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TWO COLLECTIONS OF PARAKLESIS IN THE
CONTEXT OF THEIR TIME OF CREATION
(First Half - Middle of the 15th Century)

Abstract: Two collections of paraklesis were produced in Serbian scriptoria dur-
ing the first half of the 15th century. The paraklesis is a short service that is not
tied to a certain date but is used at times of need when an individual or a society
is praying for help from the divine forces. This text analyses two manuscripts
from the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church; the first belongs to the col-
lection of Radoslav Gruji¢ (3-I-3) and was created in the first years of the 15th
century. The second manuscript belongs to the basic collection of manuscripts of
the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church (no. 34), and is dated to the middle
of the same century, produced in Smederevo. This text considers the reasons for
the formation of two such collections and their purpose and function.

Key words: Paraklesis, collection, 15th century, Jefimija, Radi¢, Zupanjevac, Ste-
fan Domestik, Smederevo

The second half of the 14th century witnessed a change in the gen-
eral situation in the Balkans. The breakup of the Serbian state that took
place after the death of emperor Stefan Uro$ V (d. 1371), the last ruler of
the Nemanide dynasty, was the turning point that impacted not only the
political scene in Serbian lands, but resulted also in a changed experience
in all walks of life. Moreover, that same year saw the first large scale clash
between the Serbs and their new enemy - the Turks who appeared in the
Balkans. These crucial events proved that a time of unrest had begun,
a time of uncertainty and fear before the coming changes which were

*  Tatjana Subotin-Golubovi¢ is professor of Old Church Slavonic and Medieval Slavic
Literature at the Department of History, University of Belgrade — Faculty of Philoso-
phy. tsubotin@f.bg.ac.rs
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bringing along unforeseeable perils. The year 7000 (1492) was approach-
ing and, according to an apocryphal prophecy of Solomon, the end of
the world was expected. Fear of the unknown other century that was to
follow this dramatic event left deep imprints on the perceptions of the
educated people of the era. Changes in the political and social life also
influenced the spiritiual life of the Serbian people. However paradoxical
it may seem, in the last three decades of the 14th and the first half of the
15th century Serbian literary production did not stagnate nor disappear,
quite the contrary, this was a time of production of works of the highest
artistic merit.

The chronological framework defined by the title of this text wit-
nessed the production of two collections of paraklesis that are a reflection
of the time of their creation and the inner spiritual life of the educated
men. However, before we procede with the presentation of the two men-
tioned collections, we need to say a few words about the paraklesis as a
specific form of hymnographic compilation. Over the last couple of years,
researchers have focused their attention on a subject that had previously
been poorly investigated — namely on the paraklesis as a specific type of
service of limited function, as well as on the collections containing them.
(Youmnapun & Tpujuh, 2010; Younapun & Tpujuh, 2015; Cy6otnn-Tomy-
6osuh, 2018.) The paraklesis is a particular type of service dedicated to a
saint which, as opposed to services found in the menaion, is not tied to
a particular date but is sung when the need arises (Tpu¢ynosnh, 19907
pp- 155-156). It is already the Slavic name, moleban, that reflects precisely
the Greek term associated with this sort of service - mapdxAnois. In the
Serbian medieval written sources we come across both names — moleban
and paraklesis. The paraklesis is a prayer addressing a selected saint who
is believed to have the power to answer the prayers of the petitioner. This
service can be sung either in or outside the church, at any given time of
the day and throughout the year, depending on the circumstances and
when the need arises. The moleban belongs firstly to the domain of pri-
vate devotion and by its intercession the petitioner can seek protection in
times of natural disasters, earthquakes, hunger, external enemy attacks or
civil strife — in times of such terrifying events which are beyond the con-
trol of any individual. The only thing to be done is for that individual to
address the higher powers in hope of receiving shelter from the coming
peril. Parekleses are composed in honor of those saints who are believed
to be able to offer help and protection in times of the above mentioned
unfortuitous events. The origins of this service are not entirely clear. The
first to draw scholarly attention to their specific use was our colleague
from Bulgaria, Stefan Kozuharov, who associated their appearence in the
Slavic world with the literary circle of patriarch Euthymios of Trnovo and
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his followers, and proposed hesychasm as the crucial force behind their
spiritual orientation (Koxxyxapos, 1974). He managed to identify two
Bulgarian parakleses devoted to the venerable Paraskeve, one the work
of monk Makarios and the other of an anonymous hymnographer (Ko-
Xyxapos, 1974, p. 293). Philoteos Kokkinos, patriarch of Constantinople
(1353-1354/5 and 1364-1376), reformer of liturgical practice and prolific
author, composed a number of canons which included a petitioning tone
typical of parekleses. The hymnographic works of Philoteos which include
a tone of personal prayer could have served as a model for later authors
of Slavonic parakleses. Slavonic translations of hymnographic composi-
tions of the Constantinopolitan patriarch Philoteos Kokkinos appeared
quite early on, at practically the same time. There is ground to assume
that these translations were produced in Chilandar itself. In the Chilandar
manuscript Ne 342 (1364/1374) we find Supplicatory Canon to Jesus Christ
and the Mother of God (against drought), while manuscript Ne 378 (older
part of a manuscript from the first quarter of the 14th century) from the
same collection — Supplicatory Canon to Jesus Christ and two prayers (1.
against drought, strong winds and barbarian attacs; 2. in the case of a ter-
rible and sudden death) (borganosuh, 1978, pp. 139-140, 149; Cy6oTnH-
Tony6osuh, 2004, pp. 247-272.). Elements of petitioning address are to
be found in the earliest works of the Serbian hymnographer, Teodosije;
Dorde Sp. Radojici¢ already noted them in the Joint Canon to Sts. Simeon
and Sava (of the fourth mode) (Pagojuunh, 1956, pp. 137-155.). That in-
dicates that the apperance of parakleses as we know them from written
sources of the 14th — 15th centuries had their predecessors in some sort
of preparatory period that saw the composition of texts which heralded
the creation and the line of development of this type of short services that
were independent of the general liturgical calendar.

