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Stavros Mamaloukos

NOTES ON THE CONSTRUCTION HISTORY AND ARCHITECTURE
OF THE PROTATON CHURCH AT KARYES, MOUNT ATHOS

O vaog Tov TTowtdtov otis Kapvés tov Ayiov Opouvg,
0 OTT0L0G EXEL ATOXTNOEL TN ONUEQLVT] TOV UOQPT) UETA
amo uaxod oelod emeufdoewy, otxodoundnxe otnv
Extn dexaetia Tov 100v ardva. XTnv aoyixi Tov uoo-
@1 0 VooS NTav uto UEYAA®wV StooTAOEWY LOLOTUTY
Svdooteyn otavoixn Pacidixy mwov, ue T onueoLvd
dedouéva, amotereld unicum yia ™ pueoofviaviivi va-
odouia aAld xat o axoun awodersn yio v vrapén
mowtotumias oty fuiaviivi apyitextoviry. Zxomog
TOV TAEOVTOS dpbpov eivar 1 Paotouévn xvoims o€
goevva mediov emaveEEtaon tov otxodoutxov xoovi-
#OU KOl TNG AOYITEXTOVIXNS TOV UVNUELOV.

A€Eerg nAherdra

Bulavtivi agyitextovixi, Buiavtivi vaodouia, Ayiov Opog,
Abwg, Kapvég, vaog ITowtdTov.

N o doubt the famous for its Palaiologan frescoes church
of Protaton at Karyes, Mount Athos has not yet acquired
the position it deserves in the bibliography of the his-
tory of Byzantine architecture. It is characteristic that
the reference to the monument in Cyril Mango’s quint-
essential book on “Byzantine architecture” is limited to
three rows and a single photograph, with a note pointing

* Associate Professor, Department of Architecture at the Univer-
sity of Patras. SMamaloukos@geam-mnimeio.gr, smamaloukos@
upatras.gr

** The present paper, which was first presented at the 39th Sympo-
sium of Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Archaeology and Art of
the Christian Archaeological Society on May 30th 2019 [see S.
Mamaloukos, “ITapatnofoels oTnV 0Lx0d0ULXT] LOTOQIO KAl TNV
apyitextovixy tov vaou tov [Towtdtov ot Kapvés tov Ayiov
Vpovg”, 39th Symposium of the ChAE (Athens 2019), 125-126],
is part of an ongoing research of the author on the architecture of
the Protaton church. A synopsis of this study was presented at the
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The church of the Protaton at Karyes, Mount Athos,
which has acquired its present form after a long se-
ries of alterations, was built in the sixth decade of the
10th century. In its original form it was a large-scale
peculiar timber-roofed cross-shaped basilica, which,
based on the currently available evidence, constitutes
a unicum for Middle Byzantine architecture, as well
as one more proof of the existence of originality in
Byzantine architecture. The aim of the paper is a re-
examination of the construction history and architec-
ture of the monument based mainly on field work.

Keywords

Byzantine church architecture; Mount Athos; Karyes; church
of Protaton.

out that the Byzantine architecture of Athos has never
been seriously studied!. In both the first and subsequent
editions of Richard Krautheimer’s book on “Early Chris-
tian and Byzantine architecture™?, likewise, there is no

Scientific Meeting dedicated to the Holy Church of Protaton in Ka-
ryes, held by the Mount Athos Center in Thessaloniki on December
8th, 2017 [S. Mamaloukos, “O vads tov ITowtdtov ota miaioia
¢ ueocofuvavrivig vaodouias”, Hueoida yia tov Iepdo Nao tov
Howtdrov (hitps://vimeo.com/247277287, accessed 22.2.2022)].
The author of this study expresses his gratitude to the holy protepi-
states of Mount Athos, the elders f. Pavlos Lavriotis (T November
25, 2021), f. Georgios hieromonk Vatopedinos, f. Varnavas monk
Vatopedinos, f. Symeon Dionysiatis, as well as to the Chief Se-
cretary of the Holy Community f. Kosmas monk Simonopetritis for
their help during his field research at Karyes.

' C. Mango, Byzantine Architecture, New York 1976, 216, fig. 238.

2 R. Krautheimer — S. Cur¢ié, Early Christian and Byzantine Ar-
chitecture, Harmondsworth 1986.
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reference to the monument, as is also the case in Robert
Ousterhout’s recent book on the “Medieval architecture
of the East”’. The aim of the present paper is to discuss
several issues pertaining to the construction history and
architecture of this important monument, in the hope
that its conclusions will contribute to the study which
the church that constitutes the symbolic center of the
Mount Athos monastic community deserves.

The church of Protaton is built on flat ground, on a rather
spacious terrace in the center of the peculiar settlement
of Karyes. In its present form, which is the result of a se-
ries of interventions by the Greek Archaeological Service
in the 1950s, the church is a sui generis three aisled timber
roofed basilica, with external dimensions 16.90x22.90m
(Figs 1-3). The western part of the building is a two-sto-
rey narthex with an interior width of 3.75m. The main
church has a floor plan in the shape of an inscribed cross
with cross-arms of different lengths, and corner compart-
ments that communicate with the cross-arms through
arched openings. The original openings that connect the
corner compartments with the transverse cross arm have
been subsequently reduced by built stone masonry tym-
pana. The longitudinal axis is evidently emphasized in the
overall layout of the church, as two wide and tall arches
connect the western and eastern parts of the longitudinal
internal walls, thus forming a tall, central aisle covered by
a gable roof. The corner compartments were covered by
lean-to roofs inclined toward the north and south, which
intersected with the gable roofs over the south and north
cross arms. A modern arcade with a lean-to roof, dat-
ing from the 1950s, is found along the north facade of
the monument; semicircular flying buttresses bracing the
north wall of the main church extend over this roof.

Enough evidence on the history of the monument is
known from multiple sources, such as hagiographic texts,
documents, visitors’ accounts, chronicles and recorded
tradition, as well as, for more recent years, inscriptions.
Even though this evidence sheds some light on the histo-
ry of the building, many issues, most of which pertain to
the Byzantine period, still remain elusive and uncertain®

3 R. Ousterhout, Eastern Medieval Architecture. The Building Tra-
ditions of Byzantium and Neighboring Lands, New York 2019.
* For a well-documented summary of the history of the institution
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By combining information provided by various sources,
one can deduce that an initial Protaton church was first
erected most probably in the late 9th century to serve the
worship needs of the then newly organized community
of Athonite monks. This small and narrow church was
rebuilt, according to the life of St Athanasios, larger and
more beautiful in the decade of 960, with funds provided
by Leo, the brother of emperor Nikephoros II Phokas,
after an intervention by the saint himself>. According to
Athonite tradition, in the late 13th century the church
of Protaton suffered damages by a fire set by the sup-
porters of the Union of the Churches® and subsequently
it was repaired and decorated with wall-paintings by the
famous painter Manuel Panselinos.

