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FROM CLASSICAL TO BYZANTINE ARCHAEOLOGY:
RUSSIA IN THE LAST DECADES OF THE 19" CENTURY

In Russia, in the 18" and the first half of the 19" century, classical archeology was
the predominant area of historical and archaeological science. It developed mainly in St.
Petersburg: at the Academy of Sciences and at the Hermitage, at the University and other
institutions. In the first quarter of the 19™ century, scholarly societies and archaeological
museums were also established in southern Russia — in Odessa and Kerch. The heyday
of Byzantine Studies in St. Petersburg comprises the last quarter of the 19" century and
the early 20" century (up until 1917). This new field of research was institutionalized
with the establishment of the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society (1882) and the
Russian Archaeological Institute in Constantinople (1894). The formation of the Eastern,
Byzantine and Coptic collections at the Hermitage significantly broadened the scope of
research there. Many scientists’ biographies show a similar pattern of evolution from
classical philology and epigraphy through Byzantine philology, history, hagiography to
Byzantine epigraphy and archaeology: Vasily Vasilyevich Latyshev (1855-1921), Ivan
Vasilyevich Pomyalovski (1845-1906), Yulian Andreevich Kulakovskij (1855-1919),
Nikodim Pavlovich Kondakov (1844-1925). The methods of classical philology,
epigraphy, numismatics and archeology were the basis for the study of Byzantine sources
and monuments. In the study of Byzantine art, a new field at the time, the methods of study
of iconography and style go back, on the one hand, to the comparative-historical analysis
in philology, and on the other, to the concepts of Johann J. Winkelmann’s aesthetics.

Keywords: antiquities, classical archaeology, philology, Byzantine art and
archaeology, Latyshev, Pomyalovsky, Rostovtsev, Kondakov.

B Poccun B X VIII 1 nepsoii monosune XIX Beka kiiaccuueckas apXeoyorus obuia
JOMUHHPYIOIIEH 00J1aCThI0 HCTOPUYECKOH U apxeonornyeckoi Hayku. OHa pa3BHBaJIach
B ocHOBHOM B Cankr-IlerepOypre: B AkajieMun HayK U DpMHUTaxe, B YHHBEPCUTETE U
JIpyTux yupexaeHusax. B nmepsoit yerBeptu XIX Beka HaydHbIe 00IIIECTBA U apXEOJIOTH-
YyecKue My3en ObLIM co3AaHbl Takske Ha fore Poccun — B Onecce u Kepun. Pacuiset Bu3an-
tuHoBezieHus B Cankr-IlerepOypre npuxoauTes Ha NOCHEAHIO YeTBepTh XIX 1 Havano
XX Beka (Bwioth 10 1917 roga). IT0 HOBOE HaNpaBJICHUE UCCICIOBAHUI OBLIO MHCTH-
TYLMOHAJIM3UPOBAHO ¢ yupexaeHueM Vimneparopckoro npaBociaBHoro [lagecTuHCcKoro
obrmrectsa (1882) u Pycckoro apxeosnoruueckoro uHctutyta B Koncrantunomnose (1894).
Co3nanue BocTouHOM, BU3aHTUHCKOM U KONTCKON KOJJIEKINHA B DpMUTaKe 3HAUUTEIBHO
pacumpuiio cdepy ero HaydHbIX HcclienoBaHMW. buorpaduum MHOTMX yuYeHBIX JIEMOH-
CTPHPYIOT CXOXKYIO DBOJIIOIMIO OT KJIACCHUYECKOW (DHUIIONIOTHH ¥ AMUTpadUKN yepe3 BH-
3aHTHHCKYIO (DUIIOJIOTHIO, HCTOPHUIO, aruorpaduio K BU3aHTHHCKOH srurpaduke u apxeo-
norun: Bacummit BacuneeBud Jlatsimes (1855-1921), MBan BacunbeBud [ToMsnoBckuit
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(1845-1906), FOnman Aunpeesna Kymaxosckwuii (1855-1919), Hukonuwm [1aBnosuya Kon-
naxoB (1844-1925). Mertozp! kinaccudyeckoid (uitonoruu, snurpaduki, HyMU3MAaTHKA 1
apXEOJIOTUH JIETJIM B OCHOBY M3y4YCHUS BU3AHTHICKUX NCTOYHUKOB U MAMSTHUKOB. B n3y-
YEHUH BU3aHTUICKOTO NCKYCCTBA, HOBOH /ISl TOTO BPEMEHN 00IAaCTH, METO/BI M3yUICHHS
MKOHOTpa(uu M CTWIISL BOCXOJST, C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, K CPaBHUTEIBHO-UCTOPHUYECKOMY
aHanm3y B (PUIIOJIOTHH, A C IPYTOi — K KOHIENIMsaM dctetuku Moranna M. BunkensMana.