The structure of the paraklesis is stable; it opens with Psalm 142 fol-
lowed by a troparion and a litany. The canon is the central part of the
service and a kondakion and an oikos are then added after the sixth ode.
After the canon there are three sticheira, and the entire service ends with a
sticherion of cnasa u nura (§6€a kai vov) . The parakleses that are a part
of the two collections we are discussing in this text include full evangelical
readings (and not just the indications) which thus provide them with a
completeness and a certain self-sustainability. The anonymous authors of
the parakleses were obviously well informed of the cults of the saints, their
vitae and their miracles. Existing texts taken from certain hymnographic
collections, mostly menaia and oktoechos (for parakleses dedicated to the
Virgin) are inserted into these services. Naturally, this does not preclude
the possibility that in certain cases and for special purposes entirely new
and original texts are composed for parakleses dedicated to a given saint.
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Although a series of different parakleses are to be found mostly in
euchologia,! psalters with commentaries and horologia, two collections
with a larger number of parakleses dedicated to different types of saints
were put together in the first half of the 15th century. Both manuscripts
are kept today at the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church in Bel-
grade.The older manuscript belongs to the collection of Radoslav Gruji¢
and carries the signature 3-I-3; judging by the watermarks on the paper,
it was copied around 1395/1405. The history of this book is interesting.
According to an inscription, it was aquired by the monk Samuilo in region
of Sirini¢ near Prizren and brought to the monastery of Devi¢ (ITysosnh,
2015, p. 107). After 1936, the manuscript was moved from the monastery
to Belgrade by Radoslav Gruji¢ for the purpose of its study. During World
War II the book was in Belgrade and after the war, as part of the group
of manuscripts collected by Gruji¢, it became a part of the collection of
the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church. Unfortunately, there is
no inscription to indicate the place of production of this manuscript but
its contents could, in our opinion, be useful in the process of determin-
ing the place of its making. Relying on the method of attribution, Lucija
Cerni¢ has identified its scribe as Radi¢ who was undoubtedly employed
at the Lazarevi¢ court office. So far, we know that Radi¢ was the scribe
who wrote the charter issued on August 1st, 1398 by princess Milica (the
nun Eugenia) to the monastery of Chilandar (kept today at the Laura of
St. Athanasios on Athos), as well as two books - the already menitoned
collection of parakleses and a Pentecostarion from 1408. The Pentecos-
tarion was written for despot Stefan Lazarevi¢? (epuuh, 1981, p. 358.).
Radi&s activity as a scribe is tied to Zupanjevac in the region of Leva¢
where, at precisely the time of his activities there, princess Milica and her
court had resided. Archaeological excavations carried out in the village
of Zupanjevac have uncovered the ruins of a medieval fortification and a
monastery® (Pamxosuh & Ipkosuh, 2014, p. 329).

