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“BECAUSE THIS ALSO BELONGS TO OUR DIOCESE”:
FORGED CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN STEPHEN
THE GREAT AND ARCHBISHOP DOROTE]"

Victor Alexcandrov

The correspondence between Prince Stephen the Great of Moldavia (1457—
1504) and Archbishop Dorotej of Ohrid (circa 1466), consisting of two charters,
has been used by scholars as primary evidence for the ecclesiastical relations of
Wallachia and Moldavia with the Church of Ohrid in the medieval period. The
authenticity of this well-known document has been evaluated differently by
different scholars. Researching Matthew Blastares, I encountered the problem
of the genuineness of the correspondence and had a chance to examine the
original manuscript which includes the two charters. The literature concerning
the correspondence reveals that not all the features of the manuscript and text
of the charters have been taken into account in historiography; some
information reported about the manuscript is not accurate. The only reliable
palacographic study on the charters, that of Bogdan,’ is written in Romanian and
thus most historians are not aware of the details of his argumentation. Here 1
will provide additional data regarding the correspondence and make several
corrections to what has been written about it.

The two charters are held in Moscow in the Russian State Library (the
former Lenin Library), Grigorovi¢ collection (fond 87), MS 27 (old access
number 1707). The Grigorovi¢ MS 27 is a ten-folia fragment which includes the
last articles of the Syntagma of Matthew Blastatres (folia 1-2v.), the afterword of
the scribe, Deacon Dmitar (folia 3-8v.), and the two charters, which are the
main topic of my discussion here (folia 9-10).’

I This article is a revised section of my PhD dissertation on the Slavic Synfagma of
Matthew Blastares, which I have recently completed at the Department of Medieval
Studies of the CEU. It is my pleasure to thank Dan Muresan (Paris-Cluj) for his very
helpful cooperation during my work on this topic.

2 Joan Bogdan, “Documente false atribuite Iui Stefan cel Mare” (Forged documents
attributed to Stephen the Great), Buletinul Comisiei istorice a Romaniei 1 (1913): 103-161.

3 I am aware of three descriptions of this fragment: A. Bukropos, Cofparue pyxonucei B.
N. Ipucoposuua (The collection of the manuscripts of V. 1. Grigorovic) (Mocksa:
Tunorpadpus M. H. Aasposa, 1879), 19-21; Bogdan, “Documente false,” 109; and Radu
Constantinescu, Vechinl drept Romanesc seris. Repertoriul izvoarelor. 1340-1640 (Ancient
Romanian written law: Inventory of sources, 1340-1640) (Bucharest: Directia generald a
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The afterword of Deacon Dmitar of Kratovo is his only surviving work.*
The text starts with a brief and rhetorically eloquent account of how evil
emerges in the world and how man struggles against his nature, which is
inclined to evil. Dmitar’s writing attracted the attention of scholars primarily due
to a detailed account of the circumstances in which this manuscript appeared.
According to the afterword, the Synfagma was commissioned by Archbishop
Dorotej of Ohrid during his visit to Kratovo in the course of a trip around his
archbishopric. For the completion of that task, Dorotej promised to put Dmitar
and members of his family on the commemoration list of the Church of Ohrid.
Dmitar also reports that as a consequence of internal intrigues Dorotej, together
with many nobles and clerics from Ohrid, was moved by the Sultan to
Constantinople and replaced by “Lord Marko, who was a Patriarch of
Constantinople” (Markos Xylokataves).” That happened after the military
campaign of Sultan Mehmed in Albania and after the foundation of the town of
Konjuh. Finally, Dmitar asks Archbishop Markos of Ohrid for forgiveness. He
reports the date of 1466, although from his account it is not clear whether this
date pertains to the campaign of Mehmed or to the events in Ohrid or to both.
In any event, the deposition of Dorotej and the arrival of Markos took place
around 1466 or 1467,° and thus the afterword could be dated to 1466 or shortly
afterwards.

arhivelor statului din Republica Socialistdi Romania, 1984), 240. For unclear reasons,
Viktorov considers the Grigorovic MS to be a nine-, not ten-folia fragment.

