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FROM THE LIGHT OF CREATION
TO THE LIGHT OF CONTEMPLATION:

THE UNDERSTANDING OF LIGHT
IN THE 15TH CENTURY SLAVONIC TRANSLATIONS

OF HEXAEMERAL LITERATURE*

Abstract: This paper investigates the conception of light in the fifteenth-century
Slavonic codex Šestodnevnik (Hexaemeron), preserved at the Savina Monastery in Montenegro.
Compiled by Nikon of Jerusalem, the collection includes translations of Severian of
Gabala’s Hexaemeron alongside writings by prominent hesychast authors such as Diadochos
of Photiki and Niketas Stethatos. Through textual and comparative analysis, the paper explores
how the theme of light bridges cosmological, theological, and mystical dimensions, reflecting
both the Neoplatonic tradition and the Christian path of ascetic purification. The synthesis of
Severian’s cosmology with hesychast theology in the codex presents light as a metaphor for
divine knowledge and spiritual enlightenment.

Keywords: Šestodnevnik (Hexaemeron), Medieval Serbian culture, Hesychasm,
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The ancient Hellenic and Christian worlds were intricately interwoven within the
hermeneutically rich and dynamic framework of the Byzantine cultural paradigm. While this
synthesis was not without its tensions and contradictions, the Christian worldview ultimately
asserted primacy. Nevertheless, the Hellenic element remained a constant presence—either
through its reception and integration in the writings of the Church Fathers or as an independent
current within the broader philosophical tradition of Byzantine thought. This tendency persisted
until the fall of the Eastern Roman Empire, when—particularly in the 14th and 15th centuries—
hesychasm emerged as a spiritual movement synthesizing Christian theological insight with
philosophical elements of Aristotelian and Neoplatonic origin. While the initial phase of the
hesychast controversy centered on the legitimacy of applying apodictic syllogism to theological
debates—most notably regarding the procession of the Holy Spirit1 —subsequent developments
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shifted the focus toward experiential and mystical dimensions, including the vision of divine
light and the believer’s union with God. In this later phase, the writings of Dionysius the Pseudo-
Areopagite assumed a particularly prominent role, serving as a conduit through which key
postulates of Neoplatonic metaphysics were introduced into an otherwise strictly theological
discourse. By mediating between abstract philosophical principles and the experiential claims of
hesychast practice, Dionysian thought helped to shape the intellectual framework within which
debates about divine illumination and mystical participation were elaborated.

As medieval Serbian culture was fundamentally shaped by the Byzantine cultural
paradigm, it witnessed a remarkable surge in translation activity, focusing not only on the
principal figures of hesychasm but also on their spiritual and intellectual forerunners.
Concurrently, a substantial number of manuscripts addressing hexaemeral themes were
produced throughout the central Balkans. Most of these are Slavonic translations of key patristic
texts, such as Basil of Caesarea’s Homilies on the Hexaemeron and Gregory of Nyssa’s Apology
of the Hexaemeron and On Human Nature.2 These works are sometimes transmitted alongside
hesychast writings centered on prayer and the vision of the uncreated divine light, thereby
establishing a symbolic link between the light created on the first day of creation and the divine
light revealed to the hesychasts.

This paper explores the conception of light in a 15th-century Slavonic codex titled
Šestodnevik (Hexaemeron), preserved at the Savina Monastery in Montenegro. After a brief
overview of hesychast influences in medieval Serbia, we turn to Severian of Gabala’s
interpretation of light in his Hexaemeron, and explore related understandings of light in the
writings of Diadochos of Photiki and Niketas Stethatos. The paper concludes by analyzing the
concept of light that a reader of this codex might form by synthesizing Severian’s hexaemeral
cosmology with the mystical theology of the aforementioned hesychast authors.

