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Charalambos Bouras

THE SOTEIRA LYKODEMOU AT ATHENS.
ARCHITECTURE*

The architecture of the church of the Soteira Lykodemou
at Athens, now known also as the Russian church (Fig. 1),
has never been the subject of systematic scholarly investiga-
tion. The reason for this is clear: the damage it suffered dur-
ing the Greek War of Independence and the drastic repair it
underwent just after 1850 gave rise to serious doubts as to
whether it was an authentic Byzantine monument and de-
terred scholars from turning their attention to the question.
It was in any case regarded as a published monument, since
five drawings of the church, made, moreover, before 1840,
appeared in A. Couchaud’s now inaccessible book on the
Byzantine monuments of Greece!. Nothing published since
that time is based on primary research?, with only a few ex-
ceptions: the two drawings of the modern condition of the
church made by Schultz and Barnsley® and a few observa-
tions by A.H.S. Megaw seventy years ago*.

The monument is, however, the largest church in Byzantine
Athens and deserves to take its place in the history of Mid-
dle Byzantine Helladic architecture, the first step being to
verify its disputed authenticity in terms both of the general
design and of individual parts and architectural forms. The

* This paper was first presented in Greek language to the Annual Con-
ference of the Christian Archaeological Society, on May 16, 2003. I
would like to thank the Library of the Copenhagen’s Academy of Fine
Arts and the Hellenic Literary and Historical Archive (ELIA) for the
permission to reproduce the drawings, Figs. 4, 5, 6, and 7. I feel also
indebted to Hel. Tsofopoulou-Ghini, Ephor of Byzantine Antiquities,
A. Papanicolaou-Christensen, M. Charitatos and the architects M.
Vournous, C. Koliopoulos and CI. Aslanides for their help. The paper
was translated by David Hardy.

1. A. Couchaud, Choix d églises byzantines en Gréce, Paris 1842, 18, pl.
11-13.

2. Like the A. Xyngopoulos extensive entry on the monument and the
previous bibliography, in the Eureterion (EMME 1, 2, Athens 1928, 80-
83). See also R. Janin, Les églises et les monastéres des grands centres by-
zantins, Paris 1975, 320-322. R. Krautheimer, ITadawoyototiavixn xai
BvEavron agyitextovia, Athens 1991, 500, 519, 613, 621. C. Mango,
Byzantine Architecture, New York 1976, 222, 224, 252. Ch. Bouras, Bv-

fairly recent publication of old drawings made before the
damage and repair to the church of the Soteira provides an
opportunity for a preliminary approach to this question.

A few points of clarification and references to more or less
well-known matters may be useful, if not indispensable, at
this point.

First, the name. The name Hagios Nikodemos once used of
the church is of modern origins. The church, probably the
katholikon of a monastery, honours the name of the Virgin
as the Saviour (Soteira) of the World®. The name of Lyko-
demos is probably to be associated with one of the founders
of the monastery. Surnames compounded with Lykos are
known in the small aristocracy of Byzantine Athens®. Amongst
the akidographimata, or graffiti, of the church copied before
it was damaged and published by Antonin’, the name is
mentioned of the protoktitor, Stephanos, who died in 1044
and is believed? to have born the name Lykos. The word pro-
toktitor possibly implies that there was a second founder of
the Soteira, before 1044.

The akidographimata-recollection notes of the church were
valuable in dating the monument, since the earliest of them

Savrwvn xai uetafvlavrvny doyitextovixn oty ‘EAAdda, Athens,
2001, 92, 124, fig. 120.

3. R.W. Schultz - S.H. Barnsley, The Monastery of Saint Luke of Stiris,
London 1901, 15, fig. 8.

4. A.H.S. Megaw, The Chronology of Some Middle Byzantine Church-
es in Greece, BSA 32 (1931-32), 95-96, 102-104, 115, 116, 118, 120, 122,
124,126, pl. 31.

5. The name Sotera is common in Greece for churches also dedicated to
the Transfiguration of the Saviour.

6. E. Granstrem - I. Medvedev - D. Papachryssanthou, Fragment d’un
Praktikon de la région d’Athénes, REB 34 (1976), 5-44, Avronodngs (p.
30) and Avradmoviog (p. 36).

7. Antonin, O Drevnikh Kristianskikh Nadpis’ ach u Afinakh, St. Peters-
burg 1874, 4 and facsimile, pl. ITI, no. 4. The same were published by K.
Pittakis in AEphem 1853, 936-938, nos. 1574-1589.

8. D. Kambouroglou, Mvnueia tij iotopiag t@v AOnvaiwv, B, Athens
1890, 282-285. M. Chatzidakis, Athénes byzantines, Athens 1958, 11.

11



CHARALAMBOS BOURAS

Fig. 1. The north fagade looking west.

9. Chatzidakis, ibid. N. Gioles, Buiavtuj vaodouia, Athens 1987, 167
and Xyngopoulos, op.cit.

10. G. Millet, L école grecque dans Uarchitecture byzantine, Paris 1916, 7,
n. 1. Megaw, The Chronology, op.cit., 99. Unfortunately I did not exam-
ine the under dispute no. 8 graffiti, in the Antonin’s fascimile publica-
tion.

11. M. Chatzidakis, A propos de la date et du fondateur de Saint Luc,
CahArch 19 (1969), 129, 140, 141.

12. A. Frantz, The Church of the Holy Apostles, The Athenian Agora
XX, Princeton, N.J. 1971, 22, n. 25. See also p. 23, 25, n. 11 and p. 26.
13. Kampouroglou, op.cit., A", Athens 1891, 45.

14. As of the east wall of the Athenian Acropolis. M. Korres, Seismic
Damage to the Monuments of the Athenian Acropolis, Archaeoseismol-
ogy (8. Stiros, R.E. Jones, eds), Athens 1996, 73.

15. N.N. Ambraseys, Material for the Investigation of the Seismicity of
Central Greece, ibid., 26-27.

16. S. Kalantzopoulou, Meoawwvixol vaol tijc A6nvag amo owldue-
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provides a terminus ante quem for its erection of 1031° or
104410, The fact that the Soteira is a copy of the katholikon
of Hosios Loukas, whose erection was already completed by
1011', also furnishes a terminus post quem, and makes it al-
most certain that the monument under examination was
erected between 1011 and 1031 (or 1044). Alison Frantz'?
dates it between 1000 and 1044.

