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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
 
In the Special Issue of 2015, the editors aim to pay homage to one of the 

most important personalities of Romanian culture, the ruler Constantin 
Brâncoveanu, whose economic, political and cultural activity was relevant for the 
modernization of the Romanian society. 

In the second half of the 18th century and the early 19th century, the 
Romanian space, of multiple risks of overexposure to three empires, found 
compensation in a multiple cultural manner as a place of scholars (Dimitrie 
Cantemir, Nicholas Milescu, Constantin Cantacuzino, the brothers and Radu 
Şerban Greceanu etc). The Romanian principality benefitted from, between 1688 
and 1714, the leadership of Constantin Brâncoveanu, whose innovative vision on 
various sectors of political, social and cultural development led to the designation 
of this period as the Brancovan age. The rule of the Wallachian leader was 
important through maintaining a political balance between the European empire of 
Habsburg, the Tsarist and the Ottoman ones; tax reform; the administrative reform 
of the state for international cooperation; the promotion of a Romanian 
architectural style, the Brancovan style. 

Due to the political and cultural importance of the Brancovan era for 
Romanian culture up to modern times, we would like to pay homage to the cultural 
heritage left by Constantin Brâncoveanu through a volume of inter-and 
transdisciplinary nature. 

 
 

Florentina Nicolae and Nicoleta Stanca 
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CONSTANTIN BRÂNCOVEANU 
PATRON OF THE ARTS AT A GLOBAL SCALE 

 
 

Florentina Nicolae1 
 
 

Abstract: Constantin Brâncoveanu was one of the most powerful Romanian rulers 
of the pre-modern times. In his 26 years of reign (1688-1714), the Wallachian diplomacy 
was at its peak, managing to maintain the political balance between the empires that 
surrounded the country. The political stability influenced the cultural life, in terms of an 
unprecedented circulation of books, scholarships, sponsorships, donations and people. 
Brâncoveanu’s influence was sensed from Venice, to Jerusalem and Georgia; he received 
great appreciation for his support by patriarchs, metropolitans, politicians all over the 
world, being acknowledged as the main maintainer and supporter of the Orthodoxy and 
Byzantine politics and culture. This article underlines the large areas of influence that 
Brâncoveanu exerted as a patron of Arts, a true Maecena, in the Orthodox communities all 
over the world. 
 

Keywords: Byzantine tradition, printing, education, donation, the Academy of 
Bucharest. 
 
 
 
The time of Constantine Brâncoveanu’s reign is of a great importance for the entire 
Europe. It was a time of crisis of the European conscience, which led to ideas such 
as unity, Latinity, continuity of the Romanian people, ideas that appeared 
increasingly in the historical and religious literature of the end of the 17th century 
and become programmatic and active in the fight for earning political rights, in the 
following century (Pop 59). Brâncoveanu’s reign covered the moment of transition 
between these moments, marked by the efforts to maintain the Byzantine traditions 
and also to modernize the Romanian society in all the aspects.  

In the second half of the 17th century, Moldavia and Wallachia maintained 
close connections with the Orient, resulting in not only a movement of people, but 
also a movement of books and ideas. After the Ottoman sultans banned the Arab 
orthodox communities from using the Arab script in printing, their spiritual rulers 
searched for help and found it in the Romanian countries. Even though the help 
offered by Romanian rulers to Near-Eastern Orthodox Communities had a long 
history, during the reign of Constantin Brâncoveanu it was doubled by the intense 
activity of the ruler to promote the use of the Romanian language in the local 
Orthodox Church, as part of his strategic plan of making Wallachia a bastion of the 
Byzantine glory.  
 Constantin Brâncoveanu continued the policy of maintaining the Byzantine 
mentality regarding the role of the Romanian countries – especially of Wallachia, 
                                                           
1 Ovidius University of Constanţa.  
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which he led for 26 years – as the epicentre of Orthodox Christianity, seen not only 
in the spiritual aspect, but also in that of a powerful political force, materialized by 
common strategies and armed unions with the Western Europe. Brâncoveanu 
focused around him the forces of the Orthodoxy, reaching its most remote places. 
However, his many initiatives to maintain the Byzantine tradition “are not 
characteristic due to a displacement of interest towards the Western civilization, as 
well as due to the intensification of the tensions among the neighbouring empires, 
which restricted the political autonomy of the Romanian countries” (Pippidi 329). 
The connections with the patriarchates of Jerusalem, Alexandria, Antioch, 
Damascus, with the Christian communities in Jerusalem, Syria, Anatolia, and 
Northern Egypt are maintained through donations of money, books, embroideries, 
numerous documents, etc. Of all the charitable acts that Brâncoveanu did for the 
Oriental Orthodox communities, the most important contribution was the 
introduction of the printing art in the Arab world, a process begun by introducing a 
line of Arabic at the publishing house in Snagov, at the request of Patriarch 
Anasthasios Dabbās (Cândea 1989, 174). 

Anasthasios Dabbās2, the Patriarch of Antioch, a well-educated man, in 
Greek, Latin, Arabic, Syrian, Italian and a prolific translator and commentator, 
travelled several times to Wallachia, for different occasions: as attendee of the 
wedding of Safta Brâncoveanu, the ruler’s daughter (spring, 1700) or for the 
confirmation ceremonies for the Brâncoveanu family (1703). The Patriarch thanked 
his protector for all the financial and political help, by dedicating him the History 
of the Patriarchs of Antioch that he wrote and printed in Bucharest, in 1702 
(Feodorov 2009, 49).  

Antim Ivireanu, the famous Georgian scholar protected by Brâncoveanu at 
his Court, with the help of the Patriarch Dabbās, “engraved the types and fabricated 
the moulds of the characters which he first used to print in Snagov, in 1701, in 
Greek and Arabic, a Liturgikon (Al-Qondāk al-falāhī, 252 p.)” (Feodorov 2009, 
44), providing the expenses of Brâncoveanu himself. It is almost certain that the 
Wallachian prince offered the Patriarch, at his departure, a set of Arabic types and 
all printing implements, because the first book issued by this typography – installed 
in Allepo, Syria – in 1706, the Psalter (Kitāb al-Zabūr al-šarīf), bore, on its first 
page, Brâncoveanu’s coat of arms, “identical with the one printed in the Liturgikon 
of Snagov, in 1701” (Feodorov 2009, 45). This printing press functioned until 
1711, when Brâncoveanu’s support stopped, due to his involvement in the Russian-
Turkish war, and because the Patriarch Anasthasios Dabbās did not manage to find 
any financial support for such an expensive activity (Feodorov 2009, 50). An 
apprentice of Anasthasios Dabbās‘, Abdallah Zāhir, transferred the printing press at 

                                                           
2 The Patriarch Anasthasios Dabbās is also the translator from Greek into Arabic of 
Dimitrie Cantemir’s Divanul sau gâlceava înţeleptului cu lumea sau Giudeţul sufletului cu 
trupul, published by the author in Jassy, in 1698. The Arabic edition with an English 
translation was edited by Ioana Feodorov and published at the Romanian Academy 
Publishing House, in 2008. 
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the Melkite Monastery St. John the Baptist in Lebanon, where it functioned 
between 1734 and 1899 (Cândea, Mărturii III 207). 

Brâncoveanu’s fame in promoting Orthodoxy by cultural meanings 
determined the Georgian king Wakhtang IV to ask him for help with printed 
religious texts, therefore Brancoveanu sent a specialist to Tiflis, where he printed 
the first two Georgian books, a Gospel and a Missal (Cartojan 212). The specialist 
sent there was Mihail, son of Stephan, an apprentice of Antim Ivireanu, the 
Wallachian metropolitan of Georgian origins (Cândea, Mărturii I XLIII). 

Brâncoveanu’s intense activity in promoting and supporting the printing 
and circulation of books was recognized by the various foreign scholars, who 
offered him gifts in the same manner. The metropolitan Gennadius of Dristra 
offered to Brâncoveanu the Orations against Mohammed, by Ioannes VI 
Cantacuzenus (a copy from the 16th century); Brâncoveanu’s erudite son Stephan 
received Theophilos Coridaleo’s Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics from 
Theodoros of Trabzon. This son was also the author of several panegyrics 
published in Bucharest, by the metropolitan Antim Ivireanu: Logos panīgyrikos eis 
ton isapostolon Megan Kōnstantinon (“Panegyric for Saint Constantine”), 1701 
(Cândea, Mărturii 79, 84, 302), Logos panīgyrikos eis ton protomartyra tou 
Christou Stephanou (“Panegyric for Stephan the Great Martyr of Christ”), 1702; 
Logos panīgyrikos eis tīn endoxon Metastasin tīs aeiparthenou Theomītoros 
(“Panegyric for the Dormition of the Virgin, Mother of God”), 1703 (Cândea, 
Mărturii III 261-262). 

The noble families in Moldova and Wallachia were increasingly interested 
in sending their young boyars to study abroad, mainly in Italy and Poland. 
Brâncoveanu did more than that and offered scholarships to persons that were not 
related to his family or were not even Romanian. Such was the case of Georgios 
Chrisogonus Hypomenas, surnamed Trapezuntios, a Greek doctor and philosopher, 
or Antonios Strategos, both sponsored by Brâncoveanu to study in Venice (N. 
Iorga 1933, 31, 54); other examples regard Michail Schendos, the future doctor of 
Brâncoveanu and Nicolae Mavrocordat and Dimitrie Cantemir’s secretary, the 
Wallachian brothers Palade and Gheorghe Damian (Cândea, Marturii III 102), in 
the context of the intensification of commerce between the Greek merchants 
naturalised in Wallachia and the Venetian market (Luca, 321). Brâncoveanu used a 
large community of intellectuals in his plans of development. Sevastos Kyminitis, a 
Greek erudite educated in Constantinople and Italy, called by Şerban Cantacuzino, 
the predecessor of Brâncoveanu, to reorganize the Greek School in Bucharest, 
came there in 1689 and was not only hired, but also very much appreciated by 
Brâncoveanu. He dedicated to Brâncoveanu his translation of Aristotle’s Virtues 
and Vices into Greek (Iorga, 2002, 167). Antonios Strategos and Kyminitis 
returned to the Romanian countries after finishing their studies in Venice, and they 
will achieve the position of directors of the Greek Academy of Bucharest later, in 
the time of Nicolaus Maurocordatos. Along Kyminitis and Strategos, other Greek 
erudites were hired at this school, such as Marcos Porfiropoulos, Jacob Manos, 
Georgios Hrisogonos, Ioannes Komnenos. The last one, a former pupil of the 
famous Alexander Mavrocordatos, translated for his patron a collection of maxims 
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and also dedicated to Constantin Cantacuzino, Brâncoveanu’s uncle and close 
counsellor, a compilation about the emperor Ioannes Cantacuzenus’s life (Iorga 
2002, 186).  

Brâncoveanu ensured a stable income for the Greek Academy by using the 
interest rate of 810 thalers of 30 000 thalers deposited in a special account at the 
bank in Venice (Camariano-Cioran 34). This money was used to ensure that 
education was free and accessible for everyone who wishes to study, whether that 
person was noble or not. Brâncoveanu, in 1707, when he reorganized the School, 
and later on, Nicolaus Mavrocordatos, in 1714 underlined the free access to the 
education provided here: “Everyone can study here, without any payment” 
(Camariano - Cioran 208). Also, the money invested by Brâncoveanu was used not 
only for the salaries of the teaching staff, but also for scholarships in order to 
encourage poor but interested pupils to pursue their studies. The scholarships were 
addressed mainly for internal pupils, provided with accommodation, food, clothes 
and medical care. The noble pupil instead had to pay a certain amount of money for 
the same services, if wanted (Camariano- Cioran 212). The quality of the education 
provided here attracted students from abroad, some of them beneficiaries of the 
scholarship system initiated by Brâncoveanu in 1707. Most of them were Greek, 
from various regions, such as Epiros, Thessalia, Macedonia, Peloponessos, 
Thracia, Anatolia; others came from Bulgaria; there is evidence that Peter the Great 
sent two young scholars to study in Bucharest and other Russian and even French 
pupils were registered in 1811 (Camariano - Cioran 214). The educational system 
in Brâncoveanu’s Academy was modern, taking as model the Western curriculum; 
students were introduced to literature, history, rhetoric, philosophy, logic, 
astronomy, mathematics, chemistry, physics. The books prohibited in 
Constantinople freely circulated in the intellectual milieu of the Romanian 
countries. Together with the Academy of Jassy, the Academy of Bucharest, 
reorganized and sponsored by Constantin Brâncoveanu, could be consider a center 
of the Enlightenment throughout South-eastern Europe. 
 Following his mission of protector and promoter of the Orthodox religion, 
seen as an expression of resistance against the catholic and Calvinist pressure from 
the West, Brâncoveanu supported the Romanian Orthodox resistance in 
Transylvania. In 1690 the Austrians conquered Transylvania from the Turks and 
the printing house in Balgrad (i.e. Alba-Iulia) ceased to function; in 1699, 
Brâncoveanu sent Mihail Stefanovici – the same who later on was to be sent to 
Georgia - to establish a new printing house, where religious and didactic books 
where printed (Cartojan 201-211). In the preface of Chiriacodromion, the printer 
Mihail Stefanovici underlined the fact that Brâncoveanu is “the true patron of the 
holy Metropolitan Church of here, of Ardeal, and of all those who keep the hope 
under his Majesty’s mercy”3, and Brâncoveanu himself made generous donations 
of books or sent books (80 in 1712-1713) from the printing house of Târgovişte to 
Transylvania (Pop 63). He was also the protector of two scholars from 

                                                           
3 “The patron of the true higher church here in Transylvania and of all those who are 
struggling under his great mercy”.  
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Transylvania, the brothers Teodor and David Corbea, from Braşov. The first one is 
the author of Dictiones Latinæ cum Valachica interpretatione (Latin-Romanian 
Dictionary), one of the works that marked the rupture with the Slavic tradition and 
the new cultural orientation towards Western Europe (Gherman, 53). The second 
one, David, was an open opponent of the union between the Romanian Orthodox 
Church and the Roman Catholic Church (that eventually led to a new Greek-
Catholic Church) and found protection at Brâncoveanu’s Court (Bezviconi 118); he 
was sent to Moscow, on a diplomatic mission, in the context of the Russian-
Turkish conflict, together with Teodor and other erudite foreigners used by 
Brânconveanu in his political purposes. 
 The cultural enterprises that Brâncoveanu exerted from Venice, to Syria 
and Jerusalem were strictly linked to his political strategies, of resisting the 
Ottoman Empire and maintaining the diplomatic balance between the Russian, 
Habsburgic and Ottoman Empire. He invested an enormous amount of power, 
influence and money to protect the Orthodox communities in Europe and Asia, 
against the Catholic, Protestant or Muslim pressure. Brâncoveanu also offered 
political and cultural protection for the Romanians in Transylvania, ensuring the 
circulation of books and printers, in order to sustain their efforts of preserving their 
national identity and Orthodox religion. Constantin Brâncoveanu attracted foreign 
scholars to Bucharest, whom he very much praised, and used them for his cultural 
aims and as diplomatic agents. His long and intense activity as a Romanian 
Maecena, a “patron of culture” (Duţu 159) ensured him the respect of many 
religious and political personalities of the moment and made him a crucial figure in 
the Romanian culture. Brâncoveanu is the leader in a cultural model that irradiates 
from Bucharest to the West and East, concentrating all his efforts in helping the 
Orthodoxy to preserve its privileges within the Ottoman Empire, up to the ultimate 
proof of faith, his and his sons’ martyrdom in 1714. 
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CONSTANTIN BRÂNCOVEANU IN THE CONSCIOUSNESS 
OF HIS AGE AND OF POSTERITY  

Aida Todi1 

Abstract: This article aims to analyze some of the achievements accomplished 
during the reign of Constantin Brâncoveanu – ruler, man of culture – creator of 
“Brâncoveanu’s style” in the architecture and Arts), supporter of education and printing, 
promoter of foreign languages, of Arts and Church. We also have the echoes left by the 
strong personality of the Wallachian Prince and the events he lived through, registered by 
the chroniclers of his Court (Radu Greceanu, Radu Popescu), the great scholar Dimitrie 
Cantemir and the Secretary of the Royal Chancery (Anton Maria del Chiaro), also by 
representative European figures: ambassadors, barons, men of culture, clerks: Goltz, the 
Polish ambassador in Constantinople, Andrea Memmo, the Italian ambassador, Des 
Alleurs, the French ambassador, the baron de Hochpied, the Greek metropolitan Calinic of 
Heraclea. 
 

Keywords: promoter of the Romanian culture (printing, schools, classical and 
modern languages, churches), the opening to the Balkan and European space, foreign 
diplomats and chroniclers, own architectural style – Brâncoveanu’s style. 

 
 
 

This year marks 300 years since the death of Constantin Brâncoveanu (1654-1714); 
born in an old boyar family, he was the grandson of Şerban Cantacuzino and ruler 
of Wallachia. A man of vast European culture time, he was fluent in the languages 
used at that time (Greek, Latin, Slavonic), owing this education to his uncle, 
Constantin Cantacuzino, an important representative of humanist culture in the 
Romanian space. It is a known fact that Brâncoveanu was a tireless promoter of 
culture. His reign marked a period of peace and prosperity. 

Among the sources of the time there are two chronicles dedicated 
exclusively to his years of reign (Radu Greceanu’s chronic and Brancovanian 
Anonymous), two Wallachian chronicles (Radu Popescu’s and the Cantacuzen 
Annals), Dimitrie Cantemir’s writings (Hieroglyphic History and The Events of the 
Cantacuzins and Brancovans in Wallachia), the chronicle of the Venetian 
secretary, Anton-Maria Del Chiaro (Istoria delle moderne rivoluzioni della 
Valachia).2 There must be added intern documents, like the personal writings of 
Constantin Brâncoveanu (on a calendar, edited by the historian Emil Vîrtosu3), the 
                                                           
1 “Ovidius” University Constanta. 
2 Andrei Busuioceanu, „Constantin Brâncoveanu în viziunea istoriografiei române şi 
străine”, in Paul Cernovodeanu şi Florin Constantiniu, Constantin Brâncoveanu, Bucureşti, 
Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste România, 1989, pp. 9-23. 
3 Emil Vîrtosu, Foletul Novel. Calendarul lui Constantin Vodă Brăncoveanu 1693-1704, 
Bucureşti, 1942. 
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correspondence, the registry of the Great Chancellery, the registry of the Treasury 
and other extern documents.  
 The Brâncoveanu Year (2014) occasioned in Romania numerous scientific 
and cultural events, meant to bring in the memory and attention of the 
contemporary generation Brâncoveanu’s political and economic achievements, and 
cultural aspects supported by the great prince, and his deep faith in God. 

He was elected after the death of his uncle Mr. Şerban Cantacuzino (1688), 
by the Popular Council of the Country, who considered him, as the chronicler Radu 
Greceanu says „adorned with eternal gifts”. Constantin Brâncoveanu had a strong 
influence in the economical, social, political and cultural transformations at the end 
of the 18the century. In the introduction of his chronic, Radu Greceanu wrote: 
,,Măria ta, nu răspândeşti groaza norodului precum alţi domni, ci cu dragoste te 
îngrijeşti a-ţi câştiga inimile supuşilor tăi. Zice mai departe pomenitul Democrit: 
acela care temut iaste de toţi, ci însuşi de toţi să se teamă trebuieşte.” – Your 
Grace, you do not spread the terror to the people, like other voievods, but with love 
you take care to conquer the hearts of your subjects. As the mentioned Democritus 
says: the feared of all must fear them all. 

In his timelife, Wallachia became an important European diplomatic 
center. Given the decay of the Ottoman Empire, and the bloody wars that engaged 
neighboring empires country, he managed to keep his throne, between 1688-1714, 
leading the country with understanding, gentleness and patience, wisdom and 
goodness. 

Brâncoveanu helped his and Balkan peoples in the struggle for national 
emancipation, and he also supported the Greek Church. The prince donated money, 
land, books, printing devices, religious objects to Romanians in Transylvania, to 
the Ecumenical Patriarchate, to monasteries in Athos, to sacred places in 
Jerusalem, to Mount Sinai, to Patriarchates in Antioch and Syria and to monasteries 
and churches over the Danube, in Serbia, Bulgaria, etc.  

Permanent clergymen were present at the royal court: Dionysius IV the 
Sirig, who anointed him as ruler in 1688, Dositei, the Patriarch of Jerusalem, which 
was a kind of “hyper-metropolitan” of the Romanian Land where “the strict, stern 
and fanatical defender of Orthodoxy” ruled (as Nicolae Iorga described Prince 
Constantin); Hrisant scoring, future Patriarch of Jerusalem, was a friend of the 
family, since when he was Archimandrite; he lived for a while at Brâncoveanu’s 
Court, being the teacher of his sons; Gherasim Palados, the Patriarch of 
Alexandria. From 1700, to 1704, at his Court there is also present Athanasie II, the 
Patriarch of Alexandria, whom Brâncoveanu gifted – at his departure – with the 
Arab printing machine of Snagov.  

Besides Orthodox patriarchs, a number of metropolitans and bishops, who 
encouraged the Wallachian ruler, arrived here. 

Constantin Brâncoveanu was one of the most important founders of 
churches and monasteries in the Romanian countries. Before reigning, he raised 
two churches, one at Potlogi, Dâmboviţa and another one at Mogoşoaia, near 
Bucharest. During his reign, he founded three churches in Bucharest, on the site of 
some ancient churches: the Church of St. John the Great or “the Greek” demolished 
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in the last century, the church of St. Sava Monastery, demolished in the last century 
and the Church of Saint George the New of Bucharest, existent today in the capital 
(in Brâncoveanu’s bones were deposited, in 1720, brought in secret, from 
Constantinople, by his wife, Lady Marica). 

In the summer of 1690, Constantin Brâncoveanu laid the foundation stone 
of his most dear monastery, Horezu (or “Hurezi”), dedicated to Saints Constantine 
and Helena. Together with his uncle, Mihai Cantacuzino, he built a church in the 
village Doiceşti, Dâmboviţa, in 1706, and a monastery in Râmnicu Sărat, dedicated 
to the Assumption, subjected to St. Catherine's Monastery on Mount Sinai. Among 
other churches and monasteries founded or restored by Brâncoveanu are: the 
Sâmbata de Sus Monastery, the Surpatele Monastery, Polovragi Monastery and 
Turnu Monastery of Târgşoru Vechi.4 

In addition to his care for the safety of the country’s borders, his 
remarkable work of printing and support to schools in Wallachia and Transylvania 
are to be noted, Brâncoveanu being one of the Romanian school of Scheii 
Braşovului donors. 

In 1689 he brought from Istanbul Antim Ivireanu, future Metropolitan, 
under the guidance of which were published numerous books Romanian, Greek, 
Slavic and even Arab, Turkish and Georgian. Constantin Brâncoveanu established 
in 1694, the Royal Academy of Bucharest (the Royal Academy of St. Sava), a 
superior school (“public college for earthlings and foreigners”) using the ancient 
Greek language for teaching, in the St. Sava monastery buildings. In 1707 he 
reorganized the school, with the help of the head Kyminitis Sevastos, a Greek 
scholar, followed by Marcu Porfiropol; so he lays the foundation of higher 
education in Romanian Country, endowing the institution with the necessary. In 
1707 he reorganized the Academy, setting the number of teachers, teaching 
subjects, school schedule and all necessary conditions for developing a modern 
educational process. The Academy also called the Greek Academy - by the 
language of instruction - corresponded to a Faculty of Philosophy and Letters of 
the European Universities. Thanks to modern organization, the Academy enjoys 
great prestige in the Romanian Country, and throughout Southeastern Europe, 
being frequented not only Romanian, but young Greeks, Bulgarians, Serbs and 
Aromanians. Constantin Brâncoveanu stood out as a great scholar, having at his 
Royal Court scholars from the West, also by offering scholarships to the best 
students of the Academy. In parallel with the “Academy of Saint Sava”, there were 
other schools on the premises of monasteries, using Slavonic and Romanian for 
teaching purposes - schools of the monasteries of Old St. George and Colţea, both 
in Bucharest, preparing clerks for the royal chanceries, priests and teachers. This is 
why the vast and varied cultural activity of Brâncoveanu brought him the merit of 
being called “prince of Romanian culture”. 

A number of Romanian schools were in country towns, monasteries and 
even in rural areas. In some monasteries were founded libraries, with works from 
great cultural centers of Western Europe - France and Italy. Among those, the 

                                                           
4 F. Popescu, Ctitorii brâncoveneşti, Editura Bibliotheca, Târgovişte, 2004. 
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library of Mărgineni monastery (founded by Constantin Cantacuzino, the 
Seneschal) and that of Horezu monastery, founded by Constantin Brâncoveanu. 
The existence of lexicons and some foreign Bibles, used for Bible translation, three 
hundred years ago, indicates that the prince was not only a Maecena, but also a 
creator of culture, a scholar involved directly in the spiritual life of his time. One of 
the leading scholars of the time, through his role in Greek and Romanian printing 
texts, Metrophanes of Buzau, separated the Brâncoveanu age of Matei Basarab and 
Şerban Cantacuzino age: in the preface to a Octoih of 1700 he distinguishes 
“unripe and fewer fruits” (“rodurile puţine si necoapte” from the time of Matei 
Basarab, by the “middle fruits not entirely baked nor entirely raw” “rodurile de 
mijloc, nici de tot coapte, nici iarăşi de tot crude”) from the time of Şerban 
Cantacuzino, to praise their “ripe fruits, of sweet taste” (“coapte, dulci la gust”) 
from the time of Brâncoveanu. 

In “Brâncoveanu’s cultural model”, Alexandru Duţu (1928-1999), 
Romanian researcher of the history of South-Eastern Europe (especially 16th-20th 

century), of the history of ideas and mentalities, specialist in compared literature, 
shows that prefaces to books that were supported by Brâncoveanu included in the 
first pages, a praise to the lord’s generosity; the practice was current at the time, 
but the frequency of praise reveals the qualities that Prince himself wanted to be 
highlighted.5 Al. Duţu invoked the preface to Pearls (Mărgăritare) in 1691, “where 
the chancellors of the lord, Şerban and Radu Greceanu, wrote that the Prince’s 
wish was to offer to the Romanian people the chance to study, of course through 
schools and books: <<as a true and lawful lord, struggling a lot and working with 
all costs to bring learning and science in the souls of the human kind, a thing loved 
by God and useful for the crowd, especially to our Romanian>>”.6 

From the statements of the lord’s secretaries, and some foreign scholars 
who took advantage of his generosity, underlined Al. Duţu, it is deductable that the 
common places that were indicated to appear in these praises and that they reveal 
ideas very fond to the Prince were his resemblance to Constantine the Great, so a 
continuity of a cultural tradition originated from Byzantium, also in the new era, 
inaugurated just by beginning intellectual activity, a demarcation from others who 
were the Habsburgs, Ottomans, Phanar, a paternalistic image of the reign. Thus, 
not only in writing but also in the figurative language, the recurrence of 
Constantine the Great’s image is significant”; in this respect, the scholar brings as 
argument the parallel made by Teodosie Vestemeanu, the Metropolitan of the 
country, between the qualities of the Romanian ruler and those of the Byzantine 
Emperor, in the preface to Menaion for September, 1698: “thus reaching Almighty 
Lord, with kind eye, to us, another Constantine raised now, similar in name and 
action to that one, meaning Your Majesty, entirely struggling for the Annunciation 
Day like that one, and strong guardian of the dogmas given by God, you adorn not 

                                                           
5 Alexandru Duţu, “Modelul cultural brâncovenesc” (din antologia de articole Constantin 
Brâncoveanu), Bucuresti, 1989, p. 156-169. 
6 Radu Grecianu, Viaţa lui Costandin Vodă Brâncoveanu, Note şi anexe de Ştefan D. 
Grecianu, Bucureşti: Inst. de Arte Grafice „Carol Göbl”, 1906. 
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only the politics with wisdom, but also the Church with good order, lifting and 
erecting no pyramids and statues, useless for those of ancient times, but as a second 
Zerubbabel, you lift and erect from the ground, monasteries” (“căutând dar 
atotînduratul Dumnezeu cu ochii blând spre noi, pe alt Constantin acum a ridicat şi 
la nume, şi la fapta asemenea cu acela, adica zic pe Maria ta, întru tot nevoitor 
blagocestiei, ca şi acela, şi foarte ales paznic celor de Dumnezeu date dogme, ca 
cum nu numai ale politiei cu înţelepciune chiverniseşti, ci şi ale Bisericii cu buna 
rânduiala împodobeşti, ridicând şi înăltând nu piramide şi chipuri, ca cei de demult 
spre nici un folos, ci ca un al doilea Zorovavel, foarte mari din temelie mănăstiri”). 
In the preface to a Penticostar from 1701, he repeated that “you are like the great 
emperor Constantine”. Another argument is Antim’s sermons for the celebration of 
Emperors Constantine and Helen, to whom the great church of the Hurez 
monastery – the main foundation of Brâncoveanu - is dedicated; the introduction of 
Radu Greceanu, who declared that the Prince, whose reign he described, adorned 
his life with “good acts and thus earning his good name” (his good acts are the 
houses, books, schools, meaning a program destined to create the right frame for 
the collective life, to develop the printing culture, able to spread more efficiently 
than a manuscript the civilized idea and attitude, finally, the school that forms 
humans), following the example of Constantine the Great and Justinian.7 

The prince gave a broad religious and secular construction activity, in a 
new characteristic style, called Brancovan art style or Brancovan art, a term used 
in Romanian historiography of art, for architecture and fine arts in Wallachia, 
during the reign of Constantin Brâncoveanu. It is considered that this harmoniously 
blends in architecture, mural painting and sculpture, the native tradition, neo-
Byzantine and Italian Renaissance innovative ideas. Because this time decisively 
influenced later developments, by extension, the name is used to describe works of 
art from the time of first Mavrocordats, until 1730. Historians of art often 
characterized this style by analogy with Western Renaissance, because of its clear 
rationalist structures, but its decorative exuberance also allows the use the term 
Brancovan Baroque.  

