as architectural ensembles (St. Catherine monastery, Sinai; Savvatiev Orshinskiy; Solovki and Alex-
andro-Svirskiy). They find parallels in the post-Byzantine painting as well. Among the Russian works
depicting monasteries, two varieties can be distinguished: a) icons with scenes of monastic life; b) icons
with views of the monasteries’ architectural ensemble. The first group finds analogies in Byzantine
and post-Byzantine art, in the scenes of death of holy monks. Icons with architectural views have
some features of pilgrim icons with images of the Holy Land with places of veneration.

Such a variety of subjects and iconographical types of the monastic theme depicted in the Russian
art is a consequence of the special role the monasteries played in Russian medieval culture.

Epmos Iletp I'te60oBuy
Poccutickuti uncmumym ucmopuu uckyccms, Poccus

K npo6rreme popmupoBanus cTwisd B apxuteKrype MocKOBCKOTO TOCyjapcTBa
KoHIa XV —nepsoii Tpetn XVI Beka

B m3yueHuM HpeBHEPYCCKOTO MICKYCCTBA M OCOOCHHO apXUTEKTYpPhbl He TaK YacTO BCTPEYa/INCh
HOTIBITKM OCMBICTIUTD MaTe€pPUasl C TOUYKM 3PEHMA CYLIeCTBOBAHNA HEKMX CTWIEBBIX T€YEHMI, IMEIO-
VX CBOJI OPUTHMHAIBHBIN Ha00p ocobeHHOCTelt. HacTo momoOHbIN OAX0/] OTBEPraics BCIENCTBIE
CTIOKVBIIUXCS TpeficTaBnennit 06 mckyccrBe peBHeit Pycu xak 06 orenpHOM, 060c06/1eHHOM
OT 3aIaZIHOEeBPOIEIICKOTO VICKYyCcCTBa siB/eHnu. [loaToMy npusblHas mjs 3amaza npobaeMaruka
CTWISL PENKO paccMaTpuBalach Bcepbe3. leM He MeHee, Ha PasHbIX 3TallaX MCTOPUM U3Y4E€HUS
IPEBHEPYCCKOTO VICKYCCTBA CO3/IaBa/ICh pabOThI, B KOTOPBIX aBTOPBI IIBITA/INCH NIPEACTABUTD €I0
pasBUTKE B BIJe YepeLOBaHMA OIPeeIeHHbIX CTalMil, B paMKaX KOTOPBIX MOXKHO OBIIO ObI BBI-
IenuTh O0IMe TeHAEHIVM, MPOABUBINNECS M B XXVBOINCY, I B apXUTEKType. 31ech, B IIEPBYIO
ouepenib, crouT HasBaTb KHMUIy I.K. Barnepa — «KaHOH M cTuIb B [JpeBHEPYCCKOM MCKYCCTBEY,
a taxoke Tpy# A. V. Hexpacosa «Ouepku o nuctopun gpepHepycckoro soguectsa XI-XVII Bexos».

HecomHeHHO T0, 4TO HanboIee TeCHOE CONPUKOCHOBeHMe UCKyccTBa [peBHeit Pycu ¢ samagHo-
€BPOIIEICKMM VCKYCCTBOM, IPMYEM MMEHHO C apXUTEKTYPOIl, IPOUCXOANTIO B KOHIle XV — IepBoit
Tpetn XVI Beka. B sTOT nepnog, Kak U3BECTHO, UTA/IbsAHCKIE MacTepa, npuriamenHble ViBanoM 111
u Bacummewm III, nepecrpanBator MockoBckuit Kpemib, BosBogsaT cobopsl u LiepkBu B Mockse
1 B ipyrux ropogax Pycu. ITpu aToM ajieKBaTHOTO MOHATHA, XapaKTEPU3YIOIIEr0O 3Ty apXUTEKTYPY
B KOHTEKCTe CTUJIEBOTO aHajIN3a, TaK M He ObUIO IpeioXKeHo, Ha uto ykasbiBan I. K. Baruep. [lo-
K1af OyIeT IOCBAILIEH PACCMOTPEHNIO TOUEK 3PEHsI YKa3aHHbBIX aBTOPOB, a TAKXKe MOIBITKE 00b-
SCHUTD CTIOXKHOCTb, CBA3AHHYIO C BBIPAOOTKOI I[eJIOCTHON 000011ao1elt XapaKTepUCTUKA apX-
TeKTypbl KOHI[a XV — nepBoit Tpetyt XVI B. KaK Ba)KHOTO 3Talla B ICTOPUM PYyCCKOTO 30[44eCTBa.

