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This paper extends previous work on the character of Ottoman
pragmatism in domestic inter-religious affairs1 and aims at demonstrating the reciprocal pragmatist exchanges that such pragmatism
triggered in the Ottoman state’s relations with its non-Muslim religious communities. The paper’s focus shall remain on the legal
framework that regulated the conversion of churches to mosques
and Orthodox Christian Church (re)construction, illustrating the
latter with one specific case-study displaying the pragmatic exchanges between the Ottoman administration and the Orthodox
Church at a local level, within the territories of modern-day Albania: the 1741 firman forbidding interferences of Ottoman authorities in Ardenicë Monastery’s reconstruction.
“Pragmatism” is used in this paper in the sense first introduced
by Charles Peirce in 1878. Pierce pointed out that ‘our beliefs are
really rules for action, said that, to develop a thought’s meaning,
we need only determine what conduct it is fitted to produce: that
conduct is for us its sole significance. And the tangible fact at the
root of all our thought-distinctions, however subtle, is that there is
no one of them so fine as to consist in anything but a possible dif1

K. Giakoumis–D. Egro, “Ottoman Pragmatism in Domestic Inter-Religious
Affairs: The Legal Framework of Church Construction in the Ottoman Empire
and the 1741 Firman of Ardenicë Monastery”, Ηπειρωτικά Χρονικά 44 (2010),
73-127.
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ference of practice. To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts of
an object, then, we need only consider what conceivable effects of
a practical kind the object may involve −what sensations we are to
expect from it, and what reactions we must prepare. Our conception of these effects, whether immediate or remote, is then for us
the whole of our conception of the object, so far as that conception
has positive significance at all’.2 The term has therefore no inherent utilitarian connotation and in this sense it is being used in this
study.
After clarifying the meaning of the term “pragmatism”, the following section will outline its reciprocal manifestations in the
realm of Ottoman dealings with non-Muslim religions within the
Ottoman system. The dominant paradigm of the growing body of
literature on the subject of Ottoman policies towards non-Muslim
subjects centres on “toleration”, its nature and variances, or the absence thereof.3 Advancing Karen Barkey’s conclusion that “too
much attention has been paid to the theological issues of Islam”
and that “we should rather focus on the historical conditions that
tend to produce religious tolerance or intolerance”,4 this paper pursues a different trajectory delving into the matter at hand from the
viewpoint of political pragmatism, which triggers pragmatist responses. As I shall demonstrate, drawing from different and, occasionally, controversial legal practices, the Ottoman state, driven
not only by Islamic theology, but also by systematic and organized
utilization of political pragmatism, did not hesitate to deviate from
the formally uniform attitude toward its non-Muslim subjects,
who, in appreciation of the power-game of pragmatism, also produced pragmatic approaches and responses.

2

W. James, Pragmatism & Other Writings, East Rutherford, NJ 2000, p. 63;
see http://site.ebrary.com/lib/tirana/Doc?id=5004929&ppg=63 accessed in July
15, 2006.
3
For an example of the persistence of the term and its antonym even when in
doubt, see G. Georgiades-Arnakis, “The Greek Church of Constantinople and the
Ottoman Empire”, The Journal of Modern History 24.3 (Sept. 1952), 235.
4
K. Barkey, “Islam and Toleration: Studying the Ottoman Imperial Model”,
International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society 19 (2005), 5-19.
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1. Dialectics of Pragmatism in Ottoman Domestic Inter-Religious
Affairs
The origin of Ottoman attitude towards Christianity and Judaism must be sought in pre-Islamic religious layers that provided
formative elements of Islamic faith5 and Islam’s theocratic precepts: specifically, its theology and law as embodied in the Koran,
linking all monotheists to a common fate on the Day of Resurrection and beyond6 and also maintaining that “there is no compulsion
in religion”7 and that “I have my religion, and you have your religion”, a notion which would surely have been very strange to nonMuslims in earlier times.8 Other passages, however, complicate
this matter, such as the exhortation: “O’ you who believe, do not
take the Jews and Christians as allies. They are allies of each other,
and he amongst you who becomes their ally is one of them. Verily,
God does not guide the unjust”.9
With regard to Christianity, Mohammed’s contract with the
Christians of Yemen became the basis of Ottoman inclusionary
policies towards their Christian subjects10 −provided that the latter
pay a fixed poll tax as a token of submission. It was, therefore, an
element in Islamic legal practice that the Christian subjects of a
Muslim state could preserve their own religious organisations and
traditions.
5

A. Giannoulatos, Ισλάμ: Θρησκειολογική Επισκόπησις, Athens 1993, pp. 45-

66.
6

Koran II:62, cited in M. Kiel, Art and Society of Bulgaria in the Turkish
Period: a Sketch of the Economic, Juridical and Artistic Preconditions of
Bulgarian Post-Byzantine Art and its Place in the Development of the Art of the
Christian Balkans, 1360/70 - 1700: A New Interpretation, Van Gorcum and
Comp. Publ., Assen/Maastricht, The Netherlands 1985, p. 144.
7
Koran II:256; cf. Kiel, Art and Society, p. 144.
8
Koran 109:6; B. Lewis, The Multiple Identities of the Middle East,
Schocken Books, New York 1999, p. 117.
9
K. Abou el Fadl, “The Place of Tolerance in Islam”, in J. Cohen–I. Lague
(eds.), The Place of Tolerance in Islam, Beacon, Boston 2002, p. 11, n. 7.
10
W. Montgomery, Muhammad in Medina, Oxford 1956, p. 359-360; R.
Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy towards Christian Church Buildings”, Études Balkaniques 4 (1994), 14-36, especially p. 16.
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The millet11 system, applied to the non-Muslim communities
living in a Muslim state, owed its specifically Islamic legal bases
to the very beginnings of Islam, to the events of Muhammad’s
Medinan years (622-623).12 In the Ottoman Empire the word “millet” became a technical term, and was used for the organized, recognized, religio-political communities enjoying certain rights of
autonomy under their own chiefs.13 The millet system was based
on the sultan’s recognition, through a diploma, of the existence and
limited authority of a non-Muslim community. Albeit, non-Muslims always remained dhimmi,14 subjects of the Islamic state enjoying the privilege of looking after their own communal affairs in
certain defined spheres of life, in this case within the Church organization.15
Pragmatic political reasons backed in Islamic religious gloss
forced Islam to preserve and even extend the status of the Orthodox Church ruling over the Orthodox communities. So, the Orthodox believers in the Ottoman lands speaking different languges, all
came to be designated administratively as Rum, literally “Roman”.
The Ottomans, though they distinguished them ethnically, did not
give importance to their national or racial differences.
Parallel with the Ottoman advance, the Orthodox Church had to
adopt itself to the new situation, as there was no other alternative

11

The word milla, more familiar in its Turkish form millet, is a Qur’anic
Arabic word of Aramaic origin, originally meaning “a word”, hence a group of
people who accepted a particular word or revealed book. It is also used of other,
including non-Muslim, religious groups, and some deviant groups within the
Islamic world: B. Lewis, The Political Language of Islam, The University of
Chicago Press, Chicago 1988, p. 38.
12
C.E. Bosworth, “The Concept of Dhimma in Early Islam”, in B. Braude−B.
Lewis, Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, vol. I, Holmes & Meier
Publishers, London-New York 1982, p. 37.
13
Lewis, The Political Language of Islam, pp. 38-39.
14
For what this meant to non-Muslims’ lives under an Islamic state, see J.
Schacht, An Introduction to Islamic Law, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1982, pp.
130-133.
15
H. Inalcik, “The Status of the Greek Orthodox Patriarch Under the
Ottomans”, Turcica 21-23 (1991), p. 420.
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to survive.16 Accepting the status offering by the Ottomans, the Orthodox Church preserved its ecclesiastical organisation. As in the
Byzantine Empire the Church was an important civil organ, in the
Ottoman time it extented their rights and had the advantage of being important also in lay issues.17
Simultaneously, the pragmatic character of the Ottoman state
carried this toleration into the realm of political requirements and
economic force. At the political level, in accordance to the old
Christian hierarchical structure of having a Patriarch at the Head of
a Synod administering Church affairs, but in contrast to Christian
canons of elevating a prelate from the ranks of ecclesiastical hierarchy at the head of the Orthodox Church, Gennadios Scholarios,
upon Mehmed II’s order, was ordained Patriarch at a forced and
non-canonical pace.18 With respect to economic forces, the Patriarch, the Patriarchate, and its officials became part of the Ottoman
administration and were thenceforth bedecked with privileges
based on the economic relations between the Porte and its Christian subjects, stunningly promulgated by the Patriarchate’s 1474
decision to subject itself to a new tax to the sultan in a profound

16

See for example, M. Paizi-Apostolopoulou–D.G. Apostolopoulos, Μετά
την Κατάκτηση. Στοχαστικές Προσαρμογές του Πατριαρχείου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως σε Ανέκδοτη Εγκύκλιο του 1477, EIE, Athens 2006.
17
L. Hadrovics, Le people serbe et son eglise sous la domination turque,
Paris 1947, p. 54.
18
Gennadios Scholarios was only a monk when sultan Mehmed II ordered
his appointment to the Patriarchal throne. His ordination at a forced pace to the
ranks of a deacon, priest, Bishop and Archbishop/Patriarch without prior
resolution by the Church’s Holy Synod constitutes a non-canonical procedure
practised only in times of hardship by the Orthodox Church. For the nomination
of Gennadios by sultan Mehmed II, see M.H. Blanchet, Georges GennadiosScholarios (vers 1400-vers 1472): Un intellectual orthodoxe face à la disparition
de l’empire byzantin, Éditions de l’Institut Français d’Études Byzantines
(“Archives de l’Orient chrétien”, 20), Paris 2008 and M. Paizi-Apostolopoulou–
D.G. Apostolopoulos, Επίσημα κείμενα του Πατριαρχείου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως.
Τα σωζόμενα από την περίοδο 1454-1498, NHRF/INR, Athens 2011. For the
Patriarch’s status, see H. Inalcik, op.cit., pp. 407-436 and the bibliography on
notes 11, 13.
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attempt to pragmatically anchor relations of interdependence.19 In
return for Her status, the Orthodox Church gave sultan’s authority
a certain religious and ‘God-pleasing’ dimension20 and incorporated the public functions of the Ottoman state into its religious
and pastoral practices and administrative dealings, thereby securing ‘natural’ acceptance of its lot by the Christian subjects of the
Ottoman state.21 The Church considered the tribulations of the
19

Paizi-Apostolopoulou–Apostolopoulos, Μετά την Κατάκτηση, particularly
pp. 33-39, 74-75, 95-99, 113-116, where the authors call this pragmatic movement an ‘adaptation’; cf. P. Konortas, Οθωμανικές Θεωρήσεις για το Οικουμενικό Πατριαρχείο (17ος-αρχές 20ού αιώνα), Alexandreia ed., Athens 1998; cf. D.
Apostolopoulos, “Les mécanismes d’une Conquête: adaptations politiques et
statut économique du conquis dans le cadre de l’Empire ottoman”, in Économies
Méditerranéennes: Équilibres et Intercommunications, Xllle-XIXe siècles, v. 3,
Athens 1986, pp. 191-204. For a Marxist viewpoint, see D. Papaioannou, Η Πολιτική των Επισκόπων στην Τουρκοκρατία: Ιστορικοκανονική προσέγγιση, Athens
1991, pp. 38-45.
20
There is a popular saying that the fall of Constantinople stemmed from
God’s will: ‘Πάψετε τὸ χερουβικὸ κι ἄς χαμηλώσουν τ’ ἅγια, / παπάδες πάρτε τὰ
γ’ἱερὰ, καὶ σεῖς κεριὰ σβηστεῖτε / γιατὶ εἶναι θέλημα Θεοῦ ἡ Πόλη νὰ τουρκέψῃ /
…’ [N. Politis, Εκλογαί από τα τραγούδια του ελληνικού λαού, Athens 1925, p.
4]; cf. M. Hatzopoulos, “Oracular Prophesy and the Politics of Toppling Ottoman Rule in South East Europs”, The Historical Review 8 (2011), 95-116.
21
To secure and protect the link between the power of the Ottoman state and
the Orthodox faith, powerful laymen or official holders of the Patriarchate
produced appropriate texts. The translation into the language of the people of the
Apostolic Constitutions as a Nomocanon by Georgios Trapezountios (17th-18th
c.) is a typical example. Although it was probably never printed (because of the
death of Nikolaos Mavrokordatos) [Ch. Papastathis, ‘Νομοκάνων Γεωργίου του
Τραπεζουντίου’, Ανάτυπον εκ του Κέντρου Ερεύνης της Ιστορίας του Ελληνικού
Δικαίου της Ακαδημίας Αθηνών, Athens 1985, p. 372], the Nomocanon shows
how the association between the two was made. Old regulations about fulfilling
one’s financial obligations towards the state authorities were re-written in a
modern, intelligible form. Note the following parallel passages, the first from the
original and the second, a translation:
1) “Πάσῃ βασιλείᾳ καὶ ἀρχῇ ὑποτάγητε ἐν οἷς ἀρέσκει τῷ Θεῷ, ὡς Θεοῦ
διακόνοις, καὶ τῶν ἀσεβῶν τιμωροῖς πάντα φόβον τὸ ὀφειλόμενον αὐτοῖς
ἀποπληρώσατε, πᾶσαν εἰσφοράν, πᾶν τέλος, πᾶσαν τιμήν, δόσιν κῆνσον. Θεοῦ
γὰρ τοῦτο διάταγμα, μηδενὶ τι χρεωστεῖν, εἰ μὴ τὸ τῆς φιλίας σύμβολον ὁ Θεὸς
διετάξατο διὰ Χριστοῦ” [J.P. Migne, Patrologia Graeca, v. 1, verse 825].
Chapter 13, Book 4.
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Christians as a divine retribution for their infidelity, thus securing
in a way the western borders of the Empire through its, generally
speaking, anti-unionist attitude in the potential merger of the Orthodox with the Papist Church.22 Last but not least, the Church
condemned those who thought otherwise, this allegedly being
contrary to the will of God.23
“Εἰς κάθε βασιλείαν καὶ ἐξουσίαν νὰ ὑποταχθῆτε εἰς ἐκεῖνα ὁποῦ ἀρέζουν
τὸν Θεόν, ὡσὰν ὁποῦ εἶναι οἱ ἐξουσιασταί, ὑπηρέται τοῦ Θεοῦ, καὶ παιδεύουν
τοὺς κακούς. Νὰ πληρώσετε εἰς αὐτοὺς κάθε χρεωστούμενον φόρον. Κάθε
εἰσόδημα, κάθε χαράτζι, κάθε τιμήν, κάθε δόσιμον. Διότι ἔτζι προστάζει ὁ Θεός.
Κανενὸς νὰ μὴν χρεωστᾶτε τίποτες, πάρεξ τὸ σημάδι τῆς φιλίας, ἐκεῖνο ὁποῦ
ἐδιώρισεν ὁ Θεὸς διὰ μέσου τοῦ Χριστοῦ” [Papastathis, op. cit., pp. 482-483].
2) “… Καὶ ὑμεῖς οἱ δοῦλοι ὑποτάγητε τοῖς κυρίοις ὑμῶν ὡς τύποις Θεοῦ ἐν
προσοχῇ καὶ φόβῳ ὡς τῷ Κυρίῳ, καὶ οὐκ ἀνθρώποις” [Migne, op. cit., verse
1008].
Chapter 13, Book 7.
“… Καὶ ἐσεῖς οἱ δοῦλοι νὰ ὑποταχθῆτε εἰς τοὺς αὐθεντάδες σας μὲ μεγάλην
προσοχὴν καὶ φόβον, ὡσὰν ὁποῦ εἶναι εἰς ἐσᾶς Θεοὶ καὶ νὰ στοχασθῆτε πὼς
ὑποτάσσεσθε εἰς τὸν Θεόν, καὶ ὄχι εἰς τοὺς ἀνθρώπους” [Papastathis, op. cit., p.
553].
3) “Τὸν βασιλέα βοβηθήσῃ, εἰδὼς ὅτι τοῦ Κυρίου ἐστὶν ἡ χειροτονία τοὺς
ἄρχοντας αὐτοῦ τιμήσῃς, ὡς λειτουργοὺς Θεοῦ ἔκδικοι γὰρ εἰσὶν πάσης ἀδικίας
οἷς ἀποτίσατε τέλος, φόρον, καὶ πᾶσαν εἰσφορὰν εὐγνωμόνως” [Migne, op. cit.,
verse 1009].
Chapter 16, Book 7.
“Νὰ φοβηθῇς τὸν βασιλέα, ἠξεύροντας ὅτι ἡ χειροτονία του εἶναι ἀπὸ τὸν
Θεόν. Τοὺς ἄρχοντάς του νὰ τοὺς τιμήσῃς ὡς ὑπηρέτας Θεοῦ, διότι εἶναι ἐκδικηταὶ πάσης ἀδικίας. Εἰς τοὺς ὁποίους νὰ πληρώσετε μὲ εὐχαριστίαν δόσιμον,
χαράτζι, καὶ κάθε ἄλλο εἰσόδημα” [Papastathis, op. cit., p. 554].
22
There is a growing body of literature on this topic, whose coverage is
beyond the scope of this paper. For the annulment of the acts of the unionist
Florence Council, see Paizi-Apostolopoulou–Apostolopoulos, Μετά την Κατάκτηση, pp. 77-78, 96, 104-121. For the theological aspects of the OrthodoxCatholic controversies in the course of the Ottoman rule, see T. Ware, Eustratios
Argenti: A study of the Greek Church under Turkish Rule, Oxford 1964.
23
For those reasons anathemas were pronounced on Christians who failed in
their duty to the state or to the ecclesiastical administration [Papaioannou, op.cit.,
pp. 58-62]. Recent research has shown that during the Ottoman domination, the
use of excommunication was for far more complex functions than a simple
punishment [P. Michaelaris, Αφορισμός: Η Προσαρμογή μιας Ποινής στις Αναγκαιότητες της Τουρκοκρατίας, Athens 1997; A. Gerouki, “Συλλογικές νοοτροπίες και Ιστορία του Δικαίου. Οι αφορισμοί στην Βενετοκρατούμενη Κέρκυρα
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Dissimilar to Ottoman policies towards its Orthodox subjects,
the Catholic Church was never formally recognized within the Ottoman borders and many of its members were treated as ‘foreigners’24 as a consequence of the stormy Ottoman-‘Latin’ relations.
Frazee’s study on the Catholic Church and the Ottoman Empire
has indicated five periodisation segments of the Ottoman-Catholic
relations (1453-1556, 1556-1688, 1688-1805, 1805-1923) pointing
out that in spite of the initial enmities, their relations improved in
the 16th century when the Franco-Turkish anti-Habsburg alliance
was followed by the protection of Catholic missionaries in the
Balkans who pragmatically solicited the support of the French ambassador, while the 18th century suppression of Jesuits was ensued
by a 19th century revival of Catholic fortunes.25 The OttomanCatholic relations were seemingly conditioned by international
power politics rather than a uniform conduct on the basis of Islamic law.
Contrary to Christian hierarchical organization, the Jewish
community had a norm of congregational organization opposing to
any superstructure of authority. In integrating Jewish organizational norms into the Ottoman system, the Ottomans felt little institutional need for a Jewish ‘community-head’, or at least not
enough to override Jewish evident communal objections. It is for
this reason that Mehmed II recognized Rabbi Moses Capsali with
the more honorific than substantive title of ‘hodja’, thereby sanctioning a pre-existing position arisen from internal Jewish needs in
consonance with their practices. In the absence of a formal repre(1675-1797). Μεθοδολογικές προσεγγίσεις”, Πρακτικά ΙΒ΄ Πανελληνίου Ιστορικού Συνεδρίου (Μάιος 1991), Thessaloniki 1992, pp. 167-175; A. Gerouki, “Ο
φόβος του αφορισμού”, Τα Ιστορικά 5 (June 1988), pp. 53-68.
24
W.S. Vucinich, “The Nature of the Balkan Society under Ottoman Rule”,
Slavic Review 21.4 (1962), 606.
25
C.A. Frazee, Catholics and Sultans: The Church and the Ottoman Empire,
1453-1923, New York 1983. For reviews of this study, see S.K. Batalden,
Church History 54.1 (1985), 107-108; A. Bucholz, The History Teacher 18.2
(1985), 306-307. For more critical reviews, see B. Braude, America Historical
Review 89.4 (1985), 1127 and C. Imber, The English Historical Review 101.398
(1986), 225-226.
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sentation to the Ottoman authorities, the Jewish communities of
the Ottoman Empire pragmatically employed a system of special
envoys and court favourites to plead their causes.26
In accordance with Ottoman policies of integrating non-Muslim
subjects in the Ottoman Empire, but in contrast to their practice of
sanctioning pre-existing religious offices and leaders still without
establishing new ones, in 1479, Mehmed II created an Armenian
patriarchal office in Istanbul appointing Yovakim of Bursa as a
Patriarch of Istanbul. In this case, the Ottomans, in fear that the
Armenians, having a spiritual capital and demographic centre beyond the borders of the empire and within the limits of Turkmen
fractions, could potentially turn or be used against the Ottoman
interests, forced the deportation of Armenians from sensitive areas
to the relative security of Istanbul and the Balkans.27
In the coursed of the 15th century the Ottoman Empire implemented a considerable diversity of pragmatist policies and practices towards its non-Muslim subjects who reacted in an equally
pragmatic fashion determined more by international power politics
and the need of flexibility to serve domestic interests, rather than
strict adherence to the Islamic Law, to whose application the Ottomans easily revert, upon pragmatic judgement of the empire’s
needs.28 As will become evident from the following unit, this must
26

