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CYRIL PAVLIKIANOV

THE MONASTERY OF ZELIANOS
THE FIRST SLAVIC MONASTIC INSTITUTION ON MOUNT ATHOS

According to the prevailing view the first Slavic monastery on the Holy
Mountain was the Russian monastery of Xylourgou, an inventory list of which,
drawn up in 1142, mentions the existence of forty-nine Russian books in its
depository!. The second monastery which seems to have accepted Slavs was the
traditionally Bulgarian monastery of Zographou, whose abbot in 1163 signed a
document of the Russian monastery of Saint Panteleemon in Slavic vernacular
of a Bulgarian type?. The monastery of Chilandar was taken over by the Serbs
thirty-five years later, in 1198, when Saint Sabas and his father Stephan
Nemanja received it officially from Alexios III Angelos and from the Protos of

the Holy Mountain Gerasimos3.

1. F. TERNOVSKU, Akty russkago na svjatom ABone monastyrja svjatago
velikomulenika i celitelja Panteleimona, Kiev 1873, 50-54, No 6; Actes de Saint
Pantéléémoén , ed. by P. LEMERLE, G. DAGRON and S. CIRKOVIC, Paris 1982, AA XII, 3-
12 and 65-76, No 7, 1. 25-27; cf. V. MoOSIN, Russkie na Afone i russko-vizantijskie
otnodenija v XI-XII vv., BSI 9, 1947-1948, 55-85; 1. SMOLITSCH, Le Mont Athos ¢t la
Russie, Le Millénaire du Mont Athos 963-1963. Etudes et Mélanges I, Chevetogne 1963,
279-318; D. NASTASE, Les débuts de la communauté cecuménique du Mont Athos,
Zvuuenta 6, 1985, 284-299.

2. NASTASE, op. cit., 299-302; Aiovuoia TTANAXPYZANGOY, O "ABwvinos uovayt-
ouds. "Apxés xai Opydvwon, Athens 1992, 239-241 and notes 267-280; 1. BoziLov,
Bolgarite vlv Vizantijskata imperija, Sofia 1995, 80-84 and 352 (No 443); IDEM,
Osnovavane na svetata atonska bfigarska obitel Zograf. Legendi i fakti, Svetogorska
obitel Zograf 1, Sofia 1995, 18 and notes 46-49,

3. Actes de Chilandar I. Actes grecs, ed. by L. PETIT and B. KORABLEV, Viz. Vrem.,
PriloZenie I k XVII-mu tomu, Sankt-Petersburg 1911 (reprinted in Amsterdam 1975), 6-
15, No 3, No 4 and No 5; T. BURKOVIC, Hilandar u doba Nemanjica, Beograd 1925; D.
DIMITRIEVIC, L’ importance du monachisme serbe et ses origines au monastére athonite
de Chilandar, Le Millénaire du Mont Athos, 265-278; A. ZAKYEHNOZ, To “Aytov “Ogog
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Nevertheless, it seems that the first Athonite monastery directly
connected with persons of Slavic origin was founded a century earlier. In the
eleventh century the sources mention the existence of a monastery named «
uovn tob Zeldvou». The name Zelianos is obviously Slavic, so we have to
investigate the following problems: 1) the chronological sequence of the data
about the existence of the monastery; 2) the changes in its property; 3) the
locality of the foundation and 4) the origin of its name.

Chronological sequence of the events

1) 1033-1034. Zelianos

An act of sale dated to 1033-1034 reveals that the Athonite Monastery of
Katzari possessed a piece of land called Zelianos’ place: Xguot6doviog
povaxOg rai fiyoupevog noviig 1ot Zwthog tiig émkeyopévng Tod Kdattaot. ..
grel 8¢ O mvevpatTnog MU@V TATHE KUY "AVIOVIOE OEdWHEV TR novayd
Egpaip tomov Ypurnfic avtod €vexev cwmpiog to E€mLieyduevov tod
Zehdvovs, The passage provides us with no evidence that the place had the
status of a monastery, but its periorismos informs us that it consisted of some
cells: ®aBdg ai pniéon xai T@ xeldio lotavial mEOG PEV TO duTLrOV uéocs.
Twenty lines further down Zelianos is mentioned for a second time: tda 8¢ ®oto-
AewpBévta tomitCia &mep E6€omtolev f povi tob Katogt, ®otéhmov rdyw O
povoxog XEuotddovrog eig TO pépog TOU Zehldvou S tThv Tod OeoD
¢vtoAnv? and this time the phrase eig 10 uépog 100 Zehidvov makes it clear that

