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Abstract. The churches commissioned by King (later Emperor)
Stephen Dusan, his important dignitaries, and later Serbian
rulers—e.g., Holy Archangels near Prizren, Lesnovo, Hilandar,
Markov Manastir, Ravanica, and Manasija—often have a narthex
or an entrance porch covered by a dome. This architectural ele-
ment is additionally emphasized by a specific program of painted
decoration—as witnessed by several preserved ensembles—which,
like the one in the nave’s dome, contains some representation of
Christ surrounded by members of the heavenly ranks. Through
the choice of iconographic elements of Christ or accompanying
personages, these compositions are often imbued with a royal
subtext. Such an architectural and iconographic solution has
its precedents in some Byzantine monuments from the 10th to
the 12th century, of which the most important for the Serbian

* An earlier, shorter version of this work, titled “The Dome over the
Entrance to the Church as an Imperial Prerogative: Serbian and Byz-
antine Examples, Form, Program, and Meaning,” was presented at
the Seventh National Conference of Byzantinists, held in Belgrade
from June 22 to 25, 2021, in the thematic session “The Serbian-Greek
Empire of the Nemanji¢ Dynasty: Idea and Reality” I would like to
extend my gratitude to my colleagues who participated in the discus-
sion following my presentation, particularly Dragan Vojvodi¢ and
Smiljka Gabeli¢, whose insights were invaluable.

Subsequently, a revised version was included in the thematic col-
lection of papers Ljapcitiéo u Iatmpujapwuja: Vgeja u citiéaprocii
yapciniea Hemaruha [Empire and Patriarchate: The Idea and Reality
of the Nemanji¢ Empire]. This volume is scheduled to be published
jointly by the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts and the Serbian
Committee for Byzantinistics, with Ljubomir Maksimovi¢ and Srdan
Pirivatri¢ serving as editors. Due to space constraints and the thematic
scope of the collection, some material had to be omitted, resulting
in an article with a narrower geographical and chronological focus,
under the title “Kymona Haz y1asoM y IipkBy Kao LIapCKI IIPepOraTyB:
cpuckn npumepu u3 Bpemena Llapcra” [“The Dome over the En-
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examples, as their potential models, are probably the Athonite
katholika and the main church of the Pantokrator Monastery
in Constantinople. The prevalence of this architectural element
notably increased during the Late Byzantine period, particularly
in political entities whose rulers sought independence and even
aspired to imperial dignity, such as Epirus, which bordered the
Serbian state, and later Mystra. In these Byzantine churches,
the specific form of this micro-architectural feature and its
strategic placement at the church entrance can be associated
with imperial patronage and royal visits. Given the well-sup-
ported hypothesis that this paradigm was adopted into Serbian
architecture with the same imperial connotation, this study
examines its spatial, formal, and iconographic elements, along
with its semantic and ideological context. The author’s ongoing
research of this phenomenon encompasses all preserved and
relevant examples within the Serbian Empire, Byzantium, and
the broader Byzantine world. However, for the purpose of this
article, the discussion will be limited only to Serbian monu-
ments, include an examination of their potential models, and
underscore particular nuances in meaning exhibited by their
spatial solutions and iconographic programs.

trance to the Church as an Imperial Prerogative: Serbian Examples
from the Period of the Empire”].

Further research on this topic was undertaken as part of the research
project “Assessing Neoplatonism in the Religious Traditions of the
14th- and 15th-Century Balkans (ANEB),” supported by the Science
Fund of the Republic of Serbia under the Identities Program, grant no.
1554. This resulted in an expanded version, presented here in English,
aimed to provide the wider audience with a more comprehensive
exposition of the subject matter. I wish to express my sincere thanks
to Vladimir Cvetkovi¢, principal researcher of the ANEB project,
for including me as a researcher, and to the Editorial Board of The
Journal of the Faculty of Philosophy in Pristina, particularly Branislava
Dilpari¢, for their acceptance of this work and their support during
the final stages of its writing.
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Introduction

The 14th century in Serbia was marked by a profound shift in architecture,
resulting from a turning to the Byzantine paradigm, both in terms of design
and building technique. Many new architectural features were introduced for
the first time, bringing with them specific meanings but also acquiring some
additional nuances. Monumental art, on the other hand, shows continuation,
as it was invariably created by Byzantine artists even in the previous century.
However, following the new trends in the artistic centers of Constantinople
and Thessaloniki, new themes, complex narratives, and subtle renderings of
biblical stories and theological notions gradually filled church walls and vaults.?
The present study aims to address one particular architectural element, novel
to Serbia at the turn of the 14th century, which in combination with imagery
painted on its surfaces provided the church with a distinct and symbolically
charged feature. This is the dome or domical vault covering the church’s entrance
bay, commonly situated in the narthex, but also found in porches.

Certain Serbian churches commissioned by rulers and members of no-
bility alike, such as the Holy Archangels near Prizren, Lesnovo, Hilandar (Fig.
1), Markov Manastir, Ravanica, and Manasija, have a narthex or an entrance
porch topped with a dome. This architectural element, distinguished by its
mere form, is additionally emphasized by a specific program of painted deco-
ration—as witnessed by a few preserved ensembles, most notably in Lesnovo
and Markov Manastir—which, like the one in the nave’s dome, contains some
representation of Christ surrounded by members of the heavenly ranks. Through
the choice of iconographic elements of Christ or accompanying personages,
these compositions are often imbued with deep theological meanings relevant
to the narthex’s liturgical use, but they also bear a royal subtext. In this article,
I will present and discuss all known Serbian monuments, both the surviving
ones and those documented by archaeological evidence or historical sources. I
will begin with an examination of potential models found in various Byzantine
regions. Serbian examples will be exposed chronologically, divided into those
created before, during, and after the period of the Serbian Empire (1346-1371).
Addressing each case separately, I will explore particular nuances in meaning
exhibited by their spatial solutions and iconographic programs, underscoring
those pointing to the royal/imperial aspect.

? For a general assessment of the Byzantine architectural and artistic influences in
Serbia, particularly in the 14th century, see Vojvodi¢ & Popovi¢ (Bojsognh & ITonosuh,
2016, pp. 13-55, 271-329; with older bibliography).
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Fig. 1. Hilandar Monastery, katholikon viewed from southwest;

from right to left: domed naos, twin-domed inner narthex, and
single-domed exonarthex (photograph by author).

Byzantine Examples and Potential Predecessors

Before delving into the presentation and analysis of Serbian examples of dome
structures over church entrances, it is pertinent to briefly address their prehistory
within the context of Middle and Late Byzantine architecture. My present research
was conceived precisely while studying the narthexes of the earliest monasteries
of Mount Athos—Great Lavra, Ivéron, and Vatopedi—constructed at the end of
the 10th century.* In these structures, I observed that the central of their three
bays is emphasized in several ways. Firstly, it features a centrally designed, i.e.,
square plan with a corresponding vault, which typically differs from the adja-
cent two bays and has a domical shape, i.e., a sail vault. Secondly, the stone floor
pavement in the central bay is more decorative, employing a pattern that is also
centrally conceived and marks the position under the domical vault. Lastly, the
painted representations on the vault, featuring an image of Christ in the center,

4 Stankovi¢ (2017).
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are reminiscent of the iconographic program found in the church’s main dome,
that in the naos. Within this configuration, the domical or sail-shaped vault
holds a particularly notable and distinctive position. This form can be associated
with the form and meaning of the canopy, both in its liturgical and royal use.’
Similar examples can be observed in several other preserved churches from the
same period: Myrelaion Church (before 920), Eski Imaret Camii (11th century),
and Vefa Kilise Camii (11th or 12th century) in Constantinople,® and Nea Moné
(1049) on Chios.” Of these, the first two buildings—if the identification of the
latter with the katholikon of the Monastery of Christ Pantepopteés is accepted®—
as well as the last one, were royal foundations; the Byzantine identification of
the Vefa Kilise Camii remains uncertain. This suggests that this architectural
form most likely framed the ruler’s visits to and presence in the church, either
at the entrance or in the gallery.’ The same conclusion was reached by Jelena
Bogdanovic¢ in her detailed and exhaustive study of the ciborium and related
forms within the Byzantine church, taking into account the specific position of
the architectural feature that is the subject of the present analysis."” However,
despite their status as imperial endowments, the Athonite monasteries, proba-
bly also Nea Moné on Chios, all located far from the capital and disassociated
from the imperial ceremonial, were not visited by emperors as far as is known.
Nevertheless, it is very likely that the status of these monasteries, which were
either founded or protected by emperors, made it essential that an adequate
ceremonial framework be provided to honor their potential visit or mark their
symbolic presence, i.e., signal their protection. Thus, the domical feature at the
church entrance—the place where the emperor would be welcomed and where
visitors would first encounter the church—served to visibly announce that the
monastery enjoyed imperial patronage.'!

Another monument from this period, the complex of three churches in
the former Pantokrator Monastery (constructed between 1118 and 1136) in
Constantinople, a foundation and mausoleum of the Komnenos dynasty, is also
interesting and relevant. Of particular note is its southern church, which served

> See ibidem, pp. 266-296.

6 About these churches, see Curéi¢ (2010, pp. 275-277, 361, 360-361), Ousterhout
(2019a, pp. 306-309, 354-356, 354), and Marinis (2014, pp. 172-175, 138-139, 204-205),
respectively.

7 Curci¢ (2010, pp. 387-388); Ousterhout (2019a, pp. 313-314, 390-391). Both authors
cite previous scholarship on this church.

8 On the proposed identifications of this church, see Marinis (2014, pp. 138-139,
with bibliography).

? Stankovi¢ (2017, pp. 283-293, 459-460).

1 Bogdanovi¢ (2017, pp. 235-241, 257). Jelena Bogdanovi¢ also connects the presence
of the dome in the narthex with the funerary use of this space (2017, pp. 240-241).

1 See footnote 9 above.
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as the monastery’s katholikon, and the dome rising in the center of the gallery
formed above the narthex. This church was the first to be built in the complex,
but the dome in question is the product of a subsequent transformation.'? Unlike
the previous examples, it is a dome proper that extends beyond the roofline of
the gallery. Inside, structurally supported by arches within the gallery, it has
additional pairs of slender pillars on three sides—north, east, and south—which
support smaller arches and form three elegant tribéla that enhance the appear-
ance of the room below the dome and give it the character of a canopied place
of special distinction. This richly articulated architectural solution is the only
such example surviving in Constantinople, raising the question of how com-
mon it was. But, like other, less articulated examples, it undoubtedly served as
a ceremonial setting for the imperial presence during religious services in the
church.” This is confirmed by the fact that, after the conversion of the church
into a mosque, the hiinkar mahfil, i.e. the sultan’s lodge, was established in this
area, allowing him to participate in the common prayer and thus indicating the
continuity of the function of this space. During the Byzantine era, though the
exact timing is unclear, the vault between the ground floor of the narthex and
the gallery was removed precisely in this zone. Presumably, this was done to
improve natural lighting in the narthex, which had become quite dark after the
addition of the exonarthex, which took place during the Komnenian period, by
1136."* While the need for improved lighting is a plausible explanation for this
modification, I am more inclined to see it as the consequence of some change
in the imperial ceremonial (or in correlation with it) implemented within this
and perhaps other Constantinopolitan churches, whether it happened already
in the time of the Komnenoi, when the emperor also maintained his “cells”
(i.e. chambers) in the monastery," in the period of Latin occupation, when
Pantokrator belonged to the Venetians and, for a brief time, may have even

12 Robert Ousterhout (2000, p. 249; 2019b, p. 238) concluded that the dome over the
gallery was added after the construction of the exonarthex.