In view of these facts, we believe that the creation of the collection
of Parakleses from the Gruji¢ collection should be associated with the
princess Milica, Jefimija and their close circle of which scribe Radi¢ was a

1 Thus in Chilandar manuscript no. 378, an euchologion from the 15th century, there
are parakleses dedicated to St. Nicholas, the holy prophet Elijah, megalomartyr
George, Christ, the asomatoi (borganosuh, 1978, p. 149).

The manuscript is kept in the Russian National Library in Saint Petersburg (F I 583).

3 It is assummed that princess Milica resided in Zupanjevac during the course of
construction of her endowment - the monastery of Ljubostinja, which is also located
in the region of Leva¢. The same region is also the site of the monastery of Kaleni¢,
raised by protovestiarios Bogdan. This speaks of the high level of involvement of the
nobility close to the ruling house of Lazarevic¢ in the area in question.
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member. Indicative in this vein are the very contents of the manuscript in
question. The first of a series of its parakleses is dedicated to the venerable
Sava and Symeon, and Teodosije’s Joint Canon to Sts. Simeon and Sava (of
the fourth mode) was used in the process of its making (Momums, 1962, p.
220; Younapun & Tpujuh, 2010, pp. 49-50). A brief instruction regarding
the occasions of its singing is inserted into the paraklesis text: (p. 6) awre
AH XOWITEWH METH NApAKAHC(b) FPAAOY . peicile C(BE)TOH WEHTEAH . Eb HIEHARE RHREWH
. T HATIACTH MPHKAK'TKILIH C€ €H . (. 6a) KLITE MOAHM (€ H (0 IE/RE ChXPAHHTH €€ C(Be)
TOH WEHTEAH CEH, H BCAKOMOY TpAAOY H CTPAHE . T Ta(4)AA, TOYEHTEARCTRA . TPOYCA
. TIOTOMA, WIHM . K MOAHI (€ H 0 KARE (BXPAHHTH C€ ((B)TOH (WEHTEAH C€H, H
BCAKKOMOY' TPAAOY H CTPANE . (O TA(4)AA, FOYEHTEA’CTRA . TPOVCA . MOTOMA, WIHMA MKTA .
H HALIACTEHIA HHOMAEMEH HHICh . H MERAOVCORHKIE PATH . H 0 €€ M(H)A(O)CTHEOY . H
IKPOTICOY, H THXOV . H EA(a)ronpRIrkH’HOY EBITH . EA(A)romioy H 140B(R)IK0AKELIOY E(0r)oy
© TpECEXh HAWHXL . OBPATHTH O HAC() HAAERELNATO TPAREAHAATO €r0 MpKLIeNTA . H
MOMHAORATH HAC(b) (...).*

The following paraklesis is dedicated to the holy megalomartyr Geor-
gios. There we find the full text of Psalm 50; canon of the second mode
(B(0)s(b)cTRHOI ERPOK H AIOEOEHI0 MPHZHRALlLIE TE) is taken from the minaion ser-
vice for April 23rd (May 6th). The paraklesis of Saint Demetrios includes
a canon of the fourth mode (inc. E(0)(b)cTRHBIUL Moy ENHE BN LeM(b)), the
lection from Luke follows the sixth ode. The same katabasis is repeated in
each ode of the canon (6n(a)cH © EkAb pARKI CROIE CTPACTOTPRIT 1€ . IO RRCH Ch E(0-
ro)ub I’ TEEE MPHEErAKMB [AKO Kb TOMAOMS ZACTOVTIHHIOY H CKOPOMOY MOIOLH’HHKOY. ).