For the Jewish system of representation before the sultan, see M. Rozen, A
History of the Jewish Community in Istanbul: The Formative Years, 1453-1566,
Brill, Leiden & Boston 2002, where citations to prior literature.
27
For an overview of early Ottoman policies facing the Armenians, see B.
Braude, (1982), “Foundation Myths of the Millet System”, in Braude−Lewis,
op.cit., pp. 69-83, particularly pp. 81-82.
28
See, for example, the confiscation and sale of churches and monasteries
under Selim II (1566-1574) upon strict interpretation of Islamic law at A. Fotić,
“The Official Explanations for the Confiscation and Sale of Monasteries
(Churches) and their Estates at the Time of Selim II”, Turcica 26 (1994), 33-54.
For the pragmatic approach of the Ottoman state towards the equally pragmatic
conversion of Christians to Islam in the course of the establishment of “a new
polity with a diverse political landscape aware of the need to increase its
manpower” (pp. 53-54), see T. Krstić, Contested Conversions to Islam: Narratives of Religious Change in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire, Stanford
University Press, Stanford 2011.
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be considered as strength, rather than a weakness of the Ottoman
Empire.
2. Dialectics of Ottoman Pragmatism in the Legal Framework of
Church Conversion and (Re-) Construction
Owing to the combination of a biased ‘catastrophe theory’ and a
gross misunderstanding of Ottoman legal procedures with respect
to church building, impartial scholarly opinion on this matter has
been thrown into complete disarray and confusion. K. Giakoumis
had also succumbed to the Balkan prejudice of nationalist historiography in a publication of 1994 where he alleged that the reasons
for the existence of monasteries built and adorned with frugality,
was the Christian’s desire not to provoke the ‘conquerors’. “These
simple, poor and silent churches, …works of faith and poverty
…were settings fit with the enduring course of the enslaved Nation”, were built in “distant or even hardly accessible places, away
from the fear of violation or conversion of the churches to
mosques”.29 Furthermore, the gloominess of the post-Byzantine
monuments has been attributed to a kind of “mysticism and selfconcentration which fitted the mentality of the enslaved Christians”.30 Ignorance about legislation regarding Christian architec29

G. Giakoumis−K. Giakoumis, Ορθόδοξα Μνημεία στη Βόρειο Ήπειρο:
Πρώτη Προσέγγιση–Kαταγραφή, Ioannina 1994, pp. 43-44.
30
Ch. Bouras, “Η εκκλησιαστική Αρχιτεκτονική στην Ελλάδα μετά την
Άλωση” (= The ecclesiastical Architecture in Greece after the Conquest), in
Αρχιτεκτονικά Θέματα 3 (1969), p. 172; N. Moutsopoulos, Οι Εκκλησίας του Νομού Πέλλας, Institute for Balkan Studies, Thessaloniki 1973, p. 84; Ch. Bouras,
Ιστορία της Αρχιτεκτονικής: Αρχιτεκτονική στο Βυζάντιο, το Ισλάμ και τη Δυτική
Ευρώπη κατά το Μεσαίωνα, Athens 1995, p. 471; R. Stylianou, “Το Καθολικό
της Μονής Σοσίνου στο Πωγώνι της Ηπείρου”, in Churches in Greece 15431850 2 (1982), 74; H. Makri, “Το καθολικό της Μονής του Προφήτη Ηλία στη
Ζίτσα της Ηπείρου”, in Churches in Greece, op.cit., p. 93. For contrary opinions,
see Y. Karatzoglou, “Η Μονή Αγίας Τριάδας Δρακότρυπας (Σκλάταινας)”, in
Churches in Greece, op.cit., p. 147. Anastasios Orlandos [A. Orlandos, “L’ architecture religieuse en Grèce pendant la domination Turque”, in L’Hellenisme
Contemporain (1953), 206, 208] and his pupils [An. Portelanos, “Ο Άγιος
Νικόλαος στο Χορευτό Πηλίου”, in Churches in Greece, op.cit., p. 175] simply
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ture led Georgios Sotiriou to write that “during the Turkish occupation the churches were erected on the inferior Byzantine monuments (since the most important were transformed to mosques) repaired after specific juridical decision (iclam)…”.31 Sotiriou correctly refers to the issuing of repair permits for old, Byzantine
churches, but is mistaken when he declares that special permissions were required for the erection of entirely new church buildings. One of the most palpable examples of scholarly misunderstanding on this matter is that of Sotiris Voyadjis who, with reference to the post-Byzantine phase of the Monastery of Vitouma,
Trikala, states that “the fact that an earlier church is not mentioned
anywhere [Note of the author: there is evidence of such an earlier,
Byzantine phase], is possibly due to the attempt to hide it from the
agents of the Ottoman State, whose law forbids the construction of
churches without special permit”! From what follows, it will become clear that, in a pragmatist exchange, in this as well as in
other cases, while church construction could not have been kept
secret from the Ottoman authorities, the very fact that the Vitouma
Monastery and others was raised on the site of a Byzantine church
was sufficient reason to acquire an official repair permit solicited
by a community fully aware of the Ottoman state’s needs. It was
cite ‘darkness’ as a characteristic feature of the church in the Ottoman period
without providing any evidence of reasoning. Aphrodite Pasali goes as far as
attributing the abundance of light in the church of St Paraskevi, Neraidochori
near Trikala to its distance from inhabited areas and to the loose autonomy of the
area from ‘Turkish intervention’ [A. Pasali, “Η Αγία Παρασκευή στο Νεραϊδοχώρι Τρικάλων”, in Churches in Greece, op.cit., p. 194]. We agree with the well
balanced opinion of N. Papaggelos, “Ο Ναός των Εισοδίων της Θεοτόκου στην
Καλάνδρα Χαλκιδικής”, in Churches in Greece 1453-1850 1 (1979), 53, note 14
and S. Voyadjis, “Η Μονή Βητουμά στα Τρίκαλα Θεσσαλίας”, in Churches in
Greece 1453-1850 5 (1998), 37-52, particularly p. 39 and n. 6-8 on p. 51. They
attribute the lack of large windows to climatic conditions: difficulties in warming
up the churches, particularly in mountainous areas and the cost of panes. It could
be added that, since most of the monastic services take place in early morning or
evening hours, light from windows could be of little help. This fact has not been
previously mentioned.
31
G. Sotiriou, “Ιστορικά Σημειώματα”, Αθηνά 37 (1925), 164 ff. and G.
Sotiriou, Χριστιανική και Βυζαντινή Αρχαιολογία, v. A: Χριστιανικά Κοιμητήρια
–Εκκλησιαστική Αρχιτεκτονική, Athens 1942, p. 32, n. 1.
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thanks to this permit that the restoration of this monastery was no
doubt achieved.32
32

Voyadjis, “Η Μονή Βητουμά”, p. 49. I disagree with the author that the
catholicon in its present form was erected in its entirety in 1600. This date, to
which he ascribes the church, is the result of a misunderstood expression used
frequently in post-Byzantine inscriptions: Ἀνηγέρθη καὶ ἀνιστορήθη. It occasionally refers only to the date of the painting of the nave (see for example the
inscription in the narthex at the monastery of Vanishtë [K. Giakoumis, The Case
of the Monasteries of Jorgucat and Vanishtë in Dropull and of Spelaio in
Lunxhëri as Monuments and Institutions during the Ottoman Period in Albania
(16th-19th Centuries), doctoral thesis submitted in the C.B.O.M.G.S., The
University of Birmingham, Birmingham 2002, pp. 211-212]; for the inscription
see Voyadjis, “Η Μονή Βητουμά”, pp. 40-41). The same author is bound by his
complicated interpretation of the inscription which dates the iconostasis of the
monastery to 1592 [for this inscription see ibid, pp. 38-39]. He prefers to explain
the discrepancy between the dates by concluding that the iconostasis was most
likely transferred to the monastery from another place, as occurred with the
iconostasis of the Monastery of Dousiko [ibid, p. 49 and n. 60, p. 52]. But the
simple fact is that the dating must be pushed backwards to the second phase of
the catholicon, thereby establishing the date of the iconostasis as a terminus ante
quem of the construction of the catholicon. At all events, in my opinion, the
beautiful tripartite sanctuary, with its highly elaborate masonry and the elegant
middle-Byzantine brick-decoration [ibid, p. 46, ill. 15 and p. 44, ill. 10] is
mistakenly ascribed by the author to the same phase as the rebuilding of the
catholicon. He argues that the absence of an explicit joint, the continuation of the
timbering, at the eastern side penetrating the apses and the absence of
indifference in the frescoes in the interior cannot justify an earlier phase [ibid,
pp. 42-43]. He seems to ignore first, that the absence of an obvious joint does not
signify the contemporary construction of two spaces, since factors such as the
quality of the ground, the diligence of the construction at the points of the
junction of the old and the new, and in the interlocking of the stones and the kind
of roofing can prevent the creation of a joint at the point of the junction [C.
Oikonomou, “Ο σταυρεπίστεγος ναος των Ταξιαρχών στη Βίτσα Ζαγορίου”, in
Churches in Greece 1453-1850 4 (1993), pp. 68, 70]; secondly, that the
penetration of the timbering in curved surfaces, such as apses, is manageable
through only two sections, and thirdly, that the indifference in the background
layer of the frescoes in cases of different masonry depended on the skills of the
painters who prepared the fresco background and was not always observed (such
as in the Church of St Trinity in Berat painted by Nikolaos the son of the famous
painter Onοuphrios). Moreover, to the best of my knowledge this kind of
elaboration in the shape, construction and decoration of a tripartite apse (which
at all events is unusual in post-Byzantine architecture) has no precedent in the
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An enormous empire, such as the Ottoman, that incorporated a
plethora of different faith traditions could not have functioned
without a proper legal framework to regulate the social and religious requirements of its subjects. Theocratic, as in many ways
this Empire was, and with Islam as its official faith, it could hardly
have operated with parameters other than the Islamic. And according to Islamic Law, the attitude towards the non-muslim subjects and their places of worship depended on the terms of acceptance of Islamic dominion.33
The confiscation of churches or their conversion to mosques occurred in a number of different circumstances: 1) In the case of
conquest by force of arms, when the Islamic State confiscated
some, but not all of the Christian churches, usually the most
prominent, most of which were immediately converted to
mosques. This was clearly a political action, signifying the victory
of Islam and the change of a political status quo. It was by no
means an act of revenge against the Christians. The latter, in any
case, were recognised as one of the ‘People of the Book’, who,
linked with the other monotheist faiths to a common destiny on the
Day of the Resurrection and beyond,34 were thus protected by God

post-Byzantine examples, while it closely resembles middle-Byzantine buildings,
such as the ones cited by the author [Voyadjis, “Η Μονή Βητουμά”, p. 45 and n.
35-37 on p. 51] and other monuments. The greater diligence in the adornment of
the obvious parts of a catholicon, as exemplified in the post-Byzantine period,
certainly does not reach this level of difference as in the Monastery of Vitouma,
while the examples found similar by Voyadjis [ibid, p. 44 and n. 31-32 on p. 51]
are far from being convincing. Hence, in the case of Vitouma we are dealing
with an attractive middle-Byzantine sanctuary dated shortly before 1161, the
year given by the inscription of the old catholicon of the monastery as copied in
the 18th century codex 141 of the Monastery of the Transfiguration in Meteora
and published by N. Veis [N. Veis, Χειρόγραφα των Μετεώρων, v. A, Athens
1967, pp. 160-161]. This altar, once part of the old catholicon, was incorporated
in the post-Byzantine church built on the foundations of the Byzantine one,
thereby following the basilica type and dated with a terminus ante quem of 1592.
33
Schacht, op.cit., pp. 130-133.
34
Koran, II, verse 62.
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and Mohammed.35 In the case of Thessaloniki, the second largest
city of the Byzantine Empire, after its capture by Murad II, its
Church of St Paraskevi Acheiropoietos and the Monastery of St
John the Forerunner, were immediately chosen to be confiscated
and converted to mosques, while other equally large churches,
such as St Demetrios or Hagia Sophia were untouched.36 2) Insurgence against the Ottoman State37 −perhaps the most obvious instance is that of the uprising staged by Bishop Dionysios of Larisa,
the ‘Skylosophos’, in Ioannina38 when all of the churches of
Ioannina were confiscated and the mosque of Aslan Pasha39 was
built (1618) on the elevated and commanding site of the old church
of St. John (Ioannes), after which, according to tradition, the city
was named (Ioannina)− resulted in demolition of some churches.40
3) Occasions related to Muslim eschatological expectations shortly
before the Hijra Date 1000 (1591/2).41 4) The sale of a church by
Christian priests to an Ottoman dignitary42 or the inability of a
community to buy out a church confiscated by the Ottoman state.43
5) When an old church fell into disuse for over 50 continuous
35