1 The southern church, intended for monks, was undoubtedly closed to the laity, ex-
cept perhaps for the gallery, which possibly allowed the emperor, even the empress, to attend
monastic services without disturbing the monastery’s abaton (Tavtong, 2008, pp. 328-329).

!4 This is when the monastery’s typikon, which mentions the existence of the ex-
onarthex, was drafted (Thomas & Hero, 2000, p. 725). R. Ousterhout considered (and
repeated on several occasions) that the dome over the gallery was added in combination
with the removal of the vault between the ground and upper floors of the inner narthex, and
that its sole purpose was to provide natural lighting to the ground floor after the addition
of the exonarthex, and by no means any ceremonial or liturgical needs (Ousterhout, 2000,
p. 249; 2019a, p. 372; 2019b, pp. 238-239).

15 As specified by the founder of the monastery, Emperor John II Komnénos, in his
typikon for the monastery (Thomas & Hero, 2000, pp. 772, 732). These premises may also
have been used to house prominent political opponents who were imprisoned in the Pan-
tokrator Monastery on several occasions (see ibidem, 2000, pp. 725-726, with references).
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served as an imperial palace,' or following the arrival of the Palaiologoi in
the city in 1261. Despite these changes, the domed area, now connected to the
ground floor, continued to bear imperial connotations, potentially serving as
a symbolic setting for the entry and reception of the emperor, within a new
ceremonial order that had him attending the church services on the ground
level, no longer at the gallery. With this new spatial solution and the retained
royal meaning, I would say precisely because of them, the narthex dome was
introduced into Serbian church architecture in the 14th century.

This transformation, from a first-floor to a ground-floor dome space, may
have occurred exactly around the time when the future king Stephen Uros III
Decanski and his son, Dusan, still a child, were imprisoned there,'” or shortly
before, possibly leaving an impression on the future emperor and influencing his
later architectural choices in Serbia, where only ground-level solutions appear.
Additionally, the use of the gallery as a space for the imperial retinue, common
in Constantinopolitan churches such as Hagia Sophia, apparently did not gain
traction in Serbia. Instead, only the ceremonial aspect of the dome, i.e., the
canopy—specifically, its use during imperial processions into the church—was
retained. Furthermore, of considerable importance was the example of Mount
Athos, whose influence in Serbia was strong and long-lasting,'® and where the
domical vault occurs only on the ground floor, at the entrance, not in the gal-
lery, which—judging by the research—was reserved exclusively for the abbot
or some other distinguished member of the monastic community."”

A comparable architectural approach is observed in Epirus, where—with
the notable exception of the church of the Panagia Parégorétissa in Arta (rebuilt
in 1282-1289 and expanded in 1294-1296), where a dome in the form of an
open octagonal canopy is located over the central part of the western gallery**—a

' Janin (1969, pp. 516-517).

7 The main source on the exile and detention of Dec¢anski and Dusan in Pantokrator
is the former’s biographer, Gregory Tsamblak (Ipuropuje Llam6mnak, 1989, pp. 53-62; see
also Mineva, 2013, pp. 87-92). One of Archbishop Danilo II’s disciples reports that the royal
detentees were assigned an imperial palace for their living (Mak Jaumnjern, 1989, p. 28; cf.
also Rupkosuh, 1981, p. 464, n. 7). Both these pieces of information would be correct if
the Serbian princes had been accommodated in the royal quarters inside the monastery
(see note 15). For some reason, Ferjanci¢ & Cirkovi¢ (®epjanunh u Rupkosuh, 2005, pp.
26-28), accommodate Decanski’s imprisoned family in the Constantinopolitan monastery
of St. John the Forerunner, without specifying the source of this information.

18 Cf. Kora¢ (Kopah, 1979).

1% See Stankovi¢ (2017, pp. 374-385; 2021, pp. 536-537, 541-542) and Cur¢ié
(Rypunh, 2000).

% Paladopoulou (ITaradomovlov, 2002, pp. 131-143); Georgiadou (2015, pp. 69-83,
114-122); Fundi¢ (2022, pp. 170-172, with older bibliography). It should be mentioned that
there is a sail vault on the ground floor, above the central bay in front of the main entrance
to the naos. This means that on both levels of the narthex, an architectural setting for some
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dome (or, alternatively, domical vault) over the narthex, which does not have
an upper floor, is found in a significant number of churches. Among these, the
churches of St. Theodora in Arta (second half of the 13th century), Panagia
Vlacherna (narthex added after 1284) and Panagia Vellas (Red Church, com-
pleted in 1295/96) near Arta, and St. Demetrius in Kypseli (probably after 1306)
provide illustrative examples.” The patrons of the first two were the rulers of
Epirus and their wives, while the last two were founded by high court dignitar-
ies.”? It is interesting that all these churches—except for the Panagia Vellas—had
narthexes added later, but all at almost the same time, at the end of the 13th or
the beginning of the 14th century. It is a period that coincides with the reign of
Despot Thomas (1296-1318), who assumed certain prerogatives of Byzantine
emperors.” Notably, the church of St. Theodora has a dome proper over the
central bay of the narthex, whereas the others employ blind domes or domical
vaults. The paintings within the dome of St. Theodora, which date to the late
13th century, feature a depiction of Christ as the Ancient of Days surrounded
by eight medallions with angels’ busts. The prophets, selected to be depicted
on the drum of the dome, announce Christ’s incarnation and salvific mission
on earth; among them, King David occupies the place of honor on the eastern
side, flanked on the left by King Solomon and an unidentified prophet on the
right.** The presence of the former two figures and their appearance in some
later ensembles® suggest a royal dimension to the iconography. This pool of
examples can be expanded with the churches of the Virgin Peribleptos in Ohrid
(1294/5),* St. George in Omorphoklisia (ca. 1295-1317) near Kastoria, and the

form of the ruler’s presence in the church—both a ceremonial entrance and attendance at/in
rituals/prayers—was secured. Unfortunately, no painted decoration has been preserved in
either vault that would confirm or refute this interpretation of these architectural elements.

2! For these structures, see Papadopoulou (ITaradomovhov, 2002, pp. 45-49, 69-74,
118-120), Georgiadou (2015, pp. 94-108, 85-93, 162-167, 167-174), and Fundi¢ (2022,
pp. 161, 179, 197, 222).

22 See the references cited in the previous footnote.

» See Maksimovi¢ (Maxkcumosuh, 2013, pp. 432-433) and Fundi¢ (2022, pp. 144-
148). It is possible that in this context the use of the dome in the narthex as a symbol of
an independent ruler and an architectural setting for the imperial ceremonial was more
pronounced in that period.

2 Fundi¢ (2022, pp. 134, 165-166).

» See below.

26 In this church’s narthex, the sail vault over the central bay is adorned with an image
of Christ as the Angel of the Great Council (see Jumurposa, Kopynoscku 1 [paHgakoBcka,
2013, p. 159), carried within a circular mandorla supported by six angels, while figures of
the prophets Habakkuk and Ezekiel holding scrolls occupy the eastern corner extensions
of the vault (Mapxosuh, 2011, p. 131). For an analysis and interpretation of this compo-
sition, which is an illustration of the Second Easter Homily by St. Gregory the Theologian,
unique in Byzantine monumental painting, see Miljkovi¢ (2004). In the lower zones of
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Holy Trinity in Berat (late 13th to early 14th century),” all of which not only
feature blind domes in their narthexes, but exhibit many other architectural
features aligned with Epirote building traditions.”

In addition to other, above-discussed models that were the likely inspira-
tion for the domed narthex in Serbian architecture, its adoption may also be
attributed to the influence of Epirote building workshops, which were known
to have been employed in Serbia,” or more likely to a potential emulation of
the Epirote customs, i.e., the close ties and possibly similar ceremonial practices
between the courts of Serbia and Epirus during the 13th and 14th centuries.*
In contrast, churches in Mystra, influenced directly by Constantinople, often
included galleries that played a crucial role in the appearance of members of the
local court at religious services.” This is evidenced by the presence of domes

the two arches that support the vault, the Four Evangelists are painted, whose open books
are inscribed with Gospel passages on Mary’s conception of Christ and His incarnation
(Mapkosuh, 2011, p. 138), that is, the theme we have already seen in the dome of St. The-
odora in Arta (see above). It should be noted that in both churches, on the western wall of
the central bay, there are depictions of Moses in front of the Burning Bush and on Mount
Horeb (cf. Mapxosuh, 2011, pp. 131, 138; Fundi¢, 2022, pp. 134, 165-166), which further
expand the theme of Christ’s conception and incarnation (cf. Mapkosuh, 2011, p. 138, n.
283). Although this ensemble, together with the other compositions in the narthex of the
Peribleptos church, exhibits a very interesting, complex content, it seems that there are no
elements that would connect it to some royal aspect. Perhaps this should not be surprising
considering that the founder is an aristocrat, even though his wife hails from the imperial
family (see footnote 28 below).

%7 Kissas (Kiooag, 2008); Meksi (1983, pp. 158-162, Tab. XVII).

28 About these connections, see Curéi¢ (2010, pp. 570-572, 606), Dimitrova, Koru-
novski & Grandakovska ([Jumnrposa, Kopynoscku u [pangakoscka, 2013, pp. 111-112),
Georgiadou (2015, pp. 164-165), and Ousterhout (2019a, p. 569). The first of these three
churches was commissioned by Progonos Sgouros, the son-in-law of Emperor Andronikos
I1, and the second by the local noble family Netzadés.

» The builders of the Virgin of Ljevi$a in Prizren (constructed by 1307) came from
Epirus (Cur¢ié, 2010, pp. 645-646), and it is possible that Epirotes were also involved in
the construction of some other Serbian endowments (cf. Curcié, 2015).

3 Unfortunately, I am not aware of any study analyzing these connections and po-
tential influences. The period that is relevant for this work would be the end of the 13th
and the beginning of the 14th century, when imperial ceremonial practices were imitated
at the Epirote court and from which—probably not coincidentally—the Epirote examples
of dome narthexes mentioned here date (see footnote 23 above). Interestingly, this period
coincides with the reign of King Milutin, who is also known for adopting (or appropriating)
certain elements of Byzantine culture and imperial practices (cf. Bojsoanh n ITomosuh,
2016, pp. 20-21, 123, 299, 309-310, 317) and whose endowments were built by Epirote
masters (see previous footnote).

