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OF SERBIAN IMPERIAL DOCUMENTS
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Abstract: The Dubrovnik corpus of documents issued by Serinig-
dieval rulers of the Nemaxjidynasty provides the best available avenue of ap-
proach to the still inadequately treated issuehef Nemanj chancery. This
analysis focuses on documents issued in the fieibg of Nemani rule, after
King Stefan DuSan assumed the imperial title (13864). It confirms that
documents were produced in accordance with a glekfined typology by a
regular, organized staff. Very proficient in suppty the various types of docu-
ments with appropriate external and internal festuthese individuals also
proved capable of adapting earlier document-makiadition to the demands
presented by the rise of the Serbian rulers to iapstatus. However, certain
aspects of the production process seem to haveimedhanderdeveloped (ap-
parent lack of proper formularies and registersutfjoing items). This opened
the way for greater involvement of addresseesct@ifahat should be taken into
account in further research.

Keywords: Serbia, Middle Ages, diplomatics, documents, cleay em-
peror Dusan, emperor Uros.

" Pax je Hactao kao pesynTaT HCTPAKHBAKA HA MPOjeKTy MHHHCTAapCTBa
npocBere u Hayke PemyOmuke Cpouje: Cpeomwosexosrno nacnehe banxana. uncmu-
myyuje u xynmypa (e. 6p. 177003)u mpencraBiba TEKCT CAOMIITEHA H3JI0KEHOT Ha
23. mehynapoaHoM KoHrpecy Bu3aHTHjckux cryauja (beorpan, 22—27 aprycra 2016),

y okBupy Tematcke ceauune Chanceries and Documentary Practices in Southeast
Europe (1@—15‘1 centuries) npepaljeH 1 TONyHEH y CKIIy C Pe3yaTaTUMa 10 KOjHX
ce pouuio y mehyspemeny.
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Modern researchers of Serbian diplomatics havheat tisposal a
total of about 220 documents issued by the ten neesntf the Nemarji
dynasty who successively ruled Serbia from the 141€0s to 1371. Av-
eraging just over one document per year, this @gtwviously presents a
very limited basis for the study of the Nemarghancery. However, that
general conclusion does not apply equally to thelavtwo-century pe-
riod. About 160 documents, almost 73% of the totedre issued by the
three monarchs who ruled the Nemérgtate through the last five dec-
ades of its existence — King StefancBeski (1321-1331), his son Stefan
Dusan (1331-1355), and Dusan’s son Uro$ (1355-13@fact, 93 of
these later Nemaujidocuments were issued during the dynasty’s last 25
years (1346-1371), after DuSan proclaimed himesaiberor of the Serbs
and the Greeks

Although this concentration of documents in the emgl period
evidently offers much better conditions for chaycesearch, a closer
inspection reveals that the situation is not a®rfable as it may seem.
For one thing, as many as 26 of the 93 availabits wannot be consi-
dered as illustrative of an autochthonous Serbigrerial chancery prac-
tice because they were originally composed in Graekatin, purpose-
fully imitating Byzantine and Western document-nmakiraditions. Se-
condly, the fate of the Serbian empire, which ist jone generation des-
cended from the peak of power into political calla@ccompanied by the
disappearance of the ruling dynasty, made the dentsrof the two Ser-
bian emperors an attractive subject of forgerigbiaterpolations, result-
ing in unsatisfactory or questionable diplomatetiss of many preserved
units? Last but not least, there are the problems witlrc® material
availability. Existing published collections of $&n medieval docu-
ments, dating mostly from the 1@nd early 20 century, are all incom-
plete and generally offer insufficient descriptiéormation® while the

! This is amply demonstrated for the 23 Greek docuskyA. COJIOBJEB —
B. MOIIMH, [ puke nosesme cpnckux énaoapa, beorpan 1936 [A. Solovjev — V. Mo-
Sin, Grcke povelje srpskih viadar@eograd 1936],xxXxvill =XCllI.

2 Cf. B. ®EPJIAHUME — C. RUPKOBUR, Cmean Jywan, Beorpag 2005, 316—
317 [B. Ferjasii¢ — S.Cirkovi¢, Stefan DusanBeograd 2005].

% The situation is only partly amended by the mareent catalogues of.
CJABEBA — B. MotiH, Cpncku epamomu 00 Jywanoso eépeme, Ipunen 1988 [L.
Slaveva — V. MoSinSrpski gramoti od DuSanovo vrepirilep 1988], andl. Cun-
JIMK, Cpricka cpeilOBEKOBHA aKTa y MaHACTUPY XWIaHIapy, Xuranoapcku 300pHUK
10 (1998) 9-132 [D. Sindik, Srpska srednjovekovkta ai manastiru Hilandaru,
Hilandarski zbornik10 (1998) 9-132]. The journ@mapu cpncku apxue (=CCA)
[Stari srpski arhiy, launched in 2002 and dedicated to publishing eeltions and
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documents themselves are difficult to come by -thef 67 Serbian-
language units, eight have been lost or destroyatia first half of the
20" century and 25 are preserved in the limitedly ssitde collections
of four different monastic communities on Mount 8$h mostly in the
Serbian monastery of Hilandar. That leaves onlyuB#s available to
scholars in archival institutions, but even these sbomewhat dispersed,
with one document located in Venice, two in Belgrédddifferent insti-
tutions), three in Zagreb, and the largest singlecentration of 28 doc-
uments in the Dubrovnik State Archives.

As a result of these and other factors, a systencatnprehensive
study of the Serbian imperial chancery hasn’'t ystrbwritten. Instead,
scholarly treatment of preserved imperial documéass largely focused
on discussing individual items, often with the afiresolving controver-
sies over their authenticifyand using imperial document-making practice

commentaries of individual Serbian medieval docusielmas so far covered 44 im-
perial units. Due to similarities between titleem referring to document editions
articles from this journal will be quoted by autheolume and page only.

* Examples include K.IRECEK, Dohodak stonski, koji su Dubreani davali
srpskome manastiru Sv. Arhdla Mihajla u Jerusalimu i povelje o njemu cara
UroSa (1358) i carice Mare (147@bhornik u slavu Vatroslava Jatg, Berlin 1908,
527-542;A. COJIOBJEB, /IBa mpuiora npoydaBamy Jlymanose apxase. |. IloBesse
napa Jymana o meroxuju Cs. [lerpa Kopumxkor, [ 1acuux Ckonckoe nayunoz opyut-
mea (=Inacnux CHJ) 2 (1927) 25-36 [A. Solovjev, Dva priloga pt@awanju Dusa-
nove drzave. |. Povelje cara DuSana o metohijiFtra KoriskogGlasnik Skops-
kog nadhog drustva (=Glasnik SND2 (1927) 25-36]B. MolluH, ITosessa mapa
Hymana o ceny Jlymy, Jyeociosencku ucmopujcxu yaconuc 5 (1939) 104-119 [V.
Mosin, Povelja cara DuSana o selu Lustugoslovenski istorijskfasopis5 (1939)
104-119]; bem, Povelje cara DuSana i Jovana Paleologa Pantelejyoon manas-
tiru, Zgodovinskicasopis6—7 (1952—-1953) 402-418; MuUxAJbYIh, [Ipunor cpm-
ckoM aurutoMatapy. [loBesbe u nucMa napa Ypoiua u kaesa Bojucnasa Bojunosuha
ynyhene JlyopoBHuKY, [Ipunosu 3a Kmudicegnocm, jesux, ucmopujy u ¢goaxiop (=
IHpunosu KJU®D) 39, 3-4 (1973) 226-234 [R. Mih&k, Prilog srpskom diplomata-
ru. Povelje i pisma cara UroSa i kneza Vojislavgindvi¢ca upiéene Dubrovniku,
Prilozi za knjizevnost, jezik, istoriju i folkldrPrilozi KJIF) 39, 3-4 (1973) 226—
234]; IDEM, [lapoBHuie BiacTeocke nopoauie Bykocnasuh, Memopujcku enacnux
(=4I 1-2 (1976) 99-106 [Idem, Darovnice vlasteoskeogime Vukoslau, Isto-
rijski glasnik (=IG) 1-2 (1976) 99-106]Cnomenuyu 3a cpeonosexosnama u noHo-
sama ucmopuja Ha Makedonuja (yp. B. Mowmun — JI. Cnasesa) Ill, Cxomje 1980,
323-454 Epomenici za srednovekovnata i ponovata istorijaviakedonija(ur. V.
MoSin — L. Slaveva) Ill, Skopje 1980, 323—-458]; MolunH, IToeesbe napa Cre-
¢ana Jlymana o ApxanhenoBom manactupy y Jepycanumy u o manactupy Cs. Hu-
KOJIe Ha CKaJapcKoM OCTpBY Bpamunu, Apxeocpagpcru npunosu 3 (1981) 7-36 [V.
Mosin, Povelje cara Stefana DuSana o Adedovom manastiru u Jerusalimu i o
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as a source for various aspects of Dusan’s “hikieatleap™ In both cas-

es, researchers primarily focused on the Athoniteuchent corpus, be-
cause it largely consists of documents which theieval rulers deemed
most important — grants of land and privileges d¢olesiastic institutions.
However, from the diplomatic standpoint, these sumite quite trouble-
some. Issued to deal with local matters of landsgssion whose details
were not widely known and then kept as legal pindhe same institu-
tions for whose benefit they were created, theyabecthe prime targets
of post-Nemang forgeries and interpolations, resulting in a digartio-

nately high number of units whose diplomatic statuguestionable or

manastiru Sv. Nikole na skadarskom ostrvu Vrangmheografski prilozi3 (1981)
7-36]; C. Mulluh, IToseibe napa Credana Jymana manactupy Ceeror Ierpa Ko-
pumikor u3 1355.roaune, A" 1-2 (1993) 121-134 [S. MiiPovelje cara Stefana
DuSana manastiru Svetog Petra KoriSkog iz 1355ingots 1-2 (1993) 121-134];
C. RUPKOBUR, Xmianaapcku uryman Joan (IIpoGiieM akaTa CpIICKe HAPCKE KaHIle-
napuje), Ocam sexosa Xunandapa, Beorpan 2000, 59—70 [SCirkovi¢, Hilandarski
iguman Jovan (Problem akata srpske carske karjeglddisam vekova Hilandara
Beograd 2000, 59—70]l. )KuBoJMHOBWH, Kapejcke xpucoBysbe Credana ymana,
Hemopujcru uaconuc 50 (2003) 33-52 [D. Zivojinodj Karejske hrisovulje Stefana
DusSana,lstorijski casopis50 (2003) 33-52]K. BYJOUIEBUR, ApXH/bEBUYKA XPH-
coBysba mapa Credana Jlymana, Manmumjan 1 (2013) 241-254 [Z. VujoSeyiArhi-
lievicka hrisovulja cara Stefana DuSana, Inicijal 1 (9024&1-254], and commenta-
ries accompanying document editionsC8A