A special place among those parakleses is assigned to that dedicated
to the Forty Holy Martyr of Sebastea. The reasons behind the composition
of a paraklesis dedicated to these saints should perhaps be sought in the
lines of Jefimija’s Encomium of Holy Prince Lazar (Ipxosuh, 1993, p. 93).
Addressing Lazar, Jefimija beseeches him to pray to God for his people
together with the assembly of holy martyrs:

Gather the assembly of your responedents in dialogue,
the holy martyrs,

and with them all pray to God,

who has exalted you in celebration:

inform Georgios, move Demetrios,

convince the Theodores, take Merkurios and Prokopios,
and leave not behind the forty martyrs of Sebastea,

and in their martyrdom (in Asia Minor)

your beloved children are at war,

prince Stefan and Vuk (...).

4  We pointed out the cases of attack of external enemies and civil strife because they
were aspects of everyday life at that time.
5 Larrington, 1995, p. 251.
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Regardless of the fact that Jefimija’s text belongs to the genre of enco-
mium by nature and literary characteristics, the choice of saints Lazar ad-
dresses is indicative - they all belong to the category of holy warriors and
it is quite clear that Jefimija chose them not only to underline Lazar’s war-
rior image, but also to show that he is addressing those among the saints
who belong to the same rank as he does. At the same time this is an allu-
sion to all those warriors who died alongside Lazar, thus pointing out the
fact that they had all died as martyrs of the True Faith, just as all the listed
holy warriors had died for their faith in the first centuries of Christianity,
suffering cruel persecution. The mention of Lazar’s sons, Stefan and Vuk,
who at that time, in 1402, were in Asia Minor and their association with
Roman soldiers who were martyred for their faith in times of persecution
of Christians in the days of emperor Licinius, alludes to the predicament
of Lazar’s sons who were forced to make war on the side of an infidel rul-
er. It is thus fully understandable why the collection of parakleses include
one dedicated to the holy martyrs of Sebastea. It is a reflection of the ac-
tual historical circumstances and its composition was by no means an act
of chance but a result of deep contemplation. Although there can be no
outright claims, it does appear that the author of this paraklesis followed
the line of Jefimija’s thinking and this would possibly make it yet another
argument in favor of the idea that the entire collection was conceptualized
among members of princess Milica’s circle and with the assistance of her
close associate and cousin Jefimija.

The next paraklesis is dedicated to Saint Nicholas based on canon
of the second mode which is sung on Thursdays (from the Octoechos)
(inc. Bheeraa E(0)(b)cTBHOLIOY npkeTodoy mpkacTole HHKoAA ...).° In hagiographic
sources and hymnographic material Saint Nicholas appears as a univer-
sal protector and aide in any trouble which makes him a fit companion
of those who offer selfless help to the afflicted and the grieving (Anrich,
1913; Cy6orun-Tony6osuh, 2013; Aranacosa, 2015.). The choice of can-
on for this paraklesis is also understandable — canons from the Octoechos
are paraclytic in nature and thus better suited for the paraklesis than can-
ons from menaion services to Saint Nicholas.

As somewhat of a surprise, next we find a paraklesis to the venerable
fathers Onouphrios and Peter the Athonite, celebrated in menaia on June
12th.” Although they are two different saints, in this paraklesis they are

6 In medieval times there were several versions of the oktoichos. In one of them,
present in the Serbian manuscript tradition, Thursday was a day dedicated to Saint
Nicholas of Myra: Vosuesa, 2007, 51.

7 Onouphrios lived in ascesis in the desert of Upper Egypt in the 5th century. Peter
the Athonite was a professional soldier. He was taken captive by the Arabs and spent
a long time in captivity in the city of Amara on the Euphrates. Having regained his
freedom, he reached Athos where he lived as a hermit. He died there in 734.
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celebrated in a joint i.e. combined canon of the fourth mode. The odes of
the canon that served for the making of this paraklesis are made up of tro-
paria taken from the separate canons to Onouphrios and Peter. This ap-
proach lies at the basis of the composition of the combined canon which,
by typological standards, was present already in the archaic Serbian me-
naia of the 13th century. At the time of creation of the paraklesis dedicat-
ed to the two hermits, the above mentioned compositional approach had
long been abandoned. However, the author was obviously well informed
of the archaic tradition and used it as a model to accomodate his needs.
Thus, for example, the first ode comprises of two troparia dedicated to On-
ouphrios and one to Peter;® the fourth ode - two troparia for Onouphrios
and one for Peter; the fifth — one troparion for Onouphrios and two for
Peter, etc. Although the lives of the two saints developed along somewhat
different paths, both ended their lives as hermits. In this case also Peter
was chosen very knowingly - as a soldier who retreated from this world
after many challenging temptations. In this case, Peter and Onouphrios
are representatives of the ranks of the holy anachoretes. The composition
of this paraklesis could have been shaped under the influence of some-
one who had a deep spiritual and personal connection with Athos. Once
again, we have Jefimija in mind, whose father and infant son were buried
in Chilandar (Tpudynosuh 1983; lllnagujep 2014, pp. 119-124).

