THE COMMUNAL CHARACTER
OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF CHURCH PROPERTY
IN CYPRUS UNDER OTTOMAN RULE

1. The purpose of the present paper is to trace and illustrate the communal
character of Church land administration in Cyprus under the Ottomans. I am
going to study an example of joint exploitation of church property by church
and peasants. This is provided by the Archiepiscopal Register No XLII, p. 53.
According to this, in the village of Vavatzinia in the year (a) “ayys” [17566]
édiaporgdodnoay 7 dvwbfev) Bliais €ig Tovs ywptavods xard to Snep Emeddin
TOUTOIS HATAOTLY0Y ®aTA uépos Siwpioudvas va Tag xalliepyrjoovy, xai 6ray oy
Ocd yivy pakodvlw va méovy 1 Exninola 6o xal adrol & dg dmeoyéOnoar.”

We are here confronted with a sort of association between the church of
Vavatzinia and the parishioners of that village community. The association
concerns the cultivation and exploitation of a number of olive-trees belonging
to the said church. The trees-in-question being the capital, were “distributed,’
for how long it is not specified, obviously by the church authorities, to the
parishioners for cultivation. A special ‘register’ was handed over to them—no
doubt to one of them acting on their behalf. This ‘register,’ in fact a contract,
recorded the number and location of the olive-trees-in-question as well as the
terms of distribution. According to the latter, the produce of the trees would
be divided into three shares, two for the church offering the capital, and one
for the parishioners offering the labour, which would have certainly included
the collection and transportation of the olives from the trees. Who would pay
the taxes is not stated. It is equally unknown who would provide the means of
cultivation, water, tools, manure, etc.: It is to be presumed that all these except
tax would burden the villagers.

2. Sociologically speaking this association falls under the category of direct
co-operation, i.e. “activities in which people do like things together,” 1 or “com-
munal relations involving a sense of collective participation.” 2

1. R. M. Maciver - Charles H. Page, Society, London, Macmillan & Co LTD, 1961,
p. 63.

2. Op. cit., p. 231, Cf. A, D. Sideris, “lagropia tot Oixovopuxoi Blov, 1, Athens, ed.
Argyris Papazissis, 1950, p. 21.
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3. From an institutional point of view despite the omission of any mention
of means of cultivation and tax the said association seems to be similar to the
colonia partiaria of the imperial Roman period, 3 the Byzantine popt# (-fruc-
tuum partitio inter Dominum fundi et agricolam),* otherwise &mipoptog kah-
Aépyera, 5 the medieval métayage or medietaria or moitoieria or moieterie of

3. Georges A. Petropoulos, ‘Iotopia xal Elonyijoes tof Popaixod Awxalov, Qg
Eivaywyd el ©6 loytov &y “EAAdS: *Actixdv Alxaiov xal eig vov’ Aorixov Kddixa, Athens,
1944, pp. 856-858. Eiusdem, op. cit., (edition) (mpd¢g xpficiv 1@V @ortnTtdV), Athens, ed. “To
Nopucov,” 1955, pp. 412414,

4. Carolus Du Fresne Du Cange, Glossarium ad Scriptores Mediae et Infimae Grae-
citatis, Lugduni, 1688, col. 957: popt1, poptitng, yewpydg, partiarius colonus, cf. col. 478:
Tiovpepitng, partiarius, and fuicelaotig, partiarius colonus. D. Demetrakos, Méya Ae-
Ewcdv 6Ang tiic “EAAnviktic TAdoong, VI, Athens, 1964, p. 4760 a: poptiy, popritng, HopTi-
T1k0¢. Cf. below, ftn. 5.

5. Johannis D. Zepos, Bacidixd. II, Athens, ed. George D. Fexis, 1910, pp. 881b-896b,
BipAriov 20, tithog 1, Oépa 25 § 6, espec. pp. 893a f.; cf. Hesychii Alexandrini, Lexicon post
Ioannem Albertum, recensuit Mauricius Schmid, I, E-K, Amsterdam, Adolf M. Hakkert,
1965, p. 161, “énipogroc ondoiuoc y7j* [7] émuepiord ...”, cf. I, p. 121: “: pograr Ty ywo-
Hévnw xarafoliy dnd vdv xapndv”; cf. N. Charissiades, ITpdyeipov Nduwv 7 *EEdfiproc
‘Apuevomovdiov ..., ed. G. Seitanides, Constantinople, 1885, p. 418, BIBA. I'", TITA. H, § 7:
Basilicarum Libri LX, series B, Volumen III, Scholia in Libr. XV-XX, Ediderunt H.J. Schel-
tema et D. Holwerda, J.B. Wolters, Groningen, Djakarta - Martinus Nijhoff’s Gravenhage,
1957, p. 1191: BXX, 125] =D XIX, 2,25],no 11; cf. 1. Zepos & Pan. Zepos, Jus Graecoromanum,
I, Athens, 1931, p. 65: [Kepdiaia Noépov TCeopyikod kat’ éxhoynv éx tob “lovotiviavod
BiBAriov], 6": *Eav yewpyds Oepicag poptirig [sic] dvev yvoung 1od xopoddtov kai kovfa-
Aion 1@ mpdypata adrol, d¢ KAENTNG GALoTpL@OnoETaL ndong tii¢ émkapniag adtod; cf.
ibid., 1": poptitov pépog depdtia Evvéa, 10D x@podecndtov 88 pEpog depdtov Ev: & 8¢ EkTog
ToUTOV eploduevoc Oeoxardpatoc, cf. pp. 65-66, 10" - 1’ cf. op. cit., VI, Athens, 1931,
Pp. 461-462: *Enipoprog xahiiépysia § 4. Eldikd 8épata émpdprov karrepyeiag (KoAAl-
Tikfi¢ oxéocems), examples from Argos, Andros, Monembassia, Palamas Karditsis, Chios;
cf. Panay. I. Zepos, Zwrayudriov Nowwxdy *AleEdvdgov *Iwdvvov ‘Yynidvrov Boefdda
fyepdvog ndons Odyyeofiaylac 1780. *Exdidduevov pet” elcayoyiic xal iotopikiic dva-
okonficewe t@v &v adtd Ocoudv, [[Ipaypateior "Axkadnpiag *Aénvav, Vol. IV, no 2],
Athens, 1936, p. 41, text and ftn. 1: Of yewpyikol vopor [of the Isaurian Emperors] nept-
£élaPov Sratdeg povov mepl tdv elg kowvotntag Brodvrov ye@pydv (1 IIppA. Arhburner
év J.LH.S 32, 1912, . 77. Ottax el Tovg yempyikolug vopoug Siakpivovear dVo katnyopiat
[éAevBépav] vempydv, of “mogrirar” kal ol “juioeiacral”. Of mpdtor kaiiiepyobvreg
Thv dAdotpiav yfiv Aaupavouv td 9/10 tob xaprod, drodidovv 8¢ 1/10 eig tov xOprov Tod
ktApatos. Moprtitov pépoc ... [J.G.R., II, p. 65, @, above]. ‘O &¢ tiv fuiceiav AaBov
YE@PYOS, kalMepyel 10 dAAOtpiov Krtfine Sardvaic Tob xvpiov adtol, pepilerar 8¢ €
foov pe adrov toig xaprove. "Anpdtepot elvar Aev@epor yewpyoi. E.A. Sophocles in his
Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (From B.C. 146 to A.D. 1100)
Vol. 1, Frederick Ungar, Publishing Co., New York, p. 565 b gives: fuioeidlo, o halve,
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Western Europe, ¢ and the Islamic-Ottoman muzara’a and musakat, i.e. dypo-
Anvyia and dev8pokopia, 7 especially the latter.