® . OCTPOIOPCKHU, ABTOKpatop u camonpxat, I iac Cpncke kpamescke aka-
Ooemuje 164 (1935) 95-187, esp. 153-157 [G. Ostrogorskipkator i samodrzac,
Glas Srpske kraljevske akademije4 (1935) 95-187M. JAuHUR, Cpricka Biamgap-
CKa THTyNa 3a BpeMe LapctBa, 360pHuk padosa Buzammonowxoe uncmumyma (=
3PBHM) 5 (1958) 9-19 [M. Dir, Srpska vladarska titula za vreme carsglagrnik
radova VizantoloSkog instituté=ZRV) 5 (1958) 9-19];I'. Octporopcku, [Ipo-
cmaeme cpnckux énadapa, lpunosu KIN® 34, 3—4 (1967) 245-257 [G. Ostrogorski,
Prostagme srpskih vladar@rilozi KJIF 34, 3—-4 (1967) 245-257F. MAKCUMO-
B, ['pun u Pomanuja y cprickoj Bragapckoj tutyau, 3PBA 12 (1970) 6178 [LJ.
Maksimovi¢, Grei i Romanija u srpskoj vladarskoj tituERVI 12 (1970) 61-78]; S.
M. CIRKOVIC, Between Kingdom and Empire: Dusan’s State 1346—1R&8onsi-
dered,Byzantium and Serbia in the 14th Cenfulyhens 1996, 110-120; N.IKD-
NOMIDES, Emperor of the Romans — Emperor of the Romdhidem 121-128,C.
MAPJAHOBWR-/IYIIAHWUR, Bradapcka udeorocuja Hemaruha. Juniomamuyuxa cmy-
ouja, beorpax 1997, esp. 36-41, 81-96, 174-180 [S. MarjaiibwiSané, Vladarska
ideologija Nemanjia. Diplomatika studija Beograd 1997];Jb. MAKCUMOBHH,
Cprcka napcka tutyia, [nac Cpncke axademuje Hayka u ymemuocmu 384 (1998)
173-189 [LJ. Maksimovi Srpska carska titulaGlas Srpske akademije nauka i
umetnosti384 (1998) 173-189]C. IMPUBATPUR, Yiazak Credana [ymiana y
uapcteo, 3PBA 44/2 (2007) 381-409, esp. 391-397 [S. Pirivatdlazak Stefana
DuSana u carstv@RVI144/2 (2007) 381-409].
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inadmissible for chancery reseafdiloreover, since all these characteris-
tics are also shared by the pre-imperial Nendadgcuments preserved on
Mount Athos, a researcher relying primarily on &thonite corpus would
find it difficult to establish the historical peesgive necessary for recon-
structing institutional phenomena such as the argnc

In contrast, the Dubrovnik corpus — which can hd gainclude 29
units due to the Dubrovnik provenance of one of Befgrade docu-
ment$ — deals with international relations between theb&n emperors
and the Dubrovnik city-state or its individual zéhs® Preserved as part
of Dubrovnik government records, these documeniserdar fewer
doubts regarding their diplomatic status, with tiast majority of them
falling into the categories of original or officialuthentic copy. Also,
even though their purpose was less prestigious tharendowment of

® Thus, the first complete catalogue of Serbianang documents of the Hi-
landar archives published by DuSan Sindik in 198 (hote 3) has found only three
certain originals among the 24 listed documentthefimperial period. Another five
are evidently much later copies, but most of theist fall into the inconclusive cate-
gory, including some whose diplomatic status hasnbeft completely blank.

" Similarly, the Athonite corpus can be expande@zaunits, because six lost
items as well as the other document now kept igaelle originally belonged to the
Hilandar collection.

8 Documents of the Dubrovnik corpus will be refemthaising numbers from
#62 to #90, which match their designations in thmgrehensive edition of Nematji
documents preserved in Dubrovnik collection$l—IToPunn, Joxymenmu cpnckux
CPeoboBeKOsHUX 61a0apa y Oyoposaukum soupkama. /loba Hemaruha, Beorpan 2017
[N. Pori¢, Dokumenti srpskih srednjovekovnih vladara u dubekira zbirkama. Do-
ba Nemanjta, Beograd 2017], with color images. Basic information individual
documents, including references to an open-acees®aollection of images, is pro-
vided in Table 1 at the end of this paper. The dwmt kept in Belgrade is #76.

° Cf. Table 1. In most cases, these conclusionssarself-evident that they
were established already by the first publisherthé19th century. In fact, the only
unit of seriously questionable authenticity (#6®nhaerns an ecclesiastical grant in-
volving the monasteries of the Holy Archangelserugalem, Saint Nicholas of Vran-
jina, and, finally, Hilandar, whose collection als@ludes one version of that docu-
ment — for details, se®. MoluH, ITosebe napa Credana dymiana o ApxanheaoBom
Manactupy, 7—36;D. BYBAJIO, Cpelitb0BEKOBHU apXMB MaHacTHpa BpamuHe (puior
pexonctpykuuju), CCA 5 (2006) 265-269H. BUBALO, Srednjovekovni arhiv manas-
tira Vranjine (prilog rekonstrukciji),SSA 5 (2006) 243-276];K. BVJOIIEBUR,
Bpamuna u C. Apxanhenu y Jepycanumy — joI jenan OCBPT Ha TPaJulijy J1apOBHE
nosesbe napa Credana Jlymana, Mcmopujcku uaconuc 66 (2017) 237-255 [Z.
VujoSevi, Vranjina i Sv. Arhadeli u Jerusalimu — joS jedan osvrt na tradicijuodae
povelje cara Stefana DuSamstorijski casopis66 (2017) 237-255], ard. [Torunn,
Hoxymenmu, 114-116, 241-243.
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monasteries for the salvation of the emperor’s,sth@dy cover a much

wider range of actions — from commercial treatied territorial conces-

sions to various agreements, financial transactieagotiations, and noti-
fications — resulting in a greater diversity of dotent types. Finally, the
Dubrovnik corpus of pre-imperial Nemahflocuments, comprising more
than 50 units, fully matches the quality of its injpl counterpart, thus
providing both reliability and continuity to a peegation of the Serbian
imperial chancery.

Despite strong positive indications, the hypothdbat the Du-
brovnik corpus offers the best starting point foe study of the Nemaxji
chancery in general, and its imperial period irtipalar, still needs to be
tested through its capability to respond to thestjaes posed by the re-
search process. A medieval ruler's chancery cahgpsrbe best defined
as a regular courtly service dedicated to the prtioln of documents. Its
“regularity” is manifested in two ways — a regweay of shaping docu-
ments, and a regular composition and organizatidheochancery staff.
Therefore, an attempt to study a chancery throtgyidcuments — and in
the Nemanji case that is pretty much the only available apgreaes-
sentially consists of scanning the document cofpugeflections of these
regularities. In this, the researcher should beanind that regularity in
document production is the main precondition fodaument-making
service to be categorized as a chancery, while ositipn and organiza-
tion primarily concern the formal framework throughich that activity
is realized, impacting the quality but not the matof chancery activity.

At the time of DuSan’s imperial accession, the st@pf Nemanjt
documents was already well regularized into thrasidotypes. Actions
that were considered to be of the highest impoeamere recorded in the
form of solemn charters. Their texts are distingets by beginning with
often lengthy and learned proems and by contaielaporate intitula-
tions in the protocol? with equally elaborate signatures written in large
majuscule red-ink ligatures at the éndExternal characteristics are more
difficult to determine due to the relatively smallimber of preserved
originals, but it seems that there was an insigtest parchment even
after paper had become readily available from tgirming of the 14

1% For example, in Dusan’s last royal document f thpe:l Stefan, servant of
Christ, king of all Serbian and Maritime and Grdakds— A. COJIOBJEB, Odabparu
cnomenuyu cpnckoe npasa 00 Xl 0o kpaja XV eexa, beorpan 1926, nr. 64 [A. Solov-
jev, Odabrani spomenici srpskog prava od XllI do kra)d weka Beograd 1926].

1 In the above documerfitefan, faithful in Christ the God, king of all Ser
bian and Maritime lands
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century, as well as a tendency to write in scgsembling the type used
in books (Cyrillic uncial oustay and to apply metal seals appended be-
neath the text.

Non-solemn or plain charters began with notificasiotheir intitu-
lations were limited to the royal pronokraljevstvo mi(*my royal per-
son”)** and the signatures, although again written ininéed majuscule
ligatures, were also abridged, containing only tlaene and the titl&
The texts were written in a less formal businesgptwhose use in doc-
uments of this type gradually turned it into a igguaable style which has
been aptly named the documentary or even chanceipt.¥ Also, al-
though parchment was clearly the primary mateoaltliis type as well,
sealing was performed with large-diameter pendertgs made of wax.

While both types of charters were issued as op@&urdents in-
tended for public use, letters were folded to hiue contents, with ad-
dresses and small wax seals — obviously impres$ionsthe signet ring
— placed on the outside. Like plain charters, tiegd the business script
and bore abridged red-ink signatures, but in a lemahinuscule hand.
Significantly, all preserved original letters fraime start of the 4 cen-
tury onwards are written on pap@rAs for the texts, they generally fol-
lowed a simple pattern, again lacking a propetufation and beginning
instead with an address and notificattdn.