A comparative study of sources and the overall histo-
ry of the period indicated that it is highly probable that
the church was indeed repaired and painted between 1309
and 1311/127, following damage suffered during the Cat-
alan Company raid on Mount Athos®. It must be noted
here, though, that any damage suffered at that time must
not have been due to fire, as is attested by the preservation
of several original wooden structural members, such as
tie beams and door lintels. Lastly, a series of inscriptions

and the church of the Protaton see K. Chrysochoides, “ITowtdro.
To #évtpo t00 ABwvirot Movayonot”, Kewwiiia ITowtdtov,
1, Mount Athos 2000, 19-41 and Idem, «ITpwtdto. Kévipo tod
aBwvirod novayionot», E. N. Tsigaridas — K. Chrysochoides — D.
Amponis — J. Tavlakis — Ch. Tsioumi — G. Triantaphyllidis — D.
Gourrioti (eds), Mavovnl IavoéAinvog. Ex 100 icool vaod 100
Mowrtdtov, (exhibition catalogue), Mount Athos Center, Thessa-
loniki 2003, 67-70. On the early history of the church see also P.
G. Fountas, O vaogs tov I[Towtdtov. [0T00(0 ROl AQYITEXTOVIXES
uetauop@aoeis (unpublished PhD diss., open access at: https://
www.didaktorika.gr/eadd/handle/10442/23762), National [Metso-
vion] Technical University of Athens, Athens 2008, 45-55.

5 See Chrysochoides, “ITowtdto”, op.cit. (n. 4), 25 and Fountas,
Naog Howtdrtov, op.cit. (n. 4), 45-55.

¢ S. Lampros, “Ta wdtowo. 1o Ayiov "Opove”, NE 9 (1912), 160.
G. Smyrnakis, To Aytov Opog, Karyes 21988, 690.

7 On the dating of the wall-paintings of the Protaton attributed to
Manuel Panselinos, see K. Vapheiades, “The wall-paintings of the
Protaton Church revisited”, Zograf 43 (2019), 117-119, where also
the various notions that have been suggested on the subject and
relevant bibliography can also be found.

8 On the Catalan Company raid on Mount Athos and the possi-
ble damage to the Protaton, see Vapheiades, op.cit. (n. 7), 117-118
with references to previous bibliography.
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Fig. 1. Karyes, Protaton church. View from southeast (July 2012).

and other accounts provide some information of extensive
interventions to the church in the first quarter of the 16th
century, as well as some minor or more substantial in-
terventions during the 17th-18th and 19th centuries, that
gave the church the appearance it had before the, unfor-
tunately, inadequately documented and largely arbitrary
major consolidation and restoration work carried out on
the monument by Anastasios K. Orlandos in the 1950s°.

Few accounts, probably of minor importance, but use-
ful for the comprehension and interpretation of the
monument, can be found in some of the older studies on
Athonite and Byzantine architecture in general'®. The

 On the more recent history of the church, namely from the mid-
20th century onwards, see D. Amponis, “Ztoiyeio. otxodoutrig
1otoplag Tov Igpoy Naot tov ITpwtdtov”, Tsigaridas et al. (eds),
Mavovih Iavoéinvog, op.cit (n. 4), 76-80. J. Tavlakis, “H uéot-
uva g Apyatohoyrng Yranoeeoioag yio to [Mowtdto”, ibid., 81-
87. Fountas, Naog IMowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4), 317-318.

10 A. Choisy, Histoire de larchitecture, 2, Paris 1899, 42-43, fig. 7. H.
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first rigorous scholarly study of the church, which fo-
cused more on its marble sanctuary screen, was pre-
pared by Anastasios Orlandos in 1953'. A number of
accounts of the monument date to the same period and
are related to extensive interventions to the monument
by the Greek Archaeological Service. These, however,
are extremely concise and offer minimal information on
the architecture of the monument, or on the actual inter-
ventions carried out at the time'%

Brockhaus, Die Kunst in den Athos-Klostern, Leipzig 1891, 23-25,
fig. 3. G. Millet, L’Ecole grecque dans l'architecture byzantine, Vario-
rum Reprints, London 21974, 70. G. Millet, Monuments de I’ Athos,
Paris 1927, pls 5-58. F. Dolger — E. Wiegand — A. Deindl, Mdnchs-
land Athos, Munich 1943, 108-109, pls 59, 59a, 59b, 63, 172. At this
point, it should be noted that many of the aforementioned studies also
contain depictions of the monument that are invaluable to us today.
" A. K. Orlandos, “To paoudowov téunrov tod ITowtdtov tdHv
Kapudv”, EEBS 23 (1953), 83-91.

12 E. Stikas, «O avaomlothg ‘Oohdvdoc», Avaordoios Oprdvdoe.
O dvBpwmogs xal 1o &oyov tov, Athens 1978, 474-475, tigs 78-81.
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Fig. 2. Karyes, Protaton church. Survey drawings - Center for the Preservation of the Athonite Heritage.

The systematic study of the Protaton commenced
with the research of the late professor Pavlos Mylonas!?
on the monument; from the mid-1950s to the late 1970s
the eminent Greek scholar prepared measured drawings
and studied the church, publishing his findings together
with precise measured drawings in a series of studies'®.

3 For short presentations on the history of the research of P.
Mylonas on the Protaton see in P. Mylonas, “ITapatnonogig otod
vad 1ot [Tpwtdtov”, Nea Estia 89/1047 (15 February 1971), 238
notes 3 and 4. Idem, “Les étapes successives de construction du
Protaton au Mont Athos”, CahArch 28 (1979), 143 note 2.

14 P, Mylonas, “H éoyttextovizi) o0 Ayiov "Opovs”, Nea Estia
74/875 (Christmas 1963), 202-203. Idem, “L’architecture du Mont
Athos”, INapdotnua. O éoptaouos tis yiiietnoidas 1ot Ayiov
"Ooovg oti) Bevetia | Thesaurismata 2 (1963), 18-48, 31-32. Idem,
“L’architecture monastique du Mont Athos”, Le Millenaire du
Mont Athos 963-1963. Etudes et Mélanges, Venice 1964, 2, 229-
246, 237-238. Idem, “ITapatnofioels 010 vao 1ot [Mpwtdtov”,
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According to Mylonas the Protaton of the early 20th
century was indeed the original, late 9th or early 10th
century church (Protaton A). In its original form the
church was a typical three-aisled, timber roofed basilica
with arcades, each of them with three arches resting on