See the stipulations of the Pact of Nadjrãn in 631 between Mohammed and
the Christians of Yemen [W. Montgomery, Muhammad in Medina, Oxford 1956,
pp. 359-360 and reproduced in Kiel, Art and Society, p. 144].
36
M. Kiel, “Notes on the history of some Turkish monuments in Thessaloniki”, Balkan Studies 11.1 (1970), 123-156. For a general overview of the issue
of the confiscation of churches, together with numerous examples, see Kiel, Art
and Society, pp. 167-181.
37
Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 170-174.
38
A brief description of the uprising of Dionysios and its aftermath can be
found in L. Vranousis, “Ιστορικά και τοπογραφικά του Κάστρου των Ιωαννίνων”, perhaps more accessible in Χαριστήριον εις Αναστάσιον Ορλάνδον, Athens
1968, pp. 37-39; cf. Chapter 1, pp. 35-36.
39
Today known as ‘Demotikon Mouseion’.
40
P. Aravantinos, Χρονογραφία της Ηπείρου των τε Ομόρων Ελληνικών και
Ιλλυρικών Χωρών…, v. 1-2, Athens 1856, reprint by Elias Rizos 1969, v. 2, p.
219.
41
Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 174-177.
42
Kiel, Art and Society, p. 177.
43
A. Fotić, “The Official Explanations for the Confiscation and Sale of
Monasteries (Churches) and their Estates at the Time of Selim II”, Turcica 26
(1994), 33-54.
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years.44 It should also be pointed out that when a church was taken
away from the Christians, they could in most cases erect a new
one, less ostentatious in its appearance, somewhere else.45 In general, confiscation took place mostly in the cities, for the majority of
Muslim villagers not only seemed to be unenthusiastic about having mosques in their own villages, as M. Kiel observes,46 perhaps
due to the existence of a large number of Bektashi believers, but
also, at least in the case of Albania, having been Islamised only
relatively recently, showed great respect to Christian churches and
monasteries.47 6) One particular instance of confiscation and conversion of churches to mosques took place in the 15th century, in
areas settled by Muslim refugees from Spain. Their hatred of
Christianity led to anti-Christian plunders and closures of religious
buildings.48 7) In the case of towns where foreign powers had been
based before their capture by the Ottomans, all property was confiscated, including churches. The latter were converted to mosques
or used for other purposes and all Christians were permanently exiled from the city. 8) Finally, a slightly milder punishment was imposed in those foreign places that surrendered after a long siege
and signed a treaty. In this instance, only the non-Orthodox
churches and properties were confiscated.49 Last but not least,
there is evidence that after the conquest while some Christian
churches were converted to mosques, some others were either destroyed for their materials to be used for new buildings or simply
removed from Christians.50
Other examples, though, demonstrate that the policies regarding
the confiscation of churches in accordance to the way of a place’s
44

M.G. Arabatzoglou, Φώτειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Constantinople 1933, p. 217,
which contains a Greek translation of the official order [see also Kiel, Art and
Society, pp. 177-181].
45
Kiel, Art and Society, p. 181 and note 104.
46
Kiel, Art and Society, p. 183.
47
See G. Giakoumis, Μνημεία Ορθοδοξίας στην Αλβανία, Athens 1994, pp.
180-181, note 75.
48
Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 171-172.
49
These cases are also described by Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 169-170.
50
Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, p. 187 and note 28.
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acceptance of Ottoman sovereignty were seldomly uniform. The
Ottoman late fifteenth century historian Mehmed Neshri cites the
cases of Izmid and Iznik, in which Orhan confiscated a number of
churches converting some of them to mosques, others to mescids
and others to medreses.51 The modern Northern Albanian city of
Shkodra provides another similar case. Part of the dominion of the
Balshas in late Byzantine times, the city fall in Ottoman hands a
few years after the defeat of Balsha II in the Vjosa battle (1385),
when his heir, Georg Stratsimirović, was driven out of the city by
the Ottoman forces under Kavalalı Şahin Pasha, who kept it only
for a few years. In 1396 Stratsimirović sold his possessions to the
Venetians, who kept it until 1479, when after a protracted war the
city capitulated to sultan Mehmed II.52 The cession of the city to
the Ottomans was accompanied by conversion of Shkodra’s
churches into mescids in spite of the city’s capitulation to Mehmed
II; it seems that the city’s unruly history and the importance of security in the Ottomans’ north-western Balkan underbelly in view
of Mehmed’s Italian plans compelled the sultan to transmit a
stronger message of sovereignty.53 Overall, Ottoman inconsistencies in the application of the law on the confiscation of churches
are manifestations of pragmatism in such decisions.
When cities or entire regions that had previously been ruled by
local princes surrendered voluntarily, the attitude of the Ottomans
towards the Christians and their churches was much different.
Much more often than not, the churches remained in the possession
of their community. Insofar as most parts of Epiros and Albania

51

Cited in Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, p. 187 and note 26.
For the Ottoman occupation of the city of Shkodra and the fortress of
Rosafa, see G. Shpuza, “La Lutte Pour La Défense de Shkodër Dals Les Années
1474 et 1478/9”, Studia Albanica 6 (1968), 181-190 and M. Kiel, Ottoman
Architecture in Albania 1385-1912, Research Centre for Islamic History, Art and
Culture, Istanbul 1990, pp. 226 and 237 (note 3), where also additional literature.
53
Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, p. 18 and note 27-28, where citations to the
related literature. For Mehmed II’s campaign to Otranto and Apulia (1480-1481),
see K. Giakoumis, “The Ottoman Campaign to Otranto and Apulia (14801481)”, Ηπειρωτικά Χρονικά 38 (2004), pp. 277-309.
52
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capitulated to the Ottomans,54 the preservation of old churches in
large cities is understandable. For example, Berat55 succumbed after a surprise attack by the Sultan Mehmed II, the Conqueror, who
issued a rare decree [‘berat’, after which the city (formerly Velagrada) was renamed] named ‘Hatti-Aman’. According to this decree, the inhabitants were granted freedom of belief, rituals, customs and other privileges; they were also released from all taxes on
the condition that they protect the important port of Vlora from any
danger. Thus, the Christian inhabitants of Berat were able to dwell
within the Castle compound and keep their old churches. Ioannina
was a similar case. Its twenty-five churches and five monasteries
continued to be used by the Christians after their voluntary surrender with the Pact of Sinan Pasha (1430) until the aforementioned
1611 uprising by Bishop Dionysios when all earlier concessions
were nullified.56
According to the stipulations of the Shericat, the foundations of
Islamic Law lay mainly in the Koran and in the acts of the Prophet.
Non-muslim subjects did not have the right to build entirely new
places of worship, but were allowed to rebuild or restore old ones,
provided that they had been in existence prior to the period of the
conquest.57 In the light of this, Ottoman authorities at all levels
54

For an example of pragmatic retention and extension of privileges in a
newly capitulated region, see M. Delilbaşi, “A Contribution to the History of
Epiros (15th-16th Centuries)–Special Reference to the Privileges Granted to the
People of Epiros by Sultan Murad II”, Gamer I.1 (2012), 37-60.
55
The historical accounts of Berat’s capitulation to Sultan Mehmed II the
Conqueror are perhaps more accurately described in the thoroughly-researched
monograph (though somewhat ‘purified’ by Party views by A. Baçe−A. Meksi
−E. Riza, Berati: Historia dhe Arkitektura, Tiranë 1988. Alternatively, see the
more easily accessible accounts of N. Iorga, Notes et extraits pour servir à
l’histoire des Croisades au XVe siècle, seconde série, Paris 1899, pp. 160-161;
Kiel, Ottoman Architecture, pp. 48-53.
56
Vranousis, op.cit., pp. 160-161. For the authenticity of the Murad II’s
letter, see A. Rigo, “Lo Horismòs di Sinân Pascià, la Presa di Ioannina (1430) et
la ‘Lettera’ del Sultano Murâd II”, Θησαυρίσματα 28 (1998), 57-78.
57
Schacht, op.cit., pp. 130-133; cf. K.A. Leal, The Ottoman State and the
Greek Orthodox of Istanbul: Sovereignty and Identity at the Turn of the
Eighteenth Century, Ph.D. thesis presented at the Graduate School of Arts and
Sciences, Harvard University, Cambridge 2003, p. 257 and note 44.
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(from the Sultan himself to the provincial Kadis or even Naibs) issued repair permits,58 such as that given to the Monastery of the
Prophet Elias in Jorgucat or that of Ardenicë Monastery [see Appendices I and III]. These permits were issued all over the Empire
from the time of the conquest to the Tanzimat Reforms of the 19th
century. Machiel Kiel cites a good number of relevant permits
from different districts of the Empire and from different periods,59
in which the observer notices: 1) confirmation of the existence of
an old church with an explicit reference to its position, 2) a statement in respect of the ruinous condition of the church, 3) crossreferenced estimates of the necessary restoration work, which varied from a simple, minor repair to a completely new construction,
depending on the extent of damage60 formulated either in detail or
vaguely by means of the phrase ‘according to the old plans’, and 4)
the person(s) to whom the document refers. Indeed, all of the repair permits cited by Machiel Kiel and Gradeva, in addition to the
few added herein, exhibit, at least theoretically, a remarkable adherence to the above structure and a strong loyalty towards Islamic
regulations vis-à-vis the religious buildings of different faiths. In
practice, the phrasing of factors 1 and 3 proved to be fluid enough
to pragmatically embrace a ‘free interpretation’ which provided the
58

Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, p. 23. Such petitions were also filed by the
Armenian and Jewish communities of Istanbul regarding their respective places
of worship, though they were much fewer in number [Leal, op.cit., p. 248 and
note 15]. Leal excluded naibs as recipients of petitions to restore or rebuild
places of worship [ibid, v. 1, p. 244]. She further suggests that it has not been
established why petitioners would select the Divan over the Kadi courts [ibid,
pp. 246-247]. The determinant criterion, in our view, was simply the level in
which petitioners deemed to have more chances of their petition to be approved;
this is conjunctured by Leal’s conclusion: “That the majority of the petitioners
appear to have been laymen rather than members of the clergy may indicate the
rising influence of secular elements within the community” [ibid, p. 249].
59
Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 184-191.
60
According to Leal, for the most part of permit documents “only vague
reasons are provided as to how the church and monasteries became so run down”
and most often damages were attributed to “the mere passage of time and
corrosive effects of weather conditions” [Leal, op.cit., pp. 250-251 and note 28
on p. 251].
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necessary impetus to the development of post-Byzantine architecture.
With respect to the confirmed existence of old churches needing
repair, we cannot imagine that the vast number of pre-mid-19th
century churches and monasteries in the Balkans was equal to the
ruins of pre-existing Byzantine churches, as local fiction would
have it. In the district of Gjirokastër the five preserved Byzantine
churches identify a clear avoidance of high mountainous areas, in
which most post-Byzantine monasteries were built. In the case of
Jorgucat Monastery, in particular, there is no factual evidence that
confirms a pre-existing building from before the 16th century, despite popular belief [Appendix III]. It is not easy then to explain
how this and the many other monasteries (dated without evidence
by local inhabitants to much earlier times) were built. They could
certainly not be built in secret.
Scholars who work in this field are aware of the strength of
customary law in the distant districts of Epiros and Albania. As has
already been shown,61 these areas and their countryside in particular were almost entirely inhabited by Christians who, for pragmatic
reasons, more often than not surrendered peacefully to the Ottoman overlords in the course of the Ottoman expansion in the Balkans. Therefore, there was no cause for the Ottoman authorities not
to reciprocate as long as their loyalty was unswearving. They were,
on the contrary, pragmatic in their dealings and themselves devout
Muslims. Given the role of the Church, it would hardly be likely
that they would leave entire Christian village populations without a
place of prayer. Furthermore, these villages were in need of
churches (the aforementioned monasteries functioned primarily as
parochial churches), while the Ottomans were in need of obedient
local administrators −a role also entrusted to the churchmen, such
as the abbots for the Christian villages, who not only served as
village priests, but also as local authorities, like the imams of the
Muslim villages. The districts of Epiros, however, were inhabited
by unruly and virtually uncontrolled people who, in spite of their
initial submission, often shifted loyalty and reached understand61

Giakoumis, The Case of the Monasteries, pp. 70-72.
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ings with western powers, whereas the Church supported a clearly
anti-unionist line. Moreover, agriculture and cattle-breeding, both
highly valued in a pre-industrial society, made it essential that the
countryside be inhabited and cultivated. The monasteries, on the
other hand, located on high mountains, cross-roads, caves, forests,
or watery spots –all fearsome according to popular belief– could
somehow guarantee the continuous habitation and security of the
countryside.62 Therefore, the Ottomans benefited from the raising
of entirely new monasteries in the countryside, to the extent of
urging and enjoining their erection in the special case of the monastery of St. Kosmas the Aetolian,63 and, depending on the degree
of understanding with the locals, they turned a blind eye to the
construction of entirely new religious foundations.64
In such cases there would be either oral permission by the Ottoman authorities without further ado or even the indication of a
vague ruin or other, which could be declared to be the remains of
an old church, in order to uphold legal fiction. Both were common
practices65 and were compatible with the principle of ‘Istislah’ in
Islamic law. This referred to the demands of human welfare in the
widest sense of the word: ‘what is aimed at for mankind in the
Law’.66 On this point it should be noted that in the Ottoman Bal62

Giakoumis, The Case of the Monasteries, pp. 325-326.
The extraordinarily political and diplomatic action by Ali Pasha of
Tepelenë in 1814 to encourage and promote the construction of a monastery in
honour of the neomartyr St Kosmas the Aetolian only 15 years after his
martyrdom and even before his official proclamation as a saint by the
Ecumenical Patriarchate (which occurred as late as 20.04.1961) has still, to my
knowledge, not been examined through the perspective of its historico-political
context. On this monastery, which was built next to a church of the Dormition of
the Virgin (18th century), see D. Kamaroulias, Τα μοναστήρια της Ηπείρου,
Athens 1997, v. 2, pp. 568-573, in which a basic Greek bibliography is given.
64
For a number of additional examples, see Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, pp.
25-28. Gradeva attributes the construction of entirely new churches to a certain
laxness of the application of regulations, in spite of clearly seeing the political
motives in the case of Bosnia [p. 28].
65
Kiel, Art and Society, p. 201.
66
For a definition of the principle, see Encyclopaedia of Islam2, v. IV, pp.
255-259. For a discussion on the emergence of this principle on account of
church building, see Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 192-196.
63
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kans the Hanefite school of Islamic Law interpretation was more
open to humanitarian ideals than the other schools that operated.67
Obviously, this latter means of obtaining a repair permit was illegal and possibly involved bribery, consequently, it is obvious that
these circumstances arose only in periods of good relations and
understanding between the Christian subjects of the Empire and
the Ottoman authorities. When this was not the case, the Ottoman
State which was certainly aware of the true situation and kept loose
control over church repair and building applications68 resorted to
the strict application of Islamic Law.69 Finally, Kiel convincingly
shows how oral permission without further ado was given to
Christians that had settled in newly-founded villages, by citing examples from Bulgaria.70 Naturally, the condition of Church building in towns was much more complicated a fact which explains
why post-Byzantine churches were rarely built in those urban centres, or towns that no Byzantine churches had existed. The process
and means of legalization of entirely new churches and monasteries must clearly have played a role in the shaping of post-Byzantine art and architecture.
Locations had to be pragmatically chosen by communities in
need of churches so that the Ottomans could benefit more than
67

Kiel, Art and Society, p. 145; Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, p. 17.
Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 189-191. See also Appendix I.
69
The vigilant local Muslim communities instigated orders for the demolition
of enlarged churches [Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, p. 25]. Soon after the uprising
of Bishop Dionysios of Trikala, nicknamed Skylosophos, in Ioannina and the
confiscation of the churches, the Christians had new ones built. One of them, the
church of St Nikolaos, was constructed on a site with a bath called ‘Tourkopaloukon’ (‘Turkish stakes’) which was formerly inhabited by Muslims. They were
transferred to the Castle in 1612 and sold their lands to the Christians. The
founding of a Christian church there aroused the intolerance of some of the
former inhabitants. Not having forgotten the fearful experience of the uprising
against the Muslims of Ioannina, they no doubt raised the issue of the legitimacy
of the existence of this church. The ensuing investigation revealed that no former
church ever existed on that site, and it was undoubtedly for this reason that the
church was demolished in 1647. This is an example of the strict application of
Islamic Law with respect to church buildings. (Personal interpretation of the
event recorded by Aravantinos, op.cit., pp. 223-224).
70
Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 192-196.
68
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they would be bothered by the construction of an entirely new ‘infidel’ foundation. There was no regulation regarding the site of an
entirely new church or monastery and since the whole enterprise
was virtually illegal, high, inaccessible or formidable positions
were preferred for the sense of security, which these monasteries
could provide locally, a fact well appreciated by the Ottoman authorities. The piece of legal fiction, however, had to be firmly
fixed and accepted by incorporating it into the local legends. This
led to the belief in the villages that their monasteries were ‘ancient’, dating ‘from time immemorial’, or, in other cases, dating
from the reign of a Byzantine Emperor known for his benefactions
to peripheral areas. The innumerable examples of such local beliefs not only in Epiros and Albania (such as the stories covering
the history of the monuments dealt herein), but also in other districts of the Empire, cited in articles in the 6 volumes of the
Churches in Greece 1450-1850, may be explained by this process.
It follows from this that the inscriptions attached to churches
and monasteries needed to conform to the demands of the pragmatic myth: the villages required that a monument be built on the
site of an older one (whether true or false), so the inscription had to
comply. Thus, in most post-Byzantine churches the inscriptions
describe the construction of a church as being ‘re-built and repainted’ (Ἀν-ηγέρθη καὶ ἀν-ιστορήθη). Scholars have tended to
view these phrases as stereotypical71 and their typified repetition as
errors by illiterate painters. Such an over-generalisation fails to explain the use of this expression even in inscriptions composed or
supervised by well-educated scholars, as in the case of the epigram
of the Transfiguration’s cathedral in the city of Gjirokastër, which
displays eloquence in its use of the Greek language, in which the
inscription accurately renders the works undertaken in 1773.72
71