These document-making concepts had been developetiaily
through free blending of local tradition with Byzar@ and Western in-
fluences. However, with DuSan’s assumption of tiedrial title there
arose an urgent need to adopt Byzantine imperialdeat features as
one of the most important signs that the Serbiger had in fact risen to
the highest level of the Byzantine commonwealthoditisal hierarchy.
Some of these features, such as red-ink signatumégjilded seals, had
already been introduced into Serbian practice,dbérs were imperial

2 Thus the usual notifying opening of DuSan’s rayain chartersit is writ-
ten by my royal person for everyone to knete.

131n Dusan’s last royal charter to Dubrovniktefan the king- H. IToPunm,
Llokymenmu, 228, #61.

1. YpemowIHUK, Cryauje u3 cprcke naneorpaduje u auruiomaruke, I ac-
nux CHJJ 21 (1940) 1-8 [GCremosnik, Studije iz srpske paleografije i diploiket
Glasnik SND21 (1940) 1-8]]1. BOPbUR, Hcmopuja cpncke hupunuye, beorpan
1990, 82-84 [PDordi¢, Istorija srpskeirilice, Beograd 1999.

!> For a more detailed description $éellopunn, CCA 7 (2008) 18-19, with
references to earlier works.

1 Dugan’s letter from 1340F0 my royal person’s beloved cousin ... so that
you may knowetc —H. IToPuns, Joxymenmu, 223, #58.
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prerogatives to which earlier Serbian rulers did feel entitled. Chief
among the latter were two other elements writterethink — thdogos
formula, a set word pattern inserted into the dasninext as a recogni-
tion sign, and themenologema short date formula consisting of the
month and indiction which was used as the docureesijnature. These
were particularly important as distinguishing mankghe characteristic
Byzantine typology of documents, which at this timeognized two
main groups — the solenuhrysobulls supplied withogosformulas, and
the plain, menologem-bearipgostagms- but then used intense formali-
zation of textual and external features to intredwvarious subtypes.
Thus, the task of DuSan’s document-makers afte6 1B not merely to
adopt thdogosformula and the menologem, but also to use thatgss
of adoption to conduct a wider typological reasses¥ of existing Ser-
bian practices.

Evidence available in the Dubrovnik corpus shoved uch a reas-
sessment was indeed carried out. Prior to 134@i@edocuments that
called themselves chrysobulls invariably belongethe group of solemn
ecclesiastic charters. Even when an occasionalHagter was considered
important enough to be composed as a documenteo$dlemn type —
such as DuSan’s grant of the Ston (PeljeSac) palairis Dubrovnik in
1333® — it was not accorded this ultimate title of haffo®©n the other
hand, practically all of the most important Dubrikvoharters of the im-
perial period — DuSan’s grand charter of privile¢€s4), UroS’s charters
regulating the status of the island of Mljet (#883), his grants of privi-
leges and territories (#86—#88), and the peacéytdad 362 (#90) — use
the name chrysobull or its Serbian equivalel#topeatno slova®

Promotion of the most important Serbian imperigldaarters into
chrysobulls was obviously an import from Byzantiumhere lay chryso-

7 Late Byzantine document-making has been systeatigtioresented in the
works of F. BOLGER — Y. KARAYANNOPULOS, Byzantinische Urkundenlehre. Erster
Abschnitt: Die KaiserurkundemMiinchen 1968, and N.IKDNOMIDES, La chancel-
lerie impériale de Byzance du 13e au 15e siRbjue des études byzantids
(1985) 167-195.

18y, TTorPuun, Joxymenmu, 209-213, #50.

' The Hilandar corpus does contain two Du3an’s rtsfalysobulls” issued to
members of the lay nobility €. MAPJAHOBUR-JVIIAHWUR — T. CYBOTHH-['OIYBO-
BUR, CCA 9 (2010) 64—-66¢C. Muiunh, CCA 9 (2010) 76—79 — but in both cases the
documents stipulate that the possessions in questibbe bequeathed to Hilandar.

% The only document that might be considered an miae is the earliest
charter of privileges issued by Uros (#80), whiehather curiously called justova
perhaps because its brevity made it look too mddest chrysobull.
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bulls were a common occurrerféeThis is suggested by a “Byzantine”
differentiation in signatures, with all of the ckopulls bearing the elabo-
rate onomastic signature, while the less importdnatrters received the
menologem. Another concession to Byzantine typologgcerned the
internal structure of the solemn charter. In Nentadpcument-making
of the royal period it was practically mandatory &hrysobulls to have
proems? but Byzantine practice was more relaxéd@he Dubrovnik
corpus testifies that the new Serbian imperialdagysobulls shared the
Byzantine view — of the seven available units, prsare absent in four
(#74, #83, #88, #90).

Interestingly, three of the four Dubrovnik chrystbuthat lack
proems (#74, #88, #90) also lack another featuiymntine chrysobulls
— thelogosformula. Taken together, these traits may be aseamn indica-
tion of a typological subdivision between an upper and aeloelass of
chrysobulls. Models for divisions of that kind wexreailable in contempo-
rary Byzantine typology’ but in the Serbian case this might have had
more to do with the traditionally lower regard fay charters in compari-
son to their ecclesiastical counterparts, sincefdhenore numerous Ser-
bian imperial chrysobulls of the Athonite corpufeoffew signs of such a
categorizatiorf> One point in which the Dubrovnik and Athonite agsp
agree is the pattern of thmgosformula. The Byzantine model, consisting

2L Cf. the numerous examples from the list of souressd in M. C. BRTU-
SIS, Land and Privilege in Byzantium: The InstitutionRrbonoia, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press 2012, xv—xxiii.

22 Among some 30 Nemabtjioyal chrysobulls, the proem is absent only in one
early 14" century document whose composition displays pastity strong Byzantine
influence =36opnux cpedrwoserkosnux hupunuukux nogema u nucama Cpbuje, bocre u
Hy6posnuka | (eds.B. MolmH — C. huPKOBIUR — 1. CUHAWK), beorpan 2011, nr. 93
[Zbornik srednjovekovnildirili ckih povelja i pisama Srbije, Bosne i Dubrovnika
(eds. V. Mosin — SCirkovi¢ — D. Sindik), Beograd 2011].

% For example, among the almost two dozen Byzanthrgsobulls of the
13" and early 1% century published iArchives de I'Athos XX, Actes de Chilandar |
(eds. M. ZvoJiNovIC —V. KRAVARI — C. GIROS), Paris 1998, the proem is present in
only about one third.

24 Cf. theypuoopovirov and theypvoopovirog dpiopde subtypes discussed by
F. DOLGER— Y. KARAYANNOPULOS, Byzantinische Urkundenlehr@9-107, 127-128.

% Among the 25 chrysobulls of the Athonite corpusréhare only three with-
out proems, and at least two (if not all) of thase supplied with théogosformula.
Thelogosformula is very widespread in this group, appeagiimpractically all of the
units recognized as certain or potential originkt: a list of Athonite corpus docu-
ments mentioned in this paper with reference tticedi and images see Table 2. The
three chrysobulls without proems are Hil. 35, Kifl, and Lavra 2
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of writing the wordlogos in three prearranged places in three different
grammatical cases, evidently proved difficult tongly transplant into
Serbian texts whose traditional composition waskely different and
far less formalized. Instead, there emerged a &ena@rsion of the formu-

la in which the number of red-inked words rangemhrtwo to five, and
these included not only the Serbian counterpalbgds (slovog, but also
the document name and the ruler’s tifle.

As lay charters of higher importance rose to tim i@t chrysobulls,
often receiving théogosformula, charters of lesser importance assumed
the menologem as their distinguishing mark. In tiase, the sample of-
fered by the Dubrovnik corpus is modest becausefdixe 12 lesser char-
ters have been preserved as registry-book copigehwlve no clue about
the type of signature used in the original. Yethef six signatures that are
available, five are menologems (#76, #75, #80, #88), the sole excep-
tion being a safe conduct for Dubrovnik envoys {#8ghich is signed
with UroS8'’s full signature, perhaps because itasiposed in the form of
the emperor’s oath. But introduction of the menotogid not stop there.
Since its use in Byzantium also included signatoreshe emperor’s let-
ters?’ Serbian document-makers felt obliged to followt.sis a result, all
three original Serbian imperial letters of the Davmik corpus bear the
menologem (#70, #72, #81), and its presence isiaticated in the only
copy that contains information about the signa(4is).

The adoption of the menologem in Serbian lettettested exclu-
sively in the Dubrovnik corpus, has one very irgérg aspect — while the
menologems in charters follow the usual Byzantinetm@nd-indiction

%6 In Dubrovnik document #82 the red words sl@vo (three times)car, and
hrisovulj, in #83 justslovo (twice), and in #86 and #8Jovo (twice), car, andhriso-
vulj. For some examples of thegosformula in the Athonite corpus see images of
Hil. 32, 36, 45, 48, 53, 54, and Lavra 1. For @&ntdiscussion of the use of the logos-
formula in UroS’'s documents sé& BYBAJIO, Jloroc ¢opmyna y XpHUCOBYJbH Lapa
Credana Vpora manactupy Jlaspu (1361),/[IEPIBOAOZ. 360pnux y wacm Mupjane
JKusojunosuhi (yp. b. Musekosuh — JI. Ilene6umh), xmura |, beorpan 2015, 323—-338
[P. Bubalo, Logos formula u hrisovulji cara Stefane& manastiru Lavri (1361),
PERIBOLOS. Zbornik dast Mirjane Zivojinow (ur. B. Miljkovi¢ — D. DZelebdj),
knjiga |, Beograd 2015, 323-338]. The evolution ahdracteristic features of the use
of red ink in Neman§i documents are presented lh ITopunn, ,Ilapcke miape
IpBeHe": 0 3aCTYIJBEHOCTH M 00paciuMa ynoTpede [pBEHOT MacThiia y JOKYMEHTHMa
Hemamuha, 3PBH 53 (2016) 255-273 [N. P&¢, ,Carske Sare crvene®: o zastuplje-
nosti i obrascima upotrebe crvenog mastila u dokitima Nemanjia, ZRVI 53
(2016) 255-273].