Kiouesvie cnosa: TPEeBHOCTH, KIIACCHUYECKAsT apXCOJIOTHs, (DUITOIOTHS, BU3AHTH-
HCKOE UCKYCCTBO U apxeosorus, Jlarsimes, [lomsuioBckuii, PocroBues, Kongakos.

In Russia, at the inception of interest in Byzantine Studies, we see a gradu-
al transition from classical philology to the study of written sources on the history
of early Christianity and Byzantium, and a similarly transition from the phil-
ological studies to historical and archaeological and art historical studies. The
heyday of Byzantine Studies in St. Petersburg comprises the last quarter of the
19™ century and the early 20™ century, up until the early 1920’s, the time of the
establishment of the Soviet Government with its Marxist ideology. In St. Pe-
tersburg, the Imperial Archaeological Commission (1859-1919) was the main
agency established to guide the archaeological field works for all of Russia. The
first specialized center was the Christian Museum at the Academy of Fine Arts
(1856) (Khrushkova 2011: 229-252). Unlike St. Petersburg, Moscow saw the
development of Slavonic and Old Russian archaeology and art history, includ-
ing the Byzantine dimension, and also a broad study of the Caucasus. In 1864,
Count Aleksey Sergeevi¢ Uvarov (1828—1884) (Khrushkova 2012a: 1263—1264)
founded the Moscow Archaeological Society. Every three years in different cit-
ies of Russia, the Society convened Archaeological Congress. An important role
was played by the museums: the Moscow Public and the Rumyantsev Museums
(1862) and the Moscow Museum of History (1883). Specialized Museums of
ecclesiastical antiquities existed at the Theological Academies in Moscow, St.
Petersburg and Kiev.

Thus, by the early 1870's, when systematic Byzantine studies were wide-
spread in Russia. The special interest Russian scientists took in the Christian
East was reflected in the creation of two major research centers: the Imperial
Orthodox Palestine Society (1882) and the Russian Archaeological Institute in
Constantinople (1894) (Khrushkova 2012b: 220-232). We note one special nu-
ance. In Russia, in the 1860’s-1870’s, Classical studies were especially cultivat-
ed. There was belief in the conservative government and public circles that the
values of classical culture contribute to the strengthening of the moral fabric of
society, while the natural sciences were thought to contribute to the spread of
materialism and atheism. The methods of research of written, epigraphic and ar-
chaeological sources (the critical analysis) of the classical era were developed
earlier than in the field of Byzantine Studies. Many scientists' biographies in
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Russia show a similar pattern of evolution from classical philology and epigraphy
through Byzantine philology, history and hagiography to Christian and Byzantine
epigraphy, numismatics and archaeology.