1. The Transmission and Reception of Hesychasm in Medieval Serbia

Marked by a visible lag in relation to its Byzantine model, 14th- and 15th-century
Serbian culture rapidly sought to catch up—primarily at the level of intellectual reception—with
developments on the Byzantine intellectual scene. Following the translation of various monastic
works into Church Slavonic—most notably John Climacus’s Ladder of Divine Ascent and
Maximus the Confessor’s Four Hundred Chapters on Love—Serbian intellectuals soon began to
engage with far more demanding philosophical material. By the mid-14th century, John of
Damascus’s Dialectic had been translated,3 and around the same period, various works by
Gregory Palamas, the foremost representative of Byzantine hesychasm, were rendered into
Serbian Church-Slavonic, along with some treatises of Barlaam of Calabria. Among several
shorter dogmatic and confessional texts of Gregory Palamas,4 particular prominence is given to
the translations of his Apodictic Treatises on the Procession of the Holy Spirit5 and the treatise On
the Divine Unity and Distinction. The translation of this latter text—written in polemical
opposition to Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory Akindynos—served as the main impetus for the
complete translation of the works of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite into Serbian Church-

on the Realization and Financing of Scientific Research Work of a Scientific Research Organization in 2025
number: 451-03-136/2025-03/200173 from February 4th 2025.
1 Gerogiorgakis 2010.
2 See: Sels 2009.
3 Weiher 1969.
4 Knežević, Stefanović-Banović 2021; Jevtić 2013, 509–523.
5 Kakridis, Taseva 2014.
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-Slavonic, a monumental task completed in 1371 by the learned Serbian monk and diplomat Isaija
of Serres.6 This translation would play a key role in transmitting the content of Neoplatonic
thought into Serbian culture.

The spread of hesychast ideas through the translation of works by key authors of this
spiritual tradition coincided with the establishment of numerous monastic communities across
Serbian territories in the 14th and 15th centuries. With the accession of Prince Lazar—a ruler
marked by a keen ecclesiastical sensibility7—Serbia witnessed a profound spiritual revival, even
as the state itself entered a phase of political decline. This renewal was due in large part to the
influence of the circle surrounding Gregory of Sinai, one of the principal exponents of late
Byzantine hesychasm.8 Although Serbia’s connection to Sinaitic spirituality can be traced back
to the time of Saint Sava and his journey to the East—as evidenced by Serbian recension
manuscripts from the 13th century preserved at the Monastery of Sinai—the most significant
impact of this tradition came through Gregory’s immediate disciples. In the latter half of the 14th
century, these “Sinaites” began migrating from Paroria, where Gregory had settled in 1331, to
Serbian lands, seeking refuge from the advancing Ottomans. Serbia at the time remained a haven
for many cultural and religious figures fleeing Byzantine territories.

Among the leading representatives of this Sinaitic movement were Romilo of Ravanica
and Gregory the Younger, whose contributions were instrumental not only to the spiritual life of
medieval Serbia but also to its diplomatic and literary development.9 Their work facilitated a
convergence of Egyptian-Palestinian, Sinaitic, and Syrian hesychast traditions with the Athonite
model of contemplative life—a moment described as “the most important event for the entire
Byzantine-Slavic cultural world of the 14th and 15th centuries.”10 Their efforts led to the
founding of numerous monastic centers across the Serbian principalities, including “Mojsinje
Holy Mountain” and the so-called “Serbian Holy Mountain”. In these communities, hesychasm
assumed the role of a spiritual and intellectual mediator, much like the Cyrillo-Methodian
movement had in the 9th to 11th centuries.11 Thanks to the labors of the “Sinaites,” seminal
works of hesychast theology were intensively translated and transcribed into the Serbian
recension of Church Slavonic. Alongside practical monastic instruction, these texts introduced
speculative and theological content into Serbian culture, thereby enriching its intellectual and
spiritual horizons.12