2" F. DOLGER— Y. KARAYANNOPULOS, Byzantinische Urkundenlehr1, 93,
112-115; N. &XONOMIDES, La chancellerie, 192—-193.
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formula, those in letters limit themselves to sigtihe month. Also, me-
nologems in charters imitate the large majuscutptsof charter signa-
tures, but in letters they use the smaller, moreusgule hand characteris-
tic of letter signatures from the royal period. d@nce is too scarce to be
conclusive?® but these differences strongly suggest that there a con-
scious effort to somehow preserve the traditiorslirettion between char-
ters and letters in Serbian document-making deByirantine models.

Traditions from the Nemanji royal period prove particularly
strong in the internal or textual aspect of Dubik\aorpus documents. A
good example is the date. In pre-imperial timeainptharters of the type
preserved in Dubrovnik usually contained date fdasun the eschato-
col, while letters went dateless. After 1346, whisgse charters began to
be signed with the menologem, it could be expetitatthey would lose
their date formulas in imitation of Byzantine pmgins, especially since
Serbian letters provided a ready example. Howeheruse of date for-
mulas continued and even became more reguiBnch saturation of the
eschatocol with chronological information might bamitially troubled
Serbian document-makers, and it is possible thetrémsfer of the date
formula to the beginning of the document in twolyeanperial charters
(#4, #5) was an attempt to solve this probféri.that was the case, the
idea was evidently quickly abandoned, becausetén tharters date for-
mulas returned to their traditional place in thehesocol, alongside the
newly adopted menologem.

Short-lived as it was, this transfer of the datenfaa to the begin-
ning of the document remains the most serious attefrtextual structure
rearrangement visible in the imperial documentthefDubrovnik corpus.
In letters, pressure for change was negligible b&egheir composition in
pre-1346 Serbia was practically identical to thegdiin Byzantium. The
plain charters adopted the menologem, but resistedexpulsion of the

2 particularly confusing in this respect is the omgnologem of the Athonite
corpus (Hil. 46), which belongs to the letter tygdthough the document itself is a
charter. The Serbian adoption of the menologemtlamdwo variants it developed in
Serbian usage are treated in MRBIC, The Menologem in Serbian Medieval Docu-
ment-Making,JIEPIBOAOX. 36opnux y uacm Mupjane Kueojunosuli (yp. b. Musb-
koBuh — JI. IleneOunh), kmwura |, beorpax 2015, 285-298HERIBOLOS. Zbornik u
cast Mirjane Zivojinow (ur. B. Milikovi¢ — D. DZelebdZ), knjiga |, Beograd 2015].

% The only exception in 12 cases is again #89. Derur#76 also does not
have a date formula, but that can be explainechbyfdct that its full date is men-
tioned in the main text.

% The two charters are preserved as copies witlignasires, so it is uncer-
tain whether they were in fact signed with menotoge
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date, as well as the temptation to adopt the finmacture of Byzantine
prostagms with their characteristic narrative bemig, sticking instead to
the native tradition of starting with the notifiat.>* Finally, the charters
that became chrysobulls followed two paths. Those were left without

a proem essentially differed from plain chartery on name, signature,
the occasiondbgosformula, and a fancier opening notification found

all three Uro$’s examplé$.Those that did have proems modeled their
structure not on corresponding Byzantine documdnispn Serbian so-
lemn charters, easily distinguished from their Bywemcounterparts by
the presence of an elaborate onomastic intitulation

This apparent conservatism was probably of prdatiature, since
minimization of changes in document patterns was/enient both for
the Serbian document-makers and their Dubrovnikessees. But the
situation was different with external document dees. There, the prac-
tical need to remain within customary bounds was Bgnificant. On the
contrary, there was probably pressure to make dlcerdents of the new
emperor look imperial. In a way, the most significéextual changes —
the introduction of thdogosformula and the menologem — were also
changes in physical appearance due to the strikisigal character of
these features, but they were complemented by esangsome genuine
external elements, such as script, writing mateaiadl seals.

The scriptural duality that is seen in the royaiige when solemn
charters were mostly written in book script, wher@#ain charters and
letters exclusively used business script, was lgrgbandoned. Instead,
most of DuSan’s imperial solemn charters whoserpatdeatures may be
considered authentic use the business script, andro$’s time this
seems to have become the rifl@he incentive can again be attributed to
Byzantium, where by this time all imperial docunsemtere written in
business scripf. In the Dubrovnik corpus this change is not visilalg its

%1 Thus in #63, #73, #71, #79, #80, with abbreviatadants in #75 and #76.
There is, however, Uro8’'s #84, which (like DuSadis 38) begins with the transla-
tion of the typical opening of Byzantine disposiisoft is the will and command of
my imperial persopetc), whereas #85, issued on the same occasmrigdes a strik-
ing illustration of the persistence of old custdomyscombining this formula with the
traditional notification -so that all may know, it is the will of my impenirson

32 With virtue and reason, through the truthfulnesshef imperial word, my
imperial person proclaims so that all shall knastc (#83, #88, #90). This apparently
evolved from a type of proem used in DuSan’s e@s#s charters, such as HR.

%8 Cf. Hil. 32, 35-38, 44, 46, and Pant. 1 and 3 @D)SHil. 45, 48, 50, 52—
54, and Lavra 1 and 2 (Uros).

% F. DOLGER— Y. KARAYANNOPULOS, Byzantinische Urkundenlehrg1-34;
N. OIKONOMIDES, La chancellerie, 175-176.
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pre-1346 documents belong to types already assdcwith the business
script, and it can only be noted that such praatias continued without
exception in the imperial period for all documeypes — chrysobulls,
menologem-signed charters and letters.

The Dubrovnik corpus has more to offer about a lamprocess
concerning writing material. The pre-imperial ttazh of writing charters
on parchment and letters on paper subtly underlinedjeneral difference
in purpose between the two types — charters waragent legal proof,
and letters just a means of communicating curresgsages. Yet, imperial
document-making readily did away with this funcabrsymbolism, ex-
panding the use of paper to all document typethifncase, it is not clear
whether the incentive came from Byzantium, where afspaper had a
long tradition in the imperial chancefybut Serbian document-makers
evidently took it very seriously. The most imprgssbody of proof comes
from Dubrovnik, where all original Serbian imperdgdcuments — chryso-
bulls, plain charters, and letters — are writterpaper, marking an abrupt
break with the previous period. The Athonite corpupplements this by
presenting a picture of gradual expansion of papé¢he expense of par-
chment from near parity in DuSan’s time to almast dominance at the
time of Uro&*

Widespread use of paper as the writing materialSerbian im-
perial documents is especially valuable to chancesgarch, as it opens
the possibility of establishing links between diffiet units based on wa-
termarks. Unfortunately, six Dubrovnik corpus unisncluding all but
one of Du3an’s five originals — bear no visible evatark®’ but those that
do reveal some interesting information. Thus, Disgsanly watermarked
document (#74) and four of Uro§’s units issued prilAL357 (#83—#86)
have highly similar marks in the form of a pearhativo leaves® whose

% Until the end of the 12 century the Byzantine imperial chancery appears
to almost exclusively use paper, but by the tim&eibia’s rise to empire the great
majority of Byzantine chrysobulls were being written parchment, with paper re-
maining the main (but not the only) material fosder documents — N.IKDNO-
MIDES, Le support materiél des documents byzanthetes du Colloque Interna-
tional du CNRS sur la paléographie grecque et bymenParis 1977, 386—-389.

% Hil. 32, 35, 36, 44, Pant. 1 (Dusan); Hil. 45, 88-54; Lavra 1, 2 (Uro$).

37 Watermarks are missing on all three letters (#7&2, #80) and on three
brief charters (#75, #76, #89) because such slomtirdents were written on frag-
ments cut from larger sheets.

% Vodeni znakovi XIIl i XIV vijek#l (eds. V. A. MoSIN — S. M. TRALJIC),
Zagreb 1957, ns. 4307, 4310-4312.
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variants are encountered in Uro$’s Hil. 45 andas3well as in numerous
Serbian manuscripts of the peridsuggesting the common geographic
and institutional provenance of these documents aedhaps no less im-
portantly, a long-term organized approach to tlecyprement of writing
material. This is repeated on a smaller scale vatiants of a design fea-
turing two circles, which are again found in UroBsbrovnik and Atho-
nite documents and contemporary manuscffbidowever, the three re-
maining Dubrovnik watermarks (#82, #88, #90) hawveparallels either
among themselves or within the Athonite corpus.tThat alone is, of
course, insufficient to cast serious doubts orr theginality, but in view
of the above evidence associating the chanceryaeittain watermarks it
must be taken into accoutt.

One external feature that could not stay the sditee the assump-
tion of a new title was the seal. But the change mat limited to replacing
the wordking with emperor In the Dubrovnik corpus, instead of the large
pendent wax seals of the royal charters, all foyrdrial charters that have
preserved this feature bear metallic, gilded s&alfiese, however, are not
variants of Nemaniji gilded seals of the royal period found on Athonite
chrysobulls. They follow a significantly changedsidm closely imitating
Byzantine imperial seals in size, text layout ammhagraphy, except for
the reverse side, where the Byzantine representati@hrist is replaced
by that of the Nemaripatron, St. Stephér.The Athonite charters con-

%9 Vodeni znakoMi, pp. 126-127.

9 Documents #81 and #87. The Athonite units are 48land 52, while the
two-circle design of Hil. 54 is markedly differer@f. Vodeni znakovi, pp. 88—-90,
which doesn't list the two Dubrovnik specimens.

