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In the pages of his book on European history, Norman Davies wonders in what way the 

world would have been changed if Russia had grown under the leadership of the Novgorod 

Republic rather than under the Muscovite government so different from the former. As 
a conclusion, he writes: “In any case, medieval archaeology offers no clue”.1 But what would 

Byzantine studies have been if we could evaluate its civilization based on information pro

vided by the archaeology of Novgorod and other Russian medieval sites? E. L. Keenan 
wrote that Novgorod is “the only medieval town in the Eastern Christian world to have 

been excavated”2. This ran contrary to the opinion of his colleagues Byzantinists who must 

have been at least baffled by that statement. Certainly, Constantinople is better studied,3 
but not better excavated, we must add. Novgorod, indeed, is the only medieval urban centre 

in the Eastern Christian world that has been excavated intensively and continuously since 

the 1930s. However, voluminous Byzantine evidence has been obtained also from Staraya 
Ladoga, Staraya Russa, Pskov, Tver etc.

A new research project is challenging the long-held and widespread opinion also ex
pressed by E. L. Keenan: “Novgorod had a Western orientation (an inescapable oxymo
ron!), whereas Kyiv and the Middle and Lower Dnepr cities looked to the Black Sea and the 

Mediterranean”.4 The project mentioned is intended for studying medieval Russian towns 

in the context of the Byzantine civilization and, vice versa, the Byzantine civilization in 

the light of the material remains excavated in Northern Russia. Guided by the first ap

1 DAVIES 1996,327.
2 KEENAN 2005,15.
3 KEENAN 2005,15.
4 KEENAN 2005,19.
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proach until now, the scholars have been focusing their attention predominantly on the re
lations between Novgorod and European countries. The early period (9,h- n lh centuries) of 

Novgorod’s history is often considered as part of the history of Vikings while the European 

connections of the town in the I3th- i 5 lh centuries are sometimes regarded exclusively in the 
light of its participation in the Hanseatic League trade.5 However, Russian history from its 
very beginnings actually took another course orienting it towards Byzantium. Thus in the 

Primary Russian Chronicle (Povest’ Vremennych Let) the “route from the Varangians to 
the Greeks” is mentioned rather as leading “from the Greeks to the Varangians”.6 (fig. 1:1) 

Obviously, such specification reflects the priorities and hierarchy of values of the medieval 

people challenging the traditional scholarly views on this issue.

It would not be just to assert that Russian-Byzantine connections have not been a sub
ject of scientific researches. In recent years, humanistic studies in various branches have 

yielded the results attesting that Medieval Rus’ preserved in amazing completeness the 
synchronous section of the Byzantine civilization of the 9th-  15th centuries, which for the 

Russians served as a cultural model. By force of the regularities of development of a cul

tural periphery, the Old-Russian milieu was preserving unique paragons of the Byzantine 
material and spiritual culture. This fact allows us to obtain in a number of cases a consist

ent chronological and stadial picture of diverse aspects of the Byzantine civilization es

sentially modified afterwards in the Empire proper. The Greek sources themselves offer 
us no such possibility.

In Old Russia, a number of translated Byzantine writings were widespread, the Greek 

originals of which have not survived. Many of these contain extremely valuable informa
tion on the history and culture of Byzantium, especially on the literary activities of the 

Studios Monastery in Constantinople from the last quarter of the 9th to the first quarter of 

the 10th century. The poor state of preservation of this segment of the Byzantine literature 
is most probably due to a number of factors, including the ousting of the early texts by the 

menology of Metaphrast in the second half of the 10th century. The pre-Metaphrast ver
sion of menology is preserved only in the form of Chetya Mineya (hagiographical reading 
dedicated to the months of particular saints) of the I2lh century translated into Old Russian 

at the scriptorium of St Sophia Cathedral in Novgorod. The absence of books dedicated to 

July and August in this collection of writings is to be explained by the fact that the respec
tive two volumes were sent from the Studios Monastery to Italy instead of Russia. Today 

these books are known as the Byzantine codices Vaticanus gr. 1667 and Vaticanus gr. 1671 

(Grottoferata monastery collection).7
Old Russian parchment prayer-books of the I3,h- i4 ,h centuries with the texts of litur

gies of Basil the Great and John Chrysostom contain a significant number of Greek prayers

5 RYBINA 1992,193-205; GAIMSTER 2001, 67-78.
6 POVEST Proem, (ed. Svierdlov, p. 8)
7 AFINOGENOV 2007,17-18; AFINOGENOV 2006, 261-83 22-28; CANART 1982, 22-28.
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translated from unknown originals. The changes in the Byzantine liturgical practice have 

resulted in the replacement of these prayers by new ones or their sinking into complete 
oblivion. Numerous archaic features of old liturgical texts were preserved at the periphery 

of the Byzantine Empire. Old Russian sources perhaps are the single ones that have re
tained a special Byzantine form of the Prothesis addresses to God the Father. These were 
composed in Constantinople as a Prothesis of John Chrysostom’s liturgy replaced later in 

the Greek liturgical service by the prayer of Basil the Great. In addition, Eastern Slavic 
prayer-books contain the prayers which presumably had appeared in the liturgy of John 

Chrysostom not later than n 'h- i2 lh centuries. Possibly, these texts are connected with the 

monastic liturgical practice of one of the Constantinople monasteries. Not only parch
ment prayer-books have preserved unique prayers of the extinct Greek liturgical practice. 

Among the birchbark documents recovered in Novgorod we find examples reflecting the 

peculiarities of the Byzantine Orthodox rituals practised by the Old-Russian Church but 
forgotten today. Thus birchbark document no. 727 dated to the early 13th century contains 

unusual prayers of the introduction to the Easter service including quotations from Psalms 

106 (107) and 117 (118).8
We must be reminded that for many years, studies of the Byzantine-Russian cultural 

interactions have been focused almost exclusively on the elite ecclesiastic culture or on such 

masterpieces of art as objects of luxury, sacral architecture and icon-painting.9 Not much 
attention was paid to artefacts of daily life found during regular excavations. Due to the 

lack of new publications on such materials in European languages (very often in Russian, 

too!), the extraordinary finds from excavations in northern towns of Russia have remained 
unknown to Byzantinists.10 11

At the same time, European scholars note that the general involvement of the Byzantine 
archaeology into Byzantine Studies is far from being satisfying." This is for several reasons. 