3! See Tantsis (Tdvtong, 2008). The sponsorship and the possibility of a ruler’s pres-
ence in these churches were further analyzed by Anastasios Tantsis (Tavtong, 2015). It
should be noted that there is an exception in Mystra, the church of Saint Sophia, which
has a narthex with no gallery covered by a dome. This church’s founder was a governer of
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over the western galleries in the churches of Panagia Odégitria (1309-1322) and
Panagia Pantanassa (1428). However, this architectural and functional model
did not significantly impact other regions of the Balkans.

Serbian Examples Prior to the Establishment
of the Empire (1346)

Probably the earliest example of a dome over the narthex in Serbia is found
at the church of St. Nicholas of Dabar, the katholikon of the Banja Monastery
near Priboj and once the seat of the bishop of Dabar.* It dates to 1329 and was
erected under the sponsorship of King Stephen Uro$ III Dec¢anski and his heir,
Dus$an. The dome in question, in its original form, was blind and externally
decorated with a series of blind arches on a low drum.”” The dome covers the
central bay, which is square in plan, whereas the other two rectangular bays are
barrel-vaulted. During the rebuilding of the church in 1899-1902,* this blind
dome was transformed into a dome proper, with a circular drum pierced by
eight windows, resulting in the loss of the original painted decoration, if it had
not disappeared even before. Consequently, the iconographic program that once
adorned the dome remains unknown. The overall architectural plan and spatial
arrangement of the church, including the blind dome over the narthex, closely
resembles two churches from the Epirote architectural corpus: the Panagia
Vellas and the Virgin Peribleptos, which were mentioned earlier.

However, we should not omit the fact that a similar royal context for
domes or domical vaults in the narthex is also evident in the architectural and
artistic traditions of Mount Athos.* There, this practice persisted into the 14th
century and later. The architectural design and iconographic treatment of the
inner narthex of the katholikon of the Hilandar Monastery, which held the sta-
tus of “imperial lavra,” provides a pertinent example. The church, constructed
by King Stephen Uros$ II Milutin between 1312 and 1315/16, with paintings
completed in 1321,% features an innovative narthex, double the size of those
found in older Athonite katholika and containing six bays separated by two

Mystra, who at the same time was a member of the imperial dynasty (Tavtong, 2015, pp.
264-268, with older references).

2 A monographic presentation of the church and monastery is offered by Peji¢
(Tlejuh, 2009).

3 Ibidem, p. 23.

3 Ibidem, pp. 193-206.

3 See above.

% For the dates, see Markovi¢ & Hosteter (Mapkosuh n Xocrerep, 1998) and Todi¢
(Topuh, 2017, pp. 147-155). The architecture of the Hilandar katholikon is presented by
Boskovi¢ & Kovacevié¢ (bomkosuh n KoBauesuh, 1992).
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slender columns. In the central-eastern bay, directly in front of the entrance to
the naos, the space is marked as in the older local examples by a small circular
decoration within a square border in the floor pavement® and by a prominent
domical vault. The vault is adorned with a painting depicting Christ Emmanuel
within a medallion, as if in a special celestial sphere, which is supported by
four angels. In the four corners of the adjacent north and south vaults, outside
the composition but gesturing towards it, are the prophets Isaiah and Ezekiel
to the south, and Moses and Noah to the north. Isaiah and Moses occupy the
honored eastern positions, symbolically representing spiritual and worldly
authority directing toward God.* This composition bears thematic similarities
to those in St. Theodora in Arta and the Virgin Peribleptos in Ohrid,” indi-
cating a well-defined architectural and iconographic tradition in the treatment
of the narthex’s central bay at the turn of the 14th century across Byzantium.
Although largely liturgical in nature, certain elements—such as the presence of
prophets associated with the leadership of the God-chosen people and the mere
canopy-like form covering the entrance space—suggest imperial connotations,
a trend that further advanced under the reign of King, later Emperor, Dusan,
as we will see in the next example.

The katholikon of the Treskavec Monastery offers a more interesting case.
It is a building with a complex form and a complicated construction chronology,
with some of its constituent parts built during Dusan’ reign as king.*” Here, I will
focus on the northern dome of the outer narthex or, more precisely, the dome
located in front of the entrance to the northern chapel, which is attributed to
Dusan’s patronage. Previous benefactors of Treskavec included the Byzantine
emperors Andronikos IT and Michael IX, or rather their general Michael Glabas
Tarchaniotés, as well as King Milutin.*' Tarchaniotés likely sponsored the addition
of an ambulatory room that envelopes the older single-naved and single-domed
church with a narthex to the west and south, and doubles as an exonarthex.*
The construction or reconstruction of the inner narthex, possibly during this
time or shortly before, involved its vaulting with a blind dome, potentially

7 My field documentation. See also Stankovi¢ (2017, fig. 435 (5)).

% Ibidem, fig. 444. Overviews of the paintings in the Hilandar inner narthex are offered
by Markovi¢ (1998, pp. 229-233, 238, 239-240) and Babi¢ (babuh, 1978, pp. 107-111). A
more detailed examination is still a desideratum.

¥ See footnotes 24 and 26 above.

* About the architecture of this church, see primarily Kasapova (Kacamnosa, 2009).
The monograph by Smol¢i¢-Makuljevi¢ (Cmomunh-Maxymbesuh, 2019) provides a more
comprehensive presentation by including an examination of the frescoes. For a brief over-
view of the architecture and art of Treskavec in English, see Vasileski (2016).

1 Markovi¢ (Mapkosuh, 2014, pp. 82-88); Smolci¢-Makuljevi¢ (2009, pp. 198-199).

2 Markovi¢ (Mapkoswnh, 2014, pp. 85-86).
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reflecting the imperial status bestowed upon the monastery.* However, due to
the uncertain dating of this part of the building, further exploration and inclusion
in the study of domed narthexes should be left to rest until reliable data appear.

In Treskavec, Dusan joined his grandfather and his Byzantine imperial
predecessors in patronage. Among his other contributions to the monastery,*
Dusan’s patronage entailed the construction of the northern, single-naved
chapel, which has its own narthex. This narthex connects to the previously
added ambulatory, with which it forms an exonarthex to the main church. The
chapel’s narthex is crowned with a fully-formed dome, including an eight-sided
drum, mirroring a similar, supposedly older, dome on the exonarthex’s south-
ern end, constructed simultaneously with the ambulatory.* The latter dome,
however, is an independent structure that lacks connection to the ground
floor, from which it is separated by a vault, and was not even built to provide it
with natural lighting, as it originally had openings only on its west and south
sides.* This form suggests it was later added for symmetry with the northern
dome,* creating the well-known motif of the two-domed narthex—in this case
the outer narthex—which is commonly associated with Mount Athos.* The
northern dome’ inclusion to cover the entrance into Dusan’s chapel, which
notably does not have a dome over its nave, was thus deliberate, signifying the
northern dome’s architectural and symbolic importance.

This is further confirmed by the iconographic program of paintings within
this dome, executed between 1334 and 1343, which also marks a significant
departure from earlier examples, both in its content and in its articulation of

# The inner narthex was certainly built prior to 1334-1346, when the entire space of
the exonarthex was painted (Ba6bux, 1961; cf. also [turopujesuh-Makcumosuh, 2005, pp.
81, 86). According to Elizabeta Kasapova, the blind dome is a product of the restoration of
this part of the church that took place sometime between 1829 and 1847-1849 (Kacanosa,
2009, pp. 178, 181). However, it is possible that it was not a completely new architectural
solution, but that the original dome was restored. On the dome covering the narthex as a
possible symbol of the imperial status of a monastery, see Stankovi¢ (2017, pp. 266-296).

* For the texts and commentaries of the four charters he granted to Treskavec, see
Babikj et al. (babux et al., 1981, pp. 55-185).

4 Kasapova (Kacamosa, 2009, pp. 137-140, 188).

% See ibidem, pp. 21-22, 109-111, 123-124. The southern opening, in all likelihood,
served as a door and the only entrance to the first-floor room formed inside the dome,
while the western, narrower one was a window (ibidem).

7 This should be confirmed by inspecting the southern dome, its masonry, and its
connections with the lower part of the building, a procedure which is currently unavailable
to me.

 Cf. Cur¢i¢ (1971) and Stankovi¢ (2017, pp. 351-359). Elizabeta Kasapova also does
not rule out the possibility that the southern dome was not part of the original design of
the annexed ambulatory and that it was subsequently added, but she explains this by some
change in the design during the construction of the ambulatory, that is, she ties the dome
to the same construction phase (Kacanosa, 2009, p. 124).
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the dome’s symbolic function. The im-
agery depicts the Royal Deésis and the
Heavenly Court (Fig. 2), with Christ
in imperial vestments and inscribed
asI(nood)g // X(ptot10)g / 6 Baoike[vg
@V // Ba]okevovtwy (“Jesus Christ,
the Emperor of emperors”) at the center
of the dome’s calotte.*” Surrounding
Christ is a broad band within which the
Prepared Throne (Etowaoia), guarded
by angels, is depicted on the east side.
The Virgin Mary, also dressed in im-
perial attire, approaches with gestures
of prayer the throne from one side,
accompanied by another regal figure,
of the northwest dome, with a painting l%kely King David, on the other. These
of the Heavenly Court (photograph tigures are followed by representatives
courtesy of Aleksandar Vasileski). of the heavenly hosts, arranged in nine
groups according to their hierarchy.”
Below this, the spaces between the
windows in the drum are occupied by eight holy warriors, dressed in courtly
garments, among which the leading position on the east side is given to Saints
George and Demetrius facing each other.”* They are all depicted gazing at and
raising their right hands toward the throne in intercession for humankind.*

Fig. 2. Treskavec Monastery, interior

* On this composition, see Smol¢i¢-Makuljevi¢ (Cmomunh-Maxkymesnh, 2002), Gli-
gorijevi¢-Maksimovi¢ (Imuropujesuh-Makcumosuh, 2005, pp. 109-112), and Nemykina
(Hembikuna, 2016).

>0 Gligorijevi¢-Maksimovi¢ (Inmuropujesnh-Makcumosuh, 2005, pp. 110-111). The
heavenly powers are grouped according to the hierarchy described by Pseudo-Dionysius
the Areopagite in his work On the Celestial Hierarchy, Chapters 6-9—starting with the
seraphim, cherubim, and thrones as the highest, followed by dominions, powers, and au-
thorities, and finally by principalities, archangels, and angels. For an English translation of
this work, see Luibhéid & Rorem (1987, pp. 143-191).

*! The figures shown next to these two and completing the circle are Artemius and
Eustratius, who follow George, and Theodore Stratélatés (the General), Theodore Téron
(the Recruit), Procopius, and Mercurius, who follow Demetrius (Mujosuh, 1967, p. 111;
Inuropujesuh-Maxkcumosuh, 2005, pp. 111-112).

