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CTYJEHMUYKU I'POb AHE
AHACTACHIJE — OBPA3AILL
NJIN ITPECEJJAH CAXPAHE
HEMABURKU®

Aiuicipaxin: Tema pada cy samucao u peuterba QyHe-
papHux obenexcja Hao 2pobosuma dceHa — UpUdaoHUYd
ounaciuuje Hemaruh. Hciupasicusarwa cy #octiasmsena
HA WUpOKe 0CHO8e U 00YXBAIAfy UCTHOPUJCKU KOHIUEKCIll,
udejue u ymeminuuke y3ope H0jeOUHUX SPOOHUX YenuHd,
Kao ocilleapena clioMeHudka peuwerba. Acilexiuu xoju ce
uctuuiyjy jecy sionodxcaj epoba y upoctiopy ypkee, 00HOC
tpema epoby cyupyea Kuuiiopa, o0IuK Had2pooHoe Ciio-
MEHUKA, CIUKaHa Oekopayuja y (QYHepapHoj @GYHKyuju.
I'pobne yenune Hemarouhxu pazmoitipene ¢y XpOHOIOWKUM
peoom, tioued 00 cillyoenuuxoe epoba Ane Amnaciuacuje,
3a Kojum ciede epobna obenedxcja kpasuya y Munewesu,
Cotiohanuma, I'padyy, Barckoj u [euanuma. ¥ cpeouwiny
UCTUPAdICUBArbA je 00HOC paouyuje U UHO8Ayuja y 3amu-
cau Qpynepaprux yenuna Hemarouhxu. Ayiiopka 3akmsyuyje
da je cilyOeHuuKu UpOWOWUl WOKOM 8pemeHa Hoopa-
HCABAH Y HEKONUKUM acileKiuuma, aiu oda je, waxohe, ouo
HAuywitian, 0OHOCHO PpeuHiuepupeiiupan o 3axilesuma
KIuiiopa uau y ckiaoy ca aKidyenHum WoKosuma cpiicke
ceuynKpane yMeuHocuiu.

Kuwyune peuu: enaoapcku epob, Ana Anaciiacuja, He-
marouhiu, Ciyoenuya, Munewesa, Couiohanu, Ipaday,

barvcka, /{ewanu

Cpricku Biamapcku rpo0 y pa3no0sby BiaJaBHHE
Hemamunha wucrpaxkuBamm cMO M TyMauywid Tpe
MHOTO T'OJIMHAa — KaKO ca CTaHOBHWINTA WJEjHE 3a-
MUCJIH TaKO ¥ MOCEOHUX, MAaTEePUjaTHUX, OJHOCHO
CTIIOMEHHMYKUX perera.! Hadena n mpaktuyne ac-
NeKTe HeMamuhke caxpaHe AaHac je moryhe mane-
KO CBEOOyXBaTHHjE camie[aTH — KaKo Ha ONIITEM
IUIaHy, y OKBHUPHMA BIaapCKUX (yHEpapHUX MPO-
rpaMa cpeiera BeKa, Tako M KOMIUIEMEHTapHHX
mojaBa y CpIickoj cpenunu. [loTnyHuje mo3HaBame
OBUX ITIOTOHBUX OMOFy}_lI/UIa Cy HCTpaXuBama, Ha
NPBOM MECTy apXeoJjolllKa, Koja Cy TOCIEIHBUX
JICIICHUja BPIICHA Y HEKOJIMKUM CPIICKHM BJajap-

* Tloxgctuiaj 3a mucame OBOT paja a0 MU je ydemrhe y
pany HaydHOr cKyna ,,825 romuna moctpura CBere AHacracuje
— manactup [Ipecsere boropoauue y Kypuryminmju®, koju je omap-
kaH y HoBeMOpy 2021. y Humry u Kyprrymimju, y opranuszanuju
[MpaBocnaBHe enapxuje Huike, [IpaBociaBHOTr OOrocIoBCKor da-
KyaTeTa YHuBep3urera y beorpany u Maruue cprcke.

1 TTonosuh 1. 1992.

Danica I. Popovic¢

Institute for Balkan Studies of the Serbian
Academy of Sciences and Arts (SASA)

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT
STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR A
UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF
THE NEMANJIC FEMALE DYNASTS*

Abstract: The topic of the paper includes the concept and
the solutions for the funerary markings above the graves of
women — members of the Nemanji¢ (the Nemanides). The
research relies on wide bases and includes the historical
context, conceptual and artistic patterns for different tomb
ensembles, as well as the accomplished monument solu-
tions. The aspects that are considered are the position of the
tomb within the church space, its relation to the grave of the
husband the ktetor, the shape of the grave marker and the
painted decoration serving the funerary function. The tomb
ensembles of the Nemanji¢ female members have been con-
sidered in a chronological order, starting from the Studenica
tomb of Ana Anastasija, followed by the grave markers of the
queens at the monasteries of Mileseva, Sopocani, Gradac,
Banjska and Decani. In the focus of the research there is the
relation between the tradition and the innovations in the con-
cept of the funerary ensembles of the Nemanji¢ women. The
author concludes that over time the Studenica prototype was
emulated in several aspects, but that it was also abandoned
or reinterpreted according to the demands of the ktetor or
in line with the current trends in the Serbian sepulchral art.

Key words: ruler tomb, Ana Anastasija, Nemanji¢ dynasty,
Mileseva, Sopocani, Gradac, Banjska, Decani

We studied and interpreted the Serbian ruler tomb
in the period of the reign of the Nemanji¢ dynasty
many years ago — both from the aspect of the con-
ceptual idea and from the aspect of special, material,
that is, the monument-type of solutions.! Nowadays
it is possible to view the principles and practice of
the Nemanji¢ burial in a far more comprehensive
way — both at the general level, within the frame-
works of the medieval rulers’ funerary programmes,
and at the level of complementary occurrences on
the Serbian territories. Better understanding of the
latter has been allowed by the researches, primarily
the archaeological ones, that were conducted during

* I was encouraged to work on this paper by my participation at
the conference “825 years of Saint Anastasija’s taking of monastic
vows — Monastery of the Holy Mother of God in KurSumlija,” held
in Ni§ and KurSumlija in November 2021 and organised by the
Orthodox Diocese of Nis, the Faculty of Orthodox Theology of the
University in Belgrade and Matica Srpska.

I TTonosuh J1. 1992.
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ckuM rpoOHunama.? JloOujeHn pesyarara cy, mo-
pea oCTalor, Ha HOB HAUMH OCBETIIWIM M IpolsieM
caxpaHa >KEHCKMX 4IaHOBa Biaaajyhe muHacTuje.
OBo nuTame, Koje y 10CaAallb0j Haylu HUje Ouio
peaMeT MoceOHOT pa3Marpama, 3aHUMIBHBO je Beh
caMo 1o ceOw, a joII BHIIE CTOTa IITO MPOAYOsbYyje
pa3yMeBame Kapakrepa U (QpyHKIUje TOjeAMHUX He-
MambHhKUX TpOOHMIIA.

Hajnpe HemTo O TeMarckuM W METOACKHM
MpeTrnocTaBkaMa OBOT paja. HberoB XpoHOJIOUIKK
OKBHp YHMHH TEpHOI BIaaBUHEe IuHacThje He-
mamnha. To je pa3no0sbe y KoMe cy yCTaHOBJbEHA
U JIOCIIEIHO CIPOBEJCHAa OCHOBHA Hayea CpPIICKe
BJIaJIapCKe caxpaHe, a HICTOBPEMEHO, eToxa y K0joj
ce MOXKE MPATHTH MOCTETEHa €BOIYIUja MPBOOUT-
HOT oOpacia, ka HOBUM (popmMaMa M cajapiKajuma.
TakaB, 3a0KpyK€H U JOCIETHO CIPOBEIEH MOAET
Hehe ce MOHOBUTH Y HapeIHUM pa3nobseuma. [Ito
ce MCTPaXMBAYKOT y30pKa TW4e, Tpeba ncrahu na
OH HHUje TOTIyH, ajH j¢ HECIIOPHO pEeJICBAHTAH.
Haume, u3Bopu o caxpanama Hemamuhku, nuca-
HU, Ka0 ¥ MaTe€pHjaJHM, JAJIEKO Cy O MOTIYHUX, U
TO W3 BHIIE pas3yiora — OJ IOMamKamba Mojaraka u
MPOMACTH CIOMEHUKA, /10 3aMPILEHUX UCTOPU]JCKUX
OKOJIHOCTH y3pPOKOBaHMX OpayHOM MOJIMTHUKOM
nojenuHuX Bianapa. Mnak, mocrojeha rpaha npysxka
JIOBOJBHO CBEJIOYAHCTaBa Jia ce (peHOMEeH caxpaHe
Hemamunhku ncnpartu y cBUM OUTHHM eTanama.

OGpa3zan Bragapcke caxpane kon Cpba, ycro-
craBibeH y Crynenunu (kpajem XII u y npBoj ne-
nennju XIII Beka), 3aciyrom Ceetor Cumeona He-
Mambe (1166—1196) 1 leroBUX CHHOBA, OCTAO j& OCBE-
LITaHU Y30p HapeqHUM MokojewmuMa Hemamuha.
Taj craryc oH je cTekao 3axBasbyjyhul CBOM HIejHOM
(dopmary, yyeHUM OOTOCIOBCKUM U JUHACTHUKUM
Mopykama, Kao ¥ HajBUIIUM YMETHUYKUM JIOMETH-
Ma IITO MX je CaJpiKaBao. Y TOME JIS)KU Pa3yior IITO
Ce MOTOHA PelleHha CPICKUX BIaJapCKUX rpoOoBa,
yKJbY4yjyhu 1 OHe HaMeHmeHe KEHCKUM YJIaHOBHMA
MIOPOJIUIIE, MOPajy OAIMEpPABaTH Y OIHOCY Ha CTYy[e-
HUYKH MTPOTOTHIL.

On camor 3acHuBama, boropoguunHa 1pksa y
CryneHuIM 3aMHIBEHA j€ Kao MOpOJUyYHa rpo0-
HUI[a, HAMEHCHA CaxpaHU HajyIJICTHHUX YIAHOBA
muHactrje Hemamuha. Mmajyhu y Buny nosnare
HCTOPHUjCKE OKOJIHOCTH, KaO M BHCOKE y30pe KOjH-
Ma cy ce pykoBoaunu npBu Hemamuhu, moxe ce
C pa3jIoroM NPeTIOCTaBUTHU /1a Cy, Y TOM IOIVIEY,
oOpaciy TpaXxeHu 1 poHaljeHu y npectonuny Bu-
3aHTHjcKOTr 1apctBa. HajsHamenutuju mehy muma

2 Tomosuh JI. 2019: 355-381 (re Cy TIOMEHYTH pe3y/ITaTh
MMOHA0C00 HABEJICHH ).

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR
A UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF THE NEMANJIC
FEMALE DYNASTS

the previous decades at several Serbian ruler tombs.2
Among other things, the obtained results shed a new
light on the issue concerning the burial of the female
members of the ruling dynasty. This issue, that has
not been the subject of special scholar consideration
so far, is already interesting by itself and even more
because it broadens the understanding of the charac-
ter and function of different Nemanji¢ tombs.

First, a few words about the thematic and
methodological postulates for the paper. Its chron-
ological framework comprises the period of the
Nemanji¢ dynasty’s reign. It is a period when the
basic principles of the Serbian ruler burial were es-
tablished and duly implemented. At the same time,
this was the epoch when we can follow the gradual
evolution of the original pattern going towards new
forms and contents. Such a comprehensively devel-
oped and consistently implemented model would
not get repeated in the subsequent periods. As far
as the research sample is concerned, it needs to be
emphasised that it is not complete, but it is certain-
ly relevant. Namely, the sources dealing with the
Nemanji¢ burials, both the written and the material
ones, are far from being complete and this is so for
many reasons — from the lack of data and the de-
cay of the monuments, to the entangled historical
circumstances caused by the matrimonial policy of
different rulers. Nevertheless, the existing materials
do provide sufficient evidence that allows us to fol-
low the phenomenon of the Nemanji¢ burial in all
important stages.

The model for the ruler burial among Serbs, es-
tablished at the monastery of Studenica (at the end of
the 12th and in the first decade of the 13t century),
thanks to Saint Simeon Nemanja (1166—1196) and
his sons, remained as a consecrated paragon for the
subsequent generations of the Nemanji¢ family. It ac-
quired this status thanks to its conceptual format, the
learned theological and dynastical messages, as well
as the highest artistic attainments that it contained.
This is the reason why the subsequent solutions for
the Serbian ruler tombs, including also those intend-
ed for female members of the family, must be meas-
ured up against the Studenica prototype.

From its very foundation, the Church of the Vir-
gin at Studenica was envisaged as a family mausole-
um, intended for the burial of the most distinguished
members of the Nemanji¢ dynasty. Bearing in mind
the well-known historical circumstances, as well as
the high models that were looked up to by the first

2 Monosuh JI. 2019: 355-381 (where the said results are
listed one by one).
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cBakako je 6uo manactup Xpucra [lanToKparopa.
VY nob6a KomHmMHA, 4Hja je KTUTOPCKA MOOOKHOCT
HOCHJIAa JIMYHH, apPUCTOKPATCKO-IIOPOANYHH Teyar,?
0Baj MaHACTHUP CIY>KUO je Kao rpoOHMIIA LIapeBa Te
nuHacThje.* 3a Halry TeMy OJ1 3Havaja je 3amakame
UCTpaKUBadya O OCOOEHOM, JIBOJHOM KapaKTepy
¢dyHepapHor mporpama manactupa IlaHTOKpaToO-
pa. Haume, ocuM mopoauuHe, NOCeOHO Hararie-
Ha Owiia je ,,AMIepujaHa’ TMMEeH3Hja, 1Mo K0joj ce
3HAMEHHUTH LApUTPAJICKA XpaM NPENo3HaBao Kao
apcku maysosej.> Tume je, Ha HeKW HauyuH, OH Oa-
mTHHAO Tpaaunujy CBeTHX amocTona, IPKBe Koja
je cBe 10 XI Beka MMaa CTaryc 3ajeJHHYKOT U je-
JIMHOT JISTUTUMHOT May30Jieja BacuiieBca.o
[MpunukoM pa3Marpama y3opa Koje Cy Hma-
JM TIpe]] OYMMa TBOPLH CTYACHUYKOT (pyHEpapHOT
mporpama HyXaH je, mehyTum, Benuku ompes u
KPUTHUYKO, TIPOGHUIMCAHO pa3MaTpame CBHX aclie-
KaTa OBe CJIOJKeHe MpodieMaTrke.’ YocTalioM, y Ha-
yI je Beh pas3siokHO yIO30pEHO J1a ce KOHIICTIITHje
BJIaJIAPCKUX CaxpaHa y 3eMJbaMa BU3aHTH]CKOT KO-
MOHBEJITa BEOMA PA3IIUKY]y O OHUX 3aCTYIIJBEHUX
y May3ojiejuMa MpecTOoHuIe HapcTBa. Te pasnuke
Ouse Cy YCJIOBJbCHE Pa3IMYUTOM JIUTYPTHjCKOM
IPAaKCcoOM, a HApOYMTO, OCOOCHHUM HACOJIOUIKUM
cxBaramuMma U norpebdama.® YmpaBo Ha TOM IIaHy
Tpeba careaBaTi 3aMUCa0 M CYIITHHCKA CBOjCTBA
CTYAEHHYKOT BJIaapckor rpoda. 3a pasiuky of
BuzanTuje, uYuju BacWIIEBCHM HUCY YBpIITaBaHU
Mely cBeTe HUTU Cy UM Irpo0OOBH OWIM MpEeaMETH
KynTa — 6e3 003upa Ha HUXOBY HECIIOPHY CHMOO-
JMYKY BPEIHOCT M IMOIITOBAaWmE KOje Cy Y)KHUBAIU’
—y Crynenunu je rpo0 OCHHBa4Ya CBETOPOJIHE JIO3¢E,
Cumeona Hemambe, npencraBibao cakpayinu Gokyc,
CMHCA0OHO M KYJITHO CPEIMIITE HHETOBE 3a/1y:KOU-
He. YCTpojeH y jyro3anagaHoM jaeny boropoguunae
I[PKBE, OH CE CaCTOjao O] MOJ3eMHE IPOOHHUIIE, CIIO-
MEHHUYKOT 00€eJeKja Yy BHIYy BHUCOKOT MEPMEpPHOT

3 Crankosuh 2006, noce6Ho: 270-288.

4 Qusterhout 2001: 133-150; Sevéenko 2010: 609-616.

5 Melvani 2018: 240-242.

6 Downey 1959: 28-51; Grierson, Mango, Sevéenko 1962:
1-63; Melvani 2018: 241-242; napcku craryc caxpambeHHX Hapo-
YHUTO je UCTAaKHYT y THNUKY MaHactupa [lanTokparopa m3 1136.

rogune, Thomas, Constantinides-Hero 2000, Vol. 2: 725-781,
257-259.

7V HeKkMM acIEKTHMA MOJCTHLA]HO, I10jeHOCTABILEHO Ty-
Maderhe peleniuje napurpaackux ysopa uznocu Erdeljan 2011:
93-100.

8 Marinis 2009: 152.

9 Peunrta je uMmEHHIA [a 3HAYA] LAPCKHX IpobGOBa omaja
y mo3HHjuM paznodspuMa BusanTtmje, Matschke 2008: 77-83;
Melvani 2018: 257-259.
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Nemanjic, it may be presumed with good reason that,
in this regard, the patterns were looked for and found
in the capital of the Byzantine Empire. The most
prominent among them was certainly the Monastery
of the Christ Pantokrator. During the Komnenos, the
ktetorial piousness of whom carried a personal, aris-
tocratic and family mark,3 this monastery served as
the mausoleum for the emperors of this dynasty.* For
the topic of this paper it is important to note the re-
marks of researchers about the particular, dual char-
acter of the funerary programme of the Monastery
of the Christ Pantokrator. Namely, in addition to the
family character, the “imperial” character was em-
phasised in particular, which made the significant
Constantinople church complex recognised as the
imperial mausoleum.’ Thus, in a way, it picked up on
the tradition of the Holy Apostles, the church which
until the 11t century had the status of the joint and
only legitimate mausoleum of the basileis.¢

When considering the patterns which the crea-
tors of the Studenica funerary programme had before
their eyes, it is necessary, however, to be very cau-
tious and critical in the approach and to have a pro-
filed consideration of all the aspects of this complex
issue.” After all, it has already been prudently noted
in the scholarship that the ruler burial concepts in
the countries of the Byzantine commonwealth differ
significantly from those found at the mausoleums of
the empire’s capital. These differences were condi-
tioned by the different liturgical practice and espe-
cially the particular ideological views and needs.? It
is precisely in this context that we need to consider
the concept and the essential features of the Studeni-
ca ruler tomb. As opposed to Byzantium, the emper-
ors of which were not classified as holy nor were
their tombs the places of cult — irrespective of their
indisputable symbolic value and the respect they en-
joyed?® — the tomb of the founder of the holy dynasty,

3 Crankosuh 2006, especially: 270-288.

4 Ousterhout 2001: 133-150; Sevéenko 2010: 609-616.

3 Melvani 2018: 240-242.

6 Downey 1959: 28-51; Grierson, Mango, Seveenko 1962:
1-63; Melvani 2018: 241-242; the imperial status of those buried
is particularly emphasised in the 1136 typikon of the Monastery
of the Pantokrator, Thomas, Constantinides-Hero 2000, Vol. 2:
725-781, 257-259.

7 In some aspects encouraging, simplified interpretation of
the reception of the paragons from Constantinople is presented by
Erdeljan 2011: 93-100.

8 Marinis 2009: 152.

9 The fact that the importance of imperial tombs declined in
the subsequent periods of Byzantium speaks for itself, Matschke
2008: 77-83; Melvani 2018: 257-259.
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capkogara — KOHCTPYHCAHOT y CKJIaly ca norpebda-
Ma 4yJIeCHOT MUPOTOYEHa — KA0 U KTUTOPCKO-HA/I-
TpOOHOT MOpPTpeTa HACTUKAHOT Haja BUM.10 BaxHO
je ucrahu aa je npBoOUTHA, (PyHEpapHa KOHIETIIH]ja
Crynenuue nozapasymeBaia U caxpany Hemamune
cymnpyxHuie AHe, y MOHaIITBY AHacTacuje. 3aje-
HUYKa caxpaHa BIaJapcKoT mapa Ouia je panupeH
00n4aj y 3eMmspbama XpHuirhaHcKor 3arajia, HapodnuTo
on cpenune XII Beka.!! OH je yOenspuBo TOKyMeH-
ToBaH M y Buzanrtuju, o yemy cemode Beh mapcke
caxpane y Cetum anocronuma.!? TakBu npumepu
JIOKYMEHTOBAHHM Cy U y TIO3HUJUM Pa3o0JbuMa, Tpe
CBera y OHMM I[apCKUM TpoOHHUIIaMa — MOITY T LIPKBE
KoncranTtuna Jlunca nnm Xpucra [Tantokparopa —
KOje Cy MMalle HamIalleH MOPOJUYHU Kapakrtep.!3
VY Tom cBeTiry Tpeba mocMaTrpaTd CMHCA0 caxpaHe
AHe AHacracuje y TpoOHO] IIPKBU POJOHAYCITHUKA
JIUHACTH]C.

[Ipe nero mro mpehemo Ha pa3Marpame CTy-
JieHnykor rpoba AHe Amnactacuje, uznehemo He-
KOJIMKO T10/IaTaKa O CTaTyCy OBE BeOMa IOIITOBaHE
CpIICKE BIIaJIapKe.

O 7AMYHOCTUMA W TIOJNOXKAjJy BIAJAPCKHX CY-
npyKHHIA y HeMamHhkoM pa3no0spy Beoma ce
Mmauto 3Ha. Takas je cinydaj u ca HemamuHOM cynpy-
roM AHOM, O K0jOj H3BOPH JIOHOCE BPJIO HITYype TO-
natke. Humra ce He 3Ha O l€HOM TMOPEKITy HUTH O
BpeMeHy kaja ce yaana 3a Crepana Hemamy.!4 [1a
UIIaK, O CTaTyCy KOjH je OHa UMaJla U yIvIey IITO ra
je yXXuBaja J]d ce MOHEIITO HACIYTHTH Ha OCHOBY
PETKHX, aJlil BPJIO CaJlpyKajHUX MHCAHUX CBEIOYaH-
craBa. /la je Ana Owuna yTuIajaH WwiaH TOPOIMIIE,
CBEJIOYH TO LITO C€ HEHO MPUCYCTBO OMUILE MTPH-
JIMKOM Ba)KHHMX CacTaHaKa Koje je ca3uBao CPIICKU
BEJIMKH XymaH. Tako /loMeHTHjaH cBemouwn na je,
HakoH mTo ce y CpOujy BpaTHiia HeyCIelHa moTe-
pa 3a 3amoHamenum Pactkom, Hemama ynpunnamno
CaBETOBAKEC HA KOME je, y3 BEJIMKaIle M I[PKBEHE
BEJIMKO/IOCTOJHUKE, OKYNHUO YHTaBy MOPOIULY —
CBOjy JkeHy, cuHoBe u khepu.!5 Cympyxuuia Axa
NIOMHUILE CE€, OMET Ha MPBOM MECTYy, U HPUINKOM
oIpkaBama 4yyBeHOI cabopa y Pacy, Ha xome je

10 [Tonosuh JI. 1992: 25-31; Ionosuh M. 2015: 66-67; ITo-
nosuh /[., [Tonosuh M. 2015: 237-256.

11 Bauch 1976: 106-120; Barker 2020: 24-48.

12 Downey 1959: 28-51; Grierson 1962: 3-63; Melvani
2018: 250-251.

13 Marinis 2009: na Bume mecra; Melvani 2018: 241-242,
250-251 u name (ca mpumepuma 1 oubIuorpadujom).

14 Aupkosuth 2004: 137; 1o cana HajmotmyH#je 0 AHH AHa-
cracuju B. [lepuh 1986: 185-231 (ca u3BOpUMa M CTapHjoM JIH-
TepaTypom).

15 Nannuuh usn. 1865: 28-29.

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR
A UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF THE NEMANJIC
FEMALE DYNASTS

Simeon Nemanja, in Studenica represented a sacral
focus, the fundamental and cult centre of his en-
dowment. Positioned in the southwest section of the
Church of the Virgin, it consisted of an underground
burial chamber, a monument marker in the form of a
high marble sarcophagus — constructed in line with
the needs of the miraculous myrrh-gushing — as well
as the ktetorial and funerary portrait painted above
it.10 It is important to point out that the original, fu-
nerary concept of Studenica also entailed the burial
of Nemanja’s wife Ana, with the monastic name of
Anastasija. The joint burial of the ruling couple was
a widely spread custom in the lands of the Christian
West, especially from the middle of the 12th centu-
ry.ll It was conclusively documented in Byzantium
as well, which is corroborated by the imperial buri-
als at the Church of Holy Apostles.!2 Such exam-
ples were documented in the subsequent periods as
well, primarily in those imperial tombs — such as
the Church of Constantine Lips or the Church of the
Christ Pantokrator — that had an emphasised family
character.!3 The meaning of the burial of Ana Anas-
tasija in the sepulchral church of the founder of the
dynasty needs to be viewed in this light.

Before moving on to the consideration of the
Studenica grave of Ana Anastasija, we are going to
present some data about the status of this very much
respected Serbian female dynast.