Partly it is the fact that “the everyday life of ‘ordinary people’ after the seventh century 

has been almost entirely neglected”.12 Another reason is the poor state of preservation of 
archaeological layers in the East Mediterranean where the medieval deposits have been 

at many sites removed almost completely in order to reach the more ancient ones (Clas
sical Antiquity!). Very often these levels are badly disturbed by continuous occupation of 

the sites. In the process of unfolding the story of everyday Byzantine life,13 archaeological 

evidence has been playing a fairly modest role. Byzantine Studies until now are lacking 

a reliable regional chronology of pottery and other small-size finds from the Eastern Medi-

8 MUSIN 2003,102-24.
9 AINALOV 1932; LASAREV 1967; ONASCU 1969.
10 For rare exceptions see: THOMPSON 1967; YANIN 1985, 647-67; KOLCHIN 1989.
11 SODINI1993,139-84.
12 SECULAR BUILDINGS 2004,18-20.
13 OIKONOMIDES 1990, 205-14; EVERYDAY LIFE IN BYZANl'IUM 2002; BYZANTINE HOURS 

2001; RAUTMAN 2006.
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terranean centres.14 In the hope of correcting that imbalance, the scholarly community is 
in expectation of results of a number of important excavations, e.g. those of the “Amorium 

research project” (since 1987).15

The situation in Russia is quite different. Large-scale excavations at the Russian settle
ments mentioned above allow us to study artefacts from well-dated stratigraphic contexts. 
Archaeological finds of Byzantine minor objects dated to 750-1450 from these Russian 

sites constitute an outstanding collection of objects of the daily life of a medieval family 
in urban estates (fig. 1: 2) This assemblage is of extreme value for studies of the middle 

and late phases of the Byzantine civilization due to a number of factors: 1) almost perfect 

preservation of both durable and organic materials; 2) basically undisturbed chronological 
sequences, 3) precise dendrochronological dates of the recovered artefacts confirmed by 

finds of seals and coins, and 4) possibility of comparative studies of the finds with the use 

of written sources, particularly birchbark documents. Of essential importance is the fact 
that most of the finds, especially those from Novgorod and Staraya Russa, can be dated pre

cisely to within a range of 10 to 40 years (fig. 1: з).16 This allows us to use Byzantine objects 
from Russia as the basis for dating similar items found within the Byzantine territory.

Meanwhile, the social and anthropological mechanisms of the cultural exchange be

tween medieval Russia and Byzantium have been frequently neglected. Analysis of excavat

ed objects of everyday life from northern cities of Russia is promising to change this situa
tion. Discoveries of Byzantine objects in Russia allow us to demonstrate the intensity and 

evolution of the cultural exchange and shed light onto the material culture of the ordinary 

people who were representatives of the Byzantine civilization outside the Empire. Thus the 
presence of Greek-speaking persons in northern towns of Russia is attested by graffiti as 

well as by the material culture in general (fig. 2: 30; fig. 3).17 Archaeological investigations 

in Novgorod have first revealed the remains of an icon-painting workshop of the late 12th 
century. There, a painter, a priest of Greek origin, was perfecting his professional skills 

gained still in Byzantium (fig. 4: l, 2).18

Moreover, it is exactly the archaeological finds from Russian cities that have brought 
to light the earliest known examples of certain categories of Byzantine artefacts and mas
terpieces of art. These include, for instance, replicas of much-venerated Constantinopoli- 

tan icons, some types of reliquary crosses, belt buckles and steatite staurothekai (icons- 

reliquaries) discussed below in this article. Russian finds show that the fact of the good 

preservation of Byzantine imports in peripheral areas of the Empire noted by scholars for

14 SANDERS 2004,163-93.
*5 GILL 2002; AMORIUM RUPORTSII2003.
16 TARABARDINA 2001a; TARABARDINA 2001b, 99-108.
17 MUSIN 2006c, 296-306; FRANKLIN 2002.
18 KOLCHIN, KHOROSIIEV, YANIN 1981.
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Fig. 1 : 1 -  Location of towns in Northern Russia in relation to the main centers of Mediterranean 
area; 2 - Plan of estates from Troitsky site in Novgorod: perimeter layout. Reconstruction drawing by 
G. Borisevich; 3 - Photograph of the area of excavated yard in Novgorod and cross-section through 
the surfaces of a street showing levels from 11th to 14th centuries (Photo: S. Orlov)
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the Early Byzantine period, holds true also for the Middle Byzantine period.19 In any case, 

Mediterranean objects found in Russia will be helpful for updating and refining the chro
nology and the scheme of spatial distribution of minor objects and pottery imported from 
the Byzantine regions to Medieval Rus’.

Today, a number of categories of Byzantine items recovered from archaeological depos

its of Russian medieval towns have already been partially investigated. Some of the artefacts 
can be easily identified as markers of the Mediterranean culture imported from the East. In 

some cases however, Russian researchers have difficulties in their studies, particularly in 

identification of Byzantine objects of the everyday life. Here it is appropriate to enumerate 
the major groups of Byzantine items from the archaeological layers of Russian medieval 

towns. The first group comprises Byzantine glass vessels -  both items of luxury and those 
for ordinary use viz. lamps (figs. 2: 10, 11), beads, finger-rings, and especially bracelets.20 

Noteworthy is the outstanding collection of such objects from Ryurikovo Gorodishche near 

Novgorod, dating from the io lh- i5 ,h centuries which numbers over 200 fragments of glass

ware. That site played an important role in Russian medieval history as the administrative 
residence of Novgorod princes. The majority of finds come from the area excavated here 
in 1980-1989 where the remains of a princely tower-chamber from the I2,h- i 5 th centuries 

have been uncovered.21 Quantitative spectral analysis of the samples has shown that 40% 

of them are made from the plant-ash glass smelted with the use of ash produced from salt- 
marsh plants in workshops of Byzantium, Syria or Egypt.

As the Mediterranean antiquities are concerned, very important research has been car

ried out on glass from Amorium (1987-1997), particularly on bracelets (1307 fragments). 
Unfortunately, only part of the finds studied come from sealed and securely dated archaeo

logical contexts. The well-elaborated typology of these glass specimens is based on the rela
tive chronology of the city (from mid-9,h century to ca. 1071). A similar situation pertains 
for Sardis. Here, several hundreds of glass bracelets dated to a wide range from the late io ,h 

to the I3lh or 14th century have been recovered. However, it is often impossible to define 

more precisely the period of popularity of particular types.22 More fruitful possibilities for 
archaeological analysis are found in Novgorod where over 17,000 glass bangles have been 

uncovered. The majority of the bracelets come from the contexts dated from the early 1100s 

to the 1350s with a distinctive peak around the 1230s. Part of these specimens evidently 
were manufactured in the Mediterranean World (fig. 2: 25). In Tver, the chronological peak 

of the distribution of bracelets belongs to the end of the i3 ,h century suggesting that the 

popularity of that type of glass articles had survived in Russia. Possibly, the Novgorod finds 
will expand the typology and chronology of Mediterranean bracelets (based now on the

19 MANGO 2003,119-40; IN SEARCH OF A LOST BYZANTIUM 2007.
20 SHCHAPOVA1998; THOMPSON 1967,92-93.
21 PLOKIIOV 2007,166-75.
22 GILL 2002, 79-98,183-219, 259; LIGIIFOOT 2005,173-81; SALDEM 1980, 98-101.
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Amorium chronology) beyond the end of the 11th century. In a similar way, also the chronol
ogy of various sub-groups of glass objects may be updated and refined. It is absolutely clear 

that the advances of the Russian archaeology are not necessarily applicable to the Byzantin- 
istics, at least not to all the territories of the Empire, but in many aspects the comparative 

studies seem to be very promising.
The second group of finds consists of boxwood combs manufactured in the Eastern 