op.cit. (n. 13), notes 3 and 4. Idem, “Les étapes successives de con-
struction du Protaton au Mont Athos”, op.cit. (n. 13), 143 note
2. Idem, “Two Middle Byzantine churches on Athos”, Actes du
XVe Congres International d’Etudes Byzantines (Athénes 1976),
2. Art et Archéologie, Athens 1981, 552-559. Idem, “The Succes-
sive Stages of Construction of the Athos Protaton”, O Mavovil
Iavoéinvog xat n exoxn tov, Athens 1999, 15-37. See also: Idem,
“Le plan initial du catholicon de la Grande-Lavra au Mont Athos
et la genése du type du catholicon athonite”, Cah Arch 32 (1984),
89-112, 96-97, 98-100, 103. Idem, “Remarques architecturales sur
le catholicon de Chilandar. La formation graduelle du catholicon a
absides latérales ou cheoeurs et a liti, au Mont Athos”, Hilandarski
Zbornik 6 (1986), 23-24, 35-36, fig. 20.
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Fig. 3. Karyes, Protaton church. View of the interior looking southeast (June 2017 ).
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piers, and a passage opening into the sanctuary. This
original church was modified around 965 by St Atha-
nasios the Athonite, to make it more spacious (Prota-
ton B). The interventions of St Athanasios consisted of
transforming the floor plan of the church into a cross,
by replacing the two eastern arches of each arcade with
a wide and tall arch, thus forming a peculiar kind of
interior choroi (choirs). The church of St Athanasios
was repaired after the damage suffered by fire set by
the supporters of the Union of Churches and painted
by Manuel Panselinos around the year 1300 (Protaton
C). During these repairs the roofs of the lateral aisles
were raised, and a unified, gable roof was formed. Lat-
er on, in post-Byzantine times, the church was repaired
again and received various additions in several phases.
The most important of those was the early 16th-century
rebuilding of the narthex, and the reconstruction of the
timber roof with a new clerestory above the central aisle
in 1802 (Protaton E). Mylonas’ views on the Protaton
were systematically presented and published in inter-
national esteemed journals, and thus enjoy widespread
acceptance and dominate the international bibliogra-
phy, despite the fact that other radically different views
emerged in the meantime. It is telling that both the late
professors Charalambos Bouras's and Slobodan Curgi¢'®
unquestioningly accept Mylonas’ theory on the building
history of the monument in their writings.

In the mid-1980s, nevertheless, two scholars who by
that time were systematically working in Mount Athos
challenged the views of Mylonas on the building histo-
ry of the church. In 1985 Ioakeim Papaggelos suggested
that St Athanasios “did not in fact modify an existing
church, but intervened to have a new church erected on
the same spot” and that the conversion of the floor plan
church to a cross was carried out “between 1083 and the
late 13th century, when the church was also painted by
Manuel Panselinos”!”. The same year Pantelis Fountas,

5 Ch. Bouras, Totopia tijgc Apoyitextovixiig, 2, Athens 1994, 245,
Idem, Buvlavtivi) xat uetafvlavrviy cdoxitextovixy oty EAAG-
da, Athens 2001, 70, fig. 53.

16§, Curéié, Architecture in the Balkans. From Diocletian to Siiley-
man the Magnificent, New Haven — London 2010, 310, fig. 326.C.
7 1. Papaggelos, “O aQyLtextoviriés 600g 4000 %ol 0 G010
AbBavdaolog o ABwvitng, S5th Symposium of the ChAE (Athens
1985), 73.
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who at the time studied the church as an employee of the
Greek Ministry of Culture, revisited sources in conjunc-
tion with a series of extremely astute observations on
the monument itself, and suggested that ... St Athanasi-
os did not 'modify‘ an existing three-aisled basilica, but
erected from the ground a transitional, cross-in-square
type church with a timber roof”!%, In the two decades that
followed Fountas persisted in his research and occasion-
ally presented his findings publicly', until in 2008 he
defended his doctoral dissertation with the subject “The
Protaton church. History, and architectural transforma-
tions”?. The views of Fountas on the building history of
the Protaton, as they were presented in his dissertation,
are briefly the following: The original Protaton church,
erected by the Athonite monks in the late 9th or ear-
ly 10th century, was a lowly and small building, corre-
sponding to the meager standing and means of the land
up to the mid-10th century?'. This church was demol-
ished to make way for the Protaton we see today, erected
thanks to the intervention of St Athanasios sometime
around 965. In its initial state (first phase)?? the church
had the form of “a cruciform basilica or a basilica with
a transverse aisle”®. After the “global (sic) March 11th
1231 earthquake” the church was repaired by a building
workshop from the Despotate of Epirus (second phase).

18 P, Fountas, “H tumoloyio g modng gpdong tov Iowtdtov”,
5th Symposium of the ChAE (Athens 1985), 98.

9 P. Fountas, “Zxdoupog ot douxy xdoa&n g »dtoyng oto
vaé tov Iowtdtov”?, 17th Symposium of the ChAE (Athens
1997), 79-80. Idem, “To IMowtdto Tov Ayiov Abavaociov: Ava-
napdotaon Nétwog 6yng”, Makedonika 31 (1997-1998), 417-419.
Idem, “To EvAdyhumto téumho tov [Mpwtdtov %at n QOVOLS-
ynon tov”, 18th Symposium of the ChAE (Athens 1998), 67-68.
Idem, “ITowtdto ToV Ayiov ABavaciov: Ta enl uépovg dyvoota
otouxelo g dudeBomwong twv Thevordv G pemv. Texunoinon”,
16th Symposium of the ChAE (Athens 1999), 111-112. Idem, “H
devtepn owodouxy @aon g exxAnoiag tov [Mowtdtov”, 21st
Symposium of the ChAE (Athens 2001), 98-99. Idem, “ITal -
otov toryodowroy exavavayvmon. To medfinua tov Tdivoivou
dwaxdopov oto vad tov [lpwtdtov”, 22nd Symposium of the
ChAE (Athens 2002), 116-117. Idem, “Zvulémnrteg OohmTéc 0Q0-
@ég o vaovg g Bulavtvig mepuddov. EvdeiEeig yua to TTomtd-
107, 24th Symposium of the ChAE (Athens 2004), 98-99.

20 Fountas, Nadg ITowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4).

21 Tbid. 48-55.

22 Ibid., 45-140.

» Ibid., 35.
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During this repair the church was modified, by retaining
its old cruciform floor plan, and covering the cross-arms
with timber-framed barrel-vaults, and the central space
of the nave with a timber-framed raised central bay in
transverse barrel-vault acting as a dome (troulokamara),
and timber-framed walls*%. The third phase of the church
dates to around 1290, at the same time as the wall-paint-
ings of Manuel Panselinos. During this third phase the
church was converted into a three-aisled basilica, with
a raised central aisle covered with a timber-framed bar-
rel vault, also visible in the exterior?. Fountas largely
agrees with Mylonas on the interventions that the church
received between the early 16th and the early 20th centu-
ry (fourth and fifth phases)®. Fountas considers the form
that the monument took following the interventions of
the Greek Archaeological Service between 1935 and
1988 as the sixth phase of the church?.

As has already been mentioned, Fountas’ notion
that the present Protaton church was originally erected
around 965 as a cruciform basilica has been viewed with
skepticism and has not yet been widely accepted in the
bibliography. Nonetheless, this notion has been adopted
by researchers that have recently studied the monument
or Byzantine Athonite church architecture in general,
such as the author of the present study® and Dimitris
Amponis, who studied the monument as supervisor of
the interventions carried out by the Protaton Commit-
tee in the 1990s and 2000s, and published a succinct,
but comprehensive article on the building history of the
church®. Amponis’ notion on the subject is briefly the
following: The initial Protaton church, the proto- Athonite
Protaton A, a small building erected in the 9th century
or even earlier®, was replaced by St Athanasios’ Pro-
taton B, erected between 964 and 969, in the form of
a cruciform basilica with a transept’. The church was
repaired in the late 13th century after damage suffered

2 Ibid., 141-228.

% Ibid., 229-301.