* See Mapuana [luGpancka, “Ask Aumursp KparoBcku n HeroBuaT HOMOKAHOH OT
1466 r.” (Deacon Dimitit of Kratovo and his Nomocanon from 140606), Palaco-
bulgarica) CmapoGoneapucmura 19, no. 1 (1995): 91-98 (with references to further
literature). Different spellings of the name of the deacon are possible; henceforth, in this
text I spell his name as Dmitar. The afterword has been published in full by Borro Cr.
Amnreaos, “Amurep Kparosckn” (Dmitdr of Kratovo), in idem, s cmapama Gvacapexa,
pyexa u cpvbecka aumepamypa (Essays on Old Bulgarian, Russian and Serbian literature), k.
2 (Codus, HMszpareactBo Ha boarapckara akasemwsa Ha Haykure, 1967), 259-267.
Extensive excerpts of this writing are also found in Bukropos, Codparnue pyxonuceii B. I1.
I'puzoposuua, 20-21; V1. Kacanovskij, “Njekoliko spomenica za srbsku i bugarsku
povijest” (Some documents of Serbian and Bulgarian history), Starine 12 (1880): 253—
257; /oy6. Crojanosuh, Cmapu pnexu sanucu u  namnucy (Old Serbian notes and
inscriptions), k. 1 (beorpaa, 1902), no. 328; and Bogdan, “Documente false,” 117-120.
5 o ngrkceatenin ke cero  nNE-RAQEVENNANO  AgKieMMCRNA  BAkragekare Kyp  Aopwea,
npReMnnks  nprkemoad  oxpiackomoy  Scrpaaer ce Kyph  Magko, namgiapKk  EhIEhIH
Rwheranminm rpaga, nogeakniems wpcTroyioyars. Anreaos, “Avurnp Kpatosckn,” 265.
¢ Concerning Markos Xylokaraves, see Heintich Gelzer, Der Patriarchat von Achrida:
Geschichte und Urkunden, Abhandlungen der Konigl. Sichsischen Gesellschaft der Wissen-
schaften, philologisch-historischen Klasse, Bd. 20, no. 5 (Leipzig, 1902; reprint, Aalen:
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The two charters are found after the colophon of Deacon Dmitar on
leaves 9—10. The first is addressed to Archbishop Dorotej by Voievod Stephen
the Great, the second is the answer of the archbishop to the voievod.” In the
first charter, dating from April 6964 (1456 AD), the prince asks Dorotej to send
“his blessing and the persons who will ordain the new metropolitan™ to
Moldavia because the incumbent, “Lord Visarion,” has died. In his answer,
dating from October of the same year (see the discussion of the dating below),
Dorotej complains that he can neither come to Moldavia by himself, nor send
his people because of a plot (Kpamoaa) among the nobles and clergy of Ohrid
and, as a result, his transfer to Constantinople. Dorotej encourages Stephen to
organise the election and ordination of a new metropolitan by local bishops and
in the presence of Metropolitan Makarij (Macarie) of Wallachia. The
correspondence implies that in that period the Churches of Moldavia and
Wallachia were subject to the archbishopric of Ohrid.

The first eight folia of the Grigorovi¢ fragment are a single quire
(quaternion), while leaves 9 and 10 are a large folium folded in two. At the
moment, all ten folia are bound together, but the binding is modern; a note
inside the modern front cover testifies that the manuscript was restored in the
1960s. From the description of Bogdan, published in 1913, it appears that the
ten leaves were also sewn together at the beginning of the twentieth century.’

The fragment of the Syntagma and the afterword of deacon Dmitar, found
on leaves 1-8v. and the two charters on folia 9 and 10, are written in different
handwritings. The scribe of the Syntagma (who was Dmitar himself, as is clear
from the text of the afterword) wrote in accurate semi-uncials, quite typical for
Balkan Slavic manuscripts, while the script of the charters could rather be
defined as cursive."” Bogdan dates this cursive to the seventeenth or eighteenth
century, and points out that the ink used by the scribe of the charters is also of
later origin and could have been produced as late as the nineteenth century."