His steadfast faith in Christ is very well known, which cost him his life. 
Becoming a victim of nobles eager for honors, treacherous and ready for betrayal, 
Constantin Brâncoveanu with his four sons and treasurer Ianache ended by offering 
their pure souls to worship God. On August 15, 1714, “an hour before noon”, after 
4 years of heavy suffering, they were beheaded. Encouraging his sons, 
Brâncoveanu told them: “My sons, be brave; we lost everything we had in this 
world; at least to save our souls and wash our sins in our own blood”; and when the 
youngest son, terrified of the death of his brothers, wanted to give up, renouncing 
his faith, to be kept alive, Brâncoveanu encouraged him not to apostatise: “no one 
of our blood lost his faith. If it is possible, it is better for you to die a thousand 
times then to give up your, than to deny your ancestral faith to live a few more 
years on earth”. 

                                                           
7 Ibidem. 
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The death of Brâncoveanu and his sons left a strong impression on his 
contemporaries, with large echoes in time. They left notes about the terrible 
execution to which the Brancovans have been subjected and later sanctified. We 
give below a few such testimonies about the Saints Brâncoveanu. This series of 
testimonies were read by the Romanian actor Victor Rebenciuc on 15 August 2007, 
after the Acatist and Vespers that remembered the Holy Martyrs right in the church 
“St. George the New One”, in Bucharest (foundation and necropolis of 
Brâncoveanu *). 

Important European personalities (barons, ambassadors, men of culture) 
and some foreign travellers in Wallachia recorded the martyrdom of the 
Brancoveanu family. For example, Anton Maria del Chiaro, the secretary of the 
royal Chancery, wrote: “The Imrahor, after he communicated to Brâncoveanu the 
serious accusations from the Sultan, that he listened in dignity, ordered his and his 
elder son’s subjection to heavy tortures, to snatch from them the confession 
regarding their fortune. After they confessed everything, after five days, Sunday, 
26th of August, on the day of The Assumption of the Blessed Virgin [old style], in 
the presence of the Sultan, which kept a certain distance, the Imrahor interrogated 
again Brâncoveanu who fearless responded; then, at a signal, the executioner 
approached”. And further: “When Brâncoveanu saw [the executioner] coming with 
a sword in his hand, said a little pray and spoke the following words to his sons: 
<<My sons, be brave! we lost everything we had in this world; at least to save our 
souls and wash our sins in our own blood>>”. Del Chiaro commented the end of 
this tragic event: “After the tragedy, the Sultan turned away, and the heads of the 
slain were walked around town, on poles. A lot of people gathered around these 
bodies, and Grand Vizier, fearing an uprising, as the Turks themselves were 
terrified of so much injustice, ordered the corpses to be thrown into the sea, from 
where, in secret, they were caught by some Christians and buried into a monastery 
called Halchi, not far from Constantinople. What torments the Lady struggled 
when the news of the killing of his beloved husband and of her dear sons was 
brought to her, anyone imagine! I, who in four uninterrupted years, had the honor 
of being in the privacy of these princes, I cannot remember this terrible tragedy 
without shedding tears”8. 

Goltz, the Polish ambassador in Constantinople: “Their bodies were 
thrown to the people for all to see them, from morning to evening, then scattered in 
the waters of Pontus Euxinus. History has never had such a bloody carnage and the 
whole world trembles of the horror of the sight of this poor prince, having spent 
most of the days in the riches and glory of the world, finally ending under the edge 
of the sword, swimming in the blood of his entire family”. The ambassador Andrea 
Memmo, to the Venetian Doge: “Sunday morning the old Prince of Wallachia, all 
sons and a gentleman that he was treasurer were beheaded. Sultan himself came to 
be present at such a pitiful sight”.  

                                                           
8 Anton-Maria Fiorentino Del Chiaro, Revoluţiile Valahiei [in original: Istoria delle 
moderne Rivoluzioni della Valachia], Traducere din anul 1929 de S. Cris-Cristian, Iaşi: 
Editura Tehnopress, 2005. 
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The French ambassador in Constantinople, Des Alleurs, wrote to Louis 
XIV: “After the audience granted to the legate of Sweden, Sultan entered into caic 
and went to one his palaces on the Black Sea channel. There, on the seashore, he 
had to see the beheading of four sons and a relative of the Prince of Wallachia, 
before this unfortunate prince, who ultimately suffered the same torture himself. 
[…] They were all proposed for forgiveness, if they wanted to embrace the 
Mohammedan religion. All declined strongly, except for the youngest of the sons, 
who, seeing the heads of his brothers rolling on the ground, said that he wants to 
become Turkish”. French traveller Aubry De La Motraye, in the service of King 
Charles XII of Sweden, wrote: “The executioner put everyone to kneel, at a 
distance from one another, and ordered them to take off their hats. And after they 
allowed to say a short prayer, first he cut from a single stroke of the sword, head of 
the Lord Steward [...] and then of the eldest son. But when he raised his sword to 
behead the youngest, aged 16, he, filled with fear, asked him to spare his life in 
exchange to become a Muslim. When his father, admonishing him and urging him 
better to die a thousand times if they could, but to deny Jesus Christ, only to live a 
few more years on earth, he [Matthew] said to the executioner: I want to die 
Christian. Hit me! – The executioner immediately beheaded him as others. Finally, 
he decapitated the father too […]. Thereafter, their bodies were thrown into the sea, 
and their heads taken and exposed before the great gate of the Palace, and remained 
there for three days. So ended this unfortunate prince, after he ruled Wallachia for 
26 years”. 
 The Baron Hochpied wrote: “On August 26, in a Sunday, an hour before 
noon, at Sultan’s command, he [Brâncoveanu] was taken suddenly from the prison 
of Seven Towers. And he was taken as an evildoer, wearing only a shirt, together 
with his four sons and son-in-law - a gentleman in the Principality - which went all 
before him, walking, in the city. And in this way he was brought, near the Grand 
Serai, before the king kiosk, on the waterfront. There stood the Sultan and the 
Grand Vizier, who had come all the way from the Great Divan […].Then the Price 
was decapitated, tormenting him a lot. His head left hanging from the body, and so 
died. The six tortured bodies were taken to the streets. They were nailed to the 
Great Gate of the Serai to stay there, as the bodies of evildoers, for all to see. But 
tonight they were thrown into the sea. Of this unheard tyranny wondered not only 
the Christians, but also among some of the Turks big rumors were heard, all 
cursing and shouting that it is an inhuman wildness that has not been heard in this 
country. Not only was Sunday the day he fulfilled this cruel execution, but it was 
also great festival which Greeks celebrate in honor of the Virgin or Virgin 
Ascension. The Vizier seemed to have done it on purpose, to show his contempt for 
Christians, of whose religion belonged the dead prince. Because of this, 
unexpectedly Christians have been troubled in their pray”. 

Shortly after the killing of the five martyrs, the Greek Metropolitan 
Kallinikos of Heraclea (1726) gave an account of a Canon for Constantin 
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Brâncoveanu of Wallachia, of which four touching tropes (religious songs) were 
kept. One of tropes has this content: “Today was enlightened for the feast lovers, a 
candlestick with five candles which enlightens the faithful and the feast with five 
rays of light, of the famous Brâncoveanu with his children”. 

A mass for these new martyrs in Christ was made in Wallachian 
monasteries, circulating in manuscript. Here's a hymn from Vespers, Troparion, 
Tone 5th: “On the hidden flowers of Romania, resembling to the old martyrs, on 
the Holy Prince Constantin Brâncoveanu, together with his sons, Constantin the 
Brave, Stephan the Wonderful, Radu the Praiseworthy, Matthew the Young, but 
with a mind of an accomplished man, Ianache Văcărescu, the zealous soul … we 
all have to praise them and bless their innocence in songs, because they pray to the 
Lord to save our souls”. 

The remains of Constantin Brăncoveanu were brought in the country in 
1702 by Lady Marica, Prince’s wife, and buried in the church of Saint George the 
New, along Ion Mavrocordat. They were placed in a coffin carved in Brancovan 
artistic style and were kept for a year and a half in the altar of New St. George the 
New Church. On May 21, 1934, on the occasion of the Feast of Saints Constantine 
and Helen, the Romanian Church considered as a Christian duty to put the remains 
in the resting place, in a festive mass and processions, for all Christians to honor 
them. 

Constantin Brâncoveanu become a legend figure in the conscience of the 
Romanian people; there are legends and even a ballad collected by the writer 
Vasile Alecsandri, about the Prince. In celebration of two centuries from 
Brancovan’s death, the great Romanian historian Nicolae Iorga dedicated, in 
addition to printed lectures and the monograph in 1914, a drama in five acts, 
entitled Constantin Brâncoveanu. 

We believe that the best conclusion to this short presentation of the like of 
such personality as Constantin Brâncoveanu was, is offered by the words of 
Alexander Dutu, who said, in his mentioned work mentioned: “The content of the 
Brancoveanu’s model was related to time, as it happens, with all models, but it 
survived through the most noble of any model, artistic forms, and outlined a style. 
What keeps this style deep in Romanian consciousness is undoubtedly the sacrifice 
the great Prince who gave permanence of his work”. 
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SLAVONIC INSCRIPTIONS IN THE “BRÂNCOVENESC” STYLE 
MONUMENTS. FEATURES AND INFLUENCES1 

Ruxandra Lambru2 

Abstract: The article aims at presenting the main common characteristics of the 
mural inscriptions in the monuments built by Wallach prince Constantin Brâncoveanu. 
Apart from their Medio-Bulgarian, Russian-Ukrainian and Serbian features, the texts do 
show some influences from Romanian, i.e. influences peculiar to Romanian Script Slavonic 
(or as in Fr. «le slavon de Valachie »). Observations referring to the texts spelling and the 
saints’ names forms add up to this bird’s-eye view of the philological information to be 
found in the religious inscriptions of that time. 

 
Keywords: Constantin Brâncoveanu; Brâncovenesc style; inscriptions in mural 

painting; iconography; arts history; Slavonic texts in Wallachia; Medio-Bulgarian; 
Serbian Slavonic; Russian-Ukrainian Slavonic.  
 

 
 
The monuments built by Constantin Brâncoveanu are invaluable cultural treasures 
and represent a landmark in Romanian art and history, as well as an unending 
source of descriptions and interpretations. Hundreds of essays and studies have 
been written on the architectural style and iconographic patterns, their sources of 
inspiration, and the ways they influenced the further development of the arts in 
Wallachia. The recently inventoried mural Brâncovenesc style compounds in 
Vâlcea County (Popa et al., note 1) have presented researchers with an 
indispensable tool for further studies of architecture and painting history, of general 
arts history.  

Within that full repertory of monuments, we can find Hurezi Monastery (St 
Emperors Constantin and Elena Church), the chapel in Hurezi dedicated to the 
Nativity of the Theotokos, The Dormition of the Theotokos Church Infirmary 
(Hurezi), Mamul Monastery’s church, Holy Apostles St. Peter and Paul’s and St. 
Stephen’s Hermitages (Hurezi), the church of Polovragi Monastery, Cozia 
Monastery (the Brâncovenesc style painting), Cozia Chapel, Holy Trinity Church 
of Surpatele Monastery, Hermitage Church of the Holy Apostles St. Peter and 
Paul’s Church at Fedeleşoiu, Transfiguration Church Infirmary at Bistriţa 
Monastery, Govora Monastery’s church, Păpuşa Hermitage’s church, St. George 

                                                           
1The aim of the present essay is to give a synthetic approach to the conclusions having been 
published as the two introductive studies in Popa et al. 2008: ”Observaţii privind inscripţiile 
în limba slavonă”, pp. 27-33, and ”Observaţii privind inscripţiile în limba română”, pp. 33-
35. 
2 University of Bucharest. 
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Church of Ocnele Mari, Sărăcineşti Hermitage, Iezer Hermitage, Arnota 
Monastery’s Church.  

What is indeed new with this repertory is the fact that the religious 
inscriptions accompanying mural painting - i.e. saints names, biblical scenes titles, 
quotations from either the Bible or other liturgical books - were first transcribed 
and translated, as an integral part of the iconographic process. As already 
mentioned in our introductory Observations (Popa et al., 33), the texts are not only 
interesting as information underlying the painting and placing it into liturgical 
context, but also from a philological point of view. 

It is exactly what we are going to continue doing now, by limiting our 
conclusions to Slavonic texts. A lack of liturgical inscriptions repertories made it 
quite difficult for the epigraphist to translate (from Slavonic) or to transcribe (from 
Cyrillic Alphabet Romanian) on the one hand, and to find out the sources to the 
texts, especially for those inscriptions that have been partially destroyed, on the 
other.  

Due to the historical context, mural paintings are to be placed taking into 
account the factors determining their philological features, which had to be 
contemplated. The general background is that of Medio-Bulgarian Slavonic having 
the characteristics of Romanian context - i.e. influences coming from Serbian and 
Bulgarian and even Romanian at times. The church inscriptions are reproductions 
from the religious literature of the time or even from that of an earlier period, based 
on translations being circulated in the area. It is known that religious texts are the 
more conservative of Slavonic written material in the area. The process of copying 
and duplicating holy books did not imply any intervention with the text, so that 
based on tradition various archaic forms and expressions were being preserved, as 
compared to the secular writings (documents, acts, correspondence, law texts, etc.), 
in which numerous innovations may be found. Likewise, the Byzantine erminias 
(painting handbooks) used by the old church painters were of Southern and Eastern 
Slavic origin that had been passed down by generations almost unchanged.  

However, the texts to be found in iconography are not as repetitive in their 
motifs as one could expect. So it was rather peculiar to see that with almost each 
and every Brâncovenesc style monument graphics material and phrases could be 
found to point to different influences or the self-same quotation is written in 
different ways from one iconographic instance to another3. 

We shall further try to systematise our observations on the Slavonic texts 
repertory. So all of them present: 

 
a. Early Medio-Bulgarian features 

- the marking of voiceless /jer/ sounds in the middle of a word: vßvedenïe 
(Cozia), v´si, s´n´/sßn´, d´wi, d´ni (in almost all monuments). Such forms as ves, 
senitïe, ç¨dotrvorec (with ´>e) may also occur. 

                                                           
3 Such examples are to be found in Popa et al., 2008: 28-29. 
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- possession expressed by a Dative form: g<ospod>´ g<ospod>stv¨ewim 
(Mamul), c<a>r´ c<a>r´stv¨üwim, lik prorok›m (Cozia), vß vhki vhk›m (Polovragi, 
Fedeleşoiu).  
 
b. Russian-Ukrainian Spelling Features 

- the ü phonetic variant for OCS.: œ: vopïü (Hurezi), jadhvaÓt´ (Mamul), 
›tv´sÓd¨ (Sf. Apostoli), derÈavoÓ (Păpuşa).  

- the voicing to -er- of the OCS. liquid syllable rß: derÈavoÓ (Păpuşa), 
utverdÈenie (Govora, Fedeleşoiu), utverdi (Mamul), smerti (Polovragi).  
 
c. Serbian Slavonic Features 

- the voicing of ß > a vavedenïa (St. Stephen) 
- rendering the sign y,¥ by i: sin, ›svewenni (bolniţa Hurezilor), svetii. 
Rather few elements of Serbian spelling are to be found. Texts appearing as 

excerpts present permutation or mismatches of the jers, but this is a feature peculiar to 
both the Medio-Bulgarian and Serbian spelling. 
 
d. Romanian Language Influences 

Though rarely occurring, Romanian language influences can also be found 
in Old (Church) Slavonic inscriptions.  

- occurence of singular masculine definite article form -ul: zlato¨st¨ 
(Fedeleşoiu), masculine plural form -i: jografïi (Surpatele), feminine singular form 
-a: vavedenïa (Sf. Ştefan); Genitive feminine article form -i (<-ei): pr<h>ç<i>stïi 
(Sărăcineşti). 

- replacement of etymological form of a Slavic /jer/, to render the 
Romanian sound ă: v´skr´senïe laj´ra, stiÚå troicß (St. Peter and Paul, Cozia), 
st¥Úå troic´ (Surpatele).  

- the spelling of Slavic consonant grouping sv as sf (from the voiced sound 
v to the voiceless one f) as an influence of Romanian pronounciation, in words such 
as ›sfeweni, sfhzan, presfetïå (Cozia), ›sfewenago (St. Stephen), lefkïe (the Hurezi 
fountain).  

 
Besides these characteristics and influences that are peculiar to 

manuscripts of those times, we may consistently trace a feature that can only be 
found in mural inscriptions. More often than not saints’ names are 
written/transcribed in the Genitive singular form, as is the customary phrase in any 
Synaxarion “This day, is remembered...”: mixaila (instead of Nominative mixail), 
kalinika (instead of kalinik), wefana (instead of wefan), ï›ana (instead of ïoan/ï›an) 
etc. This confusion further generated other errors, as in the case of the name 
patrova that came to be spelled patrov (St. Stephen), because any final a was 
mistaken for the Genitive singular affix and it was not written. Another confusion 
determined by the Synaxarion structure is the transcription of the conjunction i 
“and” as if it belonged in the respective name: iav¥v (instead of av¥v), iflavïe 
(instead of flavïe), ikalinïk (instead of kalinïk), ivivian (instead of vivian). 
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We shall further make some remarks on the graphics of inscriptions. As a 
result of the difficulty of writing on a wall surface, the letters have a semi-uncial 
script, with unequal or no breaks between words. Abbreviations are extremely 
frequent, a fact which is also determined by the necessity to fit in a limited space. 
Final jers are rarely signaled, as per the graphic tradition and as they are lacking 
any phonetic value. If å is rather frequently occurring instead of h or e, as in 
Medio-Bulgarian Slavonic - for example arïå (Sts. Peter and Paul) or marïå 
(Fedeleşoiu) – this also occurs instead of æ, as in the Russian-Ukrainian one – ådite 
(Polovragi). The letter õ has more than one values in the Cyrillic script: v or u in 
words having a diphthong appearing in the initial position – especially with names 
borrowed from Greek (Constantinescu, XVII) (according to how the diphthong gL 
is pronounced in Ancient Greek and Modern Greek, respectively), see eõsevïe, 
eõlampïe, eõtixïe, and i in medial position – kalõnïk, moõsi, egõpt. We found a 
context where this letter had, within one and a single word, both i and u value: 
sõrinõ (Mamul).  

The names of Arius the heretic appears as arïe, arïå; that of Prohet Isaiah as 
ïsaiå, ïsaia (Hurezi Chapel), ïsaïa (Mamul), isaïa (St. Stephen); Prophet Moses – in 
variants like m›ise (Hurezi Monastery lounge), moise, moisi (St. Stephen, 
Polovragi), moisei (Polovragi), moisïe (Cozia Catholicon), moõsi (Fedeleşoiu), 
moisï (Govora). Some of these variants are explained by the phonetic and graphic 
innovations of Slavonic that distance themselves from the relatively unitary pattern 
of transcribing Greek names (or Greek borrowed names) to be found in Old 
(Church) Slavonic. Thus forms like arïå, ïsaiå are to be explained by the appearance 
in writing of a å instead of a h or an etymological e in Medio-Bulgarian Slavonic; 
its variant moisei is attested with South Slavic, and moisïe represents a change 
made on the pattern of other anthroponyms ending in -ie, e.g. Atanasie, Ioanichie 
etc.; the doublet moisi/ moõsi is explained by the use, though without consistency, 
of the letter õ for rendering the sound i in the medial position in a word); finally, 
the use of the letter › is indebted to the Greek orthography (9TdF−H). 

The material we considered is rather extensive, but not varied enough in its 
content to allow us to draw any general conclusions concerning the language it is 
written in. At times, we could find similarities bordering on sameness with the 
wordings and formulas in mural painting, as compared to the ones found in the 
printed editions of the respective period, where East Slavic innovations are 
prevalent. In other instances, we could find graphic archaisms indicative of the use 
of some older duplicates that preserve Medio-Bulgarian features mixed with Old 
(Church) Slavonic4. Newer East Slavic features (mainly Ukrainian) point to the fact 
that by that time, in monasteries printed books were being circulated that originated 
in Lvov, Kiev or Moscow. But these did not totally replace though South Slavic 

                                                           
4 Other specialists maintain that, for the case of religious texts in our country, Medio-
Bulgarian is just ‘an influence’ coming against an Old Slavic background, see Panaitescu 
1959: p. X.   
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patterns (mainly of Serbian origin) of the 16th century5. We can thus speak of 
scholarly-sourced influences on the printed books, the variety of which could be 
explained by the fact that Wallachian territories were lying at the crossroads of the 
Eastern and Slavic cultural areas. 

To conclude, these brief observations on Slavonic mural Brâncovenesc 
style inscriptions, we would like to stress the fact that the phonetic, morphological 
and lexical features defining them belong to the bigger picture displayed by the 
recognised manuscripts and printed books of that period. Likewise, the substantial 
inventory of saints names puts at the disposal of anthroponimy research a rich 
material to be further studied and analysed.  
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ORTHODOXY BETWEEN THE DREAM OF CONSTANTINE THE 
GREAT AND CONSTANTIN BRÂNCOVEANU'S SACRIFICE 

Cristina Tamaş1  
Carmen- Liliana Mărunţelu2 

Abstract: This paper intends to present events in the lives of both Constantine the 
Great and Constantin Brancoveanu, whose reigns, although at different times and in 
different areas, had several common features - the spread of Christianity and orthodox 
faith in southeastern Europe and the current Romanian territories, the faith in Jesus as the 
son of God and in God, faith which opened the heavens to the true Kingdom to both of 
them. The two personalities are also some remarkable examples of heroism and dignity 
managing to become models both in the history of religions and, respectively, in the history 
of the Romanian people. The authors of this article do not pretend to make an essential 
contribution to the significance of the two personalities, namely Constantine the Great and 
Constantin Brancoveanu. Our approach consists of the data we can transmit to our 
theological students who study a foreign language, so that they can transmit, in turn, in 
English and French, the huge contribution made by the two great leaders to the spread of 
Orthodoxy in Europe and also in the Carpathian-Danubian-Pontic area.  
 

Key words: faith, history, religion, baptism, martyrs 
 
 
 
The life of each Christian can be compared to a spiritual journey to the Kingdom of 
Heaven, since this is the main purpose of our existence on earth, as St Paul the 
Apostle teaches us by saying: “For here have we no continuing city, but we seek 
one to come” (Hebrews 13:14). Gradual spiritual growth in attaining the Christian 
virtues, feeding of the soul with the spiritual meaning of the words of the Holy 
Scriptures, partaking of the Holy Sacraments and performing good deeds are works 
through which our soul advances always in the communion of love towards God 
and fellow human beings. In this regard, the saints like Constantine the Great and 
Constantin Brâncoveanu are a perfect example of spiritual growth and of pursuit of 
the Kingdom of God, since they were counted worthy to follow Christ in every 
deed of their life, devoting to Him their whole existence, steadfastly keeping the 
true faith and fostering the right way of Christian living. That is why these saints 
are teachers and intercessors for us on our path to salvation, to sanctification of life 
and to achieving the Kingdom of Heaven. 

The link between religion and history is actually the spirit of a people 
"denying the revelation. Lucian Blaga thought he could appoint religion not as a 

                                                           
1 Ovidius University of Constanta. 
2 Ovidius University of Constanta. 
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generator of culture, but as an element of culture, itself determined by stylistic 
matrix."3 

The conclusion of the literary historian is that religion was accepted in 
Europe as precepts and concepts through a book that came as an external datum 
independent of the peoples’ will. 

In the fourth century the question of the age at which it would be better 
that baptism should be conducted was discussed and it was claimed that the best 
age was thirty years. The spiritual food is as necessary as bodily food and that is 
why it was decided that the sacrament of baptism by giving a name should be taken 
at an early age. In Christian baptism, death and resurrection are celebrated by 
immersing in holy water three times. Thus Jesus Christ’s death and resurrection are 
reiterated. Later, infant baptism, immediately after one’s birth, was chosen as 
baptism and was related to the newborn’s name as well as to one’s denial of Satan 
as the priest pronounces while performing the ceremony. 

Holy Baptism is the basis of the whole Christian life, the gateway to life in 
the Spirit (vitae spiritualis ianua), and the door which gives access to the other 
sacraments. Through Baptism we are freed from sin and reborn as sons of God; we 
become members of Christ, are incorporated into the Church and made sharers in 
her mission. 

Having been tormented for a long time by the wounds covering his body 
and by the almost unbearable pain that manifested hauntingly, Constantine the 
Great was possessed in the beginning by a quack to sacrifice all young children in 
the kingdom and to bathe in their righteous blood. 

Frightened by this supreme sacrifice of so many innocent lives, 
Constantine had a strange dream though signifying a good omen. The two apostles 
Peter and Paul appeared in his dream and came to advise and guide him on the path 
of salvation and healing. It was Bishop Sylvester’s voice that gave him the advice. 

 
Bishop Sylvester: First you ought to fast then you may obtain the salvation 
of the Lord through prayer, penance and tears, pondering with the 
crushing of the spirit over the sins that you have committed in your life. 
Constantinus: But that’s what I do, day and night, I pray and confess 
everything I did before the Lord. 
Bishop Sylvester: yes, but you must renounce royal purple for six days and, 
shutting yourself in a storeroom of the palace, put on the sackcloth and 
ashes, repenting, as I explained to you. 
Then command that the Christians who lie in prison as those who have 
been unrighteously tormented for a long time, should be set free. Then give 
alms to the poor as much as you can from your fortune. 
Constantinus: Promise that you’ll do it! 
Bishop Sylvester: And please, God, our Lord, help Constantinus, your 
servant, to be called and receive holy baptism.4 

                                                           
3 Dan Zamfirescu, Istorie şi Cultură. Ed. Roza Vânturilor, Bucureşti, 2003, vol. 2, p. 245. 
4 Cristina Tamaş, Scene din Viaţa lui Constantin cel Mare. Teatru. vol. III, 2007, ed. Ex 
Ponto, p. 17 
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Indeed the prayers from the Sacrament of Baptism are giving blessing, 
salvation and hope and also prophetic destinies for those who are going to become 
good Christians, lovers of Christ. Thus, Baptism means birth again, illumination, 
the beginning of the existence into God. 