26 Tbid., 303-313 and 315-316 respectively.

7 Ibid., 317-318.

2 S, Mamaloukos, To KaBoAixd the Moviic Batorediov. Iotopia
xat Agyitextovix, Athens 2001, 279-280.

2 Amponis, “Owodouxn wropia ITowtdtov”, op.cit. (n. 9).

¥ Ibid., 72.

31 Ibid., 72-73.

AXAEMI” (2022), 95-110

during the uprising of the supporters of the Union of
Churches. The resulting church, Panselinos’ Protaton C,
had the form of a three-aisled basilica with a unified,
gable roof?2. The consecutive phases of the monument,
Patriarch Serapheim’s Protaton D* and Smyrnakis’ Pro-
taton E*, were produced after various interventions on
the building in the 16th and 18th, and 19th and 20th
centuries, respectively. Lastly, the mid-20th-century in-
terventions form Orlandos’ Protaton F.

In 2015, as part of the monumental publication of the
conservation project of the Protaton wall-paintings™®,
the archaeologist supervising the project, Andromachi
Nastou, covered the subject of the construction history
of the church in a short article; Nastou generally main-
tained the notions of Amponis, with some minor alter-
ations®’. Nebojsa Stankovic, in his 2017 doctoral dis-
sertation, utilizing the limited available evidence, dealt
with narthex of the church, which is completely altered
by post-Byzantine and modern interventions®. Lastly,
the author of the present study, in an article on Athonite
church architecture published in 2021, endorsed the no-
tion that the church was erected from the ground up to
replace an older, small church built in the 6th decade
of the 10th century, namely the period of maximum
growth of Athonite monasticism, as a timber-roofed,
cruciform basilica®.

Following this overview of the state of the art of re-
search, and the presentation of the various views held

32 Tbid., 74-75.

3 Tbid., 75-76.

3 Tbid., 76.

3 Tbid., 76-78.

% J, Kanonidis (ed.), ITowtdro II. H ovvTiionon twv ToL0yoa@Liv,
two volumes, Polygyros 2015.

37 A. Nastou, “H apyitextovixi tov [Tomtdtov — Ot »rUpLeg ot-
rnodouwrés @aoerg”, J. Kanonidis (ed.), ITowtdro I1. H ovvtijonon
Twv ToyoyoapLav, 11, Polygyros 2015, 10-11.

3 N. Stankovié, At the Threshold of the Heavens: The Narthex
and Adjacent Spaces in Middle Byzantine Churches of Mount
Athos (10th-11th centuries ) — Architecture, Function, and Mean-
ing, Princeton University 2017, 37-41, figs 1-6.

¥ S. Mamaloukos, “ITapatnofogg oty a.0mviry fulovivi vao-
douta”, International Symposium in Honour of Emeritus Profes-
sor George Velenis ( Thessaloniki, Amphitheatre of Ancient Ago-
ra, 4-7 October 2017 ), Proceedings, Athens 2021, 614-616, fig. 1.
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Fig. 4. Karyes, Protaton church. Reconstruction drawings of the first phase (ca. 965).

on the history and architecture of the Protaton, I shall
now present my views on the construction history of the
church, and reconstruct its appearance in the various
phases during the Byzantine era.

As for the small and humble (zdvv Boayvratov) ini-
tial Protaton church known to us from sources, whose
building date, according to Kriton Chrysochoidis, must
be placed around the last decades of the 9th century*, it
must be taken for certain that it was utterly demolished
around 965, to make way for the new, magnificent Pro-
taton church that survives to this day. This new church,
whose building was funded by Leo Phokas with the in-
tervention of St Athanasios in the second half of the

# K. Chrysochoides, “ITowtdto. To #€vtoo touv ABwvixot Mova-
ywopov”, Kewiira IMowtdtov, 1, Mount Athos 2000, 25.
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960s, was a large-scale, peculiar, timber-roofed, cruci-
form basilica (Figs 4, 5.a-d). The floor plan of the build-
ing was rectangular with external dimensions approxi-
mately 16.90x22.90m excluding the three semi-circular
sanctuary apses that protrude from the east facade. The
shape of an inscribed cross with cross-arms of different
lengths is clearly outlined on the floor plan; the width of
the cross-arms was approximately 6.70m, the length of
the north and south cross-arms approximately 4.00m,
that of the east approximately 4.40m and that of the west
approximately 5.50m. The rather isolated corner com-
partments were connected with the cross-shaped main
body of the church via wide and tall arched openings.
Given the extremely peculiar form of the building in the
context of middle-Byzantine architecture, reconstruct-
ing its of old and in several successive phases completely

AXAE MI (2022), 95-110
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Fig. 5. Karyes. Protaton church. Reconstruction of the first phase (ca. 965): (a) Axonometric view from southeast. (b) Axono-
metric view from southeast. (c) Perspective longitudinal section. (d) Perspective cross section.

altered superstructure is not easy at all. The corner com-
partments were undoubtedly covered with lean-to roofs
inclined towards the north and south. The surviving
windows in the upper part of the walls noted by Pantelis
Fountas indicate that the cross-shaped main body of the
church doubtlessly extended as a sort of clerestory over
the corner compartments, with its form visible from the
interior as well, thus dominating the overall articulation
of volume of the church.

The lateral cross-arms must have been covered with,
probably intersecting, gable roofs. This solution is also
encountered in the cruciform basilica of Santa Maria e
San Donato at Murano, Venice, dated to the 11th or 12th
century*!, but also in a series of cruciform, free or partly

# For the church of Santi Maria e Donato at Murano in compar-

AXAE MI (2022), 95-110

inscribed, Athonite buildings of the early Ottoman peri-
od, namely the refectory (trapeza) and the bakery (man-
gipeion) of Megisti Lavra Monastery*. If the old refecto-
ry of Vatopedi Monastery indeed belonged to this type,

ison with the church of Protaton, see Fountas, Naog ITowtdtov,
op.cit. (n. 4), 118-119. On the monument in general, see G. Suit-
ner-Nicolini, Vénétie romane, Paris 1991, 79-81, 121-122, fig. on
p. 80 (plan), 83, 120, figs 22-35. G. Zucconi, Venice. An archi-
tectural guide with an essay by Donatella Calabi, Verona 1995,
26. D. Howard, The Architectural History of Venice, New Haven
—London 2005, 13-14, fig. 9.