The influence of hesychasm on Serbian culture—most prominently manifested in
Chilandar Monastery and Moravian Serbia—also extended to medieval Zeta (present-day
Montenegro), where, during the 14th and 15th centuries, a distinct monastic colony emerged
under the name “Zeta’s Holy Mountain”. The origins of this Zetan monastic center can be traced
to the first Metropolitan of Zeta, Ilarion, who founded the Monastery of Vranjina, and especially
to the activity of Saint Jevstatije of Prevlaka. A former abbot of Chilandar, Jevstatije introduced
some of the earliest elements of Athonite monastic life to Zeta.13 However, the decisive role in
the revival and expansion of this monastic settlement—which by the 15th century encompassed
over twenty monasteries in the Lake Skadar region—and in the broader dissemination of the
hesychast worldview throughout this part of the Balkan Peninsula, was played by the

6 Fahl, Fahl, et alii. 2010.
7 Tahiaos 1975, 93–103.
8 Radović 2010, 207–261.
9 See: Radojičić 1963, 247–250. Basically same ideas one can find in Economou 1998, 103–110.
10 Radović 2010, 216.
11 Strezova 2014, 27.
12 Lazić 1999, 189–192.
13 Cf. Bogosavljević 2004, 113.
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collaboration of two key figures of the era: Jelena Balšić (c. 1365–1443),14 the ruler of Zeta,
daughter of Serbian Prince Lazar, a woman of pronounced spiritual curiosity and intellectual
acuity, and Nikon of Jerusalem, an “extraordinary creative figure of the first half of the fifteenth
century”15 and “one of the most learned monks of his time.”16

2. Nikon of Jerusalem and Šestodnevnik

Nikon of Jerusalem’s significance for the development of culture and literacy in the
territory of modern-day Montenegro has only recently become the subject of more intensive
scholarly study.17 There is only scant information about him in historical sources. It is known
that he was born around 1380 and that he was Greek,18 although some interpretations suggest
that he may have been of Serbian origin.19 He spent the early decades of the 15th century in
Jerusalem, Sinai, and Egypt between 1398 and 1412,20 as evidenced by his travelogue, which he
included in the well-known collection called Gorica Miscellany (Gorički Zbornik [1442]). It is
also known that he was the abbot of the Serbian Monastery of the Holy Archangels in Jerusalem
during the time of Patriarch Dorotheos of Jerusalem and Patriarch Gregory IV of Alexandria.21

His name was first associated with “Zeta’s Holy Mountain”, specifically Brezovica, in 1441,
when he appears as the spiritual father of Jelena Balšić. His name also appears in a document
dated 4 April 1454, preserved in the Kotor Archive, where he is mentioned as the abbot of St.
Nicholas Monastery on Vranjina. Nikon is mentioned for the last time on 23 November 1468, in
a then-dated charter of Mataguž, where he is also referred to as the abbot of the Vranjina
monastery.22

As has been pointed out several times, the signature of the elder Nikandar at the end of
Jelena Balšić’s testament belongs to the same Nikon, then a great schema-monk,23 to whom
Jelena entrusted the writing of her last will.

Two monumental works of Serbian medieval literacy are associated with Nikon of
Jerusalim: the aforementioned Gorica Miscellany, “the most significant literary composition of
medieval Zeta,” which “attests to the presence and consolidation of Byzantine spirituality in this
territory,” and the Hexaemeron (Šestodnevnik), “a typical hesychast late-medieval codex” and
“perhaps the best-composed preserved hesychast Serbian anthology.”24

The Hexaemeron (Šestodnevnik) was created in 1439–1440, and it can be categorized
as “miscellany of unstable content”.25 Most of the Serbian hesychast codices belong to this
group, meaning that they are freely composed and do not follow the order of an existing
exemplar. This type of theological Orthodox-Slavic anthologies consists of codices with mixed