While Constantine convinces others to be baptized, giving them instead 
one silver coin, the teachings of St. John Chrysostom came in his mind. 

"Let it be known that he who gives alms of honest fortune and lives by 
pleasing God and does only good deeds, is great in the kingdom of heaven. And, he 
who does not want to endure the torments, needs and oppressions of life, little is 
before God”.5 

The benefactor role of water which sanctifies by cleaning the body is 
stressed both in the historical and religious sources. The Orthodox Church 
considers water as a medium through which the Holy Spirit works on the whole 
being of man. Therefore, in the Orthodox faith, water baptism is not separated from 
the baptism of the Spirit and thus in prayer, the Holy Spirit is invoked to clean the 
water of the work of demonic powers. 

The sacrament of Baptism is the first and shortest one that, in fact, opens 
the church door. 

The akathist of Saints Constantine and his mother Helena starts with the 
help and support given by God through the heavenly sign that brought victory to 
the army of the king. 

 
The Maker of the sun and all creation was led once to the Cross. And now 
to himself He leads you, the shining star, by stars from heaven. And to you 
first He bestowed imperial power. Therefore, O most pious emperor 
Constantine, we extol you and your mother Helen the godly‐minded....6 
 
And also with the relentless gratitude of the Emperor who endeavored to 

spread Christianity. 
 "You have turned the old people of ideas and pagans into People of God, 

through divine Spirit, enlightening them with baptism bath”.7 
"Jesus answered and said: Whoever drinks of this water will thirst again 

for the water that I shall give him will become in him a spring of water flowing 
into eternal life." (John 4,13). 

Constantine was inspired, according to the Gospel of Matthew, to pray in 
secret, in a place known only by him for heavenly father will hear his prayer and 
will reward him. And during the 40 days when he drank only water and ate only 
bread, he should not be sorrowful, and should not show people that he was fasting 
but to his father that will reward him. And no matter how dark will be his body 

                                                           
5 Proloagele. tipărite prin străduinţa şi osteneala, cu un studiu introductiv şi binecuvântarea 
Înalt Presfinţitului Dr. Nestor Vornicescu Mitropolitul Olteniei, p. 257. 
6 Acatsiter. tipărit cu binecuvântarea Preafericitului Părinte Teoctist, Ed. Institutului Biblic 
şi de Misiune al Bisericii Ortodoxe Române, Bucureşti, 2006, p. 581. 
7 Ibidem, p. 588. 
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after this period of fasting and prayer, it will be illuminated internally and will then 
light out. Only the prophet said about Jesus:  

 
“He took our infirmities and bore our diseases”.8 
“The time is arrived which I have long hoped for, with an earnest desire 
and prayer that I might obtain the salvation of God. The hour is come in 
which I too may have the blessing of that seal which confers immortality. I 
had thought to do this in the waters of the river Jordan, wherein our 
Saviour, for our example, is recorded to have been baptized: but God, who 
knows what is expedient for us, is pleased that I should receive this 
blessing here. Be it so, then, without delay: for should it be his will who is 
Lord of life and death, that my existence here should be prolonged, and 
should I be destined henceforth to associate with the people of God, and 
unite with them in prayer as a member of his Church, I will prescribe to 
myself from this time such a course of life as befits his service. After he 
had thus spoken, the prelates performed the sacred ceremonies in the usual 
manner, and, having given him the necessary instructions, made him a 
partaker of the mystic ordinance. Thus was Constantine the first of all 
sovereigns who was regenerated and perfected in a church dedicated to the 
martyrs of Christ; thus gifted with the Divine seal of baptism, he rejoiced 
in spirit, was renewed, and filled with heavenly light his soul was 
gladdened by reason of the fervency of his faith, and astonished at the 
manifestation of the power of God. At the conclusion of the ceremony he 
arrayed himself in shining imperial vestments, brilliant as the light, and 
reclined on a couch of the purest white, refusing to clothe himself with the 
purple any more.”9  
 
Through the foundation of holy places of worship, the love of Church and 

nation, the rich donations offered to all Christians who were under Ottoman rule, as 
well as through the brancovenesque artistic style that was engrafted over the period 
of his time, Holy Ruler Prince Constantine Brâncoveanu followed entirely the 
example of the Holy Emperor Constantine the Great, who in the year 312 saw the 
sign of the Holy Cross in the sky, while the following year (313) gave religious 
freedom to Christians, greatly cherishing them afterwards, as well as the example 
of his mother – Saint Helen – who discovered in Jerusalem in the year 326 the 
Wood of the Holy Cross and founded numerous churches for the glory of our Lord 
Jesus Christ and for the veneration of saints. Prince Constantine Brâncoveanu 
excelled in countless Christlike acts in order to strengthen the Christian Orthodox 
church in extremely difficult times for the country. The ruler of the Romanian 

                                                           
8 Biblia. Ed. Institutului Biblic şi de Misiune al Bisericii Ortodoxe Române, Bucureşti, 
1993, p.1105. 
9 Eusebius Pamphili, (260 - 340), Preparation for the Gospel, Proof of the Gospel, 
Ecclesiastical History, Life of Constantine, Oration to Constantine. Grand Rapids, Baker 
Book House, 1981, chapter 62. 
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Country (Ţara Românească) knew that only through God's power will be able to 
keep this country within its boundaries as it was permanently threatened by the 
Habsburg Empire, Czarist Russia and Poland. 

Contemporary documents show statistically that the ruler built 19 churches 
during his reign and also rebuilt or repaired dozens of others. 

Also, for printing and propagation of the Orthodox teaching, Constantin 
Brâncoveanu held five printing houses in Bucharest, Târgovişte, Snagov, Buzău 
and Râmnic where theology books were printed, these being books advocating for 
the defense of the orthodox teaching against Calvin and Catholic mission in 
Transylvania and other regions. 

The Prince knew the life of Transylvanian Romanians, especially the 
pressures to which they were subjected. Constantin Brâncoveanu founded several 
monasteries and churches in Sâmbăta, Făgăraş, and Ocna Sibiu in Transylvania 
too. But, besides these foundations, the Prince of the Romanian Country 
encouraged the residents of this area through letters for resistance and not to depart 
from faith. 

“Priests from Brasov and other old Schei dwellers, we pray God to 
strengthen you and protect you in the ancestral and pious law so that you may 
preserve and guard it clean and untouched.”10 

As a ruler of the Romanian Country, Constantin Brâncoveanu also 
supported the orthodoxy in the Southeast of Europe and in the Middle East, 
because in that period except Russian Orthodox Church who was free in its 
missionary activities, all other churches were in great financial difficulty. Therefore 
the Romanian ruler sent financial aid, but also books, religious works, works of art, 
embroideries at Constantinople and Jerusalem, Antioch and Patriarchate of 
Alexandria, Georgia and at Mount Athos. At Snagov Monastery he printed a 
Missal in 1701 and a Book of Hours in1702 in Greek and Arabic for Antioch. 11 In 
Syria he sent an Arabic printing press that prints the first psalter in Arabic in 1706 
with the coat of arms of the Romanian Country and the initials of the Romanian 
ruler Constantin Brâncoveanu.12 Printing a book about saints and their deeds as 
well as the Bible was considered a crime in the era of high spiritual feeling being 
assimilated with the building of a church. That is because a holy book was also 
considered to be a work dedicated to God without which prayers were not possible. 
And any church that is the Lord's house was not completed until after it was 
endowed with the “Gospel” expressly designed for this church.13 In this way, 
Romanian language is gradually introduced in religious culture during services, 
thus replacing Slavonic. The book that profoundly affected the whole edifice of the 
                                                           
10 Emilian Lovişteanul, Auxiliary Bishop of the Archiepiscopate of Ramnic, Between the 
Joy of Life and the Gift of Immortality, Intre bucuria vietii si darul nemuririi. Sfinţii Martiri 
Brâncoveni. Ed. Sfântul Antim Ivireanul, Râmnicu Vâlcea, 2014, p.31.  
11 Ibidem. p. 32. 
12 Ibidem. 
13 Gherasim, The archbishop of Râmnic, Viaţa Sfantului martir Constantin – Vodă 
Brâncoveanu şi a celor împreună pătimitori cu dânsul.  Ed. Sfantul Antim Ivireanul, 
Râmnicu Vâlcea, 2014, p. 53 
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Romanian Orthodox Church is undoubtedly “The Bucharest Bible” of 1688 
remembered in history as “Şerban's Bible”, that even if it was printed in the last 
days of the life of Prince Şerban Cantacuzino who died in 1688, it was translated 
from Greek into Romanian and printed in Romanian in Constantin Brâncoveanu’s 
time. The Romanian Ruler felt that the Romanians could stay united as a people 
primarily through the unity of faith that would bring them together and not divide, 
which would make them understand that prayer can overcome evil and unfavorable 
periods of their lives. 
Through this belief and overall understanding of the Bible and of the sacraments 

of the Orthodox faith, but first through the sacrament of baptism, Constantin 
Brâncoveanu continues the tradition of Constantine the Great. 

Specialized literature recognizes that the printing of the Bible of Bucharest 
in Romanian is “both a monument of language but also a stupendous editorial act 
compared even with the modern printing technique”.14 

The printing of the second edition of the Bible of Şerban Cantacuzino 
meant not only a particular special moment during the reign of Constantin 
Brâncoveanu from the theological, religious and cultural point of view, but also 
from a political one in that it was one of the anti-Ottoman propaganda and 
resistance actions through culture and religion of the Romanians who were on the 
plight of independence from the Ottoman Empire. 

Constantin Brâncoveanu was and remains an open mind, a man of great 
wisdom and foresight that kept his lifelong belief in God.  

Christ’s Cross was a source of light and sacrificial love for Constantine the 
Great as well as for Saint Constantin Brâncoveanu, who, right from the beginning 
of his rule, in a rather prophetic way, predicted that he would have to suffer many 
tribulations and even death for Christ: “My service is to endure the needs and to 
suffer the hardships and even to shed my blood in the name of Christ and of God 
our Lord, for faith” (Letter to Czar Peter the Great of Russia). 
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THE PERSONALITY OF THE SAINTLY PRINCE 
 CONSTANTIN BRÂNCOVEANU  

AS REVEALED IN THE PREFACES OF THE BOOKS PRINTED  
IN HIS AGE  

 

Iulian Isbăşoiu1 

 Abstract: Three hundred years ago Saint Constantin Brâncoveanu passed away, 
the prince who was martyred with his sons and one of his subjects. The grand prince 
marked the era he ruled by a revival of the social, political and cultural life of Walachia 
acknowledged both by his contemporaries and by those who studied his life and decided in 
1992 to place him among the saints. The perfect and selfless leader had to manage in a 
period of great turmoil and to face imminent dangers for the people he led. If politically he 
had the ability to overcome all obstacles, events happened with greater success when we 
analyze his cultural achievements. To prove this statement, we have analyzed in this study 
the written record of his most important collaborators in the realm of culture: 
metropolitans Theodosius and Antim Ivireanul, bishops Metrophanes and Damascus, etc. 
In the prefaces of the printed work done in his time, they constitute a complete portrait of 
the personality of the Holy prince, appreciating all the qualities that made him remain in 
history as a culture creator and benefactor of the Orthodox Churches. 
  

Keywords: Constantin Brâncoveanu, printed work, prefaces, personality, culture, 
Orthodoxy  
  
 
 

Introduction 
 
The genealogical descent of the great ruler of Wallachia, Constantin Ioan Basarab 
Brâncoveanu, combines two chief families in the history of the Romanian people: 
the Basarab family, on the paternal side, and the Cantacuzino, after the mother. The 
context in which Brâncoveanu became prince of the Romanian Principality was 
very favourable due to factors that influenced this ascent to the throne: family 
lineage, as mentioned above, social status - he was already a high dignitary, his 
moral status - his character being well known, the support of the boyars and of the 
Ottoman representatives in Bucharest and the testamentary desire of Şerban 
Cantacuzino, the ruler, his uncle, who appointed him as his heir if he died before 
his son became major (Meleacă 12). 

His reign was covered a period of transformation at regional level, and the 
situation required an attitude that brought a prudent and intelligent relationship 
with the states. Thus, for twenty years he followed the direction offered by Şerban 

                                                           
1 Ovidius University of Constanţa.  
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Cantacuzino2. Brâncoveanu continued with a wise policy and kept in touch with the 
four great capitals Vienna, Constantinople, Moscow and Warsaw. His attempts to 
maintain a balance in foreign policy through involvement in various conflicts 
among the great powers brought him isolation and a struggle with the Cantacuzino 
family (Cernovodeanu 136-137), who did everything to overthrow him. Thus, the 
Turks responded to the desire for change of the prince by the Cantacuzino family 
and in 1714, on 24 March, Brâncoveanu was arrested together with his family and 
taken to Constantinople. In its place was called Şerban Cantacuzino, who sent 
witnesses to Constantinople to speak against Brâncoveanu and his family. The 
prince and his sons were thrown into prison and subjected to various tortures to 
yield their wealth. On August 15, 1714, Brâncoveanu with his four sons and the 
counsellor Ianache Văcărescu were beheaded. 

 
I. Economic, religious and cultural life during Constantin 

Brâncoveanu’s reign 
 

From an economic perspective, through the reforms implemented, Prince 
Constantin Brâncoveanu removed the abuses made by the governors with the fiscal 
duties (Bălan 25). The state of economic stability by increasing the production of 
crafts, of the cultivated land surfaces, lead to a continuous increase of the quality of 
life. 

On the cultural – religious level, the age of Constantine Brâncoveanu 
remained a reference period in our history. Chronicler Radu Greceanu presents the 
prince as a spring of good deeds, which resulted in the cultural heritage, which he 
bequeathed through architectural buildings, educational institutions and printed 
books. He founded churches and monasteries all over the country and abroad 
(Mamul Monastery, the Monastery of Râmnicul Sărat, that of Ocna Sibiului, that of 
the Sâmbăta de Sus Monastery (in Transylvania). At Constantinople, he built the 
Church of Saint Nicholas in Galata. At Mount Athos, he built a chapel at the 
Monastery of St. Paul’s. Also, in Bucharest he founded the church of the 
Monastery of St. George - the New and the churches St. John the Great and that of 
St. Sava Monastery (both now demolished). 

In the field of education, the structure of the system was developed at both 
higher and elementary levels. Instruction was conducted both in Romanian and in 
Slavonic and Greek, thanks to printed books. Higher education was targeted at 
bringing students from the Balkans, for it was taught in Greek. An important role, 
as already mentioned, in the development of culture in this period consisted in the 
activity of four printing houses: Bucureşti, Snagov, Râmnic şi Târgovişte. Here 

                                                           
2”Brâncoveanu’s policy - at least for almost two decades - but it cannot be dissociated from 
that of the influence of the Cantacuzino family, among whom the most brilliant 
representative was the scholar Stolnic Cantacuzino, a true mentor, helping the former to 
mature and gradually, to acquire the art of statecraft”, Paul Cernovodeanu, ”Coordonatele 
politicii externe a lui Constantin Brâncoveanu”, in vol. Constantin Brâncoveanu, Bucureşti: 
Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste România, 1989, p. 123. 
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were brought “a number of proofreaders, engravers, translators who formed a true 
‘world of books’, interested in the philological work fed by the confrontations of 
the version to achieve a correct version Romanian and therefore an accuracy of 
terms and a life of concepts” (Duţu 161). It was the most prolific period in history 
in terms of the printed book, secular and religious books in Romanian and Greek, 
Georgian and Arabic being printed. Thus, in the age of Constantine Brâncoveanu 
were published over ninety books under the supervision and work of printers and 
translators: the Şerban brothers and Radu Greceanu; Hrisant Notara, Dosithei 
Patriarch of Jerusalem, George Radovici, Constantin Cantacuzino, Antim Ivireanu, 
Bishop Metrophanes, etc.3. Brâncoveanu’s reign started with the emergence of the 
Bible, the first edition in Romanian (the integral version). The printing work is led 
by the great printers of the time: Metropolitans Antim Ivireanu and Theodosius and 
Bishops Metrophanes and Damascus. 

Most printed books were embellished by the prefaces of those who wanted 
to thank the Prince for his support in building these acts of culture. These prefaces 
include expressions and information about the personality profile of the Saintly 
Prince Brâncoveanu, who we will present in this study, analyzing the most 
important of these prefaces4. 

 
II. Brâncoveanu, an altruist creator of culture  
 
Among the qualities proved by the Holy prince Brâncoveanu, altruism is 

found prominent. He proved to be a supporter of the congregation that God gave to 
him to guard. For this, Bishop Damascus of Buzău praised him, bringing him 
reverence for his care: “We, as the little ones, mean to give those by God crowned 
with authority, the honour and thanks indebted, as carriers of goodness for the 
community”5. 

The ability which he proved in choosing collaborators in all areas but 
especially in terms of cultural activity in particular brought praise from those he 
promoted. The words of the Hieromonk Antim Ivireanul represent the expression 
of the latter’s respect for all the benefits he enjoyed from the prince: “Blessed, 
enlightened and glorious prince and protector of all the faithful Romanian 
Principality (Wallachia). Good and Christian Ioan Constantin Basarab Voivode, 
my benefactor and merciful lord ...“6. Bishop Damascus of Buzau also gives us 
information on his election as bishop: “For by the will of Christ you took me and 
raised me to guide His flock, not by any worthiness of mine - that I do not know 
any such honorable deed - but according to great mercy of Your Highness”7. 

                                                           
3 Brâncoveanu şi epoca sa, Editura Bibliotecii Naţionale a României, Bucureşti, 2008, p. 4. 
4 For analysis we have used two bibliographical sources: Colecţia de carte veche de la 
Biblioteca Digitală a Bucureştilor, abbreviated as CRV, and Ioan Bianu et Nerva Hodoş, 
Bibliografia Românească Veche, volume I, Bucureşti, 1903, abbreviated as BRV. 
5 Apostol, Buzău, 1704, CRV 144, B.R.V, p. 456 . 
6 Psaltire, Bucureşti, 1694, CRV 96, BRV, p. 336. 
7 Apostol, Buzău, 1704, CRV 144, BRV, p. 456.  
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The involvement of the saintly prince remained not only at the level of 
decision, through the desire to print certain books necessary for culture, for 
education or the worship of the Church, but he also supported the material 
appearance of these works. Antim Ivireanul appreciates the prince’s generosity 
saying, “many true Christian and God-pleasing and useful to the souls books were 
given of Your Highness's expense for the benefit of the community”8. The same 
attitude is mentioned in the preface of books printed in Greek, in which we find a 
message addressed to the saintly prince Constantin Brâncoveanu. This comes from 
Archimandrite Hrisant Nottara who praises the ruler who “leads alone with 
happiness the destinies of this race (of this people, our note)”, saying that “all the 
expense was magnanimously given by Brâncoveanu, flower of light, nourisher of 
mercies. For the spirit and work needed such a man, a distinguished hand, gift of 
the love of Christ”9. 

 
III. Brâncoveanu, the new Constantine the Great, the fruitful tree of 

Orthodoxy  
 
When a person's actions impress those who are near him, and they are 

expressed in written texts, there arise texts which list epithets and comparisons that 
can be considered subjective, if we look at the relationship of obedience to the 
prince of those that write. History has shown, however, that these assessments are 
objective and they outline the personality of the ruler. Antim Ivireanul does not 
hesitate to compare Brâncoveanu with Ptolemy, king of Egypt: “So how much 
payment do you count, enlightened Lord, to take from the rich and give God for 
these divine and useful printed books of the New Testament? Great and immortal 
honour was taken by Ptolemy, king of Egypt, for the interpretation of the Bible in 
the Greek language. And Thy Highness greater honour and payment will make in 
this world and the next, because the New Testament of the Saviour, being 
interpreted in the earthly language, with the expenditures of Your Highness you 
printed and gave for the use of people”10. 

Theodosius, the Metropolitan of Ungro-Wallachia, brings words of thanks 
to Constantin Brâncoveanu in the preface to the Menaion in September, and likens 
the ruler to Emperor Constantine the Great saying that: “One was the great and 
near the Apostles Emperor Constantine, who brightened the world ... God merciful 
looking gently at us raised another Constantine, similar in name and work with the 
former”. He also brings praise to the king presenting him as the “guardian of the 
divine dogmas, founder of churches and monasteries in the glory of God”. The 
prince is also called “the second David in terms of gentleness”, a devout and 
faithful prince. The intervention that Prince had for the translation into Romanian 

                                                           
8 N.T., Bucureşti, 1703, CRV 139, BRV, p. 449.  
9 Meltie Sirigul, ”Întâmpinarea la principiile catolice şi la chestiunile lui Chiril Lucaris şi 
Dositei, Patriarhul Ierusalimului, Manual contra rătăcirii calvine”, Bucureşti, 1690, BRV, p. 
300. 
10 ”Noul Testament”, Bucureşti, 1703, CRV 139, BRV, p. 450. 
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of the Minees “with kind eyes, like Ptolemy” was well received by the sages of his 
time, who followed him and took his to dream of fulfilment. With this attitude, the 
Prince won in this life “help and guardianship from the blessed angels, apostles, 
martyrs and saints, and Our Lady, Mother of God, Mary the Virgin, God Christ the 
only saviour of the world, whose canons and praise they printed for Romanian 
churches, to be understood by everybody”11. 

Theodosius, in the preface of the Pentecostarion printed in Buzau, 
mentions that this book does nothing else than to imagine the Pillar of Simeon, but 
not “made of stone but of divine books and full of praise ... reaching up to the sky, 
on top of which not one but all the saints are guarding him” 12. Brâncoveanu 
secured through this column a scale to God, through which he will reach “the true, 
unseen land of promise, that is the Kingdom of Heaven”. He makes God happy 
through good work, perfect wisdom, brave soul, justice, truth, purity, “the 
gentleness of prophet David”, forgiveness, forbearance and mercy as a follower of 
St. John the Merciful. He is once more likened to Emperor Constantine, “by the 
love of faith”13. 

Butler Constantin Sarachini, as he signs, presents Constantin Brâncovenu 
as a flowering tree: “therefore your great kindness is adorned with all kinds of 
flowers that do not rot, do not pass and do not fade easily, such as the Rose and the 
lilies, the sapphire and others, but with the goodness of fertile flowers, and sweet-
smelling flowers ... In the divine orchard of the soul of Your Highness (of the 
blessed soul) justice blushes like a rose, manhood whitens like a lily, wisdom is 
darkened like the hyacinth, purity shines like the narcissus”14. He is full of the 
flowers of gifts: love, joy, peace, mercy, justice, truth, the opposites of hatred, of 
sadness, of anger, of injustice, of lies, etc15. 

The Bishop of Buzau, Metrophanes, begins his address to the Prince in the 
preface of the Octoechos, referring to King David who thought the man was a tree 
that blooms like a fennel and a cedar. After this comparison, he presents the Ruler 
in the following words: “In the same manner of the high cedar and the thriving and 
beautiful fennel and the blooming tree and the fruitful olive tree, you were planted 
by God, the maker of all heavenly things, you My Lord, enlightened Prince, 
planted in this garden, of the Romanian Principality”16. He appears as a tree full of 
fruits watered by Christ with spiritual water from which all collect sweet fruits and 
many are for the holy churches. “Your Highness spent on printing, as the year does 
not go without yielding divine fruit, because you are planted in the house of God 
...”17. 

                                                           
11 Mineiul, Buzău, 1698, CRV, 111, BRV, p. 367.   
12 „Penticostar”, Buzău, 1701, CRV, 124, BRV, 413. 
13 Ibidem.    
14 „Floarea darurilor”, Snagov, 1700, CRV 119, BRV, p. 394.  
15 Ibidem. 
16 „Octoih, Buzău”, 1700, CRV, 120, BRV, p. 398. 
17 Ibidem. 
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IV. The prince as supporter of the sister Orthodox churches 
 
The altruism and kindness of Constantin Brâncoveanu exceeded the 

borders of the country that he led. He took care of the needs of the Orthodox 
Christians from other places whom he helped with the printing of religious books 
in their language, whose expense he paid. The praises brought by Athanasius, 
Patriarch of Antioch, in the preface to the Missal, for the “wise, humane and 
pleasing to God” government leading the country guarded by God and the Prince, 
presents the saintly Prince Constantin Brâncoveanu as one of the greatest rulers of 
the time18. The patriarch also mentions the “holy and royal” buildings, churches 
and monasteries, and other buildings of public institutions established “for the 
benefit and welfare of the inhabitants”. He could not overlook the cultural 
institutions established by ruler “especially high schools and primary and 
secondary schools of special sciences and teachings, with Greek schools, Slavonic 
and local (Romanian); for all and for these languages (you did) the printing” 19. He 
appreciates the ruler according to his actions as “the firstborn of all Orthodox 
rulers”, full of nobility, of brilliant name, a man who helped many Apostolic chairs 
with different gifts. The request for help came from the interest that the ruler 
showed for the residents of Antioch20. Athanasius also addressed a word to those 
he led by telling them that God directed his steps from “the City of God, Antioch in 
the reign of Ungro-Wallachia, as a result of the famous rumors of heroic virtues 
and brilliant victories of the one who reigns there, the all too faithful Lord and 
guardian of the whole Wallachia, Prince Voievode Constantin Brâncoveanu, whose 
name and memorable manner remind us of the Holy Martyr Emperor Constantine. 
He tells them that reaching here he was treated “with reverence and humanity” by 
the ruler. When he characterizes the ruler he uses names such as “his brilliance” or 
“His Highness”, “the all faithful ruler and guardian” with “an honest name” 21. 

The same words of praise are addressed by Patriarch Athanasius in his 
preface to the Psalter, in which he personally thanks the “great hero, the respected 
prince, Constantin Basarab Brâncoveanu, illustrious noble prince of Ungro-

                                                           
18  “So if others were in the world, worthy in these transient times, and faithful and 
virtuous, Lords and Kings, it appears that none was so praised by God and all men, by his 
own and foreign of Lords and Kings; as it arose in our time out of the chosen of the nation, 
as a sun throwing rays, your honest brilliance guarded by God, in this reign guardian of the 
Blessed Ungro-Wallachia, by your praised goodness and guarded by God, stretching your 
intellectual rays of bright virtues worldwide as a magnet that attracts everyone towards your 
benefits. Therefore, we at the outskirts of the earth and of the city of Antioch, hearing of 
your God enlightened virtues, I ran and came with all haste in this most blessed city, to see 
and learn in those facts that we heard from far, just as the ancient queen of the east came to 
see the wisdom of Solomon”, Liturghier greco-arab, Snagov, 1701, BRV 130. 
19 (BRV, 428) 
20 Liturghier greco-arab, Snagov, 1701, CRV 130, BRV, p. 471, preface in French, 
translation from Arabic by Gaudebroy - Demombynes. 
21 Ibidem. 
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Wallachia, our powerful and spiritual beloved son” 22. For this gift to Syrian 
Christians, they call him a “magnificent hero” like the Holy Prophets who carried 
alms for their brethren in the land the Jews who were under occupation. In the 
same manner, Holy Brâncoveanu did charity for the Christian Arabs through the 
Psalter showing his generosity23. He is also called “an intermediary (mediator of 
God) who brings aid” and the book is “a product of the generosity of Your 
Highness” as the representative of God who “would have you put in the place of 
Moses to show through your person universal goodness for the Orthodox people” 

24. 
 
V. Brâncoveanu – as a faithful ruler, caring for his people and the 

church 
 
In the preface to the Pentecostarion from Buzau, addressed to the Prince by 

Metropolitan Theodosius, the latter says that God works in the world through the 
gifts of the Holy Spirit that He gives to the people, who looking at the world 
“regarding the exquisite gifts, the Holy Spirit found the good and innocent soul of 
Your Highness, and he wanted to blow into it the plenitude of his gifts, of which as 
if from a fountain continually flowing sprang so many good things in the world”. 
By printing this book, the Prince meets the demand received from God: “The Spirit 
of God upon me because he has anointed me to preach to the poor (Luke IV, 
18)”25. 