“The essential feature of métayer tenancy[in W. Europe]is the payment to
the landlord of an agreed or customary proportion of the produce, commonly a
half (whence, indeed, the name).”® The means of cultivation should, in the West,
be usually supplied by the owner of the property,? and this is the case with
present-day métayage there. 1° But in the Byzantine and Muslim East the capit-

according to Heron Jun. 53, 27 [700 A.D.] fiu icevpa, fovpepitng [=Schol. Antec. 2, 23,
5], &€ fuioeiag.

For the term érnipoptog kallépyela see also Demetrakos, op. cit., IV, p. 2816a. For
another testimony relating to Byzantine métayage see Sideris, op. cir., p. 233 text and ftn.
2: BaciA. NE 14,

6. Carolus Du Fresne Du Cange. Glossarium Mediae et Infimae Latinitatis, ... Digessit
G.A.L. Heuschel, Parisiis. [ed.] Firminis Didot Fratres, 1845,1V, p. 339 g-y —p. 3408: Me-
dietarius, Mettoier, Medeitatia Functio, Medietarii Servi, Medietaria, Medietarria, Me-
dietas, Medietas Beneficii, Medietare teneri feuda, Medietas perpetua, Medietates, Medie-
tarii, Medietenarii; cf. p. 337 v: Mediatores; p. 338a - B: Mediator, Mediatoria, Mediatura;
p. 339B: Medietaria; p. 464a - B: Moitoieria. The Métayage system did frequently occur
all over Europe but not in England: William Ashley, The Fconomic Organization of En-
gl and, An Outline History, Longmans, Green & Co., London, New York, Toronto, pp. 4-5,
55-56. For the métayage in North and Central Italy,—the so-called mezzadria—during the
XIVth century and after, and for XVIII th century métayage in France see Herbert Heaton,
Economic History of Europe, Harper & Brothers, Publishers, New York, 1948, pp. 111-112,
429; for the post - 1789 period see p. 435. A

7. Dem. Nikolaides [ed.], *O8wuavixol Kddixes, firor Zvlioyrn drdvrav t@y Néuwy
1ije 'Obwpavixfic Adroxgaropias, Aiarayudrwy, Kavovioudy, ‘Odmyidy xal *EyxvxAlwy,
Constantinople, 1889, I, pp. 715-720, Tithog H’, Ilepl aypoAnviog xal devdpoxopiag
(nepiéxel 8o xepalaa): Keparaov A’ Iepl dypoinyiag (Movlapad meyiaviv 1ad” 1p)
articles 1431-1440, pp. 715-718, Kegpdahatov B, IIgpl devdpokopiag (Movouaxdt 7 eyiavivid
8ip), articles 1441-1448, pp. 718-720; cf. Joseph Schacht, An Introduction to Islamic Law,
Oxford, 1964, pp. 119, 155, 156.

8. Ashley, op. cit., pp. 55-56; cf. Zepos, Baoidixd, cit., p. 894a [ftn. 1].

9. E.g. see Du Cange, Gloss. Inf. Latin., IV., p. 338 b: “donavit ... duas Mediaturas
cum bubus et agricolis”; ‘cf, Heaton, op. cit., p. 112: “The landlord provided the fields,
vineyards, and pasture, and also such capital goods needed for their cultivation as the
seed and the ox for the plow. The tenant usually was too poor to supply more than labor,
and cattle were too expensive for a small man’s purse.” Cf. the Byzantine fjuoeiactai,
above ftn. 5, apud Zepos, Zvvtayudrior, p. 41, ftn. 1.

10. Larousse Universel, 11, Paris, 1949, p. 201a: “... a I'inverse du fermier, il [= the mé-
tayer] n’effectue cette mise en valeur qu’avec les ressources en argent, machines et animaux,
que lui fournit le propriétaire; il ne paie pas de redevance en argent, mais partage la récolte
avec le propriétaire. Le métayage est donc 2 la fois un mode d’association et un mode de
louage™; cf, Harrap's Standard French and English Dictianary, edited by J.E. Mansion, I,
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al goods needed for cultivation could be supplied either by the landlord or by
the métayer peasants. In Byzantine law the former category of peasants were
termed fipioeiaotal and took half of the produce, while the latter were the
poptitar who took 9/10. 11 In present day Cyprus, particularly in the plain of
Messaria, in Paphos district and in the Western section of Limassol district,
there is a type of métayage system called povpovciapka—elsewhere Ttoptcrapkd—,
according to which the landowner offers the land and the seed and also pays
all taxes, while the ‘hirer’ — tenant supplies the labour and the live stock required
for cultivation. 12 This recalls no doubt, the Byzantine fjpiceiactal 22 and
occurs often in church registers of the Ottoman period. 120

4. Now from the legal point of view the character of métayage is much
disputed: (a) some take it to be a partnership?? or a “deficient partnership;’14

French - English with Supplement, 1961, p. 536a; cf. The Shorter Oxford English Dictio-
nary on Historical Principles, Revised by C. T. Onions, 1, 1959, p. 1242 b.

11, Zepos, Baoidixd, cit., p. 894 a-B (ftn. 1); cf. Nikolaldes, op. cit., p. 716 ftn. 1 to article
1434; for the shares see ibid., p. 717 art. 1435: 1 /2 or 1 /3 would be that accruing to the pea-
sant in muzara’at; same in musaka’at, ibid., p. 719 art. 1444, For fiptocactai and poprti-
1a1 see Zepos, Zvvtayudriov, p. 41 ftn. 1, and J.G.R., VIII, pp. 461-462.

12. N. K. Lanitis, *Aygotixa Xpén xal yewgyixol ocvverapiouol & Kimpw, (transla-
tion from the English by Chr. Christodoulou,) Limassol, 1943, pp. 11-12.

12a. Zepos, Zwvrayudriov, p. 41, ftn. 1.