14 For a review of the literature on Jelena Balšić, see: Tomin 2011.
15 Lazić, 1999, 248.
16 Tomić 2012, 89.
17 Ćulibrk 2001.
18 Cf. Ikonomu 1981, 161; Radojičić, 1963, 248.
19 This position, aside from that of Trifunović 1972, 300–301, is also advocated by Jovan Ćulibrk, Milorad
Lazić, and Svetozar Tomić, who romantically claims that Nikon was a „good Serb“ (95). A much more
cautious view is taken by Radošević 1981, 171 and Jevtić 2004, 260.
20 Radojičić, 1963, 248–250. Cf. Trifunović, 1972, 289–327.
21 Bojović 1987, 37.
22 Bogdanović 1970, 372–380.
23 Cf. Stojanović 1929, 394–397 (доуховьникь никандарь стараць ѥроузалимски [394]; доуховнягѡ ми ца старца
никаньдра ѥроузалимца [396]).
24 Lazić 2008, 513.
25 Lazić 1999, 168–169, 175.
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and varied content. Both Serbian and Bulgarian collections of this type represent the dynamic
developmental arc of Byzantine hesychasm in the first half of the 14th century.26 They
encompass the theological reception of older patristic authors and their writings, as well as the
creative possibilities and new editorial approaches to certain theological points emphasized by
Byzantine hesychasm.

The manuscript of Šestodnevnik today belongs to the library of the Savina Monastery.27

There is no doubt about the year of its creation or Nikon’s authorship, since near its end (fol.
382v) there is an inscription written in Nikon’s hand:

лва сьврьштел бу вь вки вк минь  влѣ ми  смѣрни нк рлмц 

According to some inscriptions, the creation of the Hexaemeron (Šestodnevnik) can be
linked precisely to the monastic settlement on the “Zetan Holy Mountain”—more specifically,
to the island of Beška28—and this interpretation is supported by the fact that Nikon himself
explicitly mentions the monastic complex on Lake Skadar in the Gorica Miscellany, to whose
monks the Hexaemeron seems to have been intended:

нкогд ж слшах пче же  чма озрхомъ ко вь змл дїклтстѣи тм вь зѣрѣ
росвск соу стрви мнзи мста клчима сктѣнмь пстн пче же  монастри велци
зднн иж ѿ прже  т глеши к нкмь дхвлна жтїа вь н  прѣбвнїа албв
вь лбв сплнени мра га ншего  х  вь бмлвїи велцѣ пстнчствоущеи  слвеще
бї блгость самдржца моуще оума и цра вь бї слвесе  нчесже ѿну лбеще
землнихь вщеи постинѣ бгочстїе познавт се разоумвшїимь стиноу (85v–86r)

Once we heard, moreover [now] we see with our own eyes that in the land of Dioclea
there, on Lake Rosava, there are many islands, places which turned out to be skete
deserts, indeed even great monasteries built earlier. And you say how the life of the
monks is worthy of praise in them and their dwelling is in love, filled with the peace of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and they abide in great silence, fasting; and praising God’s
goodness, having their mind as a sovereign and emperor through the words of God; and
therefore loving nothing of earthly things, true piety is known in them who have known
the truth.

In any case, the content of the Hexaemeron thematically corresponds quite well with
the content of the Gorica Miscellany, although the hesychast component—in terms of both the
variety of authors represented and the structure of their works—is much more emphasized in the
Hexaemeron.

The Šestodnevnik comprises 399 folios measuring 220 by 140 mm, a substantial portion
of which was penned by Nikon of Jerusalem himself. The manuscript contains no ornamentation.
From two inscriptions, we learn that it was donated to the “monastery of Trebinje” (i.e., the
Tvrdoš Monastery) by the hieromonk Dionysius, and that, as noted by hieromonk Moses, the
book belongs to the Savina Monastery.29 Based on these inscriptions, and especially considering
that the Savina Monastery was not historically recognized as a major scriptorium, we conclude
that the Šestodnevnik, along with the majority of the current collection of Savina’s manuscripts

26 Lazić 2004, 239.
27 See: Bogdanović 1978, 93.
28 Vujošević 1989, 46.
29 Bogdanović 1978, 93.
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dating from the 14th to the 18th centuries, was brought from the Tvrdoš Monastery. This transfer
likely occurred in 1693 when Bishop Savatije Ljubibratić, fleeing the Turkish invasion, took
refuge in Savina along with thirty monks.30

