An Unknown Copy of the Description of Jerusalem by
Constantine of Kostenec

Maya PETROV A (Sofia / Budapest)

I have mustered the courage to return to the problem of the descriptions of Jerusalem in
medieval South Slavic literatures, which has been so thoroughly investigated in the last few
years, ! after a fortunate discovery in the National Library of Serbia in September 1996: 2
an account on the holy places around Jerusalem heretofore totally unknown in its beginning
portion. This particular text, which proved to be a fully preserved copy of the Description
of Jerusalem translated by Constantine of Kostenec, has not until now attracted scholarly
attention. It is incorporated into MS 49, dating from 1556, 3 which originally belonged to the
library of the Nikoljac Monastery close to Bijelo Polje, Montenegro. The codex is a miscel-
lany containing various sermons, epistles, the questions of Nicodemus of Tismana to
Patriarch Euthymius of Tarnovo, a number of works the translation of which is attributed to
Constantine of Kostenec, and other texts.

The miscellany itself is rather well known. It was first mentioned in the 1930s by scho-
lars such as Dj. KiseLINOVIC 4 and D. ANASTASUEVIC. ° The manuscript was described by
Vladimir Mo3IN ¢ and, analytically, by Vladimir Corovi¢, 7 who had the opportunity to

! To mention only some recent titles: Svetla GIUROVA, IToxaounuuecmso u nokaonnudecka
aumepamypa, Sofia: RyEMA  1996; eadem, Caosomo 3a ceemume mecma ¢ GOounckus c60pHUK.
Texcmonoaunen anaaus, Crapo6biarapcka nutepatypa 22 (1990) 64-89; G. PODSKALSKY, Die
Jerusalemwallfahrt in der bulgarischen und serbischen Literatur des Mittelalters, ByzSlav 56, 3
(1996) 679-86; Klaus-Dieter SEEMANN, Die Paldstina-Beschreibung des Konstantin von Kostenec im
Kreise der griechichen Pilgerfiihrer, in: TopHOBCKA KHUKOBHA LIKOJA, vol. 5: [TaMeTHUIH, TOETHKA,
ucropuorpadus, ed. G. Dancev, Veliko Tarnovo: Yuusepcurercko usgarencrso C. Cs. Kupun u
Meropuit 1994, pp. 121-33; T. JovANOVIC, Jlaspenmues nymonuc, Kiukesna ucropuja 26 (1994)
95-108; id., ITymonuc Jepomeja Pauanuna, Bpannueso 40 (1994) 62-99; Dj. TRIFUNOVIC, A36yunuk
CPRCKUX CPeOH08eK0BHUX KiblicesHUX nojmosa, Beograd: Homut 1990, s. v. “IlyTonucu.”

2 I am very grateful to Tomislav JovaNovI¢ for letting me publish this text and to Anissava
MILTENOVA, Henrik BIRNBAUM and Ralph CLEMINSON for their numerous valuable comments in the
course of preparing this article. The first draft of this paper was initially written for, and presented at,
the international conference “St John of Rila and the Monastic Culture in Medieval Europe,” Sofia,
October 19th-21st, 1996.

3 The exact year when the collection was compiled is mentioned on f. 310r: NHNR\ e TEKOYIjIEE
ARTO 33A: On the water marks of the manuscript, see R. STANKOVIC, Jamuparse 1 Bodenu 3uauu
pyKonucHux krsuza manacmipa Hukomya, Apxeorpadceku npuiosu 16 (1994) 179-81.

4 Dj. KISELINOVIC, Cmapa wxoaa y Bujeaom nosy, in: U3sseiaj ipsxaBHe peanHe ruMHasuje y
Bujenom IMomy 3a 1929-1930 r., Bijelo Polje 1930, p. 22.

5 D. ANASTASUEVIC, Cnomenuyu us cmapux ypxasa y Canyaky Heuzdanu UAL ¢ ROZDelUKaMA
u3oanu, Borocnosme 6, 1 (1931) 65.

6 V. MO3IN, Bupuacku pyxonucu y manacmupy Hukxomuy xod Bujenoe IMoma, Vcropujckn
sanucu 18, 4 (1961) 697.

7 V. Corovi¢, Mpuaoate 3a Hauty cmapy KrbuxcesHocm u xucmopujy. Pyxonucu 'y Huxomuy koo
Bujenoe Iomwa, 360pHuk 3a ucropujy Jyxne Cpbuje u cycequux obnactu 1 (1936) 86-90.
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work with it de visu. Later, Bonju ANGELOV reproduced Corovi¢'s description and, on the
basis of a microfilm containing photos of some of the folios, identified the miscellany’s
compiler or copyist as the famous sixteenth-century man of letters Visarion of Debar. 8
Thus, this manuscript became known among Slavists as the Bjelopoljski, the Nikoljski
(Nikoljacki), or Visarion’s Sbornik. Separate parts of it have been published by Stojan
NovAKoViIC, ? Relja Novakovic, 1 Bonju ANGELOV, !! and Djordje TRIFUNOVIC. 12