Very little is known about the personalities and
the position of the rulers’ wives during the Nemanji¢
era. Such is also the case with Nemanja’s wife Ana
about whom sources provide very sparse data.
Nothing is known about her provenance or the time
when she married Stefan Nemanja.!4 And yet, the
status she had and the respect she enjoyed can be
concluded on the basis of rare, but still very rich in
substance written testimonies. That Ana was an in-
fluential member of the family is corroborated by
the fact that her presence was mentioned during im-
portant meetings held by the Serbian Grand Zupan.
Thus Domentijan testifies that, when the failed pur-
suit after by then monk Rastko had returned to Ser-
bia, Nemanja organised a council where, alongside

10 TTonosuti [1. 1992: 25-31; Honosuh M. 2015: 66—67; ITo-
niosuh 1., [TormoBuh M. 2015: 237-256.

11 Bauch 1976: 106-120; Barker 2020: 24-48.

12 Downey 1959: 28-51; Grierson 1962: 3-63; Melvani
2018:250-251.

13 Marinis 2009: in several places; Melvani 2018: 241-242,
250-251 and onwards (with examples and bibliography).

14 Auprosuh 2004: 137; for the most complete account of
Ana Anastasija to date, see [lepuh 1986: 185-231 (with sources
and older literature).
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Hemama, y npucyctBy Bogehux JTUYHOCTH CPIICKOT
IpyuITBa, npenao Biaact cuny Credany. [Ipema ka-
suBawy Credana [IpBoBeHuaHor, Biazap je TOM
MPUJIMKOM I103Ba0 K ceOu ,,)KEHY CBOjYy, U CHHOBE
CBOje, M apxujepeja cpojera o nMeny Kanmnuka, u
CTapelImHe U KHE30Be 3eMJbe CcBoje... 16 He mame
PEUYHTH Cy U JIPyTH MCKa3M MCTOT mucia. Takgo je
cBenoueme aa je Hemama, nomro je moaurao u om-
pemuo manactup IIpecBere boropoauue y Tornu-
I, IOBEPHO Ty CBETUIbY CYIPy3u AHH ,,/1a C€ CTa-
pa 0 \beMy 10 CBAaKOM Jely*. AHUHE BpJIMHE — Cy-
mpyre, Majke, TOCIoJapuIle — MOCEOHO TOABIAYN
[IpBOBEeHUYaHM, KOjU TOBOPH O ,,yTOIXHUM JeIrMa‘
HITO UX j€ TBOpPHJIA y IOMY CBOT MYy»Xa, Ho3uBajyhu
ce ipu Tome Ha [Ipuue Conomonose (31, 10), rae ce
Kaxe na ,JacHa jkeHa y JIOMy My)Ka CBOjera BUIIIC
Bpenu onn Oucepa u aparor kamema™“.!7 Uspcry mo-
BE3aHOCT JIBOj€ CYINpPYKHHKa MOTBphyje, Haj3ald, U
OJITyKa Jla ce UCTOBPEMEHO 3aMoHaile,!8 a rakole,
UXO0BA 3ajeIHMUKA caxpaHa y CTYJIeHHUYKOj boro-
POIMYMHO] LIPKBH.

HcTtpakuBama cy 0fjaBHO IOKa3aja Jia je mpaBo
caxpaHe y CBOj0j 3aly>KOMHH — KOj€ je MpHMaaaio
KaTeropuju OHUX PUTYAIHUX, OJTHOCHO OYACHUX —
MPEICTaBIbaAJIo je/IaH Of] HAjBAKHU]UX BUI0BA KTH-
TOPCKHUX MpaBa y cpeamoBekoBHOj CpOuju.!® He
TaKo JAAaBHO, y HAyIM je CKPEHYTa MaKiha Ha YHHbEe-
HUILy, ONTHY 3a HaIlla pa3Marpama, Ja je 0Baj BHI
PHUTYaJHUX IpaBa yXXKHBAo HE camo KTUTOop Beh m
mweroBa cynpyra.20 To HegBocMmuCIeHO TIOTBPhYjy
onpende Xwmianaapckor, a motoM M CTyneHHYKor
TUTIUKA, 9dje 35. TIaBe MpOIucyje Tojame MaHH-
XHU/Ia TPEeMUHYIIMM KTUTopuMa. Kapakrepuctnina
je y ToM cMuciIy onmpenda Ja ce ycroMeHa MOHa-
XHbe AHAcTacHje mpociaBiba Ha HCTH HAYMH Kao U
krutopa xpama, Cumeona Hemame: ,,O manuxunu
HacracujuHoj: Ha ncTh Ha4MH Tpeda Jja mojere u Ha
JIlaH yCTIOMEHE OJIaKeHOMOYMBIIIE AHACTacHje MO-

16 jyxac-Teopruesckn m3n. 1988: 66 (Credan [IpoBeHHaHk);
Ha TIPUCYCTBO IETOKYITHOT BJIAJapCKOT JIOMAa Ha PAIIKUM JpKaB-
HHUM cabopuMa ykasao je jom Panojunh H. 1940: 67-69, 200, 209—
210. Ilpakca ma BiajgapeBa Cymnpyra U HacCJCIHHIM TPHCYCTBY]Y
caboprMa JTJOKyMEHTOBAHa je M Y MO3HHUjUM pa3io0sbuMa.

Kapakrepuctnuan npumep mnpyxkajy cabopu U3 BpeMeHa
napa [ymana, ucro: 127, 128, 132, 134, 140, 142—-143. Taxohe
j€ CKpeHyTa Maxmba Ha YMIbEHMIy Ja je JeneHa, cympyra Iapa
Jymana, ,,)yBeK ¥ CByJa HpHCYTHA™, MMajla 3HATHOI yTHUIaja y
Kpenparmy YHyTPAIIhe U CII0JbHE TOIUTHKE CPIICKE IpKaBe, bia-
rojesuh 2004: 21-22.

17 Jyxac-Teopruescku u3za. 1988: 66 (Credan [IppoBenuany).
18 Ycro: 77-78.

19 Tpounku 1935: 79-132, nocedno Ha ctTp. 120-121.

20 Brarojesnh 2004: 11-12.
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the noblemen and church dignitaries, he gathered
the entire family — his wife, sons and daughters.!3
His spouse Ana is mentioned also, again in the first
place, during the famous assembly held in Ras when
Nemanja, in the presence of the leading protagonists
of the Serbian society, passed on the reign to his son
Stefan. According to the telling of Stefan the First-
Crowned, on this occasion the ruler invited to him-
self “his wife, and his sons, and his bishop named
Kalinik, and the lords and princes of his land...“16
Some other statements by the same author are no
less illustrative. Such is the testimony that, having
built and equipped the Monastery of the Holy Moth-
er of God in Toplica, Nemanja entrusted this holy
place to his wife Ana “to take care of it in every
aspect.” Ana’s virtues — as a wife, mother and mis-
tress — are underlined in particular by the Stefan the
First-Crowned who talks about the “pleasing deeds”
that she did at the home of her husband, referring
in this case to the Book of Proverbs (31, 10), where
it is said “A wife of noble character who can find?
She is worth far more than rubies.”!” The firm bond
between the spouses is finally confirmed also by the
decision to take monastic vows at the same time,!8
as well as their joint burial at the Church of the Vir-
gin in Studenica.

The research has shown since a long time ago
that the right of burial at one’s own endowment —
that belonged to the category of those ritual or hon-
orary rights — constituted one of the most important
forms of the ktetorial rights in Medieval Serbia.l?
Not that long ago, the scholarship drew attention to
the fact, very important for our considerations, that
this aspect of the ritual rights was enjoyed not only
by the ktetor himself, but also by his wife.20 This is
unambiguously confirmed by the provisions of the

IS apnunh nan. 1865: 28-29.

16 Jyxac-T'eopruesckn usn. 1988: 66 (Credan IIpBoBeH-
yanu); the presence of the entire ruler household at the state
assemblies in Raska was pointed out already by Radoj¢i¢ N./ Pa-
nojunh H. 1940: 67-69, 200, 209-210. The practice that the ruler’s
wife and heirs are present at the assemblies was documented also
in the subsequent periods.

The characteristic example is provided by the assemblies
from the times of Emperor Dusan, ibid: 127, 128, 132, 134, 140,
142—-143. It has also been noted that Jelena, the wife of Emperor
Dusan, “present always and everywhere,” had a significant impact
on the creating of the interior and foreign policies of the Serbian
state, brarojesuh 2004: 21-22.

17 Jyxac-Teopruesckn m3m. 1988: 66 (Credan ITpBoBeHua-
HU).

18 Ibid.: 77-78.

19 Tpowmkn 1935: 79-132, especially p. 120-121.

20 Brarojesnh 2004: 11-12.
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HaXumbe, HeKaJa OMBIIE CYIpyre HErose, Mecela
jyma 21.%21

CpenmOoBEeKOBHU U3BOPH HE JIOHOCE TIO/IATKE O
BPEMCHY M OKOJIHOCTHMa CMpTH AHe AHacracuje.
Omna je cBakako nmpemuHyaa Herae m3mehy 1196. u
1199. roguHe, OMHOCHO y TOAMHAMAa HAKOH MOHa-
HIeHka, a Ipe cacTaB/bamba XWIAHAAPCKOT TUIIHKA.
AHacracujuHa caxpana y CryaeHunu Huje 3ade-
JIeKEHa Yy CYBPEMEHHM JOKYMEHTHMA, i O O]
roBope Miahu, JIETONMCHHU cacTaBu, mpeHocehn
TpaJHIINjy, 9hja c€ BEPOIOCTOJHOCT MOpa y3€TH ca
nocra ompesa.22 Tako hoposuhes u bpankosuhes
JIETONHUC — KOJU OYUIVIEAHO KOPUCTE UCTU U3BOP —
JIOHOCE TOJaTaK Ja ce MOCJe MOHAIleHha AHacTa-
cuja noBykia y boroponuunn manactup y Pacy, y
Omm3uHM Pamke emmckonwmje, TA€ je M MPEMUHYIIA,
HAKOH Yera je \beHo Teno npeHero y CryneHuiry.?3
CacraBspay TpoHOIIKOT pOOCIOBA, MHAue Ciabo
MOy3/1aH, y3 U3MHULIJbEHE MojiaTke 0 AHU AHacTa-
CHju, UCTIPaBHO ofipelyje He camo LIPKBY Y K0jOj je
caxpameHa Beh u monoxaj rpoda — ,,B epBoj ma-
MEPTH O JCCHYjy .24

Kipyuyne monmatke o 3amuciIn U pememy rpoda
3amoHaneHe Hemamune cynpyre goHena cy apxeo-
JIOILIKA MCKolaBamwa u3BpuieHa y Crynenunu 1985.
TOJIMHE, KOja Cy pa3pelIniia U HeKe MPETX0IHE HEeNl0-
ymute.2S Ta ucTpakuBama Cy HOTBPANIIA IOCTOjambe
NojI3eMHe TPOOHHIIE, M TO HA OYEKUBAHOM MECTY, Y
JYTOMCTOYHOM YTy TIPHITPATe, UCTIOA TIOPTPETa MO-
Haxume AHacracwje.26 Y oBoj rpoOHUIM, TyOOKO
YKOIAHO] U Ma)KJbUBO O3MJaHO] MPaBUIHUM Kame-
HUM IUIOYaMa, OTKPUBEH j€ CKeJeT JKEHCKe 0ocobe
CTapoCTH /0 cenamjecer roauHa.?’ YumeHnna na

21 Mupxosuh mpup. 1939: 94-95 (Ceern Caga, Credan ITp-
BoBeH4anu); bormanosuh npup. 1986: 78 (Ceetu Casa); o Xnian-
nmapckoM 1 Crynernukom Tunuky B. bormanosuh 1980: 148-149;
Mnanujep 2014: 21-23 (ca 6ubnauorpadujom).

22 O macraHKy ¥ APYIITBEHO] DYHKIM]H POLOCIOBA U JIETO-
muca B. BacmseBunh 2015: 95-117.

23 Crojanosuh 1927: 51, 280. Ilogarak &a ce HAKOH MO-
Hamiera Ana AHacracuja moBykia y Boropoaudns mMaHactup y
Pacy nonocu u Casa Cprcku (bormanosuh mpup. 1986: 105), anu
HE TOBOPH HHUILITA O BbeHOM peHocy y CryneHuiry.

24 adaprks 1953: 34. Ouery 0 BEpOIOCTOjHOCTH OBOT H3-
BOpa JoHeo je jour Pamojunh H. 1931, a y HajHoBuje Bpeme Toauh
2016: 173-196.

25 Tpo6 Ame AmacTacuje TOBE3HBAH je Ca HAATPOOHOM
IJIOYOM MOHaXHH-¢ AHAcTacuje, poHaljeHe mopes jy>KHOT 3uja
crynennuke npkBe Ceror Hukome, Paman-JoBun 1969: 76-77;
Panan-Joun 1979: 3843, cin. 14; Hukonuh 1988: 39-43. Pasz-
JIO3U KOjU Ce MPOTHBE TaKBOj MJICHTH(OUKALM]H U3JI0KEHHU Cy KOJT
[Tomosuh /1. 1988: 498-499.

26 panan-Josuy, Jankosuh, Temepuncku 1988: 46-47.

27 Muxuh, Togoposuh 1988: 249, 252-253, rpo6 6p. 4 (ca
JIETAaJbHOM aHAJIM30M CKeJIeTa).

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR
A UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF THE NEMANJIC
FEMALE DYNASTS

Typikon of Hilandar and then also the Typikon of
Studenica, the 35 chapters of which prescribe the
chanting of the memorial service for the deceased
ktetors. In this regard, there is a characteristic pro-
vision saying that the memory of nun Anastasija is
to be celebrated in the same way as the one of the
ktetor of the church, Simeon Nemanja: “About the
memorial service for Anastasija: you need to chant
it in the same way also on the date of the memory
of the blessed saint nun Anastasija, his former wife
once upon a time, in the month of July 21.721

The medieval sources do not provide data about
the time and the circumstances surrounding the
death of Ana Anastasija. She certainly passed away
some time between 1196 and 1199, that is, in the
years after she had taken monastic vows and before
the compilation of the Typikon of Hilandar. Anastas-
ija’s burial at Studenica was not recorded in contem-
porary documents, but it is mentioned in later-date,
chronicle type of texts, conveying oral accounts, but
their accuracy must be taken with a lot of caution.22
Thus the chronicle of Corovi¢ and Brankovié — that
obviously use the same source — present a piece of
data saying that after taking monastic vows Anas-
tasija withdrew to the Monastery of the Mother of
God in Ras, close to the Diocese of Raska, where
she also passed away, after which her body was
transferred to Studenica.?3 The compiler of the Ge-
nealogy of Tronosa, otherwise not quite reliable,
alongside some invented data about Ana Anastasija,
accurately establishes not only the church in which
she was buried, but also the position of the grave —
“6 tiepsoj niatiepiuu o decnyjy” (“on the first narthex
on the right-hand side’).24

The key data about the concept of and the solu-
tion for the tomb of Ana Anastasija was provided
by the archaeological excavations carried out at Stu-
denica in 1985, which also clarified some of the pre-

21 Muprosuh mpup. 1939: 94-95 (Ceern Casa, Credan
IpBoBenuanu); Bormanosuh npup. 1986: 78 (Ceetn Casa); on
Hilandar and Studenica typika see bormanosuh 1980: 148-149;
Hnamujep 2014: 21-23 (with bibliography).

22 About the origins and the social function of the genealogies
and the chronicles, see BacuiseBuh 2015: 95-117.

23 CrojanoBuh 1927: 51, 280. The data claiming that after
her taking of monastic vows Ana Anastasija withdrew to the
Monastery of the Mother of God in Ras is also shared by Sava
of Serbia (Bormanosuh mpup. 1986: 105), but he does not say
anything about her transfer to Studenica.

24 Hladapuxs 1953: 34. The assessment about the credibility
of this source was presented already by Radoj¢i¢ N. in 1931 (Pa-
nojurh H. 1931) and in the more recent times Todi¢ in 2016 (To-
auh 2016: 173-196).
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CKeJIeT MpUIajia MPBOOUTHOM YKOITy MOY3/1aHO yKa-
3yje 1a je moucra ped o rpody AHe AHacracuje.

Mecrto caxpane HemamuHe CymnpyXHHUIE — Y
NPUIPATH — BPJIO j€ MaXJbUBO OCMHIIUBEHO U 3aXTe-
Ba, HA OBOM MecTy, nmoceban ocBpt. OBaj mpocTop
O0no je y BU3aHTHjCKO] (hyHEpapHO] Tpakch yoOu-
YajeH 3a caxpaHy BaCWIICBCA U WIAHOBA HETOBE I10-
ponutie, ykibyuyjyhu sxene. TakaB craB modmBao je
Ha CTPOTOM, XHMjEpPapXHjCKOM CXBaTamy MpPOCTOpa
Xpama, IpemMa KOMe je HeTOB LIEHTPATHHU JIe0 — HA0C
NPE/ICTaBIbA0 BUIIY, JIUTYPTUjCKY 30HY Ha JIECTBH-
¥ CaKpaJHOCTH, JOK je HAapTEKC, Y TOM TOTIENy,
OO0 Ha HIKO] CKayn.28 TakBUM W CIIMYHUM TEOJIO-
IIKO-JINTYPI1jCKUM TOCTYJIaTHMa TyMa4H Ce TO IITO
Ce M y PETKUM CllydajeBUMa Kaja Cy ce TpoOOBH
BU3AHTHJCKHX BAaCHJIEBCa HAJa3WM y HAoCy, OHU
YBEK OWJIM NMPUMAKHYTH y3a 3ua.2° OBe UHHbEHHILE
MOpajy C€ MMaTH y BHJY M MPUIMKOM pa3Marpama
KOHILICTIIIMj€ CPIICKOT BIIApCKOT TIpoba ycTaHO-
BibeHe y Crynenunu. Hanme, cmernraj Hemamunor
rpo0a y mpoCTop 3amaHor TpaBeja Haoca YHEKOJH-
KO oIlyzapa oJ CTaHAApJHUX PEIICHha MPUCYTHUX Y
BU3aHTH]CKUM IIAPCKUM May30JIejuMa, JTOK TOJI0Ka]
Y3 JY’KHH 341 OTKpUBA FbHIMa CJIMYHO CXBAaTamhe Xpa-
MOBHE XxHjepapxuje.30 YV cBakoMm CiIydajy, CMeEITaj
rpo6a — o0eex}eHOr MOHYMEHTAIHUM MEpMEPHUM
capkoarom — MOXKe ce CMaTpaTH, CBE 0 BpeMeHa
Credana [leuanckor, jeAHOM of OUTHUX OJIUKA Ce-
nynkpaine npakce Hemamuha.3!

Peuur je u melycoOHu ogHoc rpodoBa KTUTO-
pa u merose cynpyxkHuie. CBakako HUje CIy4ajHO
TO ITO ce AHACTaCHjUH Irpod, YCTPOjeH y jyromc-
TOYHOM YTy MpPHUIIpaTe, Ocllamba Ha HCTH 3UJA Y3
KOJH je, caMo C JpyTe CTpaHe, y jyro3anajaHoM Iy
Haoca, nmounBayio tejao Cumeona Hemame (ci. 1).
OBakBHM PACIIOPEOM MOCEOHO je HCTaKHYTa YBPC-
Ta Be3a CyNpy>KHHKa, KOja ce MPOIYKWIa U HAKOH
CMPTH, alldi U OCOOCHO XHjepapXHjCKO CXBATambE
npocTopa — 300T Yera ce KEHCKH Ipo0 Hamao Ha
Mame MOYaCHOM MECTy Yy Xpamy. TakBa IeauinTa
uMana Cy yTHIQj U Ha 3aMucao capkogdara AHe
Amnacracwuje. Taj CHOMEHUK — YHjH C€ U3TIICT MOXKE
PEKOHCTPYHCATH Ha OCHOBY CadyBaHHMX OCTaTaKa —
cacTojao ce oIl MEpMEPHOT MPOPUINCAHOT KOBYETa
npaBoyraoHe (opMe M HHUCKOT 3aKOIIEHOT MOKJIO-

28 Bache 1989: 25:33; Gerstel 1998: 98-101.

29 Marinis 2009: 150-151, 154—156 (ca n3BOpHMa i JIHTE-
patypom).

30y ommocy Ha mpecTOHHILY, Mpakca CaxpaHe y MpOCTOpy
Haoca Owia je mpucyTHHja y mnepudepHHM 00JIacTHMa BH3aH-
tHujckor cera, Laskaris 2000.

31 Tonoeuh [1. 1992: 176-177.
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vious uncertainties.25 This research corroborated the
existence of an underground burial chamber, located
at the expected spot, in the southeast corner of the
narthex, underneath the portrait of nun Anastasija.26
In this burial chamber, dug out deeply and carefully
paved using regular-shape stone slabs, the archaeol-
ogists discovered the skeleton of a female person up
to seventy years of age.2’ The fact that the skeleton
belongs to the original interment suggests reliably
that this is indeed the grave of Ana Anastasija.

The place of the interment of Nemanja’s spouse
— in the narthex — was very carefully conceived and
it requires, at this point, a special consideration. In
the Byzantine funerary practice, this area was com-
monly used for the burial of the emperor and mem-
bers of his family, including wives. Such approach
relied on a strict, hierarchical view at the church
space according to which its central part — the naos
represented the higher, liturgical zone in the hierar-
chy of sacredness, while in this regard the narthex
was at a lower scale.28 These and similar theological
and liturgical postulates are used to interpret the fact
that even in the rare cases when the tombs of Byz-
antine basileis were located in the naos, they were
always placed adjacent to the wall.2% It is imperative
to keep these facts in mind when considering the
concept of the Serbian ruler tomb established at Stu-
denica. Namely, the placement of Nemanja’s tomb
in the area of the west bay deviates somewhat from
the standard solutions found in Byzantine imperial
mausoleums, while the position by the south wall
reveals the concept of the church hierarchy simi-
lar to that present at the said mausoleums.3? In any
case, the placement of the tomb — marked by a mon-
umental marble sarcophagus — may be considered,
up to the times of King Stefan Dec¢anski, as one of
the important features of the sepulchral practice of
the Nemanji¢ family.3!

25 The grave of Ana Anastasija has been linked to the grave
slab of nun Anastasija, found by the south wall of Studenica’s
Church of Saint Nicholas, Paman-Josun 1969: 76—77; Paman-
JoBun 1979: 38-43, fig. 14; Huxonuh 1988: 39—43. The reasons
against such identification are presented by ITomosuh JI. 1988:
498-499.

26 papan-Josun, Jankosuh, Temepuncku 1988: 46-47.

27 Mukwuh, Tonoposrh 1988: 249, 252-253, grave no. 4 (with
a detailed analysis of the skeleton).

28 Bache 1989: 25:33; Gerstel 1998: 98-101.

29 Marinis 2009: 150-151, 154-156 (with sources and
literature).

30 In comparison to the capital, the practice of interment
within the area of the naos was more present in the peripheral
regions of the Byzantine world, Laskaris 2000.

31 Tonoeut 1. 1992: 176-177.
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1. Ciyoenuya, Bozopoouuuna ypxkea, itonoxicaj epobosa y
naocy u upuipaiiu (iupema Iouosuh M. 2015: 66)

nua (ci. 2). OH je, nakie, NpUnaaa0 UCTOM THUILY
ka0 1 HemamuH HaarpoOHU CIIOMEHHK, ajlil C€ Of
IBera pasiMKoBa0 BHUIHO MamHM JIMMEH3HjaMa.
Ta ymameHna BenmuunHa capkodara, Kao U CMEIITaj
rpoba y nmpocTtopy mnpumpare, buhe, Kako ce YHHH,
3aje/IHNYKH UMEHUTesb caxpane Hemamuhku To-
koM unrasor XIII, a nemom u XIV Beka.3?
Crynennuku rpo6 HemamuHe xeHe caapxu u
HEKa jeIMHCTBEHA periema. To je, Ha MPBOM MECTY,
MO3HATH TIOPTPET MOHAaXWEe AHAcCTacHwje y IMpo-
ckuHe3u npen boropomuiiom ca XprcToM Ha Tpe-

32 Tonoeuh [1. 1992: 32-33, cu. 8.

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR
A UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF THE NEMANIJIC
FEMALE DYNASTS

1. Studenica, the Church of the Virgin; position of the tombs
in the naos and the narthex (according to Popovi¢ M.
2015: 66)

The mutual relation of the tombs belonging
to the ktetor and his spouse is also illustrative. It is
certainly no coincidence that Anastasija’s tomb, po-
sitioned in the southeast corner of the narthex, rests
against the same wall along which, but on the other
side, in the southwest corner of the naos, there used
to be the body of Simeon Nemanja (Fig. 1). Such ar-
rangement accentuates in particular the firm bond be-
tween the spouses that extended even after the death,
but also the specific hierarchical understanding of the
space — which is the reason why the female Stefan the
tomb found itself in the less honoured place within
the church. Such points of view also had their impact



CTYAEHNYKU 'POb AHE AHACTACUIJE — OBPA3AILL
WJIM TIPECEJAH CAXPAHE HEMABUHKHA

17

2. Ciuyoenuya, capkogpae Ane Anaciuacuje,
pexonciupykyuja (ipema Ioiiosuh /. 1992: 33)

CTOIY, K0joj OHa ymnyhyje ,,MoJieHrje* 3a crac aylie
(cm. 3). Ped je o cimnm umja je nkoHorpadceka hop-
Mylla, YCTAaHOBJbEHA Y CPEIOBH3aHTH]CKOM pa3-
n00Jby, Ouna 10Opo MO3HATa My CPIICKO] CPEAMHU
cpenmera Beka.33 OcuUM Hajpenpe3eHTaTUBHUJUX,
BJIQJIApPCKUX IMPEACTaBa, y CIMKAaHUM IporpamMuMa
UCTOYHOT CBETAa CayyBaHH Cy M IPUMEPU MOHA-
XHba y MPOCKHHE3U, KOjuMa Tpeda MpHIPYKHUTH
U CTYII€HUYKH MOpTpeT. PenaruBHoO ayroj ucropuju
UCTPaXHBamkha T€ CIIMKe TpeOa MPUKIbYIUTH U Haj-
HOBHja TyMauema, Koja cy yOeIJbuBO MokKasaja Jia
je camammyu AHACTaCHjUH TOPTPET, HACTA0 Kao
pe3ynrar oOHoOBe kuBomuca 1568. roguHe, BEpHO
MOHOBHO MPBOOUTHY KOMITO3HUIIH]Y. AHACTACHjUHO
,,MOJICHH]j€"* CTOTa j€ C TPaBOM OLIEHEHO Kao HajcTa-
pHjU TIpUMEp MOJIMTEJha y NMPOCKUHE3H Y CPIICKO]
CPeIHhOBEKOBHO] yMeTHOCTH.34 JIMK MOHaxumbe

33 Bojsoauh 2007: 379-401.

34 JKuskosuh 2019: 75, 301-303, 550-556 (ca moTmyHOM
oubmmorpadujom); B. Takohe, Mati¢ 2021: 224-225, nprex 11, .
14. Mocnenmu ocTany MPBOOUTHE KOMITO3UIIMjE MOTIIH OH OUTH
CpEIOBEKOBHU (hparMeHTH (pecaxa, o KOjuX HEKH ca 371aTHUM
nmictuhnMa, Koju ¢y npoHal)eHn y ropmeM, nmopemeheHoM clojy
IPUINKOM HCKOTIaBawa rpodHune, [lonosuh . 1992: 42.