Apart from the akidographimata, no other Byzantine literary
sources survive for the Soteira. The earliest information is to
be found in the Anargyreia Apospasmata, and is unconnected
with the architecture of the church!®. The earthquake in the
early ninteenth century that damaged the monument!* is
known to have occurred on 3rd September 1705%. It is con-
jectured that just after this there was extensive repair work
and the church was given new wall-painted decoration'®,
though according to the statements of Antonin!” it had al-
ready been abandoned in the seventeenth century and was
situated in a deserted part of Athens; this is also confirmed
by the depictions of the east part of the city by foreign trav-
ellers in the seventeenth and eighteenth century's.

During the siege of the Acropolis in 1821, according to a
statement by Pittakis, a bomb destroyed a large part!® of the
dome and the west wall, that is the facade of the church,
which had been on the point of collapse «dwa v akowdTn-
ta...». The vaults roofing the narthex, both on the ground
floor and the upper storey, probably collapsed completely or
partly.

It thus seems that the church was in a ruined state when it
was presented in 1847 to the Russian community of
Athens? on condition that its old form should not be
changed during the repairs. The very poor state of the build-

va oyédwa xai onueidoeis 1o Paul Durand (Ph.D.), Athens 2000, A',
250-251 (hereafter: Meoawwvixol vaor).

17. Antonin Archimandrite, “YTouvnua el TOv avaorag@v Yevo-
uévov ... &v tij gxnnoig Nuddnpog el ‘Abfvog, AEphem 12-13
(1856-57), 1449, note.

18. J. Skene, Mvyueia xal tomia tic ‘EAAadog 1838-1845, Athens
1985, figs. 15 and 16. J. Demakopoulos, T6 oy£0to ot Bassano (1670),
1 Abnvo xal ta pvnueia tig Axgomorens, ‘O Mévtwg 58 (2001),
60, 63. Thomas Hope, Eixoves ano tiv ‘EALdda tot 18ov aivva,
Athens 1985, 87, fig. 24, p. 224. De Laborde, Athénes au XVe, XVle et
XVIle siécles, Paris 1854, v. 11, pl. 48. H. Omont, Athénes au XV1le siécle,
Paris 1898, pl. XXXIV and XXXV.

19. After Couchaud, Choix, op.cit., the two thirds of the dome were de-
stroyed.

20. C. Biris, Al A8var amd ot 19ov eig tov 206v aidva, Athens
1966, 142, 143. Xyngopoulos, EMME (n. 1), 82.



ing is confirmed by the reports submitted by a committee of
technical experts (Smolens, Riedl, Kaftantzoglou and
Schiodel (?) on 12th April 1847) and also by Kaftantzoglou
himself, to the effect that “...the church, being in a very ru-
ined state, must be razed to the foundations and erected
anew...”. This information is recorded for us forty years later
by G. Lambakis?!, who appears to have derived it from the
military architect responsible for the work, Telemachos Vla-
sopoulos??, who was still alive in 1894 at least®. In the end,
the church was fortunately not demolished but radically re-
paired, with parts of it being reconstructed. Lambakis, who
was not even born at this time?*, knew the plans that had
been drawn up by Vlasopoulos, one of which — the section of
the dome - he published (Fig. 2)%. The work was carried out
between 1850 and 1855.

The series of drawings, presumably based on measurements
taken of the Soteira, has been destroyed or mislaid. It was
handed over to the Christian Archaeological Society, re-
ceived into the collection assembled by Lambakis during his
travels?, and displayed in the Zappeion in 1891%". It is not
known whether the collection, or even a list of the drawings,
was ever published®®. A. Xyngopoulos was presumably un-
aware of their existence in 1929. Questions about the restora-
tion of the Soteira were first raised during the 1890s, after the
restoration of the dome of the Daphni monastery. This was
severely criticised by Lambakis?®, who contrasted it with the
restoration of the Soteira, which he regarded as successful.
In fact, only the parts in danger of imminent collapse — the
west side and almost all the vaults — seem to have been re-

21. G. Lampakis, ‘O vaog 1ot Nixodnpov, ‘Efdouag, 1885, 557 ., 575.
See also A. Papageorgiou-Venetas, Edovdodog Saovumeot, Athens
1999, 75-77, Document no. 4, «St. Nikodimos, a demolir».

22. See Iayxdouio Bioyoagixd Aekixd, B, Athens 1984, 314.

23. G. Lampakis, Al &moxevai 100 Aagviov, AXAE B’ (1894), 63:
«IIdg oixodopetton 1 Emdlogbottal mahowdg B6hog madderypa
Eyopev &v Abvaurg tov tod ‘Ayiouv Nixodnuov, mepl tijc nata-
oxeviic Tod 6molov ROUVaTO Vi 0wt BT Vo TAOV Gpuodiny 6 dia-
TEETTS TV Emioxrevdv 10D Nixodrjuov doyrtértov % Bhaodmov-
}\.Og».

24. G. Lampakis, 1854-1914.

25. Lampakis, ‘O vaog tot Nixodnuov, op.cit., 475. Lampakis asserts
as true that «..pdvov tO oxwalouevov dd mhayiov yoouudv
AmoTerel oupmA oA, ..» and lets to conclude that the new existing
dome is in a great part the original one.

26. G. Lampakis, Kataloyog tijc év Zamneiw éx0éoews, Athens 1891,
41f., 44, no. 27.

27.Ibid.

28. G. Lampakis in ‘Efdoudg of the year 1885, 575 notes «...&x TGV

THE SOTEIRA LYKODEMOU AT ATHENS

Fig. 2. Section of the original dome by T. Vlasopoulos, after Lam-
bakis.

moved, including the dome. The entire east side and parts of
the north and south were preserved, all the bearing elements
retained their original position, as did the lower parts of all
the walls®®, while the arches and vaults were restored, using
as a guide their springings, which were preserved in the side
walls and in the area of the sanctuary and the east wall (Fig.
3). Unfortunately, Vlasopoulos removed all the internal
non-bearing walls, both original and later (which will be dis-
cussed in brief below), following the arbitrary interventions
in the drawing by A. Couchaud?!, and this resulted in the de-
terioration of the interior space and the loss of the link be-
tween function and spatial units inside the church. The new
vaults, though retaining the springing of the original ones,
had a different form?,

The elaborate doorways, window mullions and above all the

TEWG AVERDOTOV AQYLTEXTOVIXMDV OYESLOYQAPNUAT®Y TOT GELOTI-
UOV TOYROTAQYOV...». See also D. Pallas, Katdhoyog xeloyodpwv
ot BuCavuwvot Movaeiov "ABnvav, AXAE B' (1936), off: «184
oxéda doyrtextovir®dv pvnueiov. TOv oyediov Tovtwv Ofhel
dNpootevdi) vaTaAroYOSs».