The identification of the description of Jerusalem becomes possible when one consid-
ers the surrounding texts in the miscellany. The description of Jerusalem can be found on ff.
306v-308v. 13 The page preceding it was left blank, thus visually separating the account
from the texts immediately before. The description starts from the middle of f. 306v, its
upper part being occupied by a large illustration - a sketchy map of the holy places around
Jerusalem. There is no title. Its function, however, is fulfilled by an explanatory sentence
which is attached to the map and is written in somewhat larger letters: CE Ne M'Bpmb
ChIHCAXOM, CTRYi0 No pacsx(enuo ANG U o RHABNilO ,ANGM"L Ad AlE YTO M
3430p'N0 1€ Nk 4IOANO. ThYI0 EO REAHKA CTad MECTA EORPASHX. Ad RRCTH CE
Ch KOE CTPANBI LEPOCAAHMS KOE MBCTW.

The description is followed by numerous short texts discussing problems of natural his-
tory. These are the well-known Fragments of Medieval Cosmography and Geography, some
of which Bonju ANGELOV published and which he suggested to have been a part of a large
compilation of translations undertaken by Constantine of Kostenec. The main argument
ANGELOV put forward to sustain his hypothesis was that these pieces on natural history were
very often placed in the immediate surroundings of Constantine’s original writings and that
parts of the fragments were directly quoted in Constantine’s Skazanie o pismenech and in the
Life of Stefan Lazarevié. '* According to ANGELOV, from this hypothetical original compi-

8 B. ANGELOV, M3 cmapama 6wvazapcka, pycka u cpvbcka aumepamypa, vol. 2, Sofia:
Usparencreo Ha BAH 1967, pp 162-88; ibid., vol. 3, Sofia: M3narencrso na BAH 1978, pp. 232-38.
In a recent article Svetlina NIKOLOVA, reexamining the photos contained in Bonju ANGELOV's archive,
argues that MS Nikoljac 49 was not written by Visarion of Debar. Cf. Svetlina NIKOLOVA,
Povrxonucume na Bucapuon Jlebwvpcku u mexcmosama mpaduyus Ha Cmapus 3agem, in:
BbirapckusT [IeCTHafeCceTH BeK:, COOPHUK ¢ AOKJIaju 32 Gbirapckarta oblia U KyJITypHa MCTOPUS
npe3 XVI Bek, Sofia, 17-20. X. 1994, ed. Borjana CHRISTOVA, Sofia: M3nartencrBo Ha HapogHara
6ubnuoreka “Cs. Cb. Kupun u Meropuit” 1997, pp. 364, 387-88. On the literary production of
Visarion of Debar see also: Borjana CHRISTOVA, 3anadnobwsazapcku knuxcosHuyu om XVI gex, in:
BLarapckust ecTHaeceT! Bek..., 341-50; G. PETKOV, Yemupu npenuca Ha crmultuHus npoaoz on
XVI eex 6 pwvronucu Ha Bucapuon [ebwvpcku, ibid., pp. 351-62; P. PETKOV, Ozaacumennume
noyuenus Ha ce. Kupua Epycaaumcku ¢ npenuca na Bucapuon Jebwpcku, ibid., pp. 403-26; Elena
UZzUNOVA, Xapakmepucmuka HaQ HAKOU NAA€0PAPCKU U NPABONUCHO-e3UKOBL O0COOEHOCMIL 6
ckpunmopckume 6eaexcky Ha Bucapuon [Jebwpcku, ibid., pp. 443-57.

9 S. NovAkovi¢, Odlomci srednjevjekovne kosmografije i geografije, Starine 16 (1884) 41-56.

10 R. Novakovi¢, Huxomcku aemonitic, 360pauk ®unoszodekor dakyarera 3 (1955) 155-71.

11 B. ANGELOV, M3 cmapama 6wazapcka..., vol. 2, pp. 172-85; id., Cmapu caasancku mexcmose,
WsBectust Ha HcTuTyTa 32 O'birapeka nureparypa 8 (1959) 263-74.

12 Dj. TriFUNOVIC, Tymauerwe ‘Ilecme nad necama’ 00 Teodopuma Kupckoe y npesooy
Koncmanmuna @uaocogha, 360pHuK 3a cnaBuctuky 2 (1971) 86-105.

13 The existence of the description of Jerusalem in this collection is listed in both CorovI¢’s descrip-
tion and the catalogue of the Cyrillic manuscripts in Yugoslavia compiled by D. BoGbANOVIC: V.
COROVIC, [Tpunoau 3a Hauty cmapy Krbuxcesnocm..., 89: ,,0pn . 313r NOYUIbY XPOHONIOLIKA O0aBe-
IITEba, 3aTUM aCTPOHOMCKA 1 omuiTa reorpagceka, ¢ jeAHnM Hawum onucoMm Mepycanuma;” D. Boc-
DANOVIC, Mugenmap hupuackux pykonucay Jyzocaasuju, 11-17a., Beograd: CAHY 1982, p. 35, Ne 302.
14 B. ANGELOV, U3 cmapama 6wazapcka..., vol. 2, pp. 162-88. ANGELOV’’s hypothesis is accepted in