- 6pBOdOEOG ®oVOTNG ®al HeVIQOQUYES poTal, A@Lépwua oto "Ayov “0Opgog, Néa
‘Eotia 74, tedyog 875, 1963, 183-188; F. BARISIC, Hronoloski problemi oko godine
Nemanjine smrti, Hilandarski Zbornik 2, 1971, 31-57; NASTASE, op. cit., 260-262;
Mirjana ZivolNovi¢, Hilandar in the Middle Ages. Origins and an Outline of its
History, Hilandarski Zbornik 7, 1989, 7-25; IIANAXPYZANOOY, op. cit., 249-250 and
notes 337-342.

4. Cf. K. PAVLIKIANOV, Manastirit na Zeljan - prvoto slaviansko monasesko
uérezdenie na Aton, Svetogorska obitel Zograf 2, Sofia 1996, 17-23.

5. TERNOVSKII, Akty russkago monastyrja, 10-17, No 2; Actes de Saint
Pantéléémoén, 31-35, No 2, 1. 2-3 and 23-25.

6. Actes de Saint Pantéléémon, No 2, 1. 25-26.

7. Ibid,, No 2, 1. 39-41,
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Zelianos was the name of a person who was implicated and participated in the
contract described in the document. It remains uncertain whether Zelianos
lived alone, or was accompanied by some disciples, but it should be stressed that
if Zelianos really had any, this had to be declared, as it is declared about the
Abbot of Katzari Christodoulos: xai ¢av moté xawp® avagii Aéyog megi To
ToLOVTOV Témov 6 Zehdvog, Tva Totapor xai dexdixd® xaywm 6 povoyog
Xowotédovrog xai ol xat’ épé podnrai xai duadoxol8. So, the text of the
document does not clarify if Zelianos was an abbot of a monastery, or a solitary
hermit, and the only objection to this remark may be based on the plural of the
word «cells» which presupposes collective settlement. Nonetheless, it is
obvious that at the time of the contract Zelianos was not living on the land
Anthony had assigned to Ephraim and consequently this land was not his only
possession. This consideration is confirmed by the periorismos of the parcel
which refers neither to a church, nor to a chapel. The conclusions one may draw
from these data are two: 1) the place Zelianos lost in favour of the monk
Ephraim was not his main residence, but a hermitage with adjacent farming
terrain. 2) Zelianos was probably the legal representative, i. e. the abbot of a
group of anchorites, because his property in the region consisted of at least two
pieces of land and seems to have been larger than was usual for solitary
hermits?.

Therefore, notwithstanding the lack of direct evidence, we may assume
that in 1033-1034 a monastery directed by a Slav named Zelianos was already

functioning.

2) 1089. Zelianos’ monastery

In a document of 1089 the name of Zelianos appears clearly as a name of
a monastery: diapdv OeEud td dixona tod Kdtfaon fitov tiig poviig tod

8. Ibid., No 2, 1. 41-43,

9. Ibid., No 2, 1. 17-20, The passage describes a typical example of a hermit’s
property: énei 6¢ T povax® Iétp T YEQOVTL PO XOOYWY TIV@Y Sedwnauey éx
Tils dtaxparioews Tavtng Torlttwy xal émoinoey GumeAltliv xai pixpov mepPoAlttiy
ouppwvduey petd oot tod xtp EvBuulov Iva Exer xai Seondier avrd 6 uovaxog 6
Iérpog 6 yéowv uéxot Télovg Lwiis atrod. Cf. TIATIAXPYZANEOY, ‘O ‘Abwvixdg pova-
xioudg, 173-193.
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ZehGvov!0, The text indicates that at this time the monastery of Zelianos was
perceived as identical with the monastery of Katzaril! and that the term
monastery was not in frequent use, since it is to be found only once, while in
another three instances it is absent: 1) elg 10 &xov T0D adTOD TOTAUOD Ko
10D %aTeQXOUévOV Ao Toh ZehudvoviZ, 2) 10 fudniov 1ol Zehdvoul3, 3)
®G1wBev TOU uAWvog tot ZeAldvov'd, It seems that in 1089 the monastic
institution founded by Zelianos at the beginning of the century was no longer
independent and that the conventional term «monastery» was only a
reminiscence of its former status. Therefore, the only conclusion one may draw
from this data is that by the middle of the eleventh century the anchorite group
of Zelianos was probably described as a monastery.