The first part of the Šestodnevnik contains the translation of the Hexaemeron by
Severian of Gabala (1r–93v), a prominent exegete of the Antiochian school active between the
4th and 5th centuries. The second part of the collection is primarily devoted to writings reflecting
the hesychastic vision of the world, including texts by Diadochus of Photike, Gregory of Sinai,
Symeon the New Theologian, and Nicetas Stethatos, alongside shorter excerpts from numerous
other proto-hesychast authors.31

Within these texts, the theme of light is marked by both biblical and (Neo-)Platonic
influences. Due to the limited space available, we will focus our attention on three authors—
Severian of Gabala, Diadochus of Photike, and Nicetas Stethatos—to illustrate the different
contexts through which this theme reached the Serbian medieval reader.

2.1. Severian of Gabala’s In mundi creationem

Severian of Gabala served as the bishop of a small town on the northern Syrian coast
and as a revered guest preacher in Constantinople during the time when John Chrysostom
occupied the episcopal throne of the capital, thus spanning the transition from the 4th to the 5th
century. The events of his life that are known to us cover only a few years (398/399–404): he
was born a Syrian and, with the support of the imperial family, presided over the church in
Constantinople during Chrysostom’s tenure in Asia. The relationship between the two bishops
soon became strained, resulting in Chrysostom exiling Severian from Constantinople. Through
the intercession of Empress Eudoxia, the gifted bishop was restored to the city, but subsequent
turbulent events eventually led to Chrysostom’s own exile on 20 June 404. After this, Severian
elevated Porphyrius, Chrysostom’s opponent, as the successor of Flavian in Antioch, which
marks the last historical mention of Severian until his death around 408, during the reign of
Theodosius II.32

Severian left behind a substantial number of homilies delivered between 398 and 404.
The irony of history placed many of these in the manuscript tradition under the name of John
Chrysostom, a practice that emerged in the second half of the 6th century, likely due to confusion
between Severian and Severus of Antioch, who had already been condemned. The homilies
concerning the interpretation of the creation of the world—what we today call Severian’s
Hexaemeron—were probably delivered in 401, during the first week of Great Lent.33 As has
been repeatedly noted, they reveal the influence of Ephrem the Syrian and John Chrysostom
himself, an influence that Severian openly acknowledged before his audience.34

In comparison to the scant direct tradition in Greek, “where we have no more than ten
manuscripts (of the 10th to 17th century) with a (near-)complete corpus of the six orations,” the
Slavonic tradition is “rich and complex”,35 since it incorporated fragments of Severian’s homilies
On the Creation of the World very early in its corpus.36 Severian’s name and work have been
reliably present in Serbian culture since 1263, when the frequently interrupted and delayed

30 Cf. Stanković 1998, 266–268; Ivošević 1999, 161, 169.
31 For a detailed description of the collection, including a reconstruction of its sources, see Knežević 2026.
32 Carter 2000, 1–4. For the conflict between Severian and Chrysostom, see in particular Van Nuffelen 2019.
33 Carter 2000, 12, 14–16.
34 Hill, 6–7.
35 Sels, Van Pee 2019, 225.
36 Radošević 2004, 169; Sels, Van Pee 2019, 229–234.
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scribal endeavor of Domentijan’s disciple, Theodore the Grammarian, was completed. Under
extremely difficult conditions, he created or transcribed the Serbian-Slavonic recension of John
Exarch’s Hexaemeron.37 The first complete Serbian Church-Slavonic translation of Severian’s
Šestodnevnik most likely dates to the late 14th or early 15th century,38 and its oldest copy is
preserved in manuscript 148 of the Romanian Academy of Sciences. In that codex, Severian’s
text appears equally under the name of John Chrysostom, and this particular copy probably
served Nikon of Jerusalem as the model for his own version of this significant exegetical work.39

