeo. Kwuea 11, 31-48.

84 Cf. B. IlerpoBuli, A. PocTHKOB, []pKge u MAHACMUPU Yy NOBEHAMA KHESUF»e
Munuye, Kuernma Munnna — MoHaxuma JeBrenuja u meHo no6a, yp. C. Mummh, /1.
Jeumenuna, Tpcrenuk — Beorpan 2014, 130, u. 14; Jb. Bunynosuh, [lopmpemu owcena
kmumopa y epeme Jlasapesuha, Kynrypa 165 (2019) 326-335; M. llyuna, Muiuya —
KHe2ura HemupHoz doba, beorpan 2019, 66—70.

85  CraponybueB, O nopmpemuma y Pasanuyu, 340-345; eadem, Cpncko 3uono
cauxapcemeo. Kwuea 11, 31-37.

86 Claim is built exactly on the statement that portrayals of persons holding images
of churches do not always signify ktetorship, providing as only proof the Ravanica por-
traits, and is as such, nevertheless, accepted by /1. [laBnosuh, [Tumaree xkmumopcmea ypree
Csemoe Bopha y [lonowxom, 3orpad 29 (2015) 112, u. 28.

87 That the Ravanica charter should not be taken as proof against that portraits show
joint donorship is argued by B. Bybano, Kmumopcku nopmpem u kxmumopcka nosesna,
Caomurema XLVIII (2016) 93-110.

88 TIBetroBuh, Byk Jlazapesuh y nucanum u iukosHum uzgopuma, 60—68.

89 For huge material pertaining to portrait typology, see A. Adashinskaya, Ktetor:
Practices of Ecclesiastic Foundation, Sponsorship, and Patronage in Late Byzantium and
Balkan Slavic Countries, doctoral dissertation, Central European University, Budapest 2020.
Also, see B. Cvetkovié, The Portraits in Lapusnja and Iconography of Joint Ktetorship, Ni$
& Byzantium XI (2013), 295-307; M. C. Carile, Buildings in their patrons’ hands? The mul-
tiform function of small size models between Byzantium and Transcaucasia, www.kunsttexte.
de, Nr.3, 2014.
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Fig. 8. Garments on historical portraits

Cix. 8 Opexe Ha HCTOPHjCKUM TIOPTPETUMA

of Thebes (fig. 5/5)% to St Barlaam and loasaph (fig. 5/7, 8),91 but especially
St Simeon Nemanja,92 which stands out as authentic proof that invention of
Milica’s Nemanid descent was contemporary with these very frescoes, echoing
complex actions supervised by Patriarch Danilo III during her regency.93

90 IiBerxoBuh, Byk Jlazapesuh y nucanum u iukosHum uzgopuma, 66.
91 Jbidem, 67.
92 Jbidem, 66—67.

93 For the breakthrough in research of content and function of chronicles see M.
BacusbeBuli, Ieneanoeuje usmehy ucmopuje u udeonozuje: npumep HOPeKNa KHeUrbe
Munuye, U4 LXV (2016) 79-99.
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One of the main but flawed arguments for various dating of the Ravanica
frescoes have been figures of princes. Portraits of Lazar‘s juvenile sons were
thought by scholars to duly reflect their approximate age ranging from 7 to 12
years. However, their figures simply cannot be tools for dating (fig. 6), since
Stefan has proportions of an adult, unlike his father.%4

Due to flaked surface of the fresco true shape of scepters cannot be de-
termined, as argued by Starodubcev,%> or in guises given by Todorovi¢ which
were used in my texts on Ravanica and iconography of regency.%¢ But recent
research reveals the historical background and dating of the portraits actually
do not depend on this issue since the form of scepters is irrelevant.97Although
the empresses as regents,8 are often shown with cruciform scepters, someti-
mes they could have scepters in other form, as coinage and seals with imagery
of Byzantine rulers, their spouses and co-rulers disclose:%° Empress (Emperor)
Eirene (797-802) has cruciform scepter (fig. 7a), and so does Empress Theodora
Theodora (842-856), consort of Theophilos (fig. 7b), as well as Empress
Regent Zoe Karbonopsina (913, 919), mother of Constantine VII (fig. 7c). On
the other hand, Empress and Regent Theophano (963) has branch scepter (fig.
7d), Empress Theodora (1055-1056) raises labarum (fig. 7¢), and Empress and
Regent Eudokia Makrembolitissa (1067, 1071) has cruciform scepter (fig. 71).
Finally, Empress Maria of Alania (1071-1081) holds cruciform floriated scepter
(fig. 7g), while Empress Mother and Regent Anna of Savoy (1341-1347) has
branch scepter (fig. 7h).100