3) 1363. Zelianos’ place

Denise Papachryssanthou, editor of the Xenophon archive, suggests that
it was the Russian monastery which inherited the territory once possessed by
Zelianos!5. Nevertheless, the document of 1089 makes it clear that the
monastery of Saint Panteleimon was not a direct heir to Zelianos’ domain,
since in the late 11th century what was left of the monastery of Zelianos already
belonged to Katzari6. This monastery remained autonomous till 1363, when
the Serbian Protos Dorotheos granted it to the Russian monastery of Saint
Panteleimon. In 1363 the name of Zelianos appears again in an interpolated
copy of an act of Dorotheos, concerning the donation of the monastery of
Katzari to the Russians: eig 1ov Quoxa Qéovra &md 100 Zehldvov nai
Maxguyévoug!?. In this instance the name of Zelianos is simply a place-name
in the vicinity of Katzari.

10. Actes de Xénophon, ed. by Denise PAPACHRYSSANTHOU, Paris 1986, AA XV,
59-75, No 1, 1. 126-127.

11. I1. XPHZTOY, TO °Aytov "Ogog. ABwvixn soitela - lotogpla, téyvn, Ewn,
Athens 1987, 61 and 65; IIAAXPYSANOOY, Op. cit., 244 and notes 297-298.

12. Actes de Xénophon, No 1, 1. 133-134,

13. Ibid., No 1, 1. 135.

14. Ibid.,, No 1, 1. 136.

15. Ibid., 7-9. The editor offers no opinion about Zelianos’ origin.

16. Cf. note 10,
17. Actes de Saint Pantéléémon, 111, No 13, 1. 12 (in the text of the interpolated

copy B).
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4) 1612. The Zelianos Monastery in a Slavic document

The monastery of Zelianos is mentioned again in 1612 in an unpublished
Serbian act of the Xenophontos Monastery: o BeAHKOY plkoy Ao oBHTEAN
ZEAANOBhI CH pPEYL AO KAUPA. H TIOYHNETh MNPhBA BOYAA HC MNOA
BWAENHUE ZEAANOBBI H E'LXOAHTh O BpbAO...!8. The term is again «the
monastery of Zelianos» - OBHTEARI ZEAANOERI, but this is not surprising, since
the document is a compilation of older Greek acts. It summarises the sites
where boundary marks (Beak, i. e. fothar) of the Xenophontos monastery
were placed and the passage A0 OBHTEALI ZEAANOBBI CH peub A0 Kaupa
corresponds directly to the act of 1089: tov Kdttapn fitou Tfig uoviig 1o
ZeMdvov!9, The name of the monastery is transliterated exactly as it was in the
Greek original - Zeaanosm (Zelanovy) and this fact indicates that the Serbian
scribe was unaware of the Slavic origin of the name. Hence it appears that the
place-name was already quite obsolete. The only objection to these conclusions
can be based on the statement of the text that the first boundary mark of
Xenophontos was set in the neighbourhood of Zelianos’ watermill: u
MOYHNETh MPLBA BOAA HC NOA BWAENHUE ZEAANOERI H BHLYXOAHTH O
EphAo. The passage corresponds to the act of 1089 (elg 10 dxpov Tiig Phxewg
raTwlev 100 POAWYOC TOU ZeAldvou20), but not so completely as in the first
case. The re-arrangement of the text makes it clear that the compiler knew the
exact site of the mill, so it is probable that the name of Zelianos was not
forgotten until the beginning of the seventeenth century. Nevertheless, it is
certain that the Serbian document reproduces the name mechanically and
consequently contains no data about any further development of Zelianos’
foundation.