2. Studenica; sarcophagus of Ana Anastasija,
reconstruction (according to Popovi¢ D. 1992: 33)

on the concept of the sarcophagus of Ana Anastasija.
This monument — the appearance of which may be
reconstructed on the basis of the preserved remains —
consisted of a marble profiled casket of a rectangular
shape and a low, sloped lid (Fig. 2). Therefore, it be-
longed to the same type as Nemanja’s grave marker,
but it differed from the latter by its visibly smaller
dimensions. This reduced size of the sarcophagus, as
well as the placement of the tomb within the narthex
will be, as it seems, the common denominator of the
burials of the Nemanji¢ women throughout the entire
13th and a part of the 14th century.32

The tomb of Nemanja’s wife at Studenica also
contains some unique solutions. This is, prima-
rily, the well-known portrait of nun Anastasija in
proskynesis before the Mother of God with Christ
on a throne, to whom she addresses the “monenuje”
(prayer) for the salvation of her soul (Fig. 3). This
is an image the iconographic formula of which, es-
tablished in the middle Byzantine period, was also
well known in the Serbian lands of the Middle Ag-

32 Monoeuh JI. 1992: 32-33, Fig. 8.
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3. Ciyoenuya, boecopoouuuna yprea,; epod Ane Anaciacuje
(gowio H. /lebvosuhi-Puciuuh 2022)

AHacTacuje y MpOCKHHE3H, HaCTA0 y HEMOCPEAHO)]
dbyHepapHO] QyHKIHjU, OUO je A0 IIHUpe LeTuHE
KOjy YMHH CIMKaHU Mporpam mnpunpare.3S tberosa
OWTHa KOMIIOHEHTa je MOHyMeHTajdHu CTpaurHu
cyn, Takohe, oO0HOBIbeH y X VI Beky mpema npBo-
OWTHOM TIPENJIONIKY, KOjU je 3a MpeAcTaBy ,,MO-
JeHuja” TpeACTaBJba0 MPUMEPEH TOTMOrpadcCcKo-
CMHUCAOHHU OKBHP, HAIIAIIEHUX COTEPUOJIOMIKIX U
€CXaTOJIOUIKUX TOpyKa.36

35 Hajuosmju pesynrati m3noskenn cy kox Mmmamosuh
2018 (ca cTapujom JIUTEPATyPOM).

36 JKusxosuh 2019: 289-290, 526-535 (ca aprymeHToBa-
HUM YIO30peHeM Ha MmoTpedy Ja ce ca ompe3oMm Tymadn (yHe-
papHO 3Hauewe CTpaliHOr Cyia y HporpaMiMa BH3aHTHjCKHX

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR
A UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF THE NEMANJIC
FEMALE DYNASTS

3. Studenica, the Church of the Virgin, tomb of
Ana Anastasija (photo by N. Debljovic-Risti¢ 2022)

es.33 In addition to the most representative depic-
tions of the rulers, the painted programmes of the
eastern world also have preserved examples of nuns
in proskynesis and they should include the portrait
from Studenica as well. The relatively long history
of the study of this image also needs to incorporate
the latest interpretations that have decisively shown
that the current portrait of Anastasija, created as
a result of the restoration of the fresco paintings
in 1568, faithfully repeated the original composi-
tion. For this reason, Anastasija’s “monenuje” has
rightfully been assessed as the oldest example of

33 Bojsomuh 2007: 379-401.
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I'po6 Ane Anacracuje, cxBaheH y cB0joj 1iemo-
BUTOCTH, 00yXBaTao je JOll je/IHY, U3y3eTHY MOjeaH-
HOCT. Y THTamy je JBOCTPYKU KPCT ca KPUITOTpa-
MOM, HeKaja nosnaheH, a mpeacTaB/beH Yelo Iia-
B€, U3HAJ AHACTaCHjHUHOI capkodara, Ha UCTOYHO]
CTpaHH mujacTpa. Y NHTamy je NpOPHIaAKTHUKU
3HAK CJIOKEHOT 3Hauemha, KOjH je, 300T Bepe y HBero-
By MOh J1a IITUTHU O 37IMX CHJIA, YECTO MPHUKA3UBaH
Ha ,,JPAaHUYHUM’ MeCTHMa Xpama, yKibydyjyhu n
rpoOHa obenexja.3’ CTyIeHHIKH KPUIITOTPaM cajia
je cauyBaH caMmO y TparoBuMa — IpEro3HaTUM I10
OCTalMMa Be3WBa KOJUM Cy 3J1aTHU JIMCTHhK Owmin
npuuBpimheHn Ha MepMmepHy noiory. C o03upom
Ha TO Jla Cy MCTOBETHHM TPAaroBU IPEOCTAIN Ha
Ky(ckoj OpHaMEHTHIM OJTAapCKe Mperpaje, Kao u
Ha HATIKCY HaJl OPTAJOM IITO BOIW U3 MPHUIIpA-
T€ y HAoC, jolI OJJaBHO CMO IPETHOCTAaBMWIIU 1A je,
ca CTAHOBMILTA JIEKOPATUBHOI CHUCTEMa, 3aMHUCA0
rpob6a Ane AHactacuje Ouiia J1e0 jeIMHCTBEHE KOH-
nernmuje earepujepa boropoguunne npkse. berora
npedumeHa packoll, 3aHaTCKO MajCTOPCTBO U BU-
COKH €CTETCKH JOMETH Kao Ja ymyhyjy Ha napu-
rpajicke oopaciie.38

Naxo je crynenndka boropoanynHa mnpksa 3a-
JpXKajla CTaTyC MOPOAMYHE TPOOHHIE M Y JPYToj
reHepanju Hemamunha, HemMa HUKaKBUX WHAMIHUjA
J1a je Ty TIOHOBJbEH MOJIET 3aj€IHUYKE CaxpaHe Bia-
napckor mapa. Credan IIpBoBenyanu (1196-1227)
HajTIpe je caxpameH y rpoOHuIn ucnpen Hemamu-
HOT capkodara, a Kajia cy My MOIITH IpPEHETe y
Kuuy, Ty je, Kako ce MPETHOCTaBJba, IOJOKEHO
Teno BenuKor kHe3a Bykana (1202-1204).3° Bbu-
XOBe cyrpyre, Meh)yTuM, HUCY ITO9acTBOBAaHE IPO0-
HUM MECTOM Y 3ayXOMHH ocHHBa4a quHacTtHje. O
ByxkxaHoBoj »xeHu, ykipydyjyhu meHo ume u nope-
KJI0, U3BOPH HUCY ocTaBwin Tpara.*0 Bumie ce 3Ha
o cynpyxkaunama Credana [IpBoBeHuaHOT, anu He U
0 IJTAHUPAHOM, OTHOCHO OCTBApEHOM MECTY caxpa-

1pkasa). 300r yrore kojy je mMao Ha CTpamrHoM Cymy, HCTH ayTop
je MPeTHoCTaBUo J1a je €CXaTONOMIKH CMUCA0 MOT'a0 UMATH H JIUK
apxanhena Padanna, HacnukaH HEHOCPEAHO y3 CLIEHY IPOCKHUHE-
3¢, uCcTo: 551, 556.

37 O 3Hauemy kpcra ca KpunTorpammuma — ckpalieHuaMa
MOITYJTAPHUX U3peKa O CBOjCTBHMA M YyJICCHAM MOhMMa KpcCTa, B.
[akota 1982: 53, 56-57; Tpudynosuh 1990: 140-141; [TonoBuh
J., Tonuh, BojBoauh 2011: 199-202 (ca npumepuMa U JUTEPaTy-
pom); [Tomoeuh 1. 2021: 188, 201.

38 Tonoeuh [1. 1992: 34.

39 Hcro: 42-45; Tlonmosuh M. 2015: 72-73 (ca crapujum
MUIIJBCHUMA, U3BOpUMa U pedepeHTHoM Oubmmorpadujom). O
YUECTANIOCTH CEKYHJApHHUX CaxpaHa y BHU3aHTHjCKUM TI'POOHHM
npkBaMa B. Marinis 2009: 165 (ca u3BopuMa H JINTEPATypoM).

40 Jeymennua 2018: 21.

19

a petitioner in proskynesis in the Serbian medieval
art.34 The image of nun Anastasija in proskynesis,
created with a direct funerary function, was a part
of a broader ensemble comprising the painted pro-
gramme of the narthex.35 Its important component
is the monumental Last Judgment, also restored
in the 16t century in line with the original model,
which for the depiction of the “monenuje” consti-
tuted an appropriate topographical and meaningful
framework, with emphasised soteriological and es-
chatological messages.36

The tomb of Ana Anastasija, comprehended in its
entirety, included one other, exceptional detail. This is
a double cross with a cryptogram, gilded back in the
day, and depicted on top of the head, above Anastasi-
ja’s sarcophagus, on the east side of the pilaster. This
is a prophylactic sign of complex meaning that was,
because of the faith in its power to protect against evil
forces, often depicted in the “borderline” spots of the
church, including also grave markings.3” Nowadays,
only traces of the cryptogram of Studenica have been
preserved — recognised by the remains of the binder
which adhesed golden leaves to the marble base. Tak-
ing into account that exactly the same type of traces
have remained on the kufic ornamentation of the al-
tar partition, as well as in the inscription above the
doorway leading from the narthex into the naos, we
supposed a long time ago that, from the aspect of a
decorative system, the idea for the Stefan the tomb
of Ana Anastasija was a part of a unique concept for
the interior of the Church of the Virgin. Its refined
opulence, the advanced craftsmanship and the high
aesthetic achievement seem to be pointing at Con-
stantinople models.38

34 Kuskosuh 2019: 75, 301-303, 550-556 (with complete
bibliography); see also, Mati¢ 2021: 224-225, drawing 11, fig. 14.
The last remains of the original composition could be the medieval
fragments of the frescoes, some of which with golden leaves,
found in the upper, disturbed layer during the excavation of the
tomb, [Tonosuh JI. 1992: 42.

35 The latest results are presented in Munasosuh 2018 (with
older literature).

36 YKuskosuh 2019: 289-290, 526-535 (with well-founded
warning about the need to interpret the funerary meaning of the
Last Judgment in the Byzantine churches’ programmes with
caution). Because of the role archangel Raphael played in the Last
Judgment, the same author presumed that the archangel could also
have the eschatological meaning, as he was painted directly next to
the proskynesis scene, ibid: 551, 556.

37 About the meaning of the cross with cryptograms —
abbreviations of popular sayings about the properties and the
miraculous powers of the cross, see [1lakora 1982: 53, 56-57; Tpu-
¢ynosuh 1990: 140-141; Ilonosuh M., Tomuh, Bojsommh 2011:
199-202 (with examples and literature); [Tomosuh /1. 2021: 188, 201.

38 Tonosuti JI. 1992: 34.
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He TIpBe JBE KpaJbeBe keHe.*! Peunra je unmeHuna
mto je Tpeha u nocneamwa cynpyra [IpsoBenuanor,
BeHellMjaHCKa IuleMKumba AHa [lannono, nobuna
BPJIO pEeNpe3eHTaTUBaH rpod, ainu He y3 Myxka, Beh
y 3aJyKOMHHU CBOT cuHa Ypoma [, y mMaHacTupy
Comnohanu. Toj rpo6HuuM nmocBetTnhemo mocebHy
NaXIby y JaJbeM pa3Marpamy.

Caxpana y CTyneHuIM NEIMMHUYHO j€ HacTa-
BJbeHa U y Tpehem moxonewy Hemamwuha, amm,
Takohe, Oe3 HaroemTaja O TUTAHHpamy TPOOOBA
Bianapckor napa. Kpasms Papocnas (1227-1233), y
MOHAIITBY JOBaH, caxpameH je y boroponndmnoj
IPKBH — BEPOBATHO y TPOOHMIM Y3 CEBEpHH 3UJ
3amaiHOT Tpaseja Haoca.*2 O cynOuHHM U cTarycy
PanocnaBibeBe xeHe AHe, Khepu emUpCKOT JIECIo-
ta Teomopa Anhena — kojy je Teomocuje Xwuian-
Japai] OnmMcao Kao ,,3JI0HapaBHY M JyKaBy KEHY,
IIPUIIUCABILIY jO] HEBEPCTBO M KPUBHUILY 3a Hecpeh-
Hy cynOuny m3bernor kpasba PagocnaBat3 — u3Bo-
pH HUCY cauyBajH Tpara.** Y cBakoM ciy4ajy, He
pacroiaxeMo HUKaKBUM IOJlalluMa, TUCAaHUM WIIN
MaTepHjaTHAM, Jla je OHa MKaJa CTekia rpol y mo-
ponuyHoj 3aayx0unn Hemamuha.

Crynennuku oOpasal caxpaHe BJIaIapCKor rnapa
MMao je HEeTMOCPEIHOT OfjeKa y XPOHOJIOIIKH Ce-
nehem maysonejy Hemamwuha, manactupy Mue-
meBH. Kpass Bnagucnas (1233—-1243) Ty je morpe-
OCH Ha TPaJUIIMOHATHOM MECTY, Y jyro3amagHoM
YOIy HAoca, a BEroBO MECTO MOYMHKA 00EJIeKeHO
j€ penpe3eHTaTUBHUM CIOMEHHKOM M KTUTOPCKO-
-HaArpoOHNM MOPTPETOM HACIMKAHUM Ha Jy>XHOM
3uay.4S Vinename Ha CTYICHWYKH HPOTOTUI BH-
JIHO je U Y CMEITajy TPOOHUIIE UCTIpe] capkoda-
ra, Kao M 3aMHCIIM HaATPOOHOT o0ernexja, Koje je,
cynehu no ouyBaHuM ¢parMeHTHMa, OWIIO Y BUIY
BUCOKOT' capkodara u3paheHOT Of JIOKAJIHOT, Lp-
BeHKacTor mepmepa. To cy mokaszanma oOyXBaTHa,
MHTEPIUCIHIUIMHAPHA WCTPAKWBakbha, BpPIICHA Y
MuntemeBu y paszno6sey 1990-1994. ronune. Tom

41 ByGano 2016: 102 u Ha apyrum Mmectuma; Komaruma
2021: 33-38 (ca ucupHOM OHOIHOTpadjom).

42 Monosuh M. 2015: 73.

43 Bormanosuh mpup. 1988: 232 (Teomocuje Xunanmapar);
Manauh 1975: 9-18.

44 Beponocrojaoct TeomocujeBor npuIoBeaama y Hayla je
OJaBHO AOBeleHa y nuTame, Pepjanunh 1981: 310, nam. 45. Ha
OIpe3 HAaBOIU U TO LITO C€ y CTapUM CPIICKUM IIOMEHHUIMMA, Y3
kpasea PanmocnaBa — monaxa JoBaHa cpehe nMme MoHaxume AHe,
mTo O 3HAYMIIO Jla Ce KpaJbeBa jkeHa, Takole, Bpatuia y Cpoujy
u 3amoHanmiaa y CTyaeHuIu, 3ajeqHo ca Myxem, B. HoBakoBuh
1875: 30; Bybamo 2016: 141-142. Ana je HaciMKaHa y3 CBOT
MyXa, KpaJjba PagocnaBa, y KTUHTOPCKO] KOMIIO3UIMJH Y jy/KHOM
MapakiMcy CTyJeHHUKe criojbHe npumpare, L{Betkouh 1998: 75—
86; Hanak-Menuh, Tomuh 2011: ci. 90.

45 Tonosuh J1. 1992: 49-51.
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Although Studenica’s Church of the Virgin re-
tained the status of a family mausoleum during the
second generation of the Nemanji¢ dynasty, too, there
are no indications that the model of the joint burial
of the ruling couple was repeated here. King Ste-
fan the First-Crowned (1196-1227) was first buried
in the grave in front of Nemanja’s sarcophagus and
when his relics were transferred to Monastery Zi¢a
this place was used, as it is presumed, to put the body
of Grand Zupan Vukan (1202—1204).3% Their wives,
however, were not honoured with tombs within the
endowment church of the founder of the dynasty.
The sources have left no traces about Vukan’s wife,
including also her name and provenance.*0 More is
known about the wives of Stefan the First-Crowned,
but not about the planned or the actual place of burial
of the first two wives of the king.4! There is a very
illustrative fact that the third and the last wife of the
King Stefan the First-Crowned, a Venetian noble-
woman Anna Dandolo, was given a very representa-
tive tomb, not by the side of her husband, but rather
at the endowment church of her son, King Uros I, at
Sopocani Monastery. We are going to pay more atten-
tion to that tomb in continuation.

The burials at Studenica continued during the
third generation of the Nemanji¢ family, but also
with no hint about any planning concerning the
graves of the ruling couple. King Radoslav (1227-
1233), with the monastic name of Jovan, was bur-
ied at the Church of the Virgin — probably in the
tomb along the north wall of the west bay of the
naos.42 As for the fate and status of Radoslav’s wife
Ana, a daughter of Epirus despot Theodore Ange-
los — whom Teodosije the Hilandarian described as
“ill-willed and cunning woman,” attributing to her
infidelity and guilt for the unfortunate fate of the
fleeing King Radoslav43 — the sources have not kept
any trace.** In any case, we do not dispose with any

39 Ibid.: 42-45; Honoeuh M. 2015: 72-73 (with older
opinions, sources and reference bibliography). About the
frequency of secondary funerals in Byzantine sepulchral churches,
see Marinis 2009: 165 (with sources and literature).

40 Jeumennia 2018: 21.

41 ByGano 2016: 102 u Ha mpyruM mectuMa; Komarumma
2021: 33-38 (with comprehensive bibliography).

42 TTonosuh M. 2015: 73.

43 bormanosuh npup. 1988: 232 (Teonocuje Xunangapar);
Manauh 1975: 9-18.

44 The credibility of Teodosije’s account was brought into
question by science a long time ago, ®epjanunh 1981: 310, remark
45. The caution is also caused by the fact that in the old Serbian
pomenici (books with the list of the late individuals to be mentioned
in prayers for the salvation of their souls) next to King Radoslav —
monk Jovan, there is also the name of nun Ana, which would mean
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4. Munewesa, onodcaj 61a0apckux 2pobosa y Haocy u
upuiipaiuu (iipema Popovié M. 2006: 130)

NPUIMKOM TEMEJHHO Cy MPOydYeHe MOA3eMHE rpod-
HUIIE Y MPOCTOpPY HAoca U MpUIMpaTe, OCTal TpU
MepMepHa capkodara, a Takohe, W OCTCOJONIKH
ocrany norpedeHnx TMIHoCcTH.*¢ HoBa u Bpio Ba-
’KHa ca3Hama JI001jeHa Cy U 0 BEpOBAaTHOM MECTY
caxpaHe cymnpyre kpajba BmamucnaBa. C mobpum
pasnoroMm, \0j je mpuIrcana rpoOHuIA MpoHaheHa
y jyroucrouHoM yriay npurpare (ci. 4). I'pooaua
ce Haja3| y UCTOM MOJI0XKajy U Ha CIIMYHO] TyOUHU
Kao KpaJbeBa pPaka, C TUM IITO j€ MAalbHX JUMEH3H]a.
Meby mpeocTanum ynoMunma HeKaJalllbuX MUIe-
MIEBCKHUX capkodara 3a mpoOieM KojuM ce 6aBUMO
HApOYUTO Cy BaXKHU JCIOBU JBAjy CIIOMEHHMKA —
HCTOBETHE KOHCTpPYKIMje, Mpoduaimje, Kiecapcke

46 pesynraty ucTpaxnBarma u3BpireHnx 1990. roxuue 06ja-
BJbeHU cy y 4acormcy Caommrema XXII-XXIIT (1990-1991):
Kauguh 1990-1991: 103-111; 3eueBuhi 1990-1991: 113-125;
JKusanosuh, Jletuh 1990-1991: 127-129.

4. Mileseva, position of the ruler tombs in the naos and the
narthex (according to Popovi¢ M. 2006: 130)

data, either written or material, that she ever ac-
quired a grave at the Nemanji¢ family endowment.
Studenica’s prototype for the burial of the rul-
ing couple had a direct echo in the chronological-
ly speaking next Nemanji¢ mausoleum, MileSeva
Monastery. King Vladislav (1233-1243) was in-
terred there at the traditional location, in the south-
west corner of the naos and his place of rest was
marked by a representative monument and a ktetori-
al and funerary portrait painted on the south wall.43
The looking up to the prototype of Studenica is also

that the king’s wife also returned to Serbia and took monastic vows
at Studenica, together with her husband, see HoBakosuh 1875: 30;
By6ano 2016: 141-142. Ana was painted beside her husband, King
Radoslav, in the ktetorial composition in the south parakklesion of
the exonarthex of Studenica, [{BetkoBuh 1998: 75-86; Hanak-Me-
mh, Tomuh 2011: Fig. 90.

45 Tonoeut J. 1992: 49-51.
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o0paye, BpcTe u 0oje MepMepa, anu HejeTHaKe Be-
mnauHe. Ctora Ha yOeIJbUBUM apryMEHTHMa IO-
yuBa Munbeme OnuBepe Kananh na cy oBu cro-
MEHHIU u3pal)eHN UCTOBPEMEHO, Y CKIIOIY jeIHH-
CTBEHE 3aMHCJIH caxpaHe Bianapckor napa.4’ To Ou
MaK 3Ha4YMJI0 11a je y MuuemeBu, kao u 'y CtyaeHu-
I, TT0CTOjaJla HaMepa Jla ce CyNpYKHUIU caxpaHe
Ha HACIIPAMHUM CTpaHaMa HUCTOra 3HUa, KOjU JeIn
HAOC Off mpumpare. Y Hadely HCTOBETHA CTyae-
HHUYKO] j€ M 3aMUCA0 HUXOBHUX IPOOHHUX 00eex]a,
y BUJY BUCOKHX MEPMEpPHHUX capkodara, jeqHaKor
CKJIONA, aJIM PA3IUUUTHX JTUMEH3H]a.

3a pasznuKy of CTyldeHHuYKe pake AHe AHacrta-
cHje, y K0joj Cy, Kao ITO CMO BHUEIH, poHal)eHn
U WJACHTH(QHUKOBAHU HEHH TOCMPTHH OCTAllH, Yy
MUJICIIEBCKO] TPOOHUIM, MPHUIIMCAHO] KPaJbEBO)
Cynpys3H, IpBOOUTAH OCTEOJIOMIKH MaTepujaji Huje
npoHaljeH. Y 0BOj TpoOHOj paku, 3aT€UeHO] y TO-
pemeheHOM cTamy, MpoHal)eHH Cy OCTaIM MYIIKOT
CKeJleTa, KOjH Cy Ty, CMaTpa ce, JIOCIeIH CeKyHIap-
HUM TyTeM.*8 ¥V MOoKyllajy jacHHjer carieiaBama
OBHX CJIOKEHUX U HEJOBOJBHO jaCHHUX OKOJIHOCTH,
ocBpHyheMo ce yKpaTrko Ha MajoOpojHe TO3Ha-
T€ YMILCHUIIE BE3aHE 3a JIMYHOCT U cyaOuHy Bia-
nuciaBibeBe xkeHe benocnase.

VYV wucropuorpaguju je yriaBHOM OMNILTENPH-
xBaheHO MHIUBEHE Na benocnaBy Tpeba moucro-
BeTUTH ca hepkom Oyrapckor 1apa VMsana Il Acena,
KOjy je, ipeMa cBenodewy Teomocuja Xumanaapiia,
BrnagucnaBy noseo meros crpur] CaBa Cpricku, Kako
Ou ux ,,BeHuao"“.4 Ha 0CHOBY JyOpOBaukux M3BOPA,
3Ha Ce JIa je, HAKOH CMEHe BJIACTH U J0JIacKa Ha Ipe-
cto Kpasba Ypoma | 1243. rogune, ,,xpasbuia Bra-
JIMCIIaBIbeBa’ moTpakuia yrouniite y JlyOpoBHHKY,
rae ce Mopasia obaBe3aru ja Hehe jenoBaTu NpoTUB
HOBOT cprickor Biajgapa.s? OHa ce 1Mo MMeHy NpBU
nyT nomumke 1281. roaune, Kaaa je akTyeTHH Kpasb
Jparytus tpaxuo aa ce y Korop mpebar ,,moxnan’
koju cy benocnaBa n men cun Jleca, y Bpeme u3-
THAHCTBA, OCTaBWIM Ko jemHor JlyOpoBuanuHa. 3Ha
ce, Takohe, na ce 1385. ronuae Braancnasisesa yio-
BUIIa nojaBuiia y /lyOpoBHMKY U Tpaxkuia rnoBpahaj
MpeMeTa KOje j€ CBOjeBPEMEHO Jlayia y JICTIO3HT.S !

47 Kangwh 1990-1991: 103-107; Kanuh 1995: 135-143.

48 Muxnh, Xomoseku 2003: 126.

49 Borpanosuh npup. 1988: 232 (Teomocnje Xunanmapar);
Thuprosuh 2004a: 485; cymMmmy y Ty uaeHTH(OUKAIH]Y HCKa3ao je
Boxuos 1985: 101-102; yxonuko je ona onpasziana, benocnasa
6u Ouna apyra xeHa Kpasba Bragucnasa.

