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Ioanna Stoufi-Poulimenou

REGARDING THE DATING OF THE CHURCH
OF THE PANAGIA GORGOEPEKOOS IN ATHENS

H exxAnoia tg Iavayiac Iopyoennxdov otnv A6-
va amoTeAel Eva unicum oty PuavTivi aoXLTEXTOVIXT]
xat Exer ovvoebel ue tov fuiavtivo «xdaoixiouod». H
XOOVOAOYNON TNS amoTéAeoe onueio Stapmviag, xa-
Oa¢ Exel yoovoroynbei amo tov 90 éw¢ tov 150 aud-
va, ue 70 téAog tov 120v ardva va €xel mpotabel wg
1 EMHOATEOTEQN TEQIODOS QVEYEQONS TNG. 20T000,
oty goyaoia uas Oa mooorwadnoovue va dei§ovue oTL
vrapyovv dedouéva mov Ba umwopovoav va xoovolo-
ynoovv 1o uvnueio otov 130 atdva, otn SLAoxELd TNG

@oayxixnis xvotaoyiag.

A€Eerg nAherdra

Meoopvlavtivi mepiodog, votepofulavtivi mepiodog, poa-
yxoxoatia, apyLtexTovixy, YAvTTIXY, spolia, AOqiva, ITava-
yia F'ogoyoem*00g.

T he small church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos', ded-
icated to the Dormition of the Virgin Mary, stands in
central Athens, close to the city’s Greek Orthodox cathe-
dral (metropolis)®. Also known as the Little Metropolis
or Hagios Eleutherios, the monument has been studied

* Associated Professor, University of Athens, istoufh@theol.uoa.gr

! This article is an expanded version of the paper presented at
the 23rd International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Belgrade,
22-27 August 2016.

2 For the epithet Gorgoepekoos (= Swift-hearing) and the icon
of the Virgin H AOHNAIA 'OPT'OEITHKOOZ, in the Museum
Collection of the church of St George in Old Cairo, see D. Gr.
Kampouroglous, «H Iavayie tdv ABnvav»s, DChAE 2 (1894),
80-81. Idem, Ai maratal AOfjvar, Athens 1922, 221. 1. Vitaliotis,
«H gméva g @cotérov Topyoemmudov tov Katoov xat n ap-
yoworoyia g Pulaviivig ABfvae», H Bulavtivy AOiva, Ade-
Ovés Svvédpro, Byzantine and Christian Museum - University
of Peloponnese, Abstracts of Communications, Athens 2016, 3-4.

AXAE A®" (2018), 195-206

The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos in Athens
is an unicum in Byzantine architecture and has been
linked to a Byzantine “classicism”. Its dating has
been a point of argument, as it has been dated from
the ninth to the fifteenth century, but the end of the
twelfth century has been proposed as the most prob-
able period of its construction. It will be shown that
there is evidence for dating the monument in the thir-
teenth century, during the period of Frankish rule.

Keywords

Middle Byzantine period; Late Byzantine period; Frankish
rule; architecture; sculpture; spolia, Athens; the church of
the Panagia Gorgoepekoos in Athens.

or referred to by several researchers, Greek and foreign,
and was included by the late Professor Charalampos
Bouras in two of his seminal monographs, one of them
devoted to Byzantine Athens?.

There is no historical testimony relating to the erec-
tion of the church. In all probability it was the katho-
likon of a small monastery which existed as a dependency

3 First, we mention the old important publication of K. Michel —
A. Struck, «Die mittelbyzantinischen Kirchen Athens», AM 31
(1906), 279-324, figs 5-29, pls XX-XXI. The numbering of the
spolia by Michel — Struck is followed in this paper. Also see A.
Grabar, Sculptures byzantines du Moyen Age, II (Xle - XIVe
siecle), Paris 1976, 96-99, pls LXV-LXX. Ch. Bouras — L. Boura, H
EAAadixn vaodouia xatd tov 120 aidva, Athens 2002, 44-49 and
Ch. Bouras, Bulavtivi AOnva, 100g-120¢ ai., Athens 2010, 158-
165, with earlier bibliography, and recently B. Kiilerich, «Making
Sense of the Spolia in the Little Metropolis in Athens», Arte Me-
dievale TV (2005), 2, 95-114.
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Fig. 1, a, b. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos.
a. Plan and b. longitudinal section.

(metochion) of the Kaisariani monastery in the mid-sev-
enteenth century*. By the early eighteenth century it be-
longed to the Metropolitan See of Athens and, accord-
ing to Barskij’s drawing, was included in the residential
complex of the bishop®.

The Panagia Gorgoepekoos is a cross-in-square
church (7.32x11.38 m.) of semi-complex, four-columned

*T. Neroutsos, Xototiavixal ABfvai, Athens 1899, 83, 84.
 Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixij vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 44-46.
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type with dome and a narthex at the west® (Figs 1-4). At
the east end it terminates in an apse, which is semi-hex-
agonal on the outside. Semi circular barrel vaults cover
the arms of the cross, the corner bays and the trans-
verse-vaulted narthex. A single semi circular barrel
vault covers the west arm of the cross and the longitudi-
nal vault of the narthex. This unified construction also
known from other Middle Byzantine churches in Ath-
ens, such as Prophet Elijah at the Staropazaro (second
quarter of 11th century)’, St John in Plaka (probably
late 12th or 13th century, wall-paintings 13th centu-
ry)® and St Nicholas Ragavas (mid-11th century)®. The
vaults of the east corner bays and those of the prothesis
and the diakonikon are also unified. The result is that
the parts of the church are not seen as self-contained.

The illumination of the church is rather poor. There
are eight single-lobed windows in the dome and one
double-lobe window in the north, the south and the west
arms of the cross. The narthex is additionally lit by a
single-lobed window in both the north and the south
side, and the sanctuary by a double-lobed window in
the central apse and a single-lobed window in the wall
of both the prothesis and the diakonikon.