Therefore, the only conclusion one may draw from points 3 and 4 is that
first hand evidence of the existence of Zelianos’ monastery disappears before
the year 1100.

18. «Near the great river not far from the monastery of Zelianos, i.e., not far from
Katzari. The first sign is situated right under Zelianos’ watermill and climbs upwards to
the mountain crest» (my translation).

19. Cf. note 10.

20. Cf. note 14.
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Changes in the property

We have no information about Zelianos’ early domain, since the only
piece of land described by the document of 1033-1034 is the one Zelianos lost
in favour of the monk Ephraim. It was situated on a hill and its boundaries
coincided with the streams forming the natural borders of the hill to the east and
to the west: xal éotiv O meQLOOLOUOS avTOD OUTWG: ®aBwg al puniéal xal T&
xnehdia lotavtal TEOG PEV TO HUTHOV UEQOG QUAXNY XoNpaTiCwy dpoiwg xai
TTROG TO AVATOAMROV UEQOG ETEQPOV QuaniTtiLy, TO 8¢ SLapéoou QaxOVNY Habwg
dvépyetar uéxoL Tod pdxovog dvapetaky tav dvo guanttlinv, tva Exel adtod
roBwg %ot 10 Suraiwuo atrod meguéxel?l. The only valuable thing on this
terrain were some apple trees and cells in its western part and the lack of other
cultivation confirms the description of the place as a hermitage (TOmov YpuyLxiic
avtod Evexev owmpiag??). No neighbours are mentioned, so the exact locality
of the land remains unknown.

It seems that at this time Zelianos had some connections with the
monastery of Katzari23, because the Abbot of Katzari Christodoulos stresses
that his spiritual father, Anthony, had assigned to the monk Ephraim a piece of
land which belonged to Zelianos. In 1089 there was a monastery of Saint
Ephraim in the vicinity of the monasteries of Katzari and Zelianos?4, so a
conjecture can be made that it was founded on the land formerly owned by
Zelianos. Forty years earlier, in 991 and in 996, Anthony appears as Katzari’s
Abbot in two documents of the Great Lavra?s and it is probable that in 1033-
1034 he was still alive. The way in which Christodoulos acts, demonstrates that
Zelianos was dependent on the decisions of Anthony and one may suggest that
Zelianos was Anthony’s disciple. Nevertheless, there is an obvious
differentiation between the part of Zelianos (eig T6 uépog tot Zehdvou?6) and
the part of Christodoulos (xdyw & povaxog Xotdédoviog nai ol ®at’ éue

21. Actes de Saint Pantéléémoén, No 2, 1. 25-28.

22. Cf. note 5.

23. Cf. XpHZTOY, Op. Cil., 61.

24, Actes de Xénophon, No 1,1. 128.

25. Actes de Lavra I, ed. by P. LEMERLE, A. GUILLOU, N. SVORONOS, Denise
PAPACHRYSSANTHOU, Paris 1970, AA V, No 9, 1. 41-42 and No 12, 1. 26.

26. Cf. note 7.
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pobntal xai duddoyoi??), so the interpretation we propose is that both Zelianos
and Christodoulos were Anthony’s disciples, but it was Christodoulos who was
elected to be Katzari’s Abbot, whereas Zelianos probably seceded from the
monastery, retaining the usucaption of some lands which belonged to it. Such
an explanation is supported by the opinion of the editors of the document, P.
Lemerle and G. Dagron, who believe that Anthony’s conscience was not clear
with regard to Zelianos’ land?8. As they point out, the phrases 1a yap d6Eavta
TV Tatéguwy ol Betol vopor draxedevovrar ol waldeg dvtégelv ol duvavrou2?
and td 8¢ xatalewpBévra tomittia dmeg ¢déomolev i povn tob Kattapr, xoté-
Atov #dyd & povoyog XoLotddovhog elg TO uépog Tod Zeldvou Sud T ToD
©eob ¢vtolnv30 indicate that Zelianos disagreed with the abuse of his rights. It
seems that Christodoulos and Anthony feared that his protest against the
donation of his land might damage the monk Ephraim and the contract they
were trying to sign with the Abbot of Saint Tryphon, so they decided to
recompense him with a piece of abandoned land possessed by the monastery of
Katzari. This land is described as tomitCio; infortunately we dispose no further
information about it. Though the relations between Anthony and Zelianos
cannot be clarified in detail because of the lack of precise data, we can assume
that it was Zelianos’ occupation of Katzari’s land which gave rise to the latent
conflict described in the document.