One of the founders of Latin philology and epigraphy in Russia was Ivan
V. Pomyalovskiy (1845-1906) (Khrushkova 2012a: 1032—-1033). After graduat-
ing from the St. Petersburg University (1868), Pomyalovskiy spent several years
studying epigraphy at the Universities of Berlin and Leipzig, and then in Rome
and in other Italian cities. In 1873 Pomyalovskiy defended his doctoral thesis
Epigraphic Studies and he moves on to the study of Christian epigraphy. In 1881
he published his Collection of Greek and Latin inscriptions from the Caucasus,
from both the Classical and the Christian eras. Then he turned to the study of
important sources on the history of Early Christian Palestine and Jerusalem. In
the Orthodox Palestinian Collection (Pravoslavnyi Palestsinskyi Sbornik), Po-
myalovskiy made a series of Russian translations of the most important narrative
and hagiographic sources. Palestine was where Russia’s classical philology came
face-to-face with the activities of the Russian Orthodox Church. Research of Pal-
estine had been started by the Russian Ecclesiastical Mission in 1843—1844 under
the leadership of Archimandrite Porfiryi Uspenskyi. Later the Mission further
expanded its activities, thanks to the energy of Archimandrite Antonin Kapustin
(1817-1894), who led the mission in 1865-1894. This activity was continued
by the Orthodox Palestine Society. An important source that attracted general
interest was the Pilgrim's Diary of the last quarter of the 4™ century. In 1881, the
Italian archaeologist Giovanni Francesco Gamurrini (1835-1923), discovered a
medieval manuscript. It contained a description of a similar journey undertaken
in the 4" century. Several years later, Gamurrini published the Editio Princeps of
the source (Gamurrini 1886: 1-97). A mere 3 years after Gamurrini’s publication,
came Pomyalovskiy’s Russian translation. Pomyalovskiy’s publication actually
became the first edition of Peregrinatio provided with detailed scientific com-
ment, which greatly exceeds the volume of the text itself.

Next Pomyalovskiy published Russian translations of a number of sources
about the geography and topography of Palestine: Theodosius de situ terrae sanc-
tae, of the early 6" century, Onomastikon of Eusebius of Caesarea, St Jerome’s
On the location and name-places of Jewish localities (p. 388), Antonini Placen-
tini Itinerarium, late 6™ century, Description of the Holy Land by Bishop Arculf,
Arculfi relatio de Locis Sanctis (p. 670). During the same period, Pomyalovskiy
published several translations of hagiographical sources. Philological and his-
torico-archaeological commentary on the text of the sources ran to hundreds of
pages. Pomyalovskiy’s editions were distinguished by a wide comparative anal-
ysis of Latin, Greek and Slavonic versions of the sources, with the addition of
the precise textual analysis developed by classical philology. In Russia, Pomyal-
ovskiy’s translation became the basis for the study of early Christian archaeolo-
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gy in Palestine. Byzantine art historian Dmitryi Vlas’evi¢ Ainalov (1862—-1939),
explored the Palestinian motives in the early Christian mosaics in Rome, the to-
pography of Constantinian structures in Palestine and the Church of the Holy
Sepulchre in Jerusalem (Khrushkova 2012a: 53—54). Ainalov’s discussion with
Josef Strzygowski (1852—-1940) about the original appearance of the Church of
the Holy Sepulchre is also based on Pomyalovskiy’s works (Khrushkova 2013:
551-560; 2015: 173-189).

Vasilij Vasil’evi¢ LatySev (1855-1921) was an Academician of the Pe-
tersburg Academy of Sciences (1893), a Corresponding Member of the Acade-
mies of Berlin, Paris, Rome and Athens, and of many other scientific societies
(Khrushkova 2012a: 792-793). If Pomyalovskiy was Russia’s leading Latinist,
then Latyshev was the outstanding Russian Hellenist. In 1882 he began to work
on the development of a fundamental Corpus of Greek and Latin inscriptions
from the southern regions of Russia. This Corpus, published in Latin (Latyshev
1885, 1890, 1901) was reprinted in Germany as well (Latyshev 1965). Some
works by LatySev on Greek epigraphy were published in the Mitteilungen des
Deutschen Archéologichen Institut, the Athens Department (Latischev 1884:
209-231; 1885: 113—130). In 1890-1900 he carried out a great deal of work
in the museums in Western Europe. At that time, he embarked on a major new
work: the publication of excerpts from works of six hundred Greek and Latin
authors, which contain information about the peoples and tribes that had lived
on the territory of the Russian Empire (Scythica et Caucasica). The authors were
primarily from the classical era. The need to extend the chronological framework
of the work led LatySev to an analysis of a complex of Byzantine narrative and
hagiographical sources. These were published in a separate volume (1916). After
the death of LatySev, came the publication of Reports of Byzantine authors on the
North Black Sea.