2 Cf. Mijovi¢ (Mujosuh, 1967, pp. 107-113), where this ensemble is considered as
the central part of the illustration of Psalm 44 (45), i.e., the wedding ceremony of the King
(i.e., Christ) and the Queen (the Mother of God, but also the Church), which extends across
the entire outer narthex; the presence of David the Psalmist, as a sort of witness at the
wedding, can be explained by his authorship of this psalm, as well as by his royal stature.
For additional considerations, see Smol¢i¢-Makuljevi¢ (Cmomauh-Maxyspesuh, 2002) and
Gjorgjievski (Fopfuescku, 2014).
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While the eschatological meaning of this entire ensemble is undeniable, it is
crucial to underscore the distinctly royal elements embedded within it. Notably,
this composition represents the earliest known depiction of the Heavenly Court,”
and the choice of the dome as its location is particularly noteworthy. Nonetheless,
Dusan decided to have his portrait painted not beneath this dome, but in the
exonarthex’s central area, on the eastern wall, flanking the entrance into the main
church to the right.’* Thus, the opportunity to have a dome serving as a symbolic
canopy over the ruler, with its iconography establishing an imperial-heavenly
framework, was apparently missed® or deliberately avoided. This raises the
question of why such a program was implemented while Dusan was still a king.*®
Does it reflect his imperial aspirations and signals his future ambitions? Or could
it suggest that some imperial prerogatives had already been acquired or appro-
priated? Alternatively, might the program simply emphasize the imperial status
of the monastery, akin to those on Mount Athos, a status conferred earlier by
Andronikos and Michael? Perhaps it was already marked by a blind dome over
the inner narthex and Du§an may have wanted to provide a similar distinction
for the chapel he commissioned, but as he was not yet emperor, he avoided
being depicted under the canopy. Regardless of these possibilities, the imperial
significance of this space appears indisputable, especially when considered in
comparison to later examples from the imperial era in Serbia.

Examples from the Imperial Period (1346-1371)

The principal imperial foundations, specifically the katholikon of the Monastery
of the Holy Archangels (ca. 1348-1352) near Prizren and the Church of the
Assumption of the Virgin Mary in Matejca (constructed before 1348), are
surprisingly not the best examples of the architectural and symbolic element
under consideration here. This is primarily due to the poor preservation of
these monuments. Even though they are in such a state, their sheer size, val-
uable materials, decoration, and wall paintings witness to their magnificence
and stature in the newly proclaimed empire.”” The first structure (Fig. 3), which

%3 Vasileski (2016, p. 19).

** Gligorijevi¢-Maksimovié (Imuropujesnh-Makcumosuh, 2005, p. 113); Cvetkovski
(IIBeTxoBCKM, 2006-2007, pp. 158-162).

> Unlike the later example in the Lesnovo Monastery (see below).

> Another older church, rebuilt during Dusan’s reign as king, the Church of the
Virgin in Drenovo (Northern Macedonia), had a dome (proper or blind) covering the
western entrance bay of an ambulatory aisle (Cur¢i¢, 2010, pp. 400-401). However, it is
not completely clear whether this solution was created during the renovation or belonged
to the church’s older, late 11th-century phase.

*7 See Djuri¢ (1996, pp. 32-35, 44).
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Fig. 3. Monastery of Holy Archangels near
Prizren, katholikon, reconstruction, isometric
cut-off (drawing courtesy of Igor Bjeli¢).

served as Dusan’s endowment and burial church, has unfortunately survived
only in its foundational remains and a number of fragments, now scattered at
various places.”® However, these remnants do confirm that the central of the
three bays in the narthex, which took the form of a porch, was covered by a
dome, most likely a blind one.* Additionally, other factors lend credence to
the assumption that there was such a dome over the entrance to the Church of
the Holy Archangels and, at the same time, suggest its complex origins. Chief
among these are several well-supported theories regarding Dusan’s emulation
of certain architectural solutions employed at the Pantokrator Monastery in
Constantinople, a mausoleum for the Komnenoi and Palaiologoi, with which
Dusan was familiar.® Furthermore, a recent reassessment of the Church of St.

8 The monograph by Slobodan Nenadovi¢ (Henapgosuh, 1967) still represents the semi-
nal and most comprehensive work on this monastery. The book’s largest section is devoted to
the katholikon and the reconstruction of its original appearance (pp. 24-77). Risti¢ (Prctuh,
1995) and Bjeli¢ (Bjemnh, 2020) partially revised and supplemented Nenadovic’s insights.

* Nenadovi¢ (Henagosuh, 1967, p. 35); Bjeli¢ (Bjennh, 2020, p. 171).

5 See footnote 17 above. For discussions on the architectural connections between the
two churches (the Church of the Holy Archangels and the southern church of Pantokrator),
see Kora¢ (Kopah, 1998, 2004) and Bjeli¢ (Bjenuh, 2020, p. 174). Igor Bjeli¢ finds many
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Nicholas of Dabar, which was co-founded by Dusan and originally featured a
blind dome over its narthex, suggests it may have served as a local model.' On
the other hand, the Church of St. Nicholas—despite likely being constructed
by local builders®>—shares its overall design with churches from the Epirote
architectural tradition, as noted earlier. This suggests that the inclusion of a
dome above the entrance to the katholikon of the Holy Archangels could also be
attributed to Epirote origins, alongside the aforementioned Constantinopolitan
model and Athonite influences. Unfortunately, the lack of preserved archi-
tectural details and painted decoration makes it challenging to confirm these
hypotheses definitively.

The Church of the Matej¢a Monastery, built under the auspices of Dusan’s
wife, Empress Jelena, and their son, King Uro$, presents a slightly different issue.®
The vaulting of the central part of the narthex, which was functionally distinct
but spatially unseparated from the nave, has suffered severe damage. According
to Aleksandar Deroko and his drawings, this rectangular space at the church’s
entrance was covered by two connected cross-vaults,* indicating the absence of
a dome. Although the solution of employing an even number of bays instead of
an odd number is quite unusual, there is no reason to doubt Deroko and other
early researchers who had the opportunity to examine the church prior to its
restoration in 1930. However, it is plausible that a domed porch once existed
in front of the entrance, whose collapse or deliberate demolition might have
caused the characteristic damage to the central portion of the church’s western
wall.® This hypothesis is further supported by the fact that the western arm
of the inscribed cross over the naos, which was unusually but apparently con-
sciously shortened, left a somewhat peculiar gap on the church’s western fagade.

points of contact between the two churches, as well as some divergences. However, he fails
to address the presence of a domed structure above the entrance in both churches. In his
second referenced work (Kopah, 2004, p. 207), Vojislav Kora¢ notes a “possible difference”
in the upper construction of the two narthexes but does not elaborate on it. Nenadovi¢
includes Pantokrator among the possible models for the Church of the Holy Archangels only
regarding the ornamental floor pavement of the two churches (Henagosuh, 1967, p. 100).

o' Bjeli¢ (Bjemuh, 2020, pp. 173-176).

62 Curci¢ (2010, p. 659).

5 About the architecture of this church, see Dimitrova (Inmutposa, 2002, pp. 39-74);
Kora¢ (Kopah, 2003, pp. 212-242).

¢ Deroko (epoko, 1933-1934, p. 86). The same information is also provided by
Dimitrova ([Jumutposa, 2002, p. 50).

6> See Millet (1919, fig. 127). Aleksandar Deroko noted in 1930 that a “narthex” had
been attached to the western facade but was no longer there (Jepoxo, 1933-1934, p. 86;
there have been no archaeological investigations around and inside the church to confirm
or refute this—see Dimitrova ([Iumurposa, 2002, p. 40)). He also mentions that the exact
appearance of the western portal cannot be established, probably due to the damage to that
part of the facade (Jepoko, 1933-1934, p. 89).
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This gap would have created a physical separation between the western arm
and the dome above the porch, leaving it unobstructed from all sides. On the
other hand, if it is certain that no dome existed above the narthex or as part of
a porch, then the tribélon between the narthex and the naos inside the church
could have provided the entrance area with a reduced canopy form,* and the
iconographic program on the narthex’s vault—now lost—might have conveyed
a similar symbolic meaning. Such a program would have been consistent with
the painted compositions found elsewhere in the narthex, where the most sig-
nificant themes are the Ecumenical Councils, especially the depictions of the
three councils presided over by emperors, prominently displayed on the eastern
wall of the narthex just above the tribélon, as well as the Council of Emperor
Stephen Dusan, the Tree of Jesse, and the Tree of the Nemanji¢ dynasty, which
has the connections with the Byzantine Komnenoi and the Bulgarian Asenids
highlighted, in other parts of the narthex.”” These themes collectively underscore
the authority and legitimacy of imperial power, imbuing this part of the church
with a distinctly imperial character.

The presence of a dome over the narthex of the next monument, a struc-
ture added to the slightly older church and painted in 1349, is perhaps the most
striking example discussed thus far. It provides a spatial and visual framework
that parallels previous instances, but also adds some new undercurrents. This
monument is the Church of Archangel Michael of the Lesnovo Monastery
(Fig. 4), commissioned by Despot John Oliver.®® Although it is not an imperial
foundation but an aristocratic one, the dome is not only present but also fully
articulated architecturally—having a tall, eight-sided, rotated drum—and almost
as large as the dome crowning the naos, thus indicating that its inclusion was
conscious and meaningful. This raises the question of its specific significance
within this context. One crucial consideration is that the narthex was likely
added to the church, originally constructed in 1340/41, in response to the
establishment of the Bishopric of Zletovo in 1347 and the placement of its seat
in Lesnovo.®” However, earlier narthexes of Serbian episcopal cathedrals are
generally more spacious and lack domes, with the exceptions of St. Nicholas of
Dabar, renovated two decades earlier, and perhaps the original exonarthex in
Gracanica.” Nevertheless, the dome at Lesnovo should be understood within

5 Cf. Bogdanovi¢ (2017, pp. 219, 225-226).

¢ Dimitrova (Jumurtposa, 2002, pp. 199-226, 260-262).

6 Basic information about the history and architecture of the Lesnovo church can be
found in Gabeli¢ (Ta6emnh, 1998, pp. 27-38, 225-234) and Kora¢ (Kopah, 2003, pp. 153-188).

% Pordevi¢ (Hophesuh, 1994, p. 159); Gabeli¢ (Tabemnh, 1998, p. 34 (with previous
scholarship cited)). By reading the title of sebastokrator next to the name Oliver on the cross
of the narthex dome, Boskovi¢ (bomkosuh, 1932, pp. 90-91) concluded that the narthex
was built before 1346, the date until which John Oliver bore this title.

70 The former is discussed above, the latter below.
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Fig. 4. Lesnovo Monastery, Church of Archangel Michael,
axonometric cut-off (drawing courtesy of Slobodan Curci¢)

the broader context of the newly proclaimed empire and the newly established
bishopric, as suggested by nuances in the iconographic program.”