The act of 1089 concerns a terrain the Abbot of Katzari had bestowed up
on the monastery of Xenophontos: diéQyeton dg 71pdg SVOLY xEaT@V 16 AUTO
pudniov &vwbev T@v ‘Ayiwv "ATTO0TOAWV RaTOVIA €l TOV TOTAUOV RQUTHV
TOV atov moTapdv Rotégxetal elg Tnv piEw tob avtod motapod nai tod
ROTEQXOUEVOU Ao TOU Zehdvou &viuxpd 1OV PUAWYVOG TOU ®vpod
Awovuoiov, atgégpetar TTROG AVATOAGS XQAT@V TO QUAXLOV TOD Zehdvou
avépxetan v SeEud 10 Evhoromnelov Tiig poviig 100 Bagvafittn xai dmodidet
elg 10 dmpov Tiig pPlxews kGtwBev TOD pPUlwvog Tob Zeildvov, EvBa nai
fiokato3!. This time the name of Zelianos is connected with a watermill, a river

27. Cf. note 8.

28. Actes de Saint PantéléémoOn, 32.

29. Ibid., No 2, 1. 28-29.

30. Cf. note 7.

31. Actes de Xénophon, no 1, 1. 120-122 and 132-136.
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and a stream in the vicinity of the Barnabitze’s monastery. It seems that the
river and the stream formed the south and the west boundary of Zelianos’ land.

The basic conclusion one may draw from these data is that in the second
half of the eleventh century the monastery of Zelianos was probably a self-
sufficient economic unit.

The document of 1363 informs us that the place of Zelianos lay to the
north of Katzari: éégyetan 16 povontatty o tob Katlaon xol natépxetan 10
HOVOTLATLY IxQOV ®aTwBOev, otpégetar deEud mpdg BORELOV HEQOS RATOHPOQ
0p0@G elg TOV QUaxa géovia Ao ToT Zehdvou xai Maxpuyévoug32. This fact
makes it clear that in the middle of the 14th century the Athonites were still
aware that the place-names Katzari and Zelianou were not completely
identical.

Locality of the foundation

As already pointed out, the monastery of Zelianos was located in the
vicinity of Katzari. The sources contain no direct indications about the place
where the two foundations were built, but the later Russian descriptions of Saint
Panteleemon monastery point out that in 1766 the land of Katzari was used for
the establishment of the Xenophontos skete33.

G. Smyrnakes identifies the monastery of Katzari with some ruins he saw
near the stream of Chrysorrares, not far from the monastery of Pantokrator3?,
but the data we have already commented on do not agree with this conjecture.
More acceptable seems to be the information of Papachryssanthou, who
declares that the modern place-name Katzari is to be found 1.5 km to the north-
east of the Old Rossikon Monastery3S. These references make clear that the
monasteries of Katzari and Zelianos were situated on the western slope of the
peninsula, between the Old Rossikon and Xenophontos. The only study of
Mount Athos’ topography is that of Papazotos and this locates the monastery

32. Cf. note 17.

33. Russkij monastyr’ svjatago velikomudenika i celitelja Panteleimona na Svjatoj
Gore ABonskoj, Moskva 18867, 31.

34. T. ZMYPNAKHE, TO “Aytov *Opog, Athens 1903 (reprinted in Karyes 1988),
678.

35. Actes de Xénophon, 9.
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of Katzari in the rear part of an «ancient vineyard» of the Russian monastery36,
Papazotos’ map offers no details, but elucidates the fact that the place-names
Katzari and Barnabitze are to be found on the two banks of the stream which
flows from Makrygenes towards the new monastery of Saint Panteleemon. The
passage xatogoga 008G elg TOV vana Qéovia amd toh Zehdvou noi
Maxguyévoug?’ indicates that Zelianos’ foundation was situated on the same
stream, so one may suggest that it lay higher than the monastery of Katzari and
not far from the modern road connecting Karyes with Xenophontos and
Vatopedi, where even today the visitor may see the cross of Makrygenes.

