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Program
13,00 Zahajeni
13,15-13,35 Ivan Foletti (Lausanne-Brno): Why I do not Believe in Byzantium
13,35-13, 55 Pavel Bocek (Brno): Byzantska rise a Moskovia ve druhé poloviné 15.
stoleti
13,55-14, 15 Vladislav Knoll (Praha): Rané valasské listiny v kontextu dobové

byzantské a balkdnské diplomatiky

14, 15 - 14, 35 Diskuse

14, 35 -15, 00 Coffee break

15, 00 - 15, 20 Adprien Palladino (Brno): Beyond Nations and Empires: The
Byzantine Commonwealth and Emigré Scholarship

15,20-15, 40 Katarina Kravcikova (Brno): Hagia Eirene: Imagining the Image

15,40 - 16, 00 Diskuse

16, 00 — 16,30 Coffee break

16,30-17,30 Panagiotis Agapitos (Kypr): A narrative history of Byzantine
literature, AD 300-1500: Periodization, structure and interpretive
approach

17,30-18, 00 Diskuse

18, 00 Zdvér



Panagiotis Agapitos (Kypr): A narrative history of Byzantine literature, AD 300-1500:
Periodization, structure and interpretive approach

The talk discusses the manner in which Byzantine literature was periodized since the
times of Karl Krumbacher in order to create a framework for the writing of its history
and how the historical model chosen ultimately failed to take into account the
literary and sociocultural specificities of Byzantine texts. A new, literary, model is
proposed that attempts to remove all the conceptual boundaries imposed by older
scholarship on Byzantine textual production. The talk will present a series of
textually intrinsic and textually extrinsic criteria in order to show how the new
model can be built on a solid basis using examples from the 4th, 5ht, 11th and 14th
century. As a test case for the broader periodization, the proposal will concentrate on
textual production between the 11th and the 15th century.

Pavel Bocek (Brno): Byzantskd tise a Moskovia ve druhé poloviné 15. stoleti

Ve druhé poloviné 15. stoleti za vlady velkokniZete Ivana III. Vasiljevice se Moskovia
stava soucasti evropského déni. Dtilezitd tiloha pritom nélezela uprchlikiim

ze zaniklé byzantske fiSe. Kardinal Bessarion pomohl realizovat sfatek Sofie
Palaiologovny s Ivanem III. Sofie sama ovlivnila uvazovani a chovani svého manzela
a prispéla k rozvoji ruského uméni podnétem ke zvani italskych umélct a také tim,
ze s ni do Moskvy pfijeli ikonopisci a hudebnici byzantského (feckého) ptivodu.
Privezla s sebou mnozZstvi ikon a relikvii, které obohatily moskevsky duchovni a
umélecky Zivot. Diplomaté, ktefi rovnéZ tvofili soucast jejiho doprovodu, pomahali
budovat kontakty se zdpadni Evropou. Pfispéli k formovani posol'ského prikazu a
moskevského diplomatického protokolu. Pomahali vytvaret vnéjsi ramec Moskovie.
Moskevsti predstavitelé se vSak vii¢i Byzanci vymezovali negativnim zptisobem.
Slouzila jim jako ptiklad vlastni sily a vojenskych tspéchti, pri vyjednavani

s cisafskymi diplomaty vyuzivali rusti diplomaté priklad{i pfibuzenskych kontakt
s byzantskymi cisafi, aby dolozili opravnénost svého sebevédomého postoje. VZdy
pritom davali najevo, Ze vyrostli a stoji na svych vlastnich kofenech a zcela pomijeli
znama fakta, k nimiz patfilo naptiklad pfijeti kfestanstvi z Byzance. Oficialni
predstavitelé i reprezentanti dobového politického mysleni neuvazovali o
byzantském dédictvi a jeho moZném prebirani Moskovii.

Ivan Foletti (Lausanne-Brno): Why I do not Believe in Byzantium?