12b. E.g. see Register XLII, p. 10, “Zwiddovga, apEd’ [1764 ], veou. y' xrnvd xep. 50,
ta dnoia é0d0noay TH povyageéuy did povuoverdgixa”; Reg. XLII, p. 439, “Aoyagiacuol
700 i. povasrnolov rol dyiov Znvpldwvog, apfd’ [1764]= ilaw. »' ... omopd, citoc xai
#0107 povpovytdoixn ué oy oy oxdi(ec) 517, etc.

13. E.g. see Heaton, op. cit., p. 112: “The method was in effect a partnership in which
one member provided the capital while the other supplied the labor. If the harvest was good
both benefited, if it was bad, both shared the disappointment™; cf. Zepos, op. cit., p. 893a
ftn. 1: “*H ... énluogroc xalliéoyeia dnoxdiver elg iy érawglay™; cf. p. 893b ftn. 1,p.8%4a
ftn. 1 - p. 894B ftn. 1, p.895a-B ftn. 1, espec. p.895b: [Srav] dvri 17jc xerjoews Aaufdverar
xagmnog [rpoxinter] 7 Tic émudorov xalliepyelac &vawguxnn) oxéows”; cf. Basilicarum Liber
LX, ... ed. Scheltema - Holwerda, B, I, cit. p. 1191, BXX, 1, 25,[§], 11,[§] 12;cf. Charissia-
des, ITpdyetpoy ... ‘Appevorovlov, 418, BIBA.I”, TITA.H' §7: ... “ 0O 8¢ tod¢ xagmods ue-
eillduevoc ¢ pobwoduevoe dody duxaly xowwrvlas xal T xégdog xal Ty {nulav ovu-
peollerar 1@ deondry (B, XX, 1,25).”

14. This is particularly the view of Moslem legal experts: Nikolaides, op. cit., p. 715,
TITAOZ H'. KEQPAAAION A’, ITepi dypornyiac, art. 1431, ftn, 1: “&nedn avrikeipevov
Tfic tarpiag elvar td nrapaxdnoodueva rpoidvra, Todtéstiv GyvaoTov kai ddpiatov npiyua,
1 Towadtn Eraipia &del va Bempfitar dc mAnpueinc xal Sid tobto katd tov Méyav Tuapnyv
totavtn Etaipia Siv Emrpénetal, GAN’ &neTpann Ond Tdv §vo “Inapdv Sid v devkdAivvaly
tiic napayaryfic EEaipetikde™; cf. ibid., p. 719, [TITAOX H, KE®AAAION B’, ITepi dev-
Spoxopiac, art. 1441], ftn. 1. For another case of ‘deficient partnership® see ibid., p. 678,
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(b) others take it to be a locatio conductio operarum and operis ; (c) a third group
consider it an ‘anonymous exchange,’ and (d) a fourth one consider it a locatio
conductio rei=renting or farming. 18 Though the latter view seems to have prev-
ailed, especially on the ground that, according to Roman Law, the rent of a
rural property can consist (either in money or) in a part of its produce, and,
consequently, that the tenant has to allow the landowner’s supervision of
operations, 16 still it can by no means explain or nullify the partnership element
of mérayage which can best be defined as “ad la fois un mode d’association et un
mode de lvyage.” 17 This double identity may produce some ambiguity, 18 but
cannot destroy the partnership element in mérayage, which, however, does not
at all imply a joint ownership of the property between the landlord and the
tenant, but just an association concerning the produce, a part of which will be
given to the tenant as reward for his work. 1® This was especially true of the
Byzantine fipioelactai, but none the less of the poptitar too.

S. Which is the origin of the mérayage attested in Vavatzinia in 17567 A
definite answer is impossible. What can at present be provisionally stated is
that it may have been a traditional usage in Cypriote church law, going back
either to the Byzantine or to the Latin 20 period, and fitting well into the Muslim

KED®AAAION I, Iepi eldikdv Spwv tiig xpnpatikiig étaipiag, art. 1343 and ftn. 1, art,
1344 and ftn, 2: “... ¢raipeior ... Aoyifovrar ntAnpuekeic, ddt 6 pév elg kataPariet éuno-
pevpata, & 8¢ Etepog xpfioLy, GeEAElay TPpayuatos, Tod kEpdoug aviikoviog eig tOv kbplov
10D GUYKEKPLUEVOL TPAYHATOG, TOLTEGTIY Elg OV TdV dpmopevpdtov.”

15. Petropoulos, ‘Istopia xai Eionpioei, cit. [above, ftn. 3],1944, p.857= ed. 1955. p.
413. For a detailed discussion of the question see E. Kobles, Der Teilbau im romischen und
geltenden italienischen Recht, Marburg, 1928, pp. 24-25.

16. Petropoulos, op. cit., loc. cit.; cf. Heaton, op. cit., p. 112: “Having provided so much,
the landlord decided the kind of work that the tenant must do, supervised operations, and
at harvest time claimed a fraction of the crop, often a half”; cf. Nikolaides, op. cit., p. 720,
ftn. 1 to art 1447: “‘O kaprdc aviket eig TOV kOpLov 1@V d&vipwv ... & 8¢ Sev8pokopog Aap-
Baver moBov kat’ ektipnoiy, St6TL katéPale v Epyaciav adtod éni okon® deeieiag.”

17. Cf. Larousse, above, ftn. 10.

18. See Nikolaides, op. cit., p. 716 ftn. 1 to article 1434; “’Eav 6 ondpog elvar tob dypo-
deondtovn, tote & dyporhreng Bewpeitar HicBwTdg [= tenant], 6 8¢ dypodeondtng Hicdw-
oapevos. "Eav 8& 6 ondpog elvar 100 dypoAlnmntov, tote 6 aypoAfnntng Oswpeitar Stu Eui-
cBwoe TOv dypov, Sid Tobto 10 TPoidv Ot pnév Bewpeitar apoipn tiic &pyaciag, 6t¢ 8& pi-
cbopa tfig Yfig.” Cf. Zepos, op. cit., loc. cit. When the seed was provided by the landowner,
the peasant was, in Byzantine terminology, fipioewactiic; when by the peasant; himself,
he was poprtitng; cf. above, ftn. 5 and ftn. 12a. i

19. Zepos, op. cit., pp. 894a-B, 895a-B, cf. p. 893a-p.

20. As a matter of fact no actual testimony relating to métayage practised in Cyprus be-
fore 1756 has come down to us, at least to the best of my knowledge. But it is to be assumed

31
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law introduced in Cyprus after 1570. Unfortunately neither the amount of rent
to be discharged by our yopiuavoi — 2/3 as against 1/3 that would be reserved
for them — nor the omitted terms of “distribution” (=grant, lease) concerning
the means of cultivation and tax, may offer any help in determining the
origin of the institution under consideration.