The translation of Severian of Gabala’s Hexaemeron complements the corpus of
Serbian theological translations related to exegetical works on the Book of Genesis, which
includes corresponding texts by St. Basil the Great, St. Gregory of Nyssa, and St. John
Chrysostom. These authors were certainly well known to Nikon of Jerusalem, an accomplished
theologian. His reasons for including Severian’s work in the anthology may have been twofold:
either for practical reasons, as he may not have had access to a better source, or to achieve a more
balanced diversity, enriching the anthology with Severian’s presence in Serbian theological
discourse.40

This becomes more evident in the light of fact that Nikon’s theological sensibility does
not correspond to Severian’s predominantly literal reading of the biblical text.41 Unlike Severian,
who envisioned the earth as a flat plate, Nikon in the Gorica Miscellany openly advocates the
view that the earth is “similar to an egg” (Землно вьбражнїе н же четврѹглно е ниже треѹглно
пк влми кроужно н длго клчато вьпобїе цоу [259v]), noting that “the earth rests on
nothing, nor does anything support it, but hangs only in the air” (Не стоть земл врхоу ног
нкоего. н же нсима сть кмь н тчїю на вздоусѣ всить [261v]). Moreover, Nikon explicitly
opposes a literal interpretation of certain biblical passages concerning the structure of the earth,
declaring that those who claim “that seven pillars hold it” are “unreasonable” and labeling such
a view as “completely nonsensical” (несьмсльно ткове помышлнїе [261v]). Thus, the earth
“hangs in the air” (всит же на вьздос [260r]), “floats in the midst of the celestial space like a
feather”, and “is held by no one”. It does not rest “on the waters” (не вдами земля нсит се
[265v]), whereby Nikon explicitly rejects a literalist reading of the biblical verse (cf. Ps 136:6).42

Let us now turn to Severian and his treatment of the concept of light within the
framework of the creation of the world. Following the exposition of the Book of Genesis,
Severian divides creation into two stages. First, primordial matter was created from nothing and
then God, according to His will, shaped this matter, taking care to form and adorn it. During this
time, the four basic elements also came into existence. The light created on the first day, similar
in composition to angels and the human soul, is brought closer to man, who was created on the
last day. In fact, it is the human mind that further develops what appeared on earth thanks to the
light:

начеть мр свть бѣше вьвдить слво прилжно  заже пкыи првѡе дло бїе свть
потом же члка дѣломь ѿ свта свть сплняе  кко свть члкь послоуши св бьвлять
соущаа свѣ мроу члкь вьшь покзаати  хытрости свѣ хоудожьствоу свть покза пшениц
разм же створ хлбь св покза грздь виногрдныи св разма бвїи вно же вь
грздѣ свть покза рин св разма вїи рз свѣть покза гр свѣть разоума в
сѣченїе того ра спсь св нарца плы глѥ в сте свть мр

37 Radošević 2004, 170.
38 Sels, Van Pee 2019, 237.
39 Radošević 2004, 172; Sels, Van Pee 2019, 237, fn. 46.
40 Lazić 2004, 242.
41 Cf. Hill 2010, 13–17, 20–21.
42 For a detailed discussion of Nikon’s views on this question, see Radošević 1981, 171–185.
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Since light was God’s first work and the human being God’s final work, God first
makes the light with a word and later the human being with an action, completing light
with light. To learn how a human being is also light, listen carefully. Light shows what
is in existence; the human being is the light of the world, and at his entrance he showed
you a light of artifice, a light of knowledge. The light showed grain, intelligence made
bread; the light showed grapes of the vine, the light of understanding showed the wine
in the grapes; the light showed wool, the human’s being light showed clothing; the light
showed a mountain, the light of understanding showed stonecutting. This is the reason
why the Savior also calls the apostles light in saying, “You are the light of the world”
[Matt. 5:14].43