The dome of the church is of the so-called “Athenian
type”, with marble colonettes in the corners and har-
monious proportions. The church stands on a pedestal
and is built with carefully-dressed stone blocks with lit-
tle mortar between them, thus giving the impression of
ashlar masonry. The size of the stone blocks in the east
wall varies considerably and large stone blocks have
been set vertically. We do not know if all these stones
are spolia. The cornices are ancient spolia with mould-
ings or new pieces that are copies of the ancient ones.

® For the architecture of the church see N. Gkioles, Bvavtivi va-
odouia (600-1204), Athens 1992, 145-146. Ch. Bouras, BvlavTi-
vil xar uetafvlavuvy apxitextovixy otnv EAAada, Athens
2001, 124-125. Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixij vaodouia, op.cit. (n.
3), 46, 48. Bouras, Bviavtivii AGjva, op.cit. (n. 3), 159-163. G.
Poulimenos, Az6 tov yototiavixo Iapbeviva otov Avoavdépo
Kavtavtéoylov, ABfva 2006, 96-101. Kiilerich, “Making Sense”,
op.cit. (n. 3), 95.

7 Bouras, Bulavtivii AGjva, op.cit. (n. 3), 169-171.

8 Bouras, op.cit., 188.

° Bouras, op.cit., 217.

10 Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadix1] vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 48. Bou-
ras, Bulavtivii AGijva, op.cit. (n. 3), 162.

AXAE A®" (2018), 195-206
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Fig. 2. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. The elevations of the church: east and west sides.
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Fig. 3. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. The elevation of
the church: north side.
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Fig. 4. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. The elevation

of the church: south side.

Bricks are used only in the arches of the windows of the
dome. The arches (pseudo-arches) of the rest of the win-
dows have been carved out of solid stones or in relief.

As is usual in other Middle-Byzantine churches of
Athens, harmonic divisions have been identified, as an
aesthetic system organizing the fagades of the church!’

The uniqueness of the monument lies in the exten-
sive use and the organization of a large number of an-
tique and Byzantine sculptures to embellish the exterior
surface of the walls. These spolia are carved with figu-
rative and decorative subjects or antique inscriptions.
The sculptures originate from Classical, Roman, Ear-
ly Christian and Middle-Byzantine monuments. Their
positioning creates the impression of a Doric frieze
with carved metopes and plain surfaces instead of tri-

' G. Poulimenos, «Harmonious sketches outside Byzantine chur-
ches in Greece», Proceedings of the 21st International Congress
of Byzantine Studies (London 21-26 August 2006 ), 111. Abstracts
of Communications, London 2006, 316-317. Idem, And tov yot-
oniavixo Iapbeviva, op.cit. (n. 6), 91-92, fig. 53.

198

glyphs, which runs around all sides of the church. Spe-
cial prominence has been given to the sculptures on the
west and east sides of the church, and on the arms of the
cross under the roof gables.

No Byzantine wall-paintings are preserved. Until
1862 Post-Byzantine wall-paintings survived in the in-
terior of the church, which are known from Paul Du-
rand’s drawings'2

The dating of the church is difficult, due to the lack
of any historical, epigraphic, or specific objective evi-
dence, and is a much-debated issue. Dates ranging from
the ninth to the fifteenth century have been proposed®.

12T, Kalantzopoulou, «Zy£dia. tov Durand yuo Tov d1d®oouo g
Mavaylog Fopyosnmrdov», 18th Symposium of the Christian Ar-
chaeological Society (Athens 1998), 28.

3 For the dating of the church, Michel — Struck, «Die mittelbyz-
antinischen Kirchen», op.cit. (n. 3), 321-322 (9th century). A. H.
S. Megaw, «The Chronology of some Middle-Byzantine Churches»,
BSA, 32(1931-1932), 100, 112 (into the 12th century). M. Chatzi-
dakis, «Architectur», Propylden Kunstgeschichte, 111, Berlin 1968,
236. Idem, «Meoofvtoaviwi Téyvn», IEE, 9, Athens 1980, 399

AXAE A®" (2018), 195-206
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Fig. 5. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. The inscription in the west corner of the south wall.

However, the end of the twelfth century and specifically
the years between 1182 and 1204 has been considered the
most likely. This last dating is based on the Byzantine
“classicism” of the church, evident in its construction,
morphology and decoration'®. It was pre-eminently M.
Chatzidakis who linked the erection of the church to the
ideas and activity of Michael Choniates (1182-1204)%,
the last Orthodox Bishop of Athens and a man of letters,
almost twenty years before the Franks occupied the city.
Recently, B. Kiilerich proposed a date in the second
half of the fifteenth century and challenged the idea of
the church’s foundation by Michael Choniates!'®. Her
proposal is based mainly on the antique inscription on a
block of an epistyle in the west corner of the south wall
of the church: HPAKAEQN HPAKAEQNOX KH®EI-
JIEYY. AQPOOEA IXITENOYX/ MYPPINOYZXIOY
OYI'ATHP (IG, 113, 6419)" (Fig. 5).This inscription

(12th century). Grabar, Sculptures byzantines, op.cit. (n. 3), 96-97
(12thcentury). A. Frantz, The Church of the Holy Apostles at Ath-
ens (The Athenian Agora XX), Princeton, N. J. 1971, 32 note 1
(after 1200). Gkioles, Bviavtivij vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 6), 146 (12th
century). H. Maguire, “The Cage of the Crosses, Ancient and Me-
diaeval Sculptures on the Little Metropolis”, Ouuioua otyv uviun
tiic Aaoxapivas Mmovoa, 1, Athens 1994, 169 (12thor early 13th
century). Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAMadixi} vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 48.
Bouras, Bulavtivij Afrjva, op.cit. (n. 3), 165 (12th century). Kiile-
rich, “Making Sense”, op.cit. (n. 3), mainly 108 (after 1456).