50 Mouwn, Rupkosuth, Cuaaunk mpup. 2011: 178; By6ano
2016: 161.

51 Manosuh-Bykuh 2003: 31-39; ByGano 2016: 183; Jeume-
auna 2018: 87-88.
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visible in the placement of the burial chamber in
front of the sarcophagus, as well as in the concept of
a grave marker which was, judging by the preserved
fragments, in the shape of a high sarcophagus made
of local, reddish marble. This was corroborated by
the comprehensive, multi-disciplinary research car-
ried out at MileSeva in the period 1990-1994. On
that occasion, the underground chambers in the naos
and narthex, the remains of three marble sarcophagi,
as well as the osteological remains of the interred
individuals were thoroughly examined.4¢ New and
very important findings were obtained also on the
probable place of burial of the wife of King Vladis-
lav. For a good reason, she was assigned a grave
found in the southeast corner of the narthex (Fig.
4). This burial chamber is located in the same posi-
tion and at a similar depth as the grave of the king,
with a note that its dimensions are smaller. Among
the remaining fragments of the former sarcophagi
of MileSeva, there are segments of two monuments
that are especially important for the issue at hand
— they have the same structure, profiles, carved fin-
ish, type and colour of the marble, but they are of
unequal size. It is for this reason that the opinion of
Olivera Kandi¢ that the monuments were made at
the same time, within the scope of a unique concept
for the burial of the ruling couple, rests on convinc-
ing arguments.#’ This would, however, mean that
just like in Studenica, in MileSeva as well there was
an intention to bury spouses on the opposite sides of
the same wall that divides the naos from the narthex.
In principle, the concept of their grave markers, in
the shape of high marble sarcophagi of an equal
structure, but different dimensions, is also identical
to the one at Studenica.

As opposed to the grave of Ana Anastasija at
Studenica in which, as we have seen, her remains
have been found and identified, no original osteo-
logical material ascribed to the king’s wife has been
found in the tomb of MileSeva. What was found in
this grave, which was in a visibly disturbed state,
were remains of a male skeleton that got there, as it
is believed, by a secondary route.*8 In an attempt to
have a more comprehensible view at these complex
and insufficiently clear circumstances, we are going

46 The results of the research carried out in 1990 were
published in periodical Caommrema XXII-XXIII (1990-1991):
Kanguh 1990-1991: 103-111; 3euesuh 1990-1991: 113-125;
JKusanosuh, Jlernh 1990-1991: 127-129.

47 Kanmguh 1990-1991: 103-107; Kanguh 1995: 135-143.

48 Muxuh, Xowoscku 2003: 126.
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Mako moMeHyTH MoJany He HyjAe OAroBOp Ha
MUTamke KO je caxpameH y TPOOHUIU y jyTOHCTO-
YHOM YIJIy MHJICIIEBCKE MPHIpPATe, OHU MOTY IO-
Mohu y mmpem carnenaBarkby MOTYhHX periema,
y3uMajyhu y 003up aat uCTopujcku KOHTEKCT. CBH
pacIoNoXUBH, HANPE/ U3JIOKEHH Pa3io3H, TOBOPE
y IpWJIOT cXBaTamy Ja je y BuaaucnaBibeBoj 3a-
y’)KOMHA OWO C HaMepoOM IMOHOBJbEH CTYICHHYKH
MOJIeT caxpaHe Biagapckor mapa. Mehytuwm, 3a paz-
muky ox CTyneHule, oH Ty, U3 HEJOBOJHHO MO3HA-
THX pas3iora, Huje 70 Kpaja crpoBeneH. Kao mro ce
3Ha, CBPTHYTHU KpaJb Biagucnas yop30 ce u3MHPHO
ca OparoM M, BpPaTUBIIIH CE U3 IPOTOHCTBA, BHUIIE O]
nBe nerennje 6opasuo je y Cpouju.52 Hakon cMptu
— Herge mociie 1264. roguHEe — OH je O ycTasbe-
HOM 00MYajy TIOJIOKEH Y MPHUIIPEMJIbEH, KTUHTOPCKHU
rpo6. C npyre cTpaHe, HeMa HUKAKBHX [10JjaTaka Jia
ce bermocnapa, koja je YMTaBUX JIBajeCeTaK TOIM-
Ha HaJDKUBEJa Cylpyra, ukajga Bparwia y Cpoujy,
HUTH J1a je morpebeHa Ha npenBul)eHOM MecCTy y
MYXEBJbEBO] 3amykOmHu. Tako ce Moxe u 00ja-
CHHTH HM30CTaHAK >KCHCKOT CKeJeTa y TPOOHHIN
yKonaHoj y3 BiaauciaBibeBy, ¢ Apyre cTrpaHe 3uaa.
O uIeHTUTETY MOKOJHUKA CEKYHIAPHO CaXparmbeHOT
y peYeHoj TpoOHUIM cafia c€ HEe MOTY M3HETH 4Yak
HU MPETIOCTABKE.

Bumectpyko peneBaHTaH M BpJIO 3aHUMJBHB
y30paK Tpyxkajy u caxpane Hemamuhkum n3 pas-
nobspa kpajba Ypoma [ (1243-1276) u mwerose
cympyre, kpaspune Jenene. OHe yOensbUBO TMOKa-
3yjy y K0jOj je MepH BIaJapCcKH Irpod OMO CIIOKEH
(beHOMeH, KOji HEPETKO O/Ipa’kaBa MJICOJIOIIKE 110~
CTyJaTre BPEeMEHa, a MOHEKa/l, INTABUIIIe, U aKTyell-
He nonuThuke npuiuke. To je pasior 300r kojer
ce Comohanu u I'panan — may3oneju kpasba Ypo-
ma | u kpaseune Jernene — Mopajy pazMarparu Kao
Mel)ycoOHO TMoBe3aHe TojaBe, YCIOBJbEHE HCTO-
PHjCKUM OKOJIHOCTHMA Tora 100a.53 [Ipobiem koju
3aUpe y HBUXOBY (QyHepapHy (YHKIH]Y YTOIHKO
je 3aMpILIeHUjU Kaja ce uMajy y BUAY Pa3InuuTa
IJIEUIITA UCTpaKUBaya O XPOHOJIOTHjHU rpahema
U KOHTEKCTy 3aCHHBamba MOMEHYTHX BIIaJapCKUX
3ay:KOMHa.

Wnak, xkakBa roj Ta riieanmITa ouia, HeCropHa
j€ YMIbeHHIIA J1a je Kpash Ypoll, cienehu npumep
CBOjHX TIpeIaKa, 3a KHBOTA TOAUTao ceOM rpoOHYy

52 Thuprosuh 1981: 341-342; o BragaBuHU Kpasba Biaau-
ciaBa B. Komaruna 2021: 63—72 (ca iuteparypom).

53 Ty unmennuy Beh pannje je ncrakao Tomuh 2006-2007:
59-77; enoxa kpaspa Yporua | y HajHOBHje BpeMe TeMeJBHO je 0CBe-
TibeHa y kiu3u Komarnna 2021 (roe cy HaBeIeHH pedepeHTHH
U3BOPH, JIUTEPATypa U JA0CA/allliba HCTOPUja HCTPAKUBAHA).
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to look briefly at the few known facts linked to the
personality and fate of Vladislav’s wife Beloslava.
The historiography mostly accepts that Belosla-
va ought to be identified as a daughter of Bulgarian
Emperor Ivan Asen II and that she was, according to
the accounts of Teodosije the Hilandarian, brought
to Vladislav by his uncle Sava of Serbia in order to
get them married.#® On the basis of Ragusa (Du-
brovnik) sources, it is known that after the change of
power and the enthronement of King Uro$ I in 1243,
“Vladislav’s queen” looked for a haven in Ragusa
where she had to make a commitment that she would
not act against the new Serbian ruler.’® She was
mentioned by name for the first time in 1281 when
the then King Dragutin requested that the “zioxr1a0”
(deposit), left with a citizen of Ragusa by Beloslava
and her son Desa during their exile, got transferred
to Kotor. It is also known that in 1285 Vladislav’s
widow appeared in Ragusa and requested the return
of the objects she had given earlier as a deposit.5!
Although the above-mentioned data do not
provide an answer to the question who was buried
in the tomb in the southeast corner of MileSeva’s
narthex, they can help with broader understanding
of the possible solutions, taking into account the
given historical context. All available, above-shown
reasons support the position that there was a clear
intention to repeat the Studenica model of the rul-
ing couple’s burial at Vladislav’s endowment. How-
ever, as opposed to Studenica, for the insufficiently
clear reasons, the intention was not fully carried out.
As it is well known, the dethroned King Vladislav
soon made peace with his brother and, having re-
turned from the exile, lived in Serbia for over two
decades.>2 After his death — some time after 1264 —
he was placed, in line with the usual custom, in the
prepared, ktetorial grave. On the other hand, there is
no data saying that Beloslava, who outlived her hus-
band by over twenty years, ever returned to Serbia
or that she was interred in the prepared grave at her
husband’s endowment. This helps explain the ab-
sence of a female skeleton in the tomb dug out next
to Vladislav’s, but on the other side of the wall. As

49 Bormanosuh mpup. 1988: 232 (Teomocuje Xunanaapatr);
Thuprosuh 2004a: 485; the doubt about this identification was cast
by Boxxmos 1985: 101-102; if it is justified, Beloslava would be
the second wife of King Vladislav.

50 Mourun, Rupkosuh, Cuamnk mpup. 2011: 178; Bybano
2016: 161.

51 Manoeuh-Byxuh 2003: 31-39; ByGano 2016: 183; Jeume-
Huna 2018: 87-88.

52 Tmprosuh 1981: 341-342; about the rule of King
Vladislav, see Komaruna 2021: 63—72 (with literature).
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npkBy — manactup Cere Tpojuue y Comohanu-
Mma.>4 [Ipema peunma Jlanuna II y ToMm, ,,lberOBUM
pykama HauMEHbEHOM MaHACTHPY‘, OH je HAKOH CMp-
TH ¥ TIOTPEOCH, Y YHAIIPE TPUMPEMIBEHOM TPOQy. >3
KpasbeB rpo0 3aMuILJbEH je W W3BEICH Ha TPaau-
[MOHAJIaH HAYMH: CMEUITEH y jyro3amajHoM YLy
Haoca, OH Ce cacT0jao oJ] BUCOKOI MEPMEPHOT cap-
Ko(ara, Mo3eMHE paKe, yCTPOjeHe UCTIPE Iera, U
KTUTOPCKO-HaArpoOHOTr moptpera.>® [TpBoduTHOM
3aMucaM Biaaapcke caxpane y Conohanuma 4MHU
ce Ja Huje 6uo npeasuheH rpod 3a KpajbeBy Cynpy-
xuuly Jeneny. Ha To 6u ykasuBanu pesynrtatu J10-
CaJIalllibUX apXEOJIOIIKUX UCTPAKUBAHA, Y3 OMACKY
Jla IPOCTOP Ha CEBEPHOj CTPaHM 3alaJHOr TpaBeja
HUje y 1enoctu ucnutal. [Ipunnkom pasMarpama
TOr MHUTamka HEe Tpeba MpPeHeOpPEerHyTH HHU TavyHO
sanaxame O. Kanmuh, apxutexre uncTpakupaua,
0 HEyoOMYajeHO BEJTMKUM JMMEH3HjaMa MOJ3EMHE
pake, Kao u capkodara kpasba Ypoma I, Ha 0CHO-
BY 4Y€ra je ONpe3HO M3HeTa MpeTHocTaBKa ja 0u y
NUTalky MOIJa OUTH JBOjHA TPOOHHUIIA, HAMEHEHA
Biazapckom napy.>’ Mnak, 3a cama He pacroaxe-
MO JpyTUM MOTBp/iamMa WK Oap Ha3HakaMa Koje Ou
OCHaXHJIC OBY XUIIOTE3Y.

54 Bpeme noxusama Comohana, He3aGeIexeHo y H3BOPHMA,
UCTpaXNBa4H Cy ofpehuBamy MoCpenHo U Ha Pa3IHIUTe HAYMHE,
nonazehu ox periewma 3aCTyIUbEHHX Yy CIMKAHOM Iporpamy. Y
cenmy nenennjy XIII Bexa omnpenenwu cy ra, Ha OCHOBY HPHCY-
CTBa, OIHOCHO U3IVIENa U y3pacTa HCTOPH)CKUX JIMYHOCTH Dypuh
1963: 22-27 (u3melyy 1263. u 1268. ronuHe) 1 'y HajHOBHjE BpeMe
Bojsomuh 2022: 380-382 (majkacuuje 1o 1265. romune). Jlaro-
Bame conohaHckor xuBomnuca u3melhy 1272. u 1276. rogune, Ha
OCHOBY IPOTPaMCKHUX pelIeHha MMOjeIMHNX CLEHA U IbHXOBE Be3e
ca OHOBPEMEHHUM BEPCKHM U MOJIUTHIKHM TOKOBHMA, IIPETIOKIO
je Tomuh 2000: 361-379; B. u Tomuh y: Yanak-Menuh, Toguh
2013: 128.

55 Maxk Janwmjen, Herposuh mpup. 1988: 55-56 (Januo
Hpyr).

56 Tlonosuh . 1992: 61-64; Kanguh 2016: 83-85. I1pBo-
OWTHA KTUTOPCKO-HAATpoOHA KOMITO3WIHUja, OJHOCHO TOPTPETH
Hemamuha npecinkanu cy y BpeMe OKO Kojer y HayIly He TIOCTOj!
CarIacHOCT. Y CTapHjoj HaylX TO IPECINKaBambE ONPENEIHEHO je
y paznobsee usmely 1263. u 1268. roqune, Bypuh 1963: 87 (6e3
yiaxema y pa3siore OBe HHTEpPBEHIMje); Y HOBHje BpeMe, Mpeu-
HavaBame MIOPTPETa y jyro3anagHoM ey Haoca OIpeAesbeHo je
y BpeMe HaKOH HacHJIHEe cMeHe BiacTh 1276. romune — oko 1278.
roauHe, Tj. y pa3nobsbe muamehy 1276. u 1282. rogune: Toxuh
2006-2007: 59-68 (ca crapujum munubemumMa); Toguh y: Ya-
Hak-Menuh, Toguh 2013: 172-176; Toguh 2022: 222-229. Jlpy-
raugjer je mumubema Bojsoauh 2022: 389-393, koju Ha OCHOBY
oabupa npuKasaHUX JMYHOCTH, HBUXOBOT y3pacTa M WHCHIHH]a,
ompe/iesbyje MpecivKaBambe OBUX MOPTPETa Y BpeMe BllaJJaBHHE
Kpasba Ypoma [ — moxna oxo 1270. roguse, a cBakaxo npe 1276.
TOJIVIHE.

57 O comohaHCKUM rPOOHHIAMA U HHXOBHM CIIOMEHHUYKHM
obenexjuma B. Kanyuh 2016: 81-89 (ca cBoM cTapujoM auTepary-
POM); Ty Cy JJOHETE MMEH3Hj€ CPIICKUX BIaJapCKUX TPOOHUIIA, Y3
XHI0Te3y fa je conohancka paka Moria OutH 1BojHa, ctp. 29 u 83.

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR
A UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF THE NEMANIJIC
FEMALE DYNASTS

for the identity of the deceased who was secondarily
buried in the said tomb, not even suppositions can
be provided at this time.

A multiply relevant and very interesting speci-
men is provided by the burials of the Nemanji¢
women from the period of the reign of King Uros
I (1243-1276) and his wife, Queen Jelena (Helen
of Anjou). They show convincingly to which de-
gree the ruler tomb was a complex phenomenon
that often reflected the ideological postulates of the
times and sometimes, moreover, even the political
circumstances. This is the reason why the monaster-
ies of Sopocani and Gradac — the mausoleums of
King Uros I and Queen Jelena — must be considered
as mutually connected phenomena, conditioned by
the historical circumstances of that period.>3 The
problem that goes deeply into their funerary func-
tion is that much more entangled when we take into
account different opinions of the researchers con-
cerning the chronology of the construction and the
context encircling the founding of the said rulers’
endowments.

Nevertheless, whatever these opinions were,
there is an undisputable fact that King Uros, fol-
lowing the example set by his ancestors, had a se-
pulchral church built for himself already during
his lifetime — the Monastery of the Holy Trinity
in Sopocani.>* According to the words of Serbian
Archbishop and writer Danilo II, after the king
had died he was interred in the grave prepared
in advance at that “monastery made by his own
hands.”> The king’s tomb was conceived and con-
structed in a traditional way: it was positioned in
the southwest corner of the naos, it consisted of a
high marble sarcophagus, an underground burial
chamber dug out in front of it and the ktetorial

53 This fact was already pointed out by Tozmh 2006-2007:
59-77; the era of King Uro$ I has been recently thoroughly
examined in the book Komaruna 2021 (with the listed reference
sources, literature and the history of the researched conducted
so far).

54 The time when Sopocani Monastery was built, unrecorded
in the sources, was established by researchers indirectly and in
different ways, starting from the solutions applied in the painted
programme. It was dated back to the seventh decade of the 13th
century on the basis of the presence and the appearance and age
of the historical figures Bypuh 1963: 22-27 (between 1263 and
1268) and in the recent times Bojsomuh 2022: 380-382 (not later
than by 1265). The dating of the wall paintings of Sopoc¢ani be-
tween 1272 and 1276, on the basis of the programme solutions for
different scenes and their link to the then religious and political
trends, was proposed by Toguh 2000: 361-379; see also Toxnuh in:
Yanax-Menuh, Toquh 2013: 128.

55 Mak Jlanujen, Terposuh mpup. 1988: 55-56 (Janmmo
Apyr).
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Kana je peu o caxpanama Hemamwuhku, 1o0po
je MO3HAaTo J1a ce Hajpernpe3eHTaTUBHUJU CauyBaHU
rpo0 NpHMagHuLA OBE JUHACTHjE HAa3M YIpaBo
y Comohannma. Ped je o rpoOHHIIN TIpBE CpIICKE
kpassue Ane [lanmono, cynpyre Credana Ilp-
BOBEHYAHOT M MajKe Kpajba Ypoma.’8 OHa je 0e3
CyMibe Onyia Jieo MPBOOUTHE 3aMHUCITU COMTONaHCKOT
Xpama, 4uju je (QyHepapHH MporpaM HariamaBao
HNOPOAWYHU KapakTep M JIWHACTUYKY (DyHKIH]jy
VYpomiese 3amyxonne.>?

['po6 Ane JlaH0710 YCTpPOjeH je y TpHIpa-
TH, Y HEHOM CEBEPO3alaJHOM YIIy. Y NUTamy je
clokeHa (yHepapHa IelivHa, Koja oOyxBara Mo-
3eMHY T'pOOHHILY, CIOMEHMUYKO o0enexje y BUIY
capkodara u, HajJ UM, MOHYMEHTAJIHY KOMIIO-
3UIUJy Ca NPEACTAaBOM CMPTH, OJHOCHO OIela
kpaseuiie AHe (ci. 5). 3axBasbyjyhu apxeoaonkum
HCKOIaBawuMa BpiieHuM 1985. rogune, oBa rpo6-
HUIIA MOXE CE€ CMAaTpaTu jeHUM O]l MPBUX J00pO
IPOYYEHHUX U LIEJOBUTO CarIeaHuX IpuMepa Bia-
nmapcke caxpane Hemammha. Ta uctpaxuBama Cy
MoKa3aja, Ha OCHOBY KOHCTpPYKIIHje TPOOHE pake,
Jla je KpaJbHIla MajKa IPEeMUHYJIA U IorpedeHa wim
y TOKY 3aBPIIHHX PaJoBa Ha IPKBU WK HETIOCPE/I-
HO HAKOH H-EHOT JOBpIICHA, U3 Yera ClIeAu Ja je
Mmely caxpanama usBpuieHuM y Conohannma meHa
Onsa XpOHOJIOMIKY HajcTapuja.t [(pobHMIa Kpasbu-
e AHe o0eiexeHa je pernpe3eHTaTHBHUM MepMep-
HUM capkodarom. Taj capkodar je, Mo THITy, KOH-
CTPYKLHUJU U MaTepHjaly, CaCBUM CIIMYaH rPOOHOM
CIIOMEHHUKY KTHTOpa, Kpasba Ypoma I, y conohan-
CKOM HaocCy, aJli C€ OJ] Iera pa3jIuKyje CBOJUM IIPU-
METHO MambUM ITUMeH3ujaMa’! (ci. 6).

N3y3eran enemeHT oBe (hyHEpapHE LIEINHE CBa-
Kako je xommosuipja Onena Kpaybuie AHe, HaCIH-
KaHa HaJl ’beHUM Tpodom. Mako je, uxorpadcku, nz-
BEJICHA I10 yIJIely Ha OIelia CBETHX JINYHOCTH, OBaj
IPYIIHU TOPTPET BiaJapcke MOPOAMLE, OKYIJbEHE
y KaJIOCTH OKO Ofipa KpaJbHIIe MajKe Mpe/ICTaBba,
YUCTHHY, UCTOPHjCKY CIIMKYy TIpBOra pena.®? Jesu-

58 O mmunoctn Ane Janjono B. Komaruna 2014: 7-20.
59 Monosuh JI. 1992: 69—70; Toauh 2022: Ha Buie MecTa.

60 Tlonosuh J. 1992: 66-68; Kanauh 2016: 86-87. Autpo-
TOJIOIIKA aHAIIM3a HPOHAl)CHUX CKEJICTHHX OcTaraka IoKasaja je
Ja je y mutamy Ouiia JIMYHOCT KeHCKOr mona (Bucuue 158-162
cm), cTapa IpeKo MejeceT roJuHa U gocta podycrtHe rpahe, Mu-
kuh 1986: 175.

61 JlomarHa ncrmTHBaba U pecTaypalHjy comoliaHcKux cap-
koara m3Bpmmia je Jledssosuh Puctuh 2010: 85-87.

62 Ipencrasa Onena kpasbuiie AHe HMa JyTy HCTOPH]Y H3y-
4aBarba, TOKOM KOj€ Cy CaOIIIITCHA PA3IHYNTa MUIIUBCHA O U/ICH-
THTETY )KCHCKHX YJIaHOBA IOPOJMIIEC HACIMKAHUX Y3 ozap. OBoM
MPUIMKOM TT03MBaMo ce Ha ciezaeha renumira: Pagojunh C. 1934:
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and funerary portrait.>¢ It seems that the original
concept for the ruler burial at Sopoc¢ani did not en-
visage a tomb for the king’s spouse Jelena. This
would be suggested by the results of the archaeco-
logical research conducted so far, with a note that
the space on the north side of the wall of the west
bay has not been fully examined. When consider-
ing this issue, it should not be omitted to note the
accurate observation of O. Kandi¢, a researcher
architect, about the uncommonly large dimensions
of the burial chamber, as well as the sarcophagus
of King UroS$ I which led to a carefully voiced out
supposition that this may be a double tomb, in-
tended for the ruling couple.57 Still, for the time
being we do not dispose with any other confirma-
tions or at least indications that could support this
hypothesis.

When it comes to the burials of the Nemanji¢
women, it is well known that the most representa-
tive preserved tomb of the female members of this
dynasty is located precisely at Sopo¢ani Monastery.
This is the tomb of the first Serbian Queen, Ana
Dandolo (Anna Dandolo), the wife of Stefan the
First-Crowned and the mother of King Uros.58 She
was undoubtedly a part of the original concept for
the church in Sopocani, the funerary programme of
which emphasised the family character and the dy-
nastic function of Uros’s endowment.5°

The tomb of Ana Dandolo was established
in the narthex, in its northwest corner. This is a com-
plex funerary ensemble that incorporated an under-
ground burial chamber, a grave marker in the shape

56 Tlomosuh JI. 1992: 61-64; Kauguh 2016: 83-85. The
original ktetorial and sepulchral composition, that is, the portraits
of the Nemanji¢ were painted over at the time about which there
is no agreement in the science. The older researchers dated this
painting over back to the period between 1263 and 1268, Hypuh
1963: 87 (without getting into the reasons for the intervention); in
the more recent times, the changes in the portraits in the southwest
part of the naos have been dated back to the time after the violent
change in the authority in 1276 — around 1278, i.e., to the period
between 1276 and 1282: Tomuh 2006-2007: 59—68 (with older
opinions); Toxuh in: Yanak-Menuh, Tomuh 2013: 172-176; To-
muh 2022: 222-229. A different opinion is expressed by Bojsoxuh
2022: 389393, who on the basis of the selection of the depicted
figures, their age and insignias, dates back the painting over of
these portraits to the period of the reign of King Uros I — perhaps
around 1270, but certainly before 1276.

57 About Sopoéani’s tombs and their monumental features,
see Kanmuh 2016: 81-89 (with all older literature); this provides
the dimensions of the Serbian rulers’ tombs, with a hypothesis that
the grave at Sopoc¢ani Monastery may have been a double type of
tomb, p. 29 and 83.

58 About the personality of Ana Dandolo, see Komarnna
2014: 7-20.

59 Monoeut 1. 1992: 69—70; Tonuh 2022: in several places.



5. Coitohanu, dpuiipaiuia; epob kpasuye Ane Janoono
(iipema Popovi¢ M. 2006: 129)

24-25, 3atum DBypuh 1963: 22-24, u y HajHOBHje BpeMe BojBo-
nmuh 2022: 394, cmarpajy aa skeHCKy Gurypy y npBoM IIaHy, Koja
KJIe4N HCIpen oipa, Tpeba Mpero3HaTy kKao Kpasbuiy JeneHy, a
TUK n3a npuHYeBa /parytnHa 1 MUIyTHHA Ka0 BHXOBY CECTPY
bpwauy. M3HeTa cy 1 apyraduja DISIUINTA: da KpajbHily JeneHy
HpeJICTaBIba JKEHCKa 0c00a ca OTBOPEHOM KPYHOM, Koja CTOjH H3a
npunueBa (Toguh y: Yanak-Menuh, Toguh 2013: 165-167; Toguh
2022: 238); jenHaky uaeHTH(UKALN]Y JTHKaA Kpasbuile JeaeHe, Kao
U MUILbECHE J1a QUrypa y mpBOM IUIaHY NPEICTaBJba HEMO3HATY
khep Credana I[IpBoBeHUaHOT, HEMAaBHO je oOpa3marao MuspKo-
Buh 2020: 159-166.

