H3CIIE[IBAHE HA CPE/JHOBEKOBHHUTE CJIABAHCKH
ITAMETHULINA: JATHPOBKA U H/IEHTUDOUKALIUA

DATING THE VAROS INSCRIPTION FROM PRILEP

SEBASTIAN KEMPGEN (BAMBERG)

1. In the monastery “Holy Archangel” (“Sveti Arhangel”), in the former
village of Varos, now part of the city of Prilep, Macedonia, below the rocks
and fortifications of ‘King Marko’s Towers’ (Markovi kuli), an inscription
has been preserved on the first column outside the entrance of the church.!
This marble column had been found in 1861, when the grounds around
the church were excavated and cleaned up during restauration works.
Two other columns were brought into the monastery from nearby ruins
(MBanoB 1908: 27). All three columns found a new use supporting the roof
covering the entrance to the church and were painted over. The inscription
was first noticed by Archimandrite Antonin [Andrej Kapustin] in 1865,
who published his notes and thoughts in 1879 (AaTonun 1879: 325-326.).
Archimandrite Antonin obviously had a keen interest in inscriptions: he
had already published a book about Christian inscriptions in Athens some
years earlier (1874), and he was also the person who added the Glagolitic
alphabet in his own hand-writing to the newly found Kiev Folia in 1872
(see Kempgen 2015: 266f1t.).

Archimandrite Antonin published a drawing of the inscription at the
end of his book (Autonun 1879: 5). He, himself, called it a “facsimile,”
although it was not very precise (Antonun 1879: 326); see fig. 1.

' A map of the area is included in Muxymuuk 1996, and the site “Old Prilep”
has a gallery of more than one hundred old and recent photographs of the monastery
online (http://www.oldprilep.com/prilepska-crkovna-opstina/sv-arhangel-mihail-
varos.html). The monastery itself published a nice brochure (Manactup Bapomr
2010) that also shows the inscription.

2 Dujéev incorrectly states that the inscription was found in 1861 ([yiiues
1941).
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WIHI ABTO /qu&

chw ANiJ ENOE

9ede L

Fig. 1. “Facsimile” by Archimandrite Antonin [Kapustin] in 1879

Jordan Ivanov visited Prilep in 1907 during his travels through
Macedonia, he cleaned the column from dirt and paint and made an off-
print of the inscription, which he published a year later in his book called
Bulgarian Antiquities from Macedonia, where he devoted 3 pages to it.?
Ivanov also gave the inscription its “official” name, the Varo$ Inscription.

Fig. 2. The Varos Inscription (Usanos 1908: 28)*

* MiBanoB 1908: 27-29; pp. 26-28 in the revised edition from 1931.

* The same drawing, only slightly modified in the area of the ‘Bw’, is also on a
display at the City Museum of Bitola, next to the Bitola Inscription. A less reliable
drawing (after baduk 1986) can be found in the book by Mikul¢i¢ (Mukymamk
1996, 252). This same version is also used by the monastery itself in a printed
brochure (Manactup Bapomr 2010: 8).
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The inscription is now commonly read like this:’

BB ABTO r2,
nwe AN,A,PH enna

Cj)evp v}

Fully written out, this spells:

BB ABTO facJJ,A, [996] nw+ (1) AN,A,PH(G) eMUCKONs
Ppevp(oyapm) i [17]

As such, the translation does not present a problem: “In the year
996, bishop Andrie died February 17.” This dating makes it one of the
oldest Cyrillic inscriptions preserved, right along with the famous Mosti¢
inscription (950-960) from Preslav, Tsar Samuil’s inscription from 993, and
the Bitola inscription from 1015-1018. Therefore, the Varo§ inscription has
at one time been proudly called the “third oldest inscription” in the Slavic
world, “the second oldest one” or “the oldest epitaph written in Cyrillic”
(ITonesoit 1883: 11).

Looking at the drawing published by Archimandrite Antonin (see
above, fig. 1), it becomes a bit more understandable why he made a mistake
and misread the Slavic word ‘nw+[un]’ “died” as the Greek ‘agido’ “holy” (see
Antonun 1879: 326), which is very frequent on icons. Mixing languages
and alphabets like this, however, is somewhat strange, and it remains a bit
puzzling why the author did not recognize the common formula used in
such inscriptions.