94 For images of the young in Byzantine art, see C. Hennesy, Images of Children
in Byzantium, Ashgate 2008; B. Caseau, Too Young to Be Accountable: Is 15 Years Old a
Threshold in Byzantium?, Coming of Age in Byzantium. Adolscence and Society, ed. D. Ari-
antzi, Berlin 2018, 19-28; L. Brubaker, /mages of Byzantine Adolescents, ibidem, 141-174.

95 CrapoayOueB, Bradapcke uncuchuje kneeurwe Munuye, 268-270, ci. 2, 3; eadem,
Cpncko 3uono cruxapemeo. Krouea I1, 33-37, upr. 4, ci. 25.

96 TlserkoBuh, Hosu npurosu, 37-51; idem, Iconography of Female Regency: An
Issue of Methodology, Ni§ & Byzantium X (2012) 405-414.

97 TBetxoBuh, Byk Jlazapesuh y nucanum u 1uKosHUM usgopuma, 64.

98 A. Xprotopironodrov, H avuiflacileio eig 0 Boldvriov, Bulavtiva Toppeucta 2
(1970) 1-144; L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses. Women and Power in Byzantium AD 527—
1204, London — New York 1999; J. Herrin, Women in Purple: Rulers of Medieval Byzantium,
Princeton 2001; eadem, Unrivalled Influence. Women and Empire in Byzantium, Princeton
— Oxford 2013; E. Malamuth, Jeanne-Anne princesse de Savoie et impératrice de Byzance,
Impératrices, princesses, aristocrates et saintes souveraines. De 1’Orient chrétien et musul-
man au Moyen Age et au début des Temps modernes, eds. E. Malamuth, A. Nicolaidés, Aix-
en-Provence 2014, 85-118.

99 D. Nicol, S. Bendall, Anna of Savoy in Thessalonica: the numismatic evidence,
Revue numismatique 19 (1977) 87-102; L. Brubaker, H. Tobler, The Gender of Mo-
ney: Byzantine Empresses on Coins (324-802), Gender & History 12/3 (2000) 572-594;
K. XKekosa, Buzanmuiickama umnepampuya 6bpxy monemume u newamume, B. TbpHOBO
2017; b. LiserxkoBuh, Ceéema Teodopa y Apmu: kynmno nocmpojerbe u nopmpemu 61a0apa,
Caommrema L (2018) 51-71; Mujeres imperiales, mujeres reales. Representaciones publicas
y representaciones del poder en la Antigiiedad tardia y Bizancio, eds. M. C. Chiriatti, R. Vil-
legas Marin, Brill Schoningh 2021.

100 Cf. G. Zacos, A. Veglery, Byzantine lead seals 1/3, Basel 1972; Ph. Grierson, A.
R. Bellinger, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection and in
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Unlike uncertain forms of scepters on Ravanica portayals, of crucial si-
gnificance are the types of royal costume, as well as their colour and symbols.
Special position of Princess Milica is rendered by her being dressed in sakkos
and loros, which is rare on portraits of female wielders of power. Analogy with
Queen Helen, wife of Uros I, though important, is not proof that this was regular
garb of the Serbian royal feminine but that it is the sign of her special role as the
political figure, rooted in her imperial descent.!01 Hitherto neglected evidence is
costumes colour which reflect meaningful interrelation between members of the
ruling family (Fig. 8). Stefan and Milica wear identical ochre sakkoi with red
two-headed eagles in circles, unlike Lazar and his younger son Vuk, who have
sakkoi of purple with white eagles and green with yellow lilies, respectively.
Such a layout of interchanged identical and different patterns of royal sakkoi in
a sophisticated way shows Milica and her elder son Stefan hold special place
among the portrayals, she in being the Regent and Stefan the heir apparent.
The portraits do stand for the strong piece of evidence in elucidating complex
issues of dating the wall paintings. Since the portrayals undoubtedly belong to
the post Kosovo period, reflecting political situation of regency, the emphasis is
laid on young princes who upon their father’s demise assumed role of corulers
with their mother, the Regent Milica.102 The portrait of Milica showing her in
the royal sakkos and loros obviously predates her taking the veil, and is contem-
porary with sources from period of her regency 1389—1393, during which she
had been styled still as Milica, as in the letter to Dubrovnik in 1391.103