lation different excerpts were later taken out which entered the also well-known Bogisi¢'s, 1%
Drinov’s, 16 and Lovéanski Sbornici. 17 The Greek counterparts of most of these texts have
been identified: twenty-six were written by Michael Psellos (1018-10817?), four were taken
from Basil the Great's homilies on the Hexaemeron, while the rest, around fifteen, have
close or fairly close parallels in various unpublished Greek manuscripts. ' But since until
now no Greek manuscript has been discovered containing all the Byzantine sources used by
the translator of the Slavic fragments, Ivan DUICEV has suggested that most probably their
selection and arrangement were made in the course of the compilation of the Slavic miscel-
lany. ! In MS Nikoljac 49 the Fragments are followed by another of Constantine’s transla-
tions, the Interpretation of the Song of Songs by Theodoret of Cyrrhus, 2° and by a Serbian
chronicle also believed to have been composed by Constantine. 2!

Thus, seen in its context of MS Nikoljac 49, that is, preceding a long list of
Constantine’s translations, the description of Jerusalem becomes easy to identify. It is obvi-
ous that this is the complete text of the itinerary of the Holy City which was for a long time
considered lost and which belongs to the literary legacy of Constantine of Kostenec. This
work of his was, until now, known in a single copy, actually a fragment containing only the
end of the text, 22 in the now lost Lovéanski Sbornik. As Constantine himself admitted, he

the last edition of the Fragments in modern Bulgarian, cf. Anisava MILTENOVA, Koucmanmur
Kocmeneuxu: ‘Omaomki onm cpedHoeexkosHa Kocmozpagus u 2eozpagpus’, 401-7. The edition of
Constantine’s collected works prepared by Kutv and PETKOV, however, does not mention them as a
part of the literary heritage of Constantine of Kostenec. Cf.: K. Kuev - G. PETkov, Covbpanu
npouzeedenus na Konemanmun Kocmeneuku. Macaedsane u mexem, Sofia: BAH 1986.

15 MS 19c dating from 1567, now in Valtazar Bogisi¢’s Collection, Cavtat. Cf. D. BoGDANOVIC,
Husenmap hupuackux pyxonuca y Jyeocaasuju, 11-17 6., Beograd: CAHY 1982, 106, Ne 1523. See
also the literature quoted there.

16 MS 432 (634), National Library, Sofia. Description in: B. CONEV, Onuc na pwkonucume u
. cmaponewamuume kuuzu 6 Cogujckama Hapoona 6ubauomexa, vol. 1, Sofia: [IbpxasHa
nevarnuia 1910, pp.438-42.

17" Description in: G. IVANOV, Hcmopuuecku uszsecmus u npedarnus us Jlosewro, Vissecrusi Ha
ucTopHYecKoTOo pyKecTso 4 (1915) 214-17. Cf. as well: B. ANGELOV, U3 cmapama 6vazapcka..., vol.
2, pp- 162-86.

18 C. GIANNELLL, Di alcune versioni e rielaborazioni serbe delle ‘Solutiones breves quaestionum
naturalium’ attribuite a Michele Pselo, Studi bizantini e neoellenici 5 (1939) 445-468, esp. 463nn.; 1.
DUICEV, 3a nayunama mucoa 6 cpednosexosia Boazapus, Apxeonorus 5, 2 (1963) 10-15; Anisava
MILTENOVA, Koncmanmun Kocmeneuku: ‘Omaomku om cpeOHOBEKOGHA KOCMOpaus u
2e02pachus’, in: Anisava MILTENOVA, ed., Cmapa 6wvazapcka awmepamypa, vol. 5: Ecmecmeo-
snanue, Sofia: Bnarapcku nucaten 1992, pp. 401-7; Cvetana CoLova, Ecmecmaeenonaynime
ananis 6 cpedrosexosna Boazapus, Sofia: BAH 1988, pp. 30-33.

19 1. DUICEV, 3a nayunama mucoa... .
20 Dj. TRIFUNOVIC, Tynauerse ‘[Tecme Had necama.... .

2l §. Novakovi¢, Clanci hronografa trojadika o srbima i bugarima, Starine 10 (1878) 52-60; Sp.
RADOICIC, Koncmanmun Puao3ogh u cmapu cpnckit podocaost, 360pHuK 3a cnapuctuxy 10 (1951)
57-61; Lj. SToJANOVIC, Cmapu cpncki podocaosu u nemonucu, Sremski Karlovei: Cprcka
Kpamescka Akafemuja 1927, p. 11; B. ANGELOV, M3 cmapania 6vazapcka..., vol. 2, pp. 185-88.