The dome’s topmost inner surface features a depiction of Christ Pantokrator,
blessing with His right hand and holding a closed Gospel in the left, encircled
by a procession of angels. Below, on the drum between the eight windows, are
representations of prophets and righteous figures. Except for two of these, David
and Solomon, who as kings are placed on the eastern, honored side, others
are characterized by their priestly and spiritual roles (Melchizedek, Aaron,
and Samuel) or by their leadership in national and military contexts (Noah,
Moses, and Joshua). Several of these figures can be interpreted in dual roles:
David and Solomon are traditionally shown as kings but are also identified
in their labels as prophets; Melchizedek is inscribed as righteous but is also

7! On the paintings in the narthex dome, see Gabeli¢ (Fa6enuh, 1998, pp. 155-167).
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biblically known as both a priest and king of Salem; Joshua, though labeled
as righteous, is unusually depicted in royal attire, while Noah’s clothing bears
priestly insignia.”> Smiljka Gabeli¢ has thoroughly analyzed these depictions and
provided an interpretation of the entire ensemble.” However, I should propose
an additional level of reading: could this specific selection of Old Testament
tigures and their iconography symbolize the relationship between the Bishop
of Zletovo and the Serbian emperor (along with Despot John Oliver)? Could it
represent a harmonious convergence of spiritual and secular authority, akin to
those of the Old Testament—here illustrated by the prophets and righteous—
and divinely ordained and blessed in the same way? There are no compelling
arguments against this interpretation,” and as observed in a similar case at
Hilandar, the motif is not unique to Lesnovo; here, it is merely elaborated and
more strongly emphasized. Indeed, the imperial element, with David, Solomon,
and Joshua occupying the eastern, honored positions on the drum, seems even
more pronounced.”

This interpretation aligns with the proposition that the dome in the narthex
can be seen as a kind of canopy over Emperor Dusan, whose monumental portrait
depicted on the northern wall of the narthex in flanked by images of his wife
and heir. The emperor is clearly presented as the sovereign ruler and protector
of the church, whose true ktétor, John Oliver, is shown with his family in the
lower register of the same wall.”® These portraits were likely the first images seen
by visitors entering the narthex through the southern biforium, which, identical
to the western one, likely served as one of two equally important entrances to
the narthex and the church.”” In this context, and complementing the imperial
dimension of the dome’s program, the thematic choices in the paintings along
the north-south axis appear deliberate. In the northern vault, directly above the
imperial family portrait, is the Vision of the Prophet Ezekiel, or Christ in Glory.”®

72 Cf. ibidem, p. 160.

73 See footnote 71 above.

7 Admittedly, some attributes of the painted prophets also refer to the Virgin and
the Incarnation (la6ennh, 1998, pp. 160-161), i.e., a theme also present in some earlier
narthexes (e.g., St. Teodora in Arta and the Virgin Peribleptos in Ohrid; see footnotes 24
and 26 above), so this subtext should not be neglected either.

7> Their special position is also noted by Gabeli¢ (Ta6emnh, 1998, pp. 161-162). As a
reminder and comparison, David and Solomon have similar positions in the dome program
in St. Teodora in Arta (see footnote 24 above).

76 About these portraits, see Gabeli¢ (Ta6ennh, 1998, pp. 167-172 (with older bibli-
ography)).

77 The approach to the narthex from the south seems to be slightly more emphasized
by the fresco icon of the Virgin Eleousa, painted in a shallow, flat niche in the fagade left of
the biforium (see ibidem, p. 218, fig. 123; Kopah, 2003, p. 160, drawing 6, fig. 14).

78 For a description and analysis of this composition, see Gabeli¢ (Ta6enmnh, 1998, pp.
190-192). Its spatial and thematic connection with the portraits of the emperor and founder
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Opposite, in the southern vault and on the southern wall of the narthex, are
illustrations of Psalm 148:1-12 (“Praise the Lord!”).”” The dominant image of
Christ in the southern vault depicts Him enthroned on cherubim within a circular
white mandorla, surrounded by thirty-three frontally-shown angels. Around the
mandorla, still in the vault, elements of the cosmos are depicted glorifying the
Lord, while representatives of the earth participate in the glorification painted
further below, on the wall. Among the latter, on the eastern half of the wall,
are the “kings of the earth and all peoples, princes and all judges of the earth”
(Psalm 148:11), in whose ranks—according to Gabeli¢c—Dusan and John Oliver
can be identified.** Their merits before God and the divine favor they enjoy are
likely metaphorically represented in the illustration of Psalm 149:8—“To bind
their kings [i.e. enemy’s kings] with chains”—positioned just below.*' Thus,
north of the dome, we observe divine grace being bestowed upon the emperor
and, through him, upon the despot, while to the south, their participation in
glorifying the Lord is depicted, as parts of the emphasized north-south axis.
This sequence is, however, partially interrupted by the compositions found on
the four pendentives at the base of the dome. They represent the Teachings of
Church Fathers: John Chrysostom, Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian,
and Athanasius the Great. They can be interpreted as the dissemination of the
Divine Wisdom of Christ, here placed in the dome, to the faithful, including
the emperor, entering the church.® In this way, the four pictures thematically
participate in a vertical axis going from the dome down. Additionally, they were
likely chosen to also serve as a reminder for the congregation of the church’s
status as an episcopal seat.®

In this final context, the potential presence of a dome in the outer narthex
of another episcopal cathedral, the Church of the Virgin Mary of the Gracanica
Monastery, is particularly relevant and should be examined. This exonarthex,
added in the mid-14th century,** was likely commissioned by Emperor Dusan,
considering its association with a church that both served as the seat of the
Bishopric of Lipljan and was an endowment of his significant royal ancestor,

has already been noted by Gavrilovi¢ (1980, p. 51; 1989, pp. 303-304).

7 Gabeli¢ (Tabemuh, 1998, p. 183-186).

8 Ibidem.

81 See ibidem, p. 187. Pavle Mijovi¢ also saw in the selection of these psalms and their
illustrations a symbolic depiction of imperial triumph (Mwujosuh, 1967, pp. 115-117).

82 Gavrilovi¢ (1980, p. 52).

% For a much more extensive and detailed interpretation of these four images, which
point that—as in the program painted in the drum—there are some other levels of mean-
ing, primarily liturgical and theological, embodied in the iconography of the narthex, see
Gabeli¢ (Tabennh, 1998, pp. 162-167).

8 Cur¢i¢ (hypunh, 1988, p. 23).

329



330

Nebojsa P. STANKOVIC

Royal Canopy over the Church Entrance: Forms, Spatial Contexts, Iconographic Programs, and Meaning
of the Dome in Serbian Narthexes of the 14th Century

King Milutin.*> The emperor may have been moved to this decision following
the elevation of the Bishopric to Metropolinate in 1346,% in a similar scenario
the Lesnovo church acquired its narthex following the establishment of the seat
of a diocese among its walls.*” The current form of the exonarthex is likely the
result of a rebuilding in 1383, which gave it the design of an open porch with
a blind dome at the center, and an intervention in 1570, when the openings
were walled up.®® Archaeological investigations have shown that the original
narthex had the same dimensions and likely a similar open design, but its in-
terior structure was different, with the foundations of two columns suggesting
that the space was divided into six bays.*” The central western bay, where the
entrance was situated, was square in plan, and it is plausible that it was covered
by either a blind dome, which was also chosen for the 1383 rebuilding, or a
dome with a drum and windows.”

If the latter was true, the narthex would have closely resembled the ex-
onarthex of the Hilandar katholikon (Fig. 1), which is likewise six-bayed in
plan, originally conceived as an open porch, and features a dome proper with
an eight-sided drum over the central western bay. This structure is traditionally
associated with Prince Stephen Lazar (reigned ca. 1371-1389),” but Slobodan
Curié¢ suggested that it could actually be attributed to Dugan.®? In the context

% Dimitrijevi¢ (Jumutpujesuh, 2022) considers the possibility that Stephen Decanski
and Du$an may have jointy been the ktétors, but without reaching a definitive solution to
this problem.

8 Jankovi¢ (Jankosuh, 1985, p. 63).

87 See above.

8 Curéi¢ (Rypunh, 1988, pp. 23-24, 54-55). The exonarthex was painted sometime
during the 16th century and in 1570 (Topuh, 1988, p. 264). The painting in the dome has
not been preserved, but a rendering of the Teaching of Athanasius of Alexandria remained
on the southwestern pendantive (ibidem), which indicates possible similarities with the
program in Lesnovo. Gracanica’s present exonarthex and its paintings are the subject of
Aleksandra Dimitrijevi¢’s doctoral dissertation, which is being finalized and in which ad-
ditional elaborations on this part of the Gracanica church can be expected.

% Curci¢ (Rypunh, 1988, p. 23); Mijovi¢ (Mujosuh, 1978, pp. 154-157), who assumed
that the exonarthex was built immediately after the completion of the church, i.e., after
1321; Vulovi¢ (Bynosuh, 1978, p. 168).

% Mijovi¢ has proposed the possibility that either the central western bay was cov-
ered by one dome or that two domes topped the western corner bays (Mujosuh, 1978, pp.
156-157). However, the geometry of the remains of the foundations indicates that only the
central western bay was square in plan and allowed the placement of a dome in the standard
way. On the other hand, Vulovi¢ takes into account the stronger substructure in this bay
and suggests a belfry may have been built over it, drawing as an analogy the solution in the
western part of the Virgin of Ljevi$a in Prizren (Bymosuh, 1978, pp. 168-169).

1 See Kora¢ (Kopah, 1978, 1998).

2 Curci¢ (2000, 2010, p. 655); Curci¢ (hypunh, 2005, pp. 30-31). Branislav Todi¢ has
proposed an even earlier date, opining that the exonarthex was built under the auspices
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of the imperial connotations of the dome at the church entrance, I concur with
this earlier dating of the Hilandar exonarthex. Unfortunately, there are no extant
fresco decorations inside from the time of construction to further support this
hypothesis. Nevertheless, this edifice could have served as a means for Dusan
to enhance the Hilandar katholikon—another commission of his grandfather
Milutin—making it more grandiose and marking it more clearly as an imperial
lavra enjoying the patronage and protection of both Byzantine and, from then
on, Serbian-Greek emperors. The emperor’s untimely death may explain why
his vision was not fully realized, with the exonarthex remaining unpainted and
being glazed only a few decades later.”

Returning to the Lesnovo narthex, in light of the preceding discussion, the
imperial aspect of the domed element used in its design should not be overlooked,
despite the fact that the Lesnovo church and narthex were commissioned by a
lord of high rank in Dusan’s hierarchy but not by the emperor. This situation
raises some questions. Did John Oliver, as a despot, have the right to include
a dome in his foundation? Or was the imposing 2.95-meter-tall portrait of the
emperor on the narthex’s north wall meant to indicate his suzerainship but also
potential patronage expressed in granting Lesnovo the status of an “Imperial
Lavra,” thus necessitating and justifying the presence of a dome to signify this
status? The latter seems more plausible, as it parallels the situation at Treskavec,
where a high-ranking dignitary of an empire had likely added, a few decades
earlier, a blind-domed narthex to the existing church due to the monastery’s
imperial protection. Later on, in the very same church, Dusan, still a king, had
his portrait painted not under the northwestern dome, which precedes the
chapel he added, but further away, near the entrance into the main church.
It was located there for strategic reasons, to be viewed by those entering the
church, but perhaps also in order to leave space for the portraits of its earlier
protectors, Emperors Andronikos IT and Michael IX, to be painted beneath the
northwestern dome, unless their portraits already existed in the main church’s
narthex, under the blind dome. Whatever was the case, in the same manner,
the narthex dome in Lesnovo secures a “canopy” over the portrait of Dusan,
now an emperor, which was deliberately exhibited on the wall where it could
be best viewed.

of King Stephen Decanski (Toguh, 2017, pp. 155-166). If this turns out to be correct, the
building and its form could be viewed as a predecessor of and the potential model for the
original exonarthex of Gracanica (see above). The sculptural decoration of the Hilandar
exonarthex, with a consideration of its artistic origins and time of creation, is the subject
of Bozinovi¢ (2021).