The renewed perusal of sources and of material on the ground help redate
phases of both architecture and wall paintings in Ravanica. As shown, frescoing
of the nave had taken years and with rearranged insights of iconography it is
possible to better understand many more segments. One such is surely the figure
of St Lazarus the Painter, depicted in south end of the west wall of the nave.
In view of the post Kosovo dating of the first fresco zone in the nave, it can be
argued that this rarely painted saint holds this very place in Ravanica not be-
cause it is positioned “above the prearranged tomb of Knez Lazar.”104 On the
contrary, the reason for depicting holy namesake of Lazar was that the coffin
with his relics had already stood there before the painters started frescoing the
lowest zones of the nave.

the Whittemore Collection Vol. 3, Parts 1-2, Washington D.C. 1973; Ph. Grierson, Byzantine
Coins, London — Los Angeles 1982; J. Nesbitt, C. Morrisson, Catalogue of Byzantine Seals
at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art Vol. 6, Washington D.C. 2009.

101 [TgetroBuh, Byk Jlazapesuh y nucanum u iukognum uszgopuma, 64—65 (with bilbio-
graphy).

102 jhidem, 66—68.

103 C. hupkoBuh, [Tosewe u nucma Cmegana Jlazapesuha, CTapu CpPICKH apXHB
7 (2008) 237-238. Cf. A. Mnanenosuh, [logewe u nucma decnoma Cmegpana. Texcm,
Komenmapu, chumyu, beorpax 2007, 19, 87-88, 155-162, 200-201, cx. I/1, 1I/1-11/2; M.
yuna, llosewa xunesa Cmegpana Jlazapesuha rojom ce Xunawdapy npunasice ypkea
Baseoerwa bozopoouuunoz y Hopy, Crapu cprcku apxus 3 (2004) 107-123.

104 Cf. T. Starodubcev, Saint Lazaros the Painter or on a Seldom Painted Champion
of Sacred Paintings, Ni§ & Byzantium XVII (2019) 383-399.
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bpanucnas J. Lleemxosuh
(3aBuuajuu My3ej JaroauHa)

HOBU OCBPT HA XPOHOJIOIIKA ITMTAA PABAHUIIE

YnaHak ykasyje Ha CIOKCHY HpOOJIeMaTHKy HEIZOBOJPHO IIO3HATE XPOHOJIOTHjE
Noju3ama U OlpeMara MaHacTHpa PaBaHuile, Ha Pa3lIMYMTO YUTamkE W3BOpA, HEjacHE
pe3yJniTaTe apXeoJIOIIKHX HCKOMaBama ycien HeoOjaBibeHe rpale, kao M Ha METOOJNOIIKE
u (axrorpadcke HeTOyMHIIE y TOIIENYy oAroBapajyher mpucryna JaToBamby PasIHYUTHX
JIeNIOBa apXUTEKTYpe yTBPhewa, MaHACTHPCKOT HaceJba, CAKpaJIHUX 00jeKara, Kao U 3UIAHOT
CIINKapCTBa.