The paraklesis dedicated to the venerable Mary of Egypt is the greatest
surprise of the collection.” It is, at least at this moments, the only known
paraklesis dedicated to this saint to be found in the Serbian literary tradi-
tion. The paraklesis is based on the canon of the fourth mode from the
menaion service. Should we adhere to the assumption that the creation
of the entire manuscript is related to the circle of people close to princess
Milica, it is highly possible that Mary of Egypt, a harlot who became a
recluse, was selected by the patron(s) of this collection of parakleses (Mil-
ica and/or Jefimija) who probably believed that women who bore such a
great sacrifice in their day should also find some sort of mention. It may
sound unusual, but Mary of Egypt was a model of a woman who rose to
saintliness by the sheer strength of her ascesis (Illmagujep, 1992, p. 177).
According to tradition, a great number of noble women whose husbands
had died alongside Lazar also took their monastic wows in Zupanjevac,
together with Milica, and thus forged a sisterhood of a kind, the members
of which were united in the tragedy that befell them.

The paraklesis dedicated to the holy hieromartyr Eleutherios (cel-
ebrated on December 15th) is based on the canon of the first mode from

8  The manuscript is damaged and is missing a leaf in this spot, the canon continues
only with the fourth ode.
9  Mary of Egypt is celebrated on April 1st.
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the menaion sevice. The choice of Eleutherios also carries a strong message
of martyrdom for the faith. Eleutherios was born in Rome and display such
an intensity in prophessing the faith that he was ordained as bishop of Il-
lyricum with a see in Valona at a tender age of twenty. He was martyred
around the year 120 AD in Rome, in the days of emperor Hadrian.

The contents of this collection of parakleses is rounded off with Sup-
plicatory Canon to emperor and despot and the acronym indicates the
name of its author - Jefrem.!? Jefrem’s canon was reworked so that a num-
ber of troparia speak of the despot - instead of the emperor. Vladimir
Mosin was the first to identify the text and he pointed out that it was a
later adaptation of Jefrem’s composition (Mommun, 1962, pp. 219-234.).
Biljana Jovanovi¢-Stipcevi¢ is of the opinion that it was Radi¢ himself who
adapted Jefrem’s canon (Joanosuh-Crumnuesuh, 1980, p. 24.). We should
point out that Supplicatory paraklesis to despot Stefan is the only text in
this collection which includes two canons — Jefrem’s and the canon of
the Virgin from the Octoechos (eighth mode). Whatsmore, it is the only
one dedicated to a living man and ruler — despot Stefan. This detail goes
to underline our opinion that the entire manuscript was conceptualized
among members of the circle around princess Milica, and probably with
her own personal contribution. Previous research has already, somewhat
shily, stated that despot Stefan could have been the patron of this collec-
tion (Younapun & Tpujuh, 2015, p. 85). However, it appears to us that it is
precisely the presence of Jefrem’s adapted canon that stands in opposition
to such an assumption — the despot would hardly have personally required
that the canon be adapted and then added to the manuscript.

The other, younger collection of parakleses was copied in 1456 and is
kept today in the basic collection of the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox
Church, catalogued under the no. 34. It was already Dimitrije Bogdanovi¢
who noted that this manuscript, along with manuscript no. 50 from the
same collection, comprises a single codicological unit (borganosuh, 1982,
p. 91). Insight into the structures of the two manuscripts shows that this is
a Psalter with commentaries; the collection of parakleses is actually part of
the second half of the manuscript (Younapun & Tpujuh, 2015, p. 71). We
also know the name of the scribe — Stefan Domestik.!! It was he who, most
probably, conceptualized this collection of parakleses. Before it reached
the Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church, this manuscript was kept
in the monastery of Krusedol and had, most probably, once been a part of

10  The monk Jefrem composed the Karon 3a yapa in the days of emperor Uro§ V (r.
1355-1371).

11 The attribute Domestik by the name of the scribe proves that he was a member of the
higher clergy and the chaplain of the church of the Annunciation in Smedrevo, the see
of the metropolitan. Apart from being educated in music, Stefan was also a good and
experienced scribe, as attested by the manuscripts he copied (epruh, 1968, pp. 61-83.).
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the library of Serbian despots, transferred after the fall of Smederevo to
their newly founded monastery.'?