In many places in the preface he was called “faithful”26 and “guardian of 
the true faith”27. 

Words of appreciation regarding the ruler’s piety are testified in preface to 
the Philosophical Sayings, the Apostles’ Manual, which says that the prince is 
respected for his pious life28. He praises the ruler calling him “supporter and good 
maker”29 and also “father of good policy maker”, “all enlightened help”, who 
supports them with his mastery, he guards them with his love and protects them 
with his wisdom: “you watch that we live without trials; you labour so that we rest 
quietly, you make sure to have everything we need. And if all subjects enjoy a 
happy life in your days peacefully, if they have everything they need to live, if 
undisturbed they breathe the air, if they increase in wealth, and live without fear 
and other needs in their homeland, this is the parental gift of your kindness ... 
because you work all day and night so that they all win happiness”30. 
                                                           
22 Ibidem. 
23 „Psaltirea arabă”, Alep, Siria, 1706, BRV, p. 472. 
24 „Psaltirea arabă”, Alep, Siria, 1706, BRV, p. 473. 
25 „Penticostar, Buzău”, 1701, CRV, 124, BRV, p. 400. 
26 „Ştefan Brâncoveanu, Cuvânt panegiric la Marele Constantin”, Bucureşti, 1701, 
Bucureşti, BRV, p. 420. 
27 „Evanghelie greco-română”, Bucureşti, 1693, CRV 95, BRV, p. 333. 
28 „Pilde filosofice, Târgovişte”, 1713, BRV, p. 487. 
29 Ibidem. 
30 Ibidem, p. 488    
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Antim Ivireanul, in his introductory speech to the Psalter, printed in 
Bucharest, mentions the prince’s involvement in church life by offering many 
material and spiritual gifts, bringing spiritual fruits for the people to drink. Among 
these fruits, there is the Psalter now printed and adorned more than the other 
editions so far printed in Romanian “for the benefit and purpose of those who will 
read”31. Special words are addressed to him by Metropolitan Theodosius of Ungro-
Wallachia, showing himself satisfied that the land is no longer under foreign rule 
but “now we are on our land and rightfully tended to peace under the rule of a 
gentle ruler”32. He considers the prince a charismatic leader, telling him that “you 
really adorned thy glorious generations of ancestors, of the Basarab family, being a 
good prince of the well-kept Romanian Principality, which had no other better 
prince from its establishment until today”33. 

Metropolitan Theodosius especially thanked him for the permission to print 
the “Triodion, a honey-giving book”, a very useful book for the soul. He likens this 
gift with the gifts we receive from God without asking them: “Your Highness are 
like God, and like Him you often give us all help without asking, in the same way 
My Prince, for anyone, justice, care and patience, so you fulfil the needs of the 
church, taking care of to what is missing from them”. So you printed the twelve 
wonderful books. You gave the Octoichos to light...”. He also mentions the 
printing of the Holy Gospel and the Orthodox liturgies34. 

Prince Constatin Brâncoveanu places in the centre of his policy the 
attention, says Serban the scribe, to ancestral faith “His Majesty taking the model 
of Emperor Marcian who wrote to the Council of Chalcedon the following: ‘More 
honorable than all the political things we consider to bear care for the true and holy 
faith ... all outer things being left out for later, lover of God our voievode (the 
prince), put forward this (the printing of this gospel our note)’ 35 that he sends ‘not 
only to a faithful person but to all believers; nor he wrote it with his hand but wrote 
it with slabs (of the printing press), he did not close its richness in small pebbles, as 
were those in which Moses wrote the law, some of which being crushed, while 
others being closed in the ark, but on the slabs of the Holy printing, for the use of 
the whole church of Christ36. 

Also Bishop Metrophanes brings praise for the printing of these twelve 
books because “you not only filled a gap, but you gave them all a gift and now the 
priests acquired this treasure helpful to the soul”37 and that being “merciful and 
inclined to the spiritual nature and the church” he allowed the printing of the 
Psalter38. 

                                                           
31 „Psaltire, Bucureşti”, 1694, CRV 96, BRV, pp. 336-337.  
32 „Triodul, Buzău”, 1700, CRV 121, BRV, p. 405. 
33 „Penticostar, Buzău”, 1701, CRV 124, BRV, p. 413.   
34 „Triodul, Buzău”, 1700, CRV 121, BRV, p. 408. 
35 „Evanghelie greco-română”, Bucureşti, 1693, CRV 95, BRV, p. 333. 
36 Ibidem, p. 332 - 333. 
37 „Octoih, Buzău”, 1700, CRV, 120, BRV, p. 400.  
38 „Psaltire, Buzău”, 1701, CRV 139, BRV, p. 415. 
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 Every time the authors of these prefaces ended with the exhortation to 
believers to “pray to our Lord Jesus Christ to defend and guard the enlightened and 
loving of Christ the Voievode (prince), along with all of the members of his large 
household and for his health and peaceful life” 39, to make him worthy of singing 
with the angels and saints, and to “live with Christ in the Holy Spirit, which comes 
down from the Father in the prayers of Our Lady, Mother of God, and ever-Virgin 
Mary” 40. 

 
Conclusion 
   
The personality of the saintly prince Constantin Brâncoveanu was 

dominant in Eastern Europe the end of the seventeenth century and the beginning 
of the eighteenth century, through the influence he had on these territories 
politically and culturally. The attitude that he had to defend the Romanian territory, 
for the welfare of the people and cultural development, was appreciated by his 
close collaborators every time they had a chance to express it. 

A special occasion for expressing gratitude and portraying this character, 
emblematic of Romanian history, was offered by the printed work that was 
published in his time, in whose prefaces we found evidence expressed in a 
laudatory manner, which refer to all the spiritual and material efforts submitted by 
Holy Brâncoveanu for the benefit and the culture of his country and of other 
peoples. 

He is the faithful ruler of his Church, a generous and benevolent one, who 
gathered around him a host of men of culture with the help of whom he set up 
cultural centers, in which were published over ninety books. His generosity crossed 
the borders of his country and materialized in donations of prints and printing 
materials for the Christians from Greece, Georgia and Syria. 

These facts made the people who were the beneficiaries to eulogize him by 
epithets and comparisons that we rarely encounter as addressed to a ruler. All these 
considerations made a profile of the one that the Romanian Orthodox Church 
placed among the saints through canonization, which took place in 1992. 
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CONSTANTIN BRÂNCOVEANU AND THE BYZANTINE EPINOIA 

Adriana Cîteia1 

Abstract: In the Christian tradition the martyric model was a stimulus of the 
spiritual life, it has ensured the cohesion of the Christian community, and was the source of 
a lifestyle inspired by Christ the Savior, Apostles and Saints, and the source of a modality 
of considering and understanding one’s relation with himself and with the others - epinoia. 
In the Christian thinking, epinoia is closely related to makrothymia, a neotestamentary 
noun which designates the Christian virtues: forgiveness, kindness, humbleness, and 
depicts the Christian’s attitude to the world, the ability to endure any trial not with 
resignation, yet with hope. The decline of Byzantium- parakme was motivated by the 
mentality of the Turks, sins of the Christians and punishment of God. Ducas thus explains 
the elements defining the Byzantine epinoia. Epinoia – the Byzantine mentality thus 
maintains, throughout the centuries, its neotestamentary meaning, of traditional way of 
thinking, political and religious attitude funded on the Christian identity. 

 
Keywords: epinoia, attitude, identity, community, makrothymia, parepidemia, 

optimism, mentality, parakme, punishment. 
 
 
 

Assuming of the Martyrdom  
a. Neotestamentary Roots  

 
In the Christian tradition the martyric model was a stimulus of the spiritual life; it 
has ensured the cohesion of the Christian community, and was the source of a 
lifestyle inspired by Christ the Savior, the Apostles and Saints, and the source of a 
modality of considering and understanding one’s relation with himself and with the 
others - epinoia2. In the Christian thinking, epinoia is closely related to 
makrothymia, a neotestamentary noun3 which designates the Christian virtues: 
forgiveness, kindness, humbleness, and depicts the Christian’s attitude to the 
world, the ability to endure any trial not with resignation, yet with hope4. 

Assuming the martyric act is a fundamental element of Christian 
parepidemic identity, it is a form of expressing the eschatological optimism 
characteristic to the Christian mentality: 
Ephesians 4, 17; I Corinthians 4, 16: “Therefore I urge you to be imitators of me as 
I also am of Christ”. 
Ephesians, 5, 1: “Be imitators of God, therefore, as dearly loved children”. 

                                                           
1 „Ovidius” University of Constanţa. 
2 Acts of the Apostles, 8, 22. 
3 Romans 2,4; 9, 22; II Cor. 6, 6; Gal. 5, 22; Efes. 4, 2; Col. 1, 11; 3, 12, etc. 
4 Col. 1, 11; II Cor. 6, 4-7. 
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II Thessalonians, 3, 7: “For you yourselves know how you ought to follow our 
example”. 
Hebrews, 13, 7: „Follow the faith”. 
Philippians, 3, 17: “Join with others in following my example, brothers, and take 
note of those who live according to the pattern we gave you”. 
 

b. Byzantine theological and political fundaments (Cîteia 2014, 142-147) 
 
The Byzantine apocalyptic literature has described the distressing image of 

the Christian land invaded by the tribes of Ismael. The people of God will yet find 
its salvation together with the Parousia. The Islamic aggression was thus given a 
psychagogic role: that of opening the way to God’s kingdom. The victories of 
Islam are transitory and have the role to bring back in the hearts of Christians the 
fear of God and the trust in Divine justice. In this type of literature reside a 
parenetic intention and also a feeling of numinous (Rudolf, passim) - of fear 
determined by the Divine immanence. 

Significant in this effect is a paragraph from the Turkish-Byzantine History 
of Ducas (XXIII, 8) (Ducas 175). The chronicler presents the “ancient mentality of 
the Turks”- which, like no other people, have had only victories. The author’s 
explanation does not cross the theological border: the victories of the Turks will 
not cease until the Christians will receive in their hearts the fear of God. The fear 
of committing a sin and the fear from the punishment is constantly present with 
Ducas: “For we sin against divinity... and this is why we were left at the will of 
those that know no God and we are rightfully punished by them, since good and 
right is the decision of God.”  

Thus, the decline of Byzantium- parakme was motivated by the mentality 
of the Turks, sins of the Christians and punishment of God. Ducas thus explains the 
elements defining the Byzantine epinoia. Otherwise, Ducas uses the image of the 
Babylonian slavery to evoke the spirit state of the Byzantines faced to Turkish 
army (XXXVII, 9). To describe the fall of Constantinople he chooses the old 
literary technique of centone, the model being represented by Lamentations of 
Jeremiah (XLI; 3-4). Paragraph XXXVIII, 10 overlaps the image of the “Latin 
apocalypse” on the image of the “Ottoman apocalypse”. Between the Turkish 
turban and the Latin tiara the Constantinople hopeless people seem to prefer the 
Latins which “pronounce Christ’s name and that of the Mother of the Lord”, while 
the grand duke declares that “it is better for him to know that in the middle of the 
city rules the Turkish turban” (XXXVI, 10). At the end of its history the Byzantium 
was defining its hereditary enemies.  

Laonic Chalcocondil (Expuneri VII, 231) reminds about a prophecy known 
around Constantinople: “Once the enemies would have entered the city up the 
Taurus plaza, closely following the city people and forcing them to return to the 
battle, they will be evicted by the people, who will keep the city”. 

The chronicler was convinced that the prophecies of the Sybil were true 
and believed in the prophetic qualities of Basileum Leon the 6th the Philosopher 



51 IJ
C

C
SE

C
   

Sp
ec

ia
l I

ss
ue

, 2
01

5 
   

(886-912), the author of a list of emperors ending with John the 8th Palaiologos 
(Expuneri VII, 236)5. 

 
 Constantin Brâncoveanu and the Byzantine epinoia  

 
Just like Constantine Porfirogenetos, Brâncoveanu was accepted “with 

great difficulty to take over the yoke of governance” (Iorga 174-175), considering 
himself as “unworthy” (Pippidi 329). The Christian humbleness, the “dreadful 
times of battle” mentioned in the inscription from the Royal Church in Târgovişte, 
yet also the conformation to the Byzantine model have determined Brâncoveanu 
not to accept rulership right away. “Uncertain and troubled times”, “poor country 
subject to extinction in case the Tatars attack” (Iorga 174-175; Pippidi 330) are 
political formulas which remind of the atmosphere in the byzantine chronicles of 
the 13th to 15th century. 
 The treaties with Russia, as a continuation of the Cantacuzian tradition, the 
right to asylum on Russian territory, the fear of the offensive of the “Jesuit 
papists”, and also the taxes to Sinai, according to the model of emperor Justinian 
express the post-Byzantine political and religious mentality (Pippidi, 333-336).  

In 1709, in the context of the perspective of the Russian – Ottoman war, 
Brâncoveanu promised support to Peter the Great, but he did not help Russia 
openly (Mantran 263-264). Yet the opponents were very numerous: Mavrocordat 
wanted the throne of Ţara Românească, the French diplomacy was hostile to him, 
and the Cantacuzino family denounced his secret mailing to Vienna. In March 
1714 he was dethroned. Afterwards followed the martyrdom from Istanbul. 
 Epinoia – the Byzantine mentality thus maintains, throughout the 
centuries, its neotestamentary meaning6, of traditional way of thinking, political 
and religious attitude funded on the Christian identity. 
 The main accusation was the nakz-i’ ahd – alliance with the unbelieving 
enemies of the Ottoman Porte, and which has legitimized the dethroning and 
killing of the ruler (Panaite, 362). In the 17th to 18th centuries signing alliances with 
Hungary, Poland, the Habsburg Empire or Russia were against the statute of 
muahidin (people of the pact) still kept by the Romanians (Panaite, 364). The 
dethroning (azl), the killing (katl) were sanctions applied to rulers suspected of 
breaching a ahd ratified with the sultan (Bogdan Lăpuşneanu, Mihnea the 2nd the 
Turcit) (Panaite 375-376).  

In case of death condemnation the sultan’s dictation was legally and 
religiously justified by a fetvâ issued by the muftiu, motivated, on its turn, by the 
principles of the şeriat. The katl- the murdering of Constantin Brâncoveanu was 
considered compulsory by Imam Mahmud Efendi, any delay in enforcing the 
punishment being considered a great sin (Panaite 377). 

The apodemia of the border between Christians and Muslims, between dar 
ul Islam and dar ul keferî was the result of some political constructions, yet also of 

                                                           
5 The fragment is part of the prophets series ex eventu. 
6 Acts of the Apostles, 8, 22. 
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the religious identity. In the text of the Koran is used the term of ummah to 
designate the community of the believers in a local meaning, and also in a 
universal meaning, of the dar ul Islam, the House of Islam. According to the Koran 
and to the Islam tradition the term makes reference at the same time to the 
followers of the monotheist religions – ahl al kitab, Christian and Hebrews, and 
sometimes it designates the entire human community (Panaite 377). In a strict 
meaning, ummah refers to the Islamic community in its concrete and abstract 
dimension defined by Muhammad. In this case the distinctions between 
“civilization”- the concept of hadari means, in the literature of Ibn Haldun “to be 
civilized”, and “barbaricum”, the nomad noncivilized world, depicted in the same 
source with the noun badawi (Ahmad 123-125), are marked. 
 The Islamic religion has a pronounced societal dimension. The Koran and 
the tradition – hadith propose to guide society according to the revealed ethical 
lines, the purpose being an eschatological one. To this effect, ummah gains a 
universal dimension, all people being considered potential members of the House 
of Islam. In the Islamic social theory ummah is the result of a psychological, 
ideological and military consent. The psychological consent implies assuming the 
religious identity and implicitly the reformation of personality by the interior jihad; 
the ideological consent implies the process of conversion to Islam or of accepting 
the free expression of belief within the non-Muslim territories – dar ul harb, and 
the military consent implies the need of continuous and progressive communication 
of revealed ideas through da’ wa – invitation to adhesion, or by the exterior jihad. 

The Koran lines set a first classification of beliefs which condition also the 
political attitude towards their followers:  

a. jahiliya (ignorance) term used for the Arad polytheism, 
b. ahl al kitab (people of the books), with reference to the Zoroastrians, 

Jews, and Christians (Koran, 610-650). 
People of the books are called to accept the Koranic message for which they 
already have the needed knowledge offered by the Tawrat (Torah) and Injil 
(Gospel). 

The Koranic vocabulary has also imposed the difference between shirk, 
ishrak (associationism), followers of the associationist polytheism being named 
mushrikun, and hanif (the system of monotheist beliefs). Al-mushrikuna defines the 
political and religious opposition to the Muslim community and its leader 
(Waardenburg 3-5), as opposition to the divine unity and uniqueness (tawhid).  

After the 7th century the, non-Muslims were generically called Kufr – non-
believers. Unlike the polytheists and atheists, which had to accept the invitation to 
adhesion to Islam together with all political consequences, people of the books 
could continue the religious tradition in the dar al Islam, in case they obeyed to the 
Muslim political authority. People of the books have received the statute of dhimmi 
(non-Muslim protégées), statue refused to the mushrikun category (Waardenburg 
18-20). Yet the Islamic law makes a subtle distinction between two categories of 
dhimmi:  

-anwi- subjects by violent constraint, and  
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-sulhi- subjects by their own will, which enjoyed extended rights (Filoramo 
217). 
 The reproof brought to Christians was of a docetic nature; Islam did not 
accept the Christogenesis and the parthenogenesis, and has refused the idea of a 
mediation between Divinity and humanity. In the Islamic sense (which does not 
notice the doctrine differences between Orient and Occident) the term of 
“Christian” identifies a group of followers of an incorrect doctrine system from the 
perspective of the kalam (Corbin 131-153). In consequence the Christians were 
seen either as dhimmis – minority in the real and virtual Muslim territory, or as 
political enemies placed in the dar ahl harbî (Brusanowski 81-102).  

The Islam operates with collective identities defined on the community-
divinity axis, point in which is obvious the distinction from the Christian thinking 
according to which the parepidemic identity is a hypostasis of the individualism 
centered on the self-divinity axis and which does not contradict with the hypostases 
of the collective identity. 

In this historical context the Nakz-i’ahd has a double signification:  
- of denial of the subjection state and implicitly of ahd violation,  
- of exit from the House of Treaties and entrance to the House of War, 

decision considered as disrespectful to the Muslim tolerance manifested by the 
statute of dhimma that was offered. 

 
The issue of martyrdom in Christianism and Islam 

 
In Christianism, the image on martyrdom was built staring from two 

sources: 
- hypogrammos (I Peter 2, 21), the Christic model, and 
- typos, (II Thess., 3, 9), the model offered by the Apostles. 

Hypogrammos suggests the eternal presence of the divine gift in developing the 
Christian type of the martyr and saint, endowed with the virtues of patience, 
humbleness, forgiveness, wisdom, and joy. The vocation of the redeeming 
sacrifice, expressed by the martyric act, as moment of belief testing, expresses the 
hope into the personal and collective redemption. The martyric act is a redeeming 
act - antilytron (I Tim. 2, 5), liberation; it is the antidote, the remedy of the sin. 
Antilytron expresses the liberation from the sin by christen suffering (Cîteia 2000-
2001: 525-534). 
 Into the House of Islam the martyrdom (şehid) was a fundamental aspect of 
the doctrine of djihad, a modality of gaining the divine reward by participating to 
the djihad or gâza. According to the Koran (II, 154; III, 157), a martyr is the one 
killed by the ways of Allah. In the Hanbalite perception (9th century), martyrs are 
also civilians killed by robbers or rebels (Panainte 144). 
 The concepts of martys (martyr, confessor) and şehid are profoundly 
different, the fundamental difference of meaning being given by the djihadic 
context of defining the martyrdom in Islam. 
 The martyric act of ruler Constantin Brâncoveanu has in the Islamic 
perspective only the value of katl – expiated punishment. Yet from the Christian 
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perspective it has the profound value of the confessional sacrifice, in line with the 
long tradition, literary and epigraphically attested, the legal basis of which were 
consolidated even since the 3rd century A.D. (Adămuţ 159-161). 
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HISTORIA OTHMANICA: SOURCES AND PERSONAL MEMORIES 

Ioana Costa1 

Abstract: Historia Othmanica is not only a text with a difficult history, from its 
first redaction to the editions of present time, but also a complex work, structured on 
manifold levels. The double series announced in the title (“greatness” and “decay”) is 
eventually doubled by the notes that illustrate, somehow more conspicuous than the 
“history” itself, the scientific and human personality of Dimitrie Cantemir. Each note he 
inserted is the outcome of an enormous amount of information, filtered by the experience 
and intuition of a scientist and highlighted by the observations of a vivid spirit. From this 
perspective, the “history” attests an increasing vigour from one chapter to another, from 
Incrementa to Decrementa, from a difficult bibliographical synthesis to personal 
experience and recollection. The portrayal of Constantin Brâncoveanu is mostly based on 
direct knowledge, with precise genealogical data, detailed in an extensive note. 

 
Keywords: Dimitrie Cantemir; Historia Othmanica; Constantin Brâncoveanu; 

history; sources; memories; Annotationes; Valachia; Moldavia; Romanian editions. 
 
 
 
The destiny of the Cantemir family was impressed with the seal of volatility, which 
seemed to be the only constancy throughout the life of its members. Different 
countries, different political scenes, different cultural environments favoured a 
never-ceasing change of fate on a span of three generations, which enclosed the 
founding and perish of their political and literary dynasty. Dimitrie Cantemir is the 
nodal point of this rare human configuration. 

His father, Constantin Cantemir, was preceded by generations that meant 
nothing in the history and are therefore absent in the documents that survived and, 
most probably, in the documents ever written. He presumably was a peasant, in the 
prestigious alternative of razes; bearing on his face and body the scars of many 
battles, Constantin Cantemir grew to be boyar and entered the highest families of 
the country; in 1685, at the age of 73, after participating in many campaigns of the 
Great Turkish War, assisting the Othmans in their campaigns against the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Habsburg Monarchy, he was invested voivode 
(id est, Prince) by the Aula Othmanica. The step was immense and changed for 
ever (that means the succeeding two generations) the fate of his family. The fact 
that Constantin himself was illiterate and could only write his own signature 
(though remarkably competent in speaking foreign languages), as a trustful 
chronicler of his time acknowledged, is most likely to be the punctum mouens of 
the brilliant education he offered his two sons. He never thought of himself as the 
supreme accomplishment of the Cantemir family, but much more, as the 

                                                           
1 University of Bucharest. 
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foundation of a dynasty. The political treatises he secretly signed included this 
stipulation. The dynastic dream was the forceful legacy he left to his descendants. 
Dimitrie, his younger son, reigned twice, for less than one year (in 1693, for five 
weeks, and in 1710-1711, being succeeded and preceded by his elder brother, in 
1695-1700 and 1705-1707). Nevertheless, he got far more recognition than his 
father, who reigned about ten times longer. While still a teen (15 or, maybe, 12 
years old), in 1688, he was sent to Istanbul, as a guaranty of his father’s loyalty 
toward Aula, observing the convention and the long established practice. He had 
already benefited from the lessons of an outstanding Greek teacher, Ieremia 
Cacavela, judiciously chosen by Constantin Cantemir. In Istanbul, the fruits of 
these first lessons are enormously multiplied by his eagerness for knowledge and 
the motivating cultural challenge. The ample and intricate netting of his personality 
is set out here: modern sources now briefly describe him as a philosopher, 
historian, composer, musicologist, linguist, ethnographer and geographer. He 
became in 1714 member of the Societas Scientiarum Branderburgica, afterwards 
known as Academy of Berlin. This institution played a decisive role in the genesis 
of two major works Cantemir wrote in his mature age: Descriptio Moldaviae, a 
geographical, political and historical presentation of the Moldavian state, and 
Historia Moldo-Vlahica, an erudite work on the origins of the Romanians from 
Moldavia, Wallachia and Transylvania. Considered as a unit with two inseparable 
facets, these writings put forward a horizontal, synchronic description of Moldavia 
and a vertical, diachronic one.  

The same fertile decade (the second of the 18th century) witnessed the 
genesis of another work of Cantemir: “History of the Growth and Decay of the 
Othman Empire” (Incrementorum et decrementorum Aulae Othman[n]icae siue 
Aliothman[n]icae historiae a prima gentis origine ad nostra usque tempora 
deductae libri tres). This enormous work had a convoluted editorial destiny, 
closely connected to both its complex structure (from the standpoint of dimensions, 
various levels, quotations in languages little and badly known in Europe) and, 
principally, to the tribulations of his author and of his descendants. Though 
completed, it remained unpublished for a long time after the death of Dimitrie 
Cantemir. His son, Antioh, took the manuscript from Russia, where his father spent 
the last part of his life, to Western Europe, while being Russian envoy to London 
(and, successively, minister plenipotentiary in Paris). Thanks to the filial 
commitment, the work circulated throughout Europe as a manuscript and, finally, it 
was printed in translation in 1734 in London and, subsequently, in Germany and 
France, remaining the prime European book on the Othman Empire up to the 
middle of the 19th century. 

The princeps edition of the Latin manuscript had to wait until the beginning 
of the 21st century: it was published by Dan Sluşanschi (Amarcord Publishing 
House, 2001), after being printed the facsimile of the Harvardiense manuscript 
(Lat. 124) by the Roza Vânturilor Publishing House, in 1999. The first Romanian 
translation from Latin belongs to the same scholar, Dan Sluşanschi (Paideia 
Publishing House s.a. [2011]); the entire archive of professor Sluşanshi regarding 
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the Cantemir’s work is housed in the Sluşanschi section of the New Europe 
College in Bucharest. 

The divisions of the Historia Othmanica are clearly indicated by the title: 
there are two large chapters on the Incrementa (pages 1 to 246 in the Harvardiense 
manuscript) and one even larger chapter on Decrementa (pages 247 to 530, 
ibidem). The work is doubled by the author’s own annotations, both on Incrementa 
(279 pages, ibidem) and Decrementa (206 pages, ibidem). This different approach 
of the material leads to two distinct styles, a rigorous one largely relying on the 
bibliography in history and a lighter, more subjective one, including numerous 
personal memories in the annotations. Both partitions include elements that are 
seemingly characteristic for the alternating style: while Historia registers some 
facts that are part of Cantemir’s own experience (at the Othman court or as 
Moldavian prince), the Annotationes are filled with precise information, frequently 
offered together with the bibliographical data, mostly in a critical perspective. The 
shift from Historia to Annotationes and vice versa is accomplished by notes on 
specific words, sometimes in a multilevel structure, which bulks out different 
information, logically connected and subjectively chosen, and, on the other side, by 
announcing inside the history some larger details quod singula suo loco in nostris 
Annotationibus invenire Lector potuerit (Praefatio, 3.12). This entire edifice, with 
several stages and ranks, bears the seal of Cantemir’s personality and direct 
experience. 

Given the personal inference, based on straight knowledge, the balance of 
Incrementa versus Decrementa slightly favours the more recent facts he knew 
directly. This subjective way of considering the Othman history is much subtler 
than a simple intrusion of personal memories: he is continuously checking and 
double-checking the available sources, confronting them, ultimately, with his own 
judiciousness toward history. The very catalogue of availability for an erudite like 
Cantemir is impressive. Historia Othmanica might be read, philologically, as an 
inventory of sources with critical comments and explicit emendations. 