TOMB OF ANA ANASTASIJA AT STUDENICA — A PROTOTYPE OR
A UNIQUE CASE IN THE BURIAL OF THE NEMANIJIC
FEMALE DYNASTS

5. Sopocani, the narthex; tomb of Queen Ana Dandolo
(according to Popovi¢ M. 2006: 129)

of a sarcophagus and, above it, a monumental com-
position with the depiction of the death or rather the
memorial service for Queen Ana (Fig. 5). Thanks to
the archaeological excavations conducted in 1985,
this tomb may be considered as one of the first well
studied and thoroughly examined examples of the
ruler burial of the Nemanji¢ dynasts. These stud-
ies have shown, on the basis of the structure of the
burial chamber, that the queen mother passed away
and was interred either during the final works on
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6. Coiiohanu, ipuiipainia,; caproghae kpasuye Ane /lanoono

(doimio H. Jlebwosun-Puciuuh 2012)

6. Sopocani, the narthex; sarcophagus of Queen
Ana Dandolo (photo by N. Debljovi¢-Risti¢ 2012)

KOM CITUKE, OHAa CHA)XXHO TMOMYNHpPE MOPOIUYHH,
JUHACTHYKN KapakTep corohaHckor maysolneja, o
KOjEM CBEIOY€ U HETOBH CEIYJIKpPaIHU CIHOMEHH-
y. Y paBHHM BJaJIapcKe UAEOJIOTH]e, 0Baj Mporpam
NpeacTaBiba OfjeK jeaHe ol Hocehux uieja enoxe
VYpoma I — uaeje 0 BENMMYUHA U CBETOPOIHOM I10-
pexity no3e Hemamuha.%3 3a mpoydaBame KOHIIETITa
Y BHJIOBA caxpaHe )KeHCKHX WiaHoBa ropoawuie He-
Mamuh, cormohancku rpo6 Ane J[aHT070 CBakako
Jla TIPeICTaBJba He3a00MIa3aH MpuMep.

AKTyellHe IPUIMKE Be3aHe 32 HACUJIHY CMEHY
Biactu 1276. ronune — kaja je kpasb [parytus 3a-
y3€0 0uUeB MPECTO, MPUMOPABIIH Ta Ja OJe y Mpo-
TOHCTBO — YMHHU C€ Jla Cy YTHIAJe U Ha 3aMHCa0
¢bynepapHor nporpama manactupa ['panam, 3amy-

63 Mapjanosnhi-/lymasuh 1997: 111-117; Mapjanoih-Jly-
manuh 2007: 148-155.
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the church or directly after it had been completed,
which leads to a conclusion that among the burials
carried out at Sopoc¢ani in chronological terms her
burial was the oldest.¢0¢ The tomb of Queen Ana
is marked by a representative marble sarcophagus.
By its type, structure and material, this sarcopha-
gus is quite similar to the tombstone of the ktetor,
King Uros$ I, in the naos of Sopocani, but differs
from the latter by its visibly smaller dimensions®!
(Fig. 6).

An exceptional element of this funerary en-
semble is certainly the composition of the memo-
rial service for Queen Ana, painted above her grave.
Although in terms of its iconography it was execut-
ed after the paragons of the memorial services for
saints, this group portrait of the ruling family, gath-
ered in mourning around the catafalque of the queen
mother, represents indeed a historical depiction of
primary order.®2 Using the language of an image, it
supports powerfully the family, dynastic character
of the mausoleum of Sopocani, which is testified to
by its sepulchral monuments. At the level of the ruler
ideology, this programme represents an echo of one
of the primary ideas of the era of Uro$ I — the idea of
the grandeur and the holy origin of the Nemanyji¢ dy-
nasty.®3 For any study of the concept and the forms
of burial of female members of the Nemanji¢ fam-
ily, the grave of Ana Dandolo in Sopocani certainly
constitutes an inevitable exemplar.

The contemporary circumstances linked to the
violent change of the authority in 1276 — when King

60 Tlomosuh JI. 1992: 66-68; Kammuh 2016: 86-87. The
anthropological analysis of the found skeletal remains has shown
that this was a female individual (with the height of 158—162 cm),
aged over fifty and of a rather robust built, Muxuh 1986: 175.

61 Additional examination and restoration of the sarcophagi
of Sopocani was carried out by Debljovi¢ Risti¢ — JIebmoBuh
Puctuh 2010: 85-87.

62 The depiction of the memorial service for Queen Ana has
a long history of being studied, during which various opinions
have been offered concerning the identity of the female members
of the family painted around the catafalque. On this occasion, we
would like to refer to the following opinions: Pamojunh C. 1934:
24-25, then Bypuh 1963: 22-24, and in the recent times BojBo-
muh 2022: 394, maintain that the female figure in the foreground,
who is kneeling by the catafalque, should be taken for Queen
Jelena, while the figure behind princes Dragutin and Milutin is
their sister Brnjaca. There are also different opinions: that Queen
Jelena is represented by the female figure with an open crown who
is standing behind the princes (Toxuh in: Yanak-Menuh, Toguh
2013: 165-167; Toguh 2022: 238); the same identification of the
figure of Queen Jelena, as well as the opinion that the figure in the
foreground is an unknown daughter of Stefan the First-Crown has
recently been expressed by Musbkosuh 2020: 159-166.

63 Mapjanosuh-/lymanuh 1997: 111-117; Mapjarosuh-/ly-
manuh 2007: 148-155.
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7. Ipaoay; tionoxcaj epobosa
(tipema Ilotiosuh /1. 1992: 79)

xOuHe Ypomese cynpyre Jenene. Kao rpoOuu xpam
BEOMa YTHIIaJHE CPIICKE KpaJbUIle, OBaj CIIOMEHHUK
ce, OYCKMBAHO, HAJIA3U Y CPEIUINTY Halle MaXKbe.
[Moguzame ['paana u yimora mojeuHUX JIMYHOCTH Y
TOM TOAYXBaTy y Haylu cy Beh Owiu mpeamer Te-
MEJbHHX, MaJia HE U jeJHOOOpa3HUX TyMadema. To
He Tpeba Ja yyIu ako ce MMa y BHJY CBa CIIOXKe-
HOCT OBOT IIHTAamba, KOj€ 3aXTeBa JIETaJbHY, yIIOpe/-
HY aHaJIM3y MCTOPHjCKUX M3BOPA M MaTepHjaTHUX
nojiaTaka Be3aHuX 3a caxpany kruropa. [Tohumo ox
OBOT IIOCJIEHET.

Jomr mpe MHOTO TrofIMHA, TOKOM CHCTEMAaTCKHX
HCTPAKUBAUYKUX M KOH3EPBATOPCKO-pecTaypaTop-
CKUX pajJioBa Ha IPKBH MaHacTupa ['pamail, youeHe
Cy JIBE eTaIle EeroBe rpajme, yiju melhycoOHu Bpe-
MEHCKH pa3Mak HHUje Morao outH Oirke yTBphen.o4
[TpunrkoM apXeoJIONIKUX WCIUTHUBAbA, HA TPAIH-
[IMOHAITHOM MECTY HAaMEH-CHOM CaxpaHHu KTUTOpa —
y jyro3arnajaHoM yIiIy Haoca — OTKpUBEHa je rpoOHa
paka, jeIMHCTBEHA y CPIICKO] (yHEepapHO] MpaKch
(cn. 7). Bbena u3y3eTHOCT cacToju c€ y TOME IITO

64 Kanmuh 1982: 10, 12; Kasmuh 2005: 195-196.

7. Gradac, position of the tombs
(according to Popovic D. 1992: 79)

Dragutin took over the throne from his father, forc-
ing him to go into exile — seem to have impacted
also the concept of the funerary programme of Gra-
dac monastery, the endowment of Uro$’s wife Je-
lena. As a mausoleum of a very influential Serbian
queen, this church is in the focus of our attention,
as is to be expected. The building of Gradac and the
role of different individuals in this enterprise have
already been the subject of thorough, albeit not nec-
essarily uniformed interpretations in the scholar-
ship. This should not surprise us when we have in
mind all the complexity of this question which re-
quires a detailed, comparative analysis of historical
sources and material data linked to the burial of the
ktetor. Let us start from the last aspect.

Already many years ago, during the systemat-
ic research and conservation and restoration works
on the church of Gradac Monastery, two stages of
its construction were observed, but the time dif-
ference between the two could not be ascertained
more closely.* During the archaeological research,

64 Kanyuh 1982: 10, 12; Kanguh 2005: 195-196.
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8. I'paoay, caprogpae kpamuye Jenene, tipecex
(iupema Howosuh J]. 1992: 80)

j€ KOHCTpyHcaHa Kao JBojHA. [ poOHUIA, ca3ngaHa
OJ1 BEPTUKAIHO MOCTABJbEHUX KaMEHHX TECaHHKa,
Ouna je mo cpeauHu mojesbeHa oOpaheHoM Kame-
HOM TUTOYOM, KOja jy je JIeNnia Ha JBe KOMOpe, je-
HakuX auMeH3uja. Ha oBoj mperpaaHoj mioun 6uo
je mpoOujeH MOMYKPYXKHH OTBOp, OTIPHIUKE Ha
MECTy TJi€ je TpeOaso Jia MoYnBajy IaBe MOKOJHH-
ka, Mely kojuma je, Ha Taj Ha4MH, yCIIOCTAaBJbEHA
KoMyHHKanuja. Hax oBoM moa3eMHOM pakoMm OHO
j€ TMoCcTaBJbeH MEPMEpPHH capkodar, KOju je CBOjUM
JIMMEH3WjamMa, a MOCeOHO HeyoOM4YajeHO BEeIUKOM
mpuHoM (1,01 m), ounrnenHo npunarohen cpas-
Mepama rpoOHuiets (ci. 8). 3a mokyIaj mro mpe-
IIU3HHUjET yTBphUBama XPOHOJIOTHje M eTama yoo-
JAMYaBama TIpajadkor (yHepapHOT Iporpama, of
BakHOCTH je 3anaxame O. Kanmuh, ncrpaknBaua
apxurektype ['panua, na je capkodar Hag KTHTOp-
CKOM TPOOHHMIIOM — KJIeCaH NpPaBWIIHO, ajd HE U
NPEIU3HO — TIOCTaB/bEH HAKOH OCIIMKaBamba rpa-
JAYKOT KAaTOJIMKOHA U J1a OH HE MPEACTaBsba JEJI0
MajcTopa KOjH Cy U3BEJIM OKBHpE MOpTalia U IpKBe-
HU HamemTaj. To je MHUTame yTOIMKO CIOXKCHHU]e
300T TOTa IITO HUje MOTIIO OUTH YTBphEeHO 11a Jiu je
U cama rpoOHMIIa, 3aTeueHa y mopeMeheHoM cTamy,
HauumeHa y cTapujoj win miahoj dasu usrpaame
bnaroemteHckor xpama.’® YV cBakoMm ciy4ajy,
Uiejy O 3ajeTHIMYKOM KTUTOPCTBY — KOja je y jeTHOM

65 Jypuumh 1989: 56-58, ci. 54; Tonosuh JI. 1992: 81.
66 Kamuh 2005: 150—154.

8. Gradac, sarcophagus of Queen Jelena, the cross-section
(according to Popovié D. 1992: 80)

a burial chamber, unique in the Serbian sepulchral
practice, was discovered in the traditional spot ear-
marked for the burial of the ktetor — in the southwest
corner of the naos (Fig. 7). Its exceptional quality
lies in the fact that it was built as a double grave.
The burial chamber, built using vertically laid stone
ashlars, was divided along the middle with a stone
slab that consequently divided it into two chambers
of equal dimensions. There was a semicircular open-
ing made in this partition slab, roughly speaking in
the place where the heads of the deceased were sup-
posed to be laid, between whom a communication of
a kind would be established in this way. Above this
underground chamber there was a marble sarcopha-
gus which, by its dimensions and especially by its
uncommonly big width (1.01 m), was obviously ad-
justed to the scale of the tomb® (Fig. 8). In order to
attempt to establish as precisely as possible the chro-
nology and the stages in the shaping up of the fu-
nerary programme at Gradac, it is necessary to note
the observation by O. Kandi¢, a researcher of the ar-
chitecture of Gradac, that the sarcophagus above the
ktetorial grave — chiselled out in a regular manner,
but not with precision — was placed after the painting
of the katholikon of Gradac and that it does not rep-
resent the creation of the same masters who did the
frames of the doorways and the church furniture and
equipment. This question is that much more complex
because it was not possible to establish whether the

65 Jypummh 1989: 5658, Fig. 54; [Monosuh [, 1992: 81.
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TPEHYTKY MoApa3yMeBaja M caxpaHy — MOAyIHpa-
7a OM 3aMHCAa0 KTHTOPCKO-HAATPOOHE KOMIO3H-
muje Haj capkodarom: boropomaumm ca Xpuctom
Ha npecroiny Ceerm CHUMEOH NpPUBOIU KTHTOPE
— kpasba Ypoma | u kpaspuity Jeneny, koju, 3ajen-
HO, MPHJPXKABajy MOJIEN rpajavke pKBe. JeleHuH
noce0aH CTAaTyC HarIalleH jé U HEHUM CTaBOM.
Jlok cy ocraie TMYHOCTH M3 TIOBOPKE TpUKa3aHe y
TPH 4ETBPTHU Npoduia, Kpajbuiia cToju (GPoHTATHO
OKpeHyTa nocMmarpady. Taj penpe3eHTaTUBHH CTaB,
KOjU HaroBeIlTaBa HOBY KOHIIETIIN]y CPIICKOT Bia-
JTApCKOT TIOPTpeTa, yKa3uBao 0u, Takohe, Ha JeneHy
Kao IJIaBHOT KTUTOpA LpKBe.o7

V¥ nayuu je Beh panuje UCTUIIAHO Aa Y CPEIHHO-
BekoBHO] CpOuWju HHCY TOCTOjaje MpenpeKe na u
JKEHE CTEKHY CTaTyC KTHUTOPA YKOJIMKO Cy UCITyHH-
ne mpeaBuleHe, MPEU3HO MPOMHCAHE YCIIOBE.%8
[To ToMe ce oOn4aju CpIicKe CpeMHE HHUCY pa3iv-
KOBAJIM OJI OHUX 3aCTYIJbEHUX Ha IIMPOKOM IIPO-
CTOPY CPEIHOBEKOBHOT XpHIThaHCKOT CBETa — KaKo
Ha 3amafy, Tako u y Busantuju. 3amyxOuHapcTBO
U Pa3IUYUTH BUJIOBH MOOOKHOT MOKPOBUTEIHCTBA
MpECTaBJbaIM Cy, IITABHINE, jeJHY O 00aBe3a u
BpJIMHA BJIAJApPKH, IPOMHCAHY aKTHBHOCT HA IyTYy
JUYHOT M KOJEKTHBHOT cracema.®® ¥ ToMm CBeTIy
Tpeba mocmarpard U OpojHa TOOOXKHA M KapuTa-
THUBHA Jiesia MohHe kpasbuile JeleHe, koja ¢y joj, 1Mo
CBEJI0YCHbY KMBOTOITUCIIA, yTPJIa IyT KA CBETAYKOM
npocnasibamy.’? [Ipema Tome, JeneHHHO 3a/1yKOU-
HapCTBO Tpeba MoCMaTpaTH ca CTAHOBHUINTA HEHOT
cTaryca, TauHUje, YMHCHULIC /1 j¢ OHA TIPAKTUIHO
CaMOCTaJIHO BJIajJalia CBOjOM ,IP)KaBOM', OCTBa-
pyjyhu yoOuuajena Bnagapcka mpaBa M3 JOMEHa
ympaBe, Cy/ICTBa, [JapuHA, Na U CIOJbHE TOIUTH-
ke.’! Jlanuno Il kpaspuim Jenenn u3pukoM Mmpumm-
cyje 3acimyre 3a moau3ame MaHactupa [pamam. 13

67 bowkosuh, Henanosuh 1950: 6; JKuskosuh 1969: 126,
cit. 6; [omosuh JI. 1992: 84-85; Bojeomuh 2005: 167; Kanauh
2005: 196; Toauh 2006-2007: 72—73; TTaBnosuh, 2012: 97-98.

68 Brarojesuth 2004: 8; 3a mpumepe B. Bophesuti 1994: 131
132, 145, 147 v Ha ApYTUM MECTUMA.

69 U3 uuraBe GubmmoTeKe MyOMHKALMja O CPEIHOBEKOB-
HOM >KEHCKOM 33y’KOMHApPCTBY, OBOM IPHJIMKOM U3iBajamo: Hill
1999; James 2001; Dmitropolou 2007: 87-106; Theis et al. ed.
2013; Demirtiken 2019: 175-194 (Buzantujcku cBer); Parsons ed.
1994; Jordan 2006; Martin 2012 (3anagHu cBeET).

70 Marjanovi¢-Dusani¢  2012: 125-133; Marjanovié-

-Dusani¢ 2018: 159-188.

71 By6ano 2009: 357-358; [omosuh M. M. 2010; Konpusu-
na 2015: 13-26; Komaruna 2021: 283-289. [1a je kpasbuiia JeneHa
MMalia CTaTyc Biajapa, IMOTBpIHIa OU M YME-CHHUIA 1A j€ OHA, Y3
Hemamuny sxeny AHy AHactacujy u JlyliaHOBY jKeHy L@puily
Jeneny, Owna jenuna cynpyra Hemamuha kojoj je y Xuianmapy,
Y CBOjCTBY KTUTOpA, Ap>KaH TOTUIIELH ToMeH, biarojesuh 2004:
18-20.
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tomb, found in a disturbed state, was built during the
earlier or the later phase of the construction of the
Church of the Annunciation.®® In any case, the idea
of a joint ktetorship — which at some point entailed
a joint burial — would be supported by the ktetorial
and funerary composition above the sarcophagus:
Saint Simeon is bringing before the Mother of God
with Christ on a throne the ktetors — King Uros I
and Queen Jelena who, together, hold the model of
the church of Gradac. Jelena’s special status is also
emphasised by her appearance. While other figures
from the procession are shown in three-quarter pro-
files, the queen stands frontally facing the observer.
This representative position, which suggests a new
concept in the Serbian ruler portrait, would also put
forward Jelena as the main ktetor of the church.¢?
The scholars have already pointed out earli-
er that there were no obstacles in medieval Serbia
for women to acquire the status of a ktetor if they
had met the foreseen, precisely prescribed require-
ments.%8 In this respect, the customs prevalent in the
Serbian society did not differ from those that can
be seen in the broad area of the medieval Christian
world — both in the West and in Byzantium. Ktetor-
ship and different forms of pious patronage consti-
tuted, moreover, one of the obligations and virtues
of female rulers, a prescribed activity on the path of
personal and collective salvation.®® It is in this light
that we should look at the numerous pious and cari-
tative acts of powerful Queen Jelena which, accord-
ing to the testimonies of the hagiographer, laid the
groundwork for her saintly celebration.”® Therefore,
Jelena’s ktetorship should be viewed from the aspect
of her status or, more accurately, the fact that she
practically ruled independently over her “dominion,”
enjoying the usual ruler’s rights from the field of ad-
ministration, judiciary, customs and even foreign
affairs.”! Archbishop Danilo II loud and clear gives

66 Kanyuh 2005: 150—154.

67 Bowkosuh, Henanosuh 1950: 6; XKuskosuh 1969: 126,
fig. 6; Ionosuh [I. 1992: 84-85; BojBoguh 2005: 167; Kanauh
2005: 196; Toguh 2006-2007: 72—73; [1aBnosuh, 2012: 97-98.

68 Brarojesnh 2004: 8; for the examples, see Bophesih
1994: 131-132, 145, 147 and in other places.

69 Out of the entire library of the publications on medieval
female ktetorship, this time we would like to single out the
following: Hill 1999; James 2001; Dmitropolou 2007: 87—-106;
Theis et al. ed. 2013; Demirtiken 2019: 175-194 (Byzantine
world); Parsons ed. 1994; Jordan 2006; Martin 2012 (Western
world).

70 Marjanovi¢-Dugani¢ 2012: 125—-133; Marjanovi¢-Dusanié
2018: 159-188.

71 By6ano 2009: 357-358; Iomosuh M. M. 2010; Konpusn-
a 2015: 13-26; Komaruna 2021: 283-289. That Queen Jelena had
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HETOBOT Ka3WBama CIEAM Jia je Taj MoayxBaT 3a-
IIOYET 3a JKUBOTA Kpajba YpOILA, U TO HAKOH 1276.
roJvHe, Kaja je [IparyTuH HaCUIIHO Mpey3eo BIACT,
a MajIy JOIeNno ,,IOCTOJHH JICO JAp)KaBe 3eMalba
MHOrHX“.”2 V T0j ,, ApKaBH — Koja je oOyxBaraia
teputopujy 3ere ca TpebumeM, odnactu oko [lna-
Ba 1 OKO TOPHET U cpenmer Toka Mopa — oHa je 3a
rpajamy 3a1yKOuHe MpoHanuia ,,Haj0oJbe yMETHH-
Ke“, a MaHacTUp 00Aapuiia MHOTUM CelluMa U MpH-
xonuma.”3 Mako >KMBOTOIMCAI] HHUINE HE TOBOPHU
0 TUTAHWPAHO] 3ajeHUYKOj CAaxXpaHH BIIAJApCKOT
napa, TIOMEHyTa JIBOjHa IpoOHHMIAa yKa3uBaia Ou
Ha TIOCTOjale TakBe 3aMHCiHM. Hamne naBHamime
pa3MuIIbake 0 MOryhem 3amaamadkoM MOPEKITy
OBOT' pelIema’4 OBOM NMPHINKOM Tpeda TOMyHUTH
nojcehameM na cy ABOjHE rpoOHHMIIE, YKIbYTYjyhn
OHE HaMEHEHE BJIAJapCKOM IMapy, Omie, Takole,
IINPOKO 3aCTyMJbEHE Y L[PKBaMa BU3aHTH]jCKE IIpe-
cTOHHIE.”>

Kana je o rpamaukum rpoOoBUMa ped, HE TaKO
JTABHO, U3HETA je MPETIOCTAaBKA J1a je Y IPalaukoM
KaTOJIMKOHY Ouiia mpensuleHa caxpaHa U 3a apXu-
enuckona Joanukuja, koju ce, oynyhu ny6oko onan
VYpomry I, mpuapy’uo cBOM Kpajby y U3THAHCTBY.
To pasmuIbamke NOYMBA HA IISTUINTY J1a TOrped y
Conohanuma, y npunpeMjbeHUM TpoOOBUMa, HUjE
6uo Moryh y okomHOCTMMa HakoH npespara. Ta-
kole, JoaHWKH]jeB MPETIOCTAaBIbEHU TPaadKu Tpo0
UACHTU(HUKOBAH je ca TPOOHUIIOM, HAJBHIICHOM
capkoarom, Koja ce HaJla3u MPEKo myTa JeIeHuHe,
y3 CEBEpHHU 3H/I 3alaIHOT Tpaseja.’o

Ca craHoBHIITa TeMe KOjoM ce 0aBUMO, OBa
rpoOHHUIIA 3aciy)Kyje mocebaH KomeHTtap. Pasmor
3a TO je Tpaauuuja 3abenexeHa y TpoHOLIKOM po-
JIOCIIOBY, IpeMa K0joj jeé Ha TOM MECTy morpebeHa
bpmwaua, Heynarta khu kpasma Ypoma u Jenene.”’

72 Mak Hanujen, Ierposuh mpup. 1988: 82 (Manuno Jlpy-
ru). OnHoce m3Melhy kpaspuie JeaeHe n leHUX CHHOBA ¢ 003UpOM
Ha CBpraBame Kpajba YpOlla HCTPaXKMBAYM PA3IMYUTO TyMade.
Jox B. Toxuh (Toguh 2006-2007: 60—61; Toguh 2022: 26, 224)
cMarpa Jia je Taj mpeBpaT U3a3Bao KPHU3y — Kako y TOPOJUYHIM Of1-
HOCHMA TaKo U y IpkaBH, y HajHOBHje Bpeme je 1. Komaruna (Ko-
MmaruHa 2021: 284-285) u3Hena apryMmenre y IpuiIor MULIUBbCHY
na je y TuM norahajuma Jenmena mpyxwuia moapiuky [parytuny.
CIUYHO INeMINTe, Y3 COICTBEHY apryMEHTAlHMjy, 3acTyna u
Mapjanosuh-/lymrannh 2022: 62.

73 Max Jlannjen, Terposuh npup. 1988: 92 (Jannmno Jlpy-
rn). O Tepuropujama noyx Biamhy kpassuie Jenene B. Konpusuna
2015: 13-24.

74 Monosuh JI. 1992: 81.
75 Marinis 2009: 156-158, 163.

76 Tonuh 2006-2007: 68-69 (ca CTapHjUM MHIIBEHIMA O
XPOHOJIOTH]H ojin3ama ['pajiia 1 KTUTOpUMa MaHACTHPA).

77 [lapapuxs 1853: 58.
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the credit for the construction of Gradac Monastery
to Queen Jelena. It may be concluded from his ac-
count that this endeavour started already during the
lifetime of King Uros, after 1276 to be more precise,
when Dragutin violently took over the authority and
assigned to his mother “a dignified part of the state
of many lands.”72 In this “state” — that included the
territory of Zeta with Trebinje, areas around Plav and
around the upper and middle courses of the Ibar riv-
er — she found “the best artists” for the construction
of her endowment, while the monastery was given
many villages and sources of income.”3 Although the
hagiographer does not speak in any place about the
planned joint burial of the ruling couple, the above-
mentioned double tomb could suggest that there was
indeed such an idea. Our former thinking about the
possible western origin of this solution’4 needs to be
supplemented on this occasion by a reminder that
double tombs, including those intended for a ruling
couple, were also broadly represented in the church-
es of the Byzantine capital.”s

When it comes to the tombs at Gradac, not
that long ago, a supposition was voiced out that the
burial of Archbishop Joanikije was also envisaged
to take place in the katholikon of Gradac, since he,
being deeply devoted to Uros I, joined his king in
exile. This opinion rests on the view that burial at
Sopocani, in the prepared tombs, was not possible
under the circumstances following the overthrow.
Also, Joanikije’s supposed tomb at Gradac has been
identified with a grave, surmounted by a sarcopha-
gus, that is located opposite Jelena’s, alongside the
north wall of the west bay.76

the ruler status would be corroborated by the fact that she, along
with Nemanja’s wife Ana Anastasija and DuSan’s wife Empress
Jelena, was the only Nemanji¢ wife for whom, in her capacity of
a ktetor, an annual commemoration service was given at Hilandar
Monastery, biarojesuh 2004: 18-20.