Scientia, 1980), 23-24; and Wsau Cuerapos, Homopus na Oxpudckama apxuenuckonus
(History of the archbishopric of Ohrid), 1. 2 (Codmsa, 1924; reprint, Codms:
Axapemmano mparesctso “Tlpod. Mapun Apuros,” 1995), 184-186 (references are to
the reprint editions of these two books).

7 The charters are printed in Kacanovskij, “Njekoliko spomenica,” 253 and 254. The
facsimile is published in Bogdan’s study and reprinted in Crerapos, r. 2, attachment 25.
I used the reprint. R

8 AA MOCAEWIM NAML TROE EARENIE M YAKE, KOH AA NAMK MHTPONOAHTA ScTamenito (sicl). See
CHerapos, T. 2, attachment 25.

% Bogdan, “Documente false,” 109.

10.Ct. 7bid., 109.

1 Thid.
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Bogdan and Constantinescu assert that the paper of the last two leaves of
the Grigorovi¢ fragment is different and of a much later provenance than the
rest of the manuscript (leaves 1-8)."” Constantinescu also states that the charters
in question are written on paper with a nineteenth-century Ottoman
watermark—a crescent on three mountains, the tops of which are cut off."” The
information of Bogdan and especially of Constantinescu is not quite accurate.
First, the appearance of folia 9 and 10 is quite the same as of folia 1-8. In my
opinion, such a thick and matte paper could hardly have been produced in the
nineteenth, eighteenth or seventeenth century. Secondly, Constantinescu mis-
identified the watermark on leaf 10 (it is the only watermark in the Grigorovi¢
fragment). The tops of the mountains are not cut off. In addition, two
centimetres above the crescent is a centimetre-long horizontal line. A search for
parallels in the album of Briquet leaves no doubt that the present watermark is a
variant of a watermark attested on the Italian paper and dating from 1463." The
major difference between the two watermarks is that in Briquet the
aforementioned line is the horizontal line of the cross raised upon the crescent,
while in the Grigorovi¢ fragment the vertical line of the cross is absent (or
cannot be discerned). Thus, folia 9 and 10 are authentic fifteenth-century paper.

The authenticity of the charters, however, appeared suspicious at first
glance into their content. A discrepancy between the data provided by these
letters and the evidence of other sources has been discussed in detail by
Bogdan."” Firstly, Metropolitan Visation of Moldavia is unknown. According to
information based on many different sources, from 1453 until 1478 the
metropolitan see of Moldavia was occupied by Teoktist 1.'° Secondly,
Metropolitan Makarij (Macarie) of Wallachia is mentioned in the sources later, in
the 1480s, but in a document dating from 1464 a certain losif appears as
occupying that see.'” Thitdly, the title of Dorotej used in both charters is not the
usual one. In the letter of Stephen, Dorotej is called “the Most Blessed
Archbishop of the First Justiniania and the Lord of all Bulgarians, Serbs and

12 Ibid., 109 and 114; and Constantinescu, echiul drept, 240.

13 Constantinescu, Vechin! drept, 240.

14 C. M. Briquet, Les filigranes. Dictionnaire bistorigue des margues du papier des leur apparition
vers 1282 jusqu’en 1600. A facsimile of the 1907 edition with supplementary material contributed by
a number of scholars, ed. Allan Stevens, vol. 3 (Amsterdam: The Paper Publication Society,
1968), no. 11734.

15 Bogdan, “Documente false,” 110-116.

16 Cf. Mircea Pidcurariu, Istoria Bisericii Ortodoxe Romdine (History of the Romanian
Orthodox Church), 2d ed., vol. 1 (Bucharest: Editura Institutului Biblic §i de Misiune al
Bisericii Ortodoxe Romane, 1991), 351-353.

17 Pacurariu, Istoria Bisericii Ortodoxe Romidne, vol. 1, 349 and 350 .
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Dacian lands,” whereas in Dorotej’s answer his title reads as “the Archbishop of
the First Justiniania, all Bulgarians, Setbs, northern countties and others.”"
Mention of Moldavia and Wallachia occurs in the title of the archbishops of
Ohrid, although these cases are late, dating from the last decades of the
sixteenth and the first decades of the seventeenth century.” The clauses “Dacian
lands” and “northern countries” have never been attested.”