The amount of rent, 2/3, recalls the Ottoman muzara ‘a and musakat.
According to both, the peasant-associate would enjoy 1/2 or 1/3 of the produce,
the exact rate being fixed in the contract.?! This contrasts the koAAiyid in Modern
Monembassia, where 3/4 of the produce go to the peasant - associate, and the
¢nipoptog kaAhiépyela in Andros, where the peasant receives either 2/3,in the
case of cereals, beans etc., or 3/4, in that of wine, oil, etc., 2 i.e. amounts ap-
proaching the 9/10 enjoyed by the Byzantine poptitat.

Concerning the amount of rent, 2/3, our Vavatzioniotai associates cannot
haye been poptitay if, however, they had to pay for the cultivation expenses,
as we have assumed (§ 1), then they would appear to be a variety of that
class, while the rate of rent would rather approach them to the fjuoeaoctai,
or to the métayers. ‘

that it had been part of the legal tradition of the island during both periods, whose law
provided for this as for other sorts of association including the xoAAd or KoAitytd (cf.
Kyrris, in Rivista di Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici, N. S. 4 [XIV], Roma, 1967, p. 133 ftn, 1).
For some cases of association - not métayage - in Lusignan Cyprus see Jean Richard, Chy-
pre sous les Lusignans. Documents Chypriotes des Archives du Vatican (XIVe et XVe
siécles), Paris, 1962, pp. 115-117, doc. II, 1319, ler mars: ... Mauricio ... generali preceptori
Hospitalis ... ac medietatis bonorum et reddituum eiusdem Hospitalis in regno’Cipri; L.
de Mas Latrie, Histoire de I'lle de Chypre sous le régne des princes de la maison de Lusig-
nan, 1, Paris, 1835, p. 379 ftn. 4: a document of 1474, IV Junii:... cum conditione partis
dimidii ...; p. 380: a document of 28. III. 1474: ... solvendo dimidium nostro dominio juxta
formam partis.

21. Nikolaides, 'Ofwpuavixol Kdbduxes, I, cit., p. 717 art. 1435 (muzara’a); p. 719 art.
1444 (musikait). The choise between 1/2 and 1/3 would depend upon whether the seed and
means of cultivation were provided by the owner or by the peasant, cf. ibid., p. 716 ftn. 1
and p. 717 ftn. 1.

22. Zepos, J.G.R., VIL, pp. 461462, Note that in Andros the koAAiyag = peasant as-
sociate does also several jobs for the owner without any salary, offers him a number of
yearly presents and acquires a number of hereditary rights of possession on the property
in association with the owner, at whose expense the cultivation is done. For other cases
of xoAhAtyia popth see George A. Petropoulos, Nouxa *Eyypapa Zlpvov tijc Zviloyiis
I'. Magiddxn (1684-1835) pera ovuBoddv eic thv Epevvay oo MeraPvlaviwots Awxaiov,
2kd186pueva Omd [LALIL, fasc. 1, Athens, 1956 (= Mvnueia tiic ‘EAAnvikfic ‘Iotopiag,
Vol. III, fasc. 1, edited by the Academy of Athens), pp. 97-109 doc. 26a, 1805 (20.X), cf.
p. 188 doc. 44, 1740, ' B o '
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6. So we are confronted with a mixed local kind of &nipoptog kaAMépyera,
possibly of Byzantine origin, with, perhaps, both Latin and Moslem influences
in details. This would fit into the general pattern of survival of Byzantine Law
in Cyprus under Latin occupation in the Bourgeois Assises, the Church Law 2
and the Customary Law of the island, though not without various impacts on
jt. That such a survival would be extended into the Ottoman period is to be
expected and is amply attested in several ways. The very reference to a xata-
otiyov handed over by the Church authorities of Vavatzinia to the villager
associates (§1), points to the well known constitutive importance of Bpépia (=
Registers, xatdotiya) and of written contracts, in Byzantine sale and transac-
tion law. # There is no trace of any paroikian status in the said associates,
who, like the Byzantine poptitar and fjuioeiactai, are free men. ?® This may
point to the survival of a free peasantry in Cyprus from the Byzantine period,
although it is also possible that our poptitar and fucsiactai may have been
the descendants of ancient paroikoi whose feudal obligations (corvée, rent
etc.) were converted into métayer dues under Qttoman rule. %

7. However, what is to be stressed in the case under consideration is, beyond
the institutional point of view, the collective, specifically communal spirit attested
in the association between Church and rural population. This spirit was not
limited to Vavatzinia or to popt1q: it covered many aspects of the maintenance,

23. Pan. 1. Zepos, “To Sixaiov elg tdag ‘EAAnvikdc "Aceilag thg Kinpov,” *Erernpis
‘Erawgeias Bvlaviwdy Znovédy, XXV, 1955, pp. 306-330, citing sources and literature; C.
Hadjipsaltes, "ExxAnoiagtixd Sikactiipia Konpov éni ®paykoxpatiag, Mia “nAnpectd-
TN anépacic” 1ob émgkonov Zohiag Acovriov (1306 u.X.) eig droBeaty TeAeiag pvnoteiag,
Kvng. Xnovd., XIX, 1956, pp.25-34; Achill. C.Emilianides, The “Hellenic Laws” of
Cyprus and the Hexabiblos of Armenopoulos, in Téuoc K. ‘Aguevonodiov énl tif
éEaxooieTnolde tije *Efafifiov adroi, 1345-1945, Thessalonica, 1952, pp. 33 f.

24. Pan.1. Zepos, “To Sixatov elg ta¢ “EAANVIKdG "Aooilac tfig Kbnpov,” EEBZ, XXV,
pp. 318-319. Georges A. Petropoulos, Nouxa “Eyygapa Zlpvov, passim, e.g. pp. 40, 264-266
Ant. Fl. Katsouros, “Nafwakad Sikaronpaxtika Eyypaoa tob 16ov aidvog,”’Enet. Meos.’ Agy.
*Axad.’ AB., V. 1955, pp. 47-91. Apostolos E. Vakalopoulos, “Iotogia 07 Néov ' EMmpiouod,
11, 1, Tovpkokpatia 1453-1669. Ol lotopéc Baceis tiic NeoeAhnvixic Kowaviag xai Oi-
xovopiag, Thessalonica, 1964, pp. 31-34. Constantinos A. Manafis, Movaornoiaxa Tvmixa-
Awabijxar, Athens, 1970, pp. 113-123, especially pp. 119-120; Costas P. Kyrris, “"Avék§ota
"Evypaoa dnd 10 "Apxeiov 100 Afjpov Aarifov,” Xgovixad tijs Aanijfov, 1, January 1970, pp.
51-53 with further literature. Costas P.Kyrris, “‘H povi) ‘Ayiag Nénag i8iag &ri Tovpko-
xpaties,” Kvmg. Zrovd., XXXII, 1968, pp. 256-257 text and ftn. 37.