22 The fragment has been published several times, both in Old Slavonic and in modern Bulgarian:
Ju. TRIFONOV, JKusom u detinocm na Koncmanmurn Kocmeneurku, Cnucanue Ha Bbarapckara
Axapemusi Ha Haykute 66 (1943) 288-90; 1. Duicev - C. KRISTANOV, Ecmecmeosnanuemo 6
cpednosexosna Boazapus, Sofia: BAH 1954, pp. 256-57; B. ANGELOV, U3 cmapama 6vazapcka...,
vol. 2, pp. 194-196; K. Kuiew, Konstantyn Kostenecki w literaturze bufgarskiej i serbskiej, in:
Biblioteka Studium Slowianskiego Uniwersytetu Jagiellofiskiego, Seria A, 5, Krakéw 1980, pp. 115-

261



had visited the Holy City and was acquainted with its topography. At the end of the
Lov¢anski Sbornik fragment, the copyist added a note explicitly stating that this description
of Jerusalem is excerpted from Constantine’s book: ciA Xe MBI W KNurd KoNcTanaHNA
GHAOCOPA, TAKOKE PEME CA, MPKMHCANA OBPLTUIE SAE MOAOKHKW.

The attribution of the description in MS Nikoljac 49 to Constantine of Kostenec is fur-
ther supported by the correspondence of its end to the fragment of the Lovéanski Sbornik.
Only small deviations can be observed in the spelling of the proper names or in the figures
indicating the distances between different places of interest. Further, in most of the cases
these differences are evidently due to scribal errors (thus, for example, when used as num-
bers H when used as numbers H is sometimes interchanged with N and at several places other
letters are omitted).

All the scholars who have delt with the description are unanimous that most likely
Constantine was not its author and had only translated the text from a now lost Greek orig-
inal. 2 This hypothesis was initially suggested by Jurdan TrRIFONOV, who had first published
the text of the Lov&anski Sbornik, 24 and was further developed by Duicgv. 25 In later schol-
arship this opinion became widely accepted, and was quoted in all the commentaries to the
numerous reprints of the Lovéanski Sbornik fragment in Middle Bulgarian or in modern
Bulgarian translations. 26

Here, while providing the full text of Constantine’s description of Jerusalem, I will not
dwell at length upon all the places of interest enumerated in it. Constantine’s text follows an
already established tradition: although textologically independent from the rest of South
Slavic descriptions, most of the tourist sites which are mentioned in it are known from other
contemporary sources, such as the Bdinski Sbornik, 27 the Gori¢ki Sbornik, 28 and the
description by Arsenij of Thessalonika. 2% The discovery of the entire text of the description,
howe-ver, demands the reopening of some previously disputed questions, as well as posing
some new ones. On the basis of the text in MS Nikoljac 49, T will draw attention to some
passages which reveal that Constantine’s account is more of a compilation, or, as I would
rather call it, a translation with commentary. I will also try to prove that the comments were
inserted because of the specific aim of the text.

16; K. KUEV - G. PETKOV, Cobpanu npoussedenus..., pp. 524-26; Cmapa 6wvazapcka aumepamypa,

vol.5: Ecmecmeosnanue..., p. 162.

2 1. DuiCev, leozpagpcku onucanus 6 cpednosexosnama 6va2apcka KHUNCHUHA. Kom

ucmopuama Ha 6wvazapckama Hayka, in: S. GANOvVSKI - T. BErov, eds., Coéoprux 6 uecm na

axademuk Huxona B. Muxos no cayuaii ocemOecemeoouwnunama my, Sofia: BAH 1959, p. 167; id.,

3a kHuxcosnomo meopuecmeo Ha Koncmanwmun Kocmeneuku, VI3BecTHss Ha MHCTHTYTa 3a

Obarapcka nuteparypa (1954) 231. In a recent article Klaus-Dieter SEEMANN stated the same opinion,

cf.: Klaus-Dieter SEEMANN, Die Paldstina-Beschreibung...

24 Ju. TRIFONOV, Xusom u deiinocm ... .

25 1. DUiCeV, leoepaghcku onucanus ..., 167; id., 3a kuucosromo meopuecmso..., 231.

26 See footnote 23 above.

27 1. DUICEV, ed., Bdinski Zbornik. Ghent Slavonic Ms 408, A. D. 1360, London: Variorum Reprints

1972, facsimile edition; J. SCHARPE - F. VYNCKE, eds., Bdinski Zbornik. An Old-Slavonic Menologium

of Women Saints, A. D. 1360, Bruges: De Tempel 1973, with an introduction by E. VOORDECKERS.

28 MS 446 SANU, Belgrade, cf. D. BOGDANOVIC, Hneenmap..., 34, Ne 282. About the description of

Jerusalem, see: Dj. TRIFUNOVIC, [ee nocaanuye Jeaene Baawuh u Hukxonoea ‘Ilosecm o

Jepycanumckum upxeama u nycmursckum mecmuma’, KibuxesHa ucropuja S, 18 (1972) 289-313.

2 Valentina ADRIANOVA, Xowdenue Apcenus Cenynckozo, Wssectus Oruenenns Pycckoro
262 Sswixa n CnosecrHoctn 18, 3 (1913) 195-224.