In a general approach of historiography, Cantemir specifies his own 
perception of sources in the segment best qualified for a self defining, in the 
Praefatio, organised in three chapters that represent an introduction to the immense 
material included in Historia: “Hegira compared to the Christian era”, “On the 
people and name of the Turks”, “The origin of Aliothman people”. These chapters, 
both general and containing precise data, are preceded by a paragraph announcing 
the structure of Praefatio that might be perceived as a necessary captatio 
beneuolentiae: the text is nevertheless sincere, seeming much more than a topos, no 
matter how illustrious – as Thucydides opened his “History of the Peloponnesian 
War” similarly, asserting and accepting for his work the impossibility of attaining 
the complete truth, even after a meticulous investigation. Leaving aside the specific 
writings, Thucydides laid a hand on their very sources, the direct testimonies. He 
was forced to admit that the witnesses used to have different perceptions of one and 
the same fact, each of them choosing (willingly or unwillingly) only one facet and 
keeping in the memory only what subjectively was interesting or was remodelled 
after the personal course of events. In a totally sincere assertion, Thucydides admits 
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to be himself influenced by the fluctuations of memory and perception, identical to 
any other witness. Cantemir knows too that might be blamed for not inscribing the 
perfect truth, just like all other historians and witnesses. He defends himself within 
the limits of human knowledge, as “even the facts that happen in front of us can not 
be completely accounted and with no errors”. Consequently, restoring the remote 
origins of the Othman people and events is even more subjected to sources that can 
hardly be checked, “as they succeeded many centuries before, among people that 
were so barbarian and unaccustomed with human settlings”. The severe acceptance 
of his own status as witness has as counterpart the constantly critical approach of 
the bibliography, in a programmatic manner, as he explicitly states in the final part 
or Praefatio: “we intend to present and to correct the things wrongly said or written 
by not a few historians, highly praised”. The final judgment remains in the lap of 
the reader – that is supposed to be experimented, a diakritikótatos, as he calls him, 
using a superlative form of an adjective that is already related to a paramount 
quality, diakritikós (from the verb diakríno, signifying originally the capability of 
separating the parts and consequently, of examining and discerning the elements).  

We apprehend from the very beginning of Historia Othmanica that the 
approach is scientific and, ultimately, consistent. It is all the same fluctuating from 
the standpoint of data amasses: the later years are more thoroughly documented 
(given the direct contact of the author with the Othman realities) and, naturally, 
more meticulous. The lector is immerged in a text that is progressively richer in 
facts and details, with observations written in the first person. The stylistic charm 
is, on the other hand, constant, as the subjective (but not less scientific) position, 
more and more obvious towards the end of the work, is in a delicate equilibrium 
with the catching legends and fabulous accounts from the first part: everything is 
filtered through the author’s severe judgement. The joy of recounting is strictly 
kept in check by the erudite that embraces the entire world, in all its aspects, 
tending to offer an exhaustive interpretation.  

The history of the Othmans, presented in the manner of annals, is always 
touched by the spirit of Cantemir, either in a human (and sometimes witty) and a 
critical way. In an inventory of Christian authors he used, the mostly praised is 
Laonic Chalcocondyl; the ultimate eulogy is quotation. Hierarchically, he lists, 
after Laonic Chalcocondyl, Iohannes Gaudier, author of Annales Sultanorum 
Osmanidarum (1588), but blamed for the forged accounts and for mixing the 
sources and oral tradition, on his own will. Cantemir actually corrects whenever 
possible the data, such as the names of the Persian satraps (Praefatio §12), 
emending Gaudier’s list with Turkish sources. Saadi Effendi, highly considered by 
the Othmans (§14) and the historian Neszri (§15), are corroborated with data 
offered by other authors. A special place is set aside for Georgios Phrantzes, who 
was contemporary with the fall of Constantinople and, therefore, used to be 
considered a high authority especially for the events related with it. His name 
appears more than once in Annotationes (e.g. 1.5. aa, 1.9.l) and is an excellent 
example of criticizing the sources and understanding the humans: Phrantzes wrote 
his chronicle by the end of his life, while being in exile, without the documents he 
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gained and the works he had previously composed, being weakened by old age and 
sufferings. The compassion shown by Cantemir is more than a generous gesture: he 
is himself, as he explicitly states (Ann. 2.2.tt), a writer that lost his documents and 
is therefore compelled to relay on memory. Taking this confession into account, the 
ensemble of Historia Othmanica is even more astonishing as erudite work; on the 
other side, the personal insertions are to be considered the vigorous arguments of 
an objective author, being himself (as the alleged reader, vide supra) 
diakritikótatos. 

The personality of Constantin Brâncoveanu is an eloquent example for 
author’s insertions in Historia Othmanica. In the main text, this Prince of Walachia 
emerges in two segments of Decrementa, 2.53 and 5.28-30. In 2.53, Cantemir 
narrates the “unexpected treason” toward Othmans, in the episode where 
protagonist is Tekeli, made by Turks Prince of Transsylvania. The second segment 
(5.28) is based on another act of treason toward Aula Othmanica: Brâncoveanu had 
had a secret correspondence with Tzar Peter and is consequently punished by the 
Sultan Ahmed the 3rd, who – advised by the Crimean Chan – entrapped him, helped 
by the rival of Brâncoveanu, Dimitrie Cantemir, made Prince of Moldavia by the 
same Sultan. Annotationes include more generous data, but only as pendent to 
paragraph 2.53 (Ann. 3.2.cc). This extensive note (pages 93 to 98 in the 
manuscript) is a minute account regarding the family and, mostly, the name of the 
Walachian Prince. He used to be known in Europe under three different names, i.e. 
Cantacuzenus, Brancovanus, Bassaraba, and Cantemir thoroughly explains the 
genealogy and circumstances that leaded to that. The final part of this ample note 
(which includes none of the facts that made Brâncoveanu’s reign significant) is 
consistent with the genealogical approach, offering a list of his descendants: the 
four sons that died together with their father under the “tyrannical sword” (filios 
habuit quattuor, Constantinum, Stephanum, Raducanulum et Matthaeum, quos, 
omnes, cum parente tyrannicus gladius absumsit) and is mentioned the only male 
survivor of the entire family, as Cantemir heard (audiuimus), namely Matthaeus, 
the grandson, who inherited, alone, the huge fortune that was scattered throughout 
Europe: quas undique Beatus Princeps in Caesareo, Veneto, Belgico et Anglico 
aerario disperserat, diuitiarum ex asse haeredem. 

Annotationes guarantee the scientific background that is compulsory for a 
work of such amplitude and, simultaneously, is the vivid (and recurrently 
unpredictable) half of this scientific writing. With no monotony whatsoever, 
Cantemir doubles the text of Historia in an effervescence of data, concatenated 
with respect to the logic of the note itself, not to the succession of events described 
in the historical account that observes the annals manner. Each note is the result of 
a huge amount of information, coming both from the sources he consulted 
(writings and oral tradition) and his personal knowledge, achieved in Othman 
Empire and in Moldavia; these data are rigorously filtered by his scientific method, 
his permanent quest for comparing and emending the sources and are calibrated by 
his surprisingly deep sense of humour.  
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CULTURAL AND LINGUISTIC AVATARS OF A MONSTRUOUS 
CREATURE. HISTORY OF THE BAT 

Oana Uţă Bărbulescu1 

Abstract: The most important goal of this article is the analysis and interpretation 
of a representative corpus of Romanian texts (from the 17th century to the 18th century), in 
order to establish how the imaginary apparitions that give shape to medieval and post 
medieval cultural anxieties. In ancient times monsters are mentioned equally in the Bible, 
in the works of the Church Fathers and in the so-called popular texts, being a structural 
part of specific topoi, which enjoyed a large circulation in the European culture and in the 
Romanian one through various sources. In the case of the bat, monstrosity is bound up with 
questions of deformity and hybridity. We aim to tackle from a cognitive perspective the 
attitudes towards the monsters considered as signs of vices or virtues. 
  

Keywords:‛ăṭallēp ↔ νυκτερίς ↔ vespertilio, negative/ positive semiotisation, 
categorical knowledge vs. knowledge by properties, etymological and onomasiological 
perspective on the names given to bats  
 

 
1. Just like in modern times, in the old age, the monstrous is a broad category with 
an extension in constant motion, referring equally to hybrid creature, half man, half 
animal (such as sirens, onocentaurs, etc.) but also to creatures whose genus is not 
fixed and can be classified as birds, but also as beasts. 

In this article, we will try to sketch the evolution of representations of the 
bat in ancient Romanian texts, considering the manner in which a impure bird 
turned into a avis hermaphroditica2 found its place among monsters, ultimately 
being saved unexpectedly from the trap of the negative evaluations. The recovery 
of the cultural history of the bat implies, on the one hand, the establishment of the 
creature’s “identity” and, on the other, the discussing of the negative semiotizations 
in diachrony. 

2. There are several references to the bat in the old Romanian texts, but as 
many times, the representation of the creature changes. 

The bat appeared firstly in the Biblical text, this being - finally - the source 
for the negative semiotization to which that creature was subjected over time. 

2.1. According to the Biblical text, the bat is a special, impure bird3, 
belonging to genus avium, in Leviticus and Deuteronomy4. The sequence of 

                                                           
1 University of Oxford, UK. 
2 See, among others, Alanus ab Insulis, De planctu naturae, c. 436D.  
3 On criteria that governed the division of birds in pure and impure, see McConville, 2002, 
p. 249: “the principles underlying the original classifications into clean and unclean 
categories are unclear”. However, several hypotheses have been formulated on the 
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Leviticus and Deuteronomy presents in a broader manner (Lev.) or smaller (Deut.) 
the pure / impure animals. Their classification in one category or another was made 
according to principles that governed at the beginning, the life of the chosen 
people5, accepted later on by the entire Christian community. Both sequences seam 
to dependent to the presentation / categorization of the animals at proposed in 
Genesis 6.  

In Lev. 11: 19 and in Deut. 14: 18 listed birds acted upon interdiction to be 
consumed by the chosen people:  

 ;(Lev.11:19) ְ֙וֵאת הַ֔הֲחִסידָ  הָ֖הֲאָנפָ  ּהְ֑לִמינָ  ְוֶאת־ תַ֖הּדּוִכיפַ  ְוֶאת־ ׃ףָהֲעַטֵּלֽ

 .7(Deut.14:18) הֲ֔חִסידָ ְ֣והַ  הְ֖וָהֲאָנפָ  ּהְ֑לִמינָ  תְ֖וַהּדּוִכיפַ  ְוָהֲעַטֵּלֽף׃
The author of the Leviticus uses different terms to describe, on the one hand, 

impure four-footed animals, and on the other, impure birds and marine life. So, 
ṭāmē’8 is selected exclusively for the first category, while šeqeṣ9, only for the 
second one. But in Deuteronomy, the distinction between ṭāmē’ and šeqeṣ 

                                                                                                                                                     
principles that could cause division animals pure / impure, and McConville underlined 
(”some of the unclean creatures were apparently used in the worship of other gods [...], 
several of the prohibited species are scavengers or meat-eaters. This may make them 
unacceptable either for hygienic reasons [...], or because they consumed blood [...] and/ or 
fed on carrion, which would cause those who ate them to infringe cultic prohibitions of 
these things”).   
4 On the relation between the chapter of Leviticus and the chapter of Deuteronomy, 
presenting the impure birds and animals, see, among others, Noth, 1977, p. 91, where it 
states that „the chapter handles in great detail the subject of the cultic cleanness or 
uncleanness of animals. Its only parallel in the Old Testament in the section Deut. 14.3-21, 
where the same subject is discussed but in essentially shorter form. There can be no doubt 
of the literary connection between these two pieces, shown by their partial verbal 
correspondence [...]. Judged by its subject-matter it must contain old, perhaps even 
primitive, regulations which someone – perhaps when the Jerusalem cults came to an end 
and with it the practices belonging to the royal days – began to write down and then 
progressively expanded over sometime through further detailed precepts”.  
5 McConville, 2002, p. 247: ”in Deut. 14 as a whole, the ‘holy people’ is fused into the 
cultic life of Israel [...], here by means of eating theme. Holiness is elaborated in terms of 
what may and may not be eaten, and how. From different angles, a basic distinction is 
carried through between what is acceptable for the holy people and what is not”. 
6 McConville, 2002, pp. 244-245: ”both chapters have an evident connection with Genesis 
1 in their division of the creatures into those that inhabit the three spheres of earth, water, 
and sky, and there may be a deliberate echo of the classification there”.   
7 For the Hebrew text, we used Quell, 1931 edition (Exodus et Leviticus) and Hempel, 1935 
edition (Numeri et Deuteronomium).  
8 McConville, 2002, p. 249: Ṭāmē’ ”is used of quadrupeds that may not be eaten, [...] 
connotes impurity even to the touch”.  
9 Ibidem: Šeqeṣ ”is confined to creatures of the water and air, [...]  means impurity only 
from eating”.   
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disappeared, ṭāmē’ 10being preferred. Even if in Deuteronomy there is used only 
one hyperonimous for all four-footed animals and impure birds, the bad preserved 
its genus, always being considered in the birds category.  

2.2. The bat is creeping back into the biblical text, being integrated in a 
negative context 11 in the Book of Isaiah. In comparison with the occurrences in 
Leviticus and Deuteronomy, the one in Isaiah’s (2: 20) preserves the gender of the 
creature named as ‛ăṭallēp, in the implicit area. But there is no evidence - textual 
and extratextual - that ‛ăṭallēp in the Book of Isaiah could be considered something 
else but a bird. At the time of writing this book, the bat was already subject to a 
negative semiotization that was generated by its presence among impure birds12:  

 ֹוםַּ֤בּי ַ֙ההּוא יךְ ַ֣יְׁשלִ  םָ֔הָאדָ  ת֚אֵ  יֱ֣אִלילֵ  ֹוַ֔כְסּפ תְ֖ואֵ  יֱ֣אִלילֵ  ֹוְ֑זָהב

  .13(Is.2:20) רֲ֤אׁשֶ  ָעֽׂשּו־ ֙לֹו תְ֔לִהְֽׁשַּתֲחֹו רַ֥לְחּפֹ ֹותֵּ֖פר ְוָלֲעַטֵּלִפֽים׃
2.3. The translators of the Septuagin14 considered that νυκτερίς is the right 

correspondent for the word ‛ăṭallēp (present in the Masoretic text in all three 
contexts). In the Greek version, the verse of Leviticus and that of Deuteronomy15 
were translated:  

                                                           
10 Ibidem: “Deut. 14 has an important terminological difference from Lev. 11 in its 
avoidance of the term šeqeṣ [...]. Deut. 14 applies ṭāmē’ to all the cases”.   
11 The context where the bat appears in the Book of Isaiah (2: 20) seems to be tributary of 
the correspondent of  Leviticus and Deuteronomy; see also Wildberger, 1991, p. 63: ”If we 
are to understand the content of v. 20 we need to know that the animals mentioned here, 
especially the bat, mentioned in the second place, were thought to be unclean, and therefore 
were looked on with repugnance (cf. Lev. 11: 19, Deut. 14: 18)”. 
12 Regarding the framing of the bat as an impure bird (‛ăṭallēp), see Cansdale, 1970, pp. 
135-136: ”Bats are included among the birds with some logic, for they are the world’s most 
expert fliers [...]. It would hardly seem necessary to class the bats as unclean, for nearly all 
kinds have a powerful and persistent musky smell”.  
13  For the Hebrew text, we used Kitter edition, 1929 (Liber Jesaiae).    
14 As for the meanings of the term regarding the Greek translation of the Old Testament, see 
Harl, Dorival, Munnich, 2007, p. 41: “What we call today Septuagint represents in fact all 
Old Testament, meaning not only the Greek translation of all the books of the Hebrew 
Bible, but also, on the one hand, various additions to the book of Ester, Psalms, Jeremiah 
and Daniel, and, on the other hand, the “deuterocanonical” or “apocryphal” books. By this 
terma are designated books that were received later in the canon of the Church, books that 
existed only in Greek (Wisdom, II, 19 Maccabees – the end, III and IV) or the Greek 
translations of the books in Hebrew or Aramaic, non accepted by the Jewish canon  (I 
Esdras, I Maccabees, II Maccabees 1, 1-2, 18, Judith, Ecclesiasticus, Tobit, Psalms of 
Solomon). In Antiquity, Septuagint reffered to two distinct realities. Since 2nd century AD, 
Septuagint refferd to the entire Old Testament. [...] But according to the Jewish 
helenophone tradition (Aristeas’ Letter, Joseph Flavius), Septuagint contains only the five 
books of Torah, that is the Jewish law”. In what follows, we’ll use the term in the extended 
sense, by Septuagint understanding the Greek translation of the Old Testament.  
15 Leviticus and Deuteronomy are two of the five books of the Torah. Jewish Torah “was 
translated in Alexandria, in the 3rd century BC [...].This initial nucleus was gradually added 
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”καὶ γλαῦκα καὶ ἐρωδιὸν καὶ χαραδριὸν καὶ τὰ ὅµοια αὐτῷ καὶ ἔποπα καὶ 
νυκτερίδα” (Lev.11:19);/ „καὶ πελεκᾶνα καὶ χαραδριὸν καὶ τὰ ὅµοια αὐτῷ 
καὶ πορφυρίωνα καὶ νυκτερίδα” (Deut.14:18)16. 
The verse from the Book of Isaiah was translated as: 
”τῇ γὰρ ἡµέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ἐκβαλεῖ ἄνθρωπος τὰ βδελύγµατα αὐτοῦ τὰ ἀργυρᾶ 
καὶ τὰ χρυσᾶ ἃ ἐποίησαν προσκυνεῖν τοῖς µαταίοις17 καὶ ταῖς νυκτερίσιν” 
(Is. 2: 20). 
2.4. Hieronymus18 used the Latin vespertilio to translate the Hebrew word 
‛ăṭallēp and the Greek νυκτερίς. In the Vulgate, vespertilio was counted 
among the impure birds: 

 
Erodionem et charadrion iuxta genus suum opupam quoque et 
vespertilionem” (Lev. 11: 19);/ „Onocrotalum et charadrium singula in 
genere suo upupam quoque et vespertilionem” (Deut.14:18); ”In die illa 

                                                                                                                                                     
with other biblical books, translated or written directly in Greek in Egypt, especially in the 
second and first centuries BC”. (Harl, Dorival, Munnich, 2007, p. 33).    
16 For Septuagint, we used Rahlfs, second edition, 2006 (rev. Robert Hanhart). 
17 In the original text, there is laḥa parpārōt, which was interpreted by some researchers as 
a species of bat (see Wildberger, 1991, p. 58: ”whether this really a reference to the shrew, 
which shuns the light, or not rather, as Liebermann, HAL 327b conjectures to a certain kind 
of bat, is a matter for observation”.   
18 For Hieronymus, see Schaff, Wace, 1893, p. XI: ”St. Jerome’s importance lies in the 
facts: (1) That he was the author of the Vulgate Translation of the Bible into Latin, (2) That 
he bore the chief part in introducing the ascetic life into Western Europe, (3) That his 
writings more than those of any of the Fathers bring before us the general as well as the 
ecclesiastical life of his time. It was a time of special interest, the last age of the old Greco-
Roman civilization, the beginning of an altered world. It included the reigns of Julian (361–
63), Valens (364–78), Valentinian (364–75), Gratian (375–83), Theodosius (379–95) and 
his sons, the definitive establishment of orthodox Christianity in the Empire, and the sack 
of Rome by Alaric (410). It was the age of the great Fathers, of Ambrose and Augustine in 
the West, of Basil, the Gregories, and Chrysostom in the East. With several of these Jerome 
was brought into personal contact; of Ambrose he often speaks in his writings [...]; with 
Augustine he carried on an important correspondence [...]; he studied under Gregory 
Nazianzen [...] at the time of the Council at Constantinople, 381; he was acquainted with 
Gregory of Nyssa [...]; he translated the diatribe of Theophilus of Alexandria against 
Chrysostom [...]. He ranks as one of the four Doctors of the Latin Church, and his influence 
was the most lasting; for, though he was not a great original thinker like Augustine, nor a 
champion like Ambrose, nor an organiser and spreader of Christianity like Gregory, his 
influence outlasted theirs. Their influence in the Middle Ages was confined to a 
comparatively small circle; but the monastic institutions which he introduced, the value for 
relics and sacred places which he defended, the deference which he showed for Episcopal 
authority, especially that of the Roman Pontiff, were the chief features of the Christian 
system for a thousand years; his Vulgate was the Bible of Western Christendom till the 
Reformation. To the theologian he is interesting rather for what he records than for any 
contribution of his own to the science; but to the historian his vivid descriptions of persons 
and things at an important though melancholy epoch of the world are of inestimable value”. 
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proiciet homo idola argenti sui et simulacra auri sui quae fecerat sibi ut 
adoraret talpas et vespertiliones. (Is.2:20) 

 
We noticed that for the translators of the Septuagint, ‛ăṭallēp designates the 

same reality as the Greek νυκτερίς. Hieronymus, familiarized with the Masoretic 
and Greek texts, uses vespertilio as equivalent to ‛ăṭallēp and νυκτερίς, confirming 
the equivalence proposed by the Septuagint translators (‛ăṭallēp ↔ νυκτερίς ↔ 
vespertilio).  

2.5. The Romanian versions of the Bible19, regardless of the original used 20, 
are reluctant to innovate in relation to the source text. In the Bible of Bucharest21, the 
bat is integrated with other birds in the category of impure creatures:  

„Şi erodion şi haradrion şi aseamenea lor şi pupăza şi liliacul” 
(Lev.11:19)22;/ ”Şi barza, şi şoiumul şi câte-i samănă lui, şi pupăza, şi liliacul” 
(Deut.14:18)23. 

 
The Vulgate of Blaj and the Bible of Blaj do not forget about the bat, 

considered an impure bird, as haradriul / haradionul, pelican or pupăza:  
The Vulgate of Blaj: „Ierodiul şi haradriul, după feliul său, pupăza şi liliacul” 
(Lev.11:19);// ”Onocrotanul şi haradriul, fieştecarea după fealiul său, şi 
pupăza şi liliacul” (Deut.14:18)24  

                                                           
19 BB – Biblia, adecă dumnezeiasca Scriptură, Bucharest, 1688 (the text was confronted with 
the modern edition, Biblia adecă Dumnezeiasca Scriptură a Vechiului şi Noului Testament, 
first printed in 1688 and reprinted after 300 years, in 1988; Biblia Vulgata, Blaj 1760-1761, 
the modern edition reprinted in 2005 by the Academy Publishing House; Biblia de la Blaj 
1795, Roma: 2000.  
20 Biblia de la Bucureşti was translated after the Greek version printed in 1597, Divinae 
Scripturae nempe Veteris ac Novi Testamenti omnia, graece a vari doctissimo recognita et 
emendata, variisque lectionibus aucta et illlustrata, Francofurti ad Moenum, apud Andreae 
Wecheli heredes. Vulgata of Blaj follows the latin text printed in Venice, in  1690, Biblia 
Sacra, Venetiis, apud Nicolaum Pezzana. Biblia of Blaj is based on the Greek text in the 
Lambert Bos’s edition, Vetus Testamentum ex Versione Septuaginta interpretum, secundum 
exemplar Vaticanum Romae editum, accuratissime demo recognitum, una cum scholiis 
eiusdem editionis, variis manuscriptorum codicum veterumque exemplarium lectionibus nec 
non fragmentis versionum Aquilae, Symmachi et Theodotionis (1709).  
21 In ms. 45 that preserves the Milescu version of the Old Testament translation, the verses 
refer also to the bat: 
”Şi erodiul, şi haradrion, şi asemenea lor, şi cucul, şi liliacul” (Lev. 11:19) – And the heron, 
and the yellowish bird, and like them, the cuckoo and the bat / ”Şi pelicanul, şi şoimul şi 
căte-i samănă lui, şi cucul şi liliacul” (Deut. 14:18) – And the pelican, and the hawk and 
who is like him, and the cuckoo and the bat. 
22 In original: ”καὶ γλαῦκα καὶ ἐρωδιὸν καὶ χαραδριὸν καὶ τὰ ὅµοια αὐτῷ καὶ ἔποπα καὶ 
νυκτερίδα” (Lev. 11: 19).   
23 In original: ”καὶ πελεκᾶνα καὶ χαραδριὸν καὶ τὰ ὅµοια αὐτῷ καὶ πορφυρίωνα καὶ 
νυκτερίδα” (Deut.14:18).   
24 In Latin original: „erodionem et charadrion iuxta genus suum opupam quoque et 
vespertilionem” (Lev. 11: 19);// „onocrotalum et charadrium singula in genere suo upupam 
quoque et vespertilionem” (Deut.14:18).   
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Bible of Blaj: ”Şi erodionul şi haradionul, şi aseamenea lui şi pupăza şi 
liliiacul” (Lev. 11: 19);// „Şi pelicanul şi haradrionul şi ceale ce sânt 
aseamenea lui, porfirionul şi liliiacul” (Deut.14:18)25. 
For the Book of Isaiah, the translators of the Bible of Bucharest of the 

Vulgate of Blaj and of the Bible of Blaj faithfully follows the original, whether the 
Greek text, or Latin: 

 
„Pentru că în ziua aceaea va scoate omul urâciunele ceale de argint şi ceale 

de aur, carele au făcut a să închina, celor deşarte şi liliacilor” (BB, Is.2:20)26;/ ”În 
zioa aceaea idolii cei de argintul său şi bozii cei de aurul său, carii-ş făcusă să li să 
închine cârtiţele şi liliecii” (Vulgata, Is.2:20)27;/ ”Că în zioa aceaea va lăpăda omul 
urâciunile sale ceale de argint şi de aur, care şi-au făcut ca să se închine celor 
deşearte şi liliiacilor”. (Bible of Blaj, Is.2:20)28 - In that day mankind will cast 
away their idols of silver and their idols of gold, which they made for themselves to 
worship, to the moles and to the bats (English standard translation). 

 
As can be seen from comparing different versions of the biblical text 

(written in Hebrew, Greek, Latin or Romanian), the creature named ‛ăṭallēp, 
νυκτερίς, vespertilio or in Romanian, liliac represents a bird29. Framing the bat in 
the category of the impure birds (listed in Leviticus and Deuteronomy) leads to 
negative semiotization of the creature in the Book of Isaiah. Therefore, by 
whatever name it is known (‛ăṭallēp, νυκτερίς, vespertilio or liliac), creature is 
doomed - especially in speeches influenced by the biblical text - to appear in 
negative contexts. 

2.6. The temptation to identify bat species designated by ‛ăṭallēp led the 
specialists to the hypothesis that the Hebrew term refers to roussettus 
aegyptiacus30. It is questionable whether the authors of sacred texts have in view 
only roussettus aegyptiacus when they used the Hebrew ‛ăṭallēp. Even if we admit 

                                                           
25 The Romanian version closely follows the Greek original: ”καὶ γλαῦκα καὶ ἐρωδιὸν καὶ 
χαραδριὸν καὶ τὰ ὅµοια αὐτῷ καὶ ἔποπα καὶ νυκτερίδα” (Lev. 11: 19)// ”καὶ πελεκᾶνα καὶ 
χαραδριὸν καὶ τὰ ὅµοια αὐτῷ καὶ πορφυρίωνα καὶ νυκτερίδα” (Deut.14:18).     
26 ”τῇ γὰρ ἡµέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ἐκβαλεῖ ἄνθρωπος τὰ βδελύγµατα αὐτοῦ τὰ ἀργυρᾶ καὶ τὰ χρυσᾶ 
ἃ ἐποίησαν προσκυνεῖν τοῖς µαταίοις  καὶ ταῖς νυκτερίσιν” (Is. 2: 20).  
27 ”in die illa proiciet homo idola argenti sui et simulacra auri sui quae fecerat sibi ut 
adoraret talpas et vespertiliones” (Is.2:20).   
28 ”τῇ γὰρ ἡµέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ἐκβαλεῖ ἄνθρωπος τὰ βδελύγµατα αὐτοῦ τὰ ἀργυρᾶ καὶ τὰ χρυσᾶ 
ἃ ἐποίησαν προσκυνεῖν τοῖς µαταίοις  καὶ ταῖς νυκτερίσιν” (Is. 2: 20).    
29 See also DOT, s.v. zoology: ”ancient zoological classification certainly did not 
correspond to the exactitude of our modern Linnaean system [...]. Likewise, ‛ăṭallēp (“bat”) 
(Lev. 11: 19; Deut. 14: 18), which occurs in the list of unclean birds, is strictly speaking, a 
mammal, not a bird at all”.   
30 Wildeberger, 1991, p. 120: ”ָֽהֲעַטֵּל is normally translated “bat” According to N. H. Tur-
Sinai it is the roussettus aegyptiacus, a type of bat with an elongated, doglike snout”.   
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that‛ăṭallēp reffrs striclty to roussettus aegyptiacus31, the identification of the 
species of bat in Leviticus, Deuteronomy and Isaiah does not lead to a better 
understanding of the mechanism of translation of the Hebrew text into Greek and 
then in Latin. Whatever species designated by ‛ăṭallēp, in the transition from the 
Masoretic text in the Greek version, and then to Latin, the identification of the 
creature and the determination of lexical correspondences were based on a familiar 
genus and not a species, which the translators could not know32. Translating the 
Sacres texts, the Greek translators of the Septuagint and then Hieronymus have to 
find an appropriate equivalent ‛ăṭallēp, which has in the semantic configuration, 
the features [+bird] [+flying during night] etc.  