In the 1890’s, LatySev turns broadly to Christian and Byzantine themes.
He publishes Studies on Byzantine epigraphy and Collection of Christian inscrip-
tions from the South of Russia, which included 117 inscriptions. Beginning in
1906, LatySev publishes a number of hagiographical sources from Greek manu-
scripts. In addition, LatySev studied manuscripts preserved in the Library of the
Jerusalem Patriarchate and the Sinai monastery. In 1909 LatySev publishes a col-
lection of articles on the ancient history, geography, archaeology and epigraphy
of the Black Sea. Together with Afanasyi I. Papadopulo-Kerameus (1856-1912),
LatySev published the series The Passions of Palestinian and Syrian Saints, with
the Greek text and the Russian translation, and Materials for the history of the
Archdiocese of Mount Sinai. Among LatySev’s significant works from this pe-
riod was the publication of the Russian translation of The Passion of St George.
Then he published The Passion of St. Bishops of Chersoneses, the most important
source on the history of early Christianity in the Crimea. The History of Christi-
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anity in the Caucasus was written on the basis of a group of Byzantine lapidary
inscriptions found on the Caucasian Black Sea coast. The Byzantine theme in
LatySev’s work was further continued with his study of a group of Byzantine
church calendars: the so-called Royal Menologium (Tsarskaya Mineya) and Me-
nologii anonymi byzantini saeculi decimi quae supersunt, reprinted in Leipzig
in 1970. The Passion the Patriarch of Constantinople Theophane the Confes-
sor, was published in 1918. In the Soviet period, when atheism was vigorously
asserted as the only ideology, it was virtually impossible to continue research
in this area. LatySev begin translating texts of Byzantine authors for the Con-
stantinus Porphyrogenitus Commission, created by the Academy of Sciences in
April 1918. It went on for five years under the extremely difficult conditions of
civil war and general devastation. LatySev’s works used the multi-disciplinary
approach, many of his works retain their relevance to this day (Khrushkova 2007:
96-98; 2008: 141-142).

Yulian Andreevi¢ Kulakovskyi (1855—-1919) represented the Moscow phil-
ological school. After graduating from the Historico-Philological Faculty of the
Moscow University in 1876, he spent two years (1878—1880) studying classi-
cal philology at the Universities of Bonn, Tiibingen and Berlin. He attended a
course in Roman Epigraphy read by Theodor Mommsen. The main theme of his
research: the history of the early period of Rome, this would become the subject
of his doctoral thesis. Kulakovskyi did much work in the field of Antique history
and archaeology of the southern regions of Russia. On request from the Imperial
Archaeological Commission, he excavated the ancient monuments in the eastern
part of the Crimea, in the ancient Panticapacum. In the Roman-era necropolis on
the slopes of Mount Mithridates, he discovered two tombs with Christian paint-
ings (the “Catacombs”), one of them depicting crosses and a Psalm text, exactly
dated to 491, a very rare instance of precise dating for an Early Christian painting.
The history of Christianity become major theme of Kulakovskyi’s work. At first
his interest is directed towards Roman antiquity. In April 1903, Rome hosted the
International Congress of Historical Sciences, which was attended by about 250
historians, including 10 scholars from Russia. Kulakovskyi delivered a presenta-
tion about the features of a group of ancient graves containing bones painted with
red paint. He also participated in international congresses of historians in Berlin
(1909) and Leiden (1912). Next Kulakovskyi systematically studies Byzantine
history, specifically the relationship of the Eastern Roman Empire with its neigh-
bours. He published a series of works about the spread of Christianity among the
tribes in the Crimea and the Caucasus: the Gothi, the Alani and the Abazgi. Ku-
lakovskyi's major book is his History of Byzantium in three volumes. He believed
that “history as an entity enters the broad concept of philology”, and by philol-
ogy he meant “a living knowledge of the monument”, written or archacological
(Khrushkova 2012a: 769-770).
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Nikodim Pavlovi¢ Kondakov (1844-1925) is one of the most important
Russian scholars, one of the pioneers in the study of Byzantine art in Europe and
the founder of this branch of science in Russia (Ksmacosa 1985; 2004; Folet-
ti 2011; 2017; Khrushkova 2012a: 751-754; 2012b: 90-106; Xpymxosa 2018:
260-295). One of Kondakov’s students, Mikhail Ivanovi¢ Rostovtsev (1870—
1952) (bourapa-Jlesun 1997) gave this assessment of his teacher’s contribution
to Byzantine studies: “There was a need to create a new discipline, to construct
a new branch of knowledge, to demolish entrenched prejudices... Nikodim Pav-
lovi¢ can be truly considerd the creator of a scientific history of Byzantine art”
(PoctoBues 1916: 3). At the heart of the formation of Kondakov’s research meth-
ods was his experience of the study of classical art, which for decades had been
based on the principles of classical aesthetics of Johann Joachim Winkelmann
(1717-1768). Kondakov’s teacher was Karl Karlovi¢ Gortz (1820-1883), Pro-
fessor of Art History at the Historico-Philological Faculty of the Moscow Uni-
versity, who read a course on the history of Greek Classical art (Maneun 1912:
106-107). In 1870 Kondakov himself took the chair of Art History at the Novo-
rossiysk University.