72 Maxk Jannjer, Ierposuh mpup. 1988: 82 (Jlanuno Jpy-
ru). The relations between Queen Jelena and her sons, taking
into consideration the dethronement of King Uro$ are interpreted
differently by different researchers. While B. Todi¢ (Tomuh 2006—
2007: 60—61; Toguh 2022: 26, 224) believes that this coup led to
a crisis — both in the family relations and within the country, in
the recent times I. Komatina (Komaruna 2021: 284-285) presented
arguments supporting a position that in these events Jelena
supported Dragutin. A similar opinion is also offered, with his own
arguments, by Mapjanosuh-/lymranuh 2022: 62.

73 Maxk Jlauujex, TTerposuh npup. 1988: 92 (Jlaruno Jpy-
ru). About the territories under the authority of Queen Jelena, see.
Kompusuna 2015: 13-24.

74 Tomosuti I, 1992: 81.
75 Marinis 2009: 156-158, 163.

76 Tomuh 2006-2007: 68—69 (with older opinions about the
chronology related to the construction of Gradac and the ktetors of
the monastery).
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C 003upoM Ha CIIOPHY BEPOJIOCTOJHOCT ITOMEHYTOT
cacraBa, OBaj IofiaTak Tpeba NpUMHUTH ca HajBehom
pe3epBoM.’8 HaxkanocT, pacroioKUBU apXeOJIOIIKA
nojany, Takohe, He JIOMPUHOCE jaCHUjeM cariena-
Bamby OBOI' MUTama ¢ 003UpPOM Ha TO Ja je rpod-
Ha paka npoHaljeHa Ge3 OCTEONIOIIKUX OCTaTaka, a
Mperr3Ha XpOHOJIOTHja HEeHOT Tpalhema, Takohe,
Huje mMornma Outn yrBphena. C apyre cTpaHe, He
MOXeE C€ MPEHEOPErHyTH KapaKTePUCTUIaH U3ITIe]
cauyBaHor capkodara. OH je KOHCTpYHCaH Ha CJIH-
YaH Ha4YMH Ka0 U KTUTOPCKH, aJli C€ OJ1 Hhera BUIHO
pa3iuKyje — 3aHaTCKU c1aboM U rpydbom oOpajiom,
a HapOYUTO, YNaIJbUBO MakbUM AuMeH3ujama.’ [1o
TOM CTBOjCTBY, a cynehu Ha OCHOBY CBHX 10 caja
MMOMEHYTHX aHAJIOTH]ja, capkodar Ou ce Hajmpe Mo-
rao MPUITUCATH HEKOM JKEHCKOM YJIaHy MOPOAMIIE
Hemamuh.

KoHauHM MCXO/ OBUX CIIOKCHHUX U Y I0jCIH-
HOCTHMa HEJIOBOJPHO jacHWX aoralaja BezaHWX 3a
caxpaHy W rpo0 Kpasba, KpaJbHlle, Ka0 M IPKBEHOT
noryaBapa, Mo3HaT je Ha OCHOBY PETKUX MUCAHHUX
CBEJIOYAHCTaBa, a MOHAjBHIIIEC 3aXBaJbyjyhu cBeO-
yewy [lanmna II. Kpam Ypom ymokojuo ce 1277.
TOAMHE, a Yy HEKO HelO3HaTo BpeMe Telo My je
npeneto y Conohane U MOJ0KEHO y YHANpe Mpu-
npemsbeHu Tpo0. Henyro 3atum, moyerkom 1282.
TOJIMHE — HETJe Y BPeMe HOBE CMEHE Ha CPIICKOM
NPECTONy — KpaJby je MPHUAPYKEH apXUeTHCKoI Jo-
aHMKH]e, KOju je mpemunyo 1279. ronune.80 Kpasbu-
1a JesneHa cBaKako je Haj3aclly’KHHUja IITO Ce, HAaKOH
CBUX TypOYJICHTHHX JICIIIaBambha, YIOBOJEUIIO KEJbU
Kpasba Ypolla BE3aHOj 3a MECTO HErOBOI BEUHOT
nounHka. [lItaBumie, Jenena je u gonHUje BoMIA
Opury o rpoOHOj IIPKBH CBOT MOYMBILET cynpyra. O
TOME CBE/IOYM CKYIIOIIeHa, JaHaC M3ry0JheHa CTaB-
poreka kojy je moxsonmia Comohannma,?! kao u To
IITO CE, Y CBOjCTBY MOKPOBHTEJhA, MOTPYAHIA OKO
ocluKaBama napakiunca Ceror Hukose, a Beposa-
THO, 1 Tlapakiuca Cseror ['eopruja.s2

[Ta wmak, kpaspuia JeaeHa HUje TOHETa OITy-
Ky J1a C€ y CBOM IOCTXYMHOM JKHUBOTY TIPHIPYKU
cynpyry. Kao npaBa Brnaiapka, oHa ce caxpaHuia y
COITICTBEHO] 3a1y’KOWHH, ¥ TO Ca BEJIMKUM TTOYACTH-

78 B. pan. 17.
79 Tonoeuh [. 1992: 84, ci. 29; Kanauh 2005: 154-155,
e 117, 119.

80 Max Tannjer, Ierposuh mpup. 1988: 55-56, 191 (Janu-
1o Jlpyrun). Crnen oux norahaja usnoxen je y Toquh 2006-2007:
71-72 u Komaruna 2021: 273-278 (ca uzBopuma u Oubnmorpa-
dujom).

81 popovié D. 2019: 39-55.

82 Toguh 2006-2007: 243-251.
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From the aspect of the topic we are dealing
with here, this tomb deserves a special commen-
tary. The reason for this is the tradition recorded
in the Genealogy of Tronosa, according to which it
was Brnjaca, the unmarried daughter of King Uro§
and Jelena, who was interred in this place.”” Taking
into consideration the disputable credibility of the
said text, this piece of data ought to be taken with
a greatest of reserves.”® Unfortunately, the avail-
able archaeological data also do not contribute to a
clearer understanding of this issue bearing in mind
that the burial chamber was found with no osteo-
logical remains, while the precise chronology of its
construction could likewise not be established. On
the other hand, the characteristic appearance of the
preserved sarcophagus cannot be overlooked. It was
made in a similar way as the ktetorial one, but it
differs visibly from the latter — by poor and coarse
finish in terms of the craftsmanship and especially
by its strikingly smaller dimensions.” In terms of
this feature and judging by all of the analogies men-
tioned so far, the sarcophagus could primarily be at-
tributed to a female member of the Nemanji¢ family.

The final outcome of these complex and in terms
of the details insufficiently clear events linked to the
burial and tomb of the king, the queen and the church
dignitary is known on the basis of the sparse writ-
ten testimonies and mostly thanks to the testimony
of Danilo II. King Uros passed away in 1277 and at
some unknown point in time his body was transferred
to Sopocani and laid to rest there in a grave prepared
in advance. Not long after, at the beginning of 1282
— approximately at the time of a new alteration at the
Serbian throne — the king was joined by Archbishop
Joanikije who passed away in 1279.80 Queen Jelena
was certainly the most deserving that, after all of these
turbulent events, the wish of King Uro$ concerning
the place of his eternal rest was granted. Moreover,
even later Jelena took care of the sepulchral church
of her late husband. This is testified to by an opu-
lent, nowadays lost, staurotheke that she donated to
Sopocani,8! as well as by the fact that in the capacity
of a patron she did her best about the painting of the

77 Iaapuks 1853: 58.
78 See footnote 17.

79 Tonosuh J1. 1992: 84, fig. 29; Kanmuh 2005: 154-155,
fig. 117, 119.

80 Max [amujen, [erposuhi mpup. 1988: 55-56, 191 (Ja-
mwio [lpyru). The sequence of these events is presented in Toguh
2006-2007: 71-72 and Komaruna 2021: 273-278 (with sources
and bibliography).

81 popovi¢ D. 2019: 39-55.
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Ma, HaJluK JIPKaBHO] IIEPEMOHUjH, KOjy TIOJPOOHO
onucyje danwo 11.83 ¥ HarnmamiaBawy BHEHOT CTa-
Tyca OTHIIJIO c€ U Kopak aajbe. Kao mro je mo3na-
TO, Mel)y CpIICKMM KpasbullamMa OHa j€ JeJIMHA YHje je
TEJO PUTYATHO U Y TPUCYCTBY ,,IIeJIOT cabopa me-
HOT OTayacTBa“ MOJUTHYTO U3 rpo0a, MOJIOKEHO y
KHMBOT U U3JI0KEHO Mpen ontapoM. O mocTojamy Ha-
Mepe J1a ce JelleHn ycrocTaBu KyJIT CBEOYH HEHO
MPEICMPTHO MOHAIICHE, HETJbeHE U MUOMHUPHCHE
MomtH, JKuitiuje xoje joj je cactasuo Jlanuo 11, a,
Takolhe, U BEJIMKO MOIITOBAKE KOj€ CYy FhbeHOM I'PO0y
MCKa3MBaJIM WIaHOBH nopojuiie.34 Mako je kpasbu-
YMH KYAT 3a0KPYXKCH 3HATHO KacHHje,8> rpajauku
May30Jji¢j CBaKako je OWO KapHIITE HhEHOT IITO-
Bamba, YUME CE 110 CBOM HICJHOM 3HAYCHY U KYJT-
HOj YHKIIM]U MOXKE ITOCMATpaTH y UCTOj paBHU ca
JIpyTUM BiafapckuM rpooHuiiama Hemamuha.
V3eBiu y 0031p cBe HaBeJCHE OKOJTHOCTH, MOXKE
ce pehu na je y noba kpasba Ypomia [ n kpaspuie
Jenene, KOHLIETIMCKU TVIEIaHO, AOLLIO 10 OACTY-
nama O CTYICHUYKOT MOJIeNIa CaxpaHe BIIaJapCKOT
napa. C jpyre crtpaHe, kKaja je ped o rpoOoBUMa
JKEHCKUX YJIaHOBA IMHACTH]E, 3ajpKaHa Cy MOjeau-
Ha peliema, KakBa Cy Mojoxkaj rpoda y mpocropy
Xpama, Kao ¥ 00JMK U TMMEH31]je HaArpoOHUX 00e-
Jiexja. Y CBAKOM cllydajy, CYMIE HEMa Yy TO J1a je Y
peueHoj reHepanuju Hemamuha murauteT Kpasbuia
JIOIIA0 JI0 IMyHOT u3paxkaja. O ToMe peyuTo CBEA0UE
penpesentaruBam Tpod Ane [langono y Conohanu-
Ma, a HapO4uTO JEICHUH IrpaJauyku May30J1e].
3HavyajHe IPOMEHE y Mporpamy BiajJapcke ca-
XpaHe y OIHOCY Ha CTYJACHUYKH IPOTOTHII 301IIE CY
ce y HapeaHoMm nokonewmy Hemamwnha. Ilogamu o
rpoOy kpasba Credana [parytuna (1276-1282)3¢ y
MaHacTupy DypheBu CTynoBH penaTuBHO Cy peTKU
U HEIOBOJbHO MOoy3AaHu. Ha ocCHOBY pacmosioxwu-
BHUX H3BOpa MOXeE C€ 3aKJby4yuTH Aa je [paryTtun
caxpameH y 1upkBu Csetor Hopha, ca jyxxue crpa-
He, I1e je u npoHaleHa jeaHa 3upaHa TpoOHUIA —
JOAylIe, HA HEyOOMYajeHOM MECTY, MOJ JYKOM Y3
JY’)KHU TIUJIacTep, Tako Jla Ce jelHUM JEJIOM Haja-
34 y 3alajHOM TpaBejy Haoca, a JIPYrHuM Y IpHII-
patu. Ca gocra BepoBaTHOhe Kpajby ce TMIPUIHUCY]Y
U (pparMeHTH jeIHOT MepMepHOr capkodara.8’ O

83 Mak Jlannjen, Herposuh npup. 1988: 99-103 (Jlanuio
Hpyrn).

84 Ucro: 103-107; Tlomosuh JI. 1992: 83; Marjanovié-
-Dusani¢ 2012: 125-133.

85 Tomuh 2018: 33—50; Bacusmesuh 2021: 189-201.
86 Rupxosuh 1998: 11-20.
87 IMonosuh JI. 1992: 89-94 (ca HaBeaeHHM H3BOpUMA).
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walls at the Parakklesion of Saint Nicholas and prob-
ably at the Parakklesion of Saint George.82

And yet, Queen Jelena did not take a decision
to join her husband in her posthumous life. As a true
ruler, she was buried at her own endowment with
great honours, similar to a state ceremony, which was
described in detail by Danilo I1.83 When emphasising
her status, the researchers have gone even a step fur-
ther. As it is well known, among the Serbian queens
she is the only one whose body was lifted from the
grave in a ritual manner and in the presence of “the
entire assembly of her homeland” and placed into a
kibotos and displayed in front of the altar. The inten-
tion to establish a cult for Jelena is corroborated by
her prehumous taking the monastic vows, incorrupt
and fragrant relics, Zitije (Hagiography) compiled
by Danilo II and also the great respect expressed be-
fore her tomb by the family members.84 Although the
queen’s cult was completed much later,85 the mauso-
leum of Gradac was certainly the focal point of her
veneration which in terms of its conceptual meaning
and cult function puts it at the same level with the
other rulers’ tombs of the Nemanji¢ dynasts.

Taking into account all of the above-mentioned
circumstances, it may be said that in terms of the con-
cept, during the time of King Uro$ I and Queen Je-
lena there was an aberration from the Studenica model
for the burial of the ruling couple. On the other hand,
when it comes to the tombs of the female members
of the family, certain solutions were kept, such as the
position of the tomb within the church, as well as the
shape and the dimensions of the grave markers. In any
case, there is no doubt that the dignity of the queens
was particularly highlighted in the said generation of
the Nemanji¢ family. This is certainly corroborated by
the representative tomb of Ana Dandolo at Sopocani
and especially by Jelena’s Gradac mausoleum.

Significant changes in the programme of the
ruler burial in comparison to the Studenica proto-
type took place in the subsequent generation of the
Nemanji¢ family. The data on the tomb of King
Stefan Dragutin (1276-1282)80 at Burdevi Stupovi
Monastery is relatively sparse and insufficiently reli-
able. On the basis of the available sources it may be
concluded that Dragutin was buried in the Church of
Saint George, on the south side, where a built tomb

82 Tomnh 2006-2007: 243-251.
83 Max [Mammjen, Ierposuh mpup. 1988: 99-103 (Hammmo
Hpyru).

84 Ibid.: 103-107; Iomosuh JI. 1992: 83; Marjanovié-
-Dusani¢ 2012: 125-133.

85 Tomuh 2018: 33—50; Bacusesuh 2021: 189-201.
86 Anprosuhi 1998: 11-20.
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caxpaHu merose jxeHe Karenune, khepu yrapckor
kpaska Credana V, ca kojoM je OMO OXKEHEH Of
1270-1271. rogune, U3BOPU NAK HUCY OCTABMIIU
HUKaKBOT Tpara.s8

3a npaheme HOBUX TOKOBA Y BIIAAapCKoOj pyHe-
papHoj npakcu Hemamuha on nmoceGHOr je 3Ha4aja
bamcka, Benenenna 3aayxOuHa kpaba Credana
VYpoma II Munyrtuna (1282-1321). Jleuenujama
yHa3aa bamcka ce y Haynm cMarpa HE caMo Me-
cToM caxpane krutopa Beh u Teonope, npBe cynpy-
re kpasba Credana [leuanckor (1321-1331), mro
j€ IOBOJM Y CaMO CPEUIITE MPOOIEMATHKE KOjOM
ce oBzic 6aBumo. Tpeba omMax HArIacuTH J1a je JIo-
UCTa ped O ,,je/IHOM TEXKEM MMUTary Hallle UCTOPH-
orpadwuje, Kako ra je, BpJIo MPHUKIATHO, HETABHO
o3Hauno bpanucmas Tonuh.89 Ncropuja uctpaxu-
Barba TOT MMUTamba MPATH Ce MPEKO CTOTUHY TOJMHA,
Ja Ou y TOKy MocCiemne AeleHuje 100uIa HOBE U
BaYKHE TIO/ICTHIIAj€ BUIIIC ayTOpa — KOjH Cy Mpoliem
Yy HEKUM acleKTUMa 100pO MOCTABUIIM M TAYHO Pa3-
PELINIIH, 0K Cy T'a Y IPYTUM JIOAaTHO 3aKOMILIUKO-
Ba. C 003UpOM Ha TO J]a O TOj TEMH TTPUIIPEMAMO
nmoceOHy cTynujy,?0 OBOM NMPHIMKOM H3JIOKHhEeMO
nocrojeha cazHama W yka3atu Ha moryhe, najbe
npaBlie TyMauewha 0ambCKUX BIAIaPCKUX rPOOOBa.

Ha je xpaspuna Teomopa caxpameHa y Karo-
JTUKOHY MaHacTupa bamcka, ca3Haje ce U3 moBeJbe
kojy je map Credan [yman u3nao y TOIWHU CBOT
KpyHucama (1346). Llap Ty Benn 1a oBesby aapyje
,»3a TIOMEH TOCIIOX/IM W MaTepy LApCTBa MH KHpa
Teonope®, ogHOCHO ,,ITPKBU Tpo0y Marepe 1apcTra
mu‘“.%! Mako je oBaj ucka3, IeLeHUjaMa cMaTpaH 3a
HEMOOUTHY YMEbCHUILY, Y HOBHjE BPEME MOJBPTHYT
KPUTHYKOM TIPEUCTTUTHBAKY,?? TIIABHU MPOOJIEM Y
Ta4yHOoj uiaeHTH(HKanuju Mecta TeomopuHa caxpa-
HE MPOY3pOKOBasa Cy aMarepcka OTKOMaBamba IPo-
6oBa BpieHa y bamckoj 1915. ronune. Hectpyuno
W3BEJICHU PaJIOBH — y CEBEPHOM MAPAKIIUCY U TIPH-
npaTH, Kako he ce HeJaBHO KOHAYHO MCIIOCTABUTH
— Kao W HejacHO CpoYeH ,.u3BemTaj* u3 1923. ro-
JIMHE O F/bUXOBOM TOKY U Pe3y/TaTHMa,”3 0BeNu Cy
y HapeIHUM JIeIICHHjamMa 10 YUTaBOT HU3a 3a0iyia

88 Rupkosuh 1998: 12—13; Bybano 2016: 198.

89 Tonuh 2014: 51.

90 [Tonosuh J1. 2023 : 1041-1078..

91 Hosakopuh 1891: 6.

92 Tommh 2014: 6369, OMpPE3HO je MPETIOCTABHO Ja 61 ce
JlymanoBa rosesba Moria oqHocuTH Ha npkBy Csetor Credana y
manactupy ysbeBo y Ilamrposruhuma, 3axyxounu Teogopunor
cympyra, kpajba Credana Jledanckor. Mmak, ycioBu Hanmaza oBe
MOBeJbe, K0 ¥ IeHa CaJipiKUHa, yKa3yjy Ha xpam Cetor Creda-
Ha y bamckoj; To cmarpa u by6ano 2016: 27-31.

93 I(omosuh) B. X. 1923: 213-217.
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was found — admittedly, in an unusual place, under
the arch adjacent to the south pilaster, so with one
part it is located in the west bay of the naos and with
the other in the narthex. With a lot of probability, the
king is also attributed with fragments of a marble
sarcophagus.87 As for the burial of his wife Katelina,
a daughter of Hungarian king Stephan V, with whom
King Dragutin was married from 1270-1271, the
sources have left no trace whatsoever.38

Banjska Monastery, a grandiose endowment of
King Stefan Uro$ II Milutin (1282-1321), is espe-
cially important for the viewing of the new trends
in the rulers’ funerary practice of the Nemanji¢ dy-
nasts. For decades now, Banjska has been consid-
ered by the scholarship not only the place of burial
of the ktetor, but also of Teodora, the first wife of
Stefan Decanski (1321-1331), which brings her to
the very centre of the topic we are dealing with here.
It needs to be emphasised right away that this is in-
deed about “one of the more difficult questions of
our historiography,” as this has, quite aptly, been re-
cently defined by Branislav Todi¢.8° The history of
the study of this issue can be followed over a period
of more than a hundred years only to receive in the
course of the last decade new and important stimuli
of several authors — who positioned the problem well
in some aspects and resolved it accurately, while in
some other aspects made it additionally more com-
plicated. Taking into account that we are preparing a
special study about this topic,?? we are going to take
this opportunity to present the existing findings and
suggest the possible, further directions in the inter-
pretation of the ruler tombs of Banjska.

That Queen Teodora is buried in the katholikon
of Banjska monastery is found out from the charter
which Emperor Stefan DuSan issued in the year of
his coronation (1346). The emperor says there that
he is giving the charter “for the commemoration of
the lady and the mother of us, the Emperor, Lady
Teodora,” that is, “to the church of the tomb of the
mother of us, the Emperor.”! Although this state-
ment has been considered an indisputable fact for
decades, as of recently it has been subjected to critical
re-examination,”? since the main problem in the ac-

87 Momoeuh J1. 1992: 89-94 (with the listed sources).
88 Anprosuh 1998: 12—13; By6ano 2016: 198.

89 Tomuh 2014: 51.

90 ITomosuh JI. 2023 : 1041-1078.

91 Hopakosuh 1891: 6.

92 Tomuh 2014: 63-69, he presumed carefully that Dusan’s
charter may refer to the Church of Saint Stephen at Duljevo
Monastery in Pastrovi¢i, the endowment of Teodora’s husband,
King Stefan Decanski. Nevertheless, the conditions surrounding
the finding of this charter, as well as its contents, point to the
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9. Bamcka; tionodxcaj epobosa y naocy, Upuiipaiiu
u ceseprom iapaxaucy (ilpema Maoac 2020: 29)

U TPOU3BOJBHUX TyMadyewma. Y CPEIUIlTy HaKibe
UCTpa)KuBaya, ajli U IIMpe jaBHOCTH, Ouia cy JBa
U3y3eTHa MPCTeHa — je/laH 3JIaTHHU, ca MPEICTaBOM
JIBOIVIABOI OpJia U HATIMCOM KillO 2a HOCU UOMO3U
my Boe, m npyru, ca yMETHYTOM aHTUYKOM TE€MOM.
Cwmarpaio ce, Ha OCHOBY TOMEHYTOT U3BELITaja, 1a
Cy OHU NpoHal)eHn y ucTom rpody, a MPCTEeH ca HaT-
MUCOM TPAJULMOHAIHO je MPUIUCHBAH KPaJbUIIU
Teonopu.?* OBy naeHTUDHUKALN]Y, KAO U MUIIJbEHE
na Teomopu Tpeba mpumucaT TPOOHUILY OTKPHBE-
Hy 1915. roguHe y ceBepHOM TapakiuCy, JOBEIH
CMO Yy THTame jOII Mpe TPHUAECETaK TOJuHA, alln
CMO Mpo0JieM MecTa KpaJbUdMHe caxpaHe, 300T mo-
MamKamba M0y3/1aHuX M0JaTaka, 10 Ja/ber OCTABU-
JI OTBOPEHUM.??

Kibyunu uckopak y mos3HaBamy (yHepapHOT
nporpaMa 3aaykOuHe Kpajba MUIIyTHHA, YKIBY-
yyjyhu caxpaHy >KEHCKMX 4YJjaHOBa JWHACTH]E,
JIOHEJIa Cy CHCTEMaTcKa apXeoJIoIlKa MCKOMaBamba
YHYTpallmber npoctopa Ipkse, koja je 2007. ro-

94 Tlocnenma, TeMesbHa CTyIHja O TpCTeRY U3 bamcke, ca
CBOM cTapujoM smreparypoM, bukuh 2016: 79-92.

95 Tonoeut 1. 1992: 98—100.

9. Banjska, position of the tombs in the naos, narthex and
north parakklesion (according to Madas 2020: 29)

curate identification of the place of Teodora’s burial
was caused by amateurish excavations of the graves
carried out at Banjska in 1915. The unprofessionally
conducted works — in the north parakklesion and in
the narthex, as has turned out recently and finally — as
well as the unclearly formulated “report” from 1923
about the course of the excavations and the results,”3
led in the subsequent decades to a whole number of
misconceptions and random interpretations. In the
centre of the attention of the researchers, as well as
the general public, there were two exceptional rings
— a gold one, with the depiction of a two-headed ea-
gle and an inscription xitio ea nocu tiomosu my boe
(whoever carries it, may help him God), and another
one, with an inserted antique intaglio. It was consid-
ered, on the basis of the said report, that they were
found in the same tomb and the ring with the inscrip-
tion was traditionally attributed to Queen Teodora.®*
We brought into question this identification, as well
as the opinion that the tomb discovered in the north

Church of Saint Stephen at Banjska; this is also the opinion of
By6aino 2016: 27-31.

93 (onoBuh) B. X. 1923: 213-217.