% Under the sponsorship of either Prince Lazar (Toguh, 2017, pp. 166-170) or his
son Despot Stephen (Bozinovi¢, 2021).
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The presence of a dome above the entrance bay of the Church of St. Nicholas
in Psaca, constructed before 1355 and painted between 1365 and 1371, may
be explained in a similar manner as that of the Lesnovo Monastery. And, like
Lesnovo, this church was an aristocratic foundation rather than a royal one. The
central-west dome-covered bay, along with the adjacent northwest and southwest
ones, serves as a narthex, uncommonly separated from the main body of the
church merely by two columns.” The dome is of the proper type, eight-sided
in the exterior and pierced by as many windows. The iconographic program in
the narthex, particularly in the dome and on the north wall, mirrors Lesnovo by
featuring Christ Pantokrator surrounded by a band with angels and seraphims in
the calotte, prophets Ezekiel (with an abbreviated Vision), Jeremiah, Zechariah
the Younger, Jonah, Joel, Aaron, and Moses in the drum, the Teachings of
Saints John Chrysostom, Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian, and another
church father on the pendetives,” and royal portraits on the north wall in the
following sequence: Saints Helen and Constantine, the then reigning Emperor
Uros, and his co-ruler, King Vukasin.”” Although the royal figures here are not
located directly under the dome, like those in Lesnovo, they seem to similarly
take advantage of its symbolic protection. One more common thread between
the two churches should be noted: the domes in these aristocratic donations
are fully realized architectural elements, with a drum and windows, contrasting
with the blind dome found at the Church of the Holy Archangels in Prizren,
built under direct imperial patronage. Viewed chronologically, this evolution
in architectural articulation suggests a broader trend in ecclesiastical design
during this period, though it also harkens back to earlier Byzantine examples,
such as those seen in the churches of St. Panteleimon in Thessaloniki, St. John
the Forerunner of the Lips Monastery in Constantinople, and St. Theodora
in Arta. However, one wonders whether the difference in form was meant to
suggest the distinction in hierarchy as well. Due to the lack of written sources
addressing this issue and a very limited number of monuments with this fea-
ture, this question will have to remain unanswered. Regardless of the potential
answer and despite the apparent design trend, the use of blind domes and
domical vaults persisted in both Byzantine and Serbian contexts, exemplified
by the Church of St. Demetrius at Markov Manastir.

% About this church, see Kora¢ (Kopah, 2003, pp. 189-211) and Dordevi¢ (Hophesuh,
1994, pp. 172-175).

% A similar solution can be observed in the Matejc¢a church, as presented earlier.

% Pordevi¢ (hopbesuh, 1994, pp. 174-175).

%7 Ibidem, p. 174; Rasolkoska-Nikolovska (Paconkocka-HukomoBcka, 1995).
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Post-Imperial Examples

The main church of Markov Manastir is one of the best-preserved and most
complex examples of the domed element over the church entrance, likely rep-
resenting the peak in the development of this architectural feature. The con-
struction of the church was initiated by King Vukasin sometime between 1365/6
and 1371 and completed by his son, King Marko, in 1376/7, when the church
was painted.”® As in Psaca, there is no dividing wall between the naos and the
narthex, which occupies the three westernmost bays. However, unlike Psaca, the
central bay is covered by a blind dome. It is composed of two shallow calottes,
with the smaller one centrally nested within the larger one, thereby increasing
both its depth and height.”” From the exterior, the dome is subtly accentuated by
a unique structure that conceals it. This structure features a square base topped
by a cruciform roof, formed by two intersecting gabled roofs extending along
the east-west and north-south axes. The interior surfaces of the blind dome
are adorned with a rare depiction of the Feast of the Wisdom of God (Fig. 5).
Within a medallion representing a celestial sphere covered with stars, but with
an unusually white background, which matches the smaller calotte, there is an
image of a youthful, beardless Christ, the Wisdom of God and God the Word,'®
seated on a red-colored rainbow, with his feet resting on two similarly colored
celestial thrones, and blessing with both widely stretched hands. Surrounding
this composition, painted on the surface of the larger calotte, there are the

% Tomi¢ Puri¢ (Tomuh BHypuh, 2019, pp. 29-35), where the issue of dating is dis-
cussed in detail (with older bibliography). The architecture of this church is presented in
Kora¢ (Kopah, 2003, pp. 275-314), and more extensively in Mirkovi¢ & Tati¢ (Mupkosuh
u Taruh, 1925, pp. 7-26) and Kasapova (Kacamosa, 2012).

% This unusual solution, which is a little more demanding to execute, was obviously
deliberate. As such, it prompted V. Kora¢ to attribute it to the choice of the founder himself
(Kopah, 2003, pp. 278-279). On the other hand, without commenting on the fact that this
form of the blind dome over the narthex was already recorded by Zarko Tati¢ (see previous
footnote), Elizabeta Kasapova incorrectly presents the form of the blind dome to be that
of a regular calotte (Kacamosa, 2012, pp. 73, 232, 235, 246, 306). Moreover, she mentions
a profiled molding at the base of the calotte (pp. 73, 235), which actually does not exist.

190 Christ is identified as H évuméoratog 100 ©feo]0 above His right hand, which once
continued with words Adyov Zogia above His left hand, which translates as “the hypostatic
Wisdom of God the Word”, i.e., “the (Divine) Wisdom which is also God the Word”. There-
fore, P. Mijovi¢ is right to connect this representation of Christ with both the Wisdom of God
from Solomon’s Proverbs 9:1-6, and God the Logos from the Gospel according to John 1:1-5
(Mujosuh, 1971, p. 80). John Mayendorf attributes this connection to the Jewish tendency to
personalize Wisdom, which directly led to the development of the doctrine of God the Logos
in the prologue of John's Gospel (Meyendorff, 1987, p. 392). Ivan M. Dordevi¢ (Hopbesuh,
2006, p. 197) refers to the interpretation of Proverbs by St. John Chrysostom and argues
that the identification of Wisdom with God’s Word and God the Son was generally accepted
knowledge among both theologians and painters in the Middle Ages.
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Fig. 5. Markov Manastir, Church of St. Demetrius, interior of the
blind dome over the narthex’s central bay with the painting of the
Feast of the Wisdom and Word of God (photograph by author).

personifications of the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit, depicted as angels carry-
ing the medallion (i.e., the firmament) encircling Christ. The personifications
are arranged along the cardinal and diagonal axes, except towards the north,
where there is a portrait of King Solomon, to whose prophecies this vision is
attributed, pointing to the vision with a gesture of his right hand. These eight
standing figures alternate with eight red-winged seraphims. Below these, in the
transition zone from the circular base of the dome to the square of the central
bay, choirs of saints, arranged in nine groups, face the Table of Wisdom, which
is located on the eastern side and to which two angels invite. In the next and
last zone of this ensemble, set lower on the eastern and western walls, standing
figures of the holy martyrs—eight on each side—are depicted in prayer.'”!
This rich and intricate iconographic program, rooted in biblical, theolog-
ical, and liturgical traditions, conveys a range of equally complex meanings.

1! For a more detailed description and examination of this painted ensemble and its
thematic content, see Tomi¢ Puri¢ (Tommh Bypuh, 2019, pp. 363-377 (with older bibli-
ography)).
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While it aligns with the dome’s celestial symbolism within the narthex, it also
carries deeper connotations, which have been explored in detail by Marka Tomi¢
Duri¢.'” One of them, pertinent to the present analysis, relates to the image of
the ideal Christian ruler.!”® This significance would have been especially relevant
to King Marko, who sought to assert his authority and possibly expand his in-
fluence as the rightful heir to the Nemanji¢ dynasty. The church’s location near
Skopje, the imperial capital, further underscores his intentions. The strategic
placement of this message in the dome as a symbolic architectural feature in the
narthex was done in reference to older rituals and ceremonial practices from
the period of the Serbian Empire, but also earlier, in Byzantium,'** and also with
some innovative yet complementing iconographic additions and spatial solu-
tions. The omission of the wall between the narthex and the naos can be taken
as one of these advancements, allowing the king’s entrance to be visible from
almost every part of the church. Additionally, comparable to the arrangements
in Lesnovo and Psaca, the dome in the narthex served as a ceremonial setting
for the portraits of King Vukasin and King Marko, located on the north wall,
which was common for the narthex area.'” What is rather unusual is that they
are represented within a linear composition of the Heavenly Court,'* which—
painted in the lowest register of the walls—extends over the entire circumfer-
ence of the church and culminates in the figure of Christ as the Heavenly King.
Enthroned Christ, flanked by the Virgin Mary, also regally attired, and St. John
the Forerunner in what is known as the Royal Deésis, is placed in the naos, also
on the north wall and exactly in the direction of the church’s main dome and
opposite a door piercing the south wall. In this position and within this spatial
arrangement, the image of Christ is viewed by those entering the naos through
the south door as framed by the dome, which serves as the canopy over the
Heavenly King, in a similar manner to how the portrait of Emperor Dusan is
framed in the Lesnovo narthex. But was this door important at all and who was
meant to enter through it? Inferring from the painted program that frames it
on the exterior side, it reliably had a royal dimension."”” Were King Marko and

102 See previous footnote.

19 Tomi¢ Duri¢ (Tomuh Dypuh, 2019, pp. 375-377).

104 On the narthex as the traditional place of the emperor’s ceremonial entry into the
church, see Stankovi¢ (2017, pp. 285-292) and Bogdanovi¢ (2017, pp. 51, 237, 249).

1% About these portraits, which were largely destroyed in the period of the Bulgarian
Exarchate (Tomuh Bypuh, 2019, pp. 17-18), see ibidem, pp. 387-392 (with older literature).

1% In interpreting this composition and a similar representation in the northwestern
dome at Treskavec (see above, as well as footnotes 49 and 52), P. Mijovi¢ refers to the verses
of Psalm 44 (45) (Mujosuh, 1967, pp. 113-115).

197 See Tomi¢ Puri¢ (Tomuh Dypuh, 2019, pp. 457-465) for references to previous
studies of this issue. Among these, Sinkevi¢ (2012) gives special consideration to the possi-
bility of royals entering the church through the southern portal. About southern entrances
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his potential successors those who were expected to use this door to enter the
church and, moving from there to the area under the dome, pay respects to the
Heavenly King? This spatial and iconographic configuration seems to further
support the thesis about the royal meaning of the dome structure over the
entrance, whether it is located in the narthex or the naos. In Markov Manastir,
each of the two royal groups was simultaneously in view underneath a dome,
one in the naos, the other in the narthex.