“1 A good example is provided by #74, which, in aidditto the original with
the pear watermark, has a duplicate bearing a talkesl flower watermark. That
mark is unrecorded in other Serbian documentsaorttfat matter, contemporary
manuscripts, but it is found in Dubrovnik and SPUibdeni znakow, pp. 123), sug-
gesting that this specimen is a copy of non-Serbrégin. The suggestion has been
confirmed recently by the positive attribution dfet handwriting to Dubrovnik’s
official Serbian-language scribe from the mid"X&ntury, Give de Parmegandi-
ITorunh, Crapuju nipenuvc BeJinke ToBesbe Napa Jymana JIyopoBHuUKY, HHuyujan 4
(2016) 173-174 [N. Poi¢, Stariji prepis velike povelje cara DuSana Dubikun
Inicijal 4 (2016) 167-185].

“2 Documents #75, #76, #87, and #88. This type of isealso recorded to
have been present on one charter preserved ay #4449 .

43 Seals on #75, #76, and #87 are casts from the sawitt and belong to
DuSan, although the last document was issued by Wrdhe second year of his
reign. The seal on #88, issued by UroS$ in 1360puasly bears on both averse and
reverse an image of St. Stephen cast from a diffen®ld than the previous three.
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firm this exclusive use of Byzantine-like gilded Iseand take the imitation
further with specimens whose reverse bears theseptation of Chrigt,
Wax seals seem to have survived only in the formsigriet ring impres-
sions on the back of letters — traces of this mactvhich is also in full
accordance with contemporary Byzantine usdgan be seen on all three
original documents of that type kept in Dubrovfik.

While providing a great deal of valuable informati@bout imperi-
al sealing practices, the Dubrovnik corpus alscsgmés an interesting
problem regarding the diplomatic status of threed4r charters whose
original-like appearance is undermined by the laichkny traces of a seal.
One of these is a chrysobull that records the grhtite island of Mljet to
noblemen from Kotor (#82) and could therefore vemsll be a copy/
but the other two are plain charters issued diretctl Dubrovnik €80,
#89) 8 For them, the explanation may again lie in theptida of Byzan-
tine models, as contemporary Byzantine imperiasfagms also bear no

“ A point has been made that the Christ type wasiited for use in the newly
conquered Greek areas of DuSan’s empire, while&sth&tephen type was meant for
the old Serbian kingdom A. KOPAR, [ToBessa kpasba Credpana [lyriana MaHacTUPY
Cgete boropoaune y TeroBy. IIpunor cprckoj quruiomarunu u cpaructuun, 3PBU
23 (1984) 147-155 [D. Koéa Povelja kralja Stefana DuSana manastiru SveteoBog
rodice u Tetovu. Prilog srpskoj diplomatici i sfisteei, ZRVI23 (1984) 141-165]. For
descriptions of Serbian imperial seals $e6COJIOBIEB, JlBa npujora npoy4aBamby
Nymanose apxkase. |l. Iledatn Ha Jymanosum nosesbama, [ racnux CHI 2 (1927)
36-46 [A. Solovjev, Dva priloga préavanju DuSanove drzave. |l. ¢ na DuSano-
vim poveljamaGlasnik SND2 (1927) 36—46], and the richly illustrat@d CUH/IHK,
CpIicKH CpellbOBEKOBHU II€4aTh y MaHacTupy Xwiannapy, Ocam eexkosa Xunanoapa,
Beorpan 2000, 229-239 [D. Sindik, Srpski srednjovekovnigteu manastiru Hilanda-
ru, Osam vekova Hilandar8eograd 2000, 229-239].

> On the sealing of Byzantine imperial letters withx signet-ring seals see
N. OKONOMIDES, Quelques remarques sur le scellement a la cie aldes
impériaux byzantins (XI11-XV's.), 360prux @unosogpcroz gaxyimema 14-1 (1979)
127 [Zbornik Filozofskog fakulteta4-1 (1979)].

“° Documents #70, #72, #81. Dusan’s oldest known iapketter, preserved
as a registry book copy (#62), is described asngglveen written on paper and bear-
ing a seal of yellow wax with a silk ribbonMonumenta Ragusina(ed. G. GL-
CICH), Zagrabiae 1879, 212. The ribbon was evidentlgpped around the folded
document and the seal stamped over it.

" This conclusion, supported also by the documanmtisue watermark at a
time when most units bear the pear design, is &&ddp the latest editions (dfl.
ITorPuunn, Joxymenmu, 266). However, F. MLOSICH, Monumenta Serbica spectantia
historiam Serbiae, Bosnae, Ragu$iiennae 1858, nr. 141, considered it an original.

“8 Document #80 is a confirmation of privileges, wh#89 is the already men-
tioned safe conduct for Dubrovnik envoys. Both Fki@sicH, Monumenta Serbica
ns. 134, 156, and. ITorPun, Joxymenmu, 259, 279, accept them as originals.
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visible traces of sealintj. However, gilded pendent seals are attested on
three DuSan’s menologem-signed charters — #75, #&d@,#79, which
might have been issued just weeks before Uro§'s’#8@s well as on
Uro%’s own #84 and, probably, #85With little hope of a definite answer,
several explanations for this discrepancy can begsed. One would be
that the menologem-signed charters with seals #76, #79, #84, #85)
were considered equivalent to the Byzantine typgpoéofovAlov ciyii-
Aiov, which usually bore a menologem signature anddegjiseaf? whe-
reas #80 and #89 were treated as simple prostagmsher, that the dif-
ference reflects two simultaneously existing butedjent tendencies
among Nemanji document-makers — to continue the Nentargyal tra-
dition of supplying plain charters with pendent Ise@nly now these
were imperial metallic seals as opposed to waxssafahe royal period)
and to fully accept the Byzantine prostagm modedoAit is possible that
#80 and #89 originally had seals but that theseeveeibsequently re-
moved along with the part of the document shesthizh they were at-
tached?® Finally, and least probably, #80 and #89 mightradiebe only
copies of some sorf.

9 N. OKONOMIDES, Quelques remarques, 125. Interestingly, untilsideond
half of the 18 century, as well as in a lone example from 1488, type of document
carried a wax seal (ibidem, 123-128). Lack of tsasksealing among other 14nd
15" century specimens may be explained by the useetdiriead) seals in a manner
described by N. ®ONOMIDES, Byzantine Lead SealBumbarton Oaks 1985, 8.

*0 It is widely accepted that Uro$ issued #80 alremdyanuary 1356, just
weeks after his accession to the throne. HowelefIoruun, Joxymenmu, 260,
allows the possibility that the document was irt fasued in January 1357.

*1 Documents #75 and #76 are preserved as originidis seals, while the
presence of a gilded seal is mentioned in the apaoming notes to the Dubrovnik
chancery copy of #79. As for #84 and #85, FkidsSICH, Monumenta Serbi¢ans.
144, 142, listed them as copies due to their appdaek of traces of sealing. How-
ever, recent direct examination has revealed pesitaces of a metallic seal on #84
and probable traces of a pendent seal on #85[1oPunn, Joxymenmu, 268, 270.

2 F. DOLGER — Y. KARAYANNOPULOS, Byzantinische Urkundenlehré25—
127. The last recorded example of this type daiten f.342.

*3 The bottom margin of both documents is indeedequétrrow.

** General problems of authenticity of documentsdgsemperor Uro$ have
been treated byb. By6ano, dancudukosana mosesba napa Credpana Ypoima o
Crounckom poxotky, CCA 2 (2003) 113—-138H. Bubalo, Falsifikovana povelja cara
Stefana Uro3a o Stonskom dohotB$A2 (2003) 99-142]; Z. Vujoseyi Uber den
Status einiger Urkunden des serbischen Kaisersustgfos (1355-1371): Ein Bi-
trag zur Kanzleiforschundfuuyujan 4 (2016) 109-124 [Inicijal 4 (2016) 109-124].
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Internal and external features of Serbian impet@uments be-
longing to the Dubrovnik corpus clearly demonstithiz the demand for
changes in document production presented by Du$mse'so empire was
met in an organized manner. Adoptions of variousaBjine models, in-
cluding all of the defining features of imperialadonents — théogos
formula, the menologem, and the new gilded seappear very early,
mostly on the first occasion when they can be ewege At the same
time, their introduction is visibly marked by eftetto reconcile them with
Serbian pre-imperial traditions, resulting in acooodation between the
two practices that did not always favor Byzantiodugons. Such a re-
sponse could come only from a regular, organized,@mpetent native
staff, familiar with the production of documentsthe Nemanji court
before 1346. This second form of regularity necgssar the existence
of a chancery service can also be studied from ®wik corpus docu-
ments, which provide both direct information andgbilities for indi-
rect inferences.

The main source of direct information about Serbiarperial
chancery staff and organization are mentions afqres and actions asso-
ciated with the document-making process in thestektthe documents
themselves. Throughout the royal period, the escloég of Nemang
documents occasionally ascribed actions such asngrisigning, and
sealing to the ruler himself. However, it can be safely supposed that
such statements primarily served to reaffirm rayahorship of the doc-
ument and rarely — if ever — reflected the actirauenstances of its pro-
duction. More reliable information appears only hwihe earliest pre-
served mentions of document-makers other than utex, rwhich date
from the beginning of the f4century®” At first closely resembling notes
that referred to rulers and production-level atig, already from the
1320s these mentions assume the shape of distimaetifas placed either
at the end of the main text or below the signatumd using verbs that
indicate management-level activities, suchr&a® (=said/spoke)povele
(=ordered) andprerwii (=commended/entrustetf).Perhaps under the

% Dusan’s five Dubrovnik originals, issued betweept®mber 1348 and Sep-
tember 1349, already contain examples of everygdassociated with the assump-
tion of the imperial title except for tHegosformula, but the use of this feature in
DuSan’s time is confirmed by Athonite documentgbably as early as January 1347
— cf. JI. XKusomHOBUR, CCA 5 (2006) 100, 107—-108, with references to oldekao

*% For example, iB6opuux 1, nr. 21:therefore, | wrote and signed

> 36opnux |, ns. 106, 123.