Origin of the name

As it was often the practice in Athos’ early settlements, the Zelianos’
monastery was named after its founder, who lived during the first half of the
11th century.

There is no direct evidence of the language spoken by Zelianos and his
congregation, but the name is undoubtedly of Slavic origin. The common
genitive form Zelidvov derives from the Slavic genitive ZKeamNoB®
(Zeljanov), or Keawanogn (Zelianov) with the nominative form ¥Keamnn
(Zeljan). This nominative is attested as a Serbian place-name in a chrysobull
Stephan Uros I issued for Chilandar between 1254 and 1264: o 4phNOH ropm
NOAL ZEMAE H Ch METAMM KAKO K WTh NPRAAE BhIAO. ZEMAA NA MOphI
COYAb 2KEAHANB, CEAO TPLNOBA M Ch METAMH, KAKO K WTh npmre
Bhing.38

The name Zeljan seems to derive from the Slavic root mea-(zhelj),
apparent in the word :keakTu (zheléti) and meaning, according to Franz von

36. A. Parazotos, Recherches topographiques au Mont Athos, Géographie
historique du monde méditerranéen, Paris 1988, 154-155 and 162-163 (fig. 2).

37. Cf. note 17.

38. «Near the Black Mountain with half the land and with the same land boundaries
it previously had. Land near the sea, the narrow pass of Zelian, the village Trinova with
the boundaries it had before» (my translation); cf. Actes de Chilandar II. Actes slaves,
ed. by L. PETIT and B. KORABLEY, Viz.Vrem., PriloZenie I k XIX-mu tomu, Sankt-
Petersburg 1915 (reprinted in Amsterdam 1975), 382, No 4, |. 159-161.
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Miklosich, émBupely, O¢iewv or mevBeiv. It can be found even today in rural
districts of Bulgaria and Serbia. If the etymology proposed is right, the name
Zeljan corresponds to the Greek name I1680¢g or IToOnTOCH.

The documents make it clear that Zelianos was not an eminent person, so
he may have originated from the Chalkidiki peninsula or even from Ierissos,
where the presence of Bulgarian Slavs is attested by some early documents of
the Monasteries of Iviron (982)4! and the Lavra (989)42. Three centuries later,

in 1341, a praktikon describing the possessions of Iviron in the village
Radolibos on the Strymon43 mentions the paroikos Muoni 6 viog 10D

Zelavov#4. The majority of the paroikoi registered in the document are Slavs,

39, Franz von MIKLOSICH, Lexicon palaeoslovenico-graeco-latinum, Vienna 1865
(reprinted in Aalen 1963), 193.

40, Actes d’Iviron 1, ed. by J. LEFORT, N. OIKONOMIDES, Denise PAPA-
CHRYSANTHOU avec la collaboration d’Héléne METREVELI, Paris 1985, AA XIV, 121,
No 4, 1. 5, No 5, 1. 13; cf. "Ayyehxn AAIOY-OQMAAAKH, “H &ypotinn xotvwvia oty
Dotepn Bulovewvn Exoyn, Athens 1987, 154 and note 9.

41. Actes d’Iviron 1, 117-129, No 4, 1. 1-18; N. L. SREZNEVsKI, Iz obozrenija
glagoli¢eskih pamijatnikov, Izvestija imperatorskago arheologiéeskago obsdestva 3,
1861, 1-8; P. USPENSKU, Suzdenie ob Afono-iverskom akte 982 goda i o glagoli®eskoj
podpisi na nem popa Giorgija, Izvestija imperatorskago arheologiceskago ob3cestva s,
1865, 13-18; J. IvaNov, Biigarski starini iz Makedonija, Sofia 1931, 21-23 (reprinted in
Sofia 1970); F. DOLGER, Ein Fall slavischer Einsiediung im Hinterland von Thessalonike
im 10. Jahrhundert, Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Academie der Wissenschaften,
Philosophisch-historische Klasse, Jahrgang 1952, Heft 1, Munich 1952, 1-28; G. SOULIS,
On the Slavic settlement in Hierissos in the tenth century, Byzantion 23, 1953, 67-72
(reprinted in T'. ZovAHZ, ‘lotopuxd ueAernuara, Athens 1980, 29-34); Vasilka
TAPKOVA-ZAIMOVA, Svedenija za bllgari v Zitieto na Sv. Atanasij, Izsledvanija v &est na
akad. Dimitdr Delev po sluéaj 80 godisninata mu, Sofia 1958, 759-762; 1. BozZiLov,
Btlgarite vitv Vizantiskata imperija (as in fn. 2), 81.