The dating of the charters constitutes a special problem. The date of the
first charter, the year 6964 “from the creation of the world” (that is, 6964—
5508=1456 AD), is an impossibility. Firstly, Stephen ascended the throne in
1457" a year after the time when his letter is said to have been written;
secondly, the plot in Ohrid and deposition of Dorotej took place around 1466,
as follows from the afterword of Dmitar. The date of the second charter is also
6964. In the Balkan Orthodox counttries, in the Middle Ages, the calendar year
began in September.”” Thus, year 6964 lasted from 1 September 1455 until 31
August 1456. Given that the answer of Dorotej dates from October 6964, this
corresponds to 1455 AD (6964-5509=1455). That means that the answer would
have been written before the letter of Stephen, which is nonsense. To receive
the letter in the same year, 1456, one must infer that the calendar year began in
March, as was the case in Rus’ until the end of the fifteenth century.” The date
1456 is not authentic, which was established as eatly as the study of Bogdan.** In
both charters the date has been corrected. One can see that even on the
facsimile.

In the first charter, the date reads as “siuzp [6964-5508=1456], April,
indiction A1 [14],” but the letter & is clearly a correction made on the place of
another, original, letter. The zudiction 14 does not correspond to the year 1456.

18 Kac¢anovskij, “Njekoliko spomenica,” 253 and 254.

19 Cuerapos, Hemopus na Oxpudckama apxuenuckonus, v. 2, 379 and 380.

20 Ihid., . 2, 379-383. Cf. Bogdan, “Documente false,” 115 and 116.

2 Ihid., 111.

22 Ky#to Kyes, “Aerobpoene,” in Kupuro-memoduescka enyuxaoneyus, v. 2 (Codms:
Vausepcurercko usaareactso “Cs. Kanment Oxpuackn,” 1995), 534 and 535.

2 P. A. Cumonos, “O6 ocobeHHOCTAX MHU(MPOBOH CHCTEMBI, YIOTPEOAABIIEHCA B
kuprAarmgecknx pykormcax X—XV sexkos” (Concerning the peculiarities of the number
system used in Cyrillic manuscripts from the tenth to the fifteenth century), in
Memoouueckoe nocobue no onucaruso crassmo-pyccrux pyxonucesi 011 Ceodnozo Kamanoea pyKonucei,
xpanamuxea 6 CCCP (Methodological instructions for the description of Russian Slavic
manuscripts for the Union Catalogne of the manuscripts kept in the USSR), Bemryck 1
(Mocxsa, 1973), 208-210.

24 For the detailed analysis of the dating, see Bogdan, “Documente false,” 111-112.
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Next to the zndiction, number 4, corresponding to 1456, is placed in brackets,
written in Arabic numerals, in a different handwriting, and in another ink.

In the answer of Dorotej, the date is “si#p [6964-5509=1455], October,
indiction 6,” but the letters 3 and g are, again, corrections. The number of the
indiction has deteriorated slightly. Probably the letter of indiction is s (6), but it
could also be misread as 7 (7) (as published by Kacanovskij).” Below the date,
the number fSU,PéE (6965) is written in brackets, and next to the indiction
correction ¢ (5) is found, also in brackets. Kacanovskij erroneously publishes
this correction as 1e (15).” A note written in pencil, presumably by Grigorovi¢
himself (f. 10), reports that the sndiction was corrected in Wallachia to correspond
to the dates of the charters.”

It is evident, Bogdan concludes,” that the original date of the first charter
is stiop, 6974, which corresponds to 1466 AD: the indiction of this year is 14. The
original date of the second charter should be sijee, 6975: October 6975
corresponds to 1466 AD. The sndiction of the second charter, whether it is 6 or
7, is wrong. The cotrect indiction of year 6975 would be 15.” The corrections in
brackets below the dates were made either by Grigorovi¢ or by someone else in
Wallachia, but it is not clear who corrected the dates themselves.