%8 Although clearly denoting a managerial role in wlment production, the
term preruci is difficult to define preciselyb. JIJAHUUWR, Pjeunuk u3 KrouiceHUX
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influence of Byzantine practice, which employed i&nty placed notes
containing information about the document produtioocess? in Ser-
bian imperial documents these formulas became rneqrient, appear-
ing in almost a third of the Dubrovnik units andabhalf of those pre-
served in Mount Athos.

Despite their brevity and somewhat vague wordihgsé first-hand
testimonies shed precious light on the managenfehederbian imperial
document production process. One characteristicitm@ediately comes
to attention is its evident polycentrism. This islwreflected in the Du-
brovnik corpus, where the first two preserved ngige the role of docu-
ment production manager to the emperprstovestijaror treasurer (#71:
recomandando#73: rece) and the next two to the emperor himself (#77,
#78; both withrece). The Athonite corpus confirms this diversity witho
more instances of direct management by the empgdrsi4: povele Hil
52: preruci), one by the empress-mother, (Hil. pOvel§ and another two
in which the managers are high-ranking noblemehawit specific admin-
istrative functions (Hil. 35rece; Lavra 1:preruci). However, in all of the
remaining 14 notes — four from Dubrovnik and tesnirAthos — manage-
ment is associated with individuals bearing thke tdf logotet usually
through a composite formula reflecting a two-lepedcedure that also in-
volves the emperoby the emperor’s order, tHegotetL commendéf®
or, in two examples from UroS$’s time, by a charastie addition to the

cmapuna cpnekux 11, Beorpan 1863, 500 . Danki¢, Rjernik iz knjizevnih starina
srpskihll, Beograd 1863], interprets it afficere mandatumwhile contemporary
Dubrovnik translators useommeteand comise— H. [Topunh, Joxymenmu, 198
(#41), 227 (#60). For a brief discussion of themens seeC. hPKOBUR, XuiaH-
Japcky urymas JoeaH, 68.

% Byzantine notes were usually placed under theasiga or on the back.
Some of them recorded the registration of the dasunn the various departments
of the imperial administration, while others mengd individual high-ranking dig-
nitaries who were involved in a given document’'sdurction — F. BLGER — Y.
KARAYANNOPULOS, Byzantinische Urkundenlehr&6—40. The nature of this in-
volvement has been a subject of some debate 4KOGNOMIDES, La chancellerie,
177-179, claims that these dignitaries performedittal inspection (recognition) of
the document, while J. ARAYANNOPULOS, Zu den &wi-Vermerken" der byzantinis-
chen Kaiserurkundemocumenti medievali greci e latirieds. G.DE GREGORIO —
O. KRESTEN, Spoleto 1998, 203-232, supports Doélger’'s vieat ttney were in-
fluential personalities whose intervention promptlkd emperor to issue the docu-
ments in question.

® These include Dubrovnik #85 and #90, Athonite B@, 38, 40, 42, 45, 46,
53, and Pant. 3, as well as a more loosely woréesion in Hil. 37. Dubrovnik #79
is the only example where mention of the emperomgted.
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customary corroboration and date formukagchrysobull was written and
confirmed by the imperial seal in the year Y, ldgotetbeing 1).5*

The presence of thprotovestijarcan be readily attributed to the
fact that documents in which he appears deal vitantial matters —
they are quittances confirming that certain DubikJrusinessmen had
paid their dues to the Serbian empé&foReasons for management by
emperors and members of the nobility are generaltye difficult to
identify, but these instances also give the impoesef being sporadic
and specifically motivated. On the other hand,ftequency and wording
of formulas mentioning management by tlogotet clearly indicate a
constant role within the document production precgdacing him be-
tween the ruler and the immediate producers —arptsition of the head
of chancery. Relatively numerous occasions whenoipatetis bypassed
by the ruler, the head of another administrativpagienent or miscella-
neous prominent individuals indicate that his rolehis process was far
from exclusive, and the impression of structura¢ropess and fluidity is
confirmed by thdogotets own association with other duti&sNeverthe-
less, the very existence of a permanent chancenagea implies a level
of organization that leaves no doubt regardingrdwalar nature of the
Serbian imperial document-making service.

In addition to supporting these conclusions, frefuaentions of
logotetsin the Athonite corpus also serve to confirm thentities and es-
tablish the terms of office of individuédgotetsknown from Dubrovnik
charters — DuSan’s logotBurad from #79 is encountered on seven more
occasions, the earliest probably being May 1%34%03’s Dragoslav from

®1 Dubrovnik #88, and Hil. 48. This authentic phrasade its way into an
Athonite forgery allegedly issued by Uro$ (Hil. 4Byt its place in that text is quite
awkward.

62 Quittances “managed” by treasurers are found @yré@athe royal period —
H. [lopunn, Joxymenmu, 193 (#37), 221 (#55), 227 (#60). On Serbian goies in
general seeH. IIOPUMR, JlumiomMaTuukd OOPacCIM CPIICKUX CPEIHOBEKOBHHUX
paspemHnx nokymeHnara, Cnomenuya axademuxa Cume Rupkosuhia, beorpax 2011,
269-288 [N. Padfi¢, Diplomatiki obrasci srpskih srednjovekovnih razreSnih doku-
menataSpomenica akademika Sitigkovi¢a, Beograd 2011, 269-288].

% The title oflogotet like that of theprotovestijar was borrowed from By-
zantium, where it was associated with numerous @igtrative roles, including a de-
gree of authority over the chancery (cf. NKGNOMIDES, La chancellerie, 168-172).
For extensive treatment of Serbimgotes and the scope of their functions dde
BIIATOJEBUR, [powcasHa ynpasa y cpedrb08eKOGHUM CPNCKUM 3emsmwama, beorpan
200%, 167-185 [M. Blagojevi Drzavna uprava u srednjovekovnim srpskim zeml-
jama, Beograd 2007 167—-185].

® Hil. 37-40, 42, 46, and Pant. 3.
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#85 and #88 is present in another two docunferttse latter issued in
October 1360, while UroS’s Dejan from #90, also tiwered in the text
of #89, appears again in a charter from 1%86. contrast, none of these
documents speak about any lower-level chancery; staflact, some pro-
duction notes in Athonite documents mentioning Distogotet burad
describe his role in the production process withwarbzapisa(=wrote).
It is, of course, entirely possible thAtirai and othedogotetsactually
wrote some of the documents they were tasked wghing®’ but pre-
dominant use of other verbs indicates that theivgritvas regularly done
by someone else. This is evident in Article 13Dafan’s Code, which
prescribes that for every document confirming lgubsessions there
shall be a payment of 30 perpers to bgotetand six perpers to the
scribe lijak), the second one explicitly described as gdeavriting.®®
Remaining unknown by nani&thedijaks of the imperial chancery
have nevertheless left personalized traces of #etivity in the form of
handwriting. An analysis of this external featufeSerbian imperial doc-
uments could yield very valuable results for chapstudies, especially
in view of the high degree of scriptural uniformaghieved by the adop-
tion of the business hand for all types of documedbwever, identifica-
tion of individual scribes in a group of contemp@a who doubtlessly in
many instances not only knew each other, but alskked and perhaps
even studied together, would in itself presentrenidable effort requiring
a high level of philological and grapho-forensipentise, so the most that
can be attempted here is a brief overview of thdezwe provided by the
Dubrovnik corpus.

%5 Hil. 45, 48. Dragoslav anBlurad are also mentioned in forgeries — Hil. 47;
hupkoBUR, CCA 10 (2011) 42.

® Hil. 53. For more on the logotets of this periedpeciallyburad, seeC.
hPKOBWR, Xunaugapcku uryman Josan, 68—70, who also discussBsirad’s rela-
tionship to the grand logotet Gojko mentioned ih B6 and 39.

°" This was apparently the case in Hil. 39, wheteal’s role is described in
a somewhat old-fashioned wawwitten and corroborated by the hand of the logo-
tetDurad.

%8 H. PAIOIUR, 3akonux yapa Cmegpana Jywana, Beorpax 1960, 68, 125 [N.
Radofi¢, Zakonik cara Stefana DuSanBeograd 1960]. The termiijak originally
meant the ecclesiastic office of deacon, but itlgadly also came to denote scribes,
who appear to have mostly been laymen Jlekcuxon cpncroe cpeoree sexa (eds.

C. huPKOBIR — P. MuUxXAjpunh), beorpan 1999, 152 T. CYBOTUH-I'O-TYBOBHR)
[Leksikon srpskog srednjeg vefeals. SCirkovi¢ — R. Mihalgi¢), Beograd 1999].

% The only imperial document which seems to haveethadlijak is #62, but

in the preserved copy-translation the name is enhitt
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Bearing in mind the abovementioned reservations,deting
comparison seems to show that four of five DuSdo®suments preserved
in the original (#70, #72, #75, #76) — the last tvavh written on Septem-
ber 20, 1349 — come from the same scribe, buthih&, tmuch longer and
more important document written on that occasiordj#s the work of
another. In the more numerous group of UroS’s daesumthe diversity is
greater. Among the five documents issued on Agri2b, 1357, only the
two issued on the second day (#86, #87) seem te@ doom the same
hand, but they cannot be connected to any othdés.uni contrast, #83
displays significant similarity with two earlier daments (#80, #81), as
well as the group of three later units (#88—#90psehcommon origin is
almost beyond doubt. Finally, #84 and #85 each apjmebe completely
unique. No parallel can be found for the handwgitof #82, issued just
two weeks earlier, but in that case such a coratusnly corroborates
other evidence indicating that the preserved spatisa copy’

Thus, even without taking the Athonite corpus iateount’* hand-
writing analysis demonstrates that the chancergno@émployed two or
more scribes at a time and that some of them resdamservice for sev-
eral years. But in addition to scribal hands imgledocuments contain
another set of handwritten clues that deserve texaenined — théogos
formulas and the signatures. Ideally, these weppased to be added by
the ruler himself as the ultimate confirmation otreorship. Yet, it has
been shown that in Byzantium the ruler only wrote gfgnature, whereas
the spaces for thiegos formula were usually filled in by chancery offi-
cials and occasionally even left blaffkConversely, in pre-imperial Ser-
bian documents, especially those of the solemn, tyy@esignatures them-
selves are often very complex and calligraphicicaithg that they were
not of the ruler's han® while in Dusan’s 1334 charter to Dubrovnik even
a short, not particularly calligraphic signatureeigplicitly said to be the
work of the current chancery chief, wlommmended and signed and
sealedthe document!