Petr Ershov
Russian Institute of Art History, Russia

ON THE PROBLEM OF STYLE FORMATION IN THE ARCHITECTURE OF Moscow Rus’
IN THE LATE 15th — FIRST QUARTER OF THE 16th CENTURY

It is not very common for the Russian medieval art to be investigated in the terms of some stylis-
tic trends which have their certain distinct set of special features. This approach was often neglected
because of the existing idea of Russian medieval art as of very special phenomenon developed sepa-
rately from the Western European tradition. The latter was usually studied in the connection with sty-
listic differentiation which was not taken seriously for the medieval Russian art. Still different periods
of the national art history have been studied as the consequent stages that could be described in con-
nection with some general trends both in painting and in architecture. In this respect one should
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point to the works by G. Vagner (“Canon and Style in Old Russian Art”) and by A. Nekrasov (“Essays
on History of Old Russian Architecture of the 11th-17th Centuries”).

Undoubtedly the closest contacts with the Western artistic tradition especially concerning archi-
tecture were taking place in the end of the 15th century and in the first quarter of the 16th century.
It was the time when Italian architects were invited by Ivan III and Vassiliy III to rebuild the Moscow
Kremlin and to construct cathedrals and churches in various Russian lands. Still the researchers have
not yet worked out an appropriate idea how to define this architecture in the context of the stylistic
analysis, which was noted by G. Vagner. The report deals with ideas and concepts of the authors men-
tioned as well as with revealing and explaining of the difficulties associated with formation of the consist-
ent comprehensive definition for the architecture of the late 15th century and up to the 1530s as a very
important period of the Russian architectural history.

Agnes Kriza
University of Cambridge, Great Britain

“GNADENSTUHL” ON THE FOUR-PART ICON — A WESTERN INFLUENCE?

Western iconographic adoptions of Russian icons are exceptionally rare up until the 16th century.
The famous Four-part icon of the Kremlin Annunciation Cathedral, however, painted between 1547 and
1551, contains a number of Western elements. The most controversial one amongst them is the so-
called Gnadenstuhl, the Trinitarian image of God the Father holding the Crucifix, with the curious
wings covering the body of the crucified Christ. The fact that the Western origin of the imagery was
evident even for the contemporaries is attested by the controversy between dyak Ivan Viskovaty and
Metropolitan Makary (1542-1563), erupted in Moscow in 1553. Ivan, protesting against some in-
comprehensible innovations of mid-16th century, Russian painting, focussed in particular on the
winged Gnadenstuhl. Interestingly, however, Makary, one of the greatest and most educated patrons
of medieval Russian Orthodox art, was not concerned by this alien detail on the Kremlin icon and
even defended this innovation whilst he rejected any possible link with the heretic Latins. Art histo-
rians are puzzled as to how to reconcile this contradiction, suggesting that Makary either was not
honest or “did not comprehend the theological content of the image”

In this paper, challenging both the dishonesty and the ignorance of Makary, I will scrutinize the
Metropolitan’s overlooked response to Viskovaty in which he explains the meaning of the Gnaden-
stuhl and Christ’s wings. The aim of this investigation is twofold. Firstly, I seek to decipher the mes-
sage of this imagery on the Four-part icon. Secondly, I intend to explore the motives behind Makary’s
defence which can shed new light on the problem of Western-Eastern interactions of this period.
At the end of my paper I will raise the question as to whether it is possible to speak about “Western
influence” in 16th century Russian painting.

Arnem Kpusa
Kembpuosckuii ynusepcumem, Benuxobpumanus

«GNADENSTUHL» Ha YeTbIpex4acTHOIN MKOHE — 3allaiHOE BIINMAHME?

3ama/iHble 3aMIMCTBOBAHMA B MKOHOTpauy pycCKMX MKOH 4Ype3BbluaitHo pepku o XVI B. Ox-
HAKO HECKOJIbKO TAKMX 3aMIMCTBOBAHMII €CTb Ha 3HaMeHUTO YeTbIpexdyacTHON MKOHe 13 baro-
BeljeHcKoro cobopa MockoBckoro Kpemss, Hanmcannoit mexay 1547 n 1551 r. Hanbonee cioproe
U3 HUX — TaK HasbiBaeMoe «Gnadenstuhl», uso6paxenne Cs. Tpouunt ¢ borom OTrom, fep>xarmym
PacrsTie, 1 cTpaHHOTO BUjja KPbUIbSAMI, TOKPBIBAIOIUMIY Telo pacnAToro Xpucra. O toM ¢dakre,
4TO 3allafiHOe IIPOMCXOKJEHNE 3TOro obpasa ObIIO OYEBUIHO HaXkKe JIsl COBPEMEHHMKOB, CBUJiE-
TENIbCTBYET CIIOP, BOSHUKIINMI MEX/Yy AbAKOM VIBanoM BuckoBarbiM 1 muTpononnrtom Makapuem
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