One must agree with the conclusions of Bogdan and Constantinescu that
the two charters are forgeries, despite the fact that these documents are written
on authentic fifteenth-century paper, probably from the same manuscript as the
rest of GrigoroviC’s fragment. The presumption that the charters are forgeries
gives an easy and convincing explanation for all the peculiarities of the content.
Evidently, the compiler of the charters had a vague idea of Romanian
ecclesiastical history in the 1460s. He borrowed information about the plot in
Ohrid and about the deposition of Dorotej from the afterword of Dmitar. As
the original year and zndiction of the first charter coincide with those of Dmitat’s

%5 Kacanovskij, “Njekoliko spomenica,” 254.

26 Ihid.

27 TlocAeAHSAS TIOTIPABKA CACAAHA B Baraxun AAf ypaBHEHIS HHAUKTHOHA.

28 Bogdan, “Documente false,” 114.

2To define the indiction, one should divide the number of the year from the creation of
the world (anno mundi) by 15. The remainder is equal to the zundiction. If the remainder is
zero, the ndiction is fifteen. For the #ndiction, see Nicolas Oikonomides, “Indiction,” in
Oxford Dictionary of Byzantinm, vol. 2, ed. Alexander Kazhdan (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1991), 993.
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afterword,” it is clear that the author of the forgery copied the date, including
the zndiction, from the afterword.” If the zndiction of the second charter is not a
later alteration but was calculated by the compiler, he was unable to define the
indiction correctly (although he needed only to add one to the éndiction of the first
charter). Such a lack of knowledge about the calculation of the éndiction would be
an argument in favour of a late origin of the charters, namely in a period when
the zndiction was not used. Finally, the compiler inserted inauthentic (at least for
the fifteenth century) clauses into the title of the Archbishop of Ohrid.

The wish to produce a seemingly genuine document testifying to the canon
law subordination of the Moldavian and Wallachian Churches to the Church of
Ohrid in the middle of the fifteenth century was the main reason for the
compilation of the charters. It is not accidental that, referring to Metropolitan
Macarie of Wallachia in the second charter, “Dorotej” argues thus: “because this
[Wallachia] also belongs to our diocese.””

As mentioned above, Bogdan dates the script of the charters to the
seventeenth or eighteenth century.” So far I would refrain from a final
conclusion on the date of these documents. On the one hand, what is known
about the attempts of the high clergy of Ohrid to expand the boundaries of their
Church north of the Danube in the second quarter of the sixteenth century
(under Archbishop Prohor)™ does not rule out the origin of the charters in this

30 See Anreaos, “Amurep Kparosckn,” 265, and Bukropos, Cofpanue pyxonucei B. H.
I pucoposuua, 20. Influenced by the aforementioned correction in the charter,
Kacanovskij (p. 255) erroneously published the zndiction in the afterword as 4.

31 Cf. Bogdan, “Documente false,” 113 and 114.

32 NPUZBRAR'IIE Kk CEE'R H MHTPONOAHTA Srpw BAAXTHCKAMO EQATA NALIEMO H ChCASHKKENHKA
kvp Makagia * ZaNIEXKE H Th WEAACTH Hawee ecTh. See Kacanovskij, “Njekoliko
spomenica,” 254, and cf. Cuerapos, T. 2, attachment 25.