A. Tourta, Οι Ναοί του Αγίου Νικολάου στη Βίτσα και του Αγίου Μηνά στο
Μονοδένδρι, Athens 1991, p. 39 and note 111.
72
Th. Popa, Mbishkrime të kishave në Shqipëri, ed. Nestor Nepravishta−K.
Gjakumis, Tirana 1998, No. 605, pp. 246-247. Documentary sources confirm
that the two churches of Gjirokastër were re-built on the sites of older churches
named after Christ the Almighty and Taxiarchs [Appendix IV, Extracts 1-2 and
Giakoumis−Giakoumis, op.cit., pp. 64-65].
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Some may consider it to be a matter of literary imprecision. I suggest that it is not, because, if this was ther case, then, one would
expect the same mistake to be repeated when post-Byzantine inscriptions refer to a pre-Ottoman construction of a church, as displayed in the post-Byzantine inscription at the monastery of KatoPanagia in Arta which refers to the foundation of the monastery in
1250 by using the verb ‘was built’ in its correct form (ἨΓΕΡΘΗ).73 In fact, the writers of Byzantine inscriptions chose their
words very carefully.74 It is my impression that in this period it
was not so much the case that the expression ‘was rebuilt’ became
stereotypical, but rather the circumstances that made its use necessary. An inscription above the narthex at the Monastery of the
Entrance of the Virgin to the Temple, Melissourgoi, near Arta, dated 1761, reveals that the use of the prefix ‘re’ (ἀνά) in other inscriptions clearly indicated the supposed rebuilding of a new monastery on the site of an old one. The inscription reads: Ἠγέρθη ἐκ
θεμελίων τὸ παρὸν σεβάσμιον μοναστήριον πρὶ μὴ ὄν… (This
venerable monastery was built from non-pre-existing foundations…).75 The absence of the prefix ‘re’ to the verb ‘built’ would
suffice to indicate that the monastery did not replace an older one.
Even so, the scribe went a step further by adding the redundant
‘non-pre-existing’, which confirmed that the absence of ‘re’ was
73

This inscription was first published by G. Lambakis, “Μονή Κάτω Παναγιάς”, Δελτίον της Χριστιανικής Αρχαιολογικής Εταιρείας 3 (1903), pp. 89-92.
74
In three Byzantine inscriptions from Albania the use of the term ἀνηγέρθη
(‘was rebuilt’) is accurate. At the 14th century Monastery of St John-Vladimir
near Elbasan, the inscription mentions the existence of a previous church which
was destroyed by an earthquake and later rebuilt by the local prince Charles
Thopia in 1380. The same applies to the inscriptions in the Church of the
Nativity of the Virgin in Maligrad, Lake Prespa (1369), when major repair works
were undertaken in the church at the expense of the local prince Caesar Novak
[cf. A. Meksi, Arkitektura mesjetare në Shqipëri, Tirana 1983, p. 124] and of the
church of Χριστὸς ὁ Ζωοδότης (‘Christ the Giver of Life’) in Mborjë of Korçë,
where the date of the inscription (1389) identifies some repair works and the
painting [cf. Meksi, op.cit., pp. 164-166]. Texts of the inscriptions may be found
in Popa, op.cit.,, No. 2, 286, 287, 290 in pp. 49-50, 149-152.
75
For the full text of the inscription see D. Kamaroulias, Τα μοναστήρια της
Ηπείρου, Athens 1997, p. 278.
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not an omission. On other occasions, where possibly the presence
of an entirely new church or monastery was too provocative, its
raison d’être could be justified by terms referring to a pre-existing
edifice, such as ἀνεκαινίσθη (‘was restored’),76 or even ἀνηγέρθη
ἐκ βάθρων (‘has been rebuilt from its foundations’).77 It is worth
noting that, in most cases, use of the verb ‘rebuilt’ influenced the
phrasing of the verb referring to the painting, allowing the form
‘repainted’ (ἀνιστορήθη) to describe the (first) painting of an entirely new church or monastery.78 The fact that painters were aware
of the difference made by the prefix ‘re-’ is proved by its absence
in inscriptions of icons.79
For the repairing of very old churches or monasteries the permit
was often intentionally interpreted in a free manner so that architectural development was also possible. The enhancement of repaired or reconstructed older structures being illegal notwithstanding,80 Kiel cites a number of examples where new, larger
post-Byzantine churches/catholica were built over medieval re-

76

Such an expression appears in the now destroyed inscription at the Monastery of St John the Forerunner, in Voskopojë [Popa, op.cit., No. 306, pp. 158159].
77
We may cite the examples of the Churches of the Almighty and the
Archangels in the city of Gjirokastër from 1776 [see n. 248] and the Church of St
George in Këllez, Gjirokastër [Popa, op.cit., No. 610, p. 248].
78
See the case of the Monastery of Pepel, Dropull [Popa, op.cit., No. 584, p.
241].
79
See, for example, the inscription on the icon of Christ in the Church of the
Virgin in Topovë, Zagoria near Gjirokastër [Popa, op.cit., No. 633, p. 254].
80
In Sultan Mehmed II’s Kanunnāme fines were instituted in such cases:
when a church or a synagogue “add[ed] a single stone to the original structure,
they [were] to pay a fine of 10,000 akçe; if they enlarge[d] it by a span or two,
they [were] to be fined 40,000 akçe”, while in either case the structures had to be
destroyed [U. Heyd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law, ed. V.L. Ménage,
Oxford 1973, p. 284. Yet, the fact that in nine of the eighteen decrees studied by
Leal there is an explicit provisional clause stating “with the condition to do
nothing in excess to the original building” is indicative of the frequency of the
phenomenon [Leal, op.cit., v. 1, p. 245, 255-256 and 258, where stronger such
statements on behalf of the sultan in the related documents may indicate
transgressions made by Christians thereof].
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mains, such as at the Monastery of Bachkovo.81 However, beyond
Bulgaria, other districts of the Empire (such as Phthiotis82 or
Epiros83) bear evidence that this way of Church building must have
spread throughout Ottoman Christendom. The pre-existence of a
Byzantine church seemed to offer a kind of security, therefore the
inscriptions did not hesitate to stress that these churches were
‘built’ anew (meaning also repaired and enlarged),84 or, even more
daringly, ‘extended’.85 In the cities, however, where state control
was more direct, at least up to the end of the 17th century, not only
it was more difficult for Byzantine churches to be enlarged, but
also such works were undertaken with great deal of insecurity,
upon prior agreement of the entire community for collective responsibility and it was definitely accompanied by pragmatic securities like presents or bribery, as indicated by the two churches in
Gjirokastër, in which 22% (church of the Almighty, modern-day
church of the Transfiguration) and 18% (church of the Taxiarchs)
of the total expenditures was paid for bribes to the Ottoman authorities at provincial levels [Appendix IV, Extracts 1-4]; in such
cases, church inscriptions were less forthright. They admitted that
a church was ‘old and damaged’ before the renovations. The same
artists who restored city churches felt it easier to be honest about
81

Kiel, Art and Society, pp. 196-201.
See Ch. Bouras, “Ο Ναός του Αγίου Γεωργίου παρά τη Σφάκα Φθιώτιδος”,
in Churches in Greece 1453-1850 3 (1989), pp. 171-178.
83
In Dropull such was the case of the Church of the Dormition of the Virgin,
Zervat. A cruciform Byzantine church was transformed into a three-aisled domed
basilica through the creation of four angle spaces joining the arms of the cross.
The enlargement included a gallery on the southern side. It is one of the most
impressive and grandest churches of the period (1583 according to the
inscription), of a very unusual shape for the time of its construction [on the type
of the basilica during that time, see the Monastery of Vitouma in Thessaly in
Voyadjis, “Η Μονή Βητουμά”, pp. 37-52].
84
See the inscriptions in the aforementioned church in Zervat, Dropull [P.
Poulitsas, “Eπιγραφαί και ενθυμήσεις εκ Βορείου Ηπείρου”, Επετηρίς Εταιρείας
Βυζαντινών Σπουδών 5 (1928), 55, Nr. 2] and at the Monastery of Kastriou near
Preveza [Kamaroulias, op.cit., p. 128], where it is clearly stated that the church
was built (ἡγέρθη) and not rebuilt (ἀνηγέρθη).
85
See the case of the Church of St Paraskevi in Valësh [Popa, op.cit., No. 13,
p. 55].
82
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expanding an old church in the countryside. See, for example, the
two churches in the city of Berat painted by Onouphrios and his
fellows, as well as another in the countryside of Elbasan, also
painted by Onouphrios.86
The same free interpretation of the repair permits was to be seen
not only in the expansions of Byzantine churches in a post-Byzantine phase, but also of post-Byzantine churches and monasteries,
when, over the course of time, they had ‘become ancient’. The
18th century marks the undertaking of major ‘repair’ works which
involved an expansion of their catholicon through the addition of a
gallery, a portico or some monastic buildings. Many similar examples87 show that this was a common feature of architectural devel86

See, for example, two of the Byzantine churches of Berat which were
repaired, and partly repainted in the 16th century by Nikolaos, son of
Onοuphrios, and his colleagues: the Church of Vlacherna (1578) and the Church
of St Nikolaos (1591). In the inscriptions at both churches it is clearly stated that
they were ‘very old and damaged’ (πεπαλαιωμένη καὶ πεφθαρμένη) [see Popa,
op.cit., No. 92 and 95, pp. 86-87, 88]. Nevertheless, in the province, far from the
direct control of the State mechanisms, the same painter, Onοuphrios, did not
hesitate to state with honesty that the old church of St Paraskevi in Valësh was
‘enlarged’ (αυξύνθη) [see Popa, op.cit., No. 13, p. 55]. Clearly, most of the
painters exercised considerable accuracy in the expressions used in their
inscriptions, despite the numerous spelling mistakes.
87
For example, in the English summary of his book, in the section concerning the galleries (khayiatia), P. Thomo writes: ‘These (galleries) may be
built at the same time as the main body of the church or added at a later date’ [P.
Thomo, Kishat pasbizantine në Shqiperinë e Jugut (The post-Byzantine Churches in Southern Albania−Les églises pastbyzantines en Albanie du sud), Tiranë
1998, p. 281]. However, most of the galleries in the earlier post-Byzantine
churches were added at a later stage of construction, when a monastery was
considered to be ‘old’. Other similar examples, particularly from 15th, 16th and
17th century churches, can be located in volumes of the review Churches in
Greece 1453-1850. The galleries of the monasteries, as they appear today, do not
seem to be additions so costly that they would have constituted a serious burden
in the first phase of construction. The lavish construction of Vanishtë Monastery,
for example, indicates the wealth of the area at that time and it is difficult to
imagine that funding was insufficient for a gallery such as one that was added in
the 18th century. This practice of gradual constructive development before legalisation closely resembles the contemporary illegal constructions in certain
inconspicuous areas of Greece. They tend to remain unfinished for a number of
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opment, particularly in the early post-Byzantine churches, catholica and other monastic buildings.
In summary, there were three kinds of church building in the
Ottoman Empire: first, the rebuilding of an older structure, whether
by extension or not, according to the degree of flexibility in handling the legal permit; second, by building an entirely new edifice
in a newly founded Ottoman village; and third, by building an entirely new house of worship through the award of a written permission to repair an old one that never existed. These methods affected ecclesiastical architecture to a larger degree than was previously thought in terms of place, inscription, construction and development of churches, catholica and monastic buildings. Contrary
to earlier belief, no Ottoman regulations ever existed that referred
to the lighting of post-Byzantine churches or monasteries.
Finally, all of these largely theoretical (hardly practical, especially in the last centuries of the Empire) restrictions were abolished in the 19th century. Once religious liberties had been instituted in 1839 and especially in 1856 when the Hatti-Hummayun88
officially annulled restrictions and introduced detailed regulations
for church building, the Tanzimat Reforms established the unrestricted repair and erection of places of worship for all religions
and denominations within the Ottoman Empire. In fact, these restrictions had been abolished well before.89
years, until legalisation, and are eventually included in an expanded urban plan
after the payment of a penalty, or, more often, with the help of a bribe.
88
A. Veremis, “Οι Οθωμανικές Μεταρρυθμίσεις Τανζιμάτ”, in Ιστορία του
Ελληνικού Έθνους, v. 13, pp. 168-171. The stipulations of Hatti Hummayun
regarding the worshipping practice of the non-Muslim subjects in the Empire and
the erection and repair of their religious buildings were made accessible through
their official translation in Nikolaides D. (1869), pp. 33-35.
89
Surprisingly, Th. Mantopoulou-Panagiotopoulou [Th. Mantopoulou-Panagiotopoulou, “Τυπολογικές και Μορφολογικές Παρεμβάσεις σε Μεταβυζαντινούς Ναούς κατά τον 19ο αιώνα”, in Churches in Greece 1453-1850, 5 (1998),
134-136] seems to ignore the fact that this change was imposed by Ottoman
society, which had abolished such restrictions well before the Tanzimat Reforms,
and which had legalised a fait accompli. Thus she has based her dating of the
19th century interventions (‘1856’) into the Church of Nea Panagia, Thessaloniki, on the supposition that they must have constituted a response to the
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3. Dialectics of Pragmatism in the (Re-)Construction of Ardenicë
Monastery
While the dialectics of pragmatism in Ottoman domestic interreligious affairs was viewed macroscopically in this study’s first
section in dealing with the Ottoman relations with the Empire’s diverse religious communities, the previous section touched on the
same issue through a mesoscopic perspective: the legal framework
of church confiscation and ecclesiastical building in the Ottoman
Empire.90 Moving to a microscopic facet of this subject we shall
now elaborate on a particular case-study to be presented in this
section: the (re-) construction of Ardenicë Monastery during the
third and fourth decades of the 18th century.
Situated on the highest hill among a group of knolls, lying in the
middle of the large valley of Myzeqe (central Albania), Ardenicë
Monastery justifies its reputation as ‘the Castle of Myzeqe’ [Maps
1-2, Fig. 1 and Pl. 1]. The Sacred Monastery of Ardenicë is dedicated to the Nativity of the All-Holy Theotokos (8 September).
The monastery has always been an important spiritual, cultural and
historical centre of the region and beyond. This was owed, among

liberal reforms. Rather, comparative examples and the reference in an Ottoman
firman of 1833/4, which gave ‘repair’ permits to a number of churches, including
Nea Panagia [ibid, pp. 134-136], only confirms that the Tanzimat Reforms, at
least here, simply legalised a common practice, now applicable not only in the
countryside but also in the big cities of the Empire, such as Thessaloniki. For
additional examples of Thessalonian churches built or repaired before the HattiHummayun, see H. Athanasiadou-Kotidou, “Άγιος Δημήτριος Διαβατών, περιοχής Θεσσαλονίκης”, in Churches in Greece 1453-1850 4 (1993), 31-42. For the
reconstruction of the churches in Xanthi region after the disastrous earthquake of
1829, see G.C. Tsigaras, Εκκλησίες της Ιεράς Μητροπόλεως Ξάνθης και Περιθεωρίου, Holy Metropolis of Xanthi and Peristerion, Xanthi 2004; and G.C.
Tsigaras (ed.), Θρησκευτικά Μνημεία στο Νομό Ξάνθης, Holy Metropolis of
Xanthi and Peristerion, Xanthi 2005.
90
For similar practices in four villages in Bulgaria, see R. Gradeva, “On
Zimmis and Church Buildings: Four Cases from Rumeli”, in E. Kermeli–O.
Özel, The Ottoman Empire: Myths, Realities and ‘Black Holes’. Contributions in
honor of Colin Imber, Isis Press, Istanbul 2006, pp. 203-237.
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other reasons, to its proximity to the southern axis of the important
road artery of Via Egnatia.91
Legend has it that the first cell of the monastery, the church of
the Holy Trinity, dates back to the 10th Century. In certain local
traditions, the monastery as such was founded in the 13th or 14th
Century, in the times of the Despotate of Epiros, while other traditions maintain that George Castriota Scanderbeg was crowned
there in April 26, 1451 as a “King of Epirotans and Albanians”,92
or got married there.93 The catholicon (central church) of the Nativity of the Virgin was re-built between 1730 and 1743.94 Yet,
apart from unreliable oral traditions, there is some concrete historical and material evidence that the monastery existed before 1741.95
First, a 1690 icon of the monastery depicting Archangel Michael is
known to have been painted by patronage of Symeon, Ardenicë
Monastery’s abbot.96 Second, in June 29, 1718 the monastery of
Ardenicë receives a donation of 300 aspres, as shown in a note
kept in the register of Moschopolis’ (Alb. “Voskopojë”) guild of
tailors.97 Third, writing shortly before or after 1720, the Mos-

