AeAtiov Tng XpLotiavikng ApxatoAoyikng Etailpeiaqg

T6p. 39 (2018)

AgAtiov XAE 39 (2018), MNepiodog A'. AplEpwpa on pvrjun Xapdhapmou Mmoupa

Ta kaBoAwka Twv povwv Hopovo kat Papraéa kaw n
AE ATION THS 0’eon Toug otn peTtapulavTivi) apXLTEKTOVLKN

DRI RN Marica SUPUT

APXAIOAOI'IKHX
EIEATRETAS doi: 10.12681/dchae.18536

BiBALoypa@pikn avagopa:

SUPUT, M. (2018). Ta kaBoALkd Twv povidv Hopovo kat Papraéa kat n 8’son Toug oTn petaBulavTivr apXLTEKTOVIKH.
AegATiov Tng Xpiotiavikn ¢ ApxatoAoyikn g Etaipeiag, 39, 225-236. https://doi.org/10.12681/dchae.18536

https://epublishing.ekt.gr | e-Ekd6tng: EKT | Mpodopaon: 26/01/2026 07:40:53



Marica Suput

THE KATHOLIKON CHURCHES OF THE MONASTERIES
OF HOPOVO AND PAPRACA AND THEIR PLACE
IN POST-BYZANTINE ARCHITECTURE

H apyttextovizn twv xaboiixdv twv uovav Hopovo
xat Papraca, ot omoiec yoovoloyovvial oto SeUTEQO
Utoo tov 160v aidva, tapovoldetal apyixd oto ov-
voAG Tng xat xoatomv g&etdalovral ta tdiaitepa xa-
0aXTNOLOTIXA YVwoiouaTtd the. Bdoer avtdv, xail tov
LoToQLXOU TAaLolov NG emoyns, eSetalovtal ta Enty-
UATA TOV AQOQOTY OTNV TOOEAEVON TOU QOYLTEXTOVL-
#0U TUTOV TOVS XL TNG HOQPOAOYIAS TWV OWEDYV TOVG,
n omoia avalnreitar oty vaodouia tns uetafviavti-

ViG ETOYXNS.

A€Eerg nherdua

160¢ atdvag, oeofix] exxAnoLaoTiny aoxLTexTOVIXY, 0BW-
VI®OG TOIROYY0G, Palxavixni] xeQOOVNOOG.

A rchitecture and art from the period of Turkish
rule constitute a significant part of the overall cultural
history of the Serbs!. At the same time, they are also
an important part of the international culture of Chris-
tian lands in the Balkans as part of the Ottoman Em-
pire. From the time of the loss of state sovereignty to
the restoration of the Serbian church organization (the

* University of Belgrade, dejansuput@yahoo.com

** I would like to offer my deepest gratitude to my esteemed col-
leagues, prof. Jelena Erdeljan and Nikos Tsitsimelis, for the trans-
lation of this text.

"' That long period was marked by several major historical events:
the fall of the Serbian Despotate (1459), the fall of Belgrade (1521),
the Turkish conquest of Hungary (1526), the renewal of the Serbi-
an church organization (1557), the Turkish-Austrian war at the
close of the 17th century which resulted in the Great Migration
of the Serbs (1690). This event marks the end of the period during
which Serbian art and architecture relied exclusively on medieval
tradition. See Istorija srpskog naroda, 111, 1, 2, Belgrade 1993.
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This paper deals with two monastic churches from
the second half of the sixteenth century. It briefly pre-
sents their architecture as a whole and then focuses
on its characteristic features. Based on these traits
and on certain historical circumstances, questions
related to the origins of their plans and exteriors are
discussed. Models are sought in ecclesiastical build-
ing practices of the post-Byzantine period, i.e. during
the period when the katholikon churches of the mon-
asteries of Hopovo and Papraca were constructed.

Keywords

16th century; Serbian ecclesiastical architecture; Athonite
triconch type; Balkans.

Patriarchate of Pe¢), church architecture followed the
general trends and possibilities dictated by the limit-
ed material resources and the social circumstances of
the time. This period was marked by the building of
churches with very simple plans and modest architec-
ture. Their construction kept alive the principles of old
building practices. The prolonged politics of indepen-
dence in regions north of the Sava and the Danube, in
Southern Hungary, where the Serbs had fled from the
Turkish conquests, provided the framework for the
building practice of the last decades of the 15th and the
first decades of the 16th century. Unfortunately, only a
small number of churches erected in that period remain,
some in greatly altered form resulting from subsequent
restorations® Therefore, it is not possible to observe the