94 The latest, thorough study on the rings from Banjska, with
all of the older literature, buxuh 2016: 79-92.
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muHe u3Beo [umurtpuje Manac® (cim. 9). Meby
rpoOHMIIaMa KOje Cy TOM IPWIMKOM IIpoHalheHe y
NpOCTOpY Haoca W mpunpare, Teoqopu je mpurm-
cao HeoOnuHy, Beoma ycky (0,35 cm) rpoOHY KOH-
CTPYKIIH]y y3 ceBepHH 311 Haoca (rpob Op. 4). Ha
OCHOBY MpoHal)eHHX yiaomaka capkodara, o]l KOjux
Cy HEKH ca JIeJIOBUMa HATIMCA, Kao M xkJieboBa yce-
YEeHUX Yy 3UAY, apXeOoJIoT UCTPaXKUBay je Pa3IoKHO
3aKJbYUHO J1a je pedeHa rpoOHMIIa Oniia HaBUIIICHA
KOMIIO3UTHHUM MEPMEPHUM capKo(haroM ca Ommup-
HUM Hatmucom.?’

[Monanum n ca3zHama MPOU3AILIH U3 TIOMEHYTUX
apXeoJIOLIKUX MCKOTaBama y bamckoj, y Hayu cy
MOKPEHYJIM HOBA MPEUCITUTHBAKbA HJICHTUTETA T10-
rpeOCHUX JTIMYHOCTH, Ka0 ¥ OKOJIHOCTH FbUXOBHX Ca-
XpaHa — IIITO j€ UMAJIO 32 Pe3yJITaT HEKOJINKO MaKHHe
BpPEIHHUX TEKCTOBa o0jaBibeHHX y yaconmcy Cao-
iwitersa. bez 003upa Ha MojeHe 3aKJbYyUKe, Koje
CcMarpaMo CIIOPHHUM, ayTOPU OBUX PaJI0Ba 3HAYAJHO
Cy YHaIpeIuwIu pa3yMeBame yKyIlHe MpobieMaTu-
Ke Be3aHe 3a pyHepapHH IporpaM May3oJieja Kpajba
Munytus. Hajmpe je b. Tonuh, y cBojoj mpocTpanoj
U caapajHOj CTYIH]jH, TOAPOOHO TpeTpecao MmpeT-
XOJIHY UCTOPHU]y U3y4aBama, UCIIUTABIIN CBE YHHHE-
HUIIE, UICTOPU]CKE U MaTepHjaiHe, Koje Ou MOTBpAH-
ne wiu onoBpriie Teomopuny caxpany y bamckoj.
OH je momao 10 3ak/bydka fa Teomopa MOXaa U
HUje caxpameHa y TpoOHOj IPKBU Kpajba MMy TH-
Ha, a KA0 MECTO EEHOT BEYHOT TOYMHKA OIPE3HO
je mpemoxuo upkBy Cseror Credana y [lybeBy,
3a/1y’KOMHY HEHOT Cymnpyra — Ha Kojy Ou ce, Kako
Jje cMmarpao, MoIiia OMHOCUTH XpUCOBYJba 1apa Jly-
mana ,,lipkBu rpoly Matepe mapcrsa Mu‘. [ poOHU-
Iy Y3 CeBEpHU 3u Haoca Oamckor xpama Toauh je
nak npunucao Koncrantuny, miualhem cuHy Kpasba
MunyTtuna, koju je, opehu ce ca OparoM, MOrMHYO
nox oommkmuM 3BeuaHoM 1322. romgune.?8 Hexke
O]l 3aKJby4yaka OBaj ayTOp j€ M3BEO yKa3aBIIHU IO-
Bepeme nctpaxusady bamcke, . Manacy, koju je
OMO0 yBEPEH — HETa4HO, KaKo CE UCTIOCTaBIII0YY — 1a
(dbparmMeHT Harmmca ca ykiecanoMm roguHom (1314)

96 Mazac 2008: 193-197.

97 Mamac 2013: 55-65. Meljy cnabocTiMa Koje CampiKi
0Baj, MHA4Ye Bpe/aH paji, CBAKAKO je U MPOU3BOJbHA PEKOHCTPYK-
I[Mja MPBOOMTHOr HATMHCA; I'POOHHUNA KOjy ayTop IPHIINCYje
Kpaseui Teonopu HocH Op. 4, a aumensHje cy joj 1,65 (myxuHa)
x 0,35 (mmpuna) x 0,40 (nybuna), ucro: 57.

98 Tomuh 2014: 51-72. 3a aHanm3y CKEIETHUX OCTaTaKa
nponahenux y rpody 0p. 4 B. Munagunosuh-Pagmunosuh 2016:
60—61. O Koncrautuny B. by6amo 2011: 197.

99 Tomoposnh 2022: 157-167. Jlparossy6y Tomoposihy mc-
Ka3yjeM KoJIeTHjaliHy 3aXBaJHOCT IITO MH je Ja0 Ha YBH CBOj pas
[pe M3JIacKa U3 IITaMIIe.
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parakklesion in 1915 should be attributed to Teodora,
already some thirty years ago, but because of the lack
of reliable data, we left the issue concerning the place
of burial of the queen open until later.%5

The key step out in the knowledge about the fu-
nerary programme of the endowment of King Milu-
tin, including also the burial of the female members
of the dynasty, was provided by the systemic ar-
chaeological excavations of the interior space of the
church which were carried out by Dimitrije Madas
in 2007% (Fig. 9). Among the tombs found on this
occasion in the space of the naos and the narthex, he
ascribed to Teodora an unusual, very narrow (0.35
m) burial chamber along the north wall of the naos
(tomb no. 4). On the basis of the found fragments of
the sarcophagus, on some of which there are parts of
an inscription, as well as grooves cut into the wall,
the research archaeologist concluded prudently that
the said tomb was surmounted by a composite mar-
ble sarcophagus with an extensive inscription.®’

The data and findings coming out of the above-
mentioned archaeological excavations at Banjska,
initiated in the scholarship some new probing into
the identity of the interred individuals, as well as
the circumstances linked to their burials — which
resulted in several note-worthy texts published in the
Saopstenja periodical. Regardless of some of the con-
clusions, which we believe are disputable, the authors
of these papers significantly improved the understand-
ing of the overall issues linked to the funerary pro-
gramme of King Milutin’s mausoleum. First it was
B. Todi¢ who, in his extensive and rich in substance
study, went thoroughly through the previous history
of the studying of the subject, examining all the facts,
both historical and material, that would corroborate
or contradict Teodora’s burial at Banjska. He came to
a conclusion that perhaps Teodora was not buried at
the sepulchral church of King Milutin and very care-
fully he proposed as the place of her eternal rest the
Church of Saint Stephen in Duljevo, the endowment
of her husband — to which, as he [the author] believed,
the chrysobull of Emperor Dusan could refer — “to the
church of the tomb of the mother of us, the Emper-
or.” Todi¢, however, ascribed the tomb alongside the
north wall of the church in Banjska to Konstantin, the
younger son of King Milutin who, fighting his brother,

95 Tonoeut 1. 1992: 98—100.
96 Manac 2008: 193-197.

97 Manac 2013: 55-65. Among the weaknesses that can be
found in this otherwise worthwhile paper there is also a random
reconstruction of the original inscription; the tomb which the
author ascribes to Queen Teodora carries no. 4, while its dimension
are 1.65 (length) x 0.35 (width) x 0.40 m (depth), ibid.: 57.
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HE MpUIIajia MOKIIONILY HeKaalmer capkodara. Ta,
HorperiHa arpulyIuja jeIHOT BpJIo BayKHOT Hajla3a
0 KO 3Ha KOJH ITyT HaM TPeI0daBa CBY CIOKEHOCT
npobOnemMa 0amCKUX caxpaHa M T03MBa Ha Kpajiku
OIpe3 MPUIINKOM HEHOT TyMauema.

[Ipobnemom caxpana y bamckoj mozabaBuo
ce noroM u Mapko I[lonoBuh, koju je y cBojoj Te-
MEJbHO] CTYIUjU MOCEOHY MaxKwmy MOKJIOHHO Bia-
JapcKuM rpoboBruMa. KpuTHuku ce OCBPHYBIIH Ha
MamacoBo Tymadewme W TpuxBatuBIIM TommheBy
NPETIOCTABKY JIa jeé Ha CEBEpHOj CTPaHH HA0Ca MO-
rao outu norpeden Koncrantun, [lonosuh je usneo
M HEKa HOBA W Ba)KHA 3allaykara O MPBOOMTHO] 3a-
MUCIIH caxpaHe Biagapckor napa. Mznoxuhemo ux
OBOM TMPHJIUKOM CaMmoO y TIaBHHM IpTama. [Ipema
[TomoBuhy, Ta 3amucao oOyxBarana je JBe rpoOHE
pake pa3IMuuTUX JUMEH3H]a, Koje cy Ouie rpahene
HCTOBPEMEHO Ca I[PKBOM — IIITO j€ CMaTpao Mmoy3aa-
HUM TI0Ka3aTeJbeM Jla Cy Oniie HaMEHCHE CaxpaHu
KTUTOpAa, Kpasba MuutyTuHa U kpasbuie CuMoHUE.
Benuka rpo6uuma (rpo6 Op. 5), mpunucana Kpasby,
yCTpOjeHa je Ha HEeyoOMdYajeHOM MECTy — Y cpe-
JHIITBEM Jely pPKBE, Ha pyOy MOTKYIOJHOT TPO-
cTOpa, JIOK je OHa Mama, npunrcaHa CUMOHHIH, He-
OOMYHO yCKa, alli Ha jeJJHAK HAYUH KOHCTPYHCAaHa,
NPUMaKHYTa y3 CEBEPHU 3H1. Ta MHOBaTHBHA 3aMH-
cao BIAJAPCKUX TPOOOBA — KOjy ayTOp MPHUIIHCYje
yuenoMm [lanwmny Il — HUKana HHje ocTBapeHa 300T
HEPEOBHHUX OKOJIIHOCTH y KojuMa ce 30mna Muy-
THHOBA CMPT U KypOa ca KOjoM je yIpUINYeHa He-
roea caxpana. Ctora je Kpajbe€BO TEJIO MOrpeOeHO
y pEeTaTUBHO CKPOMHO] 3U1aHOj TPOOHUIH, U TO HA
TPAIUIIMOHATHOM MECTY, y3 JY)KHU 3UJ1 3amaJIHOT
TpaBeja. Kpaspuia CuMmoHuaa, Koja je HakoH Mu-
nyTrHOBe cMpTh HamycTmwia CpOwujy, Takohe HHje
MOJIOKEHA Y IPUIIPEMIbEHY IPOOHHUILY, Beh je y 10j,
HaKHaJHO, caxpamweH Koncrantun, mnahu Muy-
TUHOB cHH.!00

V3 HOBa M TayHa 3ama)xkama, Ka0 U yBEpPJHHBA
TymMadewa — Mel)y kojuma je o moceOHe BaKHOCTH
OHO O MPBOOUTHO] @ HEOCTBAPEHO] 3aMHUCITH Tpoda
kpasba Munytuna — [lomoBuhesa menumra caap-
ke u oapehere cmabocT, U TO yIpaBo Kaja je ped
0 TyMayewy caxpaHa HeMamuhKuX Kpajbuia. Ha
puMep, 3aJI0BOJbaBajyhe oO0jalImbeme HHUCY [0-
Oune HeyoOMYajeHe TUMEH3Hje TPETIIOCTaBJbEHE
CumoHuIMHE TPOOHHMIIE, KA0 M HHEHO XPOHOJIOIIKO
onpeheme. Unak, HajBehy 3a0yHy CBakako je yHe-
na IlonoBuheBa wumeHTH(UKaAIMja MecTa Hayaza
JIBa TIpcTeHa — y rpoOHUIama Op. 4 u 2 y cesep-

100 [Tomosuh M. 2016: 23—53. Ha oBe pe3yarare mo3usajy
ce CrankoBuh, Epnessan 2021: 154-158.
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died at the nearby fortress of Zvecan in 1322.98 This
author has drawn some of the conclusions by relying
on the researcher of Banjska, D. Madas, who was con-
vinced — erroneously, as it would turn out® — that a
fragment of the inscription with the carved year (1314)
did not belong to the lid of the former sarcophagus.
This wrong attribution of a very important find has
shown to us for who knows which time all the com-
plexity of the burials of Banjska and it invites for an
extreme caution in its interpretation.

The problem of the burials at Banjska was also
dealt with later on by Marko Popovi¢ who in his
thorough study paid particular attention to ruler
tombs. Having had a critical view at Madas’s inter-
pretation and having accepted Todi¢’s supposition
that Konstantin may have been interred on the north
side of the naos, Popovi¢ also presented some new
and important remarks regarding the original con-
cept of the ruling couple’s burial. We are going to
show them here only in general terms. According to
Popovié, this concept incorporated two burial cham-
bers of different dimensions that were built con-
currently with the church — which he considered a
reliable indicator that they had been intended for the
burial of the ktetors, King Milutin and Queen Simo-
nida. The large tomb (tomb no. 5), attributed to the
king, was established in an unusual place — in the
central part of the church, on the edge of the domed
space, while the smaller one, attributed to Simonida
and unusually narrow, but constructed in the same
manner, was placed closer to the north wall. This in-
novative concept for the ruler tombs— which the au-
thor ascribes to learned Danilo II — never came to its
fruition on account of the uncommon circumstances
under which Milutin died and the haste in which
his burial was organised. For this reason the king’s
body was interred in a relatively modest tomb and in
the traditional place, alongside the south wall of the
west bay. Queen Simonida who left Serbia after Mi-
lutin’s death was also not laid to rest in the prepared
tomb, which in turn was used for the subsequent
burial of Konstantin, Milutin’s younger son.100

Along with the new and correct remarks, as well
as convincing interpretations — among which the
one about the original, but unfulfilled concept of the
grave of King Milutin is of particular importance —

98 Tomuh 2014: 51-72. For the analysis of the skeletal
remains found in the tomb no. 4, see Munaguaosuh-Pagmunosuh
2016: 60—61. About Konstantin, see by6ano 2011: 197.

99 Tomoposuh 2022: 157-167. 1 would like to express my
gratitude to Dragoljub Todorovi¢ for allowing me to have a look at
his paper before its official publishing.

100 TTonopuh M. 2016: 23—53. These results are referred to
by Cranxosuh, Epnessan 2021: 154-158.
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HOM Jieny 3amajgHor tpaseja.l0! Ty 3a0yHy u3a3Ba-
JI0 je TOTpeIIHO TyMauyewmhe U MHade HEJaCHUX HC-
Ka3a CaJp:KaHuX y ,,A3BEIITajy" ca OTKOMaBama 13
1915. romuHe, OMHOCHO HUXOBO Mopeheme ca ch-
TyalujoM rpo0oBa y mpocTopy xpama. Bemuka je
mTeTa mro ce nojasa [lonosuhere cTyauje 3amano
,,MUMOUIIIA“ ca TMPOHAIACKOM MU 00jaBJbUBAHEM
JEAHOT paHM]je HEMO3HATOT TI0KYMEHTa, KOJH j& OMO-
ryhno na ce, mocie CTOTMHY TOIMHA, HEIBOCMHU-
CJICHO 3aKJbY4H Kako cy o0a rpcreHa nponalhena y
npurnparu bamcke. 102

OcHuM TIOMEHYTOT JAOKYMEHTa, HOBU M Ba)KaH
npujior 00JbeM pasyMeBamby OamCKUX caxpaHa,
yKJbY4yjyhu u oHe *eHCke, cBakako je u paxa [pa-
rosby0a Tomoposuha, mocsehen capkodary ca Hat-
nucoM. He ymymrajyhu ce y moHOIIeHe KOHAYHIX
3aKJbydaka O HMJCHTUTETY CaxpameHe JUYHOCTH,
Tonoposuh je, ucnpasibajyhu Magaca u uctpa-
JKMBAYe IITO Cy CE HA Hera MO3UBAIIHU, MPEIIOKHO
Jpyraujy ¥ HOTIYHH]Y PEKOHCTPYKIM]y HEKaaa-
HIBET TOKJIoMNIa capkodara. Y onrHocy Ha IPeTXo/-
HU TIOKYIIIa], OH j€ MPET03Ha0 jOII jefad pparMeHT
HATIUCA KOjU je MPUIIaAa0 MOKIIOMILY, ca yKiIeca-
HOM roguHoM (1314), ynme je npoOiem arpulyuuje
rpoba y3 ceBepHU 3UJ Haoca bamcke mocrao jorn
TEXU U HeU3BeCHUju.103

OBa, yKpaTko H3JIOK€Ha HCTOpHja HCTPAXKH-
Bama, Beh cama 1o ceOu JI0BOJbaH je Mmokaszaresb ca
KOJIMKO HETIO3HAHWIIA je CKOMYaH CBaKW 030MJbaH
MOKyIIaj TyMauewa rpodosa Hemamwuhku y Mu-
JYTUHOBO] 3aayXKOuMHU. Y TOM moriexy, Hamehy
ce JBa OCHOBHA NHTama: l. Aa Ju je IpBOOHUTHA
3aMHCA0 BIAJApCKe CaxpaHe yKJby4dHBasa U Tpod
kpasbuiie CuMoHuUIE; 2. T7I€ ce, y IPOCTOpYy LPKBE,
MOTao HaJIa3uTu rpod kpaseuile Teomope u Ha KOjU
HauuH je Ouo pemreH. Jlo caia, mpeasiokeHe cy JiBe
nokainuje TeomopuHor rpoda — CEBEpHH MapakIuc
U rpoOHMIIA Y3 CEepHHU 3uj 3amagHor Tpaseja. Ta
NUTamka, KOja 3aXTEeBAjy JA0/IaTHA UCITUTHBAKA, 110-
npoOHMje heMo pa3MOTPUTH APYroM MPUITHKOM. 104
Ha oBoM MecTy, ca CTaHOBMIITAa Hamle OCHOBHE
TeMe, UCTHYEMO HECTIOPHY YHIbCHUILY Aa Cy Y Mu-
JYTUHOBO] 3aAyKOWHU TpaJuLMOHAIHU (yHEpap-

101 TTorosuh M. 2016: 33-38.

102y nuramy je nomuc Bopha Maruha, HauenHuka 3se-
YaHCKOT OKpyra, ymyheH MHHHCTapCTBY MPOCBETE U LPKBEHUX
nocnosa 17. aBrycra 1915. rogune. ¥V nonucy b. Maruha, xoju
j€ OpraHu30Bao OTKONaBama y bamCKoj, jaCHO CTOjU Ja Cy JBa
npcreHa npoHaleHa y Ipunpary, y ABa pasianuura rpoba, Byjo-
Buh, BykoBuh 2016: 39-51. CanpxuHy 0BOT JOKyMEHTa AETaJbHO
nperpecamo y [Tonosuh /. 2023 : 1058-1060.

103 Togoposuh 2022: 157-167.
104 TTonosuh J1. 2023 : 1041-1078..
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Popovi¢’s points of view also contain certain weak-
nesses, precisely when it comes to the interpretation
of the burials of the Nemanji¢ queens. For instance,
the unusual dimensions of the presumed tomb of Si-
monida were not given a satisfactory explanation and
neither was its chronological determination. Still, the
biggest confusion was created by Popovi¢’s identifica-
tion of the place where the two rings were found — in
the tombs no. 4 and 2 in the north section of the west
bay.10! This confusion was caused by incorrect inter-
pretation of the anyway unclear statements contained
in the “report” from the 1915 dig, that is, their com-
parison to the situation of the tombs within the church.
It is a great pity that the publication of Popovi¢’s study
almost “missed” the discovery and publishing of an
earlier unknown document that allowed, after a hun-
dred years, an unambiguous conclusion that both rings
were found in the narthex of Banjska.102

In addition to the said document, new and im-
portant contribution to better understanding of the
burials of Banjska, including those female ones, has
certainly been provided by a paper by Dragoljub
Todorovi¢ dedicated to the sarcophagus with in-
scription. Without trying to reach any final conclu-
sions concerning the identity of the interred person,
while correcting Madas and the researchers that had
referred to him, Todorovi¢ proposed different and
more complete reconstruction of the former sar-
cophagus lid. In comparison to the previous attempt,
he recognised one more fragment of the inscription
that used to belong to the lid, with a carved year
(1314), thus making the problem of attribution of
the grave alongside the north wall of Banjska naos
even more difficult and more uncertain.!03

Already by itself, this briefly presented history
of the research is a sufficient indicator showing how
many unknowns any serious attempt at interpreting
the graves of the Nemanji¢ women at the endow-
ment of King Milutin faces. In this regard, there are
two basic questions that stand out: 1. did the original
concept of the ruler burial include also the tomb of
Queen Simonida; 2. where, within the church, could
be the grave of Queen Teodora and in which way
was it conceived. So far, two locations for Teodora’s
grave have been proposed — the north parakklesion
and the tomb alongside the north wall of the west

101 TTonosuh M. 2016: 33-38.

102 This is a memorandum by Porde Mati¢, head of the county
of Zvecan, addressed to the Ministry of Education and Religious
Affairs on 17 August 1915. The memorandum of D. Mati¢, who
organised the excavations at Banjska, clearly says that the two rings
were found in the narthex, in two different tombs, Byjosuh, By-
xoBuh 2016: 39-51. We examine the contents of this document in
detail in ITormosuh /1. 2023 : 1058—1060.

103 Tonopouh 2022: 157-167.
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HU caJipkaju HeMambHhKUX May3oJeja Haarpalhenu
HOBMM, JI0 Ta/Jla HeyoOH4ajeHuM pelemhuMa. Taksa
je MpBOOWTHA, KaCHHje HAMYIITEHAa 3aMHCA0 KTH-
TOPCKOT Tpoda y CpeaUIIBEeM ey IPKBE, caxpaHa
y IpOCTOpY OOYHOT MapakiInca — MO3HaTa y BU3aH-
THjCKOj, Qi HE U cprickoj (pyHepapHoj mpakcu!0s
— Kao ¥ HEOOMYHO BEJIMKM 3Hauaj JaT rpoly jeaHe
Hemamuhxke, mro nosesba mapa [lymana Hemso-
CMUCJICHO TIOTBphyje.

[ToueTHa, HeocTBapeHa Hjeja 1a CPEICTBO KO-
MeMmopanuje Kpajba MuIyTHHA Yy HEroBoj Bele-
JIeNHO] 3anyXOuHu Oyzne penpe3eHTaTuBHU Ipoo,
YCTPOj€H y CBEYAHOM, ,,JJUTYPTrUjCKOM ™ MPOCTOPY
XpaMma, mojpasymeBana je ciobomaHocrojehu Haz-
rpoOHu crioMeHuk. Beh cmo panmjum mpunmka-
Ma UCTHIIAJIN J]a je TakaB THI rpoOHOT obenexja,
yoOu4ajeH y 3amajimavkoj (GyHepapHO] yMeTHO-
ctu, 6uo Tyl moranmammoj cprckoj npakcu.!06 He
TaKo JaBHO M3HETO je u reaumre!l’ qa kao ayro-
pa peuene 3amuciu Tpeba npeno3Haru Januna II,
KOjH je, y CBOjCTBY UTYMaHa M €MUCKOMa OamCKOT,
OJIUTPao KJbYYHY YJIOTY HE CaMO Yy 3aMHUCIIH LPKBE
Ceetor Credana Beh n y u3Bohemy rpaheBuHckux
panoBa.l%8 J[a TaKBO MUILbECHEC TIOYMBA HA COJTU]I-
HUM OCHOBaMa, OTBphyje y Hayu Beh Buie myra
UCTHLIaHO /IaHMJIOBO KpPEaTHUBHO Ipey3uMame po-
MaHOTOTUYKHX CTHJICKHX €JIEeMEHaTa W FHHXOBO
XapMOHUYHO YKJIAMamke y apXUTEKTOHCKU KOPITYC
npaBociaBHux rpaheBuHa — bamcke u Jleuana,
nehke boropoaune Onurutpuje u Xunanaapa, Kao
u nanare y Marmuy.!0° C npyre ctpane, npuim-
KOM pa3Marpama Moryhux ysopa 3a NpBOOHTHY
3aMHCa0 KTUTOPCKE caxpaHe Kpajba MuryTuHa He
Tpeba MpEeBUACTH HU OHE HAjBUIIE, a TO Cy CIO-
MEHUIM BU3aHTHjCKe mpectonwuie. 10 Mehy muma,
MoceOHO je PeYHTO jeAMHCTBEHO pellemke rpoda
Manojna I, koju ce Hanasno y xepoouy mocsehe-
HOM apxanbhenmy Muxauiny — cpeimoj LPKBU Ma-
Hactupa Xpucra Ilantokparopa. Taj crnomeHUK,
MCKJIECaH O]l TAMHOT MepMepa, UMao je 0OIHK MO-
HYMEHTAQJIHOT CEeIMOKYIOJIHOI Xpama, MOCTaBJbe-
HOT Ha MPOQHINCAHO MOCTOJbE, TOK je Tope]] Bhera
Ouna mojokeHa 3HAMEHHUTa PEIUKBHUja, IUIoYa U3

105 Marinis 2009: 151; Popovi¢ M. 2006: 99—130.
106 [Tonosuh 1. 1992: 103—104.
107 Monosuh M. 2016: 48-49.

108 Maxk JTanujen, Merposuh npup. 1988: 141-142; o Jlann-
ny Il kao urymany u enmckory B. JankoBuh 1991: 83-88.

109 Oya6pama, oGuMHa TUTEpaTypa 0 OBOM MHTaEy HaBe-
nena je kox [Tomosuh J1. 2022: 542. OBOM MPUIIMKOM H3/1BajaMo:
Popovi¢c M. 2012: 105-119, 197-198; Bojsomuh 2016: 21-23;
Sinkevi¢ 2020, 143-166 (ca peepeHTHOM JIUTEPATYPOM).

110 Crauxosuh, Epneman 2021: 165-167 (Epaerban).
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bay. These questions that require additional exami-
nation will be considered another time.!'04 Here,
from the aspect of our basic theme, we would like to
point out an indisputable fact that in the endowment
of King Milutin the traditional funerary contents of
the Nemanji¢ mausolea were superimposed by new,
until then uncommon solutions. Such is the original,
later abandoned concept of a ktetorial grave in the
central part of the church, burial within the space of
a lateral chapel — well known in the Byzantine funer-
ary practice, but not in the Serbian one!05 — as well
as the unusually large significance given to the grave
of a Nemanji¢ female member, which the charter of
Emperor DuSan confirms in no uncertain terms.