2.7. It is possible that the equivalence of ‛ăṭallēp by νυκτερίς or vespertilio 
have been motivated not only by the existence of a common reference of the three 
terms, but also their structure. ‛Ăṭallēp is a term whose origine has generated 
numerous discussions among scholars and commentators of the sacred text. The 
term was interpreted as a compound, the structure of which can be found in at („to 
fly”) and alaph (”darkness, night”)33. Other researchers believe that ‛ăṭallēp has to 
be linked to the term Phoenician oθολαβαδ (Gesenii Monumenta Phoenicia, apud 
Brown, Driver, Briggs, s.v.)34. It is possible that the Septuagint translators and 
subsequently Hieronymus established the correspondence ‛ăṭallēp ↔ νυκτερίς ↔ 
vespertilio as to the interpretation of the Hebrew term as a compound, the structure 
of which have recognized alaph („întuneric, noapte”). Both νυκτερίς and 
vespertilio have an analyzable structure, being formed from νῦξ35 and vesper36, 
meaning ”night”. Compared to the equivalent of Greek and Latin, the Romanian 

                                                           
31 The hypothesis proposed by N.H. Tur-Sinai according to which ‛ăṭallēp refers to 
roussettus aegyptiacus is questionable, because ”the Egyptian Fruit-bat, Rousettus 
aegyptiacus, is liable to become a pest in the increasing areas of fruit orchards now being 
established in Israel. Its numbers were probably negligible in biblical times” (Cansdale, 
1970, p. 136).     
32 See also Cansdale, 1970, pp. 135-136: ”Only experts distinguish most of these species, 
especially in the field, and though bats would be known to the Hebrews one would certainly 
not expect them to have more than one or two names [...]. Bats, like several other animals 
which are hard to identify precisely, were used almost to set the scene of desecration or 
desolation”.  
33 See Clark, 1846, p. 541: ”The bat - ףלטע (atalleph), so called, according to Parkhurst, 
from טע (at), to fly, and ףלע (alaph), darkness or obscurity, because it flies about in the dusk 
of the evening, and in the night: so the Septuagint νυκτερις, from νυξ, the night; and the 
Vulgate vespertilio, from vesper, the evening. This being a sort of monster partaking of the 
nature of both a bird and beast, it might well be classed among unclean animals, or animals 
the use of which in food should be avoided”.   
34 See also Brown, Driver, Briggs, s.v.: ”LewyFremdw. 17 cp. ἀττέλεβος, name of a locust in 
North Africa”.   
35 For the etimology of νυκτερίς, see Liddel, Scott, s.v.: ”νυκτερίς, -ίδος, ἡ (νύξ, νύκτερος) a 
night-bird, a bat, Lat. vespertilio”.    
36 For the etimology of vespertilio, see, among others, OLD s.v.: ”vespertilio, -onis m. 
[vesper; term. dub., but perh. influenced by papilio and sm. words] ”.  
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term has an opaque structure. The choice is motivated strictly by the existence of a 
common reference to νυκτερίς and vespertilio.      

2.8. The biblical text requires the bat, as impure bird to occur especially in 
negative scripts. The negative semiotization, which is already manifest in the Book 
of Isaiah, influenced the representation of the creature in the texts of the Church 
Fathers37. The bat begins to be associated with idola and, eventually, with the devil. 
Most often, the Church Fathers are convinced that the bat is a creature of darkness. 

2.9. Saint Basil of Caesarea38 states that vespertilio is a symbol of demonic. 
Commenting on the verse from the Book of the Prophet Isaiah, Basil of Caesarea 
identifies bat demons, putting the creature to serve the demon: 

 
Ταῖς δὲ νυκτερίσι προσκυνεῖ ὁ τὴν τῶν δαιµόνων δύναµιν συγγενῆ οὖσαν 
τῷ σκότει θεοποιῶν. Ἡ γὰρ νυκτερὶς ζῶόν ἐστι νυκτὶ φίλον καὶ σκότει 
ἐνδιαιτώµενον, αὐγὴν ἡλίου µὴ φέρον, ἐν ἐρηµίαις φιλοχωροῦν. Τί δὲ οἱ 
δαίµονες; Οὐ τοιοῦτοι; ἐρηµοποιοὶ, τὸ φῶς ἀπο φεύγοντες τὸ ἀληθινὸν, 
τὸ τοῦ κόσµου παντός; Ἡ νυκτερὶς καὶ πτηνόν ἐστι καὶ οὐκ ἐπτέρωται, 
ἀλλ' ὑµένι σαρκίνῳ δια πέταται τὸν ἀέρα. Τοιοῦτοι καὶ οἱ δαίµονες· 
ἀσώµατοι µέν εἰσιν, οὐκ ἐπτέρωνται δὲ τῷ θείῳ πόθῳ, ἀλλ' οἱονεὶ 
ἀπεσαρκώ θησαν, ταῖς τῶν ὑλικῶν ἐπιθυµίαις προστετηκότες. Ἡ νυκτερὶς 
καὶ πτηνόν ἐστι καὶ τετράπουν, ἀλλ' οὔτε τοῖς ποσὶν ἀσφα λῶς ἐστήρικται, 
οὔτε τὴν πτῆσιν βεβαίαν ἔχει. Τοιοῦτοι δὲ καὶ οἱ δαίµονες· οὔτε Ἄγγελοί 
εἰσιν, οὔτε ἄνθρωποι· τῶν µὲν τὴν ἀξίαν ἀπολέσαντες, τῶν δὲ τὴν φύσιν 
µὴ ἔχοντες. Καὶ ὀδόντας ἔχουσιν, ὅπερ οὐκ ἔχουσιν ὄρνιθες· ἀµυντικοὶ δὲ 
καὶ οἱ δαίµονες, ὅπερ οὐ ποιοῦσιν Ἄγγελοι. Ἀλλὰ καὶ οὐκ ὠοτοκοῦσιν, 
ὥσπερ οἱ ὄρνιθες· ἀλλ' εὐθὺς ζῶα τίκτουσι. Τοιοῦτοι δὲ καὶ οἱ δαίµονες· 
εὐθὺς καὶ σὺν πολλῷ τῷ τάχει τελεσιουργοῦντες τὴν πονηρίαν. Ὥστε οἱ 
δαίµοσι προσκυνοῦντες, νυκτερίσι τροπικῶς εἴρηνται προσκυνεῖν. (col. 
277)39 

                                                           
37 For the whole discussion, see Uţă, 2013, p. 54. 
38 For Basil the Great, see CODWR, s.v. Basil S. The Great: „Basil ‘the Great’ (c.330–79). 
One of the three Cappadocian fathers, and the first of the three Holy Hierarchs of the E. 
Church. Besides his eloquence and personal holiness, Basil was known for his talent for 
administration. His two monastic rules […] determined the structure of E. Christian 
monasticism ever since. He built hospitals and hostels alongside church buildings in 
Caesarea, and organized relief for the poor. His writings, in addition to letters, are a treatise 
On the Holy Spirit, three anti-Arian books Against Eunomius, and homilies”. 
39 See also the Latin translation in Garnier edition: ”Adorat autem vespertiliones, qui 
daemonum potestatem tenebris plane cognatam & affinem pro Deo habet. Est enim 
vespertilio animal noctis amans, versans in tenebris, solis splendorem non ferens, & in 
desertis locis perlibenter inhabitans. Ecquid autem daemones? Annon eiusmodi sunt? 
Nonne vastitatis sunt opifices; cum veram totius mundi lucem aversentur. Vespertilio est & 
volucris, nec tamen pennis instructa est, sed membrana carnea per aerem volat. Eiusmodi 
sunt & daemones, incorporales quidem; sed divini amoris pennis destituuntur; imo rerum 
carnalium desideriis dediti, veluti carnis naturam induerunt. Vespertilio & volatilis est, & 
quadrupes; nec tamen pedibus tuto fulcitur, nec validi est volatus. Eiusmodi autem sunt & 
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All features of the bat seem to find a faithful correspondent in those of the 
demons. Starting from the definition of νυκτερίς, St. Basis analyzes the specific 
differences and indicates for each one of them an equivalent taken from the 
definition of the demons. This creates a wide range of correspondences between 
two distinct areas of reference, [material → νυκτερίς] vs. [abstract → δαίµονες]. 
The feature ζῶόν νυκτὶ φίλον καὶ σκότει ἐνδιαιτώµενον is associated with τὸ φῶς 
ἀπο φεύγοντες τὸ ἀληθινὸν, τὸ τοῦ κόσµου παντός, while πτηνόν καὶ οὐκ 
ἐπτέρωται is equalized by οὐκ ἐπτέρωνται δὲ τῷ θείῳ πόθῳ, ἀλλ' οἱονεὶ 
ἀπεσαρκώ θησαν, ταῖς τῶν ὑλικῶν ἐπιθυµίαις προστετηκότες, but καὶ πτηνόν ἐστι 
καὶ τετράπουν, ἀλλ' οὔτε τοῖς ποσὶν ἀσφα λῶς ἐστήρικται, οὔτε τὴν πτῆσιν 
βεβαίαν ἔχει correspond to οὔτε Ἄγγελοί εἰσιν, οὔτε ἄνθρωποι. Finally, ὀδόντας 
ἔχουσιν, ὅπερ οὐκ ἔχουσιν ὄρνιθες is connected to ἀµυντικοὶ, and εὐθὺς ζῶα 
τίκτουσι to εὐθὺς καὶ σὺν πολλῷ τῷ τάχει τελεσιουργοῦντες τὴν πονηρίαν.        

The analogy (νυκτερίς = δαίµονες) in St. Basil’s text represents a superior 
step of the negative semiotization, in a form of an ascendent climax. If in the text 
of Hieronymus, vespertilio compared to idola is the intermediate stage of negative 
semiotization, in that of St. Basil of Caesarea, νυκτερίς treated as equivalent to 
δαίµονες, reached the end point of the process of semiotization.  

It appears that the text of St. Basil the Great, νυκτερίς receives another 
genus than that mentioned in Hieronymus’ commentary (where vespertilio is a 
nocturna avis, with the feature + murium similis). In St. Basil’s commentary, 
νυκτερίς is defined first as ζῶόν, then as καὶ πτηνόν καὶ τετράπουν. Moving from 
the generic term to the syntagm with a cumulative meaning reveals the change 
occurred in the categorization of the creature, slowly approaching monsters. 

2.10. The equivalence of the bat with the devil led not only to the fulfilment 
of the negative semiotization, but also to the change of the cultural representation of 
the second one. In Dante’s Inferno, the representation of the devil is influenced by 
the symbolic relation developed between this one and the bat40:  

 
Sotto ciascuna uscivan due grand’ali, 
quanto si convenia a tanto uccello: 
vele di mar non vid’io mai cotali. 
Non avian penne, ma di vispistrello 
era lor modo…41 

 

                                                                                                                                                     
daemones. Neque angeli, neque homines sunt: illorum siquidem dignitatem amiserunt, 
horum vero natura non donantur. Quin & dentes habent vespertiliones, aves aliae non item: 
daemones etiam ad vindictam sunt parati, id non efficiunt angeli. Vespertiliones insuper 
avium ritu ova non edunt, sed statim pariunt animalia: tales sunt & daemones; actutum & 
cum plurima celeritate nequitiam perficiunt. Quare qui adorant daemones, per metaphoram 
dicti sunt vespertiliones adorare” (col. 278).  
40 Cohen, 2008, p. 233: ”Dante was instrumental in forging bat-wings to the figure of the 
devil in the Italian art”. 
41 Dante, Inferno, XXXIV: 46-50.  
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Dante's Inferno Devil has bat wings. The representation proposed in 
Dante's Inferno goes further than the mere poetic status as it is accepted in another 
semiotic system than literary, appearing in the frescoes of Giotto, Nardo di Cione 
Orcagna or Andrea Orcagna42.  

The consequences were not slow to appear and did nothing but to press 
once again the bat, since the fifteenth century “most Florentine devils had bat 
wings” (Cohen, 2008: 234).  

3. Sometimes the creature is released from negative semiotization, imposed by 
the biblical text. Thus a new representation of the bat becomes possible. The manner of 
representation of the bat, in some texts of the Church Fathers, combines this time, ”the 
naturalistic” with the analogy circumscribed to Christian values. 

Among the Church Fathers, Basil the Great and Ambrose43 are the first 
who construct a new representation of the bat, very different from the one of the 
Biblical text.  

3.1. The Great’s Hexaemeron highlights the way in which the positive 
semiotization is realised in Christian writings. Commenting on the first six days of 
Creation, ” in a liturgical cycle from Monday until Friday”44, St. Basil mentions 
also the bat, in a positive context: 

 
Πῶς τετράπουν τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ πτηνὸν ἡ νυκτερίς. Πῶς µόνη τῶν ὀρνίθων 
ὀδοῦσι κέχρηται, καὶ ζωογονεῖ µὲν ὡς τὰ τετράποδα, ἐπιπολάζει δὲ τῷ 
ἀέρι, οὐχὶ πτερῷ κουφιζοµένη, ἀλλ᾿ ὑµένι τινὶ δερµατίνῳ. Πῶς µέντοι καὶ 
τοῦτο ἔχει τὸ φιλάλληλον ἐν τῇ φύσει, καὶ ὥσπερ ὁρµαθὸς, ἀλλήλων αἱ 
νυκτερίδες ἔχονται, καὶ µία τῆς µιᾶς ἤρτηνται· ὅπερ ἐφ᾿ ἡµῶν τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων οὐ ῥᾴδιον κατορθωθῆναι. Τὸ γὰρ ἀπεσχισµένον καὶ ἰδιάζον 
τοῦ κοινωνικοῦ καὶ ἡνωµένου τοῖς πολλοῖς προτιµότερον. (VIII, 7)45  

                                                           
42 Cohen, 2008, p. 233-234: ”Florentine painters of the Trecento, such as Giotto (in the 
Capella degli Scrovegni, Padua, 1314), Nardo di Cione (in the Strozzi chapel at Santa 
Maria Novella, Florence, 1350-1355) and Andrea Orcagna (in Santa Croce, Florence, ca. 
1350), as well as Dante illuminators, followed his description in visualizing the figure of 
Lucifer in Hell”. 
43 For Ambrose, see CODWR, s.v. Ambrose S.: ”Ambrose (c.339–97). Bishop of Milan. He 
was trained in rhetoric and law, and assumed the see in c.374, after having been civil 
governor. He was famous as a preacher and champion of orthodoxy (e.g. against the 
Arians). He was a strong advocate of monasticism, writing on asceticism, and also 
interpreting Eastern theology for the West. He is one of the four original Doctors of the W. 
Church”.  
44 Anton, 2003, p. 129.  
45 See also the Latin translation in Garnier edition: ”Quomodo idem quadrupes sit et 
volatile, vespertilio; quomodo sola ex volucribus dentibus utatur, et pariat quidem catulos 
velut quadrupedia; vagetur vero in aere, non pennis elata, sed membrana quadam coriacea. 
Quomodo et hoc mutuum amorem natura insitum habeat, sibique invicem vespertiliones in 
modum catenae adhaerescant et una ab altera pendeat: quod non facile fieri inter nos 
homines solet. Nam sejuncta et privata vita a plerisque societati praefertur, atque 
conjunctioni” (VIII, 7).   
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The positive semiotization of the bat of possible because Basil of Caesarea 

„si era assunto l’impegno di mediare ad un pubblico di fedeli – e non a specialisti e 
lettori di trattati – un’esegesi piuttosto accurata dei primi capitol della Genesi 
traendo gli argomenti non solo dale Scritture e dalla riflessione filosofico-
teologica, ma anche da una vasta, se non profonda, enciclopedia «laica», 
dall’astronomia alla fisica alla zoologia. Egli è così il primo autore cristiano a 
trasformare la semplice menzione di pesci, uccelli, rettili e quadrupedi della Bibbia 
in un vero e proprio «bestiario eamerale» o «creazionistico»” (Gonnelli, 1996, p. 
106). Freed from the negative context imposed by the Biblical script (see Leviticus, 
Deuteronomy and Isaiah), the bat is subject to recategorization and therefore a 
recontextualization that show a (rather) secular. Basil the Great’s perspective in 
presenting the animals is different from the alegory of the Phisiologus46, being 
dependent - to some extent – to the manner of representation of the world works 
for the ancient ”naturalists”47.  

Basil the Great insists on particular aspects of the morphology of the bat, 
without any connections to the demonic or monstrous, because his perspecive is 
reduced to ”the observaton of the animals”, in an attemp to ”perceive the wonderful 
work of God” (Anton, 2003: 131): ”Πῶς τετράπουν τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ πτηνὸν ἡ νυκτερίς. 
Πῶς µόνη τῶν ὀρνίθων ὀδοῦσι κέχρηται, καὶ ζωογονεῖ µὲν ὡς τὰ τετράποδα, 
ἐπιπολάζει δὲ τῷ ἀέρι, οὐχὶ πτερῷ κουφιζοµένη, ἀλλ᾿ ὑµένι τινὶ δερµατίνῳ”48.  

From a creature of the darkness, the bat becomes a creature, which, 
although it seems hard to fit in a certain genus, ”is not accidental on earth”, since 
”God created the world out of love” (ibidem). The sequence dedicated to bat in 
Hexaemeron does not contain any reference to Leviticus, Deuteronomy and Isaiah, 
so the bird considered impure in the Biblical text is able to become in the Eighth 
Homily of Basil of Caesarea, the symbol for τὸ φιλάλληλον (mutuum amorem). The 
positive semiotization of the bat is the consequence of the natural change of 
perspective done by Basil the Great in relation to the Biblical text and is 
determined, on the one hand, by te the re-contextualization of the creature, and, on 
the other, by the ranking of different morphological aspects specific to it. The same 

                                                           
46 See also Anton, 2003, p. 131: ”The animals of Basil the Great’s zoology differ from the 
animals that belong to the allegorical tradition of the exegesis, according to which God, 
making the world, put spiritual features inside the animals. Just like the discourse of the 
Phisiologist, Basil’s has a theological destination, but being uncontaminated by the 
allegorical method, it reflects a new way of seeing the world of the animals in the Christian 
culture. The landmark of this knowledge is scientific observation”.  
47 Gonnelli, 1996, p. 107: ”Sugli animali, piuttosto, doveva già circolare in quest’epoca 
quello che per noi è l’archetipo dei bestiari medievali, il Physiologus, ma nel piano 
basiliano l’opera risultò poco utile, importata com’era su una lettura esclusivamente 
allegorico-tipologica del mondo animale, per vedervi signa di verità metafisiche. Basilio 
invece, pur non ignorando del tutto certi spunti allegorici ormai entrati nell’uso, opta nella 
lettura del mondo per un limpido letteralismo: gli animali sono innanzitutto mirabili di per 
sé, testimonia della sapienza divina, occasionalmente anche exampla di morale”.  
48 Our underlining. 
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(particular) features of the bat, underlined by Basil the Great in his commentary on 
the Book of Isaiah appeared in the description from Hexaemeron: ”καὶ ὥσπερ 
ὁρµαθὸς, ἀλλήλων αἱ νυκτερίδες ἔχονται, καὶ µία τῆς µιᾶς ἤρτηνται· ὅπερ ἐφ᾿ 
ἡµῶν τῶν ἀνθρώπων οὐ ῥᾴδιον κατορθωθῆναι. Τὸ γὰρ ἀπεσχισµένον καὶ ἰδιάζον 
τοῦ κοινωνικοῦ καὶ ἡνωµένου τοῖς πολλοῖς προτιµότερον”. Unlike the comment on 
the Book of Isaiah, the one on Hexaemeron is constructed in such a manner that the 
principles of focalizaton on the monstrous character of the creature became futile 
(because in the Hexaemeron, the theme that ensures the semantic unity of the text 
is the eulogy of God’s Creation). As a result, atypical features of the creature 
become secondary to its peculiarities circumscribed to τὸ φιλάλληλον (mutuum 
amorem).     

3.2. Following Basil the Great, Ambose proposes the same representation 
of the creature49. He underlines that vespertilio is member of nocturnal birds, but 
do not forget to add that it is ignobile:                

”Vespertilio animal ignobile a vespere nomen accepit” (XXIV, 87). 
Ambrose continues by presenting the morphology of the bat (retrieving 

many elements of the text of Basil the Great): 
 

Est autem volatilis, eademque quadrupes, et dentibus utitur, quos in aliis 
avibus reperire non soleas. Parit ut quadrupedia, non ova, sed pullos 
viventes. Volitat in aere avium more; sed crepusculo vespertino consuevit 
offundi. Volitat autem non aliquo pennarum, sed membranae suae fulta 
remigio, quo suspensa velut pennarum volatu circumfertur atque vegetatur. 
(ibidem) 

 
He also resumes the analogy νυκτερίς = τὸ φιλάλληλον, translating it into 

Latin under the form of the equivalence vespertilio = c(h)aritas: 
”Habet et illud hoc vile animal, quod sibi invicem adhaerent, et quasi in 
speciem botryonis ex aliquo loco pendent: ac si se ultima quaeque 
laxaverit, omnes resolvuntur. Quod fit quodam munere charitatis, quae 
difficile in hominibus huius mundi reperitur” (ibidem). 

 
When the bat representation does not follow the model of the Biblical text, 

it seems to be influenced by the naturalistic perspective present in ancient works, 
plus interpretatio christiana as the eulogy of God’s Creation. The bat is saved to 
the limit. Although the Church Fathers openly acknowledge that the bat genus is 

                                                           
49 Anton, 2003, p. 125: ”The hexaemeric tradition of organizing the knowledge on world, 
for the articulation of a theological knowledge related to the Old Testament starts in 
theJewish-Hellenistic universe of thinking, with the interpretation of the Pentateuch by 
Philon of Alexandria (first century A.D.), continuing through Christian thinkers like 
Teophilos of Antioch Origen, and through Basil the Great’s Homilies to ”Hexaemeron”, 
this way of glorifying the spendor and sanctity of the universe, but also of knowledge 
transmission is taken by Saint Ambrose of Milan for the Western Christianity and by John 
Exarch for the Slavic East”.     
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questionable (νυκτερίς: καὶ τετράπουν καὶ πτηνὸν// vespertilio: autem volatilis, 
eademque quadrupes), they cannot they cannot question the justice of the divine act 
of creation of everything. Therefore, they try to motivate the categorization of the 
bat as a God’s creation, by emphasizing a feature that allows the analogy with the 
Christian values circumscribed to τὸ φιλάλληλον/ caritas.    

3.3. Basil the Great’s Hexaemeron is ”the most known”50 commentary on the 
six days of Creation, as it was proved by its large circulation in both West and East. 
Its status of ”Old Testament exegesis treaty of reference in the Western Middle 
Ages” was provided by the translation into Latin, which was probably done in the 
year 40051 by Eustathius52. The Hexaemeron was also known if the Romanian space, 
beginning with the 18th century, when it was translated for the first time, from Greek 
into Romanian, by the hieromonk Ilarion Bou Rău53, who ”at the initiative of the 
Bishop of Rădăuţi, Dositei Herăscu” translated the text ”around 1775, at Dragomirna 
Monastery” (Anton, 2003: 132-133). 

The Romanian version closely followed Basil the Great’s Greek original: 
 

Cum jivină cu patru picioare acéiaşi iaste şi zburătoare liliiacul. Cum 
numai sângur el din toate din toate paserile şi dinţi are, şi dobitoc adecă 
naşte ca céle cu patru picioare, dar plutéşte pre aer, nu prin péne uşor 
făcându-să şi sus înălţându-să, ci prin piéliţă oarecaré de piiale. Cum încă 
şi acesta are pre iubirea cea între sineşi a unora cătră alţii în fire sădită şi ca 
şi şirul unii de alţii să ţin liliecii şi unul de altul să atârnă, care lucru între 
noi oamenii nu iaste cu lesnire să se facă. Pentru că viaţa cea dejghinată şi 
osăbită mai cinstită şi mai unită iaste multora decât cea împărtăşită însoţirii 
ceii de obşte şi unită. (Hexaemeron, 209v-210r) 

 
The bat has the same (uncertain) genus as in the source-text (jivină cu 

patru picioare acéiaşi iaste şi zburătoare). The creature named liliac (”bat”) in the 
Romanian version preserves the same morphology as in the original text (dinţi are// 
naşte ca céle cu patru picioare// plutéşte pre aer, nu prin péne ... ci prin piéliţă 
oarecaré de piiale). The analogy νυκτερίς = τὸ φιλάλληλον becomes in the 
Romanian text liliac = iubirea cea între sineşi a unora cătră alţii. Ilarion Bou Rău 
translated τὸ φιλάλληλον by a larger syntagm, as a result of the translation of each 
element of the original compound (iubirea cea între sineşi). He insisted on one of 
the elements present in the configuration of φιλάλληλον, introducing a phrase that 
repeats emphatically the idea of sharing / reciprocity involved in the love of the 
close ones (a unora cătră alţii).  

                                                           
50 Anton, 2003, p. 132.  
51 Anyway, after Basil of Caesarea’s death (379). 
52 See also Anton, 2003, p. 132.  
53 Regarding the activity of Ilarion Bou Rău, see Ursu, 1994, pp. 58-83; Timotin, Timotin, 
2002, pp. 104-116, Anton, 2003, p. 133.   
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Ilarion Bou Rău’s translation was copied many times in the Romanian 
space54, and it was preserved in manuscripts dating from the 18th and 19th century. 
In the 19th century it was printed by the Wallachian Metropolitan, Grigore 
Dascălul55. However, it is difficult to say to what extent the representation of the 
bat, proposed by Basil the Great was able to influence the perception of the 
creature in the Old Romanian era. It is possible that cognitive type and the positive 
semiotization of the bat in Hexaemeron did not exceed the level of perception the 
Romanian society of that time.                

3.4. The fact that in the works of a Christian writer and a Father of the 
Church as Basil the Great can coexist two diametrically opposed representations of 
the bat highlights the following: 

a. the pressure exercised by the Biblical text on the commentators, 
requiring them one reading grid that meets the Manichean vision of the 
world (all things are divided in pure and impure, divine and demonic, 
and once categorized, things can not be transferred from one class to 
another); 

b. the survival of classical culture, a phenomenon which manifests itself 
by recovery of common place56 in the writings of the Fathers and the 
circulation of representations that could conflict with the biblical 
message (the phenomenon is particularly evident when the Fathers do 
not comment the Biblical text); 

c. the commentary on the nature of the bat depends on the script proposed 
in the original followed by Church Fathers and updates different sets of 
knowledge. (If the scenario is negative, then the allegorical 
interpretation will observe the biblical text and choose the negative 
semiotization. On the contrary, if the script is positive or even neutral, it 
is possible to produce positive semiotization and to activate another set 
of knowledge about the world.) 