29. Lampakis, Al émoxevai tod Aagviov, op.cit. For his involvment
to the Daphni restorations debate in 1885, see also Elias Apostolidis,
Havayia Avxodruov, Athens 1959, 69-71.

30. The fact is testified by the drawings of Couchaud and Lenoir, made
before the intervention, as well as by the bulky blocks at the lower part of
both corners of the west fagade. See also Gioles, op.cit. (n. 9), 167, n. 12.

31. Couchaud, Choix (n. 1), 18. «Dans les dessins que je donne de cette
église toutes les ouvertures actuellement murées ont été indiquées dans
leur état primitif». Obviously, he could not distinguish the original from
the new walls. His drawing of the longitudinal section of the church
shows an evidently new wall, about which see below.

32. In fact, the existing now, new vaults do not have clear geometric
forms; they are domed and defaced. Modern plasters and murals pre-
vent the direct observation of their structure.
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Fig. 3. Isometric section of the church, showing the existing original
parts of the building, by C. Koliopoulos.

high chamfered marble crepis added by Vlasopoulos (Fig. 1)
detracted from the monument’s authenticity, and the old
marble templon, the form of which is preserved by Lenoir®,
appears to have been carried off before the work began3,
The almost total destruction of the wall-paintings in the
church (which will be discussed below) confirms the great
scale of the removal of walls and vaults during Vlasopoulos’s
intervention.

The excavations of Antonin brought to light the hypocausts
of a room in a Roman bathhouse?. They have no connec-
tion with the Middle Byzantine church with which we are
concerned. The much more recent excavations and repairs
carried out by the 1st Ephorate of Byzantine Antiquities>¢
are also not relevant.

33. A. Lenoir, Architecture Monastique, Paris 1856, 343, no. 238. Republi-
shed in EMME (n. 2), 81, fig. 80.

34. The marble templon is not represented in the Durand drawings
which are made some years later.

35. Antonin Archimandrite, “Yropvnua, op.cit. (n. 17), 1449-1456.
John Travlos (Pictorial Dictionary of Ancient Athens, London 1991, 181)
suggests that this room was part of the bathing complex no. L, probably
belonging to the gymnasium of the ancient Lykeion. On another adjoin-
ing bath see O. Zachariadou, ®éap Zanneiov, H oAy xdrw dxd
v wOoAn, exhibition catalogue, Athens 2000, 135.

36. P. Lazaridis, Meooawwvird "ABnvav-Attixiis, ADelt 16 (1960), 65;
ADelt 23 (1968), Chronika, 114; ADelt 24 (1969), Chronika, 95.

37. Couchaud, Choix (n. 1), pls. 10, 11 and 12.

38. He gives as reducing scale 9 mm. per metre for the elevations and

14

I now turn to the visual documentation — the plans and free-
hand drawings of the Soteira Lykodemou which were made
before the radical intervention of 1850-55.

A. Couchaud published five drawings of the monument?’
(plan, section, and three elevations), four of which were re-
published in EMME in 1928. All these drawings are flawed
by a general error regarding the dimensions®® and the monu-
ment is shown as much smaller than it actually is. Worst of
all, however, the drawings published by Couchaud were not
of the condition of the church at the time, but of a recon-
struction of what he believed the church would originally
have been, a circumstance that makes the drawings com-
pletely unreliable. In his text, he states that he did not draw
the later walls, but he obviously also omitted the original
non-bearing walls. He also failed to provide in the conven-
tional manner projections of groins and inclinations of arch-
es of the vaults, which were removed a few years later®.

The earliest of the depictions, possibly dating from the be-
ginning of the ninteenth century has recently been pub-
lished. It was drawn by L. Fauvel and depicts the Soteira
“from the side facing the Lykeion”, that is, from the north-
west*, The drawing is small but meticulously executed. The
dome is depicted intact, covered by tiles. The west side of the
church is crowned by a horizontal cornice and all the win-
dows are shown walled up. The upper part of one two-light
window on the north side remains unsealed, and a loophole
has been created in the brickwork sealing the other.

The Danish architect M.G. Bindesbel*! has bequeathed us a
drawing of a transverse section and two rough sketches (Fig.
4), which bear the title “Byzantine church in Athens”. The
church is clearly the Soteira, since the drawing shows the two
squinches either side of the east arm, the wide, low dome,
and the templon with its two columns in front of the sanctu-
ary. The two sketches depict the apses of the prothesis and

the section and 4,5 mm. per metre for the plan. The general dimensions
of the building differ from one drawing to another.

39. We note the different way of drawing of the west elevation of the
Soteira with simple lines and no shading (Couchaud, Choix, pl. 11, fig.
1). This, may be an indication that Couchaud would not like to repre-
sent the original form of the facade which was already in ruins.

40. Byzance retrouvée. Erudits et voyageurs frangais XVI-XVIII siécles,
Paris 2001, exhibition catalogue, 163, no. 91, fig. 96. Comments and
Bibliography by N.L. Demesnil.

41. M. Bendtsen, Sketches and Measurings, Danish Architects in Greece
1818-1862, Copenhagen 1993, 305 no. G.B. 074 of 1835. The drawing
has not reducing scale and is limited to the central square of the church,
not showing the thickness of the walls and the vaults.



diakonikon and can be identified from the iconographic
themes, which are known from Durand’s drawings.

From the same year, 1835, dates a drawing of a detail by
Christian Hansen*?, which is not particularly useful, since
the cufic decoration it depicts is still well preserved. The
drawings by Lenoir were probably made in 1840, though
they were published only later®. They preserve the form of
the original (?) marble templon, a cavetto moulding with
painted cufic ornaments, decorative brickwork in the walls,
and the arrangement of the wall-paintings of the dome.
Lenoir’s drawings are not very reliable*.