As already mentioned, Constantine’s description of Jerusalem belongs to the genre of
itineraries, that is, very short, dry enumerations of noteworthy places or objects usually
associated with the Christian religion in which important things that ought to be seen on the
way were often alluded to as well. In most cases, these compilations do not have a narrative
cha-racter, since naming the places was enough to remind the reader or listener of the
famous, most often Biblical, stories and events attached to them. Thus, these works func-
tioned in a way very similar to that of modern travel guides. As Ivan DUICEV has pointed
out, speaking about the fragment in the Lovéanski Sbornik, “the text obviously belongs to
the type of the well-known proskynetaria for pilgrims to Palestine, for it gives only data
about the sites of interest associated with the Old and New Testament. The compiler of the
itinerary is satisfied to mention only a few famous localities and settlements, adding infor-
mation about the distance, measured in steps”. 30 Klaus-Dieter SEEMANN also observed that
the Lovcéanski Sbornik fragment fits well into the criteria for guidebooks for pilgrims
(Pilgerfiihrer), namely: impersonality of the description (that is, catalogisation of the holy
places), anonymity, lack of specific route of the journey, and limited range of the text. 3! The
full text of Constantine’s account in MS Nikoljac 49 suggests, however, that, unlike the
Greek original from which it had been translated, the Slavonic version on the whole served
quite a different purpose. To my mind, it was not translated and copied as a practical man-
ual for people intending to visit the Holy Land, but, on the contrary, in order to help those
who were never to see it to imagine the places where the Biblical events had taken place.

The low number of extant South Slavic descriptions of Jerusalem, as well as the scant
evidence of pilgrims who visited Palestine, suggest a picture very different from what the
Western material reveals. In the West, where during the Later Middle Ages the practice of
peregrination to the Holy Land is attested by hundreds of accounts, writing and copying of
guidebooks for pilgrims was a part of a well-developed system. During the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries Western palmers to the holy places were received, accommodated, and
* instructed by the Franciscans. For the visitors the friars arranged excursions in the course of
which the guide addressed his audience, if possible, in their mother tongue. Individual trips
were not welcome. Some of the pilgrims, as they admit in their accounts, even obtained per-
mission to copy the books whichthe Franciscans themselves had used to prepare their lec-
tures. Others complained in their writings that the guides did not show them all the tourist
sites and frequently omitted places of interest mentioned in the lists. 32

By contrast, the scarcity of the preserved Slavic and Greek material (with the single
exception of that from medieval Russia) testifies to the fact that in the Orthodox world such
a system never existed. In the East the sacred journey to Jerusalem never became a religious
ritual of major importance. ** By the same token, none of the known authors of the South
Slavic descriptions of Jerusalem went to Palestine as pilgrims: Arsenij of Thessalonika con-
fesses that he has been living in Jerusalem for seventeen years, 3* Nikon of Jerusalem, who

30 1. DuiceY, l'eozpaghcku onucanus..., 167.

31 Klaus-Dieter SEEMANN, Die Paldstina-Beschreibung ..., 125.

32 Josephie BREFELD, A Guidebook for the Jerusalem Pilgrimage in the Late Middle Ages: A Case
for Computer-Aided Textual Criticism, Hilversum: Hilversum Verloren 1994.

33 This difference is discussed at length by Svetla GIUROVA, [ToKAOHHUH4ECMBO U NOKAOHHUYECKA
aumepamypa, 28-34.

34 ce sk PARH EXH AQCENEH, CMHPENNBIH ATRAKONB GEASNA TPAAA, E'BINB ECMb Eh 1EPAHM .
31, ART, .. Cf.: Valentina ADRIANOVA, XoxcOenue Apcenus Ceaynckozo... .
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was most probably Greek, spent a long time in the Serbian Monastery of the Holy
Archangels there, 35 and Constantine of Kostenec himself pointed out that he was sent to the
Holy Land by Stefan Lazarevié in order to study. 3 In this light it is more likely that these
authors designed their descriptions of Jerusalem not having in mind co-travellers, but rather
their fellow countrymen back home.

Such a conclusion can also be supported by the character of the manuscripts in which
these descriptions appear and which are almost without exception monastic miscellanies.
Among them, only the Bdinski Sbornik’s purpose is not clear since its colophon does not
give explicit information on this point. It is, however, quite possible that it was not intend-
ed for Tsaritsa Anna’s personal library, but for a donation to a convent of nuns somewhere
in the region fo Bdin. 37 The best known Greek parallel to the Bulgarian anthology in this
respect is the so-called Meterikon of Abba Isaiah, being both an imperial commission and
containing apophthegms and stories about women saints: it was compiled for the nun
Theodora, a daughter of Emperor Isaac IT Angelos (1185-95, 1204-05), so that she could
choose the saint she liked the most and try to imitate her until the end of her own life. 38 The,
phrase "EARH OYE” in the title of the Bdinski Sbornik’s ¢A0 MECTE CTHI rake Bb
e ;C)AM'I; also suggests that the text was read aloud in front of an audience. With respect to
its purpose, the Goricki Sbornik of Elena Balsi¢, which she presented to the Gorica
Monastery in Montenegro foun-ded by her, may be considered another counterpart to the
Bdinski Sbornik in the South Slavic tradition. The description of Jerusalem which the
Goricki Sbornik contains was especially written for this Serbian lady who had never visited
the holy places herself.