25. Zepos, Zvvrayudriov Nopuxdy, p. 41, ftn, 1.

26. For the clase connection between serfs ‘and métayers’ obligations see Ashley, ap.
¢it., p. 56; Slderls, op. cit., pp. 233, 231 f.
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preservation and administration of ecclesiastical property. So, in Register
XLIII, p. 8 occurs the following entry:

(8) “Iladatouéroyov,

ayu® [1749] voeu(Poiov) B dkcradbelone tijc énxinalas tadryg
000év e0péln adti], SmeoyéOncay 8¢ oi Eyywptor €ic TOV xarpdy va xduovy o
ulay axdiay ywedpt xai va ddoovy xal dno & xTnvdv. énirponoc xaréern &
xde dvrloviijc.”

The village church was found to be in extreme poverty. To make it good,
the parishioners offered each one to till one acre of its land and to donate one
animal to it: they did this as a duty towards their local church, which meant
and means so much for them, being a supra-human entity, a symbol of transcen-
dental contact with God, and a power offering protection and services.

8. Similar examples are provided by the following entries, in Register
XLII, p. 194:

(v) “Tot Piloxagmagto®
ayve’ [1756] npooetéln did xowijc dyopds Tdv ywoiavdy ywedpt ToD grepavi]
el iy dyilav Oérdav xara Tov xadv tijc Svorvylag oxdA(eg),®” and in
Register XLVI, p. 50:

(8) “Tob “Aylov Nixoddov Aaviob....
(ayoy’) [1773] ...... Erepov [EocwmégPolov] sic Tov AdavAdv ué vepdv, eig xdbe
5 fjuépac & voybrjucgov ué Ty BéAnow Tdv ywoiaviw.”

9. Such ‘common purchases’ and ‘common donations’ of property by
villagers for their church do, like the innumerable individual donations to and
‘purchases for the sake of” churches and monasteries, point to the communal
character of church property —in pure theory — and also throw ample light on
the ways and means by which that property was excessively increased during
Ottoman rule. And, although this is beyond the scope of the present paper, it
may be added here that, among the motives of such donations and accretion,
through purchases, were piety, the collective or communal spirit and, also, the
‘wish of villagers to secure their property from Turkish rapacity by entrusting
it to the Church, whose property was relatively safer than that of individuals
under normal circumstances.

10. One step further was the communal control of the management of
ecclesiastical property ¥ such as appears in entries like the following:

27. To be distinguished from the “communal management of the whole village territory”™
and “joint husbandry” in some European countries during the Middle Ages: E. Lipson, The
Economic History of England, Vol. 1, The Middle Ages, London, Adam and Charles Black,

-1956 11, pp, 74-78 (:“open field systém”, having “strong elements of communalism” and a
tillage “co-operative in character™). '
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(e) Register XLIII, p. 380:
“*Quoppira, ayve’ [1755], d'.
Mapastnfévroc 10T 7o Ypdvaw #idn ixaviy Emierarotvros Emitedmov

%V dvrdrn ... *Edwwolobn ué yvoduny Slwv ta@v ywolav@dy 6 xveyiavwijs.”

(ot’) Ibid., p. 353:
“Iialoboa. ayoa [1771] 2[24 Aexepfoiov 24. Kara vny orjuepov Eumpoabey
To0¢ Xworavods Suoldynoey év pdfw Oeob 6 1ig if cpds) éxxinoias Tavrng
* Enirgomos yépo Tlovpoic sic doov xawov paivovrar ol loyagiasuol tov dva-
nddetnror 8’ ooy dordlnoay adric Ewe rdga, Eueway vijc Exxinoias domoa
xabaga éndvw elc Tov ibiov @ (domea) 30.15 eic Tov vixoAdv vidv Tov @ 30.15
xal eig Tov yauPoedy Tov iegodidxovoy @ 26. xai 6 Mavpoudtns donpa 40’ xal
80uwploOny pet’ avrob [apparently by the parishioners’ assembly] 6 vidg vov
vixoddg eic 6v 88d0n xal xavdoriyov. To dvw vol pavpoudtn éningwdnoay
elc @ »al eig & xopu(drt) negfdA(t) ouoiwg »ai 100 vixodw ta 15. &ig &v Bd-
dw xal pévoww d1ia 15.”

(€) Ibid., p. 177:
“Abva. apvy’ [1753], todd. (106) «f’. Merd iy puyiy 6Awvidy Tdy ywoia-
vy, Buewov 1a tijs i(cods) éxxl(nolas) dngoordrevra xabig xai ta xrmvd
¢ dreploxenta. Ta vov 8¢ uegixol Todrwy ovvayfévres eic 10 yweiov, xabag
&re Avadvdgos Tijc pagods xal 6 Avodvdpos tob tlofdvn. Oi dmotor adbc E0rj-
tpoay xtpva xal é6d0ncay adtols xep.(dha) 110. va didwor xat’ Eroc @ 8
%aza 10 Gneg Exyouey TodTWY GUUPWINTIXGY Yoduua gig TAdTog.” 2B

(n") Tbid., p. 205:
“Movaoviijra. ayos’ [1776] voeu[ Bolov]:... xowfi yvdun édiweicln dve’
adtod [100 ’ Avrdvy Kaprixxn] 6 Xatlfic xve Nixdlaog 100 mand eig iy dmi-
Tpomp ...”

(6" Ibid., p. 260:
“Ayiog Méuvowy, (see 259) ... apoff’ [1772] [énivpomor] édwweiolnoay 6 xvp
Awdong xai 6 mowromands xowf] yyduy Tdv dvogiardv, 6 xvp X~ Doavrléarog
@’ adroed...” ®

() Ibid., p. 275.
“Toaréla ... aywd’ [1754] ...
8eraclévroc tob Aoyagiacuod tijc éxxinciac Eumpooley t@v ywoiavdw o
To¥ fuetépov 8Edpyov mavagérov...”