91

For the southern branch of Via Egnatia, see H. Ceka, “Dega Jugore e
Rrugës Egnatia”, Monumentet 2 (1971), 25-32; A. Baçe, “Rrugët Shqiptare në
Mesjetë”, Monumentet 1 (1984), 59-65; cf. R. Gega, “Arkitektura dhe Restaurimet në Manastirin ‘Fjetja e Shën Mërisië’ në Ardenicë”, Monumentet 1 (1988),
141-176, particularly p. 141.
92
M. Tritos, “Νεκτάριος Τέρπος, ο μοσχοπολίτης διδάσκαλος του γένους”,
Ηπειρωτικό Ημερολόγιο 20 (1999), 228-229, Note 7.
93
D. Bardhyli, “Historia e Bibliotekave në Shqipëri”, Ylli i Dritës 14.1
(1938), 162-169; N. Kule, Rrefimët e Ardenicës, Tiranë 1999, pp. 31-43.
94
Compare the date of the inscription on note 76 with that placed at the
northern part of the eastern side of the catholicon [Popa, op.cit., Nr. 115, pp. 9697].
95
This is the date of the firman granting permission to the peasants of
Ardenicë to rebuild their monastery [Appendix I].
96
E. Drakopoulos, “Catalogue”, in A. Tourta (ed.), Icons from the Orthodox
Communities of Albania. Collection of the National Museum of Medieval Art,
Korçë, European Centre for Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Monuments, Thessaloniki 2006, pp. 118-119.
97
The register is kept in the Central Archives of the State, Tirana. The
relevant note reads: / + Καὶ ἀπὸ τὰ ἄνωθεν χίλλια τριακόσια τριάντα πέντε
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chopolitan priest-monk and scholar Nektarios Terpos introduces
himself as an abbot of Ardenicë Monastery.98 Furthermore, three
inscriptions on monastic buildings or icons belonging to the monastery bear the dates 1690,99 1730100 and 1731,101 while one of the
still-existing oil-lamps of the monastery bears the date 1725 and
states that it is a belonging of Ardenicë Monastery.102 In addition,
other inscriptions on the monastery’s bells bear the dates 1708 and
1738.103 It is, therefore, beyond doubt that the monastery existed
well before the 18th century, while legends placing its first pit in
the late Byzantine period are reinforced by Reshat Gega’s dating
of Ardenica’s Holy Trinity chapel to the 13th-14th century on the
grounds of anthropological analysis of the skeletons found at the
chapel’s eastern side and of constructional data presenting similarities with the 13th-14th century church of the Transfiguration at
ἄσπρα ἐδώσαμεν εἰς τὴν / Παναγίαν Θ(εοτό)κον τῆς Ἀρδεβούτζας … ἄσπρα 300
/ ἦγουν τριακόσια [A.Q.Sh., F. 149, D. 2, f. 12v].
98
N. Terpos, Βιβλιάριον Καλούμενον Πίστις…, Venice 1779, p. 196, cited in
M. Tritos, op.cit., p. 229 and note 10.
99
This date along with the patrons’ names was mentioned in an inscription of
an icon of St George that once was kept in the monastery [Popa, op.cit., No. 107,
pp. 93-94]. The relevant inscription mentions a certain Abbot Simon, who was
therefore thought to be Abbot of Ardenicë Monastery [Dh. Dhamo, “Peintres
albanais aux XVI-XVIIIes siècles et leurs œuvres en Albanie et dans d’autres
regions balkaniques’, Studia Albanica 1 (1986), 151-152]; a certain monk Simon
of Ardenicë is mentioned as the painter of the Holy Doors of the church of the
Dormition of the Virgin at Vithkuq, dating towards the end of the 17 th century,
nowadays kept in the Museum of Medieval Art, Korçë [Y. Drishta–K. Naslazi,
The Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Icons in Albania, Tirana 2003, pp. 37, 51, and
fig. 29 with details in the following pages without numbering].
100
This date was carved on a stone placed at the southern wall of the
monastery’s kitchen [Popa, op.cit., No. 110, p. 94; cf. Gega, op.cit., fig. 7 on p.
145, mistakenly read as 1770]. This stone has not been traced today.
101
This date is borne in the famous inscription of the Theotokos Ἀρδεύουσα
written in Albanian, Greek, Romanian and Latin by the scholar priest-monk
Nektarios Terpos [Popa, op.cit., No. 111, pp. 94-95].
102
Popa, op.cit., No. 122, p. 99.
103
A. Alexoudis, Σύντομος ιστορική περιγραφή της Ιεράς Μητροπόλεως
Βελεγράδων και της υπό την πνευματικήν αυτής δικαιοδοσίαν υπαγομένης χώρας,
Corfou 1868, p. 74; Gega, op.cit., p. 157; Popa, op.cit., No. 113, p. 96. Unfortunately, these bells do no longer exist in the monastery.
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Mborjë104 and also by the so-called “Codex of Ardenicë” dating
12th-13th century.105
Considering that the excavations that took place during the
monastery’s restoration did not reveal any evidence that the current
catholicon is situated on the top of the foundations of another
church,106 one has to conclude that the first cell of the monastery is
actually the chapel of the Holy Trinity [plan 1 and fig. 2], which is
actually situated on the highest spot of Ardenicë’s knoll.107 It is
reasonably acceptable to suggest that the monastery of the Nativity
of the Theotokos, thanks to generous contributions of the merchants of Voskopojë (Moschopolis)108 was built gradually from
104

Gega, op.cit., p. 157.
Zef Simoni (05.11.1986), “Kodiku i 98të i Ardenicës”, in Sinani S. et al.
(eds.), Kodikët e Shqipërisë, Tiranë 2003, pp. 175-176.
106
Gega, op.cit.
107
The building of new churches in old monasteries was not uncommon; see
for instance the case Zograf monastery in Mount Athos [Gradeva, “Ottoman
Policy”, p. 25].
108
For the contributions of merchants from Voskopojë (Moschopolis), see
note 87 and three other inscriptions of the icons of the catholicon’s iconostasis
patronized by the guilds of haberdashers, grocers and coppersmiths [Popa,
op.cit., No. 119-120, pp. 98-99]. Such ties with the region around Voskopojë are
also indicated in conjunction with the work of monk Simon of Ardenicë for the
church of the Dormition of the Virgin at Vithkuq [see note 89]. It is worth
mentioning that merchants from Voskopojë conducting trade with Venice passed
nearby the monastery, which, given that the area has been densely forested until
1940s, must have provided a sense of security. For the protective role of
monasteries’ sites in non-rational societies, see Giakoumis, The Case of the
Monasteries, pp. 325-327. Trade relations of Voskopojë with Venice can be
traced in historical records from the end of the 17 th century; this thriving trade
lasts until 1761, after which date the trading focus of Voskopojar merchants
appears to have totally switched to central Europe through the Balkan North [Ph.
Kilipiris, “Μοσχοπολίτες Έμποροι στη Βενετία και στις Χώρες της Αυστρουγγαρίας (18ος-19ος αιώνας)”, in Διεθνές Συμπόσιο «Μοσχόπολις» (Θεσσαλονίκη,
31 Οκτωβρίου-1 Νοεμβρίου 1996), Thessaloniki 1999, pp. 97-107, particularly
pp. 99-102; A. Koltsidas (1999), “Οι Οικονομικές Δραστηριότητες των Μοσχοπολιτών ως Παράγοντας Διαφωτιστικής και Πολιτισμικής Μετακένωσης στον
Ελληνισμό”, in Διεθνές Συμπόσιο «Μοσχόπολις», op.cit., pp. 115-116 (the author
moves the date of the switch from Venice to Austria-Hungary to 1774, yet,
without providing any evidence, other than a 1761 report of the Venetian Consul
in Durrës); for an insight of the trading posts of the network, see Ch. Papastathis
105
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1730s to 1770s109 [compare fig. 1 and fig. 5]. The outcome was
truly impressive [Fig. 1 and Pl. 1]: suffice it to say that Ardenicë’s
catholicon stands out as comparatively speaking the oldest and
most lavish among a series of impressive 18th century monuments
to be built in the region of Myzeqe;110 and yet, as will be shown
below, this 18th century masterpiece of post-Byzantine architecture
was built in contrariety to the Ottoman legal framework on Church
building!
In November 10-19, 1741, sultan Mahmud I issues a firman regarding Ardenicë monastery [Appendix I and fig. 5]. Addressing to
the sancakbey of Vlorë and the naib of Karbunarë, the sultan informs them of a petition made by the inhabitants of the villages
‘Ardenicë’, according to which their sole church had been destroyed due to the harsh winter and as a consequence they had no
place to worship, while the local militia (zabit) did not seize to interfere ‘arbitrarily’ in the monastery’s affairs. Mahmud I instructed
the local authorities to investigate the accuracy of the peasants’
(1999), “Από την Αλληλογραφία Μοσχοπολιτών Εμπόρων”, in Διεθνές Συμπόσιο «Μοσχόπολις», op.cit., pp. 191-196]. As a matter of fact, the Venice−Voskopojë trading relations coincide with the dates of the gradual reconstruction of
Ardenicë monastery.
109
The 18th century architectural phases of the monastery’s reconstruction
can be observed through the help of inscriptions placed on monastic building and
denoting the date of their construction: 1) 1730, date on the south wall of the
monastery’ kitchen [Popa, op.cit., No. 110, p. 94; cf. Gega, op.cit., fig. 7 on p.
145, mistakenly read as 1770]. 2) 1743, date of the inscription on the eastern
wall of Ardenicë’s catholicon [Popa, op.cit., No. 115, pp. 96-97]. 3) 1744, date
of the inscription on the western wall of the catholicon’s naos, above the entrance [Popa, op.cit., No. 117, pp. 97-98]. This must have been the progress of
the catholicon’s construction at the time that abbot Antonios of Ardenicë wrote
the letter to ‘all Christians’ [cf. Appendix II and Fig. 5]. 4) 1754, date of an
inscription carved on a stone placed at the first arch of the western colonnade
[Popa, op.cit., No. 128, p. 101]. 5) 1777, date of the rebuilding of the monastery’s main gate [Popa, op.cit., No. 145, p. 106]. 6) 1778, date of reconstruction of several monastic buildings, as shown in an inscription placed externally
on the southern wall of the Holy Trinity chapel [Popa, op.cit., No. 148, pp. 106107].
110
For the 18th century churches and monasteries in Myzeqe, see Thomo,
op.cit., pp. 206-234.
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allegations and, if found to be true, he ordered through sultanic
authority that the monastery have the license to repair the damaged
wooden elements and that the local militia may seize interfering in
monastic affairs.111 Judging from the post-1741 course of construction, this firman must have been used as a license, while, had there
be a prior firman granting license, the formulation of this letter
would have been different, while Ottoman bureaucracy would not
have failed to mention it.
Considering the firman’s date and the architectural data regarding the dating of the monastic buildings, the inhabitants of
Ardenicë villages could have been indicted upon two legal offences. First, because they had started construction work well before they pleaded for legal permission; second, because, while they
pleaded to repair their “old and damaged” church, in reality they
erected an entirely new catholicon much more conspicuous than
the pre-existing Holy Trinity chapel [Fig. 2 and Pl. 1]. It was precisely because of these offences that the local militia “interfered in
the monastic affairs” seeking unequivocally for bribes “at the pretext of (illegal) renovation”, as testified by the 1745 letter of Abbot
Antonios of Ardenicë [Appendix II and fig. 4; cf. Appendix IV,
Extracts 3-4] and that the local peasants were reluctant to plead the
Ottoman authorities at a local level for such a permission, as local
authorities were void of the broader pragmatist approaches of matters of the sort at the capital centre. Was bribery, though, a means
strong enough to bend the legitimacy reflexes the Ottoman state?
We are convinced that the observed laxity in the strict application of the law on Church building must be attributed to a policy of
the Ottoman state towards its Christian subjects rather than a supposed inability of the former to control the latter. The boom of
111

The sultan became involved in the process of repair at the Orthodox
Christians’ behest, either because after obtaining a first permit by local authorities they were being hindered in the completion of the task at hand, or as a
matter of procedure [Leal, op.cit., pp. 253-255]. The sultan’s order for an
investigation for verification purposes was not unusual: cf. Gradeva, “Ottoman
Policy”, pp. 24-25 and note 63; Leal, op.cit., pp. 252, 258-260 and note 35 on p.
252. Nothing in the case of Ardenica’s firman indicates that there was a prior
ruling from a kadi.
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Church construction in several time segments of the 18th century is
evident in many provinces of the Empire. During the prelacy of
Dositheos, Bishop of Dryinoupolis, Gjirokastër region (17601799), as many as seventy churches were built in the region’s villages and many old churches were repaired.112 This picture is in
concordance with the aggregates of Pirro Thomo, who concluded
that in a total of 89 studied post-Byzantine churches in modern-day
Albania taken under consideration, 43 (i.e. close to 50%) were
built in the 18th century.113 To the best of my knowledge, this is the
picture of church building in other Ottoman provinces, too; yet, no
comparative research has hitherto been pursued to show whether
this picture is true in all or only in some provinces of the Empire.
The case of Ardenicë, though, shows that the Ottoman state at a
provincial level was well aware of local developments, could set
hurdles in the process of Church building and cause complaints
that reached the Porte. To determine why the Porte decided in favour of its Christian subjects, one needs to study separately the
pragmatic reasons for which the Ottoman state permitted such
Church construction for every region in which this phenomenon is
observed.
In his “Perspective on the [Ottoman] Eighteenth Century”
Bruce McGowan shows how popular opinion, especially in Istanbul, exerted pressure from below to political life.114 In regions of
Albania the much-felt turmoil caused by the empire’s wars against
the Venetian-Austrian Alliance and by Ottoman-Russian hostilities
throughout segments of the 18th century made those regions’ allegiance towards the sultan increasingly important.115 To promote
112

For this, see the Codex of Dositheos, A.Q.Sh. F. 139, D. 2, ff. 5r-6r.
Thomo, op.cit., tab. II on p. 237.
114
B. McGowan, “A Perspective on the Eighteenth Century”, in Faroqui S. et
al., An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire. V. 2 (1600-1914),
Cambridge 1997, pp. 640-641. To cite an example, in the 1730 Patrona Halil
rebellion 12,000 immigrants from Albania provided the tinder for the rebellion
[M.M. Aktepe, Patrona Isyani, Istanbul 1958, p. 170, cited in McGowan, op.cit.,
p. 647].
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McGowan, op.cit., pp. 643-644; see also Giakoumis, The Case of the
Monasteries, p. 41.
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their interests, the Great foreign Powers played with the hopes of
the Christian populations of Epiros and Albania, as in the case of
the Leucadite agent of Russia, Luigi Sotiri, who urged them to
contribute to Russia’s struggle against the Ottoman Empire, as a
result of which they readily mobilized and offered support at least
in the first two major wars.116 Furthermore, Ardenicë’s abbot during the first quarter of the 18th century was known for his fiery
preaching against Islam and Islamizations, thereby causing the reaction of Muslim individuals and authorities at a local level.117
From above, political issues in Istanbul, related to the Christian
subjects of the empire, were influenced by a new, more pragmatic
and consequential Christian elite, “the by-product of increased regional and foreign trade in the 18th century”, i.e. merchants, some
of whom would pragmatically couple interests with the Orthodox
Church, “bribed and intrigued to obtain the governments of Rumanian principalities”.118 Suffice it to mention two cases in order to
illustrate the power that these merchants enjoyed at a local level,
116

General information in L. Vranousis−V. Sphyroeras, “Από την υποταγή
στους Τούρκους ως τις αρχές του 19ου αιώνα”, in M.V. Sakellariou (ed.),
Ήπειρος. 4000 χρόνια ελληνικής ιστορίας και πολιτισμού, Athens 1997, pp. 247b248a. On the contacts of Himarrë with Russia in 1759, see I. Zamputi−S.
Naçi−Z. Shkodra, Burime të zgjedhura për historinë e Shqipërisë: Shqipëria nën
sundimin feudal-ushtarak otoman (1506-1839), v. III (1961), pp. 236-239; on the
contacts of other parts of Epiros and Albania with Russia in the same year, see
ibid, pp. 239-241. On the consequences for the Christians of Voskopojë who
took the side of Russia, see ibid, p. 252. On the struggle of the Souliotes against
the Ottoman Empire at that time, see V. Psimouli, Σούλι και Σουλιώτες, Athens
1998, pp. 327-335.
117
For Nektarios Terpos and his ‘revolutionary’ action in the region, see A.
Glavinas, “Η Εκκλησία στην Ήπειρο την εποχή της Τουρκοκρατίας (14301913)”, Ηπειρωτικό Ημερολόγιο 19 (1998), 250-252; A. Glavinas (1999), “Η
συμβολή του Μοσχοπολίτη ιερομονάχου Νεκταρίου Τέρπου στην ανάσχεση των
εξισλαμισμών”, Διεθνές Συμπόσιο «Μοσχόπολις», op.cit., pp. 29-43; A. Glavinas, “Ο μοσχοπολίτης ιερομόναχος Νεκτάριος Τέρπου, ένας οικουμενικός χριστιανός”, in Εικοσιπενταετηρικόν αφιέρωμα στον μητροπολίτη Νεαοπόλεως και
Σταυρουπόλεως κ. ΔΙΟΝΥΣΙΟ, Holy Metropolis of Neapolis and Stavroupolis,
Thessaloniki 1999, pp. 341-364; Tritos, op.cit., pp. 85-111, in which most of the
earlier literature.
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McGowan, op.cit., pp. 669-670.
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the capital and beyond: first, in a letter of the Venetian consul in
Durrës, Pietro Roza, to the Venetian Ambassador in Istanbul,
Alvise Mocenigo, dated October 5, 1709, he writes that the merchants of Voskopojë are feared by the Turks because of their solidarity, since they do not hesitate to pay the necessary money to
achieve the punishment of those who dare to damage them.119 Second, a merchant from Voskopojë named Demetrios Bizoukas advises Tirana’s beylerbey not to succumb to the “flattering” of shipholders from Dulcin (modern day Ulqin) and threatens that the
Porte would harshly punish him for his inertia, an event recorded
in another letter by Pietro Roza.120
Having shown the relation between Ardenicë Monastery and the
merchants of Voskopojë trading with Venice,121 the shaky international power politics of the Ottoman Empire and its need to sustain
its non-Muslim populations’ loyalty, especially in territories bordering with the West and North Balkans, we suggest that the reason for Ottoman laxity with regard to the strict application of the
legal framework on Church building in the case of Ardenicë and
beyond is deeply rooted in the conditions created by these factors.
Apparently, the Ottoman authorities deliberated to pragmatically
turn a blind eye to illegal church construction, in order to firmly
cement allegiance of the beneficiary populations,122 in other words
they benefited more than they were bothered. The case of
Voskopojë merchants clearly demonstrates that influential nonMuslim subjects of the Ottoman Empire were not only aware of
the pragmatist approach of the Ottoman state, but they were also
keen to pragmatically adjust their responses to pursue their ends.
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Archivio di Stato di Venezia: Bailo di Constantinopoli, filza 130, lettere
Ecc., Bailo Kv. Alvise Mocenigo 1709-1714, in V. Papahagi, “Aromânii Moscopoleni şi Comerţui Veneţian în secole al XVII-lea şi et XVIII-lea”, Ηπειρωτικά
Χρονικά 9 (1934), 254-255 and v. 10 (1935), 270-288; cited in Kilipiris, op.cit.,
p. 100.
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Papahagi, op.cit.; cited in Kilipiris, op.cit., p. 101.
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See note 98.
122
Leal reaches the same conclusion on the basis of a different set of data
[Leal, op.cit., p. 262].
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Already since the start of the 20th century social theorists pursuing anthropological research have explored themes related to exchanges and alliance, dealing with reciprocity as some sort of force
of binding obligation.123 In the second half of the 20th century similar themes were explored through the prism of gifts and power in
social life.124 Pursuing a historical approach, in this paper I attempted to carry on prior findings on exchanges, alliances and
power to the realm of politics, in order to demonstrate how the
pragmatic approach of the Ottoman state in its domestic interreligious affairs triggered a reciprocal pragmatic approach by its nonMuslim communities. Dealing initially with general attitudes,
namely how the Ottoman state incorporated Orthodox and Catholic
Christians, Armenians and Jews in its system and how the Ottomans harmonized diversities between the legal framework on
Church confiscation and building, and their policies and practices
on it, we ended up delving into the specifics of a particular casestudy of Ottoman pragmatism in the case of the reconstruction of
Ardenicë Monastery. By way of conclusion, in their domestic inter-religious affairs the Ottomans, while retaining their theocraticstate character, relied wisely more on pragmatic political judgement125 than a stagnant interpretation of Islamic Law, thereby
123

B. Malinowski, Argonauts of the western Pacific: an account of native
enterprise and adventure in the archipelagoes of Melanesian New Guinea,
Routledge & Kegan, London 1922; B. Malinowski, Crime and custom in savage
society, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, London 1926.
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P.M. Blau, Exchange and power in social life, John Wiley, New York
1967; C.A. Gregory, Gifts and commodities, Academic Press, London 1983.
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While Gradeva outlines very successfully the opposing myths on Ottoman
tolerance or non-tolerance [Gradeva, “Ottoman Policy”, p. 14 and note 1, where
reference to indicative literature from both viewpoints], she suggested a third
term that to her describes best the inter-religious relations within the Ottoman
state: “endurance of the ‘other’” [p. 36]. In our view the term is unsuccessful.
The Oxford Dictionary defines endurance as: i) “the fact or power of enduring
something painful and prolonged”; ii) and “the capacity of something to last or to
withstand wear and tear” [Compact Oxford English Dictionary, entry “endurance”, www.askoxford.com/concise_oed/endurance?view=uk, accessed in
March 01, 2008]. As we have demonstrated in this article, the Ottoman choices
in regard to Christian church-building were far from being oblivious of the
effects and conducts that they were to effect, while they retained for themselves
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manifesting a tolerant attitude towards their non-Muslim subjects.
In so doing, they elicited equally pragmatic exchanges.