3 Bogdan, “Documente false,” 109 and 110.

3 For this issue, see the following works: ‘Hopbe Cir. Papojuuanh, “O xwuse IInmosomea.
Asa crapa cpicka reorpadpcka ‘rakosanmja”’ (About the Book of Prolemens: Two Old
Serbian geographical commentaties), Hemopucku waconuc 6 (1956): 55—-65; Tit Simedrea,
“Unde si cind a luat fiintd legenda despre atirnarea canonici a scaunelor mitropolitane
din Tara Romaneasci si din Moldova de archiepiscopia de Ohrida (From where and
when the legend of the dependence of the metropolitan sees of Wallachia and Moldavia
from the archbishopric of Ohrid emerged), Biserica Ortodoxa Roménd 85 (1967): 975—
1003; Branislav Durdev, “Odnos izmedu Ohridske arhiepiskopije i srpske crkve od pada
Smedereva (1459) do obnavljanja Pecke patrijarsije (1557)” (Relations between the
archbishopric of Ohrid and the Serbian Church from the fall of Smederevo, 1459, until
the restoration of the Patriarchate of Pe¢, 1557), Radovi akademije nauka i nmjetnosti Bosne i
Hercegovine 38 (1970): 184-209; Mihai Maxim, “Les relations des Pays Roumains avec
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period. On the other hand, if the compiler of the charters made the evident
mistake in the calculation of the zudiction, these documents come from a very late
period, perhaps the eighteenth or nineteenth century. The issue could be
clarified through further palacographic analysis of the script of the charters.
Some clues to the origin of the correspondence could be obtained through the
study of the diplomatic features of the documents issued by the chancery of the
Archbishops of Ohrid and through a more detailed examination of the titles
used by these archbishops in the Late Middle Ages and Early Modern Period.

In 1931, among the documents which were transferred from the Romanian
monasteries secularised in the nineteenth century to the dependency (metochia) of
the Holy Sepulchre in Constantinople, a copy of the charters was found, made
by Grigorovi¢ himself. A facsimile of this copy was published by Paul Mihail.”
In the note found below the charters, Grigorovi¢ writes that he copied these
documents from “his manuscript” in 1845 in Bucharest. In the second note, he
asserts that he received the originals of the charters in the monastery of St. John
of Rila (in modern western Bulgaria) and that they were found at the end of the
Syntagma of Matthew Blastares. Incidentally, one can assume from the latter note
that Grigorovi¢ had the whole manusctipt of the Syntagma at his disposal.”

This copy is interesting evidence of Grigorovic’s methods of work. In the
copy, the date of the first charter is 6964 (1450), indiction 14. One can see an
attempt to calculate the alternative date under the number of the yeat: two or
three unfinished figures are written and crossed out. The date of the second
charter is also 6964 (1456), but the indiction is 1. Again, below the number of the
year an alternative number, 6969 (1461), is found in brackets. Mihail considers
the latter correction as Grigorovic’s hypothesis that the charter dates from 1461
and, what is surprising, finds this conjecture to be convincing.” However, the
charter, were it authentic, could not have come from 1461, because the events in
Ohrid referred to in the charter only took place in 1466. Probably the alternative
dates in brackets indicate Grigorovi¢’s understanding, at least with regard to the
second charter, that the date 1456 is not correct.

Parchévéché d’Ohrid 2 la lumiere de documents turcs inédits,” Revue des études sud-est
européennes 19 (1981): 653—671.

% TTayap Muxaua, “K Bompocy o meperricke MOAAOBAaXHIICKOro BoeBoAbl CredraHa
Beanxoro ¢ apxumenuckorrom Ilepsoit FOctuamansr Aopodeem™ (On the issue of the
correspondence of the Moldo-Wallachian Voievod Stephen the Great with the
Archbishop Dorotej of the First Justiniana), Revue des études sud-est européennes 4, no. 1-2
(1966): 239-246.