2 V. Kora¢, “Stara crkva u Slankamenu i njeno mesto u razvitku
srpske arhitekture” (The old church in Slankamen and its place
in the development of Serbian architecture)”, ZLU 6 (1970), 291-
312. M. Suput, Srpska arhitektura u doba turske viasti - 1459-
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currents and characteristics of this building practice,
interrupted by Turkish-Hungarian conflicts, as a whole.
According to the present state of our knowledge on the
subject, and in relation to the Morava school, that ar-
chitecture can be called ”post-Morava school“ —trans-
formed in a number of elements, ways, except for the
general spatial schemes. We know for certain that the
first structures played an important role in the devel-
opment of monastic life in the region north of the Sava
and the Danube, in particular on Fruska Gora where,
in time, a large group of monasteries were founded and
functioned as the center of spiritual life under Turkish
occupation® At the close of the 15th and the beginning
of the 16th century building activity in the central
and broader regions of the original sovereign Serbian
state was reduced mainly to the construction of small-
er churches and of an almost insignificant number of
somewhat larger church buildings*

The restoration of the Patriarchate of Pe¢ in 1557
laid the foundations of awareness that building and
artistic activities were possible. The second half of the
16th century witnessed an all encompassing cultural
renewal and a flourishing of art and architecture. This
resulted not only in the restoration of the damaged
monasteries and churches from the period of the state’s
independence, endangered to various extent, but also in
the erection of a number of smaller churches as well as
larger buildings of complex spatial programs. Observed
as a whole, with the necessary note that the mentioned
renewal lacked both a common chronological incep-
tion and stylistic unity, it can be seen as a movement
of diverse conceptions, as a series of specific entities

1690 (Serbian architecture in the era of Turkish rule - 1459-
1690), Belgrade 1984, 43-51. V. Matié, Arhitektura fruskogorskih
manastira. Kasnosrednjovekovne crkvene gradevine (Architecture
of the Fruska Gora monasteries. Late medieval church buildings),
Novi Sad 1984. B. Kuli¢, Manastir Rakovac, Belgrade 1999. M.
Timotijevi¢, Manastir KruSedol, 1-2, Belgrade 2008. S. Curéié,
Architecture in the Balkans from Diocletian to Siileyman the
Magnificent, New Haven — London 2010, 787-789, with earlier
bibliography.

3 The idea of Fruska Gora as a holy monastic community devel-
oped and spread only in the 18th century and gained its full mean-
ing in the 19th century. From then on, in literature it is referred
to as the Holy Mountain. See Timotijevi¢, op.cit. (n. 2), 103-104.
4 Curéi¢, op.cit. (n. 2), with earlier bibliography.
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displaying particular spatial and visual traits>. The ar-
chitecture created in the vast region under the jurisdic-
tion of the Patriarchate of Pe¢ in the second half of the
16th and during the following century, was determined
by tradition in every aspect, just like post-Byzantine
architecture in general®. A direct emulation of older
architecture, otherwise an often repeated phenomenon
in Byzantine art and architecture, was not necesserily
marked by a decrease in the value of the structures pro-
duced, nor by simple copying. The models themselves
offered ample ground for the production of novel solu-
tions. During the period in question, emulation implied
a continuation of old concepts of architecture and per-
sistent upkeeping of proven values of the architectural
past. This provides indubitable proof of the existence of
a strong and dedicated conviction among the milieu for
which this architecture was intended: to remain beyond
the reach of the religiously and culturally foreign Islam-
ic world. The ktetors, mostly from the upper hierachy
of the church and the monastic world, but also from the
lower strata of society’, were intent on preserving their
own cultural independence.

The lack of new takes on architecture among Chris-
tians under Turkish rule narrowed down the field of
possible innovation. True and large-scale novelties were
few in number. This led to a conservativism typical of
all Balkan regions, including Greece where building ac-
tivity was most prolific and diverse in a typological,

5 M. Suput, Spomenici srpskog crkvenog graditeljstva X VI-XVII
vek (Monuments of the Serbian church building XVI-XVII cen-
tury), Belgrade 1991. S. Petkovi¢, Srpska umetnost u XVI i XVII
veku (Serbian art in the 16th and 17th centuries), Belgrade 1995,
16-20, 64-77. V. Kora¢ — M. Suput, Arhitektura vizantijskog sveta
(Architecture of the Byzantine world), Belgrade 1998, 395-399.

¢ M. Suput, “Smisao tradicije u srpskoj arhitekturi postvizanti-
jskog doba” (The meaning of the tradition in the Serbian archi-
tecture of the post-Byzantine era), Leskovacki Zbornik XXXI
(1991), 5-15. Ch. Bouras, “The Byzantine Tradition in the Church
Architecture of the Balkans in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth
Centuries”, J. J. Yiannias (ed.), The Byzantine Tradition After the
Fall of Constantinople, Charlottesville — London 1991, 107-145.