In his first public lecture, “The Science of Classical Archaeology and the
Theory of Art”, Kondakov examines problems of theory, in particular, the rela-
tionship between archaeology and history of art. He would continue to ponder
this issue, evolving a preference for a multilateral approach, based on analysis
of all aspects and all sources examined in their historical context. Thus, in his
book on Constantinople, he aims to “paint a living picture” of the history of the
Byzantine capital. At the time, the term “multi-disciplinary method” did not exist,
but that is, in essence, what Kondakov has in mind, when he speaks of the “sepa-
ration” of archaeology and art history as unnecessary, “one-sided and abnormal”
(KonmaxoB 1872). The topic of Kondakov’s Master's thesis was the symbolism
of Greek Classical art. It used the example of the so-called “Harpy Monument”
of Xanthos in Lycia (Konnakos 1873). Kondakov engaged in practical field ar-
chaeology: over the course of 1876—1891, he excavated Antique and Byzantine
monuments in the Crimea: in Chersonesos, Panticapaeum, Nymphaion, and in
the Kuban region, in the North-East Black Sea Coast.

Among Kondakov’s other teachers was philologist and art historian Fe-
dor Ivanovi¢ Buslaev (1818—1897), Professor of the Moscow University (Med-
vedkova 2012: 385-404; Khrushkova 2012a: 248-249). Early in his career, he
spent over two years in Italy, exploring museums and monuments with the then
obligatory small volume of Winkelmann in his hands. It is no accident that the
Russian translation (1798) of the famous work “Geschichte der Kunst bei den
Alten” (Winkelmann 1764) was published in pocket format designed specifical-
ly for travelers. In his study of Old Russian manuscript art and iconography,
Buslaev used the method of comparative analysis developed by philology. The
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same method is applied by Kondakov in his dissertation on Byzantine miniature.
Much of this work was written in Rome, a city that he especially loved (and to
which he paid nearly twenty visits). On his first trip in 1875, Kondakov stud-
ies the topography, archaeology and art of ancient Rome, attending the lectures
of Rodolfo Lanciani (1845-1929) (Palombi 2012: 782-784), Wolfgang Helbig
(1849-1915) and other Roman archaeologists.

But the main purpose of Kondakov was the study of Byzantine manu-
scripts in the Bibiotheca Apostolica. Kondakov’s work was the first presentation
of a coherent history of Byzantine manuscript art, setting out the stages of its
evolution based on dated monuments. Translated into French, this book made
Kondakov well-known in Western Europe (Kondakov 1886—1891). Kondakov’s
deep knowledge of classical art enabled him to develop the idea of the long-
term preservation of classical tradition within Byzantine art as an important fea-
ture of Byzantine tradition. The importance of this finding was highlighted in
the Introduction to the book by Leipzig University Professor Anton H. Springer
(1825-1891): “L'auteur russe nous prouve que l'antiquité classique a longtemps
vécu a travers les formes byzantines” (Springer 1886: 12). Later, the idea of the
vitality of the Classical heritage in the Byzantine tradition was to be developed in
the works of Russian and French archaeologists and art historians: Kondakov’s
student Dmitryi V. Ainalov (1862—-1939) (Khrushkova 2012b: 53—54) and Gabri-
el Millet (1867-1953) (Heid 2012: 913-914).