Against this backdrop, an analysis of thgosformulas and signa-
tures offered by the Dubrovnik corpus of Serbiampenmal documents

" On the other hand, positive identification of t@ndwriting of #80 and
#89 with other originals speaks in favor of theimooriginality — see above, p.88.

" To illustrate the possibilities offered by thaeaue of research, it is suffi-
cient to note the match between Uro8's #88—#90ha#lil. 48.

> N. OKONOMIDES, La chancellerie, 180-183.

3 Cf. images of supposedly original document€®A 1 (2002) 14; 2 (2003)
32; 3 (2004) 6; 5 (2006) 44; 6 (2007) 12; 8 (200B)9 (2010) 18; 12 (2013) 24.

" H. Tlopuuh, Jokymenmu, 220 (#54).
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again produces some indicative results. Among ole &vailabldogos
formulas, the handwriting in #82 — a probable cepgeems unique,
while that in #83 and #86 is clearly identical,ig$he lastslovoin #87.
However, the previous three elements of that doctisvéormula were
obviously inserted by another hand using very dhl&ck?) ink, suggest-
ing subsequent filling in of spaces that originaynained blank. Avail-
able signatures are far more numerous, but theleampplit up between
onomastic signatures and two types of menologerns.sSmall menolo-
gems on DusSan’s letters (#70, #72) are quite sinhdaeach other and
visibly dissimilar to Uro$’s only example (#8%)Dusan’s large menolo-
gems (#75, #76) are definitely twins, and agairfedifrom those on
UroS’'s documents (#80, #84, #85), which in turnreha characteristic
abbreviation for the worthdiction but the lettering of #80 seems to stand
apart from the other two. Finally, DuSan’s only orastic signature in
the Dubrovnik corpus (#74) can only be comparedh wWithonite speci-
mens’® while Uro$’s seven signatures of that type appedollow the
breakdown seen in the analysis of the main tex@2-ig unique, #86 and
#87 are certain twins, #88—#90 are certain tripletsl #83 seems like a
cross between these two grodpsThese results can be interpreted as
linking the signature more with tltjaks than with thdogotets but they
must be taken very cautiously, because signatuightrhave also in-
volved the ruler, and the incentive for imitatiohsome ideal model was
naturally stronger than in the writing of the maent.

Even more elusive than the participants of the dwmnt produc-
tion process is the process itself. As shown bystitgey of internal and
external features presented above, document typohas well devel-
oped in the sense that the general appearancexndltpatterns of doc-
uments belonging to a certain type were quite tiesstablished. Yet, at
the level of closer textual comparison variatiors o abundant that use
of formularies seems highly improbabBfeDocuments that display a

> Dusan’s Athonite small menologem (Hil. 46) alsspditys similarities with
his Dubrovnik specimens.

’® There it stands closest to Hil. 35.

" Document #83 has a sure match in Lavra 1, whig—#80 can be linked
quite convincingly to Hil. 48 and 52.

"8 For example, all nine Dubrovnik corpus lettersibagith an address to the
Dubrovnik authorities, but among these there iy onle identical couple. Likewise,
eight plain charters that begin with the traditionatification (see note 12) include
two identical pairs, two variations on one of thesdrs, and two formulations that
can be considered unique. The diversity is jugjraat even in onomastic signatures

94



N. Poki¢, The Dubrovnik Corpus of Serbian Imperial Documents

higher degree of similarity are almost always thesenposed on the
same occasioff. The most notable exception are Dusan’s and Uro$’s
great charters of privileges (#74 and #87), with fditer almost literally
copying the former’s lengthy disposition. Since é@sehatocol of Dusan’s
charter mentions that it was produced in triplicatgth one original
apiece for the Dubrovnik authorities, the doge ehMe and the Serbian
emperor, it would be reasonable to expect that wdight years later
UrosS decided to confirm it, his chancery staff pdlout their original of
DuSan’s document to use as a mdfelowever, a copy of #74 written
by Dubrovnik’s mid-14' century official Cyrillic scribe Give de Parmi-
gano bears on its reverse a pen trial consistirngeofirst three words of
#87 in the same hand that wrote document #87 ,itseffgesting that it
was in fact this copy, supplied by the Dubrovnik@ys, that was used as
the model by Uro&’s document mak&ts.

The 29-item Dubrovnik corpus of Serbian imperiat@woents man-
ages to provide an informative overview of the smwnent in which it
was produced. That environment clearly possessedéfining characte-
ristics of a regular document-making service — laged products and a
regular staff. A two-level organization consistiaffa managerlggote)
and direct producerslifaci) whose presence can sometimes be established
over several years, this chancery produced varigpss of documents
clearly defined by sets of external and internakuees. Its considerable
level of sophistication and expertise is best destrated by its well-orche-
strated response to the demand for changes brabght by the Serbian

— eight available specimens (seven of them belgnhgnUroS) are broken up into
one set of triplets, two sets of twins and one uaigolution.

" Thus, the two letters that share the same adévessila are #70 and #72,
one of the couples of plain charters with commogitor@ngs are #75 and #76, and
the only two documents that share entire setsrofifitas are UroS’s two chrysobulls
of April 25, 1357 (#86, #87). Still, this was notrae — Uro§’s two plain charters
issued the day before (#84, #85) differ signifib@aeten in the most formal sections
of the protocol and eschatocol.

8 Although the act of producing an extra originakirded for keeping by the
issuer might have been motivated by the extraordimaportance of the document, it
could also indicate that there were no chanceristeng of issued documents. The
“issuer’'s” original is not mentioned in any othengerial documents, including
Uro8's #87, but it is encountered in the confirmatof privileges granted to Dubrov-
nik by Uro8’s co-ruler and ultimate rival, king Vasin, in 1370 -C. AUPKOBUR,
CCA4 (2005) 162-163.

8. That is confirmed by textual analysis i [ToPunh, Crapuju npemnuc,
174-182, which also discusses the implicationshisf find with regard to the (ap-
parent lack of) archiving of outgoing documentthatNemanji court.
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state’s transition from kingdom to empire. Yetswome respects, this ser-
vice remained somewhat surprisingly underdevelopeghparently lacked
proper formularies and there does not seem to b@®e much of a system
for preserving copies of issued documents, opethi@groduction process
to various degrees of improvisation and occasignatinsiderable in-
volvement of addressees, who supplied ready mddelthe documents
they needed. Based on these findings, a cumulatieégysis of the entire
corpus of late royal and imperial period documesspecially those of the
Athonite corpus, could finally arrive at a compnesige presentation of
documentary production on the highest level of Nleenanjé state at the
time when it reached the peak of power and ingiitat development.

Table 1:

Documents of the Dubrovnik Corpus
Tag |Author| Dat¥ Type Status EditicH
#62 DuSan| 1346-10-26 taq letter copy-translatie9
#63 DuSan| 1347-06-14 plain charteopy-translation230-231
#64 DuSan| 1347-06-28 taqq letter copy-translait80-231
#65 DuSan | 1347-08-01 plain charteopy-translation232-233
#66 DuSan| 1347-08-28 taq letter copy 232-233
#67 DuSan | 1347-08-06 plain charteopy-translation234-235
#68 DuSan| 1347-08-28 taq letter copy 234-235
#69 DuSan | 1348-04-29 chrysobull  copy (dubiods) 2371-
#70 DuSan | 1348-09-xx letter original 244-245
#71 DuSan| 1348-12-08 plain charteopy-translation244-245
#72 DuSan | 1348-09-xx letter original 246-248
#73 DuSan| 1348-10-12 plain charteopy 246-248
#74 DuSan| 1349-09-20 chrysobull  original 250-252
#75 DuSan| 1349-09-20 plain charteriginal 253-254
#76 DuSan | 1349-09-20 plain charteriginal 255

82 Also serves as the document tag in the onlineciidin of images of Serbian
documents preserved at the State Archives in Duldtofivww.mom-ca.uni-koeln.

de/mom/Serbianroyal DocumentsDubrovnik/collection).
83 Numbers denote pageslifoPunh, Joxymenmu.
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#17 DuSan| 1352-03-30 taf letter copy 256
#78 DuSan| 1355-02-01 cca letter copy 257
#79 DuSan| 1355-12-05 plain charteopy 258-259
#80 UroS | 1356-01-xx plain chart@sriginal 259
#81 Uro§ | 1357-01-xx letter original 261
#82 Uro§ | 1357-04-10 chrysobull|  copy? 263-266
#83 UroS | 1357-04-24 chrysobull|  original 267-268
#84 Uro§ | 1357-04-24 plain chartgriginal 269
#85 UroS | 1357-04-24 plain chart@nriginal 270-271
#86 Uro§ | 1357-04-25 chrysobull|  original 272-273
#87 UroS | 1357-04-25 chrysobull|  original 274-277
#88 UroS | 1360-09-29 chrysobull|  original 278
#89 Uro§ | 1362-07-14 cca chrysobul| original 279-280
#90 UroS | 1362-08-22 chrysobull|  original 281-282
Table2:
Selected Imperial Documents of the Athonite Cor pus

Tad” | Author Date Edition (published imadé)

Hil. 32 |DuSan | 1348 K. BvJomeEBUR, CCA 5, 117-120 (ibidem).

Hil. 35 |DuSan | 1350-05-28 |B. AJIEKCUR, CCA 8, 73—74 (ibidem).
Hil. 36 |DuSan | 1354-08-10 |Byjouiesuh, 244—247 (ibidem).
Hil. 37 |DuSan | 1354-08-10 |C. bojAHUH, CCA 4, 121-123 (ibidem).