4 Maguire, «The Cage of the Crosses», op.cit. (n. 13).

15 Chatzidakis, «MeoofuCavtivij Téxvn», op.cit. (n. 13), 399.

10 Kiilerich, «Making Sense», op.cit. (n. 3), 106 ff.

7" Inscriptiones Graecae, ed. Minor: Inscriptiones Atticae

AXAE A®" (2018), 195-206

was read by Cyriacus of Ancona, who first visited Ath-
ens in 1436. Because he made no reference to the church
of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos'®, it has been suggested
that this inscription was elsewhere when he read it and
that the church was built after 1436, probably after the
Ottoman occupation of Athens, in 1456%.

However, it is known that Cyriacus’ information
is not always reliable, as errors have been found both
in the transcription of inscriptions and the location
of monuments. With regard to the aforesaid Gorgoepe-
koos inscription, he failed to transcribe the first word?.
Moreover, Cyriacus does not seem to be accurate in his
information about the location of the inscription that is
to be found as the entrance pilaster in the church of St
Nicholas in the cemetery at Mavromation, Messene?!. In
addition, the quality of the construction and the overall
morphology of the Gorgoepekoos church rule out such
a late date.

Ch. Bouras, in his last study on Byzantine Athens, re-
peated his previous view that the monument dates from
the late twelfth century and rejected Kiilerich’s propos-
al, although without commenting extensively on it?

Euclidis anno posteriors, II1, 2, Berlin 1940, no 6419 (III 1736).
8 E. W. Bodnar, Cyriacus of Ancona and Athens (Collection La-
tomus, XLIII), Brussels — Berchem 1960, 179.

19 Kiilerich, “Making Sense”, op.cit. (n. 3), 108.

20 Bodnar, Cyriacus of Ancona, op.cit. (n. 18), 180.

2L A. Orlandos, «Ex 1iic yolotiaviriic Meoofivnes, ABME 11/1
(1969), 113. Also see Bouras, Buiavtivii AOiva, op.cit. (n. 3), 165.
22 Bouras, op.cit.
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Fig. 6. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. A
slab from the west facade (W 14).

The church is obviously an example of “Athenian
Byzantine classicism”?, It has harmonious proportions,
it stands on a high pedestal and it has classicist archi-
tectural features, such as pediments and cornices with
mouldings, as well as many antique sculptures incor-
porated into the exterior, which coexist with Christian
ones. Thus, it is not the antique sculptures themselves
that suggest “classicism” but the organization of all the
sculptural elements, which evokes an antique Doric
frieze.

Furthermore, on the exterior of the church, the walls
of the arms of the cross are articulated in such a way

2 On the “classicism” of the monument, Michel — Struck, «Die
mittelbyzantinischen Kirchen», op.cit. (n. 3). J. A. Hamilton, By-
zantine Architecture and Decoration, London 1933, 100-102. Ch.
Delvoye, L’art byzantin, Paris 1967, 206. Chatzidakis, «Meoofv-
Cavviy Téxvn», op.cit. (n. 13), 398-399. Maguire, «The Cage of
the Crosses», op.cit. (n. 13), 169. Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAladixi]
vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 48. Poulimenos, Axd TOV Y010TIOVI®G
Hapbsviva, op.cit. (n. 6), 100-101, 118-119. A. Papalexandrou,
«Memory Tattered and Torn: Spolia in the Heartland of Byzan-
tine Hellenism», R. M. van Dyke - S. E. Alcock (eds), Archae-
ologies of Memory, Oxford 2003, 62. Kiilerich, «Making Sense»,
op.cit. (n. 3), 106.
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Fig. 7. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. A slab
from the east facade (O 50).

as to evoke the form of a prostyle four-column ancient
temple?. Last, the emphasis on the embellishment of the
west and east sides of the church could refer to a similar
enhancement of antique buildings with the sculptural
decoration of the pediments. It appears that in the Gor-
goepekoos there is a particular interest in emphasizing
the external decoration of the church.

With regard to typology and morphology, the monu-
ment undoubtedly represents a mature phase of Byzan-
tine architecture of the “Greek School” and cannot be
dated earlier than the late twelfth century. However, the
question is: can it be dated later and, if so, how much
later?

The pedestal is certainly a feature of twelfth-centu-
ry church architecture®. However, several monuments
now considered to have been built during the period of
Frankish rule and particularly in the thirteenth century,
have a pedestal. We mention indicatively, the church of
the Dormition of the Virgin Mary at Merbaka in the

24 Poulimenos, And tov yototiavixd Iabeviva, op.cit. (n. 6),
99, fig. 60.
25 Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixij vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 382.

AXAE A®" (2018), 195-206
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Argolid?, the church of Christ the Saviour at Alepochori
near Megara?’, and the church of the Panagia Katholiki
at Gastouni in the western Peloponnese?.

Large, carved stone blocks laid in courses or verti-
cally mounted in an opus pseudo-cloisonné masonry
or pseudo-isodomum are known from monuments of
the early thirteenth century and later in Greece, such
as the churches of St Demetrios at Chania-Avlonari
in Euboea®, St George (Omorphi Ekklesia) at Galatsi
in Athens®, St Athanasios in Megara®!, the Omorphi

% G. Hadji-Minaglou, L’église de la Dormition de la Vierge a Mer-
baka (HagiaTriada ), Paris 1992, 82-83, figs 59-61. Bouras, Buia-
vovi xau uetafulovnvii agyitextovixi, op.cit. (n. 6), 172-173,
fig. 199. G. D. R. Sanders, «Use of Ancient Spolia to Make Per-
sonal and Political Statements: William of Moerbeke’s Church at
Merbaka (Ayia Triada, Argolida)», Hesperia 84 (2015), 599. Re-
garding the re-dating of the church to the 13th century see G.
Nikolakopoulos, Evrotytouéva xeoouixa. 1. Ta xeoauixd tng
Iavayiag tov Méouraxa ts NavmAiag, Athens 1979, 37. K.
Tsouris, O xeoauomrAaotinos Stdxoouos tav Votegofuiavtivary
uvnueiwv tig Pooetodvtixi)c ‘EALddog, Kavala 1988, 102, 113-
114. G. D. R. Sanders, «Three Peloponnesian Churches and their
Importance for the Chronology of Late 13th and Early 14th. Cen-
tury Pottery in the Eastern Mediterranean», Recherches sur la
céramique byzantine, Actes du colloque organisé par I'Ecole fran-
caise d’Athénes et I’Université de Strasbourg II (Athénes 8-10
avril 1987), eds V. Déroche — J.-M. Spieser, Paris 1989, 189-194.
Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAaduxij vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 332-333.