In Russia one of the first researchers who offered detailed and well-found-
ed critical analysis of Joseph Wilpert’s substantial study on Roman catacombs
was Dmitryi Ainalov. His main theses were, firstly, that the style and technique of
the catacomb’s paintings have necessary been studied in the context of the art his-
tory in general and, secondly, that complete comparison is required between early
Christian paintings and pieces of the pagan art, in particular, with the paintings
from Pompeii (Khrushkova 2015: 173—-189). Ainalov’s thesis about the existence
of close relations between Christian and pagan art anticipated the attitudes of
Theodor Klauser (1894-1984) (Heid2012: 738-740) and other representatives of
the Bonn School that fiercely argued against Josef Wilpert’s (1857-1944) (Heid
2012: 1323-1325) ideas in 1960-70-s. In the recent studies by the Roman School
of Christian Archaeology the opinions similar to Ainalov’s view are put forth,
though of course western scholars haven’t been acquainted with his works (Saxer
1998: 126—-127; Bisconti2007: 249-259).

The renowned modern Byzantinist Cyril Mango made accurate observa-
tions about the method used by Kondakov and Ainalov. In the Preface to the
English translation of Ainalov’s book, The Hellenistic Origins of Byzantine Art,
he writes that this method is primarily philological in its broader application:
“artifacts are used as intermediary links in a chain of transmission leading up to
some lost original”; “Just as the classical scholar is able, on the basis of a few
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medieval manuscripts, to reconstruct the text of an ancient author”, so Ainalov
sought to define the roles of Alexandria, Antioch and Palestinian schools in the
formation of Byzantine art (Mango 1961: XII). A similar thought is expressed by
Kondakov. As we can see, in the study of Byzantine art, a new field at the time,
the methods of study of iconography and style go back to the comparative-histor-
ical analysis of Classical philology.

Together with Ivan Ivanovi¢ Tolstoy (1858—1916), Kondakov published,
over ten years, the monumental series “Russian Antiquities” in six volumes
(Konpmakos, Toncroit: 1889—1899). The first three volumes examined Classical
monuments, the other three volumes were devoted to Medieval and Byzantine
monuments. Salomon Reinach (1858—1932) published a French translation of
the first three volumes (Kondakov, Tolstoi, Reinach: 1891-1893). In Western
Europe, there was a greater interest in the monuments of Classical Antiquity in
Russia. However, for Kondakov, these widely diverse “Russian Antiquities” were
united by historical concept aptly formulated by Rostovtsev: Kondakov “was the
first to arrive at a productive understanding of the intimate, century-old connec-
tion of Russian art with the Greek world, on the one hand, and with the East, on
the other”, which is why he treated the Classical monuments of southern Russia
as part of the “Russian Antiquities™” (Pocrosues 1916: 3).

Mikhail Ivanovi¢ Rostovtsev (1870-1952) was to become probably the
best known of Kondakov’s students. Though never becoming a Byzantinist, this
distinguished historian of the ancient world twice attended the course of lectures
read by August Mau (1840-1909) on the ruins of Pompeii. Rostovtsev took part
in the excavation of the city and formed a long-running interest in ancient paint-
ing. It was at that time that Rostovtsev began studying funerary painting of the
Roman era in Ker¢, in the necropolis on the slopes of Mount Mithridates. Ros-
tovtsev’s study of the Hellenistic-Roman architectural landscape was published
first in Russian and in German (Rostovcev 1911).