APPENDIX I
Protests against arbitrary levies of Ottoman functionaries at a
local level had been raised in the Sultan’s court already before November 10, 1741, when the sultan addressed a firman [Central Archives of the State, Tirana, A.Q.Sh. F. 135, D. 23, f. 70r] to the
sancakbey (administrator of the prefecture) of Vlorë and the naib
(district-judge) of the kaza of Karbunarë. In this letter sultan
Mahmud I, after reciting the complaints of the peasants of the
Ardenicë villages, brought forward to him, regarding the decadent
state of their church and the arbitrary claims of the local militia
(zabit) to levy extraordinary dues upon its repair, he orders the local Ottoman authorities to control whether these claims are substantiated and, should they be found to be true, to allow the villagers repair their monastery without any interference. The document,
as transcribed by Dr. Dritan Egro, to whom I am indebted, [Fig. 3]
reads:
Transliteration
‘Emīrü’l-ümerâ’i’l-kirâm kebīrü’l-küberâ’i’l-fiḫâm ẕū’l-ḳadr
ve’l-iḥtirâm ṣâḥibü’l-ʿīz{z} ve’l-ihtişâm el-muḫtaṣṣ bi-mezīd-i
ʿīnâyet-i meliki’l-ʿâlâ ber-vech-i arpalık Avlonya sancağı mutaṣarthe privilege of reversing their initial decisions adopting to the circumstances [cf.
Th. Papadopoulos, Studies and Documents relating to the History of the Greek
Church and People under Turkish Domination, Brussels 1952, pp. 202-203;
several hints of the conducts that the Ottomans anticipated in return for such
policies, that is the maintenance of order amongst their Christian subjects, are
revealed in two unpublished letters of Patriarch Agathangelos addressed to
Metropolitan Ioasaph of Berat and the noblemen of Berat, which accompanied
the firman for the ‘reconstruction’ of the catholicon of the Monastery of St.
Kosmas the Aetolian in Kolkondas, Fier (central Albania) and called for the
maintenance of order before the state authorities and for unswerving pursuit of
the duties of the ‘faithful reayalik’; see Codex of Patriarchal Correspondence,
No. 16, p. 101].
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rıfı paşa - damet ma’aliyehu, kidvetü’l - nüvvābi’l –müteşerriʿīn
Karbunar ḳażâsında nâʾibüʾş-şerʿ olan mevlânâ […] – zīde ʿilmuhu
– tevḳī-iʿrefīʿ-i hümâyūn vaṣīl olıcaḳ maʿlūm ola ki Karbunar
ḳażâsına tabīʿArtenice nâm kurâ ahâli-i reâyâları südde-i saâdetime
ʿarż-ı ḥâl idüb bunlarıñ kurâlarına ber-vech-i taḥmīn üç sâʿat ḳarīb
ziyâret-gâhları olan Penâʾiye nâm manastırları yıḳılub şiddet-i
şitādan ḥarāba müşrif olub andan ġayrī bir cāy-ı penāhları olmayub
ancaḳ aña münḥāṣṣır olmaġla andan ḳaṭ’-i naẓar-ı maḥfv ü
muḥāṭara mahalde vāḳiʿolmaġla vażʿ-i ḳadīmesi üzere taʿmīr
murād eylediklerinde ḳażā-yı mezbûrda sākin żābıṭān müceddiden
celb-i māl içün sevdāsında olub manastırlarının taʿmīrine
muḥālefet eyleyüb rencide ve taʿaddiden ḥālī olmadıḳların bildirüb
mezkûrun ol vech ile şerʿ-i şerīf ve bilā-emr-i münīf ẓāhir olan
taʿaddileri menʿ ü defʿve manastırlarının vażʿ-i ḳadīmesi üzere
taʿmirine muʿḥālefet olmayub taʿaddileri menʿ ü defʿ olunmak
bābındaʿḥükm-i hümāyūn ricā eylediklerinde vecḥ-i meşrūḥ üzere
görülmek emrim olmuştur buyurdum ki […] vāṣıl buldukta bu
bābda ṣādır olan emrim üzere ʿamel idüb göresiz iʿlām olunduğu
vecḥ üzere olub muḳaddemā manastırları maʿmūr olub mürūr-i
ezmine ile ḫarāb olmuş ise ve ḫarāb vakiʿolub taʿmīr ve termīm
iḳtiżā eylemede manastır-i mezbūrdan ise taʿmīr ve kerasteleri
tebdīline iẕin virilüb taʿmīr itdiresiz ol bābda ṣādır olan fermān-i
ʿālişānım ile ʿamel idüb ḫilāf-i şerʿ-i şerīf ve bilā-emr-i münīf aḫeri
umūr-i manastırlarına ḳarıştırmayub ḫilāf-i şerʿ-i şerīf ve bilā emr-i münīf onlara ol vecḥ ile vażʿ-i taʿaddi …. ise menʿ ü defʿ
eyleyüb mażmūn emr-i şerʿīfimle ʿāmil olasız şöyle bilesiz
ʿalāmet-i şerīfe iʿtimād ḳılasız taḥrīren fī- evaʿīl-i ramażān sene
erbaʿa ve ḫamsīn ve miʿe ve elf.
Konstantiniyye, el-maḥruse’.
Source: A.Q.Sh., F. 135, D. 23, f. 70r.

English Translation
‘Prince of the noblest princes, the majesty of majesties, the lord
of honour, respect, excellence and majesty, he who can solve many
difficult problems, the king of those who should be set as examples
–sancakbey of the sancak of Vlorë, who rejoices through the
quality of non-military apanage (arpalık),– may [Allah] prolong his

112

Konstantinos Giakoumis

duty. Forerunner of the representatives of the right path [of God]
Mevlana [no name is mentioned], naib of the kaza of Karbunarë,
may God increase his wisdom. Upon delivery of my majestic order, it will be known that the reaya population of the villages
named ‘Ardenicë’ presented a petition at the Sultan’s Palace, since
their monastery named “Penaiye” [Panagia], which is their place of
pilgrimage and is situated at a distance of almost three hours from
their village, is destroyed and is condemned to elimination out of
the harsh winter. Besides this place, there is no other place to
venerate [their God]. Only at the advancement of destruction in
this place, when the villagers asked to repair it in order to restore it
in its previous condition, the militia living in the aforementioned
kaza showed again a will to levy money [from the villagers and
they] contradicted the monastery’s repair. [The peasants] state that
they have not been left free of interferences and deeds of violence.
The aforementioned [peasants], therefore, asked me [to issue] an
imperial order to stop them [the militia] and give an end to
violence that has been used neither on the basis of Shericat, nor on
certain imperial order, so that the repair [of the monastery] not to
be impeded, [thereby] restoring it to its prior condition and that
violence be forbidden and eliminated. This way I ordered the issuing of an order on this problem, as is made known. When it
reaches [the place concerned], the order issued on this issue should
be implemented. As is known, the monastery was previously in
good condition and if it is destroyed with the passing of time [to
the extent that] its restoration and repair is necessary for the
aforementioned monastery, [then,] a license was granted to repair
[it] and change its wooden elements, so that it gets repaired; my
authoritative order issued about this issue should me implemented.
Nobody else may interfere into the monastic affairs in contradiction to the Shericat and without my commanding order. Those who
exercise violence [against the peasants] in contradiction to the
Shericat and without my commanding order should be stopped and
backed up. Action should be taken in accordance to my commanding and carefully formulated order. You should know one thing
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for sure: believe in the imperial sign! Compiled in the first ten days
of Ramadan, in the year 1154 [10-19 November, 1741]’.

APPENDIX II
In August 18, 1745, Abbot Antonios of Ardenicë Monastery
addresses a circular letter to ‘all Christians wherever they may be’,
in which he pleads for their financial support in rebuilding the
catholicon.126 To this end, a delegation of two fathers of the
monastery along with holy relics of the evangelist Luke and Sts.
Gregory of Nyssa and Kyrekos was dispatched for a zitiye, a
preservation of the Byzantine institution of ‘ζητείαι’ in Ottoman
times.127 This was a practice where two or three monks equipped
with holy relics and/ or miracle-working icons undertook long
peregrinations to cities and villages to collect contributions in cash
or in kind paid by the faithful, in order to meet monastic or
personal expenditures. In his letter, Abbot Antonios of Ardenicë
also details the reasons that forced the monastery to resort in a
zitiye. The document [Fig. 4] reads:
Transcription
‘/Οἱ ἀπανταχοῦ εὑρισκόμενοι τοῦ ὀρθοδόξου συστήματος,
πανιερώτατοι καὶ θεοπρόβλητοι μητροπολῖται, καὶ ἀρχι/επίσκοποι,
θεοφιλέστατοι ἐπίσκοποι· σεβασμιώτατοι οἰκονόμοι καὶ πρωτοσύγκελοι· ὁσιώτατοι ἱερομόνα/χοι καὶ πν(ευματι)κοὶ πατέρες· αἰδεσιμώτατοι καὶ εὐλαβέστατοι ἱερεῖς, ἱεροδιάκονοι καὶ μοναχοὶ ἐν
Xριστῷ ἀδελφοί· ἐν/τιμότατοι κληρικοί, εὐγενέστατοι ἄρχοντες
καὶ πραγματευταὶ χρησιμώτατοι, καὶ πάσης ἐπιστήμης καὶ τέχνης
μαΐστοροι καὶ πρω/τομαΐστοροι τῶν ῥουφετίων, καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ ἅπαντες φιλόχριστοι καὶ ἐλεήμονες χριστιανοὶ, καὶ ἅπας ὁ τοῦ Κυρίου
126

S.L. Varnalidis, ‘Ανέκδοτος Εγκύκλιος υπέρ Βοηθείας του εν Βελεγράδοις
Ναού των Γενεσίων της Θεοτόκου του Επιλεγομένου της Αρδενίτζης (18 Αυγούστου 1745)’, Γρηγόριος ο Παλαμάς, v. 665-666, year 61 (May-August 1978),
pp. 193-201.
127
For a brief overview of the institution of zitiye, see Giakoumis, op.cit., pp.
413 and 470.
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χριστοτερπής καὶ / περιούσιος λαὸς, ἔθνος ἅγιον καὶ κληρονόμον
τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν, χαίροιτε ἐν Κυρίῳ καὶ ὑγιαίνοιτε, τήν
ὀφειλομένην / μετάνοιαν σὺν τῷ ἐν Χριστῷ ἀσπασμῷ ὁλοψύχως
ἀπονέμομεν προσκυνητῶς τοῖς πᾶσι ἑνί ἑκάστῳ ὑμῶν τάγματι καὶ
ἀξιώ/ματι ἅπαντες ἡμεῖς οἱ εὐτελεῖς ἱερομόναχοι καὶ μοναχοί,
εὑρισκόμενοι ἐν τῇ ἱερᾷ καὶ σεβασμίᾳ μονῇ τῶν Γεννεσίων τῆς
Ὑπεραγίας Δε/σποίνης ἡμῶν Θ(εοτό)κου καὶ Ἀειπαρθένου Μαρίας τῆς θαυματουργοῦ, τῇ ἐπιλεγομένῃ Ἀρδενίτζᾳ εὑρισκομένη δὲ
καὶ ὑποκειμένη / ὑπὸ τῆς ἐπαρχίας Βελαγράδων καὶ δεόμενοι οἱ
ἀνάξιοι καὶ παρακαλοῦμεν τὸν Κύριον ἡμῶν Ἰ(ησοῦ)ν Χ(ριστό)ν,
ὅπως ταῖς / πρεσβείαις Αὐτῆς τῆς Ὑπεραγίας Θ(εοτό)κου ἐν ὑγείᾳ
καὶ σωτηρίᾳ διάγητε κατὰ τὸ(ν) διπλοῦν ἄν(θρωπο)ν, σὺν γυναιξὶ
καὶ τέκνοις φυλαττόμενοι καὶ / στερεούμενοι ὑπὸ τῆς Δεξιᾶς τοῦ
Ὑψίστου εἰς πᾶν ἔργον ἀγαθὸν καὶ εὐάρεστον, πρὸς σύστασιν στερέωσίν τε καὶ κυβέρνησιν τῶν εὐαγῶν καὶ / ἱερῶν μοναστηρίων·
πλὴν γνωστὸν ἔστω πᾶσιν ὑμῖν εὐλογημένοι χριστιανοί, ὅτι τῇ παραστάσει τοῦ χρόνου τούτου, τῆς ἐκκλη/σίας οὔσης σεσαθρωμένης, ἐκ βάθρων αὐτὴν θείᾳ δυνάμει ἀνεγείραμεν, ἐξοδιάζοντες δ’
ἅπανθ’ ὅσα εἴχαμεν οὐκ ἤρκεισεν ἡ δαπά/νη ἡμῶν εἰς τέλειον
ἀπαρτισμὸν, ὅθεν μὴ δυνάμενοι ἀλλε[ο]τρόπως ποιεῖν, τά τε ἱερὰ
σκεύη καὶ κανδήλια ξένοις χερσὶν ἐνεχειρίσαμεν, νυνὶ δὲ οὐ
μό/νον παρ’ αὐτῶν θλιβόμεθα ἀπαιτούντων παρ’ ἡμῶν τόκον ἐπὶ
τόκους, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν τῆς αὐτῆς ἐπαρχίας ἡγεμόνων τε / καὶ
κριτῶν καθεκάστην κινδυνεύουμεν, οἵτινες ἀνακαινίσεως ἕνεκα
προφασιζόμενοι, ὡς κύνες ἑλισσόμενοι οὐ παύουσι / κινούμενοι
πρὸς ζημίαν καὶ ἀφανισμὸν τοῦ ἱεροῦ ἡμῶν μοναστηρίου, ἁρπάζοντες τὰ ἔχει μας ἀφειδῶς ὥστε πολλάκις καὶ / αὐτῆς τῆς ἀναγκαίας
τροφῆς ὑστερούμεθα οἱ ταπεινοί· τούτων ἕνεκα μετὰ δεήσεως
πολλῆς στέλνομεν αὐτόθι πρὸς τὰ ἐλεήμονα / σπλάγχνα ὑμῶν τῶν
χριστιανῶν τὸν ὁσιώτατον ἐν ἱερομονάχοις καὶ ἐν Χριστῷ ἡμών
ἀδελφόν κὺρ Κλήμεντα, μετὰ τῆς συνοδείας αὐ/τοῦ πατέρα κὺρ
Ἰωσήφ· μεθ’ ἑαυτῶν δὲ στέλνομεν καὶ ἅγια λείψανα τοῦ ἁγίου
Γρηγορίου Νύσσης καὶ / τοῦ ἁγίου Εὐστρατίου καὶ Κυρίκου τῶν
μαρτύρων, πρὸς ἁγιασμὸν ψυχῶν καὶ ῥῶσιν σωμάτων, οὕς ἀποδεχόμενοι εὐμενῶς καὶ ἱλαρῷ / τῷ προσώπῳ, ἐπίδοτε καὶ βοηθήσατε
αὐτοῖς ἕκαστος καθὰ δυνάμεως ἔχει, ἐξ ὧν ἀγαθῶν ὁ Κ(ύριο)ς
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ὑμῖν ἐχαρίσατο, οἴδατε γὰρ / ὅτι θεῖον καὶ ψυχωφελὲς ἡ πρὸς τοὺς
ἐνδεεῖς ἐλεημοσύνη καθέστηκε, πλῆθος γὰρ καλύπτει ἁμαρτιῶν,
γραφθῆτε δ’ οὖν ὁ μὲν / παῤῥησίαν, ὁ δὲ πρόθεσιν, ἕτερος σαρανταλείτουργον, καὶ ἄλλος, ἀδελφᾶτον, ἵνα διὰ τῆς ε(ὐ)αρέστου
ὑμῶν ἐλεημοσύνης / ἡμεῖς μὲν οἱ τάλανες δυνηθείημεν τελέσαι τὸ
ἔργον ὅπερ ἐπεχειρίσαμεν, ὑμεῖς δὲ ὡς νέοι κτίτορες τὸν μισθὸν
παρὰ τοῦ / Σωτῆρος Χριστοῦ ἀπολαύσητε, οὗ ἡ χάρις καὶ τὸ
ἄπειρον ἔλεος μετὰ τῆς Πανάγνου αὐτοῦ Μητρός, εἴη μετὰ πάντων
ὑ/μῶν ἐν βίῳ παντὶ ἀμήν. ᾳψμε΄ω Αὐγούστῳ: ιηῃ.
/Καθηγούμενος τῆς ἱερᾶς καὶ σεβασμίας μονῆς τῶν Γενεσίων τῆς Ὑπεραγίας ἡμῶν Θεοτόκου καὶ θαυματουργοῦ Ἀρδενίτζης Ἀντώνιος ἱερομόναχος καὶ ἐν Χριστῷ ἀδελφός’.
English Translation
‘To all [Christians], wherever they may be: all-holy and Godpleasing Metropolitans and Archbishops, reverend Bishops, mostrespectable parish-priests and protosyngels, most venerable priestmonks and spiritual fathers, most reverend and pious priests, deacons, and monks, brethren in Christ; most noble archons and most
beneficial merchants, masters of sciences and craftsmen, headmasters of the guilds, all of the rest Christ-loving and merciful
Christians and all the pleasurable-in-God, chosen people, saintly
nation and heir of Heaven’s Kingdom, rejoice in Christ and may
you enjoy good health. We, the petty priest-monks and monks living in the holy and sacred monastery of the Nativity of our most
holy, Lady, the Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary, the miraclesworking and so-called “Ardenitsa” [Alb.: “Ardenicë-Ardenica”],
situated and subjugated under the [ecclesiastical] province of
Belagrada, prostrate before you and kiss all-heartedly in Christ all
of you, each and everyone according to his order and office, praying to our Lord Jesus Christ that, by the intercession of the most
Holy Theotokos, you live with health and [in the path of] salvation
according to the [proper living] of man of the world and of the
Heaven [of the dual man]. [We also pray that] together with your
wives and children you are guarded and supported by the Right
Hand of the [Lord in the] Highest in all good and pleasant works,