The aim of Constantine’s description of Jerusalem for people who were not acquainted
with the Holy City can be traced in his text as well: only in this way can one explain some
interpolations in the text which are, most likely, due to Constantine himself. It seems that in
order to make his description clearer and to help his readers to imagine the objects and
places alluded to, he included comparisons understandable to them. Thus, for example, after

35 Dj. TRIFUNOVIC, [Jee nocaanuuye..., 297

- ¥ — A pisadrd >
36 OVYENiO MOCHAAET ME H IEXE RBILWE MNE Kb CTOMOY Ipdy LpA REAHKAATO lepocaa-
- A 2
HMOY WRCTRilo cnWEARET... Cf.: K. KUEV - G. PETKOV, Cobpariu npou3seoerus ..., 388.

37 This supposition can be corroborated by the fact that all the extant Greek parallels of women
saints’ collections were created to be used in nunneries. See on this problem: I. HAUSHERR, La
Métérikon de l'abbé Isaie, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 12 (1946) 286-301; A. EHRHARD,
Textsamlungen fiir Feste weiblicher Heiliger, in: A. EHRHARD, Uberlieferung und Bestand der
hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche von den Anfingen bis zum
Ende des 16. Jahrhunderts, vol. 1, Berlin - Leipzig: Akademie - Verlag 1952, pp. 906-15; Maja
PETROVA, A Picture of Female Religious Experience: Late-Byzantine Anthologies of Women Saints,
in: Kobieta w kulturze $redniowiecznej Europy, ed. A. Gasiorowski et al., Poznari 1995, pp. 195-200.

38 1. HAUSHERR, La Métérikon de l'abbé Isaie, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 12 (1946) 286-301; J.
GUILLARD, Une compilation spirituelle du XIII® siécle: Le livre Il de l'abbé Isaie, Echos d'Orient.
Revue trimestrielle d'histoire de géographie et de liturgie orientale 38 (1939) 72-90; Dictionanaire de
spiritualité,vol. 7, Paris: Beauchesne 1971, s.v. “Isaie”, by D. STIERNON; H. G. BECK, Kirche und the-
ologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich, Miinchen: C. H. Beck’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung 1959,
pp. 645-46. The text of this compilation is available in its Russian translation undertaken by Bishop
Theophan in the fifties of the nineteenth century (first published in several consecutive issues of the
magazine Bockpechoe utetie during 1853-59) from a copy of Abba Isaiah’s book (Cod. Gr. No 243),
now in the State Public Library “M. E. Saltykov-Scedrin” in Saint-Petersburg. Cf.. Mumepuxon
cobpanue HacmasneHUll 6Ce4eCMHOll UHOKUHE ®eodope, Moskva: HzpatennctBo Cnaco-
264 TIpeoGpaskeHckoro Bapnaamckoro MoHacThIpst 1995.



the mention of the place where Elijah the Prophet, after a long run, rested under a juniper
tree and saw an angel in his dream (3/1 Kings, 19:4), 3 the text in MS Nikoljac 49 reads that
the j Jumper itself is more 51m11ar to a morellotree, and its frults to cornel cherries: ..... HARXE
HO‘IH'I"L HI\IA Btrae no cMpkyYieMn .. .. cMpRYie NOBNO i RAWNDI ERUIBLE Xe.
nalum xe ApNINA And if it is not possible to state for sure that Constantine was responsi-
ble for this particular comment (it may well have belonged to his Greek original), another
sentence - descri-bing the Jordan river - is an obvious interpolation and leaves no place for
hesitation as to its authorship (WPAANB Ch BBCTOK TRYETH. H NOEHT CE  MaAd
CTQSMt MEPHNL TOPA Na NI6H Xe MPRCTARH CE MOYCIH. METPLYL EPHXWNL. BRAACHUA
roph CTKH NA  NIEHXKE I6pAMb Here the writer clearly refers to some local place names
in the territory of then principality of Velbazd (present day Kjustendil in Bulgaria): cTpSma,
NEPUNL, METPLYL, BRAACHUA, O thus comparing the topography of the Holy Land to that
of the Balkans. 4!

The deciphering of most of the places alluded to in Constantine’s text does not pose
much of a problem (‘Perin’ was the name applied to the mountain of Pirin on the left bank
of the river Struma, %2 also referred to in the text, and the mountain of Belasica is located
south of the river Strumica which flows into the Struma). 43 The identification on the
toponym RETPL‘L, however, creates more difficulties. This name is widespread in the
Balkans, and in the Middle Ages several settlements are denoted by it. The first association
that comes to mind, naturally, is the medieval village known under this name (south of pre-
sent-day Plovdiv) next to which the famous Bac¢kovo Monastery is situated. Due to its prox-
imity, the monastery was usually referred to as Petritzos Monastery of as ‘Virgin Mary of
Petri¢' (Theotokos Petriziotissa). Taking into consideration that Constantine of Kostenec
had been living for about ten years in this monastery, 4 it seems likely that his description
refers to this place. Geographic proximity, however, suggests another solution. In the region

¥ Cf. L. van Ess, ed., Vetus testamentum Graecum iuxta Septuaginta interpretes, Leipzig: Sumtibus
Ernesti Bredtii 1854, Baoeiwv Tpitn, 10" 4: .. koi ad10¢ Emopeldn év 11 €pruw 0dOV NuéPac,
kol NAOe koi ExaBioev bmokdrw Pobucyv, kal HTACATO TNV Yuxny avTod &mobavely... .