2. There are some details in the reading that would merit further
discussion. For example, the boundary between the two words in the middle
line is not absolutely clear: it could be “Andrie pops” or “Andri episkops”
who passed away. These two readings have been proposed by Ivanov only
in the second edition of his book (MBanos 1931: 28), and quite rightly so.
He still considered the earlier interpretation more probable. The letter “e”
certainly is closer to the name than to the title, though. Is the raised letter
above the second word really a <c¢> or an <o >? It does look more like
the vowel < 0 >, but a < ¢ > would be normally expected as an abbreviation

> Bulgarian Wikipedia has a separate article on the inscription (https://
bg.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bapomiku_Hammuc).
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sign in this title. If it is a < ¢ >, then it would have been carved out in an
‘outline’ form. We will leave this discussion open for now.

3. In the present paper, we will focus on another detail of the inscription
— its two numbers. They are 65[0]4 — 5508 = 996 for the year and 17 for
the day of the month. The Bulgarian Wikipedia article goes on to say
this: ,,B Hamnmuca ce cmomenaBa mMeto Ha enuckon ot [lpumen, KbAETO
Ce € HaMHUpPaJl0 ¥ SMHCKOICKOTO CEIalHINe IO BPeMe Ha YIPaBICHHETO
Ha nap Camymn.“ As is well known, Samuil first defeated the Byzantine
army in 996 around Thessaloniki, but was himself wounded and his army
destroyed in another battle later in July 996 (or 997) — the so-called “Battle
of Spercheios”, a river in Central Greece. After his co-ruler Roman, who
was captured in the same battle, died in Constantinople, he became Tsar
of Bulgaria in 997 and remained so until he died in 1014. Dating the
inscription to 996 would lead us to assume that a Bulgarian bishop had
his seat in Prilep even before Samuil began his reign as the sole empe-
ror of Bulgaria — a slight contradiction if the two events are connected as
is usually thought. Anyway, the seat of the bishop was later moved from
Prilep to Ohrid, when this city became Samuil’s capital, so it did not stay
very long there.

4. First, let us have a look at the number for the day. Isolated from the
rest, it looks like this (fig. 3):

W

Fig. 3. Number ¢zi = ‘17" = 7-10

Both letters have been carved in ‘outline’ form. ‘17’ or < 7i > is written
literally as 7-10, as the numbers between 11 and 19 were written in the
order they are spoken: ‘seven—teen’. Interestingly enough, Archimandrite
Antonin, who discovered the inscription, read it as ‘7°, not recognizing the
last two strokes as the “decimal 1” in the Cyrillic alphabet.

5. Now, let us turn to the year. Again cleared of the rest, it looks like this
in the current reading, consisting of three letters (see fig. 4):
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X
Fig. 4. Number rapp, = 65[0]4 = 996

After Archimandrite Antonin, a Russian archeographic expedition
visited the monastery in 1898, only to read the year as {(’?.(JJAIC, ie.
recognizing four numbers in the first row, which leads to 6524 — 5508
= 1016. In fig. 5, we are reproducing the relevant portion of Miljukov
(MumokxoB 1899: 125), in which he also offered his own ‘facsimile’ of the
inscription. From his drawing, it becomes somewhat clearer, why he saw
a <x > as the fourth letter. This letter, however, would be completely out
of proportion compared to the rest of the text — for which he also offered a
very different reading (oycne < nwuu(na); anun < Auopu(e)). The Russian
expedition continued to read the day as Archimandrite Antonin had read
it before them, i.e. as <z> ‘7°. In general, the drawing of Miljukov is
closer to the one by Antonin than it is similar to the one later made by
Ivanov — it is just that the interpretations given by Archimandrite Antonin
and Miljukov differ.

Giraffito ma koaoEnb mepexs BXogomMh Temeps
NOEpAaIieH0 KPACKOM; HO YepTH BCe ®e BHCTYNAKTH HABCTBEHHO
H OK43HBAKNTCH HEBUHOARD CXOAHMMH ¢b Pak-
coMute AHTOBHMBA: (cN. prc. N 49)

gat Al }4’&]&

AHTONMHT YHTATH 9TY HAANVCH: (en) C"c-»am =
akro 6504( -996) ayfwt(atsg) efins afipu ey w’r;z.
sevp z'). Hame ¢arcamure nasognts na
Xpyroe utenie: & akro fsais,p,x(b.’)‘z:l IO1G) ptless ot wa e
oyene  AdnH(a) T devp g ... (6B Opu- resn. Bagowrs souxh Mpusss.
resaad cabayoule snaku uAyTH poc-wpxom'b BHHU3D; MOKETH OHTb,
TyTH CKPHBACTCH MHAMKTD?