Prince Stephen Lazar had similar political ambitions as King Marko, calling
upon the traditions of the Serbian Empire, as evidenced by the architectural
choices in his own foundation and mausoleum, the katholikon of the Ravanica
Monastery (constructed between 1376 and 1381). One of these architectural
elements relying on the Serbian imperial traditions is the church’s narthex (added
prior to 1385/6), which may have actually served as an exonarthex.'* It had
nine bays, separated by four pillars, and—according to the evidence provided
by the ktetorial composition in the church—it was of an open type and there
was a blind dome over the central bay. The Ravanica narthex draws conceptual
parallels to the exonarthexes at Hilandar and Gracanica, being closer to the
latter as rebuilt in 1383, which is understandable considering both the close
chronology and potentially shared sponsorship with Ravanica. Both structures
perhaps reflect the evolving architectural preferences of the late 14th century,
characterized by the enlargement of narthexes in monastic churches'” and
the continued use of blind domes.''’ The latter was possibly inspired by earlier
models like the Church of the Holy Archangels, which also served as a model for
Ravanica and its five-domed naos design. Furthermore, they may demonstrate
certain changes in the position of the domed bay—specifically, its movement
from the very entrance to the center of the narthex—possibly reflecting a shift
in emphasis from the ceremonial to the liturgical significance of the dome.
Nonetheless, the conceptual and symbolic dimension of the dome element in
the narthexes of royal foundations persisted and was further reiterated in the
foundation of Lazar’s son, Despot Stephen Lazarevi¢, the Manasija Monastery.
Its katholikon (1407-1418) closely followed the design implemented at Ravanica,
including a nine-bayed, centrally domed narthex (or exonarthex). The only
variation in Manasija is that the narthex dome—if the present one, rebuilt with
the narthex in 1735,'" replicates the original—features a dome proper with a

to the church and the possibility that they were reserved for the royal entries, see also some
Georgian examples (Stankovi¢, 2017, pp. 280-282, with bibliography).

1% On the Ravanica narthex, its original appearance, and the origins of its design, see
Vulovi¢ (Bymosuh, 1966, pp. 67-89, 157-167).

199 Stankovi¢ (2011).

"1 The latter also employed in Markov Manastir.

11 Todi¢ (Tomuh, 1995, pp. 22-23), with references.
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ten-sided drum. These two royal endowments, as well as several other smaller
ones commissioned by their nobility,''? show that the domed element in the
narthex continued to appear in Serbia’s Moravan period as well, signifying its
ongoing relevance. However, due to the lack of surviving fresco programs in
all these later examples, it is challenging to ascertain the extent to which the
dome’s symbolic association with royal patronage was preserved or transformed.

Concluding Remarks

As has already been noted for several cases presented in this paper, a dome
above the narthex—or any entrance space in a church, such as a porch—em-
bodied and manifested a royal dimension. Already monuments of the Middle
Byzantine period, primarily those in the capital but also the Athonite ones,
with their ktetorial backgrounds associated directly or through an intermediary
with an imperial sponsorship, suggest that this architectural form, doubling as
a canopy, most likely framed the emperor’s actual and expected visits to and
presence in the church, either at the entrance or in the gallery. The expected
visits apply to the monastic churches away from the capital and the regular im-
perial ceremonial scheme, and may have meant only symbolic presence, i.e., the
protection of an emperor, which has been maintained in the title of “imperial
lavra” in Mount Athos and some other places. These aspects were present in
Byzantium as early as the 11th century. Still, they may have gotten a new and
deeper currency toward the end of the 13th and the beginning of the 14th cen-
tury, as witnessed by examples in Constantinople and Epirus. The dome and its
meaning were introduced into Serbian ecclesiastic architecture around the 1330s
and were increasingly used towards and after the proclamation of the empire
under Stephen Dusan, especially when it comes to the painted decoration in
the dome and adjacent spaces, giving the feature some additional dimensions.
For example, the domes in certain narthexes, most notably in that of Lesnovo,
but in a way also at Psa¢a and Markov Manastir, functioned as “canopies” over
the royal portraits painted on the walls below, thus integrating the ruler into a
cosmic framework and visually affirming the connection between earthly and
heavenly rule. The placement of the sovereign’s image somewhere beneath the
dome, especially in the foundations commissioned by nobility, meant to express
the noble founder’s subjugating to the emperor’s suzerainship and admiting his

112 Notably, the churches of the Naupara, Rudenica, Kaleni¢, and Jo$anica monasteries
likely had some kind of dome or domical vault covering their entire narthexes. However, in
these and several other churches, the domes have not been completely preserved in their
original forms, so it is difficult to speak with certainty about their designs, and even less so
about the painted decorations and the meaning they may have conveyed.
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ultimate sponsorship and protection of the monastery. This practice further re-
inforced the role of emperor as both a spiritual protector and political sovereign.

Another distinctive characteristic of Serbian monuments is that the dome
appears only on the ground floor because the use of galleries in court ceremonies
did not take root in Serbia—at least not in its monasteries—unlike some other
areas, such as Mystra. The dome always rises above the narthex’s central bay,
the first one behind the entrance door, with the only exception being Hilandar’s
inner narthex. This one, six-bayed in the plan, has a sail-vaulted bay dislocated
to the east and preceding the entrance to the naos, perhaps to move away from
the two domes erected above the western corner bays. Such an arrangement
and the lack of a proper dome along the central axis may have been the reasons
for the exonarthex attached to its west facade a few decades later to acquire a
single dome over the central west bay, thus rectifying the situation, i.e., bringing
it closer to what may previously have been set as the standard. Such reasoning
indicates that the dome was used for or stemmed from the ceremonial entry
and reception of the emperor at the entrance of the church.

Initially influenced by the Constantinopolitan, Athonite, and Epirote
traditions, the builders of Serbian single-domed narthexes similarly employed
either the dome proper, with a drum pierced by windows, or the blind dome.
When used, the latter is more architecturally articulated and pronounced than its
Byzantine counterparts, with a full calotte being used, with almost no sail vaults
found—except in Hilandar’s inner narthex. However, it is not quite clear wheth-
er there was some difference in the message meant by using the dome proper
or the blind dome. Was there any meaning hidden behind the choice at all, or
was it driven merely by natural lighting conditions inside the space covered by
the dome? It seems that the narthexes that were designed as porches with large
openings feature blind domes (e.g., the Holy Archangels and Ravanica), while
those that are more enclosed tend to have domes proper (e.g., Treskavec and
Psaca). However, this is not always the case. Examples like the Lesnovo narthex
and the Hilandar exonarthex, which have large openings but domes proper over
their entrance bays, and the rather enclosed narthex in Markov Manastir, which
features a blind dome, suggest that daylight was not a concern. Inferring from
the pool of surviving churches—which admittedly is not that large—one can
note that the dome proper appears in aristocratic foundations, such as Lesnovo
and Psaca, or in structures added to already existing churches, as in Treskavec
and Hilandar (exonarthex), whereas the blind dome was chosen for royal foun-
dations (e.g., the Holy Archangels, Markov Manastir, and Ravanica). This seems
somewhat paradoxical, as we tend to consider the dome proper as more advanced
and, thus, hierarchically superior to the blind dome. But this may not have been
the case for medieval people. Whatever their understanding was, however, one
must conclude that the true reason behind the choice of the dome proper over
the blind dome or vice versa cannot be presently established.
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When it comes to the painted decoration of domes, only a handful of
them—those at Treskavec, Lesnovo, Psaca, and Markov Manastir—have been
preserved. This makes it difficult to establish any general rule on the iconography
in the narthex dome, especially because each of these four programs differs from
the others to a lesser or greater extent. Nonetheless, they show some common
traits. They all feature an image of Christ in the center, surrounded by heavenly
beings: the Emperor of emperors within a ring of angels in nine hierarchical
groups in Treskavec, the Pantokrator encircled by an angelic procession in
Lesnovo, the Pantokrator surrounded by a band with angels and seraphims in
Psaca, and the Wisdom of God and God the Word inside a medallion (i.e., the
firmament) carried by the personifications of the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit,
depicted as angels, in Markov Manastir. The rest of the dome and the adjacent
surfaces were covered with depictions of prophets known for their visions of
Christ and saints who act as members of the Heavenly Court (Treskavec) or
take part in the Feast of the Wisdom (Markov Manastir). Thus shaped and
decorated, the domes represented the celestial sphere of the narthex, just as the
main dome did for the naos. Unlike the latter, however, the iconographic types
of Christ chosen for the narthex dome, as well as the selection of saints that join
Him—particularly the Virgin Mary dressed in royal attire, King David, and King
Solomon (in Treskavec, Lesnovo, and Markov Manastir)—give the ensembles an
imperial dimension. In more complex programs, such as in Lesnovo and Markov
Manastir, this meaning is enhanced by figures representing national leadership
and spiritual authority, or the gifts of the Holy Spirit. Both these two sets can
be connected to the image of the ideal ruler, with the former interpreted as his
Biblical models or prefigurations, and the latter pointing to his virtues, acquired
directly from God. The teachings of the Church Fathers in the pendentives at
Lesnovo and Psaca can be seen as the descent of Divine Wisdom from Christ
in the dome onto those entering the church, conveyed through their theological
contributions and blessings.

The rich and intricate iconographic programs found in the narthex domes
not only represent liturgical and eschatological themes but also underscore the
imperial and divinely inspired authority of the Serbian rulers. Based on programs
of preserved Byzantine painted decorations—with a reservation that none of them
has survived in Constantinople—it can be inferred that the Serbian courtly and
ecclesiastic environment gave birth to some new, more complex iconographic
solutions. They testify not only to political and ideological aims but also to the
high intellectual level and education of both their creators and viewers.

In conclusion, it should be emphasized that the incorporation of sin-
gle-domed narthexes in key monuments, such as Treskavec, the Holy Archangels
near Prizren, the Hilandar exonarthex, and Lesnovo, was a means of visually
communicating the empire’s legitimacy and continuity with Byzantine tradi-
tions, as well as its distinct identity and power. These domes were not merely
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functional and decorative elements; they held profound symbolic significance
associated with the idea of Christ’s presence and divine authority in the world.
They also served as representations of harmony between spiritual and secu-
lar authority, which was of particular importance in the context of the newly
formed Serbian Empire, indicating continuity with the Byzantine imperial
tradition while simultaneously establishing a new identity for the Serbian state
as an independent and sovereign empire. The persistence of this architectural
and iconographic phenomenon even after Dusan’s death, in foundations like
Markov Manastir, Ravanica, and Manasija, underscores the enduring legacy of
its imperial symbolism in Serbian church architecture. As seen in examples from
the pre-imperial, imperial, and post-imperial periods, these architectural and
iconographic choices were deeply intertwined with both the broader and local
political and religious narratives of the Serbian state, with the dome serving as
a distinctive and potent symbol of both worldly and divine authority.
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He6ojma IT. CTAHKOB/'R

Yuusepsurert y [Ipymtnam ca npuBpeMeHNM
ceguiuteM y KocoBckoj Mutposuiu
dunosodpcku paxynrer

Karepnpa sa ucropujy ymeTHoCTH!