8 Tags are taken from existing published catalogdés: . CunuK, Cp-
CKa cpeAmOBeKoBHA akta; Lavra— Archives de I'Athos Xl, Actes de Lavra IV: Actes
serbegpar S.CIRKOVIC), Paris 1982; PanrtArchives de I'Athos XII, Actes de Saint-
Pantéléémon: Actes serbgmar S.CIRKOVIC), Paris 1982.

8 ACh — Actes de Chilandar. Deuxiéme partie, actes sldeels B. KORA-
BLEV), Buzanrtuiickuii BpeMeHHHK, npmioxkenue kb XIX tomy, ITerporpags 1915
[Vizantiiskii vremennik, priloZenie k' XIX tomu, Regrad’ 1915];Anacracujesuh —

J. AHACTACUJEBUR, Cprcku apxuB JlaBpe AtoHcke, Cnomenux Cpncke Kpames-cke
axademuje 56 (1922) 6-21 [D. AnastasijéyiSrpski arhiv Lavre Atonsk&pomenik
Srpske kraljevske akademb® (1922) 6—-21]Mouwmn — B. MoliiinH, [Tosessa napa
Hymana o ceny Jlymiry, 104—-119;CCA — Cmapu cpncku apxue; Younapun — M.
YBUIIAPUIL, JIBe moBesbe Iapa Ypolla y apXuBy MaHacTupa XuiaH-aapa, [lpunosu
KJU® 67 (2001) 99-111 [M. Ubiparip, Dve povelje cara §&a ar-hivu manastira
Hilandara,Prilozi KJIF 67 (2001) 99-111]Byjowesuh — XK. BYJO-IIEBUR, Apxu-
JHEBHYKA XpHCOBYJha 1apa Credana Jlymana, Huuyujan 1 (2013) 241 —254 [Z. Vujo-
Sevi, Arhiljevicka hrisovulja cara Stefana DuSahmgijal 1 (2013) 241-254].
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Hil. 38 [Dugan | 1355-06 ACh 519-520 (none knotn).

Hil. 39 |DuSan | 1358 ! -03-25C. Muiiin, CCA 4, 136-139 (ibidem).

Hil. 40 |DuSan | 1355-05-02 |M. KonpuBuliA, CCA 15, 111-114 (ibidem).
Hil. 42 |DuSan | 1355-05-17 |CCA 11, 60-61 (ibidem).

Hil. 44 |DuSan | 1347?-01-17|/. )KXuBOJUHOBWR, CCA 5, 101-103NoruH).
Hil. 45 |UroS | 1356-05 P. MuxaJpurih, CCA 2, 86—89 (ibidem).

Hil. 46 |DuSan | 1349-1353 |U. KOMATUHA, CCA 13, 209-210 (ibidem).
Hil. 47 |UroS | 1358-06-20 |B.bybsAso, CCA 2, 108-111 (ibidem).

Hil. 48 |UroS | 1360-10-15 |P. MuxAJbunh, CCA 4, 152—-154 (ibidem).
Hil. 50 |UroS | 1360-1361 |Y6unapum, 103—104 (ibidem)

Hil. 52 |UroS | 1363-07-15 |M. IllyuuA, CCA 2, 144-145 (ibidem).

Hil. 53 |UroS | 1365-03-11 |P. MuxAJkunh, CCA 5, 140-142 (ibidem).
Hil. 54 |UroS | 1366-05-09 |C.BboJjAHUH, CCA 1, 105-107 (ibidem).
Lavra 1|UroS |1357-04-10 |Amnacracujesuh, 6—7 (Lavra, planche I).
Lavra 2|UroS |1361-11 Amnacracujesuh, 6—7 (Lavra, planche II).
Pant. 1| DuSan| 1349-06-12 |B. boxaHu®, CCA 15, 57-60 (ibidem).
Pant. 3| DuSan| 1349-05-21 |B. ITETPOBUR, CCA 15, 46—48 (ibidem).

He6ojma ITopumnh

AYBPOBAYKU KOPITYC CPIICKUX HAPCKHUX JOKYMEHATA
KAO U3BOP 3A HCTPA’KUBAIBE IINTAIbA KAHIIEJIAPUJE

Pesume

Koprmyc ox 29 noxkymenara cprckux mapesa Credana dymana (1346—
1355) u Crepana VYpomra (1355-1371)koju ce mpemMa OKOIHOCTHMA
HAaCTaHKa M/WJIM MECTy 4yBama MOTY Ha3BaTH AyOpOBauKUM HyAU HajOOJbE
MoryhHoCTH 3a pucTyname 00paan HEAOBOJFHO MPOYUEHOT MTUTAha CPIICKE
napcke kasnenapuje. Ilopex Tora ITO YMHU TOTOBO IOJIOBHHY YKYIHOT
Opoja UCTpa)XHWBAuKU YMOTPEOJFUBHX IAPCKHUX JIOKyMEHAaTa Ha CPIICKOM
je3WKy, OBaj KOPIYC OMJHKYje C€ THIOJOIIKOM pa3HOBpcHomhy M mo-
TOAHOCTHMA JUIUIOMAaTHYKOT CTaTyca, ca BUCOKOM 3acTyIubeHouhy opuru-
Hana (15 komana) u ayrenTnyHux npenwuca (13 komana). [lo muramy npucy-
CTBa JIBa OCHOBHA MpEAYCJIOBa KOjU jeIHY CPEAHOBEKOBHY TOKYMEHTapHY
MPOAYKIH]Y oapeljyjy Kao HHCTUTYLHOHAIU30BaHy CIyKOy, ,KaHleaapujy”
— YCTaJb€HOCT MPOM3BO/IA U YCTAJbEHOCT 0c00Jba — TyOpPOBaUKU JOKYMEHTH

8 Better text editionA. CONOBIEB, B’ y Jlymanosoj nosessu r. 1355,/Ipu-
nozu KJU® 6-2 (1926) 184-190 [A. Solovjev, B'ci u DuSanovavplji g. 1355,
Prilozi KJIF 6-2 (1926) 184—190].
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CPIICKMX IIapeBa Jajy MOTBpAAaH OAroBop. IbuxoBa yHyTpamima M CHOJbHA
IUIIoMaTHdkKa obesexja jacHO yKasdyjy Ha IIOCTOjame TPU OCHOBHA THIIA
JTOKyMEHaTa — CBEYaHUX MOBeJba, OOMYHMX IOBeJba M mucama. Haciehenu
U3 KpaJbeBCKOT pa3o0Jba, OBM THHOBH Cy ce mocie /lymaHoBOT y3uMamba
LapcKe TUTYJIE CYOUMJIM Cca 3aXTEBOM 3a YCBajameM HH3a oOenexja BH3aH-
THjCKUX LApCKUX AOKyMEHaTa, Ipe cBera Jioroc-gopmyse, MEHoIoreMa u
HOBOT THNA redata. OUuTiieTHO OpraHu30BaHO YBOhEHE OBUX HOBHHA, KOj€
CY BELITO YKJIOIUbEHE Y TpaAuLMoHANHe oOpacue, cBenoun Beh camo 1o ce-
0M 0 MPHUCYCTBY CTAIHOT 0C00Jba BUYHOT KaHLENAPHjCKUM TOCIOBHMA. To
NPUCYCTBO HaJa3W M HEMOCPEAHY HOTBPAY y OpOjHMM NOMMEHHUYHHM II0-
mernMa jorotera (Bypal) xox Hymrana, Jlparocnas u [ejan xox Yporra),
JOCTOjaHCTBEHHKA KOJU CE€ 4YecTO jaBJbajy y YJIO3W PyKOBOAMIALA
JTOKyMEHTapHe MPOIyKIUje, alli U y TparoBuMa Koje ¢y y BUAy pyKomuca 3a
co00OM OCTaBWJIM JTaHAC aHOHWMHHU THcapu — aujaru. U 3a jemHe u 3a npyre
UMa TpuMepa BHULICTOAMIIILET MpHCycTBa U ydemha y cactaBipamy Beher
Opoja moxymenara. Mnak, y HEKOJNMKO HaBpaTa pykoBojaehy yiory mpe-
y3HUMajy CaM¥ BJIaJIapy WM YaK JAPYTH BUCOKHU JIOCTOjaHCTBEHHIH (IIPOTOBE-
cTHjap), mTo ymyhyje Ha HHCTUTYIHOHATIHY (GIYyHIHOCT KaHIeIapHjCcKe CiIy-
x0e. Ilopen Tora, ynpkoc jacHOj THUIOJOTHjH, YUHU CE€ J1a HHUCY IOCTOjasin
npaBu (opMmynapu, Kao HHM BaJbaHH PETUCTPH WM apXuBa H3IaTHX
JIOKyMEHaTa — y cacTaBjbamy YpOIIeBe IMOTBpJe NnoBnacTuia JyopoByanu-
Ma u3 1357. roguHe Kao mpemiokak je KopumheH mnpenuc JlymaHoBe
nosesbe 3 1349.xoju cy monenu JyOpoBuanu, nako je Jyman cBojeBpe-
MCHO HAYMHHO jeJaH IpuMepak 3a cebe. OBH OpraHM3alMOHN HEIOCTAIH
MOTJIU Cy U Y APYTHM ciydajeBuMa moxactahu Behe yuyemhe camux gectuna-
Tapa y u3aBamby JOKYMEHATa, IITO CE MOpa UMaTH Ha YMY Y AaJbUM HacTo-
jamHuMa J1a ce TIPY>KH IEeJIOBUTA CIInKa (PeHOMEHA KaHIlenapHje y ap>kaBu He-
Mamuha U CPIICKOM CpelbeM BEKY y LEITHHU.

Kibyune peun: CpOuja, cpefmbu Bek, AUIUIOMATHKA, TOKYMEHTH, KaH-
nenapwuja, nap Jyman, map Yporr.

Unanak npumibeH: 25. cenremoOpa 2017.
Unanak npuxsahen: 20.maja 2018.
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