4 On these two important early Ottoman monuments of Mount
Athos, see respectively P. Theocharides — S. Mamaloukos, “TTagotn-
QNOELS TNV OLROJOULKT LOTOQIOL XA TNV CLOYLTEXLTOVIRY TOV R TNOLAL-
%00 oVYrRQOTHUOTOS NS TodmeCas g Meyiotng Aavpas”, DChAE
32 (2011), 33-50. P. Theocharides — S. Mamaloukos, “To poyxireio
e Meyilotne Aavpag tov Ayiov Ogovg”, DChAE 35 (2014), 9-18.
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and if this phase of the building is dated by the surviving
inscription of 1319/20%, then this type of roof layout is
substantiated in at least one Athonite Byzantine build-
ing. However, if the two large arches that connect the
east and west parts of the nave’s lateral walls (Figs 2, 3)
are original, which I find much more likely in contrast
with Fountas’ notion, the roofing of the cruciform main
body of the Protaton differed from all the aforementioned
buildings: in the case of the Protaton church the impres-
sion of the interior space would be completely different
from that of all the other buildings, since the longitudinal
axis of the edifice would be emphasized by the existence
of the distinct longitudinal nave (Fig. 4), as it happens to-
day (Figs 2, 3). What actually happens with the two arches
in question is very difficult to ascertain under the present
circumstances, as frescoes cover all the internal surfaces
of the church. Nevertheless, a convincing hint that these
may indeed be original, is offered by three small-scale,
peculiar Athonite basilicas with transepts covered by
roofs supported by transverse arches, which have of old
been suggested to be small copies of the Protaton*. These
are the 11th-century katholika of Ravdouchos monastery
near Karyes and Kalamitsion monastery in the district of
Vatopedi and the Hagioi Anargyroi chapel in Vatopedi
monastery, which apparently was built around 1370 with
funds provided by the Serbian Despot Jovan Ugljesa®.

Access to the church was via three doors on the west
facade, and two more doors on the axes of the lateral
cross-arms. The interior received natural light from two
double-light windows on the axes of the lateral facades,
two oculi over them, and numerous single-light windows
arranged in two rows on the lateral facades and on the
sanctuary apse, one series of windows on the clerestory
of the main cruciform body of the church, and one win-
dow on each of the two side apses.

The construction of the church appears to be quite
regular. Fountas rightly deduced the construction layout

4 On the monument, the inscription and its possible form, see P.
Theocharides, “To ovyrxpdtyua tov mepdhov”, 1. Papaggelos
(ed.), Ieod Meyiotn Movij BatoraiSiov IMapddoon — lotopia —
Téxvn, Mount Athos 1996, 155, fig. 121 and fig. 11.

# Mamaloukos, “ABwvixy pulavtvy vaodouia”, op.cit. (n. 39),
616-618, fig. 2, where prior relevant bibliography can be found.

4 On the three monuments see ibid, 616-618, fig. 2, where prior
relevant bibliography can be found.
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and design principles of the church*. The facades were
arranged symmetrically, with an emphasis on the ver-
tical axis. Three semi-circular axes dominated the east
facade. The facades of the north and south cross-arm,
which were probably crowned with pediments, dominat-
ed the lateral facades. A distinctive morphological fea-
ture was the grouped openings, an element also encoun-
tered in the church of the Ravdouchos. The windows
of the lower row are opened into high blind arches. The
arch faces of the sanctuary conchs were recessed down
to the floor, as is often the case in Byzantine church ar-
chitecture up to the 11th century*,

The church had a narthex, about the exact form of
which little is known*. The overall dimensions of its
floor plan must have been identical to those of the pres-
ent, 16th-century narthex (Figs 2, 4). The original nar-
thex might have extended over two floors, as in most of
the large middle Byzantine churches on Mount Athos™®.

The walls of the church were constructed of stone
masonry, composed of medium rubble stones, and some
scarce large stones mostly in the corners, interspersed
with unevenly distributed brick shards®. As it can be
seen on the lower portion of the north facade of the
church, sadly the only part of the facades that has re-
mained intact (Fig. 6), but also on older drawings and
photographs of the monument that predate the destruc-
tive alteration of the facades during the restoration proj-
ect of Anastasios Orlandos, the walls were pointed with
wide joints in off-white mortar. The pointing was flush
with the faces of the stones, the mortar was pressed
with a trowel, and the outlines of the stones and bricks

4 Fountas, Nadgs ITowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 20), 75-102.

47 Mamaloukos, “A0wvwey fulavtivi vaodouia”, op.cit. (n. 39),
616-618, fig. 2.A, where prior relevant bibliography can be found.
4 See P. L. Vocotopoulos, ‘H éxxAnoiaotixi] Goylttextovixi gig v
Avnxiyy Sregeav ‘EAAdda xai v "Hreipov md 100 téA0vs 10D
70v uéxot 100 téAovs 100 100v aidvog, Thessaloniki 21992, 154-155.
4 For the narthex of Protaton, see Fountas, Nads ITowtdtov,
op.cit. (n. 4), 61-63. Stankovic, Threshold of the Heavens, op.cit.
(n. 38), 37-41, figs 1-6. See also G. Subotic, “Priprata Saborne crkve
u Kareji poc¢etkom XVI veka”, D. Dzelebdzi¢ — B. Miljkovié (eds),
Perivolos. Zbornik u ¢ast Mirjane Zivojinovic | Perivolos. Mélang-
es offerts a Mirjana Zivojinovic, 2, Belgrade 2015, 457-467.

% Mamaloukos, KafoAixo Batomediov, op.cit. (n. 28), 154-155.

51 On the type of masonry of the church, see also Fountas, Nadg
Howrtdrov, op.cit. (n. 4), 71.
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Fig. 6. Karyes, Protaton church. Detail of the masonry of the north facade (March 2011).

were emphasized by small oblique cuts with the trowel,
a practice also found in several specimens of Byzantine
masonry contemporary with that of the Protaton. The
masonry was reinforced with three consecutive brick
bands (Figs 1, 2), each made of three rows of bricks;
these brick bands extended along the entire width of
the wall, and may at times have included hidden wooden
reinforcements in the interior of the wall®. It appears
that the walls were also equipped with wooden reinforce-
ments at their foundations®. The arches and vaulting of
the building are constructed exclusively of brick (Figs 1,
2, 7). The cornice at the springing of the sanctuary conch
vault was composed of two projecting layers of brick.

The door openings of the Protaton (Figs 1, 2, 4)

32 S. Mamaloukos, “Treatment of the facades with inscribed and
painted architectural forms and decorative features in mid Byz-
antine Architecture”, D. D. Jolshin (ed.), Transactions of the State
Hermitage Museum 33. Architecture of Byzantium and Kievan Rus
from the 9th to the 12th Centuries., Materials of the International
seminar November 17-21, 2009, Saint Petersburg 2010, 79, fig. 6.
3 Fountas, Naog ITowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4), 72-73.

5 Tavlakis, “Méova vy to TTpwtdto”, op.cit. (n. 9), 82, fig. 3.
Fountas, Nadg ITowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4), 71-72, fig. 26.
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belonged to the most common door type in Byzantine
architecture, namely doors with jambs perpendicular to
the wall face, with rather shallow protrusions forming the
door frame on the exterior, behind which were the door
leaves were fastened®. The openings had simple mason-
ry jambs, and wooden lintels. Simple raised brick arches,
with a width equal to the underlying opening, stood over
the lintel; these were sealed with gypsum frameworks and
also functioned as lighting windows. Marble or wooden
frames were installed on the exterior faces of the open-
ings, but these have not survived. The marble frame of
the modern north door of the church does not appear to
belong to the initial phase of the monument.

3 See S. Mamaloukos, “Observations on the Doors and Windows in
Byzantine Architecture”, R. Ousterhout — R. Holod — L. Haselberger
(eds) — A. T. Jones (ass. ed.), Masons at Work: Architecture and
Construction in the Pre-Modern World (University of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia, March 30 — April 1, 2012), October 2012 = http://
www.sas.upenn.edu/ancient/masons/mamaloukos.pdf (accessed
22.2.2022), 5-6. Idem, “TTaootneiogig oty dloudopmon ®ot Ty
ROATAOREVT] TWV AVOLYULATWVY TOV OV 01 fuloviivi aQyLtexto-

vuij”, V. Katsaros — A. Tourta (eds), A@iépomua otov axadnuaixd
Iavayiwty A. Boxotomovio, Athens 2015, 117-119, fig. 1T
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Fig. 7. Karyes, Protaton church. Partial view of the north facade (June 2017 ).

The single and double-light window openings of the
church (Figs 1, 2, 7) belong to the typical window type of
Byzantine architecture®. All had simple masonry jambs
and brick, arched lintels. Their faces were recessed both
on the interior and exterior. Single-light windows had
arched lintels, in the form of raised brick arches, without
an enveloping brick band. The arches of the windows on
the lateral facades and the upper row on the sanctuary
apse were constructed of carefully cut bricks®”. The dou-
ble-light windows of the lateral fagades of the church (Figs
1, 2, 7) are of the arcade type, typical in works of the
Middle Byzantine School of Constantinople and in Mid-
dle Byzantine architecture in general®®. Their arches are
raised, and the arch faces are recessed up to the springing
of the raised arches. The common part of the two exte-

% On the form of window openings in Byzantine architecture, see
Mamaloukos, “Doors and Windows”, op.cit. (n. 55), 26-29.

57 Fountas, Nadg ITowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4), 73.

% See Mamaloukos, “Doors and Windows”, op.cit. (n. 55), 29.
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rior arches over the axis of the windows is formed by a
simple vertical brick that projects out of the abacus of the
capital. This particular detail is also encountered in other
Byzantine churches on Mount Athos, for example, in the
lite of the katholikon of Vatopedi monastery, on the first
floor, double-light windows of the church of Saint Prokop-
ios in the Vatopedi kellion of Saint Prokopios, on the dou-
ble-light windows on the faces of the lateral facades and
the sanctuary apse in the kyriakon of the Vatopedi skete
of Saint Demetrios, on the double-light and triple-light
windows of the apses of the same church, etc. The mul-
lions between the window lobes have impost block-like
capitals with low impost blocks and impost bases. All
windows had gypsum frames, original samples of which
might still survive on the monument today.

The church facades have some limited brickwork
decoration (Figs 1, 2, 7), which consists of short friezes
on either side of the oculi on the lateral facades (Figs 4,
7). The friezes are composed of simple brick frame and
reticulate ornament in the form of a row of rhomboid
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shapes with bricks across the diagonal elements®. Pan-
telis Fountas suggests that the brickwork decoration
of the Protaton must not belong to the initial phase of
the monument, but rather to “the 13th-century modifi-
cations”®. T consider this notion highly unlikely. Apart
from the fact that the technical information provided by
Fountas is not very convincing, similar brickwork dec-
oration appears in other safely dated Middle Byzantine
Athonite monuments, such as the old refectory of Do-
cheiarion monastery, which, according to Ploutarchos
Theocharides, is dated to the late 11th or early 12th cen-
tury®!, and on a blind arch tympanum on the facade of
the kyriakon of the Vatopedi skete of Saint Demetrios,
itself also dated to the 11th century®, thus justifying an
earlier date for the decoration of the Protaton.

The sanctuary was separated from the main church
with a marble sanctuary screen, which still survives in
situ in a quite good state of preservation (Figs 2, 4);
based on stylistic elements the sanctuary screen can be
dated to the 10th century®. Intricate proskynetaria with
a frame composed of complex colonettes decorated with
an Heracles’ knot, capitals and an arch with sculpted
relief ornament, are formed on the sides of the sanctu-
ary wall-pillars. The proskynetaria are constructed with
gypsum mortar, a technique encountered often in Byz-
antine sculpture, several specimens of which are still
preserved on Mount Athos®.

% See Fountas, Nad¢ ITowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4), 74, pls 10, 13, 14.
% Ibid., 179-185.

% On the monument, see P. Theocharidis — J. Tavlakis, “Epgvveg
omv mald tpdmeCo s M. Aoyewopiov Ayiov Ogpove”, 2nd Sym-
posium of the ChAE (Athens 1982), 29-30. P. Theocharides, “Ar-
chitectural Organization of the Athonite Monasteries during the
Byzantine period”, G. Galavaris (ed.), Athos, la Sainte Montagne.
Tradition et renouveau dans Uart (ABwvixd Svuuewto / Athoni-
ka Symmeikta 10), Athens 2007, 106-108.

%2 On the monument, see Mamaloukos, KafoAixo Batomediov,
op.cit. (n. 28), 284-285. P. Androudis, “Le catholicon du monastere
byzantin de Saint Demetrios (Chalkeos) au Mont Athos (actuel
Kyriakon de la skite de Saint Demetrios de Vatopedi)”, DChAE
29 (2008), 195-206.

% QOrlandos, “To paoudowvov téumhov 100 IMowtdtov tov Ka-
Qu®V”, op.cit. (n. 11). N. Melvani, “The Middle Byzantine sanctu-
ary barriers of Mount Athos: Templon and iconostasis”, P. Petridis
— V. Foskolou (eds), Aaoxdia. AmréSoon tywijs otnv xaOnyitoia
Maipn avayiwtidn-Keoiooyrov, Athens 2015, 305-335.

% See V. Papadopoulou, “Tiyva votegofulavivd avaylvgao ard
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The majority of the researchers that have studied the Pro-
taton in recent years acknowledge that the church built
(or modified) in the 960s was repaired again around the
year 1300 after suffering damage from the supporters
of the Union of Churches or the Catalan Company. The
sole exception is Pantelis Fountas, who, as has already
been mentioned, upholds the view that another building
phase that corresponds to the “global (sic) March 11th
1231 earthquake” lies between the two aforementioned
phases. It must be reminded that, according to Fountas,
during this repair phase, a building workshop from the
Despotate of Epirus modified the church by retaining
its old cruciform floor plan and covering the cross-arms
with timber-framed structures in a cross-vaulted layout.
It is quite possible that in Byzantine architecture, and on
Mount Athos nonetheless, there existed timber-framed
vaulting structures, equivalent to those found both in the
East and the West, as Fountas claims, based on an exten-
sive and systematic research®. However, I consider the
evidence used to support such a hypothesis in the case of
the Protaton quite shaky; it appears highly unlikely that

v Hrewo”, AD 56 (2001) A —Meletes, Athens 2006, 341-364. S. Ka-
lopissi-Verti, “The Proskynetaria of the Templon and Narthex: Form,
Imagery, Spatial Connections, and Reception”, S. E. J. Gerstel (ed.),
Thresholds of the Sacred. Architectural, Art Historical, Liturgical, and
Theological Perspectives on Religious Screens, East and West, Har-
vard University Press, 2006, 110. Th. Pazaras, “I'iypveg dtanoouioeig
070 ®aBolxd e Movic IBjowv”?, Makedonika 36 (2007), 47-64. Fl.
Vanni, “Working Stucco in Byzantium: Some Evidence from the Writ-
ten Sources”, Proceedings of the 23rd International Congress of Byz-
antine Studies, Belgrade 22-27 August 2016, Belgrade 2016, https://
www.academia.edu/29156663 (accessed 22.2.2022). Eadem, “Does
a cheap material make a patron poor? The church of St. John Eleimon
in Ligourio, Peloponnese”, Skint: Peasants and Poverty in Byzantium,
International Medieval Congress of Leeds (3-6 July 2017 ) = https://
www.academia.edu/33883480 (accessed 22.2.2022). Eadem, “Aspetti
meno noti della scultura mediobizantina: la decorazione a stucco”, Co-
sentino — Pomero — Vespignani (eds), Dialoghi con Bisanzio. Spazi di
discussione, percorsi di ricerca. Atti dell’ VIII Congresso dell’ Associa-
zione Italiana di Studi Bizantini (Ravenna, 22-25 Settembre 2015),
1, Spoleto 2019, 1119-1140. Eadem, “Men at work. Stucco workshop(s)
on Mount Athos”, Byzantine Materialities. IV: Workshops, Trade, and
Manuscripts, International Medieval Congress of Leeds (1-4th July
2019) [= https://www.academia.edu/40765831] (accessed 22-2-2022).
Eadem, Byzantine stucco decoration (ca. 850-1453). Cultural and eco-
nomic implications across the Mediterranean, two volumes, University
of Birmingham 2021, 1, 148-151 and 2, 148-151, figs 4.10-4.11, 9.1-9.5.
% Fountas, Naog ITpowtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4), 319-345.
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Fig. 8. Karyes, Protaton church. Reconstruction of the second phase (early 14th century): (a) Axonometric view from southeast.

(b) Axonometric view from southeast. (c) Perspective longitudinal section. (d) Perspective cross section.

the superstructure of the church could have been con-
structed out of timber-frame vaulting to the extent sug-
gested by Fountas’ reconstruction, as this goes against
all current knowledge on Byzantine church architecture.

Once we set aside, due to lack of convincing evidence,
the hypothesis of an early 13thcentury repair, we are left
with a building phase that is both reported in oral tra-
dition, and can be corroborated by evidence, namely the
building phase associated with the Palaiologan wall-paint-
ings of the church, apparently sometime in the 14th cen-
tury®. Out of the various reconstruction attempts, the
safest one, though again not without some problematic is-
sues, must be that of a three-aisled basilica, with a unified

% Vapheiades, “Wall-paintings of the Protaton Church”, op. cit. (n.
7), 117-119. See also above.
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gable roof, set forth by Mylonas and Amponis (Fig. 8.
a-d). In terms of the two alternative reconstructions sug-
gested by Fountas, one must retain serious reservation.
In the case of the roofing of the timber-framed clerestory
with a gable roof, I have already expressed my reserva-
tion about the excessive use of timber-frame structures in
the superstructure of a church. As for the roofing of the
central aisle with a timber-framed raised central bay, my
reservations stem from the fact that such a solution would
be quite foreign to the character of the building.

Following this discussion, I shall now attempt an assess-
ment of the Protaton in the context of Middle Byzantine
architecture, and endeavor to interpret the peculiarities
that the architecture of the monument presents. Hence,
one could, in summary, make the following points:
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First, based on the surviving evidence and current
knowledge, the Protaton church constitutes a unicum
for Middle Byzantine church architecture. Nevertheless,
the possibility that there were other churches with char-
acteristics similar to those of the Athonite monument,
which, given the relative sensitivity of their construc-
tion, have since been destroyed and thus are not known
to us today, cannot be ruled out at all.

Secondly, the creation of the type of a cruciform tim-
ber-roofed basilica that the church follows could be inter-
preted as a conscious choice to reuse an old, early Byz-
antine model, namely that of the cruciform basilica®’, as
for example those of Gerasa (465)%, Salona (530-533)%,
Thasos (6th century)”, and the so-called Cumanin Camii
church in Antalya, Asia Minor (second half of the 5th —
early 6th century)’,, in a manner similar to the way the

% On cruciform basilicas, see A. Orlandos, ‘H §vAdoteyos madat-
oxorotiavixh faciiixd) Tig uecoyeiaxic Aexdvng, Athens 21994,
185-194.

68 Krautheimer — Curéi¢, Early Christian and Byzantine Architec-
ture, op.cit. (n. 2) 158, fig. 121.

8 Curdi¢, Architecture in the Balkans, op.cit. (n. 16), 235-236,
fig.127.

0 A. Orlandos, “H otavowy facihixy thg ©doov”, ABME 7
(1951), 3-61.

' G. Kaymak, Antalya Cumamin Camii. Mimari Tarihi ve Bizans
Kokeni, Rolove | Die Cumanmin Camii in Antalya. Thre Baugeschi-

architects of San Marco of Venice creatively copied the
church of the Holy Apostles”™ From this point of view,
the Protaton could be another proof that, despite the op-
posing views that have been expressed, many of the most
important works of Byzantine architecture are character-
ized by remarkable originality’, and that the typological
choices that led to the creation of the Protaton could be
associated, even in a broad sense, with the architectur-
al renaissance of the Macedonian dynasty, which Rich-
ard Krautheimer discusses in the chapter “New building
types and the ‘Middle-Byzantine renaissance’ of his book
Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture”™.

chte und ihre byzantinischen Urspriinge Bauaufnahme, Istanbul
2010.

72 Krautheimer — Cur¢ié, Early Christian and Byzantine Archite-
cture, op.cit. (n. 2), 407-411.

3 S. Mamaloukos, “A76 tOvV 0ESLAOUS 0TV RATO.OREVT: ZNTH-
nato epaeuoyic ot utaviivy apyrtextoviny”, DChAE 39 (2018),
3-96, 86-87.

7 Krautheimer — Curéié, Early Christian and Byzantine Architec-
ture, op.cit. (n. 2), 335-353.
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ter for the Preservation of the Athonite Heritage, Fountas, Nadg
Mowrtdtov, op.cit. (n. 4), drawings 2-18. Figs 4, 5 (a-d), 8 (a-d):
Drawings by Vasileios Mamaloukos under the instructions of
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4-6). To »tiolo elye oe ndtoyn oyfuo opboymviov
naQalinhoyoduuov. Xty xatoPn Tov daypapdTay
oaQ®OC TO oYU EVOS EYYEYOOUUEVOV OVIOOOXRENOVC
otaveov. Ta oyetrd amopovouévo ywviaxd diauegi-
OUOTO TOV VALOU ETLROLVOVOUCOYV UE TO OTAVQLXS TOU
odua péow @aedwv ToEmtwyv dodmwyv. To otaverd
odua Tov voou avaugiBolo vreguypmvetayv ev eldel
POTAYWYOU ETAVD and TO YOVIOXRA OloueQiopota
%o dLayea@dTay oo 0to eEwTeQrS TOV XTNElOV.
Ta oréhn ToV OTOVELXOU OWUOTOS TEEMEL VO, HOAD-
nrovtov ne dipuyteg oTéyeg, oL omoieg mbavitata ah-
MAotéuvovtav. TTpdxettol yio wio AMion yvooTty aro
™ otavowrh Pacthiwy g [Havaylog xar tov Aylov
Aovdtov oto Movpdvo tng Bevetiog, Tov 11ov 1 tov
1200 odva, aAld not oo (it OELRE OTAVEOOYNUMY,
elevBepwV 1 eV UEQEL EYYEYQAUUEVOV, ALOWVIRDOV KTY-
olwv ™g TEAWNS 00WUAVIRAS TEQLODOV, KOl CUYXE-
xowéva Ty Todmela nol To payxiaelo g Meyiotng
Aavpos. Qotéoo, av ta dvo toEa mov ouvdéouy Ta
SVTIKG UE TO AVOTOAXE TUAUATO TWV SLAUXWY ECW-
teodv Tolywv, eivar apywd (Ew. 2, 3), modyna mov
@aivetal Tohl mave, mtaed ta o TeRl Tov avTLOE-
Tov vrtootnEitel o Iavielic Povvide, 1 OTéyaon Tov
0TaVELroY 0WOUaToS Tov ITowTdTov dLopoomoLelTal
and Gha Ta TOQATA VM TaQadelyuoTo: otV TeQimTm-
o1 tov aBwvixov vaov 1 alofnomn Tov EcmwTEQLXOU TOV
yxdoov (Ew. 4, 5) 0a fitav evrehdic duagpooetint, ®addg
Ba tovildtav o natd uirog AEovag ue Tov opLond eveg
dLarELToU dLoUroVE ®EVIQLROU ®A{TOVS, dtmwe ovupai-
ver kot ofjuepa (Ewx. 2, 3).

Ooov agoed ™V owodowry LoTopic. Tov uvnueiov
OTOVS ETOUEVOUS QLLDVES, AV 1 VtdBeon mov €xel da-
TurtwOel amd tov I1. PovvTd Yo Lol ETLO%EVY] TOV VOL.OU
0TS aEYES Tov 130V aLdvae TOQAUEQLOTEL TEOS TO TTaL-
00V, eAhelel oToLElmY, TOTE ATOUEVEL 1) TO.QAILOOUE-
VN aMAG ®ou TERUOLEOUEVT, ®AODC WIToEl Vo cVVOVL-
00Tel UE TNV TOAALOAGYELD TOLYOYQAEPENON TOV VOOV,
owodouxn @don tov téhovg tov 130V M TWV aQywV
tov l4ov awdva (Ew. 8). And tic d14qopec mEOoTd-
OELC OVOTTAQAOTAONS TOU €XOVV DS THQO EmLyELQNOEL,
A0QaAEOTEQN, OV %Ol Oyl YwQEIS TEOPAjuaTa, elvol
exelvn g ToirALtng Paothnig, ue eviaia dlpuytyn oTé-
vN. Ot exteTapéves €0YAOTES TOV TEWTOV TETAQTOV TOU
160V aLdva noL EXEIVES TV ETOUEVIV ALWOVOY WOV
OTO UVNUELD TN LOEEY OV Elxe TOWV ATl TIC EAAYLOTA
TEXUNOLMUEVES EQYAOIES ATORATAOTAONS TOV EYLVOLY
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oto wvnueio and tov Avaotdolo K. Ophdvdo ratd
dexaetion tov 1950 (Ew. 1-3).

Metd and doo avapépdnrov Tapaxdvm, Ba wro-
povoe va emyelenOel uia aEordynon tov Ilpwtdtou
010 TAa{oL0 ™G UECORVLAVTIVIG CQYLTEXTOVIRNC KO
vo. #atoPAnOel pio Tpoomdbeia egunvelog Thg LOLOTV-
wiag mov TaEoVoLGLelL M AEYLTEXRTOVIXNY TOV wvnuelov.
Ex’ avtdv twv Intnudtmy Ba urogovoe xaveis va dia-
TUTTWOEL TLS TAQAXATW BEoELS:

Me T onuepvd dedouéva xat To enimedo Twv yvo-
oeddv nog 1o ITpwtdto amotelel unicum yuo T UECO-
Bulavtivi vaodouia. ITapd tavta dgv WtoQel Vo ato-
xhewotel n mBavéTTo Vo vneyoav oty fulavtivi
emOYN %ol GAAOL VOOl Ue YOQARTNOLOTIRG OUOLOL E
exeiva Tov abwviroU wvnuelov, to omota, dedouevng
™G OYETWNG EVOLOBNOIOC TS ROTAOREVNS TOVGS, £YOVV
ROTOOTQAPEL ®OL €TOL OEV pag elval oNueQo Yvmotd.

H dnutovpyio tov timov tg EvAGoTEYNS OTAVOIXNG
Boaotdxnig, mov axohovbel o vads, Ba uropovoe va eo-
unvevoel mg ovveELdNTY ETLAOYY ETALVOLYONOLUOTOINONG
evoc mahalov, g mTewToPuviavtivijc mepLddov, TEOo-
TUTTOV, KOl OUYREXQUEVO ULOS OTAVOWRNG PBAOLALRGC,
Smwg Ay, exeivec twv Tepdomv (465), Tne Odoov (60¢
audvag) i Tov yvmotov wg Cumanin Camii, vaov g
wxpaotatvie Attdlerag (devtepo wod tov 5ov — a-
¥éc TOV 60V aLDVA), ®ATA TEGTO AWVALOYO TNE dSNULOVQ-
YIUAS AVTLYQOENS TOV VooU Tov Ayimv ATooTOA®V
OTt6 TOVG AEYLTEXTOVES TOV vaoU tov Aylov Mdoxovu
™¢ Bevetiog. Yrd v omtwy avty, to [Towtdto Ba
uwoQovoe vo aotehel wiot ardun arddelEn otL, Toed
TIC avTiBeTES QTOYPELS TTOV €Y0VV ROATA ®OLEOVS dLATV-
nTwOel, TOANG and To onuavirotega €oya g Pula-
VIWNG QOYLTEXTOVIXNG XOQaxTNElLovTaL and agloon-
UELTY) TOWTOTVIIC KL GTL Ol TUTOAOYIHES EMLAOYEC
ov 0dNfynoav otn dnuoveyia tov ITpwtdtov, Oa wio-
povoayv av evrayfovv otny, £0Tm ROl UE UL EVQELLL EV-
VOLQL, CLVOLYEVYNOT TNG CLOYLTEXTOVIXNG TNG ETOYNG TMV
Moxeddvmwy, Tov oyxoAldler o Richard Krautheimer oto
nEPAALO UE TiTAO «OL VEoL ®TNOLOKOT TUTOL ROl M “UE-
oofuvlavtivi avayévvnon”, oto BPiio tov Ialato-
xototiavixn xat Bulavtivi Apxitextovix.
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