4. In the medieval world begins the formation of ”a very precise, figurative 
speech, about demonic kingdom, placing exactly the notion of sin in order to 
induce the Christian convincingly” to act and "to confess”57. The animals are a part 
of a moralizing and allegorized - according to their morphology, but also the 
prejudices - emblem of virtue or vice. The bat is associated with lust”58. What was 
described as mutuus amor in Basil’s Hexaemeron and then in Ambrose’s becomes 

                                                           
54 Regarding the description of the manuscripts that preserve the text of the translation, see 
Anton, 2003, p. 134.  
55 Ibidem. 
56 Regarding different representations of the bat in ancient texts, see Arnott, 2007,  
pp. 221-222.  
57 Muchembled, 2002, p. 35. 
58 See also Zink, 1985, p. 59: ”Dans la littérature médiévale, l’animal, comme le reste de la 
création, n’est digne d’attention que pour autant qu’il est porteur de sens. L’élucidation de 
ce sens est la raison d’être des bestiaires, qui décrivent chaque animal et ses moeurs de 
manière à faire apparaître sa signification allégorique, dans le domaine religieux, ou parfois 
amoureux”. 
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the sign of the sinfull in Bestiario moralizzato di Gubbio and lussuria in Fiore di 
virtù. The same feature of the bat is treated differently in some texts, as a symbol of 
mutuus amor, while in others it becomes a sign of lechery. The change produces in 
the representation of the bat can be explained if one takes into account (and) 
extralinguistic context in which these texts are written. Both Basil the Great and 
Ambrose write at the beginning of Christianity, which leads them to insist on the 
idea of community and harmony among Christians59. It is no less true that the 
reasons why the two have come to value the idea of unity among Christians are 
different. Basil invites Pope Damasus to visit East in an attempt to establish 
”bridges between the Church of Rome and the Eastern Churches, convinced that by 
eliminating devouring dissent, both political power”, but also ”the spiritual power, 
the orthodoxy will benefit” (Anton, 2003: 127). Instead, Ambrose fights against 
Arianism60. No matter how different were the reasons why Basil the Great and 
Ambrose talk about the unity of Christians, the argumentative and rhetorical 
strategies used by the two are similar. The bat thus comes to be positively 
semiotizated, caring a feature that allowed the analogy with the love for the close 
one and hence the unity of the Church. If the positive semiotization of the bat is 
possible and in the same time, relevant for the 4th century, in the Middle Ages it 
changes under the pressure of prejudices that led to the re-categorization of the 
creature. It is possible that ”the point of view on animal evolution” in general, and 
the bat in particular, have been determined, finally, by ”the fear of the human being 
for the inner beast [...], able to erase his skills related to reason and spirituality, to 
not let subsist than bestial appetites, like concupiscence”. (Muchembled, 2002: 47). 

4.1. The same nuclear content (NC) of the bat is valued differently 
depending on the idiosyncrasies and prejudices of the era. As a result, bat 
morphology becomes interpreted as a symbol of luchery, after being placed in a 
context 61. The transition from avis to animal autem volatile idemque quadrupes 
shows how it is put ”in crisis the categorial system” and how ”it seeks to readjust 
the frame”. And so it continues in parallel, readjusting the categorical statements in 
the light of new observatories and recognizing that true observation statements 
according to the category are accepted. According to categories, it is expected to 
identify new properties (of course, in the form of disordered encyclopaedia); and as 
a found property is put in the rearrangement of the category” (Eco, 2002: 250). 
Changing essentialy its genus, the bat has come slowly but surely along the path of 
semiotization from impure bird to a creature of an uncertain genus and finally, to a 
symbol of the sinful man and for lussuria.             

                                                           
59 See also Anton, 2003, p. 127: ”Basil the Great manifests a special interest for the unity of 
the Church and for its doctrinal tradition. He is so concerned both with the division between 
Eastern Christians and between the bishops from West and East”.  
60 For the whole discussion, see Duval, 1998, passim. 
61 See also Dobrovoľskij, Piirainen, 2005, p. 135: ”However, languages often do not choose 
biological features [...] for denoting abstract concepts but make use of a kind of cultural 
filter, which allows only a few biological features from a relevant set to pass through into 
the given conceptual domain”.  
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4.1. In medieval literature, the bat is most often a negative symbol. The 
Bible and the Church Fathers’ texts - the main source of inspiration for medieval 
texts - condemned the bat at a negative semiotization, placing it in the category of 
impure birds / animals, which are associated with the devil. Everything is under the 
sign of the devil playable through symbolic bat. The sinner and sin are encoded in 
allegorical language through a single symbol: the bat. Transforming the sign bat for 
sinful man, but also for lussuria is an example of polysemy in the manifestation of 
symbols62.    

4.1.1. The bat is a minor character in bastiaria, which grants a smaller 
space than other creatures. In addition, a few versions of bestiaria63 contain 
information about the bat. The creature is presented in different manners, 
depending on the sources considered by the authors and on the prejudices of the 
times when a version or another was written. In Bestiario moralizzato di Gubbio64, 
la noctola, name that is assigned for the bat occurs in a context marked by negative 
semiotization: 

 
La noctola, de sì vile natura,  
né bestia non pare, né ucello,  
e va volando per l’aire oscura  
e schifa lo giorno kiaro e bello.  
 
Cosi fa l’omo k’en pecato dura;  
non se lascia vedere lo taupinello  
a quelli ke de l’anima tengono cura,  
cotanto è verso Dio malvasgio e fello. (Carrega, 1983, p. 121) 

 
The author of the bestiarium uses the analogy between the nocturnal 

character of the bat and the fear of the sinner for the light of faith, in order to 
transmit, by the chosen image, ”a default set of hierarchical values”65: the unnatural 
flight of the creature implies wonder (the wonderer is also the one living sinfully), 

                                                           
62 See also Dobrovoľskij, Piirainen, 2005, p. 266. 
63 See supra the few versions of medieval bestiaries that put in evidence the positive 
semiotization of the bat.   
64 Regarding the presentation of the text, see Carrega, 1983, pp. 15-30, but most of all the 
observations from the page 19: ”il Bestiario moralizzato di Gubbio si configura come 
raccolta di 64 sonetti ciascuno dei quali tratta una o più proprietates animali e ne svolge la 
conseguente applicazione alla sfera simbolica e morale. Ciò conferisce al testo, per le 
ragioni sopra enunciate, un carattere paradigmatico e fa di esso un documento di singolare 
interesse. Si tratta, in effetti, dell’unico esemplare noto dotato di tali caratteristiche, dal 
momento che la particolare forma metrica sfruttata dall’anonimo autore lo differenzia 
sensibilmente dagli altri bestiari in versi conosciuti, apparteneti o meno all’aerea italiana”. 
See also, Agostini, 1978, pp. 101-105, where it is stated the the text is from the first half of 
the XIVth century.      
65 Zafiu, 2012, p. 606. 
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and living in darkness supposes the association with the devil (as the sinner will go 
to hell). 

In the commentary of the Italian text, the modern editor says that in the 
works of the Christian writers, the bat was subjected, in turn, to a positive and a 
negative semiotization. The idea is that „la tradizione mistica aveva individuato 
nella nottola (pipistrello) un simbolo di Cristo il quale scelse di rifuggire dale luci 
del mondo. L’autore del sonetto ignora tale tradizione e ad essa dimostra di 
preferirne una seconda che privilegia il nesso analogico esistente fra l’animal e i 
peccatori che vivono nelle tenebre e che con le tenebre verrano ripagati dal 
giudizio divino” (Correga, 1983, p. 121). But we have to add that the bird that the 
editor claims to be positively semiotizated is not the bat, but the owl. Correga 
considers that the text of the Greek Physiologus imposed the positive semiotization 
of the bat. In the Greek Phisiologist66, there is the word νυκτικόραξ, meaning 
”owl”. As a consequence, the owl is the symbol for Jesus Christ and not the bat. 
The symbolic function of the owl in the Greek Physiologus is natural, because the 
positive semiotization of this bird had begun since the Antiquity67.  

The modern editor of the medieval bestiarium confused creatures together. 
The confusion is probably because in Italian, nòttola (with the variant noctola) is a 
polisemantic word, meaning both owl and bat (GDI, s.v.). With the second 
meaning, of bat, nòttola is attested not only in Bestiario moralizzato di Gubbio68, 
but also in text written after the 14th century (GDI, s.v.). Nòttola is borrowed from 
the late Latin (GDI, s.v.), being a reflex of noctula, a derivative of diminutive 
suffix from noctua („owl”). In Latin, noctula was attested for the first time in the 
translation (dated from the 5th or 6th century) of Soranus’ text, where noctula means 
the bat69. The Italian word preserves the meaning of its direct etymon (lat. noctula 
„liliac”), but at the same time, registrates the meaning “owl”, probably under the 
influence of nottua (borrowed from Latin noctua, base which was derived lat. 
noctula).  

4.1.2. Other bestiaria propose an analogy between the bat and the lechery. 
Leonardo da Vinci’s bestiarium70 from the 15th century and a Serbian version of the 
Phisiologis71 from the 17th century are dependent, both in structure and as thematic, 

                                                           
66 For the Greek Phisiologist, we used the Sbordone edition, 1991, pp. 20-21. 
67 For the positive semiotization of the owl, see Dobrovoľskij, Piirainen, 2005, p. 349. 
68 In GDI, s.v. the atestation from the Bestiario... is not mentioned and the reference is 
made to later texts.  
69 See also TLF, s.v. noctule. 
70 For the possible sources of Leonardoţs text, see Dolcetti Corazza, 1992, p. 86: ”l’Acerba 
di Cecco d’Ascoli [...] figura anche nell’elenco dei libri posseduti da Leonardo, e da questa, 
oltre che dal Fiore di Virtù e dal volgarizzamento della Naturalis Historia di Cristoforo 
Landino, Leonardo desunse material per quell «bestiario» che compare tra gli appunti del 
ms. H (1493-1494)”.  
71 Regarding the description of the text, see Dolcetti Corazza, 1992, p.  45: ”Di animali 
appartenenti alla tradizione fisiologica si parla anche in un’operetta serba dagli intenti 
moraleggianti e didascalici conservata in un manoscritto del XVII secolo, che mescola 
citazioni dai Padri della Chiesa a storie d’animali. La particolarità che ha attirato l’attenzione 
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to the Flower of Gifts. As a result, the symbolic function of the bat, acquired in the 
two texts, is the result of intertextuality. The origin of this new analogy must to be 
sought in Fiore di virtù.  

4.2. Both Physiologus and Flower of Gifts aim that “by assembling the 
short narratives accompanied by spiritual interpretations to open the road for the 
receptors to understand mystical or moral truths of the Christian religion” 
(Velculescu, 2001: 3). By subjecting the explanation to persuassion, the entire 
textual construction is based, in both texts, on analogy. In relation to the speech of 
the Physiologus, which is characterized by ”deliberate removal of any clarification 
on the details of symbolic values of animal stories”72, the Flower of Gifts tries to 
motivate the relation vice/virtue ↔ the animal, emphasizing the common semantic 
features of the symbolized and the symbol.  

The bat functions in the Flower of Gifts as a contingent symbol, being 
”context depending” and having “an increased ambiguity towards the conventional 
symbols” (DŞL, s.v. simbol). The Italian original73 gives a ”definition” of a luchery 
and then reminds us the symbol the vice is associated with. Of all the animals, the 
bat is chosen to codify the luchery:  

 
”Luxuria ch’è c[on]trario vitio de la virtude de la [ca]stitade si co[me] si 
co[n]ta i[n] la Soma di vitii si è de quarto mainere […] E posse ap[ro]priare 
la luxuria a lo balbistrello ch’è pluie luxurioso animale che sia. E p[er] la 
sup[er]clia volu[n]tade ch’el a de ço n’oserva mai alcuno naturale ordene 
i[n] lo so cordo co[m]’ fa li altri animali. Che’l masclio cu[m] lo masclio e 
l’una femena cu[m] l’altra si come se trovano fa çu[n]geno i[n] seme” 
(FdV. 113). 

 
4.2.1. Different Romanian versions of the Flower of Gifts preserve intact 

the symboic equivalence between bat and luchery.  

                                                                                                                                                     
degli studiosi consiste nel fatto che la sequenza con cui sono presentati gli animali tiene conto 
essenzialmente del vizio o della virtù che simboleggiani, e ad ogni virtù segue il vizio ad essa 
contrario in un gioco di antitesi senza dubbio accattivante e stimolante per il lettore o per 
l’ascoltatore”.  
72 Velculescu, 2001, p. 5. 
73 Regarding the sources of this text, see Olteanu, 1992, p. 19: ”Almost all the sources of 
the animal simbolism have been identified in Flower of gifts, because of specialists like: K. 
Mc. Kenzie, H. Vaenhagen, G. Mazzatini, C. Segre, Maria Corti etc. There were different 
bestiaries and encyclopedias in the latin-italian literature, circulating in the time of the 
author, in Nothern Italy. This way, only from the works of Bartolomeo Anglico, De 
animalibus, or Liber della natura degli animali, and De Proprietatibus rebus, the author of 
the Flower... took about 16 fables of animals. Other simbolizations of animal are traced in 
Vincenzo di Beauvais’s, Speculum naturale (s. XVI), in Dal bestiario moralizzato […], in 
Liber monstruorum by Aldhelin de Malsmesbury, in Proverbia super natura feminarum 
[…], in Encyclopedia of Isidor of Sevilla etc.”. 
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In the oldest version of Flower of Gifts (from the ms. 4620)74, the bat is the 
symbol for fornication ”Rom. curviie”: 

 
Curviia, unde easte, răutate curăţiei easte în patru chipure […] Şi poate să 
se închipuiască curviia liliacului, ce easte mai curvaru de toate gadinele în 
lume. Şi de multă pohtă ce are, nu ferescu vreo fire de pohte în cuibul ei, 
cum fac şi alte gadine: ce bărbătesc cu bărbătesc şi muieresc cu muieresc, 
cum să află, aşa se împreunează. (Fl.D. sec. XVI, 616r-617r) 
 
Where it appears, the fornication is bad for the purity in four manners [...] 
And you can imagine the fornication of the bat, which is the most immoral 
of all the beasts in the world. And because it has so much lust, it has no 
fear of lusts in its nest, like other beasts do: and male to male, female to 
female, as they are, fornicate. (Fl.D. 16th century, 616r-617r) 

 
The negative semiotization is repeated in other Romanian versions, no 

matter the original they are based on:  
 

Că curviè e(s)[te] protivă (se aseamănă) liliiacilo(r) că mai curvare gadină 
nu e(ş)[te] în lume, că ei curvescu to(ţi) şi bărbaţi [cu bărbat] şi muere cu 
muere” (Codex Neagoeanus, 315)/ ”Că cu(r)viia să protiveaşte liliaculu(i) 
că ia(s)[te] ma(i) curvariu de toate gadinile. Şi de mu(l)t ce a(u) 
preacu(r)viem ei cu(r)ve(s)[c] bă(r)bat cu bă(r)bat şi muiare cu muiare 
cu(m) să află (versiunea din 1693, copiată de Costea Dascălul, 342)/ 
Curviia iaste păcatul împrotiva curăţiei, precum spune la Cartea păcatelor. 
Şi aceasta să împarte în patru oarecarele [...] Şi poţi să aseameni curviia pre 
liliacĭ carele iastea cea mai curvare hiară a lumii pentru că din multă pohtă 
ce are spre dânsa, nu păzeaşte în vreun chi(p) ceaia ce iaste după hire, 
precum fac celelalte heri, ce mearge parte bărbătească la [parte] 
bărbătească şi parte muerească la parte muerească, precu(m) să află şi să 
împreună unul cu altul. (versiunea tipărită de Antim în 1700, 150-152) 
 
That fornicaton is similar to that of the bats, because there is no other beast 
more lustful then the bat, because they all fornicate, male to male and 
female to female”. (Codex Neagoeanus, 315)/ ”The luchery is suitable for 
the bat, because it is the most lustful among all the beasts. And because 
they have to must lust inside, they fornicate male to male and female to 
female, as they are”. (the 1693 version, copied by Costea Dascălul, 342)/ 
”The lust is the sin against purity, as it is said in the Book of sins. And it is 
divided in four [...] And you can compare the lechery to that of bats, the 
most lustful beast of the worls, because due to its large lust, does not care 
about what is natural, like other creatures, but male goes to male, and 

                                                           
74 Regarding the description of the text, see Moraru, 1996, pp. 15-112. 
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female goes to female, as they are and fornicate one with the other”. (the 
version printed by Antim, in 1700, 150-152)  

 
The bat from the Flower of Gifts is not though the impure bird of the Bible, 

because it belongs to a different genus to that of the creature from the Old 
Testament. In the original text, balbistrello75 (a variant of pipistrello) is named 
animale, so, through a generic term (hyperonim), and not through a hyponim as 
osello or volatilie (which names different birds in Fiore di virtù).  

The Romanian translations of the Flower of Gifts uses the generic term 
gadina (”beast”), for ”liliac” (bat) and ”vasilisca” (charmed snake) (ms. 4620, 
499r), also for ”leoscoarda” (unicorn, in Codex Neagoeanus, 225 şi în ms. 4620, 
593v), ”armenica” (hermeline, in Codex Neagoeanus, 244), ”sobol” (sable, ms. 
4620, 508v), ”sirena” (mermaid, ms. 4620, 517v), ”pinara” (mole, ms. 4620, 560r) 
etc. 

Both in Physiologus and in Flower of Gifts, ”gadina” means wild animal 
and animal, in general. In old Romanian, ”gadina”, borrowed from Bulgarian76, is 
synonymous to the inherited term, ”fiară” (”hiară”), in contexts where the 
substitution of the last one is possible. The relationship between the two terms is 
only apparently more complicated in some versions of popular books. Thus, in one 
version of the Physiologus by Seraphim the Hieromonk, copied from Bistrita 
Monastery, animals are divided into three categories: hieri, gadini şi păsări77. 
Among gadini there are gorgonia, aspida, şarpele, endropul and hineiul (gorgon, 
asp, snake, endrop, sea urchin) (Velculescu, 2001: 39-40). Hence, the reptiles, fish 
and monsters are also gadine. In the category of heri there are pil, leu, zâmbru, 
cerbu, inorogu, lup (elephant, lion, aurochs, deer, unicorn, wolf) etc. (they are all 
wild, animals, real or imaginary). The initial division is however contradicted in 
the actual text of the Physiologus, where a gadina precum snake is defined as ”o 
hiară cumplită, mai veninată decât toate jigăniile” (a terrible beast, more venomous 
then all the bugbears) (idem, 40), and a hiara like pilul (the elephant) is described 
as “o gadină mare” (a large beast). In the version translated from Greek by the 
monk Filotei Sfântagoreţul and printed by Antim Ivireanu at Snagov, the bat is 
defined as hiara. The Romanian term is equivalent to the Greek πράγµα 
(”făptură”), but also for ζῷον (= lat. animal, Liddell, Scott, s.v.)78. As it can be 
seen, neither in the original (written in Greek) nor the Romanian version, the bat is 
classified as bird. 

                                                           
75 The variant balbistrello is dialectal, specific for Bologna, see Olteanu, 1992, p. 21.  
76 Cf. DA, s.v.: ”From bg. gadinъ “animal (n general), beast, reptile, birds, insects”.   
77 See Velculescu, 2001, p. 35. 
78 See the text of the Greek version, printed in Venice, in 1603: ”καὶ ἠµπορὴ νὰ ὀµοιάσης 
τὴν πορνείαν εἰς τὴν νυκτερίδα, ὁποῦ εἴναι τὸ πλέο πορνικὸν πράγµα ὡς καθὼς ποιοῦν τὰ 
ἕτερα ζῶα” (Olteanu, 1992, p. 416). There is known that Filotei Sfântagoreţul translated 
Flower of gifts, following a Greek original. There is not less true that the Romanian 
translation presents ”some differences” to 1603 Greek version (Olteanu, 1992, p. 346).  
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4.2. At the end of the 18th century, in a Greek- Italian version of Flower of 
Gifts, the bat was replaced by the rabbit, which became a symbol for ἀκολασία/ 
lussuria. Once again, the categorial system has been in crisis by new observative 
statements, in consequence, the bat was expelled from the ”scale” of the animals 
that were symbols for luchery. The bat is no more the most debauched of animals, 
which offers a new semiotization and implicitly a new categorization.    

5. The biblicat text and the works of the Church Fathers controled the 
representations of the bat for a long period of timp, imposing its negative (rarely 
positive) semiotization. According to his tradition, the bat is an impure creature, 
which comes to be associated with darkness and the devil and, finally, to turn into a 
symbol of the heretic, the sinner and fornication (as happens in bestiaria). In 
parallel, genus avis is discussed by the Church Fathers, taking into account the fact 
that they note that the bat is murium simile. It reaches a hybrid representation of the 
bat, which is at the same time, volatilis, and quadrupes or né bestia, né ucello (as in 
Bestiario moralizzato di Gubbio). From hybrid to monster there was only a step. 

The biblical text appoints the bat genus avis. When the Church Fathers 
present the bat and establish for it another genus, they do not necessary follow the 
biblical pattern. The cultural mutation is produced under the pressure of another 
bookish tradition and eventualy, of a different categorial frame, controlled by new 
observative statements, which insinuated in the texts of the Church Fathers79.  

6. Middle Ages sorts things out and proclaims the supremacy of ferm 
categorization on structures ”imagined by the classical Antiquity” in an attempt to 
give the image a world full of ”signs and symbols, reflecting divine omnipotence” 
(Boia, 2011: 49).  

Echoing the ancient theory of the four elements, the medieval imaginary 
develops balanced and harmonious structures (at least in appearance), proposing to 
to put there all that is known (“in the Middle Ages, the ordering power of the four 
elements was total. [...] Consistent with other mediaeval structures, the animal 
kingdom was built upon the same concept of four elements; beings were sorted out 
into animals of the air, of water, and of earth. The elements, functioning as physical 
realms, served to keep apart the denizens of each realm by providing boundaries to 
establish the distinct identities of bird, beast, and fish by isolating them one from 
the other. The elements, then, acted as containers”, Williams, 1996, pp. 175-176).  

In the Antiquity, the bat preserved a complicated image: on the one hand, it 
is considered a hybrid (both bird and quadruped) and, on the other, Holy Fathers 
associate it with the devil (from the early 4th century A.D., see supra). With such a 
nuclear content and in such a horizon of expectations, the bat could not be 
categorized but as a monster80. 
                                                           
79 For the whole discussion, see Uţă, 2013, pp. 74-81.  
80 Williams, 1996, p. 191: ”the bat, a monster par excellence, unnaturally combining earth 
and air. Flying mammal, creature of the dark, the bat was thought of in the Middle Ages as 
a monstrous bird possessing wings, but no feathers, a creature that suckled its young and 
slept upside down, signifying, perhaps, the inversion of the natural realms that it 
personified. Probably because of its avoidance of the light and its generally repulsive 
appearance, the bat carried with it a highly negative symbolism”. 
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6.1. Medieval encyclopaedias81 are, more often, works of synthesis, where 
the sequences taken from secular texts of antiquity stand alongside the Bible and 
the works of the Holy Fathers. A summary of medieval culture provides an 
ungrateful status for the bat which provided it the monster emblem par 
excellence82.  

6.2. The last great encyclopaedist of the Middle Ages, Petrus Berchorius83, 
gives the bat a large presentation space. The description is nothing but a synthesis 
of numerous ancient and medieval literature common places, plus interpretatio 
christiana of each feature of the bat. In the face of Berchorius’ scientific accuracy, 
bat has no chance to escape the negative semiotization. Right from the start, 
Berchorius refers to the Book of Isaiah, announcing the interpretation grid that will 
be used for bat:  

 
Vespertilio secundum glossam Esa. 2 lucem odit et tenebras amat. Nam in 
die in parietum foraminibus se abscondit. Caeca est ad modum talpae, et 
pulverem lingit. Tales sunt cupiditi, maxime usurari, quia coeci, et duces 
caecorum. Matt. 15 ad modum talpae, quae semper est in terra, ubi optime 
se regit, et ibi quaerit victum. Ideo tales lucem manifestationis odiunt et 
abhorrent. [...] et sic tenebras obscuritatis diligunt, quia quae in oculto ab 
eis fiunt, turpe est dicere ad Ephe. 5. [...] Et lumen manifestationis fugiunt 
et devitant. (cap. 72)   

 
After announcing the manner of interpretation used and presenting one the 

bat features, Berchorius discussed the creature’s genus. An entire sequence is 
devoted to new hypotheses argument, that the bat should be considered rather 
bestia than avis: 

  
Vespertilio quamvis propter alas et propter volatum avis esse credatur, esse 
tamen bestia sex rationibus comprobatur. Primo quia non ovat, imo more 
bestiarum pullos concipit et procreat, quod tamen inter volucres non 
habetur. Secundo quia dentes habet. Tertio quia cauda caret. Quarto quia 
lac et mamillas habet. Quinto quia per terram currit, et quattuor pedibus 

                                                           
81 For the description of medieval encyclopaedias, see 2000, s.v. encyclopaedias, medieval: 
”No medieval work bore the title Encyclopaedia. But many attempted to order the whole of 
knowledge and could claim an encyclopaedic status, starting with the Etymologies of 
Isidore of Seville, undisputed model until the irruption of Aristotelian thought into Western 
thought. [...] The encyclopaedic work took a great variety of titles, contents and forms. 
Some constants can be disengaged: it was always a work of compilation, which 
accumulated ancient knowledge and had no vocation to innovate: it was a «book of books», 
which offered the reader the best of all that had been written by all known ancient authors, 
patristic and medieval authors, and, as far as they were in circulation, the great Judaeo-
Arabic and Aristotelian texts”. 
82 For the whole discussion, see Uţă, 2013, pp. 82-86.  
83 Petrus Berchorius, Reductorium morale, lib. VII, cap. 72. 
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graditur. Sexto quia muri in corpora similatur, sicut in libro de natura 
rerum dicitur, et etiam Isid. quorum est magnam partem dicit Pli.li.10.c.61. 

 
At the end of the Middle Ages, the bat is considered a monster, being 

presented as a creature without sex or, conversely, one of an interregnum. The bat 
suffered successive recategorizations, which removed it from being the creature 
described by the ancient naturalists.  

The bat was the victim of medieval prejudices. Because it was no bird or 
quadruped, the bat could only become a monster. An entire cultural iconography 
presented the bat as a monster placed in a context84, who will establish that non-
removable features85 of the creature are [impurity]+[of an interregnum]+[demonic]. 

7. Contrary to expectations, the cultural history of old age bat has a happy 
ending. The creature insinuates in Dimitrie Cantemir’s Hyeroglyphic History, a 
work strongly influenced by the Physiologus86. Apart from Physiologus, Cantemir 
used other sources, building – on his own -, a coherent synthesis of all information 
about animals, which he discovered in the works read by the time of writing the 
Hieroglyphic History.  

In Hieroglyphic History ”the animal world has a strict hierarchy” (Moraru, 
1972, p. 484), within which ”forms of inter-regnum” try to insinuate (idem, 487). A 
universe organized, hierarchical oppose aberrant forms, monstrous multiplying 
throughout the Hieroglyphic History. One of the hybrid monsters in Cantemir’s 
novel is the bat. The creature is not yet come from the Physiologus, because the 
variants known by Cantemiry do not contain any information about the bat. This 
means that the prototype after which the bat was categorized must be surch 
somewhere else.  