28. For the written contract see above text and ftn. 24 in § 7.

29. This case is mentioned in Costas P. Kyrris, ‘Ioropfa tijc Méong ' Exnaidedoews *Ap-
poywotov 1191-1955 idivwe 8¢ tov E.I'A.,"Exdécerg Adunovoa, Nicosia-Cyprus, 1967, p.
25a,
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(w) Ibid., p. 279:
“" Ayiog Zépytog .... aypvd' [1759].... (when the énlvgomoc Xatlij TCid died
in 1759, he was succeeded by his son) I'edpyiosc TCids, xowvii yvduy éni-
toomog.” This Georges had also been serving as Emiostdrne = inspector of
church proerty before 1759
11. So, at least some of the &ritpornot administering ecclesiastical property
under Ottoman rule appear to have been appointed by or with the concent of
and in some wiy to have been acting as trustees for the community and the church
authorities, to both of whom they were accountable. I stress “some,” because in
almost all other cases the énitponot appear; at least as far as the texts indicate;
to have been appointed by the church authorities alone; i.e. usually by an archi-
mandrite acting on behalf of the prelate. E.g. see (1) Register XLIII, p. 167:
‘Opuridia, ayv' [1750] ady(obotov) xd(T1), Edioplofn dno tijs orjuegoy émi-
Tpomog Tij¢ abtijc Exninoias 6 rTjuctéoov yeduuatos (of the drchbishop) ¢
xafnyoduevos tijc dylag vdmag xde vixngdgos eic Ov 8660y xal To Tijc duxin-
gilag xatdoTiyov TAY TE mEayudrwy xal to? Aoyapiacuod.”

() Cf. ibid., p. 191
“Batnh ..... ayo [1760] dex. iy’ éniTpomog #di addic 6 adtog (#dg vixolag)
dioptofels va yodyn td te Efoda xal td Zooda, xal va dmodelyvy xal Tov
xovgapd ToD jweiov:” This &nltponog was also; like others, charged with
assessing the Kurama of the village; sort of collective tax (miri?), therefore
he was in fact a eommunal clerk tesponsible to the church authorities, who
were, as well known responsible to the Saray for all matters reldting to the
taxation of the rayahs. 30

(10') Cf. ibid., p. 115:
“Iohirindy. ayvd’ [1764] oent(eufolov) ..... énlrgomog dvrl rodrov waréorn
0 dAog prlimmovs TLauérng.”

(i) Cf. ibid., p. 364:

Tot dy(iov) ’Avrwviov Magwvirawv (in Kythrea) ayke’ [1765]
pefo. [ Edwwplaln énivpomog els Ty adtiy éxxlnoiav 6 ppaviléoxos pagw-
vizns. Eig 8v mapeddnoay ta doa paivovrar yeygauuéva els 16 Gnep émupéget
xardotiyov.”

(te7’) Cf. ibid., p. 350:

“Néva.... ayvor’ [1766] *lovv. (Iovv) énivgomos év tovrois xaté-

oty 0 yafoujins ywoiavog el 6v mageddbnoay td te xTnmva xai ra dAda Tig

30. E.g. see Sir Georges Hill, A History of Cyprus, IV, The Ottoman Province. The
British Colony 1571-1948, Edited by Sir Harry Luke, Cambridge, 1952, pp. 205, 78, 70; cf.
pp. 69 f., 201, 206, 172, 204, 182, 375 f,
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8xxinoiac modyuara xava o tijs dxxinaiag idiws xardotiyov, Sneg 866 did
goAalw Td xabyyovuéve xavaraglas.”
(') etc. etc. 3!

12. In fact in the vast majority of entries relating to the appointment of
&nitponol there is not the slightest hint to a popular participation in it. How
are we to expldin this contradiction to the cases indicating such a participation
(9-10, [¢'] - [w'])?

It we stick to the letter of the documents we have to accept that there was
a distinction in the methods of appointment of gnitpomot: a few of them were
elected by the community and the church authorities acting jointly, and others,
the vast majority, were appointed by the latter alone.

Still, the question arises: why and how did that distincion emerge? Was
election a novelty opposed to the long-established procedure of appointment?
Or was it in fact another way of stating the latter procedure?

A definitire answer is not easy. In view of the well-known miserable status
of the rural population of Cyprus and of the whole Ottoman Empire at that
time, and also in view of its bad need for guidance, of its being swayed by its
notables and of its limited social initiative and actual illiteracy, it would appear
improbable that really democratic procedures were or came to be familiar with
it.

13. What can safely be assumed is this: The appointment of érxitporol was
in fact always made by the church authorities, usually through a letter such as
that mentioned in 1/2 (1), but it was subject to the more or less theoretical ap-
proval of the parishioners concerned. That there might occasionally arise dif-
ferences of opinion or even conflicts between the authorities and their flock
in matters of such appointments is possible, 3 but these could by no means
have been the rule.

Nonetheless it can hardly be denied that at least in some cases (§§ 9-10) a
fagade of ‘democratic’ procedure in such matters is attested. Such a procedure
fitted well into the communal spirit mentioned above, it did obviously stress the
communal character of church property and contributed to the gradual exercise
of more control by the community upon the management of church property.

31. For some more cases see Kyrris, op. cit., pp. 24P - 25a. Abundant evidence can fur-
ther be found in the Church Registers, passim.

32. E.g. see a conflict in Famagusta - Varosia in 1870-1871 between two groups of ci-
tizens, actually two parties, one of them the School Committee, concerning the person of
the teach¢r: Kyrris, op. cit., pp. 36p - 37p.
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It was from this procedure that the present day system of direct election of the
énitponot by the parishioners developed. 322

14. This procedure was parallelled by the equally “democratic’ method of
election of the Cypriote metropolitans (bishops) under Ottoman domination,
i.e. by the people of their diocese, although subject to the approval of the Holy
Synod and the confirmation by a berat from the Government, and although
“the elections came in the eighteenth century to be dictated by the Sultan or by
the Turkish governors and the heads of the Greek community or Kojabashis.” 33
There is no doubt that the said kojabashis were also the dominant element in
the bodies of éritpomol of church property as well as in all other communal
offices, which in fact they held hereditarily and nepotically. 34

Such a domination was usual in Cyprus under the Ottomans 3 and has
equally occurred in other Hellenic provinces occupied by them, where the magi-
strates of communities were elected by a general assembly—of all social classes—
as a rule “from among the rich and intelligent people.” 3 With the exception of

32a, Hackett-Papaloannou, “Iozogla, op. cit. below ftn. 33, pp. 50, 55f. 58 ff.

33, Hill, op. cit., IV, p. 315; cf. John Hackett, ‘Iovopia t7jc 'Ogboddfov ’Exxinolag tijc
Kirngov, transl. by Charilaos I. Papaioannou, II, Piraeus 1927, pp. 39-40; Loizos Philippou,
“’Exhoy dpxlemoxdnw év Konpo.” Kumgiaxal Znovdal, VII, 1943 (1945), pp. 123-125: T
nepiodog (1571-XXth century); N.G. Kyriazes, “’ExAoyf kxal évOpévicrg Makapiov dg dp-
xiemokdnov (1854),” Kvroraxa Xpovixd, V1,1929, pp. 309-311, especially p. 310. At least in
some cases the laity are not mentioned as taking part in archiepiscopal elections: e.g. see Hill,
op. cit., pp. 353-354; election of archbishop Chryssanthos (January 1768) simply by the
votes of the Bishops and clergy. In the very early years of the Ottoman occupation the peo-
ple were not, it seems, participating in the elections; but the laity as a constitutive factor
were represented by dpyovrteg, obviously ex officio or by virtue of their social influence:
Philippou, op. cit., p. 123. The same happened in the Latin period, when the laity taking
part in an election were “dfidmioror xai Adyipor dvdpes tijs fjperépas dvoglag™ see C.
Hadsipsaltes, “’Ex tfic iotopiag tfic "ExxkAnciag Kdnpov katd thv Ppaykokpatiav,” K.X.,
XXII, 1958, 14, 15, 16. Cf. below, ftn, 38a.