Following the death of despot Stefan and the returning of his capi-
tal, Belgrade, to the Hungarians in 1427, it was necessary to secure a new
center for the Serbian state. The construction of Smederevo, the capital
of the Despotate, began in 1428 at the place where the River Jezava flows
into the Danube. The opening words of the study on Smederevo written
by the archaeologist Marko Popovi¢ render a precise image of the epoch:
»This renowned fortification represented the last and the best example of
Serbian military architecture. It was constructed in a desperate, but un-
successful, attempt to preserve the state in the face of Turkish invasion®
(ITomosmh, 2013, p. 5). The Turks managed to take the city already in 1439
because it was still not prepared to defend itself. In accordance with the
peace treaty of 1444, they returned it to despot Purad. The Turks attacked
again in 1454 but the city managed to defend itslef. Finally, on June 20th,
1459, Smederevo surrendered to the Turks. In the first thirty years of its
existence, the city survived a number of dramatic moments, and uncer-
tainty and fear marked the everyday life of its inhabitants. One event left
a particular imprint on the life of Smederevo in the final years prior to
its fall. Following a series of difficulties that had befallen the city, despot
Durad managed to find a way to secure a new holy protector for his capi-
tal. He succeeded in acquiring the relics of the holy apostle Luke and paid
an exhorbitant sum of 30,000 ducats for them.

Luke’s relics were expected to provide protection and deliverance in
the face of imminent danger and their translation was seen as a ray of hope
that miracles were indeed possible. A new feast was established in honor
of this event — January 12th was celebrated as the day of the translation of
the relics of St. Luke to Smederevo and their deposition in the church of
the Annunciation, the see of the metropolitan. The confirmed date of the
translation, January 12th, 1453, indicates the terminus ante quem for the
construction and consecration of the church. An entire corpus of prose and
hymnographic texts has been created in honor of this event. The adven-
tus of the relics to Smederevo is described in two prose texts!* (Ruvarac,
1868, pp. 178-186; IlaBnosuh, 1882, pp. 70-100; Cy6otun-Iony6osuh,
2000, pp. 167-178). A special service was composed in honor of the new-

12 The old signature of this manuscript was Krusedol ' V 1 (TIlerkosuh, 1914, p. 48.).
Kru$edol monastery was founded by bishop Maksim Brankovi¢ between 1509 and
1516. He was the grandson of despot Purad Brankovi¢. He was christened Dorde
and was born in 1461. After the Ottoman conquest of Belgrade the see of the
metropolitan of Belgrade was moved to Krusedol and bishop Maksim was at its head.

13 Ruvarac published the text which is found in manuscript no. 165 of the Patriarchal
Library. Pavlovi¢ published a somewhat different version found in slave 46 of the
Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris.
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ly established feast of the translation of the relics of the apostle Luke to
Smederevo, as well as two parakleses'* (Cy6orun-Tony6osuh, 1998, pp.
133-157; Cy6otnn-Tony6osuh, 2011, pp. 99-116). The acquisition of such
a powerful protector certainly contributed to a certain sense of secury but
it did not quiet down the omnipresent dread of the inhabitants of Sme-
derevo. In view of the more recent approaches to the study of the effect of
the presence of holy relics on the status of a given church or the broader
community, we could consider the possibility that the intended purpose
of the translation of such highly revered relics was to transform the newly
founded city into a new sacred space that would grant protection to all who
resided in it. Alexei Lidov has discussed this phenomenon and his words
could also apply to this Serbian case in point: ,It has been understood that
the most significant aspect of relics and miraculous icons was the role they
played in the creation of particular sacred spaces. In many cases relics and
venerable icons were established as a core, a kind of pivot in the forming of
a concrete spatial environment.“ (Lidov, 2007, pp. 135-136.)