“Byzantium” is a notion which was applied to the Eastern Roman Empire during the
17t century. Later it became a concept crucial for describing cultural and artistic
identities of the Orthodox world. However, does this modern notion correspond to a
pre-modern reality? And what are the challenges produced by the use (and overuse)
of a modern concept for the understanding of the past? Finally, is it not that
Byzantium has progressively become a powerful virtual reality, where everybody
can project his/her dreams and prejudices?



Vladislav Knoll (Praha): Rané valasské listiny v kontextu dobové byzantské a balkdnské
diplomatiky*

Valassko, které se na mapé Evropy objevilo v 1. poloviné 14. stoleti,

bylo jednim z rumunskych statti, jehoz psana kultura a administrativa se

az do 17. stoleti vyjadfovala slovanskym jazykem. Jedno z prvnich témat, ktera
badatele v této oblasti zaujala (jiz od roku 1840), bylo studium pomérné rozsahlého
korpusu slovansky psanych listin, z nichZ nejstarsi pochazi z doby kolem roku 1374
(a nejmladsi z roku 1702). Stfedem badatelského zajmu je pak jazyk téchto listin,
ktery predstavuje pestrou smés vlivii riznych nejen slovanskych jazykii, ktery se
navic v prabéhu 15. stoleti bouflivé promeénuje a vyviji.

SpiSe stranou zajmu (mimo monografie Damiana Bogdana z roku 1938 a jeji
revidované verze z roku 1956) pak stoji studium tohoto korpusu z diplomatického
hlediska. Analogicky jako v pfipadé jazyka, i z hlediska

struktury a terminologie pfedstavuji valasské listiny smésici vlivi

riznych formuldra a kancelarské praxe statti, s nimiz bylo Valassko v

raném obdobi svych dé&jin v kontaktu. Narozdil od sousedniho Moldavska
vykazuji valasské listiny jak vlivy latinského (uherského), tak vlivy

byzantského formulafe. V pfipadé byzantského vlivu Ize s velkou jistotou

hovorit o zprostfedkovani skrze kancelare slovansky mluvicich statt,

jejichz listinny korpus je ale bohuzel leckdy silné fragmentovan. V naSem referatu se
zaméfime pravé na ony strukturni a terminologické podobnosti valasského
formulafe s listinami byzantskymi a

balkansko-slovanskymi, eventudlné v kontrastu s vlivy zapadnimi.

Adrien Paladino (Brno): Beyond Nations and Empires? The “Byzantine Commonwealth”
and Russian Emigré Scholarship

The notion of “Byzantine Commonwealth” was coined in 1971 by Dimitri Obolensky
(1918-2001), a Russian émigré almost entirely educated in Great Britain. However,
the idea of an overarching cultural “influence” exerted by the Eastern Roman empire
on a variety of countries which had formed parts of the Russian empire and extended
to encompass the lands which — until 1991 and the fall of the Soviet Union — had been
united in an economic and political block, possesses deeper roots. Furthermore, the
very roots of thinking about a Byzantine “Commonwealth” have been transformed
by the individual trajectories of scholars, especially those who emigrated after 1917.
In this presentation, I would first like to focus on the idea — or myth — of Byzantine
Commonwealth. Starting with Obolensky, I would like to further analyse the ideas
behind the notion. The latter must be linked with the reworking of Russia’s
“Byzantine heritage” by Russian scholars in dialogue with the “West”. Also, special
focus will be given to the notion of Byzantium’s artistic “influence” by extending the
discourse to another Russian émigré scholar, André Grabar (1896-1990). Especially
his early works — written while in emigration in Bulgaria or shortly after in France on
Bulgarian materials — were instrumental in the creation of the idea of the local
“artistic dialects” rather than separate languages spoken by the different areas of



Byzantine influence beyond its formal borders. Both figures here analysed,
stemming from two different generations, are ideal to exemplify the transformation
of the idea of Byzantium from an imperial (and for some “totalitarian”) state to a
utopic supranational entity between the years 1917-1971.