Mediterranean. In Novgorod, these examples are dated to the late to lh century (classes 2b 

according to Ljubov Smirnova; fig. 2:2). Imported wooden combs were not simply objects 

of prestige. According to a number of scholars, these objects may have been part of the 

Byzantine metropolitan clerical fashion. Therefore the introduction of the boxwood combs 
in Novgorod may be linked with the conversion of the urban elite to Christianity. However, 
more evidence is needed to prove this hypothesis. Later, the decorative motifs of the Byzan

tine combs influenced the production of simpler bone artifacts in Novgorod in the n lh- i 3 ,h 

centuries (class 2a according L. Smirnova).23 In the cultural respect, as early as its initial 
period of history, Novgorod already demonstrates its ability of “the primary borrowing”24 

not only from Scandinavia but also from Byzantium.25
The third group of Byzantine artefacts yielded by excavations in Russia is composed of 

amphorae of four different types. Each type has its intrinsic chronology based on differ

ences in the shape and manufacturing technology. For instance, the so-called ‘Trabzon’ 
type (or Ganos-4 type according to an alternative classification) can be subdivided into 

six variants corresponding to the phases of its development. This division is based on 

materials found in Russia and dated respectively to 1060-1110, 1025-1075, 1075-1100, 
1110-1150,1130-1140 AD and the following period (figs. 2: 6, 7, 8 ,1 4 ,1 5 ,16).26 The sec

ond group of amphorae belongs to the so-called ‘Triglia’ type. It has four phases of de

velopment dated respectively to 970-1010, 1000-1100, 1130-1150 and 1150-1200 AD. 
(fig. 2: 5 ,13 ,19 ). The numbers of amphorae of this type seems to have decreased signifi

cantly after the capture of Asia Minor by the Seljuks in the end of the n lh century. After 
1204, amphorae of that kind completely disappeared in Russia. The other two groups of 

amphorae include the small ‘Chian’ type that was widespread around 1030-1180 and 
amphorae with the stamp ‘SSS’ dated to the 12th century. The latter group was possibly 

imported from the Holy Land during the period of the Latin Kingdom.27

There is an alternative Russian typology of Byzantine amphorae, which divides these 

vessels into 10 major groups with the relative chronology spanning the period from the

23 SMIRNOVA 2007,298-334; SMIRNOVA 2005,142,199, 243-47,3 4 . 315, 317·
24 FRANKLIN, SHEPARD 1996,315·
25 SMIRNOVA 2005, 318.
26 VOLKOV 2006,145-59: VOLKOV 2005,145-63; GUNSENIN 1993,193-201.
27 VOLKOV 1996, 90-103.
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Fig. 2. Common chronology of Byzantine artifacts from Towns in Northern Russia, io " '- i5 ,h centu
ries (drawing by G. Kuznetsova and V. Steganceva):
1 -  reliquary cross, bronze, Ladoga, 920s; 2 -  simple comb, boxwood, Novgorod, the end of iolh 
century (class 2b according to L. Smirnova); 3 -  belt-buckle, bronze, Ladoga, middle of iolh century; 
4 -  glazed pottery, Novgorod, since the end of 10th century; 5 -  amphora, “Triglia” type, phase 1 
(970-1010 AD, according to 1. Volkov); 6 -  amphora, “Trabzon = Ganos 4” type, phase 1 (1060-1110 
AD, according to 1. Volkov); 7 -  amphora, “Trabzon = Ganos 4” type, phase 2 (1025-1075 AD, ac
cording to I. Volkov); 8 - amphora, “Trabzon = Ganos 4” type, phase 3 (1050-1110 AD, according to 
I. Volkov); 9 -  model of Jerusalem Temple, wood, Novgorod, end of n ,h century; 10 -  lamp, glass, 
Novgorod, since n ,h century; 11 -  hook of lamp, bronze, Novgorod, since n ,h century; 12 - cross-pen
dant, krokeit, Novgorod, since 11th century; 13 -  amphora, “Triglia” type, phase 2 (second half of the 
n lh century, according to I. Volkov); 14 -  amphora, “Trabzon = Ganos 4” type, phase 4 (1090-1110 
AD, according to I. Volkov); 15 -  amphora, “Trabzon = Ganos 4” type, phase 5 (1110-1150 AD, ac
cording to I. Volkov); 16 -  amphora, “Trabzon = Ganos 4” type, phase 6 (second half of 12"' century, 
according to I. Volkov); 17 -  pilgrim ampoule from Thessalonica, lead, Novgorod, since 1135 AD;
18 -  pilgrim spoon, pewter, Holy Land (?), Novgorod, around 1150 AD; 19 - amphora, “Triglia” type, 
phase 4 (1150-1200 AD, according to I. Volkov); 20 -  pilgrim reliquary (staurotheke) with stone 
inlays from Holy Places, steatite, Novgorod, around 1160 AD; 21 -  pilgrim reliquary, steatite, Berlin 
collection, (?); 22 -  icon-pendant, steatite, Novgorod, 1160-1180 AD; 23 -  cross-pendant, nacre, 
Novgorod, Pskov, around 1160-1170 AD; 24 -  icon of Crucifixion, wood, Staraja Russa, first half of 
I3lh century; 25 -  bracelets, glass, Novgorod, marked peak around 1250s; 26 -  cross-pendant with 
stones and wood from Holy Land, steatite, Novgorod, Pskov, around 1230s AD; 27 -  cross-pendant 
from Holy Land, steatite, Novgorod, around 1230s AD; 28 -  container for baptism ceremony, silver, 
Novgorod, 1260-1280 AD; 29 -  pilgrim badge from Thessalonica, lead, Novgorod, 1270s AD
30 -  brick with ex-voto marine graffito and Greek inscription qœa[w]q[ç], Novgorod, 1352 AD
31 -  girdles for monks, leather, Novgorod, I2,h-I 5 lh centuries; 32 -  turned wooden vessels, 
Novgorod, after 1250s

Fig. 3. Brick with ex-voto marine graffito and Greek inscription ηωα[νν]η[ς],
Novgorod, Assumption church at Volotovo field, 1352 AD
(KP-14; Museum of Art Culture of Novgorod Distrcit, Novgorod)
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late io ,h to the mid-i2lh century.28 It is recognized that the analysis of amphora materials 
from Novgorod of this period is so far only in its “infancy”. The development of some am

phora groups, including those of the ‘Chian’ type, continued until the 14th century. We have 
grounds to suppose that the vessels from Chios were imported owing to the wine trade. The 
change of the system of trade at the end of the 13th century and the leading role of Italian 

merchants in the factorial trade led to the replacement of amphora containers by wooden 

stave-built vessels (kegs) well known among medieval archaeological finds.29
It must be noted that besides the amphorae, in Novgorod and Staraya Russa, still other 

types of Eastern ceramics have been found. They amount to over 200 fragments from at 

least 80 vessels (fig. 2: 4) dated to the io ,h- i5 th centuries.30 In addition, a rich collection of 
fragmentary Eastern pottery, so far unpublished, has been collected at Ryurikovo Gorod- 
ishche near Novgorod. According to the classification presently proposed, there are four 

major classes of pottery from the Mediterranean region. These are further subdivided into 

series, groups and types according to the presence of additional decoration and its relation 
to the glaze on the vessel (complete absence of additional decoration, decoration above 

the glaze, under it or within the glaze layer), by the techniques of decorating (painting, en

graving, relief etc.) and by the type of the clay (faiences, semi-faiences, majolica and semi
majolica). It is noteworthy that in the I3th- i4 lh centuries, the importation of pottery from 

Syria and Egypt, which was very popular in the late 12th and early 13th centuries, comes to 
end while pottery from Byzantium continued to arrive.