42. Actes de Lavral, No 8, 1. 10-11: 10 xdatgov tic "EQLoood, ouveyyilel 8¢ xai
T 8peL 10T “Abw- ToTUTO MALioTaLg oals Tals énnpeials TETOUXWUEVOV, xai udAioTa
Tals TV €x YELTOVWY oixovviwy Bovdydowy éxdpouais xexaxwuévoy, cf. 1. DUICEV,
Prou¢vanija virhu bllgarskoto srednovekovie, Sbornik na Bllgarskata Akademija na
Naukite, vol. XLI-1, Sofia 1945, 21-24.

43. J. LEFORT, Radolibos: population et paysage, TM 9, 1985, 195-234,

44. Actes d’lviron IV, ed. by J. LEFORT, N. OIKONOMIDES, Denise PAPA-
CHRYSSANTHOU, Vassiliki KRAVARI avec la collaboration d'Héléne METREVELI, Paris
1995, AA XIX, No 87 (A), L. 215, No 87 (B), L. 238.
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so we may conclude that at this time the name XKeamnn was in common use
among the Bulgarian Slavs in the vicinity of the Chalkidiki peninsula and that
its transliteration in Greek as Zeldvoc was a current one4S. The monastery of
Zelianos can be therefore described as a Bulgarian foundation.

The essential difference between the monastery of Zelianou and the later
Slavic institutions on Athos is that the former began its existence by taking the
name of its founder, a Slav, who could well have been a Byzantine subject. It
was a Slavic monastic institution from its inception, while all the other
monasteries which gradually took on a Slavic character were originally
established as Greek monastic institutions. The former was a minor habitation
named after its founder, while the others were major habitations, which at a
certain moment were taken over by the Slavs. This is evidence, therefore, of the
fact that the Slavic population of the Balkan peninsula participated, though on
a limited scale, in the life of the monastic community on Athos in the early 11th
century. Nevertheless, we must stress that the Athonites never paid any
attention to Zelianos’origin and always perceived him not as a foreigner, but as
an integral part of their society.

45. F. BRUNET, Sur I’hellénisation des toponymes slaves en Macédoine byzantine,
T™ 9, 1985, 235-265.
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CYRIL PAVLIKIANOV, ‘H povi 10d Zehdvou: TO mpdTto ohafind pova-
oo nafidpupa ot6 “Ayiov “0Opog

To mpdTo dBvirO PoviedELo dueca oxeTiCOuevo pé atopa ohafuriic xata-
YOYTIG XQOVOAOYELTOL OTA péoa TOD Evdendtov aidvog, Stov oTig nyeg Eppa-
vitetaw i povi 1ot Zedwdvou. TO Svopa Zehdvog elvar avapgpiBoha ohofuxiic
npoerevoews. “H eldomotog dlagopd peta&y Tiig povig 1ot ZeAtdvou xoi tdv
roOLdQUUATWYV, TOV dtatnENOnxav g ohaPuxég Eotieg uéyoL onpega, Eyreltal
0td yeyovog 8t 1 e Eyuve yvowoth otdv *ABwva pg 10 dvopa Tov oAdBou
idouth g, 6 dmolog xdAhiota B3 wTogoloe Vi xaTdyeToL Xai Ao Té 66N
Tiig avtoxgatToplag. "Arotelotoe, OnAadN, OAOPIKO POVOOTIRO HEVIQO QITo
™y Wovon g, Evd Sha tad twéAowTe povaoThpa, Tov Babutaio TeQLitbav
ot yéowa oAdBwv povayav, WeuBmay mg EAAnvoguva. Zuvenmg, fidn dd
tov IA " aldva, ol ohafuxol mAnBuopol v BoAxoviov Petelxov atiy Twn Tig
dBwvixiic povaotixiic xoLvoTTog.
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