116

Konstantinos Giakoumis

in founding, supporting and administering of philanthropic and
holy monasteries. May all of you, the blessed Christians, know that
at the beginning of this year with divine power we rebuilt our decayed church from its foundations. And we spent all [funds] of
ours, yet, our expenditure did not suffice to complete [the project].
Hence, in our inability to find an alternative [funding source], we
forfeited our holy utensils and oil-lamps in the hands of foreigners
(strangers). Now, not only the creditors apply pressures on us asking interests on the top of interests, but we are also threatened by
the potentates and judges of the province who, worming like dogs
and with the pretext of renovation, do not stop acting at damage
and extinction of our monastery usurping unceasingly our belongings. As a consequence we, the scalds, often lack even basic commodities. It is for this reason that with many prayers we dispatch
there to your Christian mercifulness the blessed among priestmonks and our brother in Chirst, Clemens, along with his retinue,
father Joseph. We send with them the holy relics of saint Gregory
of Nyssa, saint Eustratios and saint Kyrekos the martyrs, for sanctification of souls and recuperation of bodies. Greeting them genially and with a smile in the face, may you give and help them according to the strength of each of you from the goods that our Lord
has granted you, as you know that giving alms to the poor is a divine and anagogic deed, because it covers a multitude of sins. May
you, therefore, be registered, one in parresia, another in the
prothesis, another in sarantaleitourgon [forty consecutive liturgies] and another in a [charity] brotherhood, so that with your
[God-] pleasing alms we, the scalds, could finish the work that we
have undertaken, while you, as new ktitors, may relish your reward
by Christ the Saviour, whose grace and infinite mercy together
with those of His most pure Mother may always be with you in
your entire life. Amen. August 18, 1745.
The abbot of the sacred and holy monastery of the Nativity of
our most holy Theotokos and miracles-working Ardenitsa, priestmonk Antonios, your brother in Christ’.
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APPENDIX III
Earlier (p. 15), mention was made of an Ottoman document that
granted permission for the Jorgucat monastery to be repaired. This
text is cited here in full together with the author’s description of it:
‘In the years from 1545 until 1575 it seems that this church was in
need of repair, therefore the Christian inhabitants asked for a repair
permit and the then Kadi of Gjirokastër, Mehmed, issued a document, preserved up until today (1928), which we repeat word by
word’.128 There is no reason to doubt the authenticity of this document which must have been officially translated by state translators
since it was directed to a village with Greek speaking inhabitants.
Other documents resemble this repair permit,129 such as that dated
‘1536’ which pertains to various churches and monasteries and is
preserved in the archives of the Monastery of the Holy Trinity in
Plevlje. The latter has been published in the form of extracts by
Bajaktarevic, and is given here for comparative purposes:130 ‘Decision of the Kadi of Prevlje. Barbil, the son of Vukosavlev, declared
before the Kadi of Plevlje, Mehmed, son of Abdurrahman, that the
church of Dovolje is on the brink of collapse (harab-a-mü?srif)
and that he wishes to restore it to its original state. The Muslim
witnesses present testified to the accuracy of his statement and as a
result the Kadi has issued a permit (mid June 1536)’. Obviously,
not only the structure of the text, but even some phrases are identical to the former, indicating that documents of this kind, issued by
provincial judges, were rather common.131
128

G. Giovannis, Ιστορική Περίληψις της Ιεράς Μονής Προφήτου Ηλιού Γεωργουτσατίου μετά Ιστορικών Γεγονότων της Κοινήτητος [sic] και Συνοπτική Σημείωσις των Ενεργειών και Αποφάσεων προς Ανέγερσιν της Ευπρεπούς Κεντρικής
Εκκλησίας Γεωργουστατίου [sic], Ioannina 1928, p. 14 (reprint: p. 87). For a
discussion of this document in the context of its monastery’s history, see
Giakoumis, op.cit., pp. 132-133.
129
Kiel, op.cit., pp. 185-190.
130
F. Bajraktarevic, ‘Turski Dokumenti Manastira Sv. Trojice kod Plevlja’,
Spomenik Srpska Kraljevska Akademija, LXXIX (1935), Drugi Razred, Filos.Filol. Drustvene, 62, Serajevo, cited in Kiel, op.cit., pp. 185-186 and note 115
leading to p. 62, note 15.
131
Kiel, op.cit., p. 186 questions the representativeness of the document he cited.
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Transcript
«Οἱ κάτοικοι τοῦ εἰς τὸν Καζᾶν Ἀργυροκάστρου ὑποκειμένου
χωρίου Γεωργουτσάτες παρουσιασθέντες εἰς τήν Ἱεράν Κρίσιν,
εἶπον ὅτι ἄνωθεν τοῦ χωρίου μας ὑπάρχει μία ἐκκλησία ἐπ’
ὀνόματι τοῦ Προφ. Ἠλίου τιμωμένη, τῆς ὁποίας οἱ τοίχοι κατέπεσον καὶ ἐν καιρῷ χειμῶνος δὲν δυνάμεθα κατὰ τὴν θρησκείαν μας
νὰ προσευχηθῶμεν καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ζητοῦμεν παρὰ τῆς Ἱερᾶς
Κρίσεως ἄδειαν νὰ τὴν ἐπιδιορθώσουμε κατὰ τὸ παλαιὸν σχέδιον.
Ἀφοῦ λοιπὸν εἴδαμεν ταῦτα καί ἡμεῖς ἐκρίναμεν ὅτι ἡ διόρθωσις
εἶνε νόμιμος καὶ ἐδώσαμεν ἄδειαν διὰ νὰ κάμουν ἐπισκευὴν (ἄνευ
πλάτους, μήκους καὶ ὕψους ἐφ’ ᾧ ἐδόθη εἰς χεῖρας των τὸ παρόν
ἔγγραφον διὰ νὰ τὸ δείξουν ὅπου δεῖ».
English Translation
‘The inhabitants of the village of Georgutsati [Alb.: “Jorgucat”]
in the kaza of Argyrocastro appeared to the Holy Judgement and
said that “upon our village there is a church dedicated to the Proph.
Elias, the walls of which have fallen and in winter’s time we cannot pray according to our religion, so we ask a repair permission
from the Holy Judgement to repair it on the basis of the old plan”.
After having seen it we decided that the repair is legal and we gave
permission for them to repair it without (prescribed) length,
breadth and height; this is the reason why this document was given
into their hands, to show it to whom it may concern’.
APPENDIX IV
In 1773 Bishop Dositheos of Dryinoupolis and Argyrokastron132
along with the city’s noblemen decided to rebuild and expand the
churches of the two Christian quarters of the city, the Episcopal
church of the Almighty in the Old Bazaar of the city (within the
Castle quarters) and the church of the Archangels in Paliourotos.
The following source, extracted from the “Codex of Dositheos”
132

We used the Greek transliteration of the ecclesiastical title of the Diocese for
historical purposes.
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[Central Archives of the State, Tirana, F. 139, D. 2],133 gives a flavour of the insecurities that this endeavour caused to the local community and provides evidence on the costs of bribery that illegal
church development entailed, as well as the collective responsebility that the circumstances demanded on behalf of the Christian
community.
1. F. 139, D. 2, f. 4v
| Ἐν ἔτει χιλιοστῷ ἑπτακοσιοστῷ
ἑβδομηκοστῷ τρίτῳ ἐκτίσθη τὸ
τεῖχος τὸ ἐπάνω τῆς ἐκκλησίας |
τοῦ Παντοκράτορος μετὰ πολλοῦ
μόχθου καὶ κόπου καὶ διὰ δαπανημάτων τῆς ἰδίας ἐκκλησίας, κατεσκάφη δὲ καὶ ἐβαθύνθη καὶ ὁ τόπος, ὤν πρότερον λόφος μέγας, καὶ
ἐγένετο ὡς νῦν | ὁρᾶται ἐπίπεδον,
τὸ δὲ χῶμα τοῦτου ἐῤῥίφθη ἔξω
τοῦ τείχους, καὶ θόρυβος πολὺς
ἐγένετο τότε ἐκ τῶν ἐξωτερικῶν, ὁ
δὲ Παντοκράτωρ ἐῤῥύσατο καὶ ἐμὲ
καὶ τὸν μαχαλὲν | ἀβλαβεῖς ἐκ τῶν
προσδοκωμένων ἀνιαρῶν.

In the year 1773 the wall above
the church of the Almighty was
built with much toils and with
expenditures [assumed by] the
very church. The place where
there formerly was a big hill was
dug and excavated and it became
flat as it can now be seen. The soil
was thrown outside the [city]
walls and much ado was caused
by the outsiders [i.e. the Muslims].
[Yet,] the Almighty [God] protected both me and the neighbourhood [so that we come out]
from the anticipated troubles without any damage.

2. F. 139, D. 2, f. 25v-26r
| Ἶσον ἀπαράλλακτον τῷ πρωτοτύπῳ γράμματι· | + ὁ Δρυϊνουπόλεως καὶ Ἀργυροκάστρου Δοσίθεος ἐπιβεβαιοῖ:. |
Διὰ τοῦ παρόντος συμφωνητικοῦ
133

Duplicate copy of the original
letter. + [Bishop] Dositheos of
Gjirokastër confirms.
The Christian inhabitants of the
out-of-the-castle quarters [inhabi-

For the Codex see K. Giakoumis, Ο Κώδικας του Δοσιθέου, Επισκόπου Δρυϊνουπόλεως και Αργυροκάστρου (1760-1858), Athens (forthcoming) and K.
Giakoumis, “Paraqitja e Parë e Kodikut të Gjirokastrës”, Arqivi Shqiptar, 1-2
(2005), 57-71.
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γράμματος ὁμολογοῦμεν ἡμεῖς οἱ
χριστιανοὶ βαροσιλίδες μικροὶ | καὶ
μεγάλοι τῶν δύο μαχαλέδων Παλαιοπαζάρου καὶ Παλιουρωτοῦ,
ὅτι Θεοῦ εὐδοκοῦντος, ἀπεφασίσα|μεν νὰ ἀνακαινίσωμεν ἐκ
θεμελίων τὰς δύο Ἐκκλησίας τὰς
παλαιάς, τοῦ Παντοκράτορος | τῆς
ἐπισκοπῆς καὶ τῶν Ταξιαρχῶν, ὡς
σεσαθρωμένας οὔσας καὶ πολλὰ
στενοχώρους, καὶ ἡ χά|ρις τοῦ Παντοκράτορος, καὶ ἡ πρεσβεία τῶν
Ταξιαρχῶν νὰ ἐκτελέσωσι μὲ καλὴν ἔκβασιν καὶ εἰ|ρηνικὴν τὸν
ἔνθεόν μας ζῆλον, διὰ τὸν ὁποῖον
μὲ κοινὴν γνώμην ἐσυντρέξαμεν.
Καὶ δὴ πρῶ|τον φανεροῦμεν, ὅτι τὰ
ὅσα ἔξοδα ἤθελον ἀκολουθήσῃ εἰς
τὸ καρὰ γιαπὶ μόνον τούτων τῶν
δύο | ἐκκλησιῶν νὰ ἐξοδευθῶσιν
ἀπὸ ὅλην τὴν κοινότητα, ὁμοίως
καὶ ὅσα ῥουσφέτια καὶ δωρήματα
ἤ|θελον ἀκολουθήσῃ εἰς τοὺς ἐξωτερικούς, τόσον εἰς τὸν νῦν βαλῆν
τοῦ τόπου Κούρτπασαν διὰ τὰ δύω
| μπουγιουρντία, ὅσον καὶ εἰς τὸν
κατὴν διὰ τὰ δύο Ἰλάμια, καὶ κέφς
χοντζέτια, ὁμοίως καὶ εἰς τοὺς |
ἀγιάνιδές μας καὶ ἄλλους ἀφεντάδες, καὶ χρείας οὔσης, καὶ εἰς
ἄλλους παραμικρούς, ὅλα αὐτὰ | τὰ
ἔξοδα νὰ ἐξοδευθῶσιν ὁμοίως ἀπὸ
ὅλην τὴν κοινότητα· δεύτερον ὁμολογοῦμεν, ὅτι ὁ | Θεὸς φυλάξοι,
ἐὰν ἤθελεν ἀκολουθήσῃ καμμία
καταδρομή, ἤ ζημία χρημάτων διὰ
τὰς | ῥηθείσας δύο ἐκκλησίας τοῦτε Παντοκράτορος καὶ τῶν Ταξιαρχῶν, εἴτε ἀπὸ Βασιλευούσης, |
εἴτε ἀπὸ Ῥούμελην βαλεσῆ, εἴτε