' D. Mouriki, Oi totyoyoa@ies 100 Swtioa xovid 016 Alemo-
xot ths Meyapidog, Athens 1978, 5-10, pl. 1.

2 D. Athanasoulis, «<H avayoovoldynon tov vaou g Havayiog
e KabBohnic ot Taotoivn», DChAE 24 (2003), 64, fig. 1. Bouras
—Boura, ‘H é\Maduxij vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 107, figs 98, 99.

» Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixi] vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 334-335,
fig. 388.

¥ A. Vassilaki-Karakatsani, Oi totyoyoagies tis "Ouoogns Ex-
xAnowag otqv AOnva, Athens 1971, pl. 1B. Regarding the dating of
the monument in the 13th century, see Bouras—Boura, ‘H éAAadix1
vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 99-102, fig. 89. Bouras, Bviavtivij AOijva,
op.cit. (n. 3), 154-157, figs 117-120. S. Kalopissi-Verti, «Relations
between East and West in the Lordship of Athens and Thebes after
1204: Archaeological and Artistic Evidence», Archaeology and the
Crusades. Proceedings of the Round Table (Nicosia, 1 February
2005), eds P. Edbury — S. Kalopissi-Verti, Athens 2007, 18 note 46.
St. Mamaloukos, «Architectural Trends in Central Greece around
the Year 1300», International Scientific Forum “Banjska Monas-
tery and King Milutin Era” (Banjska - Kosovska Mitrovica, 22-25
September 2005) (AEN EXEI AHMOZIEY®EI).

31 1. Stoufi-Poulimenou, «O vadg tov Ayiov ABavaciov otov

AXAE A® (2018), 195-206

Fig. 8. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. A
slab from the south fagade (S 30).

Ekklesia on Aegina®, the katholikon of the Hellenika
monastery at Antheia in Messenia®, the exonarthex of
Porta Panagia at Pyle of Trikkala in Thessaly** and the
Metropolis (St Demetrios) at Mistra™.

It has also been observed that the use of spolia in the
external walls of churches increased during the period
of Latin rule®. Examples include monuments of greater

ndumo twv Meydowv», DChAE 26 (2005), 74, 76, figs 5, 6. Ea-
dem, Bulavtivés exxAnoies otov xdumo twv Meydowv, Athens
2007, 50, figs 5, 8.

2 Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixi} vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 55-57,
fig. 35.

3 M. Kappas, «Exxhnoieg tng Mntoontdhewg Meoonviag and to
1204 éwg »ar 1o 1500», Xototiavixi Meoonvia. Mvnueia xat
totopia g Iepds Mntoomodews Meoonviag, Kalamata 2010,
218-219, 222.

3 According to St. Mamaloukos, the exonarthex of the Porta Panag-
ia church probably dates to the early 13th century, Bouras — Boura,
H éAAaduxij vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 273-274 note 9, fig. 315.

3 Bouras, Bulavtivi xat uetafviavtivi aoxttextovixi, op.cit.
(n. 6), 184, fig. 218. G. Marinou, Aytog Anuijtotos. H Mntodmoln
tov Mvotod, Athens 2002, 213-214, pl. 75.

% Bouras, Bulavtiviy xat uetafuvavtivi aoxttextovixi, op.cit.
(n. 6), 189, 196-197.
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Fig. 9. Athens, The church of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos. Spolia as lintel of the north entrance.

or lesser importance, such as the church of the Dormi-
tion of the Virgin at Merbaka in the Argolid¥, of St
John at Keria in Mani*and of the Panagia at Vathia in
Euboea®.

A further characteristic of thirteenth-century and
later church architecture in Greece is the carving of the
window archesout of the same stone lintel as the mason-
ry. We mention examples from Attica (Omorphi Ekkle-
sia at Galatsi in Athens*, St Athanasios, St George at
Orkos and the church of Christ the Saviour in Megara*!,

37 Bouras, Bulavnivi] xat uetafvlavtivi aoxttextovixy, op.cit.
(n. 6), 173, fig. 199. Sanders, «Use of Ancient Spolia», op.cit. (n.
26), 584, 598-599.

¥ Bouras, op. cit., 189, fig. 226.

¥ Bouras, op. cit., 198, fig. 233.

# Vassilaki-Karakatsani, Oi toiyoyoa@ieg, op.cit. (n. 30), pl. 1.

4 Stoufi-Poulimenou, Bviavtivés exxAnoies, op.cit. (n. 31), figs
5, 28, 54, 55.
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the church of Christ the Saviour at Alepochori), Aegina
(Omorphi Ekklesia, possibly 13th century)** and Thes-
saly (exonarthex of Porta Panaghia at Pyle of Trikkala)*.

An important criterion for dating the Panagia Gor-
goepekoos church is the sculptural decoration. However,
apart from the old publication of K. Michel and A.
Struck, there is no systematic study of the Christian
sculptures, and the impression is that all the sculptural
decoration of the church consists of spolia. It has been
argued, especially by those who accept a dating of the

42 Bouras — Boura, ‘H é\Aadux1j vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 56, fig. 35.
4 Bouras — Boura, op. cit., 274, fig. 315. For morphological and
constructional features of Byzantine church building in the
13th century, see also A. Louvi-Kizi, «Avtixég emidodoels otovg
te6Tovg ddunong Pulavtivdv vadvs, 18th Symposium of the
Christian Archaeological Society (Athens 1998), 37-38. St. Mama-
loukos, «O vadg Tov Ayiov ITolvrdomov oty Tavdayoa (Mmd-
t01) Bowwtiag», DChAE 25 (2004), 127-140.

AXAE A®" (2018), 195-206
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church to the late twelfth century that the sculptures
which date back to the twelfth century were created at the
same time as the church. However, careful observation
reveals convincingly that most of them are too spolia.