34, E.g. see above, § 9 (617, (n"); cf. reference in ftn. 31.

35. E.g. see L. Antiphon G. Sykoutres, ‘(Movaotfipia év Kdnp), A’, *Apacyod’, Kvmg.
Xoov., 1, 1924, p. 116:

The metropolitan of Nemessos and Kourion, Leontios, together with three ‘lay not-
ables’ of Limassol, T{av ®ilinnov, Aoifov and *AvilovAfi, donate a monastery to the
Patriarch of Alexandria in 1633 or shortly before. Those notables were Opovikol énitpo-
not, as the current terminology calls them today. There is no point in citing more evidence
and literature to illustrate this well-known social phenomenon.

36. Apostolos E. Vakalopoulos, ‘Iotogla toi Néov ‘EAMnvicuos, B1, Touprokparia
1453-1669, Of {ctopikée Paceig 1ilg NeoeAAnvikilg xotvaviag xal oikovoplag, Thessalo-
niki, 1964, pp. 285-287, of. op. cit., A’ "Apxés kal Awpdpgach Tov, Thessaloniki, 1961,
p. 200.
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a short period in the mid - XVIIIth century, when the popular masses and
especially the guilds of Constantinople were admitted by Patriarch Cyril V to
the administration of church affairs, 37 the high offices of the Ecumenic Patriar-
chate were normally held and its affairs conducted or dominated by the ruling
classes, as from the late XVIIth and early XVIIIth century the Phanariots, and
this despite the formal either direct or indirect participation of the laity (xoivo®
Aaob) in the Synod convoked to elect a Patriarch. ¥ Such a participation
had occurred in Morea in 1500, in the Greek Community in Venice during the
XVI-XVIIth centuries and possibly in Cythera in 1636. 32

15. What is striking in the cases of communal approval or participation
in the administration of church property occurring in Cyprus (see above, §
9 - § 10) is their temporal proximity to the “council elected by the Greek people
[of Constantinople], charged with the superintendence and management of
the ecclesiastical funds” that was instituted through an Act of September
1755 by Patriarch Cyril V of Constantinople. The council - in - question
was elected by “an assembly of the people and clergy,” who “agreed upon ...
measures for ... cooperation,” and was “composed of distinguished members
of the Greek Community,” i.e.: “(i) three Metropolitans, (ii) three eminent
Greeks occupying high State positions, and (iii) ten members taken from each
of the professional guilds of Constantinople.” This unique institution in the

37. Theodore H. Papadopoullos, Studies and Documents Relating to the History of the
Greek Church and People under Turkish Domination, Brussels, 1952, pp. 51-55, 200-202;
cf. pp. 206-209 ff., 211-216, 222, 169, 171, 165-166. 181, 272, 273, 275-276 f.

38. Theodore H. Papadopoullos, op.cit., 45 ftn. 2: direct participation (1476). Chryso-
stomos A. Papadopoulos, “‘H nepi tov Hatpidpynv tfic Kov/moAewg Tovodog kai f éxho-
1 adtod katd tobg peTd thv Ghmeiy xpdvovs,” Néa Ziudr, Vol. XXV, 1930, pp. 724 ff.: indi-
rect participation of the people through “notables™ (npdxpitor); cf. Philippou, op. cit., p.
123. For the domination of the ruling classes under various forms see Theodore H. Papa-
dopoullos, op. cit., passim, e.g. pp. 49-51, 53-60, 79-85, 131 f., 139-148, 160 ftn. 3,163 text
and ftn, 2 (: Paisios was elected Patriarch in 1752 by common consent of the Metropoli-
tans and the “archons”, i.e. the Phanariots), 170, 174 ftn. 1, 202, etc.; Vakalopoulos, op. cit.,
B’, pp. 160-180 passim, 354-358. For a conflict between the lay and the monastic members
of the Cretan dnpoyepovteia as to the management of monastic property after 1857 see
Gr. Petropapadakes, “‘Iotopia tiic iepic poviic ‘Ayiag Tpradoc érovopalopévng tdv Zayka-
porov kai &v 1@ axpatnpie® Meléxa tiic Kpfitng edpiokopévng,” Kenrixa Xpovixd, XX,
I-[1T, 1966, pp. 20-21.

38a. Dem. G. Seremetis, “Aixaronpaxtikd kai dAla Eyypaga ¢k tdv "Apyeiov 1ob ‘EA-
Anvikod “Ivetitovtov Bevetiag mepi Kubnpov. Awxaronpatiar 100 drhadehpeiog *Abava-
oiov BaAepiavod,” Onoaveiouara, 1, 1962, p. 129 text and ftn. 36, cf. ftn. 2 and the litera-
ture cited therein, works by Manoussakas, Iak. Vizvizis, P.Poulitsas, I. Kotsonis etc.; ¢f,
above fin. 33,
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annals of the Greeks under Ottoman domination,” as termed by the first scholar
who drew attention to it; Mr Theodore Papadopoullos, “was doomed not to
survive as it is the case with early experiments of this kind ... It was abolished by
imperial Order issued immediately after Cyril’s deposition in 1757, and at the
instance of his successor and enemy, Kallinicos II1,” supported by the Metro-
politans and the Phanariot officials who feared that the control of church af-
fairs would thus escape their hands and pass to the guilds’ people being the
majority in the Council. Nevertheless this was “the first realistic attempt
at reforming the Synod; indeed, its object was to transfer a large part of
administrative authority, all the material part of it, from the hands of the
Synod, practically under the domination of the Phanariots, to a body formed out
of lay elements.” Although this Cyril’s initiative is said to have been due to the
fact that “he had to rely on popular contribution for a possible alleviation of the
financial burden weighing heavily on the Oecumenic Church,” ® still it must be
viewed within the context of that Patriarch’s close alliance with the popular
masses 0 and also as part of the wider, dramatic, tormenting and contradictory
process of development of mediaeval and modern Greek society towards a
democratic structure and communal management of its affairs. 4