3 For the text of the notes, see Muxaua, “K Borpocy o mepenucke,” 245.

37 Muxaua, “K Bompocy o mepermcke,” 242.
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As compared to the Grigorovic MS 27, the copy of 1845 contains minor
variant readings which are of interest. Because of the poor quality of the
facsimile in Mihail’s edition, I limit myself to comments on those alterations
which have been pointed out by Mihail himself. The variant readings of the
1845 copy include a rusism (Eharagam instead of BAKrapwa), two corrections of
the unusual spelling of the original for a more common one (MOAAOBAAXINCKOH
instead of m8aporaaxiNckon and m8c8amanckaro instead of m8caomanckore), one
omitted clause (M b HEKOAMKO BoAldpH H KAMPHKKI NAIIEE LhKER),® and nine
evident misspellings of the original (in particular 8cie instead of 8cne, wnoro
instead of HHoroe, p8konoacxkHILL instead of PEKOMOAOKHTH, OERAPKMHAH instead
of oBkAgkHMin and so on).”” Mihail attributes great importance to the variant
Boarapn found in one more place of the copy of 1845 instead of Eearapu in the
Grigorovi¢ MS 27, arguing that the Boarapn should be the original reading. He
did not notice that the clause cited (RBZABRHIKE HEKOK KPAMOAS MEKAS EOAMPH
HALLEMO M'pAAd H KAHPocA LPhKOoRNAAre) is based on the information of Dmitar
(WEKOTOPRH KPAMOAKI MEIKAOVCOBNEH MOARHIKILH CE TOV ... H C'h MHOMKAHIWIIHMH
WTh EOAPk WXPIA'CKBIHXE H NMPHYETHHKL LPLKWERNLIXL ...). In addition, the
reading Boarapn makes no sense in the context. The present vatiant is no more
than a corruption made by Grigorovic, and acceptance of this reading leads to a

complete jumble.”’ In general, the great number of misspellings which are
evident and sometimes senseless casts a serious shadow on Grigorovic’s
accuracy. One has the impression that the copies were made in a great hurry. It
may also be that some of the changes are not unconscious corruptions, but
Grigorovi¢ believed that he was permitted to alter the text of his original
slightly. It is amusing that he finishes the second note following the charters

with the following sentence: “Victor Grigorovi¢, Master of Arts of the Kazan’

University, testifies to the correctness of this copy.”*!

38 According to Mihail, (70zd.) this omission testifies to the presence of the word Eoarag
instead of Roaragh in the original, but it is difficult to understand how the absence of
something in the copy could testify to the presence of anything whatsoever in the
original.

3 Muxana, “K Borpocy o nepenncke,” 241

0 For a piece of such a mess, see Gelzer, Der Patriarchat von Achrida, 22.

4 Muxana, “K Bompocy o mepernrcke,” 245.
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Constantinescu argues that Grigorovi¢ himself was involved in the
falsification of the cotrespondence.” In my opinion, Grigorovi¢ was just an
enthusiast who disseminated the forgery, but who was neither responsible for it
nor aware of the real nature of these documents. In one more misunderstanding
of the Grigorovi¢ MS 27, Constantinescu maintains that the first eight folia of
the Grigorovi¢ MS 27 are the last guaternion of the Egorov MS 65 (Russian State
Library, Moscow), which is a copy of the Syntagma of Matthew Blastares.” This
is an absolutely improbable conjecture, since everything in the two manuscripts
(paper, watermarks, handwriting, ink, and orthography) is different. For
example, the Egorov manuscript uses Bulgarian orthography,” while the
Grigorovi¢ fragment uses Serbian. The Egorov codex dates from the period
between the 1510s and the 1530s,” while the Grigorovi¢ fragment comes from
1466 or shortly thereafter. The paper of the two manuscripts is of different
quality. Finally, even on the basis of extant publications one can discover that in
the Egorov MS 65 the Syntagma is interrupted at a different place than where the
Grigorovi¢ fragment begins. There is a difference of about 135 letters between
the end of the Egorov MS and the beginning of the Grigorovi¢ fragment. Given
that the length of lines in the Egorov MS is approximately 26 to 28 letters,* the
Grigorovi¢ MS 27 starts about five lines below the point at which the Egorov
MS 65 is interrupted. Accepting the hypothesis of Constantinescu, one is not
able to explain how these five lines have disappeared. In short, the Egorov MS
65 and Grigorovi¢ MS 27 are two different codices.

4 Constantinescu, Vechiul drept, 240.

#3 Ibid. For a description of the Egorov MS 65, see Magdalena Georgescu, “Glosele
Bogdan” (The glosses of Bogdan), in Texte romanesti din secolul al X1/1-lea (Romanian texts
of the sixteenth century), ed. Ion Ghetie ¢/ a/ (Bucharest: Editura Academiei, 1982),
367-375.

# See facsimiles in Georgescu, “Glosele Bogdan,” 452-464.

4 Ibid., 374-375.

46 Thid., 452-464.
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Table 1. A comparison of texts showing that the first eight folia of the Grigorovic MS 27 are
not the last quaternion of the Egorov MS 65.