Kocoscka Mutposnuia (Cpbuja)

Ilapcku 6anpaxyH HaJ| yIa3oM y IpKBY: 0O,
IIPOCTOPHM KOHTEKCTY, MKOHOTPadCKI IPOTrpaMu 1
CMICA0 KYTIOJ/Ie y CPIICKUM npunparama XIV Beka

Pesume

[TpucycTBoO Kymosna Haj npunparama y ogpebennm cprnckum rpksama XIV Bexka,
HAapO4YNTO TOKOM BJIaJlaBIHe Kpajba (KacHMje apa) CredaHa JlymaHa 1 HaKoOH TOra,
ofipakaBa 3Ha4ajaH GeHOMEH Y apXUTEKTYPU, UKOHOTpadMjiu ¥ CUMOOIMYKOM IIpef-
CTaB/bamy. Y WIAHKY Ce aHaIM3UPajy apXUTEKTOHCKa popMa, IPOCTOPHY OFHOCH,
C/IMKaHa JIeKOpallyja ¥ 3Ha4erbe KYIO0/a, ITI0CeSHO y KOHTEKCTY 1apCKOT IIOKPOBUTE b-
cTBa 1 cuMmdonuke 1apcke Baacty. Ha modetky je ucTpaxkena moryha npenucropuja
KYIIOJTHOT CKJIOIIa II0CTaB/beHOT HaJl y/Ia3HOM 30HOM BM3aHTMUjCKIX LIPKaBa, Hajuelhe y
npumparama. OdyxsaheHu cy mpumepn s CpeIOBU3aHTICKOT VM IO3HOBU3AHTIjCKOT
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rpafuTe/bCTBA. AyTOp y3UMa Y 003Mp apXUTEKTOHCKE KapaKTEePUCTYUKE LIeHTPaTHOT
TpaBeja y IpUIIpaTaMa KaTOJIMKOHA CBETOTOPCKMX MaHACTUPA, YMjI je 3Ha4aj Har/a-
IIIeH Kpo3 YIOTpedy KyIo/lIacTor CBOfia, HOJHE ieKopaluje 1 ocodeHe uKoHorpaduje,
a mro ynyhyje Ha Be3y ca lapcKuM LiepeMoHMjanoM u cumdonukom. IToper oBux,
C/IMYHO 1 BEOMA KapPaKTEPUCTUYHO PELIEsE Y jy>KHOj LPKBY LAPUTPA/ICKOT MaHACTUPA
[TaHTOKpaTOpa, ayTOp cMaTpa of HajBeher yTullaja Ha IOTOWE OO/IMKe M pellieba ¥
cpricknM crioMeHnnyMa. ITocedHo ce uctnde ga cy y Cpduju ycBojeHO IPUCYCTBO Ky-
IO/1a y IPU3EMHO PELIEHNM IPUIIPAaTaMa, IITO j€ MOXK/A PE3YITAT OBUX yTULAja V/IN
Ofipa3 IOTEHIMja/IHO CIYHMX LiepeMOHMja/IHNX IIpakcK Ha iBopy Cpduju cycegHor
Enupa. ¥ Ennpy ce, Ha npenasy us XIII y XIV Bek, kao 1 HewTo kacHuje y Cpduju,
Hana3y roTOBO MICK/bY4IMBO Ha KYIIO/IHE CK/IOIIOBE Ha[ IIPU3E€EMHNM IIpUIIpaTama, JOK
y MucTpu Kymnone Hajl 3allaJHNM TajiepyjaMa ofjpakaBajy Hapurpagcku ytunaj. M
jeIHO ¥ APYTO pelilerbe S0 je ofipas LIapCKOr lepeMOHMjaia—IIPBO CBEYaHOT yIacKa
1japa y LpKBY, APYTO BEroBOr IIPUCYCTBA Ha IIPKBEHUM QOTrOCIy>KemIMa. 3aKbydyje
ce Jia je KyIIo/Ia ¥IMaJia yJIory y popMMpary LiepeMOHMjaTHOT IPOCTOPA, aJIV U Y CUM-
donmsanyju apCKOr MPUCYCTBA I 3AIITHUTE Y {PKBEHOM KOHTEKCTY.

AyTop mOTOM IIpeasy Ha JieTa/bHO NPeJCTaB/balbe CAaYyBaHUX MU JOKYMEHTO-
BaHMX IIpuMepa KyTIOTHOT CKJIONa HaJj yllasuMa y CpIicKe Ipkse. Kao rmaBHu nepuop,
y3erto je Bpeme Cprickor napcrsa (1346-1371). MehyTnm, moro ce KymnosnHa perierma
jaBIbajy I Ipe TOora, IPBO Cy AHA/IM3MPAHA OHA I 3aK/bY4EHO je [la Cy LIAPCKI elIeMEHTI
Beh Tama duiu npucytHu. ImaBHy npencraBHuIyM oBor nepuoga cy Lipksa C. Huxomne
y Hadpy, 3apyxdnna Credana [Jeqanckor u Jlyiiana, u ceBepHM Mapak/yic KaTOMMKOHA
Tpeckasia, unju je kturop Hdymran. Y Tpeckapiy, y KyIIom Ipef, y1a3oM y ITapakiInuc,
Hacivkad je Hebecku gBop, ca XpucToM Kao apem y CpeAuIITy KanoTe, IITO Ce MOXe
TOBECTHU y Be3y Ca LIAPCKUM CTaTycoM MaHacTupa. [lorom usnarame npenasy Ha caMm
nepuop [apcTBa, TOKOM KOT HAcTajy HajsHAYajHMUjU IPUMEPH KYIIOTHOT CK/IOIA Ha
y/nasy y LpkBy: Ljapcka 3any>xduna Cetyt ApxaHreny Koy, [IpuspeHa, BlacTelmnHcKe
sangyxOune Jlecuoso u Ilcaua, kao 1 crosbHa nmpumpara y Xmwianpapy. Kynona Hap
JIECHOBCKOM IIPUIIPATOM je Of IOCeQHOT 3Hauaja, ca MOTIYHO OYYBAHUM C/IVIKAHUM
IPOrpaMoM, KOjY CBOjOM KOMIIIEKCHOM MKOHOTPad1joM 1 BUIIECTPYKVM 3HAYCECKUM
elIeMEeHTIIMa IPOIINpYje BlafapcKy cuMOoIM3aM KyIoie Hajl Y/Ia3HUM IPOCTOPOM, a
KOj¥ OBJIe Calp>KJ1 I MOHYMEHTA/IHU OpTpeT 1apa Jlymana. Kontunynrer opor apxu-
TEKTOHCKOT 11 MKOHOrpadckor peHOMeHa, YaK 1 HaKoH JlylaHoBe cMpTH, pedieKTyje
ce y BeOMa CJI0)KEHOM MKOHOTpad)CKOM pelliery Kymone y MapKkoBOoM MaHAacTUPY, ca
npencrasoM [03de [Tpemynpoctu u Peun boxuje, n 'y ynorpedu Kymose y npunparama
PaBannne, Manacuje u dpojHum pyrum npkasa Mopascke Cpduje.

BoraTu u cioxxeHy MKOHOrpadcKy Iporpamin y kynonama Tpeckasiia, JlecHoBa
1y MapKoBOT MaHAaCTUPa He CaMO Jla IPEICTaBIbajy TMTYPIUjCKe U €CXaTOJIOIIKE TEME
Beh Takobe MCTHYY MOMUTIYKY ¥ JyXOBHM ay TOPUTET BIafiapa. JelaH acleKT, HaceheH
u3 Busanruje, mocedHo ce uspBaja: ynorpeda Kynoje Kao apXUTEKTOHCKE peIrIiKe
LepeMOHMjaTHOT daJlaXVHa, HAMEHeHOT 32 IIapCKU y/Iasak, ajli 1 Kao odesexja
CyBepeHOBe 3allTuTe HaJ, MaHacTupoM. ITopen Tora, kymnosne y ogpehernm npkpama
(GYHKUMOHNUITY Kao CHMOOINYHY OKBUP HaJ IAPCKUM NOPTPeTUMa, MHTerpuiryhn
B/Iafiapa y KOCMUYKIY CHCTEM 1 BU3yenHo oTBphyjyhnu Besy usmelyy semarbcke 1 Hedecke
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Bractu. OBa IIpakca JOZATHO y4BpIIiyje yIOory apa Kao JYXOBHOT 3alITUTHMKA U
IIOJIUTUYKOT CyBepEHa.

Y 3aK/pyuKy ce MCTUYE fia je yBODeme KyIo/a Haji IpUIpaTaMa y CPIICKY LPKBEHY
APXUTEKTYPY IIPENCTaB/baIo Cl'IeIH/I(i)I/I‘IaH VICKOPAaK'y YMETHIYKOM 1 VJ€O/IOIKOM 13pa3dy
Y KOHTEKCTY YCIOCTaB/bakha IJAPCTBa, a/Ii ¥ IIOTOMbET MTOKYIaja IeroBOT POy Kera.
Ose Kynoye HuCy duie caMo (PyHKIVOHA/IHM U IeKOPATUBHM elleMeHTH, Beh cy nmae
LyOOKO CMOOINYKO 3HAYEHE, KOje je SUII0 MOBe3aHOo ca M/ejoM IIpUCYCTBa XPpUCTa I
doxaHcke Bracty y cery. Takobe, oHe cy cay>xumie Kao penpeseHTanja XapMOHIje
usMehy HyXoBHe U CBeTOBHE BJIACTH, LITO je OM/IO Off ITOCeSHOr 3Hauaja y KOHTEKCTY
HOBO(OPMUPAHOT CPIICKOT LIAPCTBA, YKa3yjyhu Ha KOHTUHYUTET Ca BU3AHTUjCKOM
IIapCKOM TpaIU/ILU/IjOM " ICTOBPEMEHO YCIIOCTaB/bab€M HOBOI IEHTUTETA CPIICKE
Ip’KaBe Kao CaMOCTa/He U CyBepeHe llapeByHe. EBoyl1ja 0BOT apXUTEKTOHCKOT
CKJIOIIa, Off paHMX IIpMMepa O COPUCTULVPAHUjUX, II0OKa3Yje CBECHY aIUIMKALV}y U
afjarTanyjy BUSaHTUjCKMX MOJIeNa, TOCTENIEHO Boen Ka KOMIUIEKCHOj CMHTE3) BU-
3aHTHjCKUX y30pa I JIOKA/IHUX ITOTPeda, IITO je Pe3y/ITUPaIo CTBAPAbeM jeIMHCTBEHOT
ApXMTEKTOHCKOT ¥ YMETHUYKOT M3Pa3a KOju je 00e/Ie)K 10 eToxy.

Kmwyune peun: Kynona; danpaxvis; mpuIparta; cpemosekoBHa Cpduja; nap Credan
JylraH; Hapckn aceKkTH.
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