16. Now, can there have been any relation between Cyril V’s ‘experiment’
and the similar procedures attested in Cyprus?

The oldest case of communal participation in church administration cited
above is one of 1754(§10,[1" ], but the same procedure occurred in December
1755,in 1759, 1771 and 1772 § 10, [¢'], [1a’], [o7), [0°]) in parallel with mere ap-
pointment of nitporol by the church authorities § 11 [\p’, 1750], [vy", 1760],
[18°, 1754],[1&", 1766), etc.). Cyril’s “experiment’ lasted from September 1755 until
January 1757 (see § 15). So it could not, on first sight, have served as precedent
for Cyprus, whereas the Cypriote practice may have been known to him: in fact

39. Papadopoullos, op. cit., pp. 200-202, cf. p. 52.

40. See ftn. 37.

41. Interesting treatment of this crucial topic apud Papadopoullos, op. cit., passim,
practically the entire book; cf. Apostolos E. Vakalopoulos, op. cit., B1, pp. 279-314. For
Byzantine society see I. Ghr. Tornarites, in *Agyeioy Bvlavrwoi Aixalov, 1, i, Athens,
1930, pp. XXVII-XLUI; Diog. Xanalatos, Bvlavtwva Melerijuara, Zvufols) eic vy ‘Iozo-
plav To0 Bvlavtwoid Aaod, Athens, Texte und Forschungen zur byzantinisch-neugriechis-
chen Philologie, No. 28, 1940; George Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, Trans-
lated by Joan Hussey, Blackwell, Oxford 1956, passim; Costas P. Kyrris, Gouvernés et
Gouvernant a Byzance pendant la révolution des Zélotes (1341-1350), Gouvernés et Gouver- ~
nants, 1968, Recueils de la Société Jean Bodin pour 1’Histoire Comparative des Institutions,
XXII, Deuxiéme Partie, Antiquité et Haut Moyen Age, Bruxelles, pp. 271-330.
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o
Cyril’s first deposition in May 175142 was caused by his alleged participation in or
instigation of troubles occurring at that time in Cyprus. Although this accusat-
ion does not seem to have been true, 4 it does possibly point to the Patriarch’s
interest in the affairs of our island; * an interest which may have continued
during his second Patriarchate (7. IX. 1752 - 15. 1. 1757), when a delegation
of Cypriote Metropolitans visited Constantinople (1754) and persuaded the
Grand Vezir to moderate his demands on the island and have a Khatt-i Huma-
yun issued by the Sultan dnd firman appointing the Bishops Kojabashis of the
Rayahs of Cyprus. %

17. However, it is rather improbable that Cyril would have followed 4
practice of Cyprus in his reform, even if he knew it in detail. Nor is it probablé
that the Cypriote prelates were influeneed by the mass movement recorded in
Constantinople and around during the period before Cyril’s re-instatement
(7. IX. 1752) and after; ¢ a movement whose logical eonsequence was the in:
stitution by Cyril of the Council for the management of ecclesiastical funds in
September 1755.47 To aecept sueh an influence would not mean that the Cypri-
otes overtook Constantinople by estdblishing elected committees but they
were inspired by the tendency of affairs in the capital.

Though Philotheos, during whose tenure of office (1734-1759) elected
committees appear for the first time, was a generous, liberal-minded and chari-
table man. # I would hesitdte to ascribe the said novelty to these qualities of
his alone. What would seem more probable is that the novelty - in - question
was a ndtural local product of the communal concepts relating to church pro-
perty that have been mentioned above (§§ 7, 8, [B'], [¥'], [8' ], 1749, 1755,
1773 respectively; cf. § 1, [a], 1756).

The maintenance of the procedure of communal elections under Philo-

42, Papadopoullos, op. cit., pp. 228-229, 176 cf. 162-163, 51-52. Hill, op. cit., IV, p. 77,
gives 1752 as the year of Cyril’s degradation, but this is incorrect. Cyril’s first Patriarchate
lasted from 30 October 1748 until May 1751.

43, Papadopoullos, op. cit., p. 229.

44, Hil, op. cit., IV, p. 77.

45. Hill, op. cit., IV, pp. 77-78. In fact re-appointing them, i.e. confirming their estab-
lished position of guardians of the Rayahs held already since 1571, as I am showing else-
where. Papadopoullos, op. cit., pp. 228-229 text and ftn. 5 of p. 228, dates this delegation
to 1751. But Hill’s chronology seems to be preferable.

46. Papadopoullos, op. cit., pp. 163-166, 212-216, 220 etc., cf. ftn. 37 above.

47. Cf. above, ftn. 39.

48, Hill, op. cit., IV, p. 346.
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theos’ successors, Paisios (1759-1768), Chrysanthos (1768-1810) and the rest
up to the present day, points to the integration of this institution in the wider
complex of structural developments of our Church.

It does also point to the organic nature of that institution rather than to
its having been imported from abroad, and this particularly in view of its disap-
pearance in Constantinople after only two years of life (1757).

It was, in any case, a parallel development that occurred in two different
though inter-communicating Orthodox Churches, that of Cyprus and that of
Constantinople, at about the same time. It must, no doubt, be ranked among
the several—not few *—“edifying features” presented by the Church of Cyprus
under Ottoman domination. In a wider, national context, it anticipated the
Reforms of 1838 according to which “the notables summoned to the annual
Assembly [responsible for the administration of the island] must be regularly
authorized representatives of each town.” * In a still wider perspective it should
be considered as a notable recent contribution to the democratic heritage
of humanity by a country where democratic concepts were born at times
most remote from ours and have never died ever since. !

Nicosia, Cyprus COSTAS P. KYRRIS

49. As Hill states, op. cit., IV, p. 380.

50.*Hill, ibid., p. 204, cf. pp. 170, 153, 154. For a similar procedure concerning the elec-
tion of archbishop see Hackett - Papaioannou, op. cit., I, pp. 39-40.

51. The early Christian Church had modelled a most democratic structure, see Philip-
pou, op. cit., pp. 117-8. Charles Norris Cochrane, Christianity and the Classical Culture.
A study of Thought and Action from Augustus to Augustine, Oxford University Press,
1944, pp. 219 f.; Pierre L"Huillier, “A propos des élections episcopales dans 1’Orient Byzan-
tin,” Revue des Etudes Byzantines, XXV, 1967, pp. 101-105. For late Byzantine practice
see J. Darrouzés, “Documents d’ecclésiologie byzantine, textes édités, traduits et com-
mentés” (Archives de I'Orient Chrétien, 10) Paris, Institut Francais d’Etudes Byzantines,
1966. Add the Bibliography noted by C. Hadjipsaltes in Kvmgiaxal Znovdal, XXVIII,
1964, p. 148 ftn. 15. Cf. G. Cronts, ‘H éxxAnoaiaotixi) mepiovala xara tods SxTd medTovg
al@vac, Athens, 1935. J. Hajjar, “Le Synode permanent dans I’Eglise Byzantine des
origines au Xle siécle,” Orientglia Christiana Analecta, 164, Rome, 1962,