Judging by the water marks, the Smederevo collection of parakleses
was created around the year 1456, three years after the adventus of the rel-
ics of St. Luke to the city and three years before its final fall into Turk-
ish hands. It opens with the Akathistos to the Holy Virgin (Friday vespers
of the fifth week of Lent), and continues with a series of parakleses dedi-
cated to Christ, the asomatoi powers, John the Forerunner, holy apostles
Peter and Paul, prophet Elijah, protomartyr Stephen, megalomartyr Geor-
gios, megalomartyr Demetrios, John Chrysostomos, Saint Nicholas, Saints
Symeon and Sava, Saint Ephraim the Syriac. The final paraklesis of the
collection is dedicated to the apostle Luke, an original composition of an
anonymous Serbian hymnographe with a canon of the eighth mode. The
first and last compositions of this collection of parakleses are key to under-
standing the nature of this manuscript. The Virgin was the protectress of
Constantinople. The Akathistos hymn, sung in her honor in the fifth week
of Lent, is ascribed to patriarch Sergios and related to a hisorical event.
In 626 the Avars laid siege to Constantinople and then suddenly gave up
on this undertaking. This miraculous event is explained as a result of the
intervention of the Virgin who protected her city. The collection ends with
a Paraklesis to the apostle Luke who became the protector of the newly
founded city of Smederevo. We are inclined to interpret this as an indica-
tion that Luke had the power to protect his city in the same manner, just
as the Virgin Mary had done with Constantinople almost 800 years earlier.
The creation of this paraklesis goes to show that the Despotate was living
the final days of its existence in full awareness of its imminent fate. The

14  The service was part of manuscript no. 165 of the Patriarchal Library in Belgrade. The
paraklesis is part of the collection of paraklesis, manuscript no. 34 of the Museum of
the Serbian Orthodox Church.
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dark and gloomy tones of the canon of this paraklesis best confirm this as-
sumption. We cite here only a couple of examples in order to corroborate
this idea. The fundamental themes of the canon are illnesses (spiritual and
corporeal) that have befallen men, fear of sins committed and repentence.
We must also keep in mind the fact that St. Luke was a man of medicine, a
doctor. Thus, cnasa (66éa) in the first ode of the canon includes the follow-
ing lines: (...) “therefore, I address the casket of your relics, oh apostle, help
me - your servant who is on the path to be destroyed® The first troparion
of the third ode of the canon: “The darkness of my life makes dark my
unhappy soul, and the night of my actions makes my heart dark® (...). The
second troparion of the fourth ode: “Heal the boils on my soul, oh apostle,
and the bitter wounds of my body make whole“ (...). CraBa (86&a) in the
ninth ode: “Raise the horn of those from our state who pray with faith, and
destroy the barbarian attacks, Lord, and save this invincible city and your
people, us who have our own apostle who prays for us.“ Examples such as
these go to illustrate the actual state of despondence and hopelessness in
the city and among the people close to despot Purad.

The choice of saints with parakleses devoted to them and presented
in this collection is partly identical with that found in the first collection
discussed in this text. Christ, Saint Nicholas, megalomartyrs Georgios and
Demetrios appear in both manuscripts. However, just as there were certain
surprising contents in the first collection, so, too, there are some surpris-
ing elements in the one produced in Smederevo. First — a paraklesis to John
Chrysostomos who is considered to be a poet of repentence. The other unex-
pected saint is Ephraim the Syriac. Dragisa Bojovi¢ has alredy considered the
significance of Ephraimss literary opus in the context of repentence and the
approaching end of days. In his works, Ephraim the Syriac speaks of reprent-
ance, the Last Judgement, the soul, death and the transience of life (bojosuh,
2004). Serbian manuscripts with a number of Ephraim’s texts speak in favor
of his popularity in monastic circles. It is, thus, not surprising that the author
of this collection included a paraklesis dedicated to this saint. It was, perhaps,
the deep piety of despot Durad that influenced the inclusion of John Chrys-
ostomos and Ephraim the Syriac in the Smederevo collection.