Rostovtsev was particularly interested in the evolution of the Pagan land-
scape in the Early Christian painting. This innovative approach was developed
in his monumental work on ancient decorative painting in the South of Russia.
The notion of the link between the geometric dissection of surface of walls and
arch paintings of the Roman catacombs on the one hand, and the simplified Pom-
peian styles on the other, has become widely accepted (Bisconti 2006: 73-77).
After recent hot discussions concerning the chronology of the funeral paintings
in Crimea, the Rostovtsev’s plausible view, that they are dated to 4-5" centuries
has again prevailed Khrushkova 2015: 183—-184). Rostovtsev came to similar
conclusions over a century ago, however his monograph on ancient paintings
in southern Russia has only recently become known to Western readers through
translation into French (Rostovtseff 2003-2004). According to Louis Duchesne,
Theodor Mommsen “<...> entre dans 1’érudition ecclésaistique comme un rhi-
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nocéros dans un champ de vigne, écrasant a droite et a gauche, sans s’émouvoir
du dégat” (from the letter of Louis Duchesne to Giovanni B. de Rossi, dated
13 November 1892. Saint-Roch 1995: 688). The book on ancient paintings in
southern Russia, one of Rostovtsev’s best works, was dedicated to his teacher
Kondakov, another sign that in Russia, studies of the classical world and Byzan-
tium existed in a common and undivided space.
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Jbynmuina I'. XpyuikoBa

O/1 KTACUYHE ITPEMA BU3AHTHUIJCKOJ APXEOJIOT'MJU:
PYCUJA YV IOCJTIEABLUM JELHHEHUJAMA 19. BEKA

Pesume

VY 18. u y npsoj noiosunu 19. Beka y Pycuju je npeosnalyyjyha
0071aCT UCTOPH]CKE U apXEOJIONIKE HayKe Onyia Kilacu4Ha apxeosioruja. Pa-
3BHjasa ce yraBHoM y Cankr [letepOypry: y okBupy Akazemuje HayKa u
Epmuraxa, Ha yHUBEp3UTETY U y APYTUM yCTaHOBama. Y MpBOj YETBPTH-
HU 19. Beka HayyHa JApYIUTBA M apXE€OJIOIIKU My3€ju OWJIM Cy OCHOBAaHU
u Ha jyry Pycuje — y Onecu u Kepuy. [Iponsar Buzanronoruje y CaHkT
[lerepOypry maja Ha nocineamwy 4eTBpTUHY 19. u nmouerak 20. Beka (cBe
no 1917. rogune). Taj HOBU NpaBal] UCTpaKUBamba OMO j€ MHCTUTYLHO-
HaJM30BaH OCHHBawmeM Mmmneparopckor mnpaBociaBHor I[lanectuHckor
npywmrea 1882. u Pyckor apxeonouikor nHCTUTYTa Y KoHCTaHTHHOIIOIBY
1894. rogune. 3acHUBaWkE UCTOYHE, BU3AHTH]CKE M KOMITCKE KOJICKIIHjE Y
EpMuraxy 3HauajHO je IpolMpuIIo cepy BEeroBux HayqYHUX UCTpakK1Ba-
wa. buorpaduje MHOrMX HayuyHHKa [10Ka3yjy CIMYaH pa3Boj OJ KJIaCUUHE
¢unonoruje u enurpaduke NPeko BU3AHTH]CKE (UIIONOTH]je, UCTOpHUjE U
xaruorpaduje 10 BU3aHTHjcKe enurpaduke u apxeonoruje: Bacuimj Ba-
cusbeBnd Jlarumes (1855-1921), san BacusbeBuu [lomjanoscku (1845—
1906), Jynujan Anapejesud Kynakoscku (1855-1919) u Huxonuwm I1asino-
B4 Konnakos (1844—-1925). Metone kitacuune ¢uosnoruje, enurpaduke,
HYMHM3MaTHUKE U apXeoJoruje JIErIe Cy y OCHOBY MpOyyYaBamka BU3AHTH]-
CKHX U3BOpPA U CIIOMEHMKA. Y MpOoydaBawy BU3AHTHU]CKE YMETHOCTH, Y TO
BpeMe HOBOJj 00J1aCTH, METO/I€ IPOyUYaBamba HKOHOTpaduje 1 CTUJIA C JeTHE
CTpaHe MOTUYY Of (PUIIOJIOIIKE YIOPEAHO-UCTOPU]CKE aHaU3e, a C Apyre
0J1 eCTEeTUUYKUX KoHlenuja Joxana J. Bunkenmana.

Kwyune peuu: crapuna, KilacuuHa apxeoyioruja, (uiojoruja, BU-
3aHTH]CKa YMETHOCT U apxeosioruja, Jlarumes, [lomjanoscku, Pocrosiies,
Konnaxos.
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