More than twenty sculptures from K. Michel and A.
Struck’s list can be dated to the twelfth century, most
of them toward the end of the century*. We mention
indicatively: on the west side of the church: (a) A slab (W
14) with two sphinxes and two lions flanking the tree of
life* (Fig. 6). (b) A slab (W 17) with two large sphinxes
positioned symmetrically to the right and left of the tree
of life, on whose branches are represented two smaller
lions with human heads. These two slabs are probably
products of the same workshop*. (¢) Two slabs (W 12,
W 19) of similar subject and style, which must come
from the same monument, are decorated above with he-
raldic griffins flanking the tree of life, which grows out
of a crock, and below with two eagles mauling snakes?.
(d) The slab (W 6) adorned with a knitted cross*.

On the east side: (a) A slab (O50) with a representation
of a lion attacking an antelope® (Fig. 7). (b) A slab (O71)

# Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAMadixij vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 48. Also
Grabar, Sculptures byzantines, op.cit. (n. 3), 96. Kiilerich, «Mak-
ing Sense», op.cit. (n. 3), 103-104.

4 The rendering of the animals is similar, e.g. on a closure panel
built into a wall of the church of St Demetrios (Megali Panagia)
in Thebes [Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAladix1j vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3),
152 fig. 161] and on a lintel from the Athenian Acropolis (M. Sk-
lavou-Mavroeide, I'l\vrta tov Bulavtivoy Movoeiov AOnvayv,
Athens 1999, 153 no 209).

* The subject, with similar treatment of the sphinxes, is known also
from closure panels (?) from the Stoa of Attalos in the Athenian Ag-
ora, Sklavou-Mavroeide, F'Avrtd, op.cit. (n. 45), 117-118 no 157.

47 Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixi] vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 563-565,
fig. 558, with examples.

# The same accomplished workmanship of the knitted cross is
encountered on the closure panels of a templon screen from the
church of St John Mangoutis in Athens, today in the Byzantine and
Christian Museum [A. Xyngopoulos, Evpetiotov t@v Meoaiw-
vix@v Mvnueiwv tiic EALGSog, 1. Meoatwvixa Mvnueio Attixic
(AOnvarv xai wepuydowv), 2. Ta fulavTivie xal Tovexixd uvnueia
t@v AOnvav, Athens 1929, 85-87. Sklavou-Mavroeide, I'lvrtd,
op.cit. (n. 45), 130 no 176. Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadux1j vaodouic,
op.cit. (n. 3), 36-38, fig. 15], where it is dated to the 12th century,
and on another closure panel in the Byzantine and Christian Mu-
seum [Sklavou-Mavroeide, I'Avrtd, op.cit. (n. 45), 131 no 177].

4 The lion’s mane is rendered by schematic hatching, as on a clo-
sure panel in the Byzantine and Christian Museum, which has
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with a lozenge inscribed in a rectangle and enclosing
beautiful palmettes and interlacing circles with rosette™.
(c) A slab (O 60) with a foliate cross beneath an arch’..

On the south side: (a) A panel (S 44) with the famil-
iar motif of lozenge inscribed in a rectangle and enclos-
ing small interlacing circles. On the frame too is a cus-
tomary ornament of the twelfth century®. (b) A panel
(S 30) with the familiar pattern of interlaced consecu-
tive frames connected with a node (Fig. 8). The squares
enclose palmettes. Both the subject and the well-drawn
basket-weave ornament of the frame are attributed to
the twelfth century>?,

Spolia used as lintels on the entrances of the narthex
to the nave, as well as the north entrance of the church

been dated to the 12th century, Bouras — Boura, ‘H éALadixn vao-
Souia, op.cit. (n. 3), 40, 42, 43, fig. 22.

50 The treatment of the subject and the form of the frame (con-
tinuous bead-and-reel motif) recall epistyle fragments from the
Sagmata Monastery in Boeotia, L. Bouras, «Architectural Sculp-
tures of the twelfth and the early thirteenth centuries in Greece»,
DChAE 9(1977-1979), 67-68, pl. 21 figs 11-13.

31 See for example, the pseudo-sarcophagus in the church of the
Holy Apostles in the Ancient Agora of Athens [Frantz, The
Church of the Holy Apostles, op.cit. (n. 13), 14. Grabar, Sculptures
byzantines, op.cit. (n. 3), no 87, pl. LXXIXb. Th. Pazaras, Avd-
YAUQES 0apxo@payoL xal EXLTAPLES TAAXES THG UEONS xal VOTE-
ong Bvlavniviig mept66ov oty EALGSa, Athens 1988, no 60, 46-
47, pl. 49] and a lintel in the Byzantine and Christian Museum in
Athens [Sklavou-Mavroeide, F'Avrtd, op.cit. (n. 45), 153 no 209].
52 See the analogous decoration on the pseudo-sarcophagus in
the church of the Holy Apostles in the Ancient Agora of Athens
(Grabar, op.cit. Pazaras, op.cit.) and on a door frame in the Byzantine
and Christian Museum in Athens, dated in the 12th century [Skla-
vou-Mavroeide, F'Avrtd, op.cit. (n. 45), 164-165 no 224].

3 As e.g. in sculptures from the katholikon of the Daou monastery
on Penteli [F. Secchi Tarugi, «Il Monastero di Daou-Pendeli in At-
tica», Palladio 11 (1961), 154 note 32, figs 17-20. Bouras — Boura,
H éAdadunii vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 255-257, figs 291, 292], the
Byzantine and Christian Museum in Athens [Sklavou-Mavroeide,
T'\vrta, op.cit. (n. 45), 160 no 218. Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixij
vaodouia, op.cit. (n. 3), 40-41, figs 17, 18], the Hosios Meletios
monastery on Kithairon [A. Orlandos, «H povi) 1ot ‘Ooclov Me-
Aetiov xal T maalavola adtiicy, ABME 5 (1939-1940), p. 97
fig. 44, p. 101 fig. 48] and the monastery of St Nicholas Varson in
Arcadia [I. Stoufi-Poulimenou, «BuCavtiver doyttertovind wéin
oth) wovi) Ayiov Nirohdov Bagomdv Apradiagy, EEOXIIA AZ”
(2002), 712 note 21, with other examples, p. 714, 743, fig. 5, p. 744,
figs 7, 8a, 8B, p. 755, figs 24a, 24f.
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can be dated to the twelfth century’%. The frames of the
lateral doors of the inner narthex and the north entrance
of the church, which are decorated with the same orna-
ment, are probably also spolia® (Fig. 9).