40 According to Jacic¢, Constantine of Kostenec came from Kjustendil: V. JAci¢, Konstantin Filosof
i njegov Zivot Stefana Lazarevica, despota srpskog, I'naciuk Cprckor yueHor apyiutsa 42 (1875) 230.
JAGIC's opinion, however, was later refuted. The discussion about Constantine’s birth place is sum-
marised by KUgv and PETKOV, Cw0panu npoussedenus ..., 11-15.

41" The same comparative approach was used by the twelfth-century Rus’ pilgrim Daniil who com-
pared the Jordan with the river Snov’ in his homeland: Bcbmb ects nopo6ens leppans pbub
CHoBbcThil, BB mmpe u riay6ie, 1yKaBo e BeJIbMH M OBICTPO TeueTh; O60JIOHIa Xe HMaTh SIKOXKE 1
CroBb phka... Biunpe xe Iepgans pbka sxoxe Ha ycrbl CHOBbL phka ectb ... M ecth Xe 1o ceit
crpank pbub kynenu tos sxko abcoks Man, peBie MHOrO no 6pery IepjaHOBY NPEBBICOKO, KO
BepOie mojo6Ho, HO HbECTh BepOa; BhIle KyIenu siko jio3ic MHoro no Gpery Iepnana, Ho HbcTh Hala
JI03a, HO MHAKA, KO KCUISKU NOJOGHO ecTh. A. S. NOrRoV, ed., ITaromuux Januaa suuxa. Crazanue
o nymu, uice ecmp Kk Hepycaumy, u o 2padax u o camom epads Hepycaaums u o mecmax 4ecmmoix,
e okoao epada u o yepksax ceamvix, S.-Peterburg: Tunorpacust MiMnepatopckoit AkajemMun
Hayk 1864, pp. 55-56.

42 The same region is also referred to in the apocryphal RUABNIE HCaHE MP(0)poKIAl W MOCATANEMb
RPEMENH 4TO XOIIETH EBITH POAS YARY0 MOCABANEMS KOAENS in: Vasilka TAPKOVA-ZAIMOVA -
Anisava MILTENOVA, Mcmopuko-anokasunmutHama KHUXCHUHA 806 Bu3aHus U 8 cpeOHOBeK0BHA
Bwazapus, Sofia: YuusepcurteTcko usgatencrso “Cs. Knument Oxpupcku” 1996, p.233. See as well
editors’ comments on page 239, footnote 11. ‘

43 See Map. 1.

4 K. KuUgv - G. PETKOV, Cwbpanu npouseedenus ..., 7, 18.
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indicated by the other three toponyms used by Constantine, that is, generally speaking, the
Struma valley, the modern town of Petri¢ is located: it stands on the opposite bank of the
Struma at the foot of Belasica and across from “Perin” mountain. South of the modern town
of Petri¢ a medieval fortress (dated on the basis of its building techniques to the eleventh
century) was excavated. The fortress was in use till the end of the fourteenth century, though
some of its defences were later (through the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries) reutilised
by the Turks. 43 Presumably the same place is mentioned in a charter granting privileges to

_ Panteleemonos monastery on Mt Athos issued by the Dragas (Dejanovi¢) family around

1379. 46 Albeit the history of the fortress after the end of the fourteenth century is not well
established, it seems that at the time of Constantine of Kostenec it gradually lost its impor-
tance, experiencing in this way a fate similar to that of the Biblical Jericho. Thus, its iden-
tification with the neTpr4s of Constantine’s description seems to me beyond doubt.

According to this interpretation the topographic situation outlined by Constantine pre-
sents a very close match between the region of the Struma valley and the indicated places
in the Holy Land. The above mentioned geographic terms correspond to the actual location
in Palestine of the sites mentioned in the text: there the Jordan separates Jericho from Mount
Nebo which Moses climbed and from which he viewed the promised land across the river
before he died (Num. 27:12, Deut. 32:49, and esp. Deut. 34:1); 47 simillarly, across Petric,
on the right bank of the Struma, stands the mountain of “Perin”; and, finally, Petri¢ is locat-
ed to the northeast of Belasica the same way that in Palestine Jericho is to the northeast of
Jerusalem. 48

45 Z. PLIAKOV, Cpednosexosnu ceautya 6 obaacmma na Cpedna Cmpyma (VII-XIV eex).
Kamaanoe, s.v.”Iletpuu”, Mcropuuecku nperuey 1 (1997) 92-93.
46 J. IvaNov, Cesepra Makedonus, Sofia 1906, p. 127: U €lIE MPHAOKHCMO § TETPLYH... .

47 Deut 34:1: “Then Moses climbed Mount Nebo from the ‘plains of Moab to the top of Pisgah,
across from Jericho. There the Lord showed him the whole land...”.