In our opinion, the reasons behind the making of the collections of
parakleses discussed above, as well as their functional value, indicate that
they were a product of the time of their creation and a unique phenom-
enon, having firstly in mind their contents and use. It is obvious that both
collections were put together to answer the needs of a close circle of people
and it is, therefore, not surprising that there aren’t any other manuscripts
of the same specific contents. Both were conceptualized in court circles,
one of princess Milica and the other of despot Purad Brankovi¢. After the
final fall of the Despotate and the loss of state independence, there was
simply no need for them any more.
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Tarjana Cy6orun-Tony6osuh*

IBA 3bOPHUKA ITAPAKJ/IMCA'Y KOHTEKCTY BPEMEHA
CBOTA HACTAHKA (ITPBA ITOJIOBUHA - CPE[IVIHA 15
BEKA)

Ancrpakr: ToxoM IIpBe IIOJIOBMHE BeKa HacTaja Cy ABa 300pHMKA Iapakica.
[Tapaxiuc je KpaTka cry>k0a koja ce He Besyje 3a onpebenn pgarym, Beh ce cry-
XU IIpeMa IOoTpeby, y BpeMe Kajja MOjelyHall JWIM 3ajefHuIa Tpaxe momoh u
3aIUTUTY Off BUINILMX CKIa. Y pajly Cy aHa/lM3MpaHa fiBa pykomuca us Myseja
CIIL; npeu npumnapa Ipyjuhesoj 36upim (3-1-3) n HacTao je y nmpBUM ropuHa-
ma XV croneha. [Ipyru pykomuc npumaga oCHOBHOj 36upiu pykomuca Myseja
CIIIT (6p. 34), maTnpaH je y cpeguny ucrora croneha, a mpemnucas je y Cmenepe-
BY. AHa/mM3a cajip)Kaja oBuX 300pHIMKaA [TOKasasa je fia IPefCTaB/bajy Ofipas CBOT
BpeMeHa U IPY)Kajy CIMKY YHYTpalliber JYXOBHOT )KMBOTa 06Pa3oBaHOT YOBEKa.
Pyxomuc n3 Ipyjuhese 36mpke mpemnucaH je, cyaehn no BojeHuM 3HaIMMa xap-
THje, 0ko 1395/1405. rogune. OBaj 300pHUK IapaK/INCa CaCTAB/beH je HeCYMIbI-
BO IIpM ABOPY KHerume Mumnie y JKynameBiy, 4eMy y IpUIOT TOBOPY UNibe-
HUIIA Ja ra je mcmucao Papuy, mucap gBopcke KaHIenapuje. Y ofabupy cBeTux
KOj/IMa Cy CacTaB/beHM MaPaK/IVCH OBOT 300PHIKA y4eCTBOBAIA je Jepumuja, 3a
mTa cy y pagy nonybhenn gokasu. Jpyru, mmahu 360pHIK mapaxica mpemnmcas
je 1456. romnue y CMesiepeBy, ITOC/IEbOj CPIICKOj IpecTOHNIN. Pykomuc je Ha-
cTao 3a notpebe brarosernTemcke [pKBe TP KOjOj Ce Tafa HATA3M/IO CEMNIITE
murtpononuje. Ha ucnucuBamy, a 4MHU Ce M CacTaB/bamy OBOT 300pHMKA Ma-
pakmca, paguo je mosHaTu mucap rora Bpemera Credan Jomectuk. Ysumajyhn
y 0631p 1360p cBeTala KojuMa Cy MapakIMCU YLUIUIM § CACTaB OBOT PYKOINMCA,
IPeTIOCTaB/baMo Jia je ofpebeHy ymory mpuIMKOM HeroBor HacTaHKa JMMao
mecnoT Dypab bpankosuh. Hactanak oBa /jBa pykolica IpeicTaB/ba jeANHCTBE-
HY I10jaBYy y CPIICKOj Cpe[IMHI IIpBe MooBuHe XV BeKa, Be3aHy 3a HajBMIIe KpPy-
rOBe IPYIITBEHE ¥ IIOJINTIIKe KPYroBe CBOra BpeMeHa.

Kipyune peun: ITapakmuc, 36opuuk, XV Bek, Jebumnja, Paguy, JKymamesar,
Credan Jomectuk, Cmenepeso

*  Tarjana Cy6otun-Tonybosuh je pegoBHa mpodecopka CTapOCTOBEHCKOT jesuKa I
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