We advance the hypothesis according to which the bat – „carile cu aripile ce 
zbura şi cu slobodzeniia prin aier ce îmbla, spre ceata zburătoarelor, adecă supt 
stăpînirea Vulturului a fi îl arăta, iară amintrilea într-însul alalte hirişii socotindu-
să, în neamul jiganiilor, supt domnia Leului îl da”87 (CII, 7-8) – is categorized in 

                                                           
84 We used the term with the meaning indicated by Eco, 2002, p. 242: ”a network of 
intertextual connections and a system of expectations”. 
85 See also Eco’s observations, 2002, p. 243: ”Sometimes the context can be common to a 
time and a culture, and only in these cases the dictionary properties that send to the way 
that specific culture classified the known objects appear as non-eliminable”.  
86 Moraru, 1972, p. 482: ”The manner Dimitrie Cantemir uses the content of Phisiologus 
regards not only the transfer of the fable or of is meanings [...]. Relevant in the relation of 
Hieroglyphic History with Phisiologus is the adaptation of the animal allegory as a way of 
building the unity of the entire novel. [...] Cantemir’s work is definitely allegorical and 
allows a diminishing, for the value of the novel, and yet coherent and real historical 
reference”.      
87 “who flown with its wings and wondered freely through the air, to the army of birds, 
hence being under the power of the Eagle, but inside it considered itself of another nature, 
of the beasts, under the power of the Lion”.  
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the Hieroglyphic History after the model presented in Reductorium morale88 by 
Petrus Berchorius.  

Because it is cannot be framed in only one ”power”, the bat is defined by 
consequence, as a monster. The syntagms ”the breedless breed” and ”the faceless 
face” express the monster status of the bat. Initial formulas of designation are 
accompanied by scholarly explanations through which Cantemir tries to 
compensate the too vague nature of proximate genus: ”adecă jigăniuţa sau păsăriţa 
cea cu prepus, iubitoriul nopţii, fugătoriul dzilei, vădzătoriul întunerecului şi orbul 
luminii”89 (CII, 159). The following explanation contains numerous syntagms, 
semantically equivalent, but antithetically built (groups appointing the bat are 
symmetrically contrastive or oxymoronic): iubitoriul nopţii, fugătoriul dzilei, 
vădzătoriul întunerecului şi orbul luminii - loving the night, avoiding the day, the 
one who sees into the darkness and is blind into the light). A possible source of 
explanatory sequence inserted in the Hieroglyphic History is Petrus Berchorius’ 
Reductorium morale, a text Cantemir knew since he wrote the Divan. ”The lover of 
the nighe” // ”the avoider of the day”// ”the one tho sees into the darkness” // ”the 
one who is blind into the light” are syntagms to be found in Berchorius’ text. The 
correspondence manifests at the lexical level. The selection of the Romanian terms 
seems to be conditioned by the equivalences offered by Berchorius’ text: 
”Vespertilio [...] lucem odit et tenebras amat”// „Caeca est”// „Ideo tales lucem 
manifestationis odiunt et abhorrent. [...] et sic tenebras obscuritatis diligunt”// „Et 
lumen manifestationis fugiunt et devitant” (Reductorium morale, lib. VII, cap. 72). 

 
In the Hieroglyphic History, the explanatory sequence is flanked by an 

argumentative one, which demonstrates the character of Cantemir’s monstrous 
creature: 

 
Că pre amănuntul sama de-i vom lua, toată anomaliia şi rătăcirea firii la 
dînsa vom afla. Şi macar că iute la zburat şi bine într-aripat ieste (care 
lucru aievea monarhiii Vulturului îl supune), însă şi alte multe a multe 
jiganii hirişii are, carile nu puţină materie de gîlceavă şi de scandală înainte 
pune: întîi că fată ca dobitoacele, a doa că la cap ieste ca şoarecele, la aripi 
ca albinele ieste, a patra că la picioare în fire pe altul să i să asemene nu 
are, de vreme ce aripile în picioare şi picioarele în aripi îi sint. A cincea că 
dzua orbăcăieşte, iară noaptea ca puhacea purecele în prav ascuns zăreşte. 
Adevărat dară, iarăşi să dzic, că arătarea firii în jigănuiţă într-aceasta să 
arată”90. (CII, 215)   

                                                           
88 See also the observations in Creţu, 2010, p. 3: ”Here is the Bat, no bird, no animal, or, 
depending on the perspective, both bird and animal, dividing the two kingdoms. Nothing 
more natural, because in Cantemir’s bestiarium it takes the exact place of the interval that it 
has in most of the zoological systems, ancient or medieval”.  
89 “the suspected little beast or bird, loving the night, avoiding the day, the one who sees 
into the darkness and is blind into the light”. 
90 “If we will search it in detail, we will discover all the anomaly and the error of the nature 
in this. And even if it is rapid in flight and well winged (the reason for each is is a subject in 
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The argumentative sequence is constructed following Berchorius's text, 

sometimes constituting an adaptation of the original Latin: 
”Primo quia non ovat, imo more bestiarum pullos concipit et procreat, 
quod tamen inter volucres non habetur. Secundo quia dentes habet. Tertio 
quia cauda caret. Quarto quia lac et mamillas habet. Quinto quia per 
terram currit, et quattuor pedibus graditur. Sexto quia muri in corpora 
similatur” (Rep. morale, lib. VII, cap. 72). 

 
In Berchorius’s text it is stated that tha bat “volucris et quadrupedis 

formam gerit, et tam voce quam stridore sonum reddit, in die latet, in nocte patet”. 
Paraphrasing the latin model, Cantermir added that:  

”jiganiia aceasta din fire scurtă şi puţină la voroavă ieste, din gura a căriia 
mai mult decît interiecţia: ţis, ţis, a ieşi nu poate şi fără decît sămnul tăcerii, 
adecă decît tăcerea, altă n-au învăţat”91 (CII, 216). 

 
Berchorius’s Reductorium morale explains the manner of categorization of 

the bat in the Hierogyphic History, but it does not represent the model for the 
original scenario, by which the creature is brought to the fore: 

”Care lucru pricina cercetării, apoi şi gîncevii între doaă monarhii fu: 
fietecarea socotind că chip ca acela şie supus a fi s-ar cuvini şi de nu s-ar şi 
cuvini, să i să cuvie a sili, i s-ar cuvini”92 (CII, 8).  

 
The scenario seems to be an adaptation93 of an Aesopus’s fable, about the 

conflict between the birds and the animals, on the one hand, and the imposibility 

                                                                                                                                                     
the Eagle’s kingdom), is has many features of beasts, which is a cause of debate and 
scandal: first of all, it breeds like animals, secondly, its head is like one of a mouse, its 
wings are like of bees, in the fourth time, it has legs like no one else, because its wings are 
places in its legs and its legs are placed in its wings. In the fifth time, because during the 
day time it fumbles, but during the night it is able to see the flea hidden in the dust, just like 
an owl. Therefore the truth I say it again, the nature of this one is that of a beast”. 
91 “the beast is short and sharp in talking; from its mouth, more than the interjection tsis, 
tsis nothing else can come out but only the sign of silence, meaning that apart from silence 
it did not learn anything else”. 
92 “The reason of the debate and that of the argue between the two kingdoms was: each one 
believed that is appropriate the other one to be his subject and if this would not be 
appropriate, than it would be appropriate to use force to subject the other one”. 
93 „Νυκτερὶς καὶ βάτος καὶ αἴθυια πρὸς ἀλλήλους κοινωνίαν σπεισάµενοι ἐµπορεύεσθαι 
διέγνωσαν. Καὶ ἡ µὲν νυκτερὶς ἀργύριον δανεισαµένη εἰσ µέσον κατέθηκεν, ἡ δὲ βάτος 
ἐσθῆτα ἐνεβάλετο, ἡ δὲ αἴθυια τὸ πλοῖον. Χειµῶνος δὲ σφοδροῦ γενοµένου καὶ τῆς νεὼς 
περιτραπείσης, πάντα ἀπολέσαντες αὐτοὶ ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν διεσώθησαν. Καὶ ἡ µὲν αἴθυια ἀπ᾿ 
ἐκείνου τὸ πλοῖον ζητοῦσα ἐπὶ (κατὰ?) τοῦ βυθοῦ δύνει, οἰοµένη ποτὲ εὑρήσειν· ἡ δὲ 
νυκτερὶς τοὺς δανειστὰς φοβουµένη ἡµέρας µὲν οὐ φαίνεται, νυκτὸς δὲ ἐπὶ νοµὴν ἔξεισιν· ἡ 
δὲ βάτος τὰς ἐσθῆτας ἐπιζητοῦσα τῶν παριόντων ἐπιλαµβάνεται (τῶν) ἱµατίων, 
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for the bat to fit in one of the classed, on the other hand. It is hard to say what 
edition of Aesopus’s works was consulted by Cantemir (there is a possibility that 
he knew the text from an anthology).  

However, the bat was not entirely subjected to a negative semiotization in 
Cantemir’s text. Blocking the negative semiotization is the result of the special 
manner by which the event and the characters are reflected through animal 
allegory. The bat participates as a first level of allegory, which functions as 
”hieroglyph”, under which hides Marco Pseudobeizadea. At the same time, it is 
present at a second level of the allegory, as a symbol of a hidden value, shown by 
Cantemir through the aphoristic formula: „Voia slobodă nu celor slobodzi, ce celor 
opriţi să dă” / Free will is given not to the free, but to the forbidden ones. The 
equivalence bat = simbol of free will is motivated through an argumentative 
sequence, in which different values, in a situation of incompatibility of mutual 
seclusion are emphasized (voie slobodă vs. tirănie / free wil vs. tyranny):  

  
Deci cît pentru alegerea locului lăcaşului mieu ar fi, aceasta să ştiţi că 
precum în borta pietrii brînca Leului de groasă nu încape (că a multe 
lucruri mărimea de scădere şi grosimea îngreuiere de împiedicare ieste), 
aşe în întunerecul nopţii ochiul Vulturului nu videa, cu care chip eu decît 
Leul mai aciuat, iară decît Vulturul mai fericit sint, de vreme ce borta 
pietrii şi cetate nebiruită şi lăcaş desfătat fiindu-mi, în vreme cînd ochiul 
Vulturului cu întunerec să închide, al mieu cu lumină curată să deşchide şi 
slobod şi fără nici o primejdie dobînda hranii şi orînduiala vieţii îmi 
cerc”.94 (CII, 234-235) 

 
The medieval prejudices on the bat coexist with the new symbolism, 

underlining the interpretatio cantemiriana. In the Hieroglyphic History, it is not 
about changing the gendre of the bat95, as long as numerous commom places of 
medieval origin were repeated by Cantemir in the description of the bat. The 
creature remains ”the breedless breed”, ”the faceless face”, ”the lover of the night”, 
”avoider of the day”, ”the one that see into the darkness” and ”the blind of the 
lighit”, but it is inserted in a new allegorical structure, different from the medieval 
one. Cantemir’s allegory is almost entirely secular, in comparison with the 
medieval one, circumscribed – in esence – to the religious. The creature continues 
                                                                                                                                                     
προσδοκῶσα τὰ ἴδια ἐπιγνώσεσθαι. Ὁ λόγος δηλοῖ, ὅτι περὶ ταῦτα µᾶλλον σπουδάζοµεν, 
περὶ ἃ πρότερον πταίσωµεν”.    
94 ”Therefore, regarding the choosing of my place to live, you must know that, just like the 
Lion’s paw cannot fit in a stone cave because it is too large (for many things the size is a 
reason of decrease and the largeness is a reason of stumble), as the eye of the Eagle cannot 
see in the darkness of the night, for those reasons, I am better placed than the Lion and 
happier than the Eagle, because the stone cave is my invincible fortress and a place of 
delight, and while the eye of the Eagle closes in the darkness, mine opens with pure light 
and free, and I search for food and order of my life with no peril”. 
95 ”The Prince remained indifferent to a tradition that seemed to condemn for eternity an 
innocent animal and rehabilitates it”: Creţu, 2010, p. 4. 
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to be ”the suspected little beast or little bird”, but at the same time it functions – 
more or less motivated – as a ”hierogyph” for a real character, Marco 
Pseudobeizadea, being associated with an abstract value (the free will). In 
Cantemir’s novel, the bat is a mixtum compositum, a natural result of the 
superposition of different sources used by Cantemir and of the recontextualization 
into a new allegorical structure.    

8. The cultural history of the bat is complicated for two reasons. First of 
all, genus vespertilionis has changed over time depending on interpretation - 
allegorical or, conversely, naturalistic - formulated in an era or another, so that the 
same term designating a bird and a quadruped or a monster. Then the creature has 
been integrated into many common places that are claimed from different 
interpretative systems and entering into various allegorical structures. This explains 
why the bat appears in the text of a single author with a double semantization 
(positive / negative). 

An impure bird in the Holy Scripture, the bat reached the categorization as 
a monster in the Middle Ages, when its genus is on discussion. The Church 
Fathers, under the influence of the verses of Leviticus and Deuteronomy – 
associated the bat with the darkness. From here there was only one step to the 
association with the devil. The symbiotic relationship led to changing the image of 
the devil, which ”grows” bat wings. Allegories in popular books transform the bat 
into a ”sign” for sin and lust. The same nuclear content, by which it acts as a "sign" 
for mutuus amor, makes the bat the most lustful of animals. But the history of the 
bat was not finished yet. At the beginning of the 18th century, the bat, after being 
subjected to intense negative semiotization, makes its way into a novel, entering 
into an atpical script. Interpretatio cantemiriana leads to a recontextualization of 
the creature, as it uses various sources and is based on an allegory that is not 
dependent of the religious sphere. The mixture of bookish sources and the 
historical circumscribing the scope of reference transform the bat into a monster 
make (”the breedless breed”) which can appear in positive contexts. Pair 
contrasting monster + positive semiotization in the Hieroglyphic History is a 
singular phenomenon in the literature of that time. 

Sometimes the monsters are born after successive recategorizations, as 
innocent creatures. So, the bat is a victim of change over time of the categorical 
system.  
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DOBRUDJA IN THE 17th AND18th CENTURIES:  
HÂRŞOVA – A CASE STUDY 

Constantin Nicolae1 

 Abstract: During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the medieval fortress of 
Hârşova was one of the most important ones on the Lower Danube line due to its strategic 
position. It appears as such in many historical sources. The first description is due to the 
Turkish chronicler Evlia Celebi in the second half of the eighteenth century. Its image is 
captured in two prints from 1826 (Fig. 1), and the plan was drawn up by Baron von Moltke 
during the Russo-Turkish War of 1828-1829 (Fig. 2). The fortress is involved in conflicts 
between the Gate and Tsarist Russia in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. It was 
destroyed and rebuilt many times. After the peace of Adrianople (1829) it is demolished and 
abandoned along with all Ottoman fortifications on the right bank of the Danube. Debris 
walls were gradually dismantled. Recent research has led to the identification of a 
semicircular tower (bastion) at the intersection with the east precinct north of the entrance 
gates and west of the first site and three-site walls on the west side, the most exposed to 
armed conflicts. They were raised in all probability, in the first part of the eighteenth 
century, at the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the third decade of the 
nineteenth century. Thanks to archaeological excavations, the medieval fortress enclosure 
route of Hârşova could be established accurately in terms of locality (Fig. 3). 

 
Keywords: medieval fortress; Hârşova; precincts wall; entrance gate; bulwark; 

Dobrudja; Ottoman Empire; Tzar Russia; Carsium; Russo-Turk war.  
 
 
 

In the Middle Ages, beginning with the middle of the 15th century, the territory 
between the Danube and the Sea, Dobrudja, was part of the Ottoman Empire. Its 
organization suffered some changes, marked by the political events of the time, but 
also by the general situation of the empire (Ghiaţă 42-43). Thus, in the 16th century 
this area was included to Silistra Sangeac, a border administrative unit in Rumelia 
Beilerbeilic. The unfortunate events striking the northern regions in the second half 
of the 16th century and at the beginning of the 17th century determined the Gate to 
take administrative and military measures regarding the entire area. In the third 
decade of the 17th century Dobrudja passed under the leadership of Eialet Oceakov-
Özü Beilerbeilic, together with Silistra Sangeac. A Sangeac parts the Dobrudjan 
space into a number of Kazale: Tulcea, Isaccea, Măcin, Hîrşova (placed North of 
Carasu Valley), Mangalia and Silistra (South of it). 
 Very few facts are known about Hârşova fortress for this period2. Even if 
its name appears in a large number of Ottoman documents from the 16th-17th 

                                                           
1 Researcher at “Carsium” Museum, Hârsova. 
2 Some older studies or of somewhat recent date try to question some aspects regarding the 
role and the place of this fortress in the history of this region, turning to good more written 
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centuries, until now it has not been given enough attention3. Even more, the walls 
placed in different parts of nowadays settlement were considered to their greater 
part to belong to the ancient epoch. The same happened to those on the protected 
surface, conventionally named “Carsium fortress”, placed initially in antiquity 
(Condurachi 169-170), a fact which lead to perpetuating this error until not long 
ago (Panait and all 122-127). Research inside the fortress in Hârşova has helped us 
to clearly see that the situation is completely different. In the present stage of 
knowledge, we are capable to demonstrate that the Ottoman administration initially 
used the ancient walls for a period of time, most probably until the first decades of 
the 17th century, when the fortress was rebuilt from foundations, on new strategic 
bases. This initiative was imposed by the political-military events taking place 
along the last segment of the Lower Danube at the transition from the 16th to the 
17th century4, but also by European reasons (Mehmed 221-222; Rădulescu, 
Bitoleanu 223) in perspective of resolving “the Oriental problem”. The attacks of 
Cossacks, sacking Isaccea and reaching Constanţa, already take place from the 
beginning of the 17th century. Between 1616 and 1621 follows the conflict with 
Poland, determining the concentration of the Ottoman army in Babadag, with a 
view to crossing the Danube if the situation had required it (Decei 318-322). 

To rephrase it, the East approaches a period of unrests and military 
conflicts from the second half of the 17th century and in the 17th century in order to 
define the new terms of forces between the Tzarist Empire and the Ottoman 
Empire, the Danube settlements being inevitably caught in the middle of the great 
fight. From this perspective the strengthening of the border was needed to ensure 
victory. The strengthening was needed much more in Hârşova and the 
surroundings, because here there were the most important fords for crossing the 
Danube into Wallachia. 
 The actions undertaken in this respect conducted to building one of the 
most important fortifications on the Danube line by the Turks, already from the 
first part of the 17th century. We owe the first and most important description of the 
fortress here to chronicler Evlia Celebi (Călători VI 450-451). In 1651, during his 
journey through Dobruja, it is described as a fortified and durable city of three 
thousand feet long walls and two gates, one to the East and the other to the West. 
The city was flourishing too, developed on the southern side of the fortress, having 
two quarters with one thousand six hundred houses. The information offered by 
Evlia Celebi fits with the description given for the fortress in Hârşova by Count de 
Langeron in 1809 (Călători SN I 334) and later on with the image from engravings 
dating to the year 1829 (Boca 1968 no. 28, 29) (Fig. 1). In all cases we are 
presented a fortification with strong stone walls, placed on the two limestone 
                                                                                                                                                     
sources and less archaeological discoveries. See Brătulescu, 3-24; Aricescu, 351-369; 
Cantacuzino, 58-67; Talmaţchi, 31-46. 
3 Field research, observations on the walls which can be seen, reinterpreting historical 
documents have permitted a clear separation between the Roman, Roman-Byzantine and 
medieval fortifications. See, Nicolae and colab., 2008, 313-343; Nicolae 2010, 226-231. 
4 It is about the attacks and destruction of  Hârşova during the time of princes Mihai 
Viteazul and Radu Şerban. See, Panaitescu, 34; Călători IV, 274. 
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promontories at the Danube, bordering the modern settlement to the South. The 
most complete fortification plan, corresponding to descriptions as well as to city 
images, is the one drawn by marshal von Moltke (Moltke pl. 9) (Fig. 2), taken over 
by other descriptions of the war in 1828-1829 (Chesney 52-53). Here one may see 
the trapeze shape of the fortification, with the eastern wall somewhat shorter than 
the western one, entirely corresponding to present topography. From the short 
description of the fortress follows that of its precincts which had five short fronts 
defended by bulwarks, on which cannons were placed. The precincts were 
surrounded by a 14-15 m deep ditch with steep slope and counterslope made of 
masonry. Without entering into other details of descriptions made at that time, we 
only confine ourselves to stress that the much more numerous sources from the 19th 
century only illustrate the fortification built in the first half of the 17th century, the 
one also mentioned by Evlia Celebi. 
 Archaeological research and field observations have completely confirmed 
some of the topography elements resulting from the above mentioned descriptions 
(Fig. 3). Thus, on the Danube shore, the walls which can be seen, long time 
considered as dating from the Roman period, are part of the medieval fortification. 
The excavations here have shown that the ancient walls are present at a great depth 
and widely surpass the Ottoman fortress to the North. In fact, the entrance gate to 
the Roman-Byzantine fortress was identified only in 2009, right near the spot 
where the eastern and northern precincts of the Middle Ages fortification meet 
(Nicolae 2010 228-230, fig. 7). The eastern precincts can be identified in the great 
level difference of Carsium and Călăraşi streets. A recent salvage excavation leads 
to discovering the fortification North-East corner bulwark. It is a half-round shape 
tower with a diameter of about 30 m and 3.70 m thick wall. It was built of stone 
and mortar from the rock level, with an outer parapet made of on all faces chiselled 
stone. Unfortunately the remains of the bastion were dismantled down to the 
walking level and covered by the asphalt of the street, so the preserving state is as 
bad as can be. The remains of the fortress entrance gate tower were identified on 
the northern precincts, not far from the bastion. It is exactly the entrance itself, of 
which the slate on the access direction right side is preserved, with a square hollow 
in which the wooden post of the gate was placed; also preserved is the massive, 
round shaped stone central pillar, with a square space in its center where the two 
parts of the gate closed, and also the tower foundations. According to all estimated 
data, the entrance could have been about 4.20 m wide. The gate upper part was 
most probably built with a number of carved stone segments in shape of an arch, as 
suggested by such a piece, fortunately discovered in the town. The North-West 
bastion was partly excavated, but without exactly establishing its outline. Only the 
spot could be identified here where the precincts North wall reaches the tower as 
well as the North-South direction of the western precincts.  

On a free surface at Carsium and Venus crossroads a number of building 
phases of the tower were rendered evident. As it also seems to be the case on von 
Moltke’s plan, it is possible that the bastion here has a polygonal shape. As regards 
the western precincts, the situation is extremely interesting. The walls on this side 
of Hârşova fortress were still well visible at the end of the 19th century and the 
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beginning of the 20th century. They appear in some documents, among others on 
the Great General Staff Map of the army, on which Pamfil Polonic has outlined the 
fortification, but also its surroundings (Ionescu pl. 2; Crăciun fig. 2, 3, 4; Nicolae 
and all. 2008 fig.5, 6, 7), as well as in bishop Netzhammer’s description 
(Netzhammer 2010 317). Walls remains can be seen even today on one of the 
properties in front of St. Emperors Constantin and Elena church. They were 
destroyed until the middle of the 20th century due to city extension to this area. The 
before mentioned archaeological excavation lead to the discovery of three precincts 
walls on the western side. It is evident, that they were built in different periods. The 
first precincts were rendered evident somewhat more to the North a decade ago. 
Here it is preserved at 3.20 m high. The wall was built against a limestone 
promontory, so its thickness must have been larger than 1.20 m, as it measures now 
at the level of the rock. Near the church, where the mentioned research took place, 
the wall is no longer preserved, being destroyed most probably during the war in 
1768-1774, when the conquest of the town by the Russian army is attested, with 
large damages (Ionescu 421; Rădulescu, Bitoleanu 228-229). Only some 
arrangement elements, typical of an entrance (a large pavement made of stone 
bound with mortar) and the imprint of the wall at the rock level were identified in 
the excavation.  

In 1771 the fortress was occupied by the Russian army and resisted the 
next year attempt to be re-conquered. At that moment the ruined parts of the 
fortress were rebuilt and little strongholds were raised in the surroundings, as 
results from a strategic plan dated to the year 1773 (Kuzev 153, fig. 4). The 
destruction of the precincts is demonstrated by the huge boulders torn off from the 
walls and by the cannon balls discovered during the archaeological excavation. It is 
possible that the precincts were so much affected that it was rebuilt somewhere 
twenty meters in front of the old one. The existence of the second wall can be 
explained only this way. It was raised until the end of the century, when the area 
was again shaken by a new conflict between the two great powers. Already at the 
beginning of the 19th century the sources mentioned a fortress here, the walls of 
which had been restored little time before (Docan 672). The probable thickness 
dimensions of the precincts approached 2.50 m, as indicated by archaeological 
data. The wall was destroyed during the war in the years 1806-1812. It was 
restored at less than a meter in front of the former one. The precincts thickness of 
only 1.50 m suggests a certain hurry to reinforce the western side of Hârşova 
fortress. Historical sources indicate the remaking of the fortress in 1822, in 
perspective of the upcoming conflict in the years 1828-1829 (Motke 72-72; 
Chesney 52-53). On this occasion also the last precincts were built, visible a 
century ago. 
 After the peace treaty in Adrianopol the fortification was destroyed and 
ended its existence for good. The events sequence at the Lower Danube during the 
17th-18th centuries shows that in Hârşova one of the most important Dobrudjan 
medieval fortresses was in use. 
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Fig. 2. Plan of Hârşova fortress drawn by Baron von Moltke. 
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Fig. 3. Elements of the fortress on the town ortophotoplan. 
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The Faculty of Theology of Ovidius University Constanţa celebrated the life and 
personality of Constantin Brâncoveanu, his sons and son-in-law, martyred two 
hundred years ago, in the events occasioned by the 2014 Brancoveanu Year – 
Eucharistic and Commemorative Year of Brancoveanu, the Holy Martyrs. The 
volum Constantin Brâncoveanu (1654-1714), coroană a voievozilor şi sfânt al 
Împărăţiei veşnice (Constantin Brâncoveanu (1654-1714), Crown of Voevods and 
Saint of the Eternal Kingdom), published by the Archbishopry of Tomis in 2014 
gathered some of the papers presented at the national symposium with the same 
title, organized by the Facuty of Theology.  

Eventhough the volume has a main theological perspective, the papers 
cover not only the theological aspect of Brâncoveanu’s activity and death, but also 
the cultural relevance of the activities of the prince for his time and for ours: His 
Eminence Teodosie, the Archbishop of Tomis, Brâncoveanu Constantin, Boyar 
and Christian King; Răzvan Ionescu, The Political Theology of the Holy Voivode 
and Martyr Constantin Brâncoveanu, at the Crossroads between the Byzantin 
Model and the “Dawn” of Modernity. The Meanings through Centuries of 
Doomsday; Răzvan Ionescu, The Model of the Prince in the European 
Renaissance; Răzvan Ionescu, Metamorphoses Halo. The Mystical Path to a 
Different Power; Nichita Runcan, Constantin Brâncoveanu’s Contribution to the 
Promotion of the Culture of His Time; Alexandru Ioniţă, The Holy Martyrs 
Bracovans – A Model and Landmark of Identity and National Consciousness; 
Marin Petrişor, Aspects Regarding the Spiritual Life during Constantin 
Brâncoveanu’s Reign. The Bucharest Bible (1688); Emilian Cornitescu, Life and 
Activity of Saints Brâncoveanu – A Model for Unity of Faith and Nation of 
Romanians; Adrian Niculcea, Eucharistic Debate in the time of Constantin 
Brâncoveanu and its Contemporary Values; Gheorghe Istodor, The Connections of 
Constantin Brâncoveanu with the Apostolic Patriarchates; Vasile Miron, Places of 
Worship Founded, Restored and Endowed by the Holy Voivode Constantin 
Brâncoveanu; Nistor Bardu & Rares Bardu, Enlightenment and Orthodoxy at 
Aromanian Writers of the Eighteenth Century; Stelian Manolache, The Cultural 
Sacrifice of Saint Constantin Brâncoveanu, throughout the Liturgical Books 
offered to St. Nicholas Church in Scheii Braşovului; Cosmin Căprioară, The 
Bucharest Bible and the Dialectal Base of the Literary Romanian Language; 
Adrian Vasile, The Martyrdom of Saint Constantin Brâncoveanu – the True 
Sacrifice for Faith and the Church of Christ.  

The articles are circumscribed mainly to theological and philological 
points of view. The authors have tried to express not only the importance of 
Constantin Brâncoveanu’s activities in his timelife, but also their impact and 
relevance for the future generations, up to the present time.  
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