Fig. 5. Miljukov on the Varos inscription (MumokoB 1899: 125)

The relevant section in Ivanov’s off-print which contains the year looks
like this (fig. 6):
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nf,

Fig. 6. Number rapar = 6524 = 10162

Interpreting this as sedpk, i.e. 6524, is not only impossible to
substantiate optically, it also would be unusual for ‘24’ to be written in the
order ‘4-20’, as it would have to be here. Without mentioning this additional
argument, Ivanov returned to the interpretation as app, = 65[0]4 = 996 and
corrected the day to be read as (7i, i.e. ‘17’. Also, one might add that in
1016 Tsar Samuil was already dead and buried, and the bishopric had been
moved to Ohrid years ago (with the patriarchate remaining at Prespa), so
following this interpretation, the historical fitting of the inscription is worse
than before.

6. What is puzzling about the interpretation of the year as facﬁ,z\, =65[0]4
= 996 is that the part behind the last numeral is now brushed aside as an
“ornamental sign”, as Ivanov calls it (MBanos 1908: 28).

A closer inspection of the inscription in the monastery reveals two
things: a) there are some small horizontal lines in the upper endings of the
stem-like structure at the end of the first row, thereby closing the ‘triangles’,
and b) the top line that closes the ‘outline i’ in the number ‘17’ can hardly
be seen in reality (and in any case less clear than the horizontal lines in the
triangles). In the modified drawing (see fig. 7) we have stripped the numbers
of the surrounding content and moved them a bit closer for comparison.
Also, we have removed the top line of the ‘outline i’ in the lower number
and added the closing lines in the upper part.

4
4

Fig. 7. Modified numbers (,:395,47'= 6514 = 1006 and zi = ‘17’)

\
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To us, it seems obvious what comes to one’s mind: If in the lower
number the day has first been misread because the <i> ‘ten’ has not been
recognized — what if the same applied to the upper number? Are not those
lines a drawing of the same number? Essentially, the only difference is
that we have rounder dots in the ‘17’ and triangular forms in the upper
number. If we interpret the lines at the end of the first row as an <71 >, we
arrive at the year ga(JD,A,T = 6514 = 1006, in which the inscription would
have been carved in the column. It is interesting to see that Archimandrite
Antonin drew the two letters in question very similar to each other (see
above, fig. 1), with round dots on both cases (although he recognized only
one of them as a letter). With the small corrections applied, the year looks

like this (fig. 8):
X
A,

Fig. 8. Number repai = 6514 = 1006

8. What does the new interpretation mean in historical context? First, it
obviously makes the inscription ten years younger — which does not make
it less important, the more so because this does not change its rank among
the oldest inscriptions. However, it would now fall right into the middle of
the reign of Tsar Samuil (997-1014), not outside it. This interpretation also
presents less problems in assuming a seat of a bishop established in Prilep.
At the same time, it offers an interpretation for the last lines in the first row,
mistaken earlier either as a Cyrillic < k > or not recognized as a letter at all.
Paleographically, ‘14’ is a number which according to tradition would have
been written in exactly the same order as 17’, i.e. as the parts are spoken,
so this, too, fits perfectly.

9. To sum up, our reading of the inscription would be this, correcting
only the year:

BB ABTO 2 PA
nwv ANA‘)I/I en‘na

Cf)ev‘p v}

12 Vis et sapientia: Studia in honorem Anisavae Miltenova 177



Also, in the light of the information given above, namely that the
bishopric moved to Ohrid along with Samuil taking his residence there, the
question raised by Ivanov (MBanoB 1931: 28) can now be discussed in a
new perspective: is it still as probable or as improbable as before that a “pop
Andrej’ was buried in the monastery? If not, and we think it is not so, the
inscription could equally well read like this:

BB ABTO 2P
nw? AnApue n°na
(}5evp vd}

10. On a very interesting side-note, we would like to direct the reader’s
attention to what seems to be the oldest drawing of the inscription. This
can be found in an unlikely place, namely the History of Russian Literature
by P. Polevoj, first published in 1871 with several editions soon to follow
(TToneroii* 1874, °1883). As one of only three illustrations in the first chapter
of his book, the author includes the following drawing of an inscription

(ITonesoit 1883: 11), calling it “the oldest epitaph inscription written in
Cyrillic” (fig. 8):

eTo2a]
B ANME NN

0

Tpesubiiman naxrposan naincs (99 1), MACREHAR KEPIITHIEN.