Severian provides a detailed explanation of the purpose of the upper waters. Firstly,
they protected the firmament from being ignited and melted by the great heavenly lights (14r).
Secondly, they prevented the light from passing through the otherwise transparent firmament,
stopping it and returning it to earth (вды прѣвыше нбсь н  пламень слнцоу  лонѣ ниспослть).
When the Day of Judgment comes, the upper waters will part, the heavens will dissolve, and the
stars will fall because they will no longer have a firmament to move upon (не мще пти
нишствїа) [14v]. Continuing his exposition, Severian says that one should marvel at and worship
the Creator: God, like a world artist (мрскыи хоудожнкь), adorned the sky with the sun, moon,
and stars, and crowned the earth with flowers and plants, diversifying all creation (20r).44

On the third day, God gathered the waters and divided them into seas, rivers, springs,
lakes, and wells (22v). Similarly, with the light, anticipating the works of the following day,
Severian describes how the Creator shaped various lights from the light created on the first day,
according to His will, “there light, here stars” (тмо свѣтѹ вщь здже звзды). Just as one would
divide a lump of gold into small coins, so did the Creator distribute the light of a unified essence
into the sun, moon, and stars (тко  свѣть днь с  дно двнь разсѣкь хытрьць раздли вь слнце
вь лоноу вь звзды [22v]).45 Severian observes the problem that the heavenly lights illuminate
the earth from above, while the nature of light and fire is to send their flames and rays upward.
The solution to this problem lies in Godʼs decision. God imposed His command on the nature of
the element. The heavenly lights shine upon the earth not according to their natural properties,
but by Divine decree (ко да не по ствѹ їать н по повелѣнїю [23v]). The heavenly luminaries
were created only on the third day, not because there was no firmament earlier to place them on
or because there were no fruits yet to warm, but mainly to prevent the human error of attributing
the role of the primary mover to the sun (да не  пак вьмнит се ко ствомь слнчнымь прозбоше
[22r]). The poetic line тко  бь првѣе сьтвориль свѣтила звн нба  тгд вь дроз и грѣ ко
хоуджникь has a beautiful mystical tone and conveys an image of God as Creator, fashioning the
luminaries (likely sun, moon, stars) outside the heavens, and then elevating them above the
mountains like a painter or artist (22v). At the moment of its creation, the moon was full. It would
not have been good for Godʼs work to immediately appear defective (23r).46

Isidoros Katsos has argued that the Cappadocian interpretation of the hexaemeral
narrative is shaped by a Plotinian metaphysics of light, wherein celestial light is conceived not
as an incorporeal abstraction (ἀσώματον) but as a “hollow” or “tubular” light (ἄυλον φῶς)—a
subtle yet real ontological efflux that mediates between the divine source and the created

43 Severianus, De mundi creatione I, 6, PG 56, 436 (tr. Hill).
44 Radošević 2004, 173–174.
45 Radošević 2004, 173–174.
46 Radošević 2004, 175, 179.
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cosmos.47 In contrast, the exegesis of Severian of Gabala appears more aligned with post-
Plotinian developments, particularly the Iamblichian doctrine of light, as articulated in the De
mysteriis. Through detailed textual and terminological analysis, Katsos shows that Severian’s
cosmology presupposes a more dynamic and quasi-material conception of celestial luminosity:
not merely light (φῶς), but immaterial fire (ἄυλον πῦρ/гнь невеществьн)—a formulation
directly paralleled in De mysteriis V.11.6 and echoed in Severian’s Cosmogony (3r).48 In this
framework, the celestial element is no longer simply an image of divine intelligibility (as in
Plotinus), but becomes a theurgically charged medium, resonating with the Iamblichian
emphasis on embodied ritual and the descent of divine energy into material forms.

2.2. Diadochus of Photike

The issue of light in the Gnostic chapters of Diadochus of Photike,49 an essential
monastic text that also found its place in the Philokalia, primarily arises in the context of spiritual
experience and the attainment of “true knowledge.” According to Diadochus, the human mind
by nature is “mobile,” and this mobility can be of two kinds: either directed outward, toward
objects of sensory experience, or inward, toward the mind itself. The initial step in the ascetic
life involves turning the mind away from the objects of the external world, which means first
closing its “exits” (прсит нмь вьсако мь га томоу в с схди […] затворим) given by the five
senses. This is an