tants of the varoş], both the more
and the less influential, hereby
acknowledge through this letter of
agreement that with God’s good
pleasure we decided to renovate
the two old churches of the Almighty and of the Taxiarchs from
their foundations, because they
were incommodious and in a state
of detriment. May the grace of the
Almighty and the intercession of
the Taxiarchs [help us] to perform
[this duty] of God-pleasing zeal
that we jointly decided [to undertake] with good results. It is for
this reason that we first testify that
all expenditures that may emerge
at [the site called] Kara Yapi solely for the [building] of the two
churches, will be spent by the entire community. Likewise, all bribes and presents that may come
up, [payable] to outsiders [like]
Kurt Pasha, the province’s vali,
for the two buyurdi, to the kadi
for the two ilcam and kefş hücet, as
well as to our ayans, masters and,
if need be, to minor officials, [all
of these] expenses will be shared
equally by the entire community.
Second, we testify that if, God
forefend, there will be any subsequent attack or liabilities accrued by [officials in] Istanbul, the
vali of Rumeli, the province’s
vali, the ayans or other outsiders
of the city of Gjirokastër, or the
kadi, due to the [reconstruction] of
the two churches of the Almighty
and of the Taxiarchs, this damage
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ἀπὸ τὸν βαλῆν τοῦ τόπου, εἴτε ἀπὸ
ἀγιάνιδες, καὶ ἄλλους ἐξω|τερικοὺς
τῆς πολιτείας Ἀργυροκάστρου, εἴτε
ἀπὸ κατῆν, ἐκείνη ἡ ζημία νὰ πληρωθῇ | ἀπὸ ὅλην τὴν κοινότητα,
ὁμοίως ἐάν, ὁ Θεὸς φυλάξοι, ζημιωθῇ τινὰς χριστιανοὺς ἐξ ἡμῶν, ἤ
προ|εστὼς, ἤ κατώτερος κατ’ ἰδίαν
δι’ αἰτίαν τῆς ἀνακαινίσεως τῶν
Ἐκκλησιῶν, πάλιν ἡ ζημία | αὐτὴ
νὰ πληρωθῇ ἀπὸ τὴν κοινότητα.
Τρίτον ὁμολογοῦμεν, ὅτι ὅσα ἄσπρα δανεισθῶμεν | κοινῶς διὰ τὴν
οἰκοδομὴν τῶν Ἐκκλησιῶν, ἤγουν
διὰ τὸ Καρὰ Γιαπὶ λεγόμενον, τὰ
μισὰ | ἀπ’ αὐτὰ τὰ δανεισθέντα νὰ
λαμβάνωμεν ἡμεῖς οἱ παλαιοπαζαρῖται, καὶ τὰ μισὰ οἱ παλι|ουρωτιῶται, καὶ ἡ χρεωστικὴ ὁμολογία
νὰ δοθῇ ἀπὸ ὅλην τὴν κοινότητα·
ὅσα δὲ ἄλλα | ἔξοδα χρειασθῶσι
διὰ τὸν ἔσω καλλωπισμὸν τῆς μιᾶς
καὶ τῆς ἄλλης Ἐκκλησίας νὰ εἶναι
ξεχωρι|στὰ ἀπὸ τὸν κάθε μαχαλέν.
Ὅθεν εἰς δήλωσιν τῶν συμφωνηθέντων ἐγένετο παρ’ ἡμῶν τὸ |
παρὸν ἡμῶν γράμμα βεβαιωθὲν μὲ
τὴν ὑπογραφὴν τοῦ καθ’ ἑνὸς,
ὁμοῦ μὲ ἕν ἄλλο | παρόμοιον, διὰ
νὰ κρατῇ ὁ ἕνας καὶ ὁ ἄλλος μαχαλὰς ἀπὸ ἕν γράμμα. Καὶ ἔστω εἰς
ἔνδειξιν:. | αψοστῳ Μαΐου γῃ. |
+ Ἀθανάσιος Ἱερεὺς καὶ Σακελλάριος βεβαιώνω. + Δημήτριος χατζῆ
Κυρίτζη βεβαιώνω. | + παπᾶ Πάντζος βεβαιώνω· + Μαργαρίτης χατζῆ Κυρίτζη βεβαιώνω· | + Ζῆσος
ἱερεὺς βεβαιώνω· + Πάνος Εὐθυμίου βεβαιώνω· | + Σεραφεὶμ ἱερομόναχος βεβαιώνω· + Θεμελῆς
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will be paid by the entire community. Likewise, if, God forbid,
a certain Christian or nobleman or
anybody of a lower rank among us
suffers any personal damage due
to the renovation of the churches,
this damage will again be paid by
the entire community. Thirdly, we
testify that for all the loans that we
may collectively contract for the
construction of the churches, that
is for the one at the place called
“Kara Yapi”, half of them will be
assumed by us, the inhabitants of
the Old Bazaar, and the other half
by those of Paliourotos, while the
[related] bond will be issued by
the entire community. Inasmuch
as other essential expenses for the
decoration of the one or the other
church are concerned, they will be
charged to each one of our quarters (mahalla). Hence, this present
letter of ours was compiled as an
indication of what has been agreed
and was ratified by the signature
of each and every one along with
a duplicate copy, so that both
quarters keep one letter and may
this stand as a proof. May 3, 1776.
+ Father Athanasios, sakellarios, I
confirm. + Demetrios ChatzeKyritzi, I confirm. + Father Pantzos, I confirm. + Margaritis
Chatze-Kyritzi, I confirm. +
Father Zisos, I confirm. + Panos
Euthymiou, I confirm. + Seraphim
the priest-monk, I confirm. + Themelis Spyrou, I confirm. (f. 26r) +
Dosis Margaritou, I confirm. +
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Σπύρου βεβαιώνω· | (f. 26r) +
Δόσης Μαργαρίτου βεβαιώνω· +
Κώστας Νικολάου βεβαιώνω· | +
Κυρίτζης Χρήστου βεβαιώνω· | +
Νικόλαος τζοράχης βεβαιώνω διὰ
χειρὸς τοῦ Κωνσταντίνου· | + Παρασκευᾶς Καραγκιόζης βεβαιώνω· + Ἰωάννης Νικολάου βεβαιώνω· | + Μιχάλης Οἰκονόμου βεβαιώνω· | Μαργαρίτης Κωνσταντίνου
βεβαιώνω· | + Γεώργιος Ἀλεξίου
βεβαιώνω· + Σταῦρος Σπύρου βεβαιώνω· | + Ἀναστάσιος Βασιλείου
βεβαιώνω· + Γεώργιος Χρήστου
βεβαιώνω· | + Πάνος Σπύρου βεβαιώνω· + Δημήτριος Εὐθυμίου
βεβαιώνω· | + Θάνος Δῆμος βεβαιώνω διὰ χειρὸς τοῦ Σεραφεὶμ· +
Χρῆστος Θεμελῆ βεβαιώνω· | +
Πόλιος Γκίζου τον βεβαιώνω διὰ
χειρὸς τοῦ αὐτοῦ· + Θεμελῆς Γκιόκα βεβαιώνω· | + Χρῆστος Κωνσταντίνου βεβαιώνω· + Θεοδωρῆς
Μαργαρίτου βεβαιώνω· | + Χρῆστος Βαγγέλη βεβαιώνω· + Βασίλειος Οἰκονόμου βεβαιώνω· | +
Γεώργιος Δήμου βεβαιώνω· +
Δεῦτος Σταύρου βεβαιώνω· | +
Γιώργης Μπαγούτης βεβαιώνω· +
Βασίλης Παρίση βεβαιώνω· | +
Νάστας Βελισάρης βεβαιώνω· +
Κύρκος Γγίκα βεβαιώνω διὰ χειρὸς τοῦ Σεραφεὶμ· | + Ἀναστάσης
Ἰωάννου Χρυσικὸς βεβαιώνω· +
Βασίλης Εὐθυμίου βεβαιώνω | +
Σπύρος Νικολάου βεβαιώνω· +
Νάτζης Κύρου βεβαιώνω διὰ χειρὸς τοῦ Σακελλαρίου· | + Ἀθανάσης Μαργαρίτου βεβαιώνω: | +

Kostas Nikolaou, I confirm. +
Kyritzis Christou, I confirm. +
Nikolaos Tzorachis, I confirm
through the hand of Constantine. +
Paraskeuas Karagiozis, I confirm.
+ Ioannis Nikolaou, I confirm. +
Michalis Oikonomou, I confirm. +
Margaritis Konstantinou, I confirm. + Georgios Alexiou, I confirm. + Stauros Spyrou, I confirm.
+ Anastasios Basileiou, I confirm.
+ Georgios Christou, I confirm. +
Panos Spyrou, I confirm. + Demetrios Euthymiou, I confirm. +
Thanos Dimos, I confirm through
the hand of Seraphim. + Christos
Themeli, I confirm. + Polios Grizou, confirms through the hand of
the same. + Themelis Gioka, I
confirm. + Christos Konstantinou,
I confirm. + Theodoris Margaritou, I confirm. + Christos Vangeli,
I confirm. + Basileios Oikonomou, I confirm. + Georgios Dimou, I confirm. + Deutos Staurou,
I confirm. + Giorgis Bagoutis, I
confirm. + Basilis Parisi, I confirm. + Nastas Belisaris, I confirm.
+ Kyrkos Gika, I confirm through
the hand of Seraphim. + Anastasis
Ioannou, goldsmith, I confirm. +
Basilis Euthymiou, I confirm. +
Spyros Nikolaou, I confirm. +
Natzis Kyrou, I confirm through
the hand of sakellarios. + Athanasis Margaritou, I confirm. +
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3. F. 139, D. 2, f. 26r
Καταγραφὴ τῶν ἐξόδων τοῦ οἰκο- Record of the building expenses of
δομήματος τῆς ἐκκλησίας μόνης the church of the Almighty only,
τοῦ Παντοκράτορος | ἤτοι τῆς ἐπι- namely [the] Episcopal [church].
σκοπῆς. |
Εἰς τὴν ἄσβεστον ὁκ(ά)δ(ες)
62900 = αἱ ἑκατὸν ὁκ(ά)δ(ες)
πρὸς ἄ(σπρα): 135: Γρὀσια
……
Εἰς τὰ ξυλικά, δρένια, ζωνάρια, τζάμικα, σανίδια διὰ τοὺς
θόλους, καὶ σανίδια | τῶν
θυρῶν, καὶ ἄλλα τοιαῦτα λιανικά …
Εἰς τὰ σιδηρικὰ καθὼς φαίνονται, καὶ περόνια, καὶ
παραθύρια ……………
Εἰς νερὸν διὰ σβέσιν τῆς
ἀσβέστου, καὶ εἰς ἐργάτας
ὁποῦ εὔγαλαν τὰ χώματα τὰ
ἔσωθεν | καὶ ἔξωθεν τῆς ἐκκλησίας ……
Εἰς τὸ σιτάρι τῶν μαστώρων
φορτία: 50: καὶ εἰς ἐπίλοιπον
ζωοτροφίαν αὐτῶν, καὶ | εἰς
τὴν στρῶσιν τοῦ ἐδάφους τῆς
ἐκκλησίας …
Εἰς τοὺς μαστώρους καὶ ζῶα
αὐτῶν δι’ ὅσας ἡμέρας ἐδούλευσαν, συμποσούμενα, εἰς
ἐργατικὰ | χ(ι)λ(ιά)δ(ας):
5383: πρὸς ἄ(σπρα) 42: ὁ
καθ’ εἷς μάστωρας καὶ ζῶον,
ἐδόθησαν
Διὰ τὰς τρεῖς θύρας καὶ πάτωμα τῶν γυναικῶν
……………………
Εἰς τοὺς ἐξωτερικοὺς δῶρα
καὶ χαρίσματα, εἰς τὸν πασιὰν
εἰς μπεράτι, καὶ ἐδὼ εἰς κατὴν, | καὶ μπέηδες, καὶ αὑθε-

ἄ 696:
40 = |

For the lime, 62900 okas;
135 aspres per 100 okas.
Grosh

Grosh:
Aspres
696:40

» 935:
68 = |

For the timber, the beams,
the zones, the glasses, entrance planks and the like

Grosh:
Aspres
935:68

» 284:
18 = |

For the rods as they look, the
pins and windows

Grosh:
Aspres
248:18
Grosh:
Aspres
203

» 203:
=|

» 720:
45 = |

»
1896:
12 = |

For water to prepare the
whitewash and for the workers who put away the soil
from the church’s interior
and exterior
For the wheat of the masons, 50 loads and the rest
for their sustenance and for
the leveling of the church’s
terrain
For the masons and their
animals for the days they
worked, labour pay entitlements summed up to 5383
per 42 aspres per each
mason and animal, we gave

» 42:
102: |

For the three entrances and
the floor of women’s space

»
1250:
=|

For presents and gifts to
outsiders, the Pasha of Berat
and the kadi in here, beys
and masters

Grosh:
Aspres
720:45

Grosh:
Aspres
1896:12

Grosh:
Aspres
42:102
Grosh:
Aspres
1250
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ντάδες ……
Ἔτι εἰς ἀν(θρώπ)ους τοῦ βαλῆ μουσταφάμπεη ὁποῦ ἐφύλαττον τοὺς μαστώρους, καὶ
ἔτι δώρα τοῦ κατῆ.
Δηλαδὴ ὅλα τὰ ἔξοδα τῆς
ἐκκλησίας, εἰς τὸ καρὰ Γιαπὶ
μόνον λεγόμενον | ἐδαπανήθησαν γρόσια γερὰ χ(ι)λ(ιά)δ(ες) ἕξ καὶ ἑκατὸν τεσσαράκοντα ἕν, καὶ | ἄσπρα δεκαπέντε.
αψοστον: Ἰουλίου 1η: |

» 112:
90 = |
ἄσ
6141:
15: |

Furthermore, to the men of
the vali Mustafa Bey, who
guarded the masons and additional presents to the kadi
To sum up, for all of the
church’s expenses only in
the site Kara Yapi we spent
6141 solid grosh and 15
aspres

Grosh:
Aspres
112:90
Grosh:
Aspres
6141:15

July 1, 1776

4. F. 139, D. 2, f. 26v
Καταγραφὴ τῶν ἐξόδων τοῦ οἰκοδομήματος τῆς ἐκκλησίας τῶν Ταξιαρχῶν, εἰς τὸ καρᾶ Γιαπὶ | κοινῶς
λεγόμενον.

Record of the building expenses of
the church of the Taxiarchs at the
site commonly called Kara Yapi.

Εἰς τὴν ἄσβεστον ὁκ(ά)δ(ες)
77050 ……

ἄ 841:
91

For the lime, 77050 okas

Εἰς σιδηρικὰ, παραθύρια, περόνια, καζμάδες, σιδηροβέργαις ………
Εἰς ξυλήν, γρενταῖς, ζωνάρια,
ντερέκια, σανίδια, πέταυρα,
καὶ ἄλλα
Εἰς νερὸν, ἄσ(πρα): 144: 88:
Εἰς ἐργάτας ὁποῦ εὔγαλαν τὸ
χῶμα ἄσ(πρα) 100: 52.
Εἰς ἄλλα ἔξοδα λιανικῶς
ἄσ(πρα): 83:10: καὶ εἰς πεσκέσια ἄσ(πρα) 24: 15.
Εἰς τροφὴν τῶν μαστώρων,
κρέας, τυρί, κρασί, ῥακήν,
καὶ ἄλλα ……
Εἰς τὸ γέννημα αὐτῶν, σιτάρι
καὶ ἀραποσίτι

»
480:42

» 202:
94. |

For metal structures, windows, pins, windows, pickaxes and rods.
For timber, levels, zones,
beams, planks, shingles and
others
For water, aspres 144:88.
For the workers who put
away the soil aspres 100:52
For other expenses in retail
aspres 83:10 and for pişkeş
aspres 24:15.
For the masons’ food, meat,
cheese, wine, raki and others

» 732:
60. |

For their grain, wheat and
corn

» 950:
104. |
» 245:
20. |
» 107:
25. |

Εἰς πληρωμὴν αὐτῶν, δι’ ἐρ- »

Their payment of labour wa-

Grosh:
Aspres
841:81
Grosh:
Aspres
480:42
Grosh:
Aspres
950:104

Grosh:
Aspres
245:20
Grosh:
Aspres
24:15
Grosh:
Aspres
202:94
Grosh:
Aspres
732:60
Grosh:
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γατικὰ μετὰ τῶ ζώων. 6625·
πρὸς ἄσ(πρα): 42.
Εἰς τὸ στρώσιμον τοῦ ἐδάφους τῆς ἐκκλησίας, καὶ πλακῶν σκεπάσματος αὐτῆς, καὶ
τοῦ τοίχου κύκλω τοῦ | βήματος

2318:
90. |
» 310:
80. |

ges along with the animals
6625; per 42 aspres
For the leveling of the
church’s terrain, its paving
with plaques and for the wall
around the Altar

ἄσ.619
0: 6.ν |
Εἰς ἐξωτερικοὺς δῶρα καὶ
χαρίσματα, εἰς τὸν πασιὰν εἰς
μπεράτι, καὶ ἐδὼ εἰς | κατήν,
καὶ μπέηδες, καὶ αὐθεντάδες
………………
Εἰς τοὺς ἀνθρώπους τοῦ βαλῆ ὁποῦ ἐφύλαττον τοὺς μαστώρους …
Ἐργατικὰ εἰς τοὺς νταβανζτίδες διὰ ντουσεμέδες
……………………
Δηλαδὴ ὅλα τὰ ἔξοδα τῆς
ἐκκλησίας τῶν Ταξιαρχῶν εἰς
τὸ καρᾶ Γιαπὶ κοινῶς | λεγόμενον ἠκολούθησαν μὲ τὰ
ἐξωτερικὰ δῶρα ὡς φαίνονται γρόσια χιλιάδες | ἑπτὰ
καὶ ἑξακόσια τριάκοντα τρία,
καὶ ἄσπρα τεσσαράκοντα
δύο.
αψοστον: Ἰουλίου 1η:

»
1312:
60. |

For presents and gifts to
outsiders, the Pasha of Berat
and the kadi in here, beys
and masters

» 90:
36. |

For the men of the vali, who
guarded the masons

» 40:
60. |

Labour wages to the ceilingmakers

ἄσ.763
3: 42.ν
|

To sum up, for all of the
expenses of the church of
the Taxiarchs in the [site]
commonly called Kara Yapi
only in the site Kara Yapi
followed by the presents to
the outsiders, as they appear
to be, [we spent] 7633 grosh
and 42 aspres.
July 1, 1776
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Aspres
2318:90

Grosh:
Aspres
310:80
_____
Grosh:
Aspres
6190:6
Grosh:
Aspres
1312:60

Grosh:
Aspres
90:36
Grosh:
Aspres
40:60
Grosh:
Aspres
7633:42
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Map 1: Map of Albania. The region of Myzeqe is situated between the modern
cities of Kavajë and the hills of the region of Mallakastra
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Map 2: A close-up map of Myzeqe region and surroundings. Ardenicë Monastery
is situated at the middle of the way from Lushnjë to Fier
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Fig. 1: Ardenicë Monastery, Myzeqe, 1743.
A view of the catholicon from South-East
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Fig. 2: Ardenicë Monastery, Myzeqe, 1743. The Holy Trinity Chapel from West,
(originally from the 14th century with major later restorations)
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Fig. 3: Ardenicë Monastery, Myzeqe, 1743.
The November 10-19, 1741 firman by Mahmud I. Document kept at the Central
Archives of the State, Tirana [A.Q.Sh. F. 135, D. 23, f. 70 r]
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Fig. 4: Ardenicë Monastery, Myzeqe, 1743.
The circular letter of Abbot Antonios of Ardenicë, August 18, 1745 [Archive of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Codex 900, p. 165 (after Varnalidis)]
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Fig. 5: Ardenicë Monastery, Myzeqe, 1743.
The monastery’s catholicon in 1745 as viewed in the circular letter of Abbot
Antonios of Ardenicë, August 18, 1745 [Archive of the Ecumenical Patriarchate,
Codex 900, p. 165 (after Varnalidis)]

Pl. 1: Ardenicë Monastery, Myzeqe, 1743. The ground-plan of the monastery
(after Thomo)