The initial, unrealised idea to create a means
of commemoration for King Milutin in his lavish
endowment in the form of a representative tomb,
positioned in the place of honour and “liturgical”
space of the church, entailed a free-standing tomb
marker. On the earlier occasions, we have already
pointed out that such type of monument, common in
the Western funerary art, was foreign to the Serbian
practice until then.!96 Not that long ago, a position
was voiced out!97 that Danilo II should be seen as
the author of the said concept since he, in the capac-
ity of the hegumen and bishop of Banjska, played
a key role not only in the concept of the Church of
Saint Stephen, but also in the carrying out of the
construction works.198 That such opinion rests on
solid ground is confirmed by something that has
been pointed out in the scholarship several times
and this is Danilo’s creative taking over of Romano-
Gothic style elements and their harmonious fitting
into the architectural corpus of Christian Orthodox
edifices — Banjska and Decani, Holy Virgin Hodegi-
tria Church in Pe¢ and Monastery Hilandar, as well
as the palace in Magli¢.19 On the other hand, when
considering the possible models for the original
concept of the ktetorial funeral of King Milutin, we
should not overlook even those most supreme and
these are the monuments of the capital of Byzan-
tium.!10 Among them, there is one that stands out
in particular and that is the unique solution for the

104 TTonosuh /1. 2023 : 1041-1078.

105 Marinis 2009: 151; Popovi¢ M. 2006: 99—130.
106 TTonosuh /1. 1992: 103-104.

107 TTonosrh M. 2016: 48-49.

108 Max Jlanmjen, Ierposuh mpup. 1988: 141-142; about
Danilo II as the hegumen and bishop, see Jankouh 1991: 83—88.

109 The selected, comprehensive literature about this issue
was listed in ITorosuh JI. 2022: 542. On this occasion we would
like to single out: Popovi¢ M. 2012: 105-119, 197-198; Bojsoxuh
2016: 21-23; Sinkevi¢ 2020, 143—-166 (with reference literature).

110 Crankosuh, Epaespan 2021: 165-167 (Epaesban).
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10. Heuanu; iionoxcaj epobosa
(ipema Iowosuh /1. 1992: 101)

Edeca, Ha kojy je momoxeHo XpHUCTOBO TEIIO0 HAKOH
Pacnieha.!ll OBako HEOOMYHO pelIeHe, MPOUCTEKIIO
u3 0coOeHe NOOOKHOCTH U CeH3MOMINTETa YyUEeHOT
Manojna I, curypHo na HUje OHIIO TOAJIOKHO JI0-
CJIOBHOM MOJpaXkaBamwy. MoKe ce UIaK MOMHUIILIba-
TH J1a je c1000IHOCTOjehH MoI0Kaj TOT CIIOMEHHKA,
Kao ompo0aHO CPEACTBO BIAJapCKe penpe3eHTa-
1Mje, Ipy>XKHo MOJCTUIIA] TBOPIIMMA CPIICKUX (pyHe-
papHHX Mporpama, Koju Cy CBaKako OMJIM yIO3HATH
ca 3HAMEHUTOCTHMA BH3aHTH]CKE ITPECTOHUIIE.

WuoBaruBHA 3aMHCca0 BIagapcKor rpoda, Koja
HUje ocTBapeHa y bamCckoj, I01uIa je 10 MyHOT 13-
pakaja HeIyHe JiBe JielleHuje KacHuje y Jleqvannma
— Yy 4Hj0j je 3aMUCIIU U U3rpajmby apxuenuckon Jla-
HuJio 11, Takole, akTUBHO y4ecTBOBaO. Y 3ayKOH-
HU Kpasba Credana JleqyaHckor rpoOOBH KTHTOPA,
o0eJie’keHH MOHYMEHTAJIHUM clo0onHocTojehum
capkogaszuma oJ] LIpBEHKACTOI MepMepa, HUCY MO-
CTaBJbCHM Ha TPAJAULMOHATHO MECTO, Y3 Jy>KHU
3uj xpama, Beh y mpocTopy 3amagHor TpaBeja Hao-
ca (ci. 10). Temko je maTv HEABOCMHUCIICH OJTOBOP

Ul Mango 1962: 397-399; Mango 1969-1970: 374;
Ousterhout 2001: 148-149.

10. Decani; position of the tombs
(according to Popovi¢ D. 1992: 101)

tomb of Manuel I Komnenos that was placed in a
heroon dedicated to Archangel Michael — the mid-
dle church of the Monastery of the Christ Pantokra-
tor. This monument carved out of dark marble had the
shape of a monumental seven-dome church, placed on
a profiled pedestal, while a renowned relic, a slab from
Ephesus on which Christ’s body was laid out after the
Crucifixion, was positioned beside it.!!! Such an unu-
sual solution, stemming from his own particular pious-
ness and sensibility of erudite Manuel I, was certainly
not subject to direct copying. Nevertheless, it may be
envisaged that the free-standing position of that monu-
ment, as an already legitimate means for ruler’s repre-
sentation, provided an incentive for the creators of the
Serbian funerary programmes who were certainly well-
acquainted with the landmarks of the Byzantine capital.

The innovative concept for a ruler tomb, which
was not realised at Banjska, came to its full fore less
than two decades later at DeCani Monastery — in the
concept and construction of which Archbishop Danilo
I also took an active part. At the endowment of King

U Mango 1962: 397-399; Mango 1969-1970: 374;
Ousterhout 2001: 148-149.
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11. [leuanu, enadapcku caprogasu
(tipema Toouh, Yanax-Meouh 2005: 185)

Ha MMUTamkE O MPABUM Pa3lIo3MMa TaKBOT pelleHa.
OHO je MOrIIO OUTH YCIOBJBEHO OCOOEHHM IPO-
CTOPHUM IIJIAHOM LPKBE, OJJHOCHO YHH-EHUIIOM Ja
n3Mel)y jy)KHOT 3MJa Tapakiiica W jyrosarajgHor
cty0a HHje OMIJIO IOBOJFHO MECTa 3a JiBa MOHYMCH-
TajTHa HaaArpoOHa CIIOMEHHWKa, aJli Takohe U pasio-
3WMa KOjU TMpUMaaajy uaeonomkoj chepu. Hanme,
peMa CpeamhOBEKOBHUM, XHJEPAPXUJCKUM CXBa-
TamkbuMa, ciI000qHOCTOjeha KOHCTPYKIHja y Tpo-
CTOpY LIPKBE, YKJbYUyjyhu HanArpoOHE ClIOMEHUKE,
O3HayaBaja je MmoceOHO MECTO, BUCOKOI paHra y
cakpaiHoj Tonorpaduju xpama.!12 Tora cy Mopamnu
OWUTHU CBECHU U YUCHHU TBOPLIU CPIICKUX CEIYIKpal-
HUX Iporpama.

12 TTonoputi [T, 1992: 103—104.

41

11. Decani; rulers ’sarcophagi
(according to Todi¢, Canak-Medic¢ 2005: 185)

Stefan Decanski, the tombs of the ktetors, marked
by monumental free-standing sarcophagi made of
reddish marble, are not positioned in the traditional
place, along the south wall of the church, but rather
in the area of the naos’s west bay (Fig. 10). It is dif-
ficult to provide an unambiguous answer on the real
reasons for such a solution. It may have been con-
ditioned by the particular spatial plan of the church,
that is, by the fact that between the south wall of the
parakklesion and the southwest pillar there was not
enough space for two monumental tombstones, as
well as by the reasons coming from the ideological
sphere. Namely, according to the medieval, hierarchi-
cal understanding, any free-standing structure within
the church, including tombstones, marked a special
place with a high ranking within the sacral topogra-
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Jomr Behu mpoOGniem, kaia je ped o Je4aHCKUM
capkodaszumMa, TMpeacTaBba HWACHTU(UKALK]ja ca-
XpameHNX THYHOCTH. CBOjeBpEeMEHO CMO TPETIIo-
CTaBWIIH, TT0JIa3ehu 01 YMEHCHHMIIC JIa Cy capKodasu
MOCTaBJbEHHU HATIOPENo, Y OYUIIeAHO] Mel)ycoOHO]
BE3H, Ka0 U JIa Cy jelHaKe KOHCTPYKIIMje, a Hara-
HICHO Pa3NUYUTUX TUMEH3HUja, OHU OWJIM HaMeHe-
HU BJIaIapcKoM napy — kpaspy Credany /leqanckom
U BEroBoj Jpyroj sxkenn Mapuju Ilaneonorunu, ca
KojoM je 6mo y Opaxy o 1324—1325. rogune! 13 (c.
11). Unak, ycinen HemocTaTka YBpIINuX yIOpHUINTa,
OBO MMUTaWkE U J1aJbe 0cTaje 0TBopeHo.!!14 OBo yTO-
JIMKO TIpe, IITO y YHYTPAIIKOCTH JACYAHCKE LIPKBE
HHUKaJa HHCY BpIICHA apXeoJIONIKa HCKOINaBamba.
PemiaBamby MOMEHYTOT MHUTamka OUTHO HE JOIPH-
HOCE HHU JIOCaJallliby TOKYIIaju UACHTU(DUKAIIN]C
NPBOOUTHHX, KaCHHje TNPECIUKAHUX BIAJapPCKUX
MOPTPETa HACIMKAHUX Ha jy)KHOM 3Uay Haoca, Tj.
napakyiuca noceehenor Cserom Hukonmu. Hamry
JAaBHO HM3PEYeHy MPETIOCTaBKy Ja Cy Ty MOINIU
6utn npukazanu Credan [euancku u Mapuja [la-
neosnoruHall> omoBpria ¢y KacHWja, JeTajbHa HC-
TpakMBama BIIAJapCKux noprpera y Jlewannma.!16
[TonpobHO mperpecajyhu cBe acmeKkre OBOT IMpo-
6nema, HenaBHO je Bophe bybano ¢ mpaBom ykazao
Ha HE/I0BOJBHO jacaH OJJHOC capKogara y 3amaHoM
TpaBejy JEYaHCKOT Haoca M MPBOOUTHUX MOPTpeTa
Ha JY)KHOM 3UIy — OJHOCA O] Yhjer pa3yMeBama
OouTHO 3aBUCH MAcHTH(HKanMja rpodosa.ll” N no-
ucra, umajyhu y BHIy CBE PacIojOXKHBE IMOJATKE
U J0ca/alliiba, YKYITHA Ca3Hamba, I0CTaBJba Ce M-
Tame Ja I cy y JleyaHnma BIagapcKu MOPTPETH
YOIIITE MPECTAaBIbAIN CPEACTBO NACHTU(HKALIN]E
rpoOoBa, TayHHje, Ja JIK Cy 3aJp)Kalld CBOj KTH-
TOPCKO-HAATPOOHU KapakTep, KakaB Cy TPaaullv-
OHAJIHO UMl y TMPETXOJHOM HeMamHhKoM pa3z-

13 Hero: 104-106. O Mapuju IManeonor B. By6amo 2014:
45-46; [Mupusarpuh 2011: 337-345.

114 O npernocrasuy ga je Mapuja ITaneonor caxpameHa y
npkeu Ceeror nmutpuja y CKOIUBY, 3aCHOBAaHO] HA HETOBOJb-
HO yOeIJbMBOj PEKOHCTPYKLHUJH JEJHOT HATMHCa, B. Kox TomoBuh
1974: 64. TloBepeme ce HE MOXKE MOKJIOHUTH HU Tpenamy 3a0e-
nexeHoM y TpOHOIIKOM POIOCIIOBY Jja MabH ICUaHCKH capKodar
npunana Jenenu, cectpu Credana Jlewanckor, [llapapuks 1873:
55. Paznnuura MHLIUBEHa O TOM NUTamwy cabpana cy y Toauh,
Yanak-Menuh 2005: 32, 247-248; Yanak-Menuh, Toxuh 2016:
98, 100.

15 Tonoputi 1. 1992: 108.

116 Bojsommh 1995: 270-273 (koju je yTBpAHO aa je mpe-
cnukaHa durypa nopen JleqaHcKor MpencTaBibaia MyIIKy 0co0y,
BEpOBATHO Kpajba MmiryTHHA).

17 By6amo 2016: 95-97 (ca HeTa/bHO H3ITOKEHOM HCTO-
PHjOM HCTPaKHBAmbHA).
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phy of the church.!2 The learned creators of the Ser-
bian sepulchral programmes must have been aware
of this as well.

An even bigger problem, when it comes to
Decani sarcophagi, constitutes the identification of
the interred individuals. Starting from the fact that
the sarcophagi are positioned in parallel, with an
obvious mutual correlation, as well as that they are
of equal structure, albeit of pronouncedly different
dimensions, back in the day we presumed that they
were intended for the ruling couple — King Stefan
Decanski and his second wife Maria Palaiologina
with whom he was married from 1324-1325 on-
wards.!13 (Fig. 11). Still, owing to the lack of more-
solid ground, this issue remains open.!!4 That much
more because there have never been any archaeo-
logical excavations carried out within the church.
The solving of the said question is also not greatly
contributed to by the attempts carried out so far at
identifying the original, later painted over rulers’ por-
traits depicted on the south wall of the naos, i.e., in
the parakklesion dedicated to Saint Nicholas. Our
supposition presented a long time ago that this may
have been the place where Stefan Decanski and Mar-
ia Palaiologinall> were depicted was questioned by
the subsequent, detailed study of the rulers’ portraits
at Decani.!l® While thoroughly examining all the
aspects of this problem, Porde Bubalo has recently
rightfully pointed out the insufficiently clear relation
between the sarcophagi in the west bay of the naos at
Decani and the original portraits on the south wall —
the relation the understanding of which is decisively
important for the identification of the tombs.!17 And
indeed, taking into account all of the available data
and the overall findings and knowledge collected so
far, there may be a question whether the rulers’ por-
traits at Decani represented at all the means of iden-
tification of the tombs or, more accurately, whether
they contained the ktetorial and funerary character,

12 TTonosuh [1. 1992: 103—104.

113 Ibid.: 104-106. About Maria Palaiologina, see By6aio
2014: 45-46; Iupusarpuh 2011: 337-345.

114 About the supposition that Maria Palaiologina was
buried at the Church of Saint Demetrius in Skopje, based on an
insufficiently convincing reconstruction of an inscription, see with
Tomosuh 1974: 64. It is also not possible to trust the traditional
account recorded in the Genealogy of Tronosa that the smaller
sarcophagus from Decani belongs to Jelena, a sister of Stefan
Decanski, [lladapuxs 1873: 55. Different opinions about this issue
have been collected in Toxuh, Yanak-Meguh 2005: 32, 247-248;
Yanak-Menuh, Toguh 2016: 98, 100.

15 Tonoputi . 1992: 108.

116 Bojsomuh 1995: 270-273 (who established that the
painted-over figure beside Decanski was a male figure, probably
King Milutin).

17 By6ano 2016: 95-97 (with detailed history of research).



CTYJIEHUYKU I'POb AHE AHACTACHUIJE — OBPA3AILL
WJIN IIPECENAH CAXPAHE HEMABUHKN

100Jby. 118 M3mokeHe YMbCHHIIE Kao Jia TO JOBOJIE
y nurame. llTto ce mak Ttuye arpulynuje Mamer
capko(ara, cBa BeroBa Harpe] IOMEHYTa CBOjCTBa
yKa3zyjy Jia je Mpumnaaao *KeHCKOM 4iaHy IMHACTH]e.
OH je, BepoBaTHO, 60 HameweH Mapuju Ilaneo-
JIOTHHH, IpyToj >keHU Kpasba Credana Jledanckor,
IITO WIAK He 3HAa4M JIa je OHA Ty M caxpameHa. Ha
TakBy MOryhHOCT yka3uBaia Ou 1mo3Hara HaaArpoo-
Ha TUI0Ya MOHaxWme Mapre, MUPCKHM HMEHOM
Mapuje (13 1355. roaune), Kojy UCTpaxuBayH, Ha
OCHOBY YKJIECAHOT HATIHCA, IPUITUCY]y yIIPaBO TOj
CpIICKOj Kpasbuiiu. 19

Hame ucnutuBame caxpana Hemamuhku 3a-
BpmiaBa ce ca Jledannma, Oyayhu na y 3amyxOnHN
Kpasba, omHocHO napa Jlymana (1331-1355), upksu
Ceetux apxanbena xox Ilpuspena, rpo0 3a Biaga-
PEeBy CyNpYXHHILy 110 CBOj NMPWJIUIHM U HHUje OHO
npensuhen. Hawmme, mMohHa W yTHIlajHa KpaJbH-
na JeneHa, koja je CBOT My»ka HaJpKHBela 3a Oap
JIBa/IeCET TO/INHA, 3aMOHAIINIIA C€ MOCJIE HEroBe
CMPTH, YCIIOCTaBHBILIU CaMOCTaJIHY BJacT y o0ma-
ctu Cepa. Mehytum, HUje MO3HATO TAE je KUBea
HUTH TPEMHUHYJIa HAKOH IITO CE OKOHYAJIO HHCHO
rocrionapeme Cepom, 1365. roqune.!20 Jla je nka-
Jla U3BEJICH, KpaJbUUUH rpod y npuspeHckum Ce-
TAM apxanlerrMa Morao je y 3HauajHOj] MepH Ja
NPOIIMPH Hallla Ca3Hamka O TOKOBHMA CpIICKe (y-
HepapHe yMmeTtHocTu cpenuHoM XIV Beka. Ha to ce
MOKE C pPa3IoroM IMOMHUIIJBATH KaJla Ce UMa y BULY
na je TpoOHO obenexje mapa Jlymana, mo cBoM pe-
HICHY, IPECTaBIHANIO PAJUKATIHH PACKH]I Ca 10Ta-
JANTHOM HeMamkrnhKoM TpaauiijoM. Mako mo3naro
TeK MO MaJoOpOjHUM (PparMEeHTHUMA, HEMA CYMIbE
Jla ceé OHO cacTojaJlo OJ MJIACTUYHO OOJIMKOBAaHE,
nexxehe ¢urype mapa (Tako3BaHu gisant), HaJIBH-
[ICHE aPXUTEKTOHCKUM IOCTPOjeHhEeM Y BUAY HHU3a
apkana.!2! TakaB TUII TPOOHOT CIOMEHHUKA, Y IICJIH-
HU Cao0paXkeH 3aIaIihadKiM CeImyTKPAITHUM 00pa-
CIIMMa, TIO/IBJIAYHO je WHAMBHUIYATHOCT U ayTOPHU-
TET MPEMHUHYJIOT, U CBAaKakKo MPEICTaB/ba0 MONHO
CpelncTBO Biazapcke penpeseHranuje.!22 [Tocma-

118 TTonosuh JI. 1992: 178-179, 184.

119 ITnouy ¢ narnmucom koja notiue u3 upkse Caeror Jumu-
tpuja y Crompy P. I'pyjuh je morpemmno noseo y Besy ca mpBoM
skeHoM Ctedana [lewanckor, kpassunoM Teomopom, [pyjuh 1925:
309-327; To MuILbeHE yop30 je ocriopuo M. Jlackapuc, Koju je
wiouy npunucao Mapuju ITaneonoruny, Jlackapuc 1926: 92-96.
3a marmuc B. Tomosuh 1974: 64.

120 Aypropih 2009: 358-360.
121 Ppyjuh 1928: 25; Henanosuh 1967: 54—57; Tonosuh JI.
1992: 116-119.

122 13 o6umue muteparype o HaErpoGHAM CIIOMCHHMITHMA
y Buny gisant-a u3asajamo: Binski 1996: 93—112; Caciola 2000:
66—-86; Parkinson 2009.
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such as they traditionally used to have in the previ-
ous Nemanji¢ period.!18 It seems as if the presented
facts bring this into question. As for the attribution
of the smaller sarcophagus, all of its afore-mentioned
features suggest that it belonged to a female member
of the dynasty. It was, probably, intended for Maria
Palaiologina, the second wife of Stefan Decanski,
which does not mean at all that she was buried there
in the first place. Such possibility would be suggested
by the well-known grave slab of nun Marta, with the
secular name of Marija (from 1355), which the re-
searchers, on the basis of the carved inscription, at-
tribute precisely to that Serbian queen.!1?

Our study of the burials of the Nemanji¢ female
members ends with Decani, since most likely no tomb
for the ruler’s spouse was foreseen at the Church of
the Holy Archangels near Prizren, the endowment of
King and later Emperor DuSan (1331-1355). Namely,
the powerful and influential Queen Jelena, who out-
lived her husband by at least twenty years, took the
monastic vows after his death, establishing her own
authority in the area around the town of Serres. How-
ever, it 1s not known where she lived or died after her
rule over Serres ended in 1365.120 If it had ever been
made, the queen’s tomb at the Monastery of the Holy
Archangels in Prizren could have significantly ex-
panded our knowledge and findings about the trends
in the Serbian funerary art around the middle of the
14t century. This may be rightfully presumed when
we bear in mind that, by its conceptual solution, the
tomb monument of Emperor DuSan constituted a
radical break from the Nemanji¢ tradition until then.
Although it is known only by few fragments, there is
no doubt that it consisted of plastically shaped lying
figure of the emperor (the so-called gisant), superim-
posed by an architectural installation in the shape of
a sequence of arcades.!2! Such type of a tomb monu-
ment, which is fully adjusted to the Western sepulchral
patterns, underlined the individuality and the authority
of the deceased, and it certainly constituted a power-
ful means for the ruler representation.!22 Viewed from

118 TTonosuh J1. 1992: 178-179, 184.

19 R. Gruji¢ erroneously linked the slab with inscription
that comes from the Church of Saint Demetrius in Skopje with
the first wife of Stefan Decanski, Teodora, I'pyjuh 1925: 309-327;
this opinion was soon contradicted by M. Laskaris, who attributed
the slab to Maria Palaiologina, Jlackapuc 1926: 92-96. For the
inscription, see TomoBuh 1974: 64.

120 Approsih 2009: 358-360.
121 Tpyjuh 1928: 25; Henanosuh 1967: 54—57; Momosuh 1.
1992: 116-119.

122 From the ample literature about the tombstones in the
shape of gisant, we would like to single out: Binski 1996: 93—112;
Caciola 2000: 66—86; Parkinson 2009.
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TpaH ca UACJHOT U MPOIAraHHOT CTAHOBUINTA, OH
MMa CBOj MapaJieHH TOK Y €BOJYLHUJU BIaJapcKe
cnuke. Ca pacroM mohu u y3auzamem Hemamuha
y BaceJbeHCKOM IOPETKY Hapoja, Ta CIHKa je Of
JIOHATOPCKOT ¥ MOPOJUYHOT TIOPTPETa eBOIyHpaa
Ka pernpe3eHTaTUBHO] MPEICTaBH, KOja je UCTHIIA-
Jla MOh, CBETOPOJHOCT ¥ OOTron3adpPaHOCT CPIICKOT
Bianapa.lz3

AKO ce Ha Kpajy BpaTHMO Ha MMUTAkE U3 HAIIET
HaCJIOBa — JIa JIU CTyJIeHUYKH Tpo0 AHe AHacracuje
npenacTaBiba obOpasan caxpane Hemamuhkum wim
M3y3eTHY TI0jaBy y CPIICKO] CEMYJIKPaTHO] MPAKCH,
onroBop Hehe 6utn jenHo3HauaH. Kao mro cMo BH-
JeIIH, CTYICHHYKH [TPOTOTHIT TIOIPaKaBaH je TOKOM
BpEMEHA Y MHOTHM CBOjUM €JIEMEHTHMA aJIH je, Ta-
kohe, Ono mouTokaH OUTHUM M3MEHaMa, OTHOCHO,
PEHHTEpPIIPETHPAH je y CKIIQ/Iy Ca 3aXTeBUMa KTHTO-
pa WM TaK y AyXy aKTyeJIHUX TOKOBA CEIyJIKpaTHe
ymeTHoCTH. [1a unak, AHactacHjuH rpod MOXe ce
CcMaTrpaTH CBOJEBPCHOM Mapaaurmom. Hbume je yc-
MOCTaBJbEH MOJIENI PEMPE3CHTATUBHOT Ipoda KeHa
u3 pona Hemamuha, xoju je y ceOu HOCHO BakHE
ujejHe TOpyKe, a MCTOBPEMEHO OHO caoOpaskeH
BUCOKUM 33aHATCKUM W YMETHHYKHM CTaHAapIrMa
CBOjHX HapydHIIaIa.

123 Bojgomuh 2007a: 295-312; Bojsoxuh 1010: 35-78 (ca
CTapyjoM JIUTEPATYPOM).
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the conceptual and propaganda points of view, it has
its parallel course within the evolution of the ruler’s
image. With the rise in the power and the ascent of the
Nemanji¢ family in the ecumenical order of the na-
tions, this image evolved from a ktetorial and family
portrait to a representative depiction that accentuated
the power, the affiliation with the holy dynasty and the
quality of the Serbian ruler of being God-appointed.!23

If in the end we go back to the question from
our title — whether the Studenica tomb of Ana Anas-
tasija represents a prototype for the burials of the
Nemanji¢ women or an extraordinary phenomenon
in the Serbian sepulchral practice, the answer will
not be linear. As we have seen, over time Studenica
prototype was emulated in many of its elements,
but it was also subject to some important modifica-
tions, that is, it was reinterpreted in line with the
demands of the ktetors or in line with the spirit of
the current trends in sepulchral art. And yet, Anas-
tasija’s tomb may be considered a paradigm of its
own kind. It established a model for a representa-
tive tomb for women coming from the Nemanji¢
dynasty that carried in itself important conceptual
messages, while at the same time being accommo-
dated to the artisan and artistic standards of the per-
sons who ordered it.

123 Bojsoauh 2007a: 295-312; Bojsomuh 1010: 35-78 (with
older literature).
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