300r HeyckmalleHHX cTaBOBa y TIOINIENy [aToBamka W HEOOjaBJbEHE apXEOoJIOIIKe
rpahe koja ce Beh ayro Hanasum y HeoaromapajyhieM cramy y NPBOOMTHO 3aMHILBEHOM
H3JIaradKoM HPOCTOPY jeIHe paBaHWUKe Kyle, MOKPEHYT jé UCTPaKUBAa4YKU IPOjeKaT KOjH
Tpeba ma Oyzme OKBHp 3a 00paay W KOH3EPBAaTOPCKY 3AIUTHTY IpenMeTHe rpahe oq Merana,
KepaMHKe U KaMEeHa OTKPUBEHHUX TOKOM apXeOJOIIKUX UCTpakuBama PaBanune 1967-1972.
VY ToM cMHuCITy, Y WIaHKY ce mokpehy nuTama Be3aHa 3a XPOHOJIOTH]jy ¥ KOHTEKCTyaln3anujy
IIBa OJBOjeHa JeTa yTBphema, yka3yje Ha HejaCHO TyMademe Mapakiimca yTBphema, kao u
mpobieM JaToBama M IOAATHHX omtehema ocTaraka KHMBOIMCA y mapakiucy. Takohe, y
TEKCTy Ce pa3Marpajy IpoOiIeMH IaToBamba KaTOIMKOHA, BPEMEHA M KOHTEKCTA IOJU3amba
Haoca IPKBE W HAKHATHO JIO3MOAHOT HApTeKca M yKaszyje ce Ha HEjaCHy XPOHOJIOTHjy
onpeMama HpHIIpare, ToceOHO y CBET/Iy 3aCHHBama KylTa MycTHIBaka PoMuina, Tymauerma
xarnorpa)cKux M3BOpa M KOHCTpyKIMje apkocoiujyma. Panx je mocBeheH u cioxeHHM
IUTakHMa J[aToBaba JKUBOMKCA y Haocy. VimMajyhu y BHIY pacrolioKHBE M3BOpE, Kao M
KOH3EPBAaTOPCKE M3BELITAje W Pe3y/lTare TEPEHCKUX HCTPAXHBAMba, Y WIAHKY CE 3acTyma
CTaB J1a je MOAN3amke U OllpeMarhe PaBaHMIKOT KOMIIEKCa Tpajalio ayxe Bpeme. Y3umajyhn
y 003Up HyXXHE LIe3ype TOKOM Ipolieca 3uIama Koje 00yxBaTajy Meprose cilerama 3ua0Ba,
Kao M YHIbEHHUILY JIa j€ OCIIHKaBamke HAoca N3BOCHO y TP HaBpaTa ca MpeKuuMa, IoYeTaKk
TpaJUTeIbCKUX pajioBa MOTao ce MOKJIANATh C JaTyMOM IIpBe Bep3Wje OCHUBAUKE IOBEJHE
u3 1376/7. ronune. loguna 1380/1. u3 apyre, nomymeHe Bep3uje paBaHUUKE TIOBEJHE MOTTIA
je O3HaJyaBaTH MPUONMKHO BpeMe 3aBpIIeTKa rpajibe LPKBEe W HPBOT Jeia yTBphema, ma
OM HaKOH HYXXHOT IIepHofa OJ Map TOAWHA MOTpeOHOTr 3a cierame 3uposa (oko 1382/3)
YKpalllaBame IFIaBHE KyToJie MOIIIO 1a Oyze u3BeneHo TokoM 1384. ronmune. Bpeme norpagme
npurnpare je moryhe cmectut oko 1385/6. roauHe y3 HEONXOHO BpeMe 3a CIIerambe 3U10Ba
norpaleror o6jekra (oxo 1387), ¢ TMM mTO je AaToBame KOHCTPYKIHMje apKOCONMjyMa
IycTHaka PoMuiia 3aBHCHO Ol OrOBOpa Ha MMTAmbE Ja JH je Ped O MPBOM HJIM JPYroM
rpo0y, ¢ 0631pOM Ha TO Ja je ped 0 HOBOM CBETHTEJbY, a pa3pellera Tor mpodiema ykaszahe
Ha BpeMe OCIIMKaBama MpHIpare, 10 Jera je Morio gohu u oko 1395. rognne. OcnukaBame
BHIIIAX 30Ha HA0Ca MOTJIO j€ 3aTO yCIEAUTH TeK HAKOH MOAN3ama mpuipare, He mpe 1388/9.
TOJIMHE, a KaKO j& Y TOM HPOILIECY JOIILIO S0 jOII jeMHOT MPEKK/Ia U IPOMEHE CrKapa, Moryhe
na je Tome pasnor Omra KocoBcka Ourka. C 003MpoM Ha MOCTYIHOCT I'PaJUTEIbCKUX U
CIIMKapCKUX PaJoBa, TOKE 30He Haoca MOIJIe ¢y OuTH >kuBomucane Tek nocie 1390. rogune.
HxoHorpadcke ¥ WHCUTHOJIOLIKE OCOOCHOCTH HCTOPHUJCKHUX IOPTPETa IpYXKajy IOJaTHH
OCHOB 32 TaKBO JaTOBambe JOKHUX 30HA PaBAHMUKOT Haoca, a MOApOOHA aHAHM3a KOCTUMA
notBphyje mocrojehe xumorese ga MOPTPETH MPHUIAIA]y TTOCTKOCOBCKOM IMEPHOAY H 1A je
KHeruma Muinna y PaBaHuiy nprkaszana Kao pereHr.