Fig. 9. Drawing from Polevoj (ITonesoit 1883: 11)

The drawing is astonishingly good, though not as precise or complete as
the later off-print from Ivanov — the preposition ‘g3’ is missing, for example.
When Polevoj published his book in 1871, Archimandrite Antonin had
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already discovered the inscription (in 1865), but he published his reading of
the inscription only in 1879, i.e. affer the first edition of Polevoj’s book. The
archaeographic expedition (1898) has not yet been undertaken and would
eventually produce still another drawing (much worse than the one published
by Polevoj). Polevoj’s drawing obviously remained unknown to Ivanov, who
would have mentioned it for sure in his book in 1908. Although Polevoj
included the inscription (which did not yet carry the name Varo$ Inscription)
as a drawing in his book, he did not mention it in his text, gave no reading or
other information besides the caption “/Ipesnbiimnas Hagrpobnas Haamuch
(996 r.), mucannas kupwmneto” that went along with the illustration
(IToneoit 1883: 11). The riddle from whom and when Polevoj could have
received the drawing, is solved by Archimandrite Amfiloxij (Amduioxuit
1872) who in his talk — given at the 13 Congress of Archeologists in Moscow in
1869 — described this inscription and let his audience know the circumstances
of its discovery. Thus, according to Amfiloxij (Am¢punoxuii 1872: 5) the
inscription had been discovered by A. F. Hilferding (Gil’ferding) in Prilep,
Macedonia, and had been copied by him onto a transparent paper. Hilferding,
Amfiloxij went on to say, had allowed him to publicly present the inscription,
to make a second copy and to have a lithography of it made. Amfiloxij did not
say when Hilferding had discovered the inscription, but from his biography
it is known that he spent the late 1860°s on trips to Macedonia to collect old
books, inscriptions etc. The year 1868 is expressly mentioned in one source
so we will take that year as a reference. When Hilferding died in 1872, his
materials remained unpublished, and parts of them obviously are to this day,
but some fragments were published later by others, just as Amfiloxij did
(with due reference given). So, the inscription seems to have been discovered
twice in a short period of time, unbeknownst to each other: by Antonin in
1865 and by Hilferding in 1868. According to Amfiloxij, Hilferding seems
to have deciphered the year and proposed the reading nwe Aanu[asz] €nna,
and from him the year went into Polevoj’s book. As to the drawing, Polevoj’s
version could be based on Hilferding’s own drawing, or, more probably, on
the lithography made by Amfiloxij. Amfiloxij proposed to read the name as
“Andrej” and succeeded in deciphering the date further (Feb 17), but did not
publish his drawing.

As it turns out, the discovery by Hilferding, his drawing and its
publication by Polevoj (1871) as well as the reading proposed by Amfiloxij
remained unknown to Archimandrite Antonin [Kapustin] and later authors
whose drawings and decipherments actually were a step back initially in
comparison to what already had been achieved. Although Archimandrite
Antonin had actually discovered the inscription first, he managed to publish
his finding only after Hilferding’s discovery and drawing had already been
published (ITonesoit 1871; Amdbunoxuit 1871/1872).
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JIATATA HA BAPOLIKHSA HAAMMC OT IIPUIIED

CesactuaH KeMIreH (BAMBEPT)

CratusiTa mpeajiara HOBO 4YeTeHe Ha T.Hap. Bapomiku Haamuc ot [Ipu-
nen, PenyOnuka Makenonusi, otkpuT nipe3 XIX B. HoBara unTeprperamus
Ha [OCOYEHATa B HEro ro/IHa MO3BOJIABA JIa CE 3aKJIIOYH, Y€ TOM € MHCaH
npe3 1006 ., a He nipe3 996 1., kakTo ce mpuema gocera. Ta3u gaTupoBka €
Y UCTOPHYECKH IO0-I0CTOBEPHA, Thi KaTO ChOTBETCTBA MO-A00pe Ha yrmpa-
BieHueTo Ha nap Camywmn. Cratusita npeicTaBs Hall-paHHUS OTIEYAThK OT
Ha/MKCa — PUCYHKA, MyOJIMKyBaHa B M3CJICJBAHE 10 UCTOPHUS Ha pycKara
muteparypa (ITonesoii 1871, 1883 1.). ToBa TpsiOBa 1a € KONMUETO, CHETO
ot A. ®. Xundepaunr (I'unshepauHr), OTKpUI HAAMKICA CKOPO CIIE apXHU-
MaHAPUT AHTOHUH (BeposTHO mipe3 1868 1), 3a KoeTo chrolmIaBa apXuMaH/I-
put Amdpunoxwuii (1872).
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