48 Cf. Map 2.
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Geographic comparisons of this kind are typical of Constantine’s works. His Life of
Stefan Lazarevi¢, for example, reveals the same approach but there the analogies, due to
their different purpose, are constructed the other way round: there the similarity of Belgrade
to Jerusalem is extensively illustrated. 4° The parallels with Jerusalem in this case, howev-
er, did not obviously aim at illustrating the narrative, but rather at glorifying the Serbian cap-
ital as another holy city.

One can assume that the purpose of the sketchy map affixed to the text was the same

_as that of the comments interpolated into the text: to make the description more accessible
to its readers. Its existence in Constantine’s Greek protograph however, does not seem to
me very probable. The places deplcted on the map (/\HAA Mwn Klecapm emas Nasapen
S4ROP, Topa COMOp’L THEGpmA CKOE MOpE, ropa I\HEAAKA lprAN'L mga pl‘N KpLIENie,
répa MO\[CBOEA AMOpEQ, xopa’r"b EBCANCKA, MOPE COMCKO, COMB § FOMO, CTH CARa,
EQHXO, HAIA S€3RHTH, AAORA BPA, RHTAREM®, AW ARPAAR, BB TFOpNIA Ch ThUIANIE)
and those referred to in the text do not overlap. Further, several of the localities are mis-
placed: for example, epnxs and ropa moyceOra are depicted at the same bank of the Jordan
which contradicts what the text says and what the comparison with Bulgarian topography
reveals. These facts, as well as the statement attached to the map that it was drawn up “with-
out measuring but taking into consideration only the distances in days as they were seen and
reflected upon” (which certainly means not copying a model), indicates that it was sketched
by somebody who was not well acquainted with the topography of Palestine and who, most
plausibly, had some other written sources about the region at his disposal.

49 K. Kuev - G. PETkov, Cwbpanu npoussedenus ..., 393-96; Ninoslava RADOSEVIC, Laudes
Serbiae: The Life of Despot Stephan Lazarevi¢ by Constantine the Philosopher, 36opauk Pajopa
Buszauronowkor uncruryta 24-25 (1986) 445-49; G. SVANE, Koncmanmun Kocmeneuxuil u e20
6uozpagpus cepbekozo decnoma Cmegpana Jlazapesuna, Crapo6birapeka nmurepatypa 4 (1978) 21-
38, esp. 35-37.
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Following the same argument, it seems to me that both the map and the explanatory
note should be attributed to some of the copyists of Constantine’s works. Another marginal
note extant in MS Nikoljac 49 close in its style (with the characteristic alternation of verbal
forms in the first person singular and first person plural) to the sentence affixed to the map
indicates that some later scribe added his own observations. Thus, only a few pages after the
description of Jerusalem, in MS Nikoljac 49 we find the following comment accompanying
Constantine’s translation of the Interpretation of the Song of Songs by Theodoret of
Cyrrhus: T HAEXE KOCTOR'YH CiH REBAIAIOT CE, MNE MNHT' CE 1AKO ELIE NR ChRELLUIH
MoRKAENIE 1AKO SMNOKENO C3UIE. Nb ThYil0 YECTh NEKOKW. HNA CE EW 3NAALIE [AKO
MNW EB Bb CAOREXL. MH XE €AHKA WEPRTOXWM MOAOKHXWM:~. Similar is the well-
known scribal colophon on f. 149v in the Lovcéanski Sbornik mentioning Constantine’s
name. It reads: MPOYEE KE PAAH MNOKECTEA KNHIBIM HBOCTARHKWML. Cid XE MBI W
KNHPH KONCTANAHNA GHAOCOBA, IAKOKE PEYE CA, MPRMHCANA OEPLTUIE 3AE MOAOKHKW.

One of the most outstanding representatives of both Bulgarian and Serbian literatures
in the Late Middle Ages, Constantine of Kostenec was not only the author of several out-
stan-ding original works, but also, being himself a highly-educated linguist, a translator
from the Greek. In his Life of Stefan Lazarevic Constantine even calls himself npER0ANHKS,
thus attaching a special attention to this occupation of his. 3 The precise scope of the pieces
translated by Constantine is still to be specified. In this respect, Bonju ANGELOV's pioneer-
ing efforts need to be continued. Due to a lucky chance - the preservation of the colophon
in the Lovcanski Sbornik - the Description of Jerusalem could beyond doubt be attributed
to Constantine’s legacy. The Description, now available in full, reveals once again the
many-sided interests and the translating techniques of this South Slavic man of letters. It is
also, to my mind, indicative of the way the itineraries to Jerusalem functioned within the
boundaries of the Slavia Orthodoxa.

50 For another interpretation of the passage see K. KUEV - G. PETKOV, Cebpanu npousgedenus ...,
19.
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! All the variant readings arg given according to the Lovcanski Sbornik fragment (the edmon of
Kuev and PETKOV). 2ToAHKo e is placed in the right margin. *..peAb 4 Bh3NECENiA 5 Encwia
6 A0 MAE 7 FAATH 8 ®phTRA ° ARpaAMORA 10 ropda I Ty
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