Consequently, it is very difficult to accept that all
these sculptures were carved a few years before the erec-
tion of the Panagia Gorgoepekoos, for Athenian church-
es that were destroyed almost immediately after they
had been built. It is likewise difficult to accept that the
late twelfth-century sculptures are contemporary with
the building of the church, when most of them are obvi-
ously spolia. Spolia lead us probably to a period after
the twelfth century.

The monument’s connection with Michael Choniates
is hypothetical. In his writings®, Choniates expresses his

> The decorative motifs can be compared with analogous 12th-
century sculptures in the Byzantine and Christian Museum in
Athens [Sklavou-Mavroeide, I'Avatd, op.cit. (n. 45), 185 no 285,
with other examples from the 12th and 13th centuries], in the St
Meletios monastery on Kithairon [Orlandos, «'H povy tod ‘Ociov
Meletiov», op.cit. (n. 53), 98, fig. 45] and in the church of St
Nicholas at Messaria, Andros [Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAAadixn vao-
douia, op.cit. (n. 3), 70-71, figs 51, 52].

%3 Just as B. Kiilerich, in our opinion, has rightly argued [Kiilerich,
«Making Sense», op.cit. (n. 3), 98, 103-104]. It is ascertained main-
ly from the back of the horizontal door frame of the north entrance
from the narthex to the nave. This is a common subject in the
11th-12th century, Sklavou-Mavroeide, l'Avrtd, op.cit. (n. 45), 153
no 209 and 168 no 229. Bouras — Boura, ‘H éAladixi] vaodouia,
op.cit. (n. 3), 570, fig. 562. According to A. Grabar, the frames of
these doors were made at the same time as the church (12th centu-
ry), Grabar, Sculptures byzantines, op.cit. (n. 3), 97. Even if they
were made contemporaneously with the building of the church,
they are not sufficient evidence for dating the church to the 12th
century, as the same subjects of the 12th century are reproduced
frequently in the 13th century too. See e.g. B. Papadopoulou,
«Apta. To Pulavtivé téumho g Bhayéovac», Agiéowua otov
Axadnuaixo Iavayidtn A. Boxotorovio, Athens 2015, 181-192.
% For the oeuvre of Michael Choniates as an author, see Sp. P.
Lamprou, Muyaid Axoutvatov ta Zwioueva, 1, Athens 1879
and 2, Athens 1880. F. Ch. Kolovou, Miyank Xwvidtns Zvufo-
A1) oti) ueAétn Tt Piov xal tov Epyov tov. To Corpus T@v émt-
otod@v (TITovipata. Zvufolréc otiv “"Epevva i EAAnviriic nal
Aatwviredc Toaupateiog 2), Athens 1999. Eadem, Michaelis Cho-
niatae Epistulae (CFHB 41), Berlin — New York 2001. The co-ex-
istence of Christian morality and ancient Greek intellectualism
(Christian Humanism) is the spiritual stance characteristic of the
work of Michael Choniates, Kolovou, MiyaiA Xwvidtng, op.cit.
(n. 56), 296.
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disappointment with the Athens of his day and with its
inhabitants, who seem to him uncouth peasants. Nothing
reminds him of the ancient grandeur of the city®’. It has
been argued, correctly, that Choniates’ interest in the cul-
ture of antiquity was limited to ancient texts and ancient
authors®. There is no mention in his works of any an-
cient artist, not even Pheidias, whose masterly sculptural
decoration Choniates had the opportunity to admire on
the Parthenon. He found solace in the Christian Parthe-
non because it was the church of the Virgin Mary. He
mentions nothing about the ancient temple and its art.
In the Eisbaterios he flatters his flock, saying that the
Athenians are superior to their ancestors, because they
are Christians. What he emphasizes most was the replace-
ment of the cult of Athena by that of the Virgin Mary™.

Therefore, we should look for other reasons regarding
the classicism of the monument that makes it unique.
It is evident that the church of the Panagia Gorgoepe-
koos seeks to give the impression of an ancient temple
or, rather, of an ancient temple that was converted into
a church. The employment of ancient figural reliefs,
sometimes with quite bold subjects, yet carved with the
cross, such as the satyr on the north side of the church,
bears witness to the familiarity of Christian Athe-
nian society with ancient sculpture. Perhaps the most
important factor was that the Parthenon, the Erech-
theion and other Athenian temples were functioning
as churches. Perhaps Choniates did not really under-
stand the Athenians, as he failed to realize that the clas-
sical tradition remained alive in the city even among
what he called its “unpolished” inhabitants. This was
an experiential, every day relationship of the Byzantine
Athenians with the monuments and tradition of antiqg-
uity, quite unlike Choniates’ relationship with antiqui-
ty, which was an academic and scholarly one.

B. Kiilerich linked the church of the Panagia Gorgoe-

7 For example, Letter 28: Kolovou, Michaelis Choniatae, op.cit.
(n. 56), 38-39. Letter 52: Kolovou, Michaelis Choniatae, op.cit.
(n. 56), 72-73.

58 Poulimenos, Ao tov xpototiavixd Ilapbeviva, op.cit. (n. 6),
119. Kiilerich, «Making Sense», op.cit. (n. 3), 106.

% Michael Choniates, Eiopatiotos. ‘Ote modtov 105 AONvag éné-
otn, Lamprou, MiyanA Axoutvdrtov, op.cit. (n. 55), 93-196. See
also A. Kaldellis, The Christian Parthenon, Classicism and Pil-
grimage in Byzantine Athens, New York 2009, 156-162.
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pekoos with the Christian Parthenon and claimed that
it was built as a church dedicated to the Virgin Mary
after the conversion of the Parthenon into an Ottoman
mosque (maybe in 1460 or shortly thereafter)®. It is
possible that this highly attractive view could be argued
for the case of the conversion of the Orthodox Parthe-
non into a Latin church, after 1204.