The drawings in the collection of the University of Karls-
ruhe, which were made between 1842 and 1845%, include a
plan, longitudinal section and west elevation of the Sotei-
ra and are still unpublished*. Their anonymous compiler
probably copied Couchaud’s drawings and made some mi-
nor corrections*’ to them, after seeing the church for him-
self. The sketch made by L.A. Winstrup (Fig. 5)*, also of
Denmark, depicts the east facade of the church, whichisina
very good state of preservation, and is useful for the walled-
up windows in this facade.

The most valuable of the depictions of the Soteira before the
repairs are the two drawings by Paul Durand, which have re-
cently been published®. These are two perspective line
drawings showing the existing condition of the interior of
the nave with unusual accuracy™. The first (32/2) was taken

42. Bendtsen, op.cit., 126 no. 88, p. 247. See also A. Papanicolaou-
Christensen et al., AOyva 1818-1853. "Eoya Aavav xallirexvov,
Athens 1885, 86, fig. 93.

43. A. Lenoir, Architecture monastique, Paris 1856, 266, 277, 295, 329 no.
230, 343 no. 238, 369 no. 269.

44. There are some mistakes in the representation of certain elements of
the sanctuary, behind the templon. Two of the Lenoir drawings are re-
published by Xyngopoulos in EMME (n. 2), 83, fig. 78 and p. 84, tig. 80).
45. S. Sinos, Die sogenannte Kirche des Hagios Elias zu Athen, BZ 64
(1971), 352.

46. I would like to thank prof. W. Schirmer, who kindly have sent me
photo-copies of the drawings.

47. The original walls between the narthex and the central part of the
church are well indicated in his plan. They are missing from the
Couchaud plan.

48. Bendtsen, op.cit., 126 no. 87 (LAW 094).

49. Kalantzopoulou, Meoawwvixol vaoi, A, 35-38, 237-251 and B, pls.
54-63. T. Kalantzopoulou, Meoawwvixol vaol tic A6nvas ané ow-
Loueva oyédwa xai onuewsoes tod P. Durand, Athens 2002 (ed.
EAIA), 42-51.

50. It is almost sure that Paul Durand used a camera obscura with lens
and a transparent board. This is testified by the fact that almost all his
drawings from Athens are made with pencil, on a very thin and translu-
cent paper consequently attached to a sheet of hard paper. Besides,

THE SOTEIRA LYKODEMOU AT ATHENS

Fig. 4. M.G. Bindesbel. Athens, Byzantine Church, 1835. Library of
the Copenhagen Academy of Fine Arts, G.B. 074.

Yy it
J.ldrw...L:w"'M'W‘

Fig. 5. L.A. Winstrup. The Byzantine Church of Sotira Likodhimou.
Library of the Copenhagen Academy of Fine Arts, LAW 094.
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Fig. 6. Interior of naos facing south-east. P. Durand, no. 32.2, Hel-
lenic Literary and Historic Archive (EAIA).

from the level of an observer at the lower level, looking to
the south-east (Fig. 6). It depicts the south part of the sanc-
tuary with its shallow apse and the corner of the nave. The
second (32/16) was taken from the level of the galleries (Fig.
7) and depicts the south-west corner and parts of the ruined
west arm and narthex, as well as the dome, which has partly
collapsed. Both these drawings, and indirectly the 22 others
depicting wall-paintings®', provide a great deal of informa-
tion on the form of the Soteira after the Greek Uprising,
which I shall try to exploit in what follows.

The attempted restoration of the Soteira in the form it origi-
nally had (Fig. 8) and in the form it received after the 1705

some of his subjects are represented in perspective, without sense (see
e.g. Kalantzopoulou, op.cit., 70, 85, 140, 145, 146).

51. Kalantzopoulou, Meoawwvixoi vaoi, A', 35-38, 237-251 and B, pls.
54-62.

52. For the section drawing of the dome, see above n. 25.

53.Schultz - Barnsley, op.cit. (n. 3), 15, fig. 8. The two drawings are repub-

16

Fig. 7. Interior of naos facing north-west. P. Durand, no. 32.16, Hel-
lenic Literary and Historic Archive (EAIA).

earthquake is based on the assumptions that the measured
drawing of the original dome by T. Vlasopoulos’? was accu-
rate and that the reconstruction followed it faithfully. It is
only by making these assumptions that it is possible to use as
abase the much later drawings of the plan and section of the
present form of the Soteira by R. Schultz and S. Barnsley>?,
which, when checked, proved to have a satisfactory degree
of accuracy.

The dome, then, did not have an internal tympanum, and
the sixteen windows created around the edge of it penetrat-
ed its hemisphere. There was a low tympanum only on the
exterior. From Durand’s drawing 32/16 it can be calculated

lished by O. Wulff, Das Katholikon von Hosios Lukas und verwandte
byzantinische Kirchenbauten, Die Baukunst, I1, 11,1903, 12-13, figs. 9, 10,
and E. Stikas, L ‘église byzantine de Christianou, Paris 1951, fig. 71.

54. Curiously, in the Schults - Barnsley section drawing of the church
the squinches which support the dome are omited.



that the two main axes of the nave coincided at the dome not
with windows but with a section of wall between two win-
dows. This feature further reveals the similarity of the dome
of the Soteira with that of the katholikon of the monastery of
Hosios Loukas. The breach created by the bomb must have
been above the south-west pillar and, according to Cou-
chaud, it destroyed two thirds of the dome. There was a paint-
ed strip above the window arches. In Durand’s drawings,
the thickness of the face of the arches bearing the dome can
be made out, as well as that of the unified surface of the
circumscribed sphere above them. Both were probably
equal to the length of a brick.

The major problem in the reconstruction is the precise form
taken by the rest of the vaulting of the church. From Du-
rand’s drawing 32/2 it emerges that the east arm was covered
by a cross-vault and from 32/16 that the west probably also
had an elevated cross-vault or low domes carried on penden-
tives. All the other vaults in the drawings (8 and 9 are unac-
companied by any substantial information regarding the
original form.

The galleries did not extend above the west arm of the cross,
as erroneously indicated in a section drawing by Couchaud™.
As in Hosios Loukas, they were confined to the area above
the narthex and the side aisles. This is clearly attested by
the chamfered cornice-cum-stylobate in Durand’s drawing
32/16. Here there was a colonnette on the axis which had
been replaced in this position by Vlasopoulos (Fig. 12). Nei-
ther of the side openings of the galleries facing on to the
west arm were two-light windows with mullions, but plain
arches, presumably with parapets at the bottom for safe-
ty reasons. A characteristic feature is that, as at Hosios
Loukas, the galleries and the chamfered cornice were re-
cessed by about 30 m. to the right and left above the two
transverse arms, so as clearly to suggest the cruciform plan®®.
The reconstruction of the original form of the west facade of
the church presents a more difficult problem. Couchaud
drew and explicitly referred to three doors, which have no
function, given that another two opened on to the narthex
from the sides. Windows can be seen in Fauvel’s sketch,
made before the destruction, though higher than the arch of

55. Correctly, Vlasopoulos did not repeat this fault in the restoration of
the church.

56. The architectural feature of the short retreat of the galleries at both
sides of the central square of the church can be connected with much
older Byzantine monuments as St Sophia in Thessaloniki, St Clement in
Ankara and the Dormition of the Virgin in Nicaea.

57. In the Vlasopoulos restitution of the church, the gabled roofs were
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the main door. It is equally probable, therefore, that there
were two windows, one either side of the door, as in the
katholikon of the monastery of Hosios Loukas. The upper
line of all the fagades is also unknown. Both Couchaud and
Winstrup and Bindesbel drew a raised part with a flat roof in
the position of the arms, but it is virtually certain that the
roofs were originally pitched®’ and covered the barrel vaults
or the cross vaults over the arms.

The large openings on the lateral axis of the church are
1.83 m. wide on the ground floor. They presumably still have
the original width, though this is disproportionately large for
ordinary windows™. The corresponding openings on the up-
per storey are narrower. These, too, have presumably not
been altered perceptibly, since the poros imposts of the pi-
lasters at either side are still in situ. The openings did not
have sills, like ordinary windows, but extended down to the
floor of the galleries. The marble columns on the axis of the
upper storey at present appear to be reconstructed.

It thus seems to be a reasonable hypothesis that the architec-
tural solution was similar to the one applied in the case of
the katholikon of Hosios Loukas, with two vertically articu-
lated windows on the sides. In this case they were two-light
windows, instead of the three-light windows of Hosios Lou-
kas. That is, the same principle was followed in the interior
of the church as in the opening on the axis of the gallery in-
side the church. The reconstruction above the two-light win-
dows of the galleries is uncertain; here Couchaud drew a
small window, also with two lights, while in Fauvel’s sketch
the tympanum is solid.

Similar questions arise in the case of the side openings of the
narthex, both on the ground floor and in the galleries. They
have the same width: 1.41 m. The upper opening was con-
verted by Vlasopoulos into a two-light window, while the
lower one remains a disproportionately large door.

All the roofs are assumed originally to have been tiled®’.
The reconstruction of the Soteira in the form it took after
the repairs necessitated by the 1705 earthquake and before
the Greek Uprising of 1821 (Fig. 9) is based on the same
documentation, mainly on P. Durand’s drawings.

Both drawings testify to the fact that all the arches opening

restored, though, at least at the west facade, the form of its upper part
was unknown.

58. The width according to Couchaud was about 1,90 m.

59. Marble frames and arcs enclosing the doors, added in the Vlasopou-
los restoration, reduced in some way the great width of their opening .
60. In the 1855 restoration, the roofs of the church were covered with
bronze sheets (Stikas, op.cit., fig. 19) substituted later by tiles.
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L

(3 "
Fig. 8. Reconstruction of the church in its original form. a. Plan Fig. 9. Reconstruction of the church as in 1820. a. Plan at ground
at ground level. b. Plan at gallery level. c. Longitudinal section. level. b. Plan at gallery level. c. Longitudinal section.
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on the central square of the church were walled up from the
level of the gallery up to their keystones and gave the im-
pression of blind arches. Only the east side, facing the sanc-
tuary, remained free. It is evident from drawing 32/16 (Fig.
7) that at the west the unified arm was bridged by an arch,
above which the new wall was built. These actions, and the
walling up of all the external openings®!, were presumably
designed to support the four large arches that carried the
dome, and to strengthen the octagonal infrastructure of
both the dome and the entire building.

Couchaud’s section drawing confirms this intervention
which, though intended as a rescue operation, completely
distorted®? the interior of the monument. The terminus ante
quem for it is provided by the date of the wall-paintings exe-
cuted on the new walls®3, which will be discussed below.

The preserved archways either side of the sanctuary on the
upper floor (parakyptika?) have also been walled up. Cou-
chaud’s plan shows reinforcing walls in front of the apses of
the prothesis and diakonikon, though Durand’s and Bindes-
bel’s drawings of the wall-paintings indicate that these walls
did not exist. The south-east side-chapel was isolated at the
west by a transverse wall, in which a small door was created.
Finally, the staircase at the south-west extreme of the church
in Couchaud’s plan, which pierced the corner vault, certain-
ly did not belong to the original form of the building®*.

Very little survives of the sculptural decoration of the
Soteira. Mullions are all that remain in situ of all the win-
dows on the east side and of the two-light windows at the
east end of the galleries (Figs. 10-11). As noted above, Vla-
sopoulos’s restoration respected the axial column with its
Ionic capital integral with the impost block (Fig. 12), a form
common in the Early Christian period® though not un-
known in the katholikon of the monastery of Hosios
Loukas®. The decorative motifs of the capitals and impost
blocks above the mullions are very simple and common-
ly found in the eleventh century (six-point rosettes and

61. Comments by N.L. Demensil, in Byzance retrouvée (n. 40), p. 136.
62. The first notion from the section drawing of Couchaud is that
Soteira had no galleries at all. See N. Gioles, Buiavtivij vaodouia,
Athens 1987, 167 n. 12.

63. Kalantzopoulou, Mecgarwvixoi vaoi, A, 250.

64. The access to the galleries of all the known churches of the greek-
cross octagon type is done by external staircases.

65. A.C. Orlandos, ‘H Evicoteyos maiaioypiotiovix facidixny i
ueooyetaxijc Aexavng, Athens 1954, B, 314-325. V. Vemi, Les chapi-
teaux ioniques a l'époque paléochrétienne, Paris 1989.

66. Schultz - Barnsley, op.cit. (n. 3), pl. 26a.
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Fig. 10. The mullion capitals of the east facade windows. The im-
posts are modern (1850).

Fig. 11. The mullion capitals and imposts of the triple window of the
bema apse.
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Fig. 12. Capital and impost of the colonette at the axis of the gallery.

crosses) (Fig. 13). Unfortunately, none of the marble door-
frames of the church survives. They were probably removed
during the long period of its abandonment. The bowls in the
tympana of the three-light window of the bema apse have
been replaced by later small decorative disks.

According to Lenoir’s drawing, the templon of the Soteira
had two columns (presumably spolia in second use), with
Corinthian capitals, Tonic bases and shafts of coloured (?)
marble, which supported a straight architrave with relief
decoration®’. The closure slabs were of masonry, with the
undulating lines familiar during the Ottoman period that
represent a naive imitation of marble slabs with coloured
veins. The use of heavy columns in a templon is completely
inexplicable, particularly in the period at which the church
was built, and in Greece.

67. Our research in order to identify this shafts and capitals with other
columns in the Byzantine Museum of Athens was fruitless.

68. Xyngopoulos, EMME, A2, 81, fig. 81. About the unreasonable de-
struction of Byzantine and Postbyzantine murals in Athens, at the mid-
dle of the ninteenth century, see also A.K. (Lyssandros Kaftantzoglou),
Bavdahu xatactoogn, ‘O Aidv, of the 9th July 1862.

69. Kalantzopoulou, Meoatwvixoi vaoi, A', 250.

70. M. Chatzidakis, "EAApves Cwyodgor ueta v "Adwon (1450-
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Fig. 13. Impost over a modern mullion on the south facade.

Couchaud notes that “...the icons that are still preserved
have dazzling colours and gildings”. The publication by St.
Kalantzopoulou of 18 of Durand’s 22 drawings, has revealed
the wealth of the monumental painting of the Soteira, of
which all that now survives is the representation of the bust
of Christ and two angels in a blind arch on the south wall of
the church®, Kalantzopoulou proposed three painting phas-
es in the monument®, none of which is the original and the
last of which is dated to the early eighteenth century, after
the repair to the damage caused by the 1705 earthquake. In
fact, the excellent drawings by Durand attest that many of
the wall-paintings in the sanctuary had the iconographic dis-
cipline and also the elegance of the figures of the Cretan
“school”, which, particularly in Attica and Athens™, experi-
enced a fresh flowering at this late date, after the vicissitudes

1830), Athens 1987, A, 102, 114-115. A. Xyngopoulos, Zyediaoua
iotoplag Tijc Bonoxevtidic Lwyoapuxic uetd v "AAway, Athens
1957, 284-289. N. Chatzidaki, ¥n@udmtd »ol torgoyoapies otig fu-
Cavtveg nod petafulaviives Exxdnoies tiis ‘ABvvag, Athens 2000,
276, 277, fig. 39 (Frescoes in the bema apse of the katholikon of Kaisa-
riani monastery. The iconographic program and the style are very close
to Soteira).



of the Venetian campaign. However, it could be agreed, on
the basis of purely iconographic evidence, that the wall-
paintings in the dome belonged to the original painted deco-
ration of the church in the eleventh century. The drawings
by Lenoir, Couchaud, and especially Durand confirm that
above the zone of the windows (between which there were
representations of full-length prophets) were depicted eight
standing frontal angels, who probably’! supported the circu-
lar glory of the Pantokrator. The early date of the theme of
angels-caryatids is attested by its adoption in the church of
the Metamorphosis at Koropi in Attica’, which is dated to
the third quarter of the tenth century’>. The same rare motif
also adorned the dome of another Athenian church of the
Saviour’, now destroyed, of which almost nothing is known.
The exterior surfaces of the preserved original walls of the
Soteira are adorned by pseudo-cufic ceramics (Fig. 14).
Some of them are placed individually amongst the dressed
stones of the masonry, which are separated by double cours-
es of bricks (Fig. 15), and some are set in a continuous frieze
encircling three sides of the building at roughly the level of
the springing of the window arches. An interesting tech-
nique is used in the frieze, which consists of clay plaques
with champlevé ornaments and with the background filled
with white lime plaster (Fig. 16). This is a version in cheaper
materials of the champlevé technique used in Middle
Byzantine sculpture.

The cufic and pseudo-cufic motifs on the walls of the Soteira
have been treated directly or indirectly by G. Sotiriou”,
AH.S. Megaw’®, G. Miles”’, P. Vocotopoulos’, A. Frantz”
and N. Nikonanos®. Depictions of them have already been
published by Chr. Hansen®!, A. Lenoir®? and G. Lambakis®3.
Despite the destruction of a large part of the ceramic deco-
ration, it is immediately apparent that the motifs of the indi-
vidual cufic patterns and the system by which they were ap-

71. The notes of Paul Durand assure that the figures on this zone of the
dome were those of angels. In his drawing no. 32/16 we see the lower
part of their bodies but not their hands. It is sure that the hands were ex-
tended towards up.

72. Ch. Bouras, Bvavrvi xai uetafvlaviwvy apyitextovixy oty
‘EAddda, Athens 2001, 71, fig. 55.

73. A.C. Orlandos, ‘O &v Axagvavig fufavivog vadg tijg 'Emoxno-
wiic, ABME B (1961), 29, figs. 9, 15, 18.

74. N.H.J. Westlake, On Some Ancient Paintings in Churches of
Athens, Archaeologia L1, 1888, 173-188. O.M. Dalton, Byzantine Art and

Archaeology, Oxford 1911, 248, fig. 153. Kalantzopoulou, Meoawwvixoi

vaol, B, pl. 67 (34.1).
75. G. Sotiriou, ‘Agafirai dtaroouoers elg Té Pulavriva. pvnpeio
tiic ‘EAMGd0g, AXAE B’ (1936), 64-65.
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Fig. 14. Cut brick pseudo-cufic patterns.

Fig. 15. Detail of the masonry on the south fagade.

76. Megaw, op.cit. (n. 4), 103, 104.

77. G. Miles, Byzantium and the Arabs. Relations in Greece and the
Aegean Area, DOP 18 (1964), 3-32, fig. 24.

78. P. Vocotopoulos, TTeot Tv y00voroynaty 1ot év Kepriq vaot
1OV Aviwv Tacovog zal Zwoutatoov, AXAE E' (1969), 163-169.

79. Frantz, Holy Apostles (n. 12), 8, fig. 2, p. 25 n. 11, p. 26.

80. N. Nikonanos, KeQuuomhaotizég #ouquxég SLar0OI0ELS 0TA
Uvnuelo teQLoytic A vav, Agiéowua oty uvijun Xt. Helexavion,
Thessaloniki 1983, 336-338, fig. 3, dr. 2-4.

81. Bendtsen, op.cit. (n. 41), 126, 247.

82. Xyngopoulos, EMME, A.2, 83, fig. 78.

83. G. Lampakis, Mémoire sur les antiquités chrétiennes de la Gréce,
Athens 1902, 42 n. 55-67.
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Fig. 16. North facade. Detail of the frieze.

plied bear great similarity to those of the churches of the
Panayia at Hosios Loukas and of the Hagioi Apostoloi in the
Athenian Agora. The former monument is earlier and the
latter roughly contemporary with the Soteira.

G. Millet® and E. Stikas® have written on the typological
similarities of the church under examination and the katho-
likon of Hosios Loukas. The Soteira is clearly the earliest
and most faithful copy of the great church in Phokis. As for
the morphology, the direct relationship with the churches
of Hosios Loukas was noted seventy years ago by A.H.S.
Megaw®, who analysed the individual forms: the motifs of
the cufic decorative brickwork, the courses of bricks in rela-
tion to the frieze, the dentil courses, the step pattern, the
three-light window with the lights of equal height and encir-
cling arch, and finally the filling of the tympana of the win-
dows. To the similarities with the katholikon of Hosios

84. G. Millet, L école grecque dans 'architecture byzantine, Paris 1916,
105-118, 160 n. 3.

85. Stikas, Christianou (n. 53), 35-46.

86. Megaw, op.cit. (n. 4), 102-104, 115, 116, 120, 122, 124, 126 and pl. 36
no. 4.

87. The span off the squinches is a little larger than the span of the four
main arches. That means that the octagon of the general plan, in both
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Loukas may be added those of the main dome (which have
already been discussed), the composite windows at the ends
of the arms of the cross, the parakyptikon from the galleries
to the sanctuary, the general tracing of the octagonal sup-
port of the dome®” and the existence of an arcosolium with a
tomb to the left as one enters the nave. The champlevé tech-
nique used on relatively large surfaces recalls the elaborate
dome® of the Panayia in the monastery.

However, the most striking indication of the direct relation
between the katholikon of Hosios Loukas and the Soteira
Lykodemou consists of certain magnitudes of the central
core of the church which are of decisive importance. In fact,
five basic dimensions of the transverse section of the church
of the Soteira are equal, with a satisfactory degree of ap-
proximation®, to three quarters of the corresponding di-
mensions of the katholikon.

Hosios Loukas X3, Soteira
Diameter of dome 8.625 m. 6.468m. | 6.50m.
Side of central 8.70 m. 6.525m. | 6.50 m.
square
Internal height 17.55 m. 13.16 m. | 13.30m.
of dome
Internal height 11.90 m. 8.925m. | 8.90m.
of main arches
General 15.80 m. 11.85m. | 11.90 m.
internal width

This observation attests both to the direct relationship be-
tween the two monuments and to the existence of a plan.
The transfer and reproduction to scale of the dimensions of
the katholikon presupposes some plan of the original com-
position or measured drawings of the model. Further inves-
tigation of this subject would be of great interest for the his-
tory of Byzantine architecture.

cases, is not regular.

88. L. Bouras, ‘O ylvardg duaxoouos ot vaod tis Havayiag ot
uovaotnot tot ‘Ooiov Aovxd, Athens 1980, 22-34.

89. We use the dimensions from the measured drawings of Schultz and
Barnsley for both monuments and we admit that the height of the dome
was not changed in the restoration of 1850.




A more general question, equally worth investigation, is that
of the links between the architecture of Athens just after the
year 1000, particularly of the Hagioi Apostoloi and the
Soteira Lykodemou, and the two churches of the great
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monastery in Phokis, which were pioneering in their day and
whose decisive role in the creation of the so-called “Helladic
School” is repeatedly confirmed®.

Xoagaroutos Mrovgag

H APXITEKTONIKH THX ZQTEIPAZ AYKOAHMOY A®HNQN

e

H doaotinn drtoratdotaon T Zmtelpag Tot Auro-
oMuov yoew oto 1850, dtav Exywendnre 0TV QWOLXY
agowkia TV AONVaV, dnuovynoe amo tote Twneég
apguBories yud Tv adfevirdTTd T MO ulovivod
UVIUELOV ROl ATTETOEYE TNV GLOTHUOTLXY THS neréT. Ot
duootevoeig YU avTv elvan okt grayés: Td oyéd
100 Couchaud, oV #ywvav med s Emeufdoewg, vl
Avemani] xai havBaopéva xal 10 Extetapévo Afjuua
100 A. Evyyonmovhov otd6 EMME t6 1928 dév otn-
olyBnre o€ mowtoyev Egevva. OL uveles, Avapoés nal
ovyxoiloelg oy &ytvav Extote AMyo udg fponboidv omv
gntiunon wag Pulavuviis éxuinoiag ol peyaing
OmoVdUOTNTAG.
AV nol &V VIAQYOUV YQOTTEG TNYES YLd TV 1OQUON
Tiig ZWTERAG, TE AXLO0YQAPNUATO TTOU dNUOOLEVON ALY
amnd OV AVImVIvo EmTEEmOUY PE Peydh ooy yLon
TV XQOVOAOYNOT The otV dexamevraetio 1015-1031.
®aivetar mdvrog dn f{dn natd tov 170 aidva frov
gynataheheylévn ol Ot VTEoTr GoPaQES TNULES RaTA
TOV oeLop0 Tiig 3ng ZemtepPolov 1705. AxohovOnoe wad
000oTIXY| TOREUPOON OTEQEMOEWMS TOT VOOT %ol VEQ
TOLLOYQAYNOT| TOV %aTd Td €T oV drohovOnoav. ‘H
rataotaot Emdevodnxe xatd v Enavdotoor, Otav
Boupeg &mtod ™V AnOToA) ®OTEOTEEYAV TO UeYOhD-
TEQO UEQOS TOD TEOVAAOU, TMV BOA®V TOD dUTIXOT TUN-
uatog tod vaol ral Tv medooym, 1 émoia Nrav 1om
gtoogoom.

90. Bouras, op.cit. (n. 72), 92-94, 96-98, 100, 101, 103-110. Ch. and L.
Bouras, ‘H éAladwr vaodouia xord tov 120 aidva, Athens 2002,
395, 396, 373 n. 94, 398, 403, 600, 601.

AvoTuy®S OEV aTESTY duVaTOV VA PeboDV Td oyEdLn
Ttob pnyovirot Tnhepdyov Bhaoomoviov (1852), td
omota yvwoile 6 Temeylog Aaumdxng (1891) xai fdoet
TOV OTOLWY EYLVE 1] AVORATOOREVT] UEYOAWV TUNUATWV
100 vaol mol, dmwg gaivetal, NTav £TooeEoTa %ai
naBoédnrayv. "Acgpoldsc mavimng dvoryvmilous OtL
omOnne OAOUINOT] 1) AVATOMHY) TAEVQQ, UEYAAO TUT-
nota Tiv 000 Thaylwv ®ol 0V AAMAEQY TA ®ATW UEET
TAOV TolXWV 0UTE Ol 0TAOUES TOV VTEQOWY ®al TV OO-
hov. Daivetol Tavtwe 6T oxedov Ghot ot BOLoL avaxa-
TOo®EVAoHN AV nal kaToyNONROV dhot ol ur QEQo-
VTEG £0WTEQIXOL TOTYOL TOD VoD, TOCOV Ol Ay Lol doov
%0L Ol VEWTEQOL TS OTEQEMOEWS TAV GEY®V ToTU 180U
aid@vog. Amotéreopo avtod eivon 1 GAhoimon Tod Eow-
TEQLHOT Y MOEOU %Ol 1] ATTMAELX TTIS OYECEWS AELTOVQYIG
2ol WMV EVOTNTWV 0TO E0MTEQIXO TOT VAOD. Ald-
TOTOVOVTOL %Ol Ghheg GAhayes Gmd TV doyny] »aTd-
oTaom THS TOTEIRAS TOU AUX0ONUOU (MO TEOS OQLOUEVAL
Avolyrota #ol Mg TEOS T4 UAQUOQUXLE TTOU TEOOTEDN-
®av 0¢ aUTOV. ‘O Adutdxng mTavtmg, GaQavIa OV
AQYOTEQQ, EMOUVODOE TV AmoxaTAoTA0Y Bhaoomov-
MOV, YIATL ®QATNOE TO OYTUo %Al Tig dOTACELS TOD
a0l Teouhhov. Ol ol GELOMOYESC TOLLOYQApIES
i éxnhnoiag, TV 6molwv Exoue oyEdia ydon otov E.
Durand, 0TaoTQd@1»0V OLOOYEQMDS, TANY WAC.

"Emtyelootvtal oyedlaotinés AvamaQuotdoels Tig Zw-
teipag oty Gy s poeen (Eix. 8) nal o€ adtiv mov
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gixe Myo mod tiic Emavaotdoswg (Eix. 9), ué mv
Bonbewa dropogmv oxedimv o Eyvov mEod tob 1852
%al ovyxexQuueva Tv: o) A. Fauvel t@v doy@®v 1ot 190v
oi., p) M.G. Bindesbel, 1835, v) Chr. Hansen, 1835, 8) E.
Durand, 1843-1844, €) tilg ovihoyiic oyedimv tod [Tave-
motuiov tijg Kaphogotng, 1842-1849, ot) A. Lenoir,
1840 (;) »oi C) L.A. Winstrup, 1851.

Td mohvtndTeQe dmd adtd eivar ol dVo mEoomTInéS
amerrovioels Tod E0mTeQUro Tod vaod dmo tov E. Du-
rand, TOU EMTEETOUV TNV RATAVONON TOV OQPAALATOV
T émerrovicemg Couchaud xal ®xvQIwg NAg XATOTOTI-
Covv y1d Tig owotinég EnepPaoels Tdv dox®dv Tod 180v
al®vog, Tov meprehaupavay té xhelowo, &v OAy 1 &v ué-
€L, AWV TOV EEWTEQRMV AVOLYUATWOV %Ol TO XTIOWO
TOlYWV OTIS TEEIS TAEVQES TOD EVTOLLOT TETQAYWDVOU
TOD VOO U€ OrOTO TNV VIOOTNELEN TOV UEYOhwV TO-
Ewv, T@ Omota Egegav OV TeoTALo. “Yrdgyouv dumg
zol GEeméoaota mEOPAUATE AVOTUQUOTACEWS, OTTMG
ThS YewueTolag TV OOV, TG LOQYTIC TOV OTEYGV &V
Oy£0EL MOOG TG KEQUIES TOV OTOUQOD 0TS Oyelg %ol
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gmiong Thg Gyl LoEPiis TV ueydhmwv EEmtegundv
avorypudtmv tod ®tplov.

‘H Swreipa tod Avrodiuou eivar 16 doyondtego xai té
TOTOTEQO AVTIYQOpo TOD ®aboMxol Tijg Uovijg tod
‘Ooiov Aovrd. Katd tv émaveE€toor g Emonuaivo-
VIow 4@’ EVOG TAETOTA LOQPLXE HUQILMG OTOLYETO ®all G’
£TEQOV AVOAOYIRES OYEOELS TOD ®UEIWG VOOT, TTOU ETL-
Bepavmdvouv v dueon oxéon TV dVo uvnueiwy. ‘O xe-
QUUOTAQOTIROG TNG OLAROOUOG UE ROUEIRA BELATO TTL-
otomolel £miong dueorn oxgon ué v éxxinoia tijg [a-
vayiag otov “Octo Aovxd. Ot magaiinhopol avtol
(6pwouEVOL ATTd TOUG OTToIoVG EYLVOY AQYRMG ATTO TOV
AH.S. Megaw) &ouv ueydhn onuaoia dedopévov Ot
oVVOEOUV AUEOMS TV AEYLTEXTOVIXT] TV AON VDV Alyo
petd o €tog 1000 (ZEwteigag tol Avkodnuov xai A-
yiov AmootohMmv otV doyaic "Ayoed) ué tovg dvo
vootg tol peydiov povaotnouol tiig Pwxidog, TV
omoimv 6 ®aBoELoTHOS QOAOG YIG TNV dNUIOVQYIN TFig
heyouévng «EMAadflc oyorfjc» ouvexds EmPePoum-
VETOL.
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