Syntagma Egorov MS 65 ends Grigorovic MS 27 starts
PEKLLIE BAAMOCAORENTA H PEKLLE BAAIOCAORENTA H
g'kHvaNTa || Bpaka, n exe g'khvania ... *

ZAMHCORATH MPHMAAARLILR
EHNKI, NE CRIPIS 2Ke EMS
w\‘f, HNOMNHMATOrpAd” cie
NAZHAMENSETh, PEKLLIE
ZANHCEET s, AACTh Ke [c]
ATAKOHWA'® B'h 'k TAATH,

. — _

ATAKONS 2Ke Ne cx|[1ps, ..., raleTce H O

FAETC H ® YRT'LA KO KE YRT'UA, KO 3KE H

H ANTIQWHH. KONELL C'h ANTIQWHS. KONBLh Ch
— 47 byl 49

EMb ZAKONNHKA EroMs ZAKONHHKA

On the basis of all that has been said above, the question of whether the
correspondence of Stephen the Great and Dorotej of Ohrid is authentic should
be answered in the negative. Unaware of Bogdan’s arguments and of details of
Moldavian and Wallachian history, several historians have referred to the two
charters as authentic.’” Matkovski defends the authenticity of the charters,
stating that in these documents the information on the events of 1466 in Ohrid

47 B. H. Benemesny, “Apa crincka caassickoro repesopa Currarmel Matses Baacraps,
xpansmuecs B CI16. Curoaaasnoi 6ubanoreke” (Two copies of the Slavic translation
of the Syntagma of Matthew Blastares which are kept in the Synodal Library in St.
Petersburg), Hssecnun omdeaenus pycckozo asvika u ca08echocmu uMnepamopekot akademuti Hayk
4, no. 4 (1901): 227.

48 Georgescu, “Glosele Bogdan,” 368.

* Buxropos, Cofparue pyxonuced B. . I puzoposuua, 19.

50 Cuerapos, 1. 2, 15, 16, 185 and 186; 'Hoko Cawujerraesuh, Hemopuja cpncke npasocrasie
yprse (History of the Serbian Orthodox Church), k. 1 (Munich: Iskra, 1962), 318;
Anekcanpaap Markosckn, “OaHocure momely OXpHACKATA APXUEIHCKONHjd U
ocmanckara Apxkasa” (Relations between the archbishopric of Ohrid and the Ottoman
state), Iacnux na uncmumym sa nayuoransmama wemopuja 16, no. 2 (1972): 114 and 115
(n. 12); and Toaop Crbes m Tpenaacdua Kpocranos, “OxpuAcKaTa apXHEINCKOIIHA-
marpuapmuust’” (The Archbishopric-Patriarchate of Ohtid), in Baseapekama nampuapuusn
npes eexoserne (Bulgarian Patriarchate through the centuries) (Codpus: Curopasno
usaareactso, 1980), 11.
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coincides with the evidence of Dmitar® The charters, however, are not an
independent account but borrow the data from the afterword of Dmitar. The
authenticity of the correspondence has also been argued by Elian, who refers to
a wotkshop paper in which he allegedly refuted the arguments of Bogdan,” but
to the best of my knowledge that paper has been never published and thus one
is unable to evaluate his refutation of Bogdan. The correspondence of Stephen
and Dorotej cannot be used as an argument in favour of the jurisdictional
subordination of the Moldavian and Wallachian Churches to the archbishopric
of Ohrid in the middle of the fifteenth century. The existence of such a
dependence in the Middle Ages is a different problem which should be
discussed separately.

51 Markosckn, “Oanocure momery,” 114-116 (especially n. 12).

52 Alexandru Elian, “Legiturile mitropoliei Ungrovlahiei cu Patriarhia de Constantinopol
si cu celelalte Biserice Ortodoxe” (Relations of the Metropolitanate of Wallachia with
the Patriarchate of Constantinople and with other Orthodox Churches), Biserica Ortodoxa
Romandg 77 (1959): 910.
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