As we have seen, the architecture of the monument
cleaves close to Middle-Byzantine church building and
indeed of the twelfth century. Concurrently, the existence
in the fabric of the church of spolia of the late twelfth
century places its foundation probably after the twelfth
century. So, although it is not always easy to distinguish
churches built after 1204 from those of the late twelfth
century, as previous construction methods and formats
were reproduced, and some Western influences are not
always visible, the erection of the church of the Panagia
Gorgoepekoos during the period of Frankish rule, prob-
ably in the first half of the thirteenth century, would be
probable. Thus, Alison Frantz’s view that most of the
sculptures built into the walls of the church probably
originated from churches destroyed by Leon Sgouros,
when he invaded Athens (1204)%, can be vindicated.

% Kiilerich,«Making Sense», op.cit. (n. 3), 108.
' Frantz, The Church of the Holy Apostles, op.cit. (n. 13), 32 note

It is true that the construction of such a notable and
costly monument, under the historical circumstances
of Frankish rule, is perhaps difficult for us to accept.
Nonetheless, we know that in the same period, in other
Frankish-held regions, high-quality monuments were
built or decorated with wall-paintings (e.g. the Omorphi
Ekklesia at Galatsi or the church of the Dormition of
the Virgin at Merbaka in the Argolid).

All of the above, of course, presupposes that the late
twelfth-century sculptures are also spolia, as are the ear-
lier ones. However, to the extent that some of the sculp-
tures in question may have been new, the earlier dating
of the church to the late twelfth century, which was ac-
cepted by Ch. Bouras, could be accepted by us too.

1. For Sgouros, who put the lower town to the torch, see Ph. Vla-
chopoulou, Aéwv Xyovpog: O Biog xat n molteia tov fuiavri-
voU doyovta s fooetoavatorixns ITeAomovvioov oTis aQyes
Tov 13ovatwva, Thessaloniki 2002. Also Kaldellis, The Christian
Parthenon, op.cit. (n. 59), 162-165.

Illustration credits

Fig. 1: NTU — Collection and Archive of Architectural Researches:
D. Vlamis, K. Ioannou, G. Mavromatis, R. Travlou, 1959. Fig. 2:
NTU - Collection and Archive of Architectural Researches: D.
Vlamis, K. Ioannou, G. Mavromatis, R. Travlou, 1959 and G. Gia-
xoglou 1969). Figs 3-7: photos by Ioanna Stoufi-Poulimenou.

Iodavva Zrovei-IlovAnuévov

2XETIKA ME TH XPONOAOI'HZH THX I[TANATTAX
I'OPTOEITHKOOY XTHN AGHNA

O vaog e ITavayiog e T'opyoemnxrdov oty ABH-
va, agleoouévog oty Koitunon tng Geotdrov, Poi-
oxetal OlmwAa otov vedTtepo ®aBedoLrd vad ™G TOANG.
Agv VTTAQYEL RAULE LOTOQLKY] LOQTVQLOL OYETIXA UE TNV
avéyepom tov. Katd mdoa mbavétta, ota uéoa tou
170v awdvo HTov ®aBoAwrd uLag WrEng WOVAS, TOU
amotelovoe netdyt Ths uovic Kawoapovig.
ITodxettal yio €va. eyYEYQUUUEVO OTOVQOELON VAo
ue TEOUAO, NULoUVOETO TETEURLOVIO, Ue VAEON®O Ot
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dutind (Ewx. 1-4). Awabéter wonmida »at Ppevdoiocddoun
toyorotta. Ta téEa Twv mapaubdiowy, extéc and avtd
TOV TEOUAOV, €xouv Aagevtel oe 0AGomUOVS dAUOVS 1
avayleo spolia. To pwvnuelo amotelel unicum oty
BulavTivi aEyLTeEXTOVIXY ROl OWOTA €xeL ovvOeDel ne
évav Pulavtive «xhaowioud». H povadwmdtyta tou
uvnuetov €yxertal 6yt amhd oty xHon alAd ratL otV
00YAVWON eVOC ueydhov apBuov and apyoio xot wo-
haudtepa Puloviwvd yivmtd (spolia), ue oxomnd tnv
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avadelEn Tov eEmteoundy dyedv tov (Ew. 2), dmmg
nepimov ovuPaivel o Evav ayoto vad 1 pio exxAnoio
7oV TEONABE artd ueTaTEOom aQyaiov vaov.

Ta spolia we@hauPdvouy avaylugo Ue ELOVIOTIRA
1 dwaxoountind Béuata xou agyoaies emyoapés. Ipo-
€0yovtaL ol ®AAoWA, QOUATRA, TEWTORVTAVTIVA Rl
ueoofutavtivd pvnueia. O 198O TOV £YOVV YOENOLWO-
mownBel, dnuovoyel TV evrvmmon g dwe g Cogo-
QOV UE axdounTo TEIYAVQO %ol avAYAVEQES UETOTES,
OV TEQLTEEYEL OAEC TIC OYELS TNE exrAnotac. Idwaitepn
@oovTtida €xeL d0Oel oV ToTOBETNON YAVTTOU dLand-
OUOV 0T QUTIXY KOL TNV AVATOAXY YN TNS EXRANOIOG,
%O OTA TOUTOVO TOV OREADY TOV 0TAVQOY, RATW ad
™MV CETOUATIRT OLOUSQPOOT TOV OTEYDV.