The fourth group of Byzantine artefacts includes the so-called objects of private devo

tion. Generally, these are easily identified as Byzantine imports. Most commonly, it is per
sonal pendants or items pertaining to pilgrimage and bearing Christian signs and images 

which without doubt may be attributed as markers of the Byzantine culture. The archaeo

logical contexts from which these objects have been recovered allow us to reconstruct the 
position of their owners in the social hierarchy and to determinate the role of these items in 

the popular culture of Russian urban centres.31 The abundance and diversity of the group 
under consideration and its wide distribution among different social strata suggest that the 
Byzantine tradition of the use of devotional objects was flourishing in medieval Russia.32

Among the items of 1100-1300 AD connected with pilgrimage, the most important finds 

include cross-pendants made of steatite and nacre (fig. 2: 23, 26, 27; fig.5), pewter spoons 

(fig. 2:18), pilgrims’ flasks (fig. 2: 17; fig.6), wooden models of the Jerusalem Temple (fig. 
2: 9), and steatite staurothekai with inlays of limestone from Holy Places and fine pieces 

of wood symbolizing parts of the Holy Cross (fig. 2: 20; fig.7) etc. Staurothekai are of par-

28 KOVAL 2005,500-08.
29 COMEY 2007,165-88.
30 KOVAL 2006,161-92; KOVAL 2000,127-39.
31 MUSIN 2004,137-51.
32 MUSIN 2006a, 251-52.
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Fig. 4. Archaeological finds from iconpainter workshop, Novgorod, end of I2,h century.
1 -  wooden board for icon painting; 2 -  cover for an icon of St. Nicholas, bronze 
(Novgorod State Museum, Novgorod; photo: S. Toropov)

ticular interest: until now we have no reliable dates for two similar objects from collections 
kept in Berlin (provenance unknown, fig. 2: 21) and the Hermitage (from excavations of the 

Imperial Archaeological Commission in Chersonese, i895).33The Novgorod example found 

in the Posolsky Excavation in 2006 is dated to 1160-1180. It is the only inlay known with 
a limestone insert in a steatite case suggesting us in what way staurothekai were actually 

used. The limestone from Palestine was regarded by the medieval Christians as milk of the 
Mother of God and its pieces were very often brought from particular places of Gethsemane 

near Jerusalem.34 Some cross-shaped objects of similar purpose (fig. 2: 27) have not pre
served the limestone inserts although one of the examples contains a very small fragment 

of wood evidently once regarded as a “piece of the Holy cross”. That object was recovered 
from the Nutniy Excavation and is dated to the 1230s (fig. 8).35 It is of interest that present- 

day Russian pilgrims bring from Jerusalem reliquaries in the form of tiny copies of the Holy 

Cross and stones from visited places conforming to the tradition arisen in the 12th century. 

They also bring from the Holy Land peculiar cases which contain fragments of limestone 
from holy places along with little bottles of water from the Jordan River and oil from the 

Holy Sepulchre. The use of steatite as the primary material for objects of Christian devotion 

and pilgrims’ souvenirs was not limited to staurothekai only. Steatite was used for mak-

33 KALAVREZOU-MAXEINER 1985, pi. 1; ZALESSKAYA 2005, 29-35. fig-1.
34 SUMMA, Die XVIII Januarii (ed. Bourassé, col. 707-709), MARIA NUL CUL1X) CATrOLICO 390-93; 

ARRIGIIINI1954,316-19
33 GAYDUKOV 1992, p. 106; fig. 77: 2.
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ing cross-pendants of a special form attested in Novgorod,
Pskov etc. and dated back to the end of the 12th century.36 

Similar crosses were found in Bulgaria, Asia Minor, the 

Holy Land and Greece; their chronology often is not reli
ably established or covers a fairly wide chronological span 

(fig. 9).37 Thus, the Russian finds may be helpful in proving 

their dates and lead to the final rejection of their attribu
tion to the Late Classical period.38

The pilgrims’ souvenirs probably were manufactured 
at Crusaders’ settlements where Latin craftsmen may 

have been working side by side with Greek masters and 
adopting certain Byzantine artistic traditions. Thus, it is 

quite possible that crosses from nacre found in Novgorod 
(1160-1180), Pskov (second half of the 12th century), Smo

lensk (late 12th century), Ryazan (turn of the i2,h and 13th centuries), Kiev (i2lh- i3 ,h centu

ries) and Chersonese (first half of the 13th century)39 were manufactured in 1150-1175 AD 

in the Crusaders’ castle of Atlit in the Holy Land (near modern Haifa, Israel) among the 
mixed ethnic milieu (fig. 5).4° It is noteworthy that this type of cross-pendants is not found 

in excavations in Western Europe suggesting that they were produced specially for pil

grims of the Orthodox tradition. Furthermore, pilgrims’ badges with the representation 

of St Demetrios attested in the Novgorod cultural layers of the 1260s were made mostly in 

Thessalonica around 1204-1224. They demonstrate a joint tradition of European crafts
men and the iconography pertaining to the Byzantine cults of local saints (fig. 2:29; fig. 10). 

Pilgrimage objects, such as a lead flask with the representation of St Demetrious are widely 
known,41 but only the Russian examples from Novgorod are reliably datable: they are found 
in cultural layers dated after 1135. The latter date is very close to that of the records of the 

late n lh -early 12th century about the miracle of appearance of Holy Myrrhon on the shrine 
of St Demetrious (fig. 6).

This is reminiscent of the worship of St Nicolas in Bari, Italy, in I2lh- i 3 th centuries. 

In Italy and outside it, only few pilgrims’ badges with the representation of that saint are

Fig. 5. Cross-pendant, nacre, 
Novgorod, around 1160-1170 AD 
(Novgorod State Museum, 
Novgorod; photo: S. Toropov)

36 MUSIN 2006b, 163-222.
37 DIRIMTEKIN 1962,161-85 ! TZAFERIS 1975, 5152. pi .7, fig. 4; GOUGH 1985, 28-29; HARRISON 

1986, nos. 626, 628, fig. 427,429; TOTEV1990,123-38 ; CRADLE 2000,141; LASKARIS 2000,63,58-59, 
137,195; KORAĆ 2001/2002,103-46.

38 CATALOGUE 1965, p. 20, 24, tab. XXIV, No. 52.12.90.
39 GROZDILOV1962,72. fig. 58, 7; MUSIN 1999, 92-110; GOLOFAST, RYZHOV 2003, 217, fig. 22523; 

YASHAEVA 2005, 201; MUSIN 2006,189-90.
40 JOHNS 1997,15-17,119-20,147,149, pi. LX, fig. 2.
41 BAKIRTZIS 1990,140-49, fig. 48-54.
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Fig. 6. Pilgrim ampoule from Thessalonica, lead, Novgorod,
(Novgorod State Museum, Novgorod; photo: S. Toropov)

found and these are just of uncertain date.42 Investigations carried out in Novgorod at the 
Nikolsky (St Nicholas) Excavation in 2007 have yielded two badges depicting a saint iden

tified as St Nicholas (fig. 11). A further three examples were found in the same town at the 
Nerevsky Excavation in i960 and at the Fedorovsky site in 1996.43 The entire assemblage 

is dated to 1160-1280. Thus, finds from Russia with their certain stratigraphy allow us 

to draw some general conclusions on the archaeology of pilgrimage whereas the previous 

studies of the changeable pilgrims’ fashion were based almost exclusively on Byzantine and 

Russian written sources.44
Byzantine materials from Russia can help us to update the chronology of worship of mir

acle-working icons from Constantinople and elucidate the evolution of their iconographical 

types. They also demonstrate the distribution and particular features of that tradition. For 
instance, the earliest known Byzantine double-sided icon of the Hodegetria, with Christ 

the Man of Sorrows on the back, has been found at Kastoria. It is dated to the end of the 
I2'h century, probably reproducing a type that was popular in the centre of the Empire.45 

Meanwhile the steatite and wooden replicas of icons of the identical type from Novgorod 

(fig. 2: 22) and Staraya Russa (fig. 2: 24) suggest that the Constantinople miracle-working 

iconography appeared in the Northern Europe around 1170 AD.

42 ANDERSSON 1989,103-05; WENTKOWSKA VERZI 2000,423-32.
43 SEDOVA 1981, 62-63, fig- 20: 5-6; 21.
44 MAJESKA1984; MAJESKA 2002, 93-108.
45 MOTHER OF GOD 2000, 484-85, no. 83.
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Furthermore, the evidence from the excavations in 

Russia allows us to reconstruct the activities of craftsmen 

from Constantinople after the seizure of the city by the 
Crusaders in 1204. The excavations show that in 1210- 
-1230 Byzantine artisans worked in Kiev, Vladimir and 

Novgorod.46 Obviously, the Byzantine aesthetic traditions 

and the craftsmen themselves were transformed within 
the Russian milieu. Thus, Krokean stone (krokaetis lithos, 
lapis lacedaemonicus) — a type of green stone from the 

Peloponnesus -  was used originally in Rome and Con
stantinople for opus sectile in floor mosaics of churches, 

but in Russia, where the floor decoration was not in such 

a demand, that species was used as early as the n ,h century 
for manufacturing pectoral crosses (fig. 2 : 12).47

The excavations in the abovementioned Russian cities 

help us to establish more precisely the chronology and the 
distribution of reliquary crosses 48 (fig. 2: 1) and objects 

of everyday life, particularly belt buckles. Some of the lat

ter in the ninth and tenth centuries were made in bronze 
openwork, other examples bear representations of gryph

ons 49 (fig. 2: 3) etc. Archaeological materials also illustrate 

the activities of a Greek icon-painter whose workshop was 
excavated in Novgorod.50 Information on various types of 

turned wooden vessels from Novgorod possibly may be 
used in studies of the chronology of Byzantine ceramic 
pottery of the n th- i4 ,h centuries. Indeed, the evolution of 

the forms of vessels, both ceremonious ones and those for 

ordinary use, ran parallel for wooden and ceramic ware 

(fig. 2: 32).51
In Novgorod, archaeologists have also found liturgical 

objects. These include, for example, spoons for communion 

( n lh- i2 ,h centuries), a container for baptismal rituals with 

the Slavic inscription ‘Maslo’ (Holy Oil) and ‘Myro’ (Holy

Fig. 7. Pilgrim reliquary (stau- 
rotheke) with stone inlays from 
Holy Land, steatite, Novgorod, 
around и бо AD 
(Novgorod State Museum, 
Novgorod; photo: S. Toropov)

Fig. 8. Cross-pendant with 
stones and wood from Holy 
Land, steatite, Novgorod, 
around 1230s AD 
(Novgorod State Museum, 
Novgorod; photo: S. Toropov)

46 ZHARNOV.ZI1ARNOVA 1999,451-61.
47 GROSSMÄCHT1GBS NOWGOROD 2003,130-1, no. 91-92, 94.
48 PITARAKIS 2006; KORZUKIIINA, PESKOVA 2003.
49 MIKHAYLOV 2005, 209-18; LIGHTFOOT M. 2003, 81-103.
50 GROSSMÄCUTIGES NOWGOROD 2003,164-65, no. 124-31.
51 KOLCHIN 1989,45, 57, 61; THOMPSON 1967,97-101.
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Fig. 9. Cross-pendant from 
Holy Land, steatite, Novgorod, 
around 1160-1180 AD 
(Novgorod State Museum, 
Novgorod; photo: S. Toropov)

Fig. 10. Pilgrim badge from Thes- 
salonica, lead, Novgorod, 1270s 
AD (Novgorod State Museum, 
Novgorod; S. Toropov)

Myrrhon; 1260-1280; see fig. 2; 28; fig. 12). In general, 
among the objects excavated in Russia there are numer

ous finds which demonstrate the material culture of the 
medieval clergy and monkhood and elucidate for us its 

evolution.
Primarily, noteworthy are leather monks’ girdles and 

analabos/paramans/paramands embossed with im
ages of the Twelve Christian feasts (l2lh- i5 ,h centuries): 

Annunciation, Nativity, Meeting in the Temple, Baptism, 
Transfiguration, Resurrection of Lazarus, Entry to Jeru
salem, Crucifixion, Resurrection as the Descent “ad infer

nos”, Ascension, Pentecost and Assumption (fig. 2: 31). In 
the middle of the 19th century, girdles of that type were 
first discovered during excavations in the Moscow Krem

lin and in Smolensk (fig. 13). Afterwards, similar finds 

were made during the reconstruction of the crypts of the 
Great Monastery of the Caves (Pechersky Monastery) in 

Kiev; in the 20th century, a series of examples came from 

excavations in Novgorod (early 13th century; fig. 14) and 
Tver (early 14th century).52 Today, a number of bronze 

stamps for embossing girdle icons are known. One of them 

comes from Grodek, Poland (fig. 15),53 the other are in 
the Museum collection of the Kiev Orthodox Theological 

Academy and include both examples of leather girdles and 
a stamp with a depiction of the Feast of the Ascension for 
their manufacturing.54 Over too known girdles and their 

fragments are included into a catalogue now prepared for 

publication by me and my colleague from Kiev Timur Bo

brovskiy.55
The belts of the type under consideration have been 

always regarded as a purely Russian invention unknown 

in the Byzantine world. Moreover, this type of girdle has 

close parallels in Russian medieval theological literature. 

Strangely enough, until today none of the scholars did pay 
any attention to this fact although the texts and the arte-

52 GLORY OF BYZANTIUM, 305-06, no. 208.
53 MII/A/3057, 22 X 25 mm X 4 mm. Cerkiew 2001, VI, 106; fig. 24; no I.58.
54 PETROV 1913, tab. S7-8.
55 BOBROVSKIY, VORONTSOVA 2003, 88-95.
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facts in question are known since the mid-ig"1 century. 

Indeed, it has proved that the present author was the first 
to suppose that comparison of the two groups of sources 
may be helpful in resolving the problem of changing and 

evolution of the monastic dress of the Eastern tradition.
In one of the homiletic works of Cyril of Turov (sec

ond half of the 12th century) describing different at
tributes of the monkish dress and their symbolic mean

ing, that author writes about a “girdle of Schema with 

feasts” symbolizing the co-crucifixion of a monk and his 
subordination to Christ: “Пояс же - крестьныя смерти 

осужение, ею же Адама обожи, за нь же связан водим 

быст, по писанию: есть поясан правдою, и истиною 
обит в ребра своя; - и по сему образу скимный, с праз- 

дьники, пояс, от Адама и до Арона, и обою закону 
Христомь съвършен”.56 This passage may baffle those 

scholars who know nothing about archaeological finds 
of such girdles, i.e. the examples with embossed images 

of feasts mentioned above. Gerhard Podskalsky was the 

first to suggest that Bishop Cyril was telling about special 
holiday belts worn by Russian medieval monks in days of 

Great Feasts of the Christian calendar.57 Simon Franklin 

joined this opinion and translated the complicated Sla
vonic text as “The girdle of the monastic habit for feast 

days is in this image: and thus it is from Adam to Aaron, 
and to the fulfilment of both laws in Christ”.58 Konstantin 

Akent’ev also agrees with that opinion and writes in his 
commentary for a Russian translation of Podskalsky that 

medieval archaeology knows nothing about such kind of 

monastic clothes (sic!) and “girdles of the monastic habit 

for feast days” are to be compared to special leather gir

dles worn by monks-deacons of the Studios Monastery 
in Constantinople. The latter girdles became a subject of

Fig. її .  Supposed prototype 
for pilgrim badge from Bari, 
Italy, lead, Novgorod, 1180s 
AD (Novgorod State Museum, 
Novgorod; photo: M. Petrov)

Fig. 12. Container for baptism 
ceremony, silver, Novgorod, 
1260-1280 AD (Novgorod State 
Museum, Novgorod; photo:
S. Toropov)

56 CYRIL OF TUROV II |fol. 6 lor] (ed. Еремин, p. 359)·
57 PODSKALSKY 1996,516-17.
58 FRANKLIN 1991,92.
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Fig. 13. Monastic girdle, burial of princess Eudoxia, +1407, Moscow, Kremlin 
(Museum of Moscow Kremlin)

Fig. 14. Monastic girdles, burial of abbots, 1220-1240, St.George 
monastery, Novgorod (Archive of the Institute of the History of Mate
rial Culture, Saint-Petresburg)

acute discussions in the middle of the 11th century between the monks and the so-called 

“white” deacons of the Holy Great Church of Saint Sophia.59
Thus, it is clear that the modern researchers of the Byzantine and Russian literature 

know nothing of the remarkable archaeological finds of girdles with icons representing 

Christian feasts. The unclear passage of Cyril of Turov is therefore interpreted wrongly as 
mentioning the common tradition of wearing mythic belts in the days of feasts. But then, 

still another document seems to be inexplicable for us viz. that on the Constantinopoli- 

tan monastic tradition of wearing special leather girdles with stamped representations of 

Christian feasts. That source goes back to the early n ,h century and it has been published

59 AKENT’EV 1996, 516-517; NICETAS STETILATOS, Εις τήν ζώνην στουδιτων διάκονον, 1-5 (ed. Dar- 
rouzes 486-94).
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Fig. 15. Matrix stamp for embossing monastic girdles, I2,h- i3 lh centu
ries, Grodek, district Hrubieszów, Poland (Photo: M. Wołoszyn)

at least twice in 1869 60 and in 2001.61 It is the famous Typikon (Ecclesiastical Statute) of 

Patriarch Alexis Studitos which he composed specially for a monastery founded by him. The 

original Greek text has not survived but its Slavonic translation made at the second half of the 

12th century in Novgorod is housed today in the Manuscript Department of the State Histori
cal Museum in Moscow (GIM, the so-called Synodal Collection, SIN.330).62 In folio 223 v., we 

find a special article on monastic clothes where among other interesting records it is written: 
“И пояс же по обычаю усниян буди по подражанию рожденных женами паче всех иже 
убо мнишеского жития яве древний образ бысть а великых скымник иконы воображе

ны по обычаю да имеют а малоскымным да будет прост” that may be translated as: “And 

according to the tradition, leather girdles should be used in imitation of John the Baptist who 
demonstrated the ancient example of monastic life, and monks of the Great Schema should 

have [a girdle with] icons represented according to the tradition, and for those of the Small 

Schema [the girdle] should be simple [i.e. without icons]”. Here it is helpful to regard the 

aforementioned “represented icons” as iconographie representations of Christian feasts on 

girdles of the type known from archaeological excavations of Old Russian sites. At least, we 
have so far no other evidence to illustrate the monastic ritual under consideration.

60 GORSKIY, NEVOSTRUEV1869, 263-64.
61 TIPIKON [fol. 223V] (ed. Пентковский, p. 384).
62 SVODNYI KATALOG 138 (ed. Шмидт 159-61).
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If the hypothesis proposed is correct, we have to explain why these circumstances have 
eluded inter alia the historiographical studies of Evgeniy Golubinskiy — one of the most 

prominent historians and archaeologists of the Russian Church. In the end of the 19th 

century, that scholar must have been well acquainted both with the examples of leather 
girdles with icons of feasts from archaeological excavations and with the passage on the 
habit of monks of the Great Schema with “represented icons” from the Novgorodian Stu

dios Typikon of the 12th century.63 Nevertheless, he interpreted the “icons represented” on 
girdles of Great Schema monks as “sewn or embroidered images of crosses” on their hab

its. Why did this gifted historian miss such an important historical discoveiy? Only one 

explication of this fact seems possible and this holds true for other scholars who have mis
understood the medieval text on monastic girdles. All of them were under influence of the 
contemporary customary monastic dress that bore representations of the Golgotha crosses 

and of Cherubs in the upper part of a special habit of the so-called “velikoschimniks” or 

monks of the Great Schema of the I9lh-2 0 ,h centuries. Studies of ecclesiastical books and 
of the evolution of monastic dress in the Russian tradition suggest that the ritual of taking 

monastic vows changed drastically after the important reforms of the I4'l,- i 5 lh centuries 
and again after those of the 17th century, especially for the monks of the Great Schema.64 

The latter part of the monkhood was withdrawn from the ordinary canon of monastic life 

which fact was specially stressed by the new appearance of their habit. Accordingly, the 
traditional elements of the monk’s dress, such as the leather girdles with representations of 

the Great Christian Feasts, went out of use in the I5lh- i6 lh centuries. Thus the prominent 

historians and philologists were misled by the unhistorical approach to predominant con

temporary notions of monastic life and dress.
It is obvious now that Russian monastic belts with icons of the Twelve Feasts were of 

Greek origin expressing no Slavonic peculiarities. This fact leads us to reject the hypothesis 
about the appearance of the monastic tradition of wearing girdles with icons of the Great 
Feasts only in the end of the 14th century under the impact of the Byzantine Hesychasm.65 

Indeed, there are no real proofs of the influence of that monastic mystical movement upon 
the medieval Russian art, ideology and culture and, anyway, the tradition under considera
tion much earlier origins. On the other hand, contrary to the views of some scholars, the 

medieval Greek and Russian monastic “girdles with representations of feasts” and “girdles 

with icons” have nothing to do with the monastic festive habit nor with the liturgical belts 
of monks-deacons of the Studios Monastery in Constantinople. Our research has succeeded 

in demonstrating that the Russian monastic literary tradition preserved quite a number 

of Byzantine ecclesiastic written monuments lost over centuries in the Metropolis itself.

63 GOLUBINSKIY 1997, 676.
64 INNOKENTIY 1899; PALMOV 1914.
66 YAKOVLEVA 2005,74-87.
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Russian archaeological evidence can provide us with a series of material attributes of the 
monastic dress mentioned by Byzantine writers but as yet unknown in the Mediterranean.

The same materials can help us to trace the development of the ecclesiastic clothes 
of the Eastern tradition. Among archaeological leather items related with the monastic 
habit, in addition to belts, there are a number of other rectangular objects bearing identi

cal stamped icons. The icons however are peculiarly arranged on these objects not hori

zontally, as on girdles, but vertically. On the basis of their positions in monks’ graves and 
a characteristic system of ribbons (encircling the chest and shoulders like a shoulder strap 

or a body chain of the Late Classical period) these objects were indentified as “paramans/ 
paramands” of Russian monks. This identification does not run contrary to the contem

porary tradition which knows the same type of monastic attributes but without depictions 
of feasts. The modern paramands are made of a special textile or leather with four straps 

fixed with a cross on one side and with a rectangular piece of textile with a representation 
of the Golgotha Cross on the other. It is of importance that the present-day Greek monastic 

tradition does not use a similar attribute. At least two finds of that type of monastic items 

are known at present: one from the Moscow Kremlin (1395) and another from excava
tions in Novgorod (1410-1430; figs. 1 6 ,17).66 These attributes of monastic habit seem to 

have been in use only for a short period — from the second half of the 14th century to the 
first half of the 15th century. Numerous other leather articles found during excavations of 

monastic burials are attributed to the same time span. These items evidently served to 

a similar purpose as those described above. They include two straps connected by a leath

ern cross — the analabos of the Eastern tradition.
Here it is proposed that the paramans/paramands of the I4lh- i5 ,h centuries with rep

resentations of Christian feasts should be regarded as purely Russian innovation of that 

period reflecting the evolution and changes it the monastic life and rituals. The new type 
of Russian paramands was a traditional analabos that combined in se the customs of 
decoration of the monastic girdles by representations of Christian feasts and the ancient 

paramans/paramands/scapulars. The latter were reduced in the course of the evolution 
from a wide apron covering the chest and the back to a small rectangular piece of textile 

or leather. Thus the really functional element of the everyday clothes became a rudiment 
with symbolical meaning, the process having been attested only for the Russian monastic 

tradition. This hypothesis is confirmed by the evidence of Russian medieval prayer-books 

concerned with the ritual of taking of monastic vows. These sources include particularly 

a manuscript of the ancient scriptorium of the Cathedral of St Sophia in Novgorod {NLR. 
Soph. 1056. f. 43) kept now in the National Library of Russia (Saint Petersburg). There, we 

find a passage explaining the meaning of analabos and describing the very items that we 
know from archaeological excavations — a rectangular piece of leather with a representa-

ЗО

66 I I-81-Тр-VI-6-466; КГІ 33560/A96-531; 65 cm X 31/34 cm; 95 mm x 31/34 mm.
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Fig. 16. Analabos, burial of princess Maria, ti395, Moscow, Kremlin; 1 -  photo, 2 - drawing 
(after E. Jakovleva)

tion of the Great Christian feasts. We do not know similar examples in any earlier or later 
prayer-books. The particular attention paid in our book to the element under consideration 

and its detailed description are explainable by the fact that it was a novelty in the period 

when the text was written i.e. in the mid-i4lh century.
Russian evidence offer us the rare possibility not only to establish the stages of the 

development of monastic habit in the Eastern tradition but also to propose a more or less 
precise and reliable chronology of these changes. So far little research has been devoted to 

this subject and these are sometimes fairly contradictory to each other especially where the 

modern monastic customs are concerned.67 J. Patrich refuses to identify the avôÀajioç with 

the scapular of the Latin tradition, suggesting to call the former by a new term “shoulder 
strap”, while the scapular is called apron by him. As a proof he refers to the miniatures from 

manuscripts of the n ,h century from Constantinople where monks wear shoulder straps

67 INNEMÉE 1992, 90-133; PATRICII 1995, 210-20.



32 Alexander Musin

Fig.17. Analabos, 1410-1430, Troickij 
excavation, Novgorod (Novgorod State 
Museum, Novgorod; photo: S. Toropov)

(analabos)  with numerous knots and aprons (scapulars) beneath theirs mantles. Today, 
the monastic practice does not use such aprons but beginning with the i i ,h- i2 lh centuries, 

paramans/paramands are mentioned implying clothes worn under a mantle. The Russian 

examples demonstrate the final evolution of αηα/abos/shoulder straps and paramans/ 

paramands/apron in the non-Greek milieu at the periphery of the Byzantine civilization. 
The result was the appearance of a single item combining shoulder straps with a derivative 

of scapular. In the Russian tradition that item received the name of paramans/paramands 

whereas its function and origins are rooted in the primary analabos or shoulder straps. 

In the Russian Orthodox Church, the technical term analabos describes today a special 
attribute of the Great Schema monk’s habit suspended both front and back from the shoul

ders in the form identical to the ancient apron/scapular of the historical Byzantine and
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modern Latin traditions but deco

rated with embroidered Golgotha 
crosses and images of Cherubs. In 

any case, the present-day Great 
Schema should not be confused 
with that of the 9th-  14th centuries 

arisen before a deep reformation 
of monastic statutes, rituals, dress 

and everyday life.

K. C. Innemée paid special at
tention to the Oriental monastic 

tradition of the Medieval Near East, 

especially that of St Pachomius. Af
ter analysis of the vocabulary of the 

everyday monastic life, the scholar 
compared it with archaeological 
items found during excavations of 

Egyptian monasteries. There, no 

shoulder straps were attested. In

deed, the latter would have been 
more appropriated to the more Hel

lenistic tradition of St Anthony. The 
Pachomian tradition is character

ised by an unusual triangular apron 

which may be confronted with the 
term derma. It is probable that the apron (thorakeion/thorakisterion) of the Anthonian 

tradition described in written sources by the Latin term Schema habitus was referred to by 
Pachomian monks using the Greek word analabos. This fact aroused a historical confusion. 

The abovementioned author tries to attract, although without much success, the late me

dieval and Russian evidence for his own explication of the issue. In any case, the custom of 

wearing monastic aprons/scapulars / par amans/par amands has a long history stemming 
from the Near East and finishing in Eastern Europe. Thus, a retrospective analysis based 

on the Russian materials appears to be promising to clarify the history of monastic habit of 
the Eastern tradition.

Another aspect of the studies here presented is concerned with one of the most mys

terious icons among the Russian holy representations, viz. the Novgorod version of the 

Holy Wisdom or Saint Sophia. The cult of Saint Sophia was attested in Old Rus’ as early 
as the middle of the n lh century when three remarkable cathedrals dedicated to it were

Fig. 18. Saint Sophia icon, Annunciation cathedral,
Kremlin, Moscow, 1425-1450 AD (after LIPSHITS 1986)
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Fig. 19. Coins with the representation of Saint Sophia, 1420-1490, Novgorod; 1 -  cooper, 2 - silver 
(after GAYDUKOV 1992)

built in Kiev, Novgorod and Polotsk in imitation of the Church of the Hagia Sophia in 
Constantinople. Today it is not always possible for us to realize adequately the impor

tance of that medieval cult. Its spread was related with certain events of the turn be

tween the 12th and 13th centuries and the person of Archbishop Anthony, -  the famous 

Russian pilgrim to Constantinople of that period according to the Novgorod Chronicle.68 
The icon of Saint Sophia where the Holy Wisdom is represented as an enthroned Angel 

flanked by Mother of God and John the Baptist in the group of the Deësis with Christ 
in a circle above and an image of Hetimasia in the upper part of the composition is first 

attested in the period of 1425-1475 (fig. 18). The first strictly dated image appears on 

the frescoes of the Archbishop’s Palace (Faceted Palace) in the Kremlin of Novgorod. 
The palace was built in 1433 and the frescoes seem to be synchronous with it. The early 

date of the extraordinary iconography is furthermore proved by Novgorodian coins with 

a representation regarded as Saint Sophia (fig. 19).69 The beginning of their minting is 
dated to the 1420s. Thus, the iconography under consideration must have appeared long 

before the beginning of the 15th century.

Apart from its dating, there is another problem linked with the iconographical sources 
and origins of that icon. The hypothesis about its western origins proposed by Archpriest

68 KHOROSHEV1998, 5-251 G1PPIUS 2007, 20.
69 GAYDUKOV 1993, 76-79; YANIN 2004, 64-69.
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George Florovskiy and Metro
politan Anthony (Mel’nikov), 

as it seems, must be rejected as 
unhistorical.7" Also the suppo
sition that this iconography de

rives from the Balkan frescoes 
with an allegorical represen

tation of the biblical scene of 

the so-called “Banquet of Wis
dom” (cf. Proverbs, 9) or from 
images of Christ as the Angel 

of the Great Council occasion

ally influenced even by the 
Hesychasm,71 finds no proof in 
its historical context, painting 

materials and iconographical 
subjects. Meanwhile, similar 
representations of crowned 

and enthroned Angels in im
perial dress with an image of 

the Holy Trinity above their 

heads are well known in fres

coes of the i i ,h-14 th centuries 
from Nubian excavation in 

Old Dongola and Faras carried 
out by the Polish expedition 

(fig. 20).72 This fact possibly 
suggests that the Novgorod 
version of the icons of Saint 

Sophia continues the ancient 

iconography of the period of 
the Macedonian and Komnenos dynasties of the io th- i2 lh centuries. That tradition would 

then have only been preserved at the periphery of the Byzantine World (Russia and Nubia) 

although transformed or completely forgotten in the centre of the civilization. The renais

sance of ancient iconography in Novgorod of the I4th- i 5 lh century is possibly explained in 
terms of the local ecclesiology and administrative ecclesiastic reforms of that period.

Fig. 20. Fresco with the representation of a crowned Angel in 
imperial dress, I2,h-I3 ,h centuries, Old Dongola, Nubian 
(after MARTENS-CZARNECKA 2001)

70 FLOROVSKIY 1932,485-500; ANTONIY 1986, 67.
71 LIES 11 ITS 1986,138-50; GUKOVA 2003,197-220; BRYUSOVA 2006.
72 MARTENS-CZARNECKA 2001, 252-84.
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Conclusions

Excavations of Russian northern sites have yielded remarkably rich material evidence 

of the Byzantine culture of the 9,h- i5 th centuries. Quantitatively, the assemblage of imports 

found in Russia constitutes only a tiny part of all the objects recovered from urban deposits. 
The spatial distribution of the imported items is characterized by their distinctive clustering 
around the estates of local elite and medieval clergy. The artefacts of Byzantine provenance 

found in Russia are outstanding in terms both of their rarity and their excellent quality, 
moreover providing us with a reliable chronology. They supplement essentially the informa

tion, often unique, preserved in Russian Christian art and literature. Similar examples have 

not survived in the Mediterranean, these Russian finds will allow us therefore to update and 
refine the chronology and the scheme of spatial distribution of such objects thus supplement
ing our wider knowledge about Byzantine civilization. Hence the studies of the Byzantine 

civilization through the archaeological excavations in Northern Russia, and based on the en
tire universe of the Medieval Russian culture, seem to be extremely promising. Certainly, the 

Byzantine archaeological materials from Northern Russia cannot be equally representative 

as those from the Eastern Mediterranean. Archaeological layers in Russia are able to yield us 
only some disperse cultural elements which are unlikely to shed light onto the everyday life of 

Byzantine society. Nevertheless, these elements are often exceptionally informative provid
ing us with essential and reliable evidence of the Byzantine civilization.

Of primary importance is the preservation in Old-Russian cultural evidence of those 

elements of the Byzantine civilization  which have not survived for us in Mediterra

nean sources. The major methodological principles of the new studies demand further 
discussion so as to undertake in the future a systematic description of the “lost Byzantium”. 

Among the priorities must be an interdisciplinary approach to the issue under considera

tion based on a comparison of various types of information and categories of sources, par
ticularly archaeological. Today the main task is unification and comparison of information 

on different kinds of imports, synchronization of their dating and mapping of their distri

bution in all the territories concerned. So far only some isolated studies of archaeological 
artefacts from different Byzantine regions have been conducted. Today’s urgent task is to 

unify the finds within a single comparative research project in order to reveal the entire 
impact of the Byzantine civilization on peripheral, particularly Russian, cultures.

The research project proposed here merits international recognition on a level with 

the study of the material culture of ‘proper’ Byzantine sites. The most important tasks 

include a comparative analysis of the Russian assemblage of Byzantine daily objects and 
small-size finds, and of those from the Eastern Mediterranean. Organization of an in

ternational expert group within the frame of a long-term research project seems to be 
a good idea for fulfilling that task.



Russian Medieval Culture 37

Another important objective for future research would be an investigation of the ad
aptation, preservation and transformation of Byzantine cultural strata in 9,h- i5 ,h century 

Old Rus’. There are firm grounds to believe that the Byzantine studies will become a more 
advanced science when we review the Byzantine civilization on the basis of information 
provided by archaeological investigations of the Russian medieval urban centres such as 

Novgorod, Staraya Russa, Staraya Ladoga and Pskov.73
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