7 S. Petkovi¢, “Art and Patronage in Serbia During the Early Pe-
riod of Ottoman Rule (1450-1600)”, ByzF XVI (1991), 401-414,
with earlier bibliography. S. Kalopissi-Verti, “Church Founda-
tions by Entire Villages (13th-16th c.). A Short Note”, ZRVI 44/1
(2007), 333-340.
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Fig. 1. Serbia, monastery of Hopovo, church of St. Nicholas. General view from the southwest.

constructive and morphological sense®. The actions of
the church which was the sole institution bearing the
continuity of the lost sovereign states and keeper of
their tradition were consistent and decisive.

However, although it was based on older models,
we should not overlook the fact that the architecture of
the largest as well as of those churches smaller in scale

SExxAnoiec oty EAAGSa ueta Ty AAwon, 6 vols, ed. Ch. Bouras,
Athens 1979-2002. S. Vojadjis, ZvufoAn otnv totogic tng exxin-
OLOOTIXNG QQYLTEXTOVIXNS TNS ®eVTOLXNS EALGSOo¢ xatd 10 160
aidva. Ot povés tov Ayiov Bnooagiwvos (Aotoixo) xat tov
Ooiov Nixdvopos (Zapooda), Athens 2000. Ch. Bouras, Bvla-
vouvny ko uetafulavuvy apyitextovixy otnv EAAada, Athens
2001, with earlier bibliography.
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achieved true architectural standards of creativity®. It is
precisely because of this creative component that it pre-
served the virtues of inherited architecture: a steadfast
construction of space, characteristic forms, elements of
structure and the noble complex of structure and mea-
sure.

The churches of the monasteries of Hopovo (Fig. 1) and
Papraca (Fig. 2) appeared as part of the above men-
tioned architectural framework. Both rank as the largest
among the mouments of their times and respective

9 Kora¢ — Suput, op.cit. (n. 5), 389-399. On differing opinions re-
garding Byzantine architecture, see Bouras, op.cit. (n. 6), 119.
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regions. The katholikon of Hopovo is, whatsmore, a cre-
ation of the highest merit. Their significance is reflected
also in the impact they exerted on the architecture of
their respective and broader regions!’. The monastery
of Hopovo!! with the church of St. Nicholas is located
on Fruska Gora, in the vicinity of the town of Irig. The
construction of the katholikon in 1576 as an effort of
several doubtlessly wealthy ktetors is attested by the in-
scription on the western portal.

The monastery of Paprac¢a with a katholikon dedicat-
ed to the Annunciation to the Virgin is located in north-
eastern Bosnia'2 It was built on the bank of the epony-
mous river, close to the town of Sekovié¢!®. The time of
construction, as well as the ktetors, are unknown and
its chronology is, thus, determined indirectly. Having in
mind its monumental dimensions (14,45x30 m.) it could
have been built around the time of the construction of
Hopovo (1576), considering the favorable circumstanc-
es, or the large three-nave basilica of Piva monastery
(1573-1586)'4. Papraca was probably built at approxi-
mately the same time, that is in the 1570s.".

The churches of both Hopovo and Paprac¢a have a
single dome and belong to the Athonite triconch type!®.,
Their architectural plans and spatial organization are

10 Suput, op.cit. (n. 2), 56-57, 83.

' In historiography, Hopovo is also called Novo Hopovo because
an older, now destroyed monastery lays in its vicinity. A new one
was constructed in its place in the 18th century. V. Mati¢, Ma-
nastir Novo Hopovo, Belgrade 2010, with earlier bibliography. B.
Kuli¢ — N. Sre¢kov, Manastiri Fruske Gore, Novi Sad 1994, 117-
130. Petkovié, op.cit. (n. 5), 155-157.

12 Suput, op.cit. (n. 5), 188-192.

3 The proximity of the town of Zvornik is the point of reference
for its location. However, today its location is associated with the
somewhat closer town of Sekovié, according to the documenta-
tion of the Committee for the protection of national monuments
of Bosnia and Herzegovina in Sarajevo.

14 Suput, op.cit. (n. 5), 202-207.

15 Curéié, op.cit. (n. 2), 789, is of the opinion that Papraca was not
constructed much later than 1550.

1o P Mylonas, “L’architecture du Mont Athos”, Thesaurismata 2
(1963), 18-84. For a new interpretation of the origins of Athonite
triconch churches, see A. Tantsis, “The so-called ‘Athonite’ type
of church and two shrines of the Theotokos in Constantinople”,
Zograf 34 (2010), 3-11. S. Mamaloukos, “A contribution to the
study of the ‘Athonite’ church of Byzantine architecture”, Zograf
35(2011), 39-50.
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very similar. Papraca, as opposed to Hopovo, has a spa-
cious exonarthex (Figs 3, 4)". Undeniable typological
analogies between the katholikon churches of Hopovo
and Papraca and the churches of the so-called Morava
school has prompted scholars to search for specific mod-
els in Morava architecture on which they could have
been based. The two largest Morava churches, Ravanica
(1376-1377) and Manasija-Resava (1407-1418), have
been regarded as such models's. However, there are sev-
eral reasons to question such a possibility. Firstly, there
is no written record testifying whether the builders
modeled their work on any specific structure, even less
on on buildings of such antiquity. Such a choice would
have to be due to quite particular reasons, such as those
documented by reliable written sources as is the case
with some medieval and later churches (Banjska, Kovil-
i)', We should also keep in mind the unfavorable histor-
ical circumstances, with the frequent migrations of the
Christian population and massive settlement of Mus-
lims, which could not sustain such a hypothesis. On the
other hand, considering the interpretations regarding
models and followers, introduced to historiography by
R. Krautheimer and G. Bandmann?’, although they refer
to a broad range of symbolic, ideological and other mo-
tifs, it would be very difficult to prove that the churches
in question were built after any single particular mod-
el. Finally, a comparison betwen the spatial programs
of the katholika of Hopovo and Papraca with Morava
style cross-in-square type churches with lateral conchs?!

17 Curéié, op.cit. (n. 2), fig. 902, shows the plan of Papraca without
the exonarthex although conservation works and related research
never indicated that the exonarthex was added at a later date. See
Z. Kajmakovi¢, “Odsjaj moraske umetnosti u Bosni”, L’école de
la Morava et son temps, ed. V. J. Duri¢, Belgrade 1972, 301.

18 Kajmakovi¢, op.cit. (n. 18), 301-304. Suput, op.cit. (n. 5), 64-77.
1 M. Suput, Monastery Banjska, Belgrade 2003, 22. Eadem,
Crkva manastira Resave kao graditeljski uzor, Manastir Resava.
Istorija i umetnost (Church of the Resava Monastery as a archi-
tectural master, Resava Monastery. History and art), Despotovac
1995, 135-160.

20 R. Krautheimer, Introduction to an iconography of Medieval
and Renaissance art. Studies in Early Christian and Renaissance
Art, New York 1969, 115-150. G. Bandmann, Architektur als Be-
deutungs Trdger, Berlin 1978.

2l For Morava school architecture, see V. Risti¢, Moravska ar-
hitektura, Krusevac 1996.
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Fig. 2. Bosnia, monastery of Papraca, church of the Annunciation. General view from the southwest.

reveals certain differences between the two. Hopovo and
Papraca have an additional eastern bay between the al-
tar space and the space beneath the dome (Figs 3, 4)
which makes their plan similar to the spatial solution of
the katholikon of Chilandar. We should also point out the
difference in concept between the central, main spac-
es of the katholika of Hopovo and Paprada and those
of Morava style churches. As opposed to the Morava
triconchs in which it takes on the form of an elongated
rectangle, passed on from Serbian architecture of the
previous period, in Hopovo and Papracda this space is al-
most square. This, too, points to Athonite models?. As

2V, Kora¢, “Arhitektura katolikna manastira Hilandara izmedu
Atosa, Srbije i Carigrada” (Architecture of the Catholic Monas-
tery of Chilandar between Athos, Serbia and Constantinople),
Osam vekova Hilandara, ed. V. Kora¢, Belgrade 2000, 457-466,

AXAE A®" (2018), 225-236

for the exterior, we can only speak about Hopovo, be-
cause the exterior appearance of Papraca is not original
(Figs 5, 6)%. The facade of Hopovo which reflects simply

fig. 4. B. Vulovi¢, “Uces¢e Hilandara i tradicije u formiranju
moravskog stila” (The role of Chilandar and of the Serbian tradi-
tion in the formation of the Morava style), L’école de la Morava
et son temps, op.cit. (n. 17), 169-174, figs 3, 4. Mamaloukos, op.cit.
(n. 16), figs 1, 3 A, B.

2 The monastery and the church were seriously damaged at the
end of the 17th century; as a result, the monastery was abandoned
between 1717 and 1729. The church was first restored after 1853
and later in 1861. This second restoration probably gave it the ap-
pearance it had until 1985 when the mortar was taken off the fa-
cades, along with corbel friezes of Saracen arches. The dome, tam-
bour carré and lateral niches received a new coat of mortar. The
facades, tambour carré and lateral niches were given friezes of ar-
cades. A wooden porch was raised in front of the western facade.
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Fig. 3. Serbia, monastery of Hopovo, church of St. Nicholas. Axonometric section.

and directly the entirety of its monumental space (Fig. 8)
displays significant differences in relation to the deco-
rative architecture of the Morava school. The general

For information on the mentioned works and photographs of the
church’s present-day appearance I relied on the documentation of
the above-mentioned Committee (see op.cit., n. 13). I would like
to take this opportunity to thank Mrs. M. Mulovi¢-Handan once
again for her collegial assistance.
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structure of the facades of Hopovo built in roughly cut
blocks of stone and brick, has a horizontal direction ac-
centuated also by a stone moulded stone cornice. The
facades of Morava churches, as is well known, display
a vertical pull in their decorative system. Whatsmore,
the architectural decoration of the facades of Hopo-
vo has none of the polychromy of brick and low relief
stone decoration of the Morava churches which repre-
sents the most valuable innovation of their architectural

AXAE A®" (2018), 225-236
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Fig. 4. Serbia, monastery of Papraca, church of the Annunciation. Axonometric section.

identity?. The facades are divided into two zones. The
upper zone is treated meticulously while the lower one
stands without any decoration. The architectural com-
position of the facades consists of blind arcades applied
to the upper zones and the lateral sides of the tambour
carré. They are constructed with brick, topped by cap-
itals, and rest on shallow pilasters. The arches of the
arcades have approximately the same span and are sym-
metrically distributed in a regular rhythm (Fig. 7). This
indicates a true observance of the real meaning of the
architectural treatment of the facades. The facades end
in highly elaborate straight corbels, also quite different
from those found in the Morava style churches.

The dome of Hopovo with its unique structural and ar-
chitectural solution is the dominant feature of the church
building (Fig. 1). Its twelve-sided drum has elongated,

2 N. Katanié, Dekorativna kamena plastika moravske Skole (De-
corative stone plastics of the Moravian school), Belgrade 1988.
Risti¢, op.cit. (n. 21), 96-141.
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arched window openings surmounted by a corbel frieze
of the same moulding as that on the facades and the tam-
bour carré. A bas relief arcade is placed on each space.
The drum of the dome is narrower than the tambour
carré so that its perimeter is dotted with free standing
colonettes. They stand out and away from the drum thus
forming a pseudo porch, i.e. a narrow gallery around the
dome. The colonettes have polyhedral capitals and are
decorated and reinnforced by sculpted stone “spheres”
placed half way down their shafts.

In view of all the above stated facts, there can be
no doubt that the sources of the architecture of Hopo-
vo and Papraca lie among the architectural solutions of
Mount Athos®. However, it is important to determine
the place of the architecture of Hopovo and Papraca
within the context of post Byzantine building activity
in the broader area of the Balkans in the 16th century,

% Vulovié, op.cit. (n. 22). Suput, op.cit. (n. 5), 270, 191-192. Cur-
&ié, op.cit. (n. 2), 789. Suput, op.cit. (n. 2), 82-83.
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Fig. 5. Bosnia, monastery of Papraca, church of the Annunci-
ation. General view from the northwest.

ie. at the time the two monuments were constructed.
The impact of Mount Athos on cultural production in
general is all too evident and needs no further explica-
tion and the same holds true for ecclesiastical architec-
ture of Christians in the Ottoman Empire*. It can be
compared with the impact of the Byzantine capital
on the entire Eastern Christian world prior to 1453.
The broad dispersal of Athonite influences, reaching
the distant parts in which Hopovo and Papraca were
erected, were greatly abetted by the continued ties the
monastic communities maintained with Athonite mon-
asteries. Chilandar which had throughout the centuries
been an axis of Serbian historical tradition, played the
important role of the intermediary?’. The influence of
the monastic communities which nurtured strong ties
with Mount Athos was manifested also in the transfer
of various Athonite customs and monastic rules. The
monastic communities of Fruska Gora of the 16th and
17th centuries had, among other things, also adopted

2 A. Foti¢, Sv. Gora i Hilandar u Osmanskom carstvu XV-XVII
vek (Mount Athos and Chilandar in the Ottoman Empire), Bel-
grade 2000.

7 Ibid., 83-180.
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Fig. 6. Bosnia, monastery of Papraca, church of the Annunci-

ation. View of the dome and the south niche after conservation
works.

Athonite typika®. An openness towards all things
Athonite, including the liturgical practice and rituals
which had remained steadfastedly traditional, influ-
enced the creation of spatial programs of churches. This
was the basis upon which rested the process of shaping
spaces which hosted the performance of characteristic
liturgical rites, such as narthexes-At7é¢® and lateral

2 Timotijevié, op.cit. (n. 2), 76.
2'S. Vojadjis, “Kiovootioixot vagbnxes — AMTég 0T HovaotoLa-
1 apytextoviny”, DChAE 33 (2012), 37-54 (English summary:

AXAE A©" (2018), 225-236
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conchs—yo0poi*’. These spatial units are present in both
Hopovo and Papraca.

Athonite architecture had “exported“ —to use the
term employed by S. Curéié— a type of triconch build-
ing to late Byzantine architecture. Its distribution was
uneven, depending on the different circumstances in the
various regions of the Balkans. An active building prac-
tice on Mount Athos where over just a single decade
(1540-1550) a total of six katholikon churches of previ-
ously founded older monasteries®! produced a strong im-
pulse and inspired the construction of triconch churches
in Greece where they appear in considerable numbers,
the largest group of such churches in the Balkans. In
Thessaly, and in Meteora in particular, in the ancient
monastic community which grew into a great monas-
tic center, older churches were enlarged and new ones
were built. Building activity is noted also in western and
central Macedonia and other parts of mainland Greece®”.
Intensive construction works undoubtedtly employed a
large number of builders (master builders) and other
craftsmen organized in companies (tai@dg). They built
churches which perpetuated the concepts of Athonite
katholika as well established models which basically
remained unaltered. However, changes can be noted in
the glossary of architecture and forms of church exteri-
ors. The above mentioned master builders did adopt the
forms of Athonite katholika but only those dating from
late Byzantine times, as seen in monuments located not
too far away from the building sites of their employ-
ment. They transformed the shapes and forms offered by
the models, both interior and exterior, and applied them
in their work in accordance with their own understand-
ing of building practice and their craftsmanship. Sim-
ply put, the masters take on an ecclectic stance without
much preconceived and systematic matching and choice
of forms and details of different origin.** Their works
are, thus, not recognized as a specific style but rather as
entities of particular characteristic traits, a typical fea-
ture of late Byzantine architecture which has no concept

“Column-Supported Narthexes — Lites in Monastic Architecture”).
3 Kora¢, op.cit. (n. 22), 457-458.

31 Bouras, op.cit. (n. 8), 245.

32 Vojadjis, op.cit. (n. 30), 110-130.

¥ Ibid. On Meteora, see G. Sotiriou, “Movai Metedowv”, EEBX 9
(1932), 382-415.
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Fig. 7. Serbia, monastery of Hopovo, church of St. Nicholas.
The dome and part of the south facade.

of a single style. However, common features do exist in
the architecture of these entities, as well as a basic rep-
ertoire of its forms which consists of similar elements.

This brief overview of post-Byzantine architecture
in the above mentioned regions of Greece poses the
question of the means and modes of transferring the
Athonite triconch type of church to the different areas
where churches of this plan were built. More precisely,
was this achieved through direct contacts with Mount
Athos or through the mediation of the mentioned Greek
regions? A thorough comparative analysis of triconch
churches found throughout the Balkans, along with re-
search into the broader historical framework of their
making, could yield an answer. At the moment, I shall
attempt to point out a possible answer indicated by
certain data regarding painters and their organized
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Fig. 8. Serbia, monastery of Hopovo, church of St. Nicholas. General view from the east.

groups. It has long since been established in historiogra-
phy on post-Byzantine painting that artists from various
regions of Greece were engaged in producing wall paint-
ings of a considerable number of churches in the 16th
and in particular the 17th century within the territory
under the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of Pe¢.** Thus

3 E. N. Kyriakoudis, “Les artistes grecs qui ont participé a la

234

the frescoes of the altar space and the naos of the church
of St. Nicholas at Hopovo, dating from 1608, along with
those from the narthex, dating from the middle of the 17th
century, are also the work of Greek painters, probably

peinture murale des régions sur la jurisdiction du Patriarcat de
Pe¢ pendant sa renovation (1557-1690)”, Balkan Studies 24/2
(1983), 489-510. M. Garidis, La peinture murale dans le monde
orthodoxe apreés la chute de Byzance (1450-1600) et dans les

AXAE A©" (2018), 225-236



THE KATHOLIKON CHURCHES OF THE MONASTERIES OF HOPOVO AND PAPRACA

from Mount Athos.? It is possible, therefore, that ate-
liers of its masons and builders had also arrived from
those parts. Unfortunately, as opposed to actual written
records related to the painters, data on the builders is
meagre. We are, therefore, far from possessing the neces-
sary information regarding their work and the manner
of their education. The only thing we know for certain is
that knowledge was transferred from generation to gen-
eration within a family of a workshop (...). The excep-
tional value of the architecture of Hopovo indicates that
the architect and his masons could have been in pos-
sesion of such knowledge. The architecture of Hopovo

pays sur la domination étrangere, Paris 1989. S Peji¢, Manastir
Pustinja, Belgrade 2002, 141-144, with earlier bibliography. Lj.
Sevo, Manastir Lomnica, Beograd 1999.

3 Peji¢, op.cit. (n. 36), 159.

is above all the result of the imagination of its master
builder, inspired by the architecture of Mount Athos.*

% Mount Athos and its architecture still make a deep impression
on architects, even today. Le Corbusier wrote the following on Mt.
Athos: “But this architecture, however diminished in volume, com-
mands my admiration, and I spend hours deciphering its firm and
dogmatic language (...) what a divine calling for the ancient build-
ers. The purity of their purpose, of their efforts is lost. The disci-
pline from now on is unknown to us, the builders of today (...) yet
the hours spent in those silent sanctuaries inspired in me a youthful
courage and the true desire to become an honorable builder.” Le
Corbusier, Journey to the East, Cambridge, Mass. 1991, 193, 195.

Illustration credits

Figs 1, 7, 8: Photos by Marica Suput. Figs 2, 5, 6: Archive of the
Committee for the protection of national monuments of Bosnia
and Herzegovina. Figs 3, 4: Architectural drawing: N. Aleksi¢,
after Suput, Srpska arhitektura, op.cit. (n. 2), p. 55, 82.

Marica Suput

TA KAGOAIKA TQN MONQN HOPOVO KAI PAPRACA
KAI H ©EZH TOYZ XTH METABYZANTINH APXITEKTONIKH

Msrd amd (o CVVTOUY avOpoQd 0Ty OEQPIXY Ex-
XANOLOOTIAY OQYLTEXTOVIXY TNG ETOYNS TNS TOVQXO-
1OOTLOC ROUOMS KO OTAL RVOLOTEQD QEVUATA RAL YOLQO-
ATNOLOTRA TNG, TAQOVOLALETOL 1) QLOYLTEXTOVIXY TMV
noBolxdv Twv novav Hopovo xat Papraca, omovdaimv
uvnueimv tov devtepov uLoov tov 160v arwva. Katd-
muy, eEetalovTal oL TEOTACELS TNE EQEVVAS YLXL TNV TTQO-
éhevon twv oxedlov xoL TOV TEOTUTMV TOVS, ONAAdY
o TEoTUVTTO PAOEL TV omoilwy eiyav ®TLobet To Hopo-
vo xat 1 Papraca.

Me Vv €xBe0m TOV LOTOQHMV YEYOVOTWYV TNG ETTO-
MG exelvng ®at T ovvtown avalvuon TS 0QYLTEXTOVL-
%Ng twv dVo vawv dev vrootnoiletal 1 ®obiegmuévn
vé0eon OtL Ta TEATURA TOVS PEIoXOVTIAL TNV YL~
TEXTOVIXY TOV TEAEVTAIOV Vpoug TG 0eQPLrNC UECULM-
virng vaodouiag, tng Aeyduevne Zyolic tov Mopdfa.
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Zoupmva nue v ®abepmuévn droyn, 1 Ravanica ot
n Manasija (Resava) Oewovviol ta GUeEsH TEETUTTA.
TNV €QYOOT0L OLUTY ETMUXEVTQMVETOL 1] TEOOOYN OTLS
oo TEC dLa@OEEC, OL OTOTES ATOUAXQUVVOUY TNV QYL
TEXTOVIXY TOV V0 Hovay Tov 160v adva and ™ Ra-
vanica xal T Manasija, mov ®al avtég ol (dieg, dAhm-
o7Te, dLOPEQOVY UETAEY TOVS WC TTOOC TO ALOYLTEXTOVIRA,
TOVG YAQOAXTNOLOTIXG. AaupdvovTag vtéyn Tig dtogpo-
0€c UETAEY aVTAV TMV orodounuatmy, Tovitetol 0Tl
N avalftnon TV CUYREXQUEVOV TEOTUTMV, YO T
omota dev VITAEYOVV YOUTTES LA TVQIES, OTTWS eXElVES
OV VITAQYOVV YL RATOLOVS AtS TOVS UECULMVIXOUS
%O UETAYEVEDTTEQOVGS VOL.OUS, 001 YOVOE TIC EQEVVES OLITO-
®AELoTInd o€ pia ®atevfuvvon. ' avtd xot mpoTeivetal
ed, yLo TNV TANQEECTEQY ROATAVONON TN CLOYLTEXTOVL-
u1¢ Tov Hopovo o tng Papraca,  mpooéyyion va yiver
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%ot and dAln omtivny yovio. Avté onuaivel 6tL 1 Q-
YLTERTOVIXT TOVS TEETEL VO EEETAOOET ®OLL XOTOTLY VO
1p00dL0Lo0el | BEom Tovg ot petafulavrivi vaodo-
uio g evpUtepng mepLoyis TV Baixravimy, dnhadi
OTOV X0Vo %0Td ToV omolo ®Tiofnuav avtég or dvo
exrAnotec. Emedn »nat ot 8o, wg mpog ™ Paoiri Toug
Lo, AVNROVY OTOV TUTO TOV AEYOUEVOU 0BmVIXOU
TOWOYYOV, adlou@LoBRTNTN EIVOL 1] QYLOQELTLRY TOUC
TEOELEVON, YLOL THV OTTOlaL, EVVOELTAL, EXEL NON YivEL AO-
YOG %ot 0TS TahaLdTeQeg vTobéoeic. I'ia tov AGyo avtd
tovitetal Wiaitepa N ueydin orovdatdtnta tov Ayiov
Opovg otV 6AN TOALTLIONLRY SQACTNOLETNTA TOV YOL-
OTLLVAV 0TOV XDE0 TS Balxravixig xatd tnyv tepiodo
™¢ Tovero®EOTioG. AmS TV Amoyn avty, M Wlaite-
on ovuPory} Tov Ayiov Vpovg umopel va. ovyrpLBet ue
exelvn wov 1 fulaviivy mpmtevovoa elye uéyot to 1453
oe oéomn ue 6ho tov 0p838d0E0 ®douo.

H enidpaon g tyvng xat g vaodouiog tov Ayiov
Opovg, ovumegthaupavouévmy xat OAmvV exeivov Tov
Loyoagitovrav xot xtiCoviav og avtd ®xoL xotd Tov
160 aldva, eiye evpvTaTo emexTaOel 08 OAES TIS TEQLOYES
™ Balxavinic Eivor euvénto 6t mo éviova exdnhw-
VOTAY OTIC EAMVIKES TTEQLOYES, GTTOV KOLL AVATTTVOOGTAY
%ol M ueyoAvtepn owodoury dpaotmoidtnto. Avty 1
entdpaomn €pbave SUmwg 1AL 0TS ATOUARQUOUEVES BO-
oeteg oepPinéc mepLoyée. e avtée, uetd to 1557 (ava-
ovotaon tov Iatoeyeiov tov Imexiov), dnuoveyh-
ONrav TEOUTODETEL VIO TOALTIOTIXY, KOl OVVETHC
%OL YL 0odouny, dpaoTnoLdTNTA, N 0TTote XATd TO
devtepo wod tov 160v awva, otav xtitovral to Ho-
povo xat 1 Papraca, eugaviCet ueydin dvodo. Ou ouve-
xelc deonol Twv ZEQPwV HOVAYWY UE TIS OLYLOQELTIHES
LoVaOTIXES ®OLVOTNTES oL TO Xhavdapl ovvERallay
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Wiaitega ot dLAd00N TWV AYLOQELTIRMV ETLOQAOEMV.
Amotéheoua aVTOV HTAV N arodoyn Tov TUTOV TOV
0BwVviroU TiroyYXov Va0 0T OEQRLXT QLOYLTEXTOVIXY
Tov 160V aLdVa %ol HECO QTG LUTAYV KOL 0T UWETOLYE-
VEOTEQN AEYLTEXTOVIRY. OUWC, TUQAUEVEL EQWTNUC UE
7oLov teoTo dadidovtay avtég ot emdpdoeic. O and
TOMA TEXUNQLOUEVES YVIDOELS YLt TS eQYyaoies EAAY-
vov CoyodemyV, LELOVOUEVWY RAL UEADY CUVTEYVLDV,
0TOVS VaoUg Tov avaovotadévrog ITatolapyeiov Tov
Imeniov evioyvovyv v véBeomn GTL %ol OL OLrOdSUOL
meopyovTav and Tig tdec mepLoyés. Mdahota, oL ToL-
yoyoopieg Tov Hopovo, otov xvpimg vad (1608) xat
o010V vaeOnxra (1654), eivar éoyo EAMvov Loyodgny,
0TS 1AL OL TOLXOYQOQieS 0QLOUEVOV aotBuoy GAlmV
oeQPLROV VaDV.

Aqgetépov, ot novadw aylttertoviry tov Hop-
OVO €X0UV OVYXEVTOMWOEl dLoPOPETIXE CVOTATIRG TNG
OQYLTEXTOVIRNAG TV OLYLOQELTIXAV VANV ®0ODS naL eXel-
VOV TOV EAMVIXOU XDEOV, oL omoiol ®tioOnrav ue
TEATVITO TOVC ALYLOQELTIXOVS. AVTS eVIOYUEL TNV GIT0-
Y1 6t to Hopovo dev eiye ®tuo0el ue féon xdmowo ov-
YREXQWEVO TTEATUTTO, ONAadT AoV vad mov &iye
emAEYEl Yo va yonoevoel wg vrtdderyua. To eEaipe-
TO TG CEYLTEXTOVIXNS TOV Hopovo elvar exitevyno tng
pavtaoiog evog doLoTov TEMTOUAOTOQM, EUTVEVOUE-
VOU OO TNV OYLOQELTIXY OQYLTEXTOVIXY. AVTS elval
%ot €va taddetyua —0yL povadird oty uetafulaviivig
OLQYLTEXTOVIXT—, YLO. TO YEYOVOS OTL Ue PAON TIS TAQOL-
doolaxrég Avoelg elval duvaty N owmodounon evog €o-
you ue véeg rat VPNAES akiec.

Havemiotiuio Beliyoadiov
dejansuput@yahoo.com
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