H yoovoAldynon tov vaou amotelel onueio diapm-
viag, nabag €xer yoovoroynBel amd tov 90 éwc Tov 150
awdva. TTap’ dho avtd, to Téhog Tov 120V aldva TEoTEl-
VETOL WG 1) ETIXQATEOTEQY YQOVOALGYNON TOV UVNnuUeiov.
H tehevtaia avti xoovoldynon otneixdnre otov fula-
VIO «XAOOIXIOUG» TOV VALOU, 0QATO OTNV RO TAOKELY,
TN WoEEYOAOYIa %ol TOV S1ArOOUS TOV, O 0TOl0g CUVOE-
Onre ®vping ue g Wéeg vat ™ dPAON TOV AGYLOV UN-
toomohitn Twv ABNvdY Muyoqh Xwvidtn (1182-1204).

H mopdogata mpoTtetvouevn x00vordynon tov -
uetov otov 150 awdva otneiydnre, »vpime, oe uia aQ-
yoio emuyoopn O TuNue eTLOTVAIOV OTN OUTIRY Yw-
vio Tov vdtov toixov tov vaoy (Ew. 5). H emvyooagi
avti dtafdotnxre amd tov Kvowoxrd tov Ayrwvity, o
070L0g Yo TEM TN Pod emoxépOnxe v ABMqva ota
1436. Eme1dn o Kvpraxdg dev €xave nauto avogpood
oV exrinoia, dtaTurdON®e N droyn TL 1 ETLYQUPY|
Bolordtayv ndamov alhov, dtav avtdc ™) dtapaoce, ®ol
W¢ €% TOVTOU 1 eXXANOIO ®TIOTNRE UETA TO TEWDTO TOL-
EtdL Tov KvpuaxoU oty oAy, »atd tdoa mbavotyta
UETA TV ®aTdAnym ™ ABfvag arnd tovg OBmuavoug
to 1456.

Qo1600, 0UTe 0VTS TO OTOLYELD OVTE M LOQPY| KL
N TOLOTNTO. TNG KO TOOREVHS TOV UvNUelov g emLtoé-
movy va vrrootneigovue o1l 1 Iavayio n Topyoeni-
%00¢ oveyépnre oe uwa té6oo oYy mepiodo. ‘Etol,
N YQOVOAGYNON TOV UWVNUEIOV QAIVETUL VO TOQAUEVEL
anroua €va ovoytd TRTnua.

Eival gavepd otL to pwvnueto, 600V a@oed otnv
TUTTOAOYIC, TNV AATAOXEVY XOL WOQ@OAOYiC, avau-
@Lopntnto exgedler pia down edon g Pulavtivig
QEYLTERTOVIXNC NG «Zx0ANc EALGS0c» nal dev umopst
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va yoovoroynfel mowv and ta téhn tov 120V aldva.
Mmnopet dumg va yoovohoynoel uetd tov 120 auddva, ot
TG00 UETOLYEVEOTEQW,

H »onmida eival BEPaia xaQarTNQLOTIXG TG QYL
TEXTOVIXNG TOV 120V ardva. Oumg apretd wvnueio Tov
onuepa vrootEileTal 6Tl ®TIOTNXRAV 0T OLGQKRELDL TNG
poayrwng ®volapyiog, xat Waitepa tov 130 awwva,
Exovv nonmida. Meydhol haEevuévor dGpot, Tov TomTo-
Betovvrar 0pldvtio M ®ataxrdQUEQ, oxnuatiCoviag
éva atehéc mhivBomepinheloto 1 YPevdoioddouo ovVoTy-
ua, eival yvootot otnv EALGSa and tig apyéc tov 130v
awdva. ‘Eyxet, entong, mapatnondel 6tu n x01Homn vALrov
oe devtepn xonon (spolia) awEdvetol xatd v mepio-
00 ™ M TLVIXNG RO TARTNONG.

"Eva GAAO Y0LQOXTNOLOTIXG TNG EXXANOLALOTIRAC 0Q-
yrtextoviric ommv EALGda »atd tov 130 awdva eivol
N AGEevon twv T6Ewv TV ttapadlowy oe ohdowuo Ai-
Buvo véEBuEO, OV aoTEAED TAVTOYQOVO KAl TUNUL
™G TOLYOTOL{OG.

SNUOVTIRG XOLTHOLO Y TN XQOVOAGYNON NG €X-
xAnotac e [Mavayioag tng F'opyoemnxdov amotelel o
YAUTTTOC SLAROOUOS OV €Yl EVOWUATWOET OtV TOL-
yomotio Tov vaov. Ard tov yvmwotd xatdAoyo Twv K.
Michel — A. Struck, tdvm ard 20 yhumtd (spolia) elvou
duvaTév va ypovoroynbovv otov 120 aldva, Ta TeEQLO-
o6tepa udhhov oto téhoc Tov (Ewr. 6-8). Spolia emiong
OV yonowomoOnray g vrépBuoa OTLS €L06O0US
amd Tov vapBnxa otov ®rugimg vad, rabhg ®al o
Bopela eioodo g exxAnoiog, WroQoUy Vo YQOVOAOYY-
Bovv otov 120 awdva. Ta whaiow Tov TAayiny Bupdv
oV VaeBNra ®at e Pdpetag Bpac Tov vaoy (Ew. 9),
To. ooto draroouovvToL ue to toto Bua, ival emtong
mBavétata spolia. To spolia wag 0dnyoUv mbavoy oe
yooviny mepiodo dpuomng tov wvnuetov uetd tov 120
oLWVa.

Av xou dev elval mdvta evroln 1 dtdnoon netaky
TOV EXUANOLHV TOV ®TLoTNHRAV AlYeg denaeties LeTA TO
1204 amd exeiveg tov 1200 aldva, rabdg Tponyovue-
veg U€EBOOOL RATAOREVNG RAL LOQPES AVATAQAYOVTOL
%Ol OL OTTOLECONTOTE OVTIXEC EMLQQOES deV elval mavTa
000 TG, N avéyepon Tov vo.ou s [Tavayiog tg F'opyo-
enMrO0V TV eRtodo ™S poayroxrpatiag, kol WdAAov
070 TE®WTO Wod Tov 130V atdva, paivetat Toll Thavy.

Avamxinoatora xadnyitoio EKITA
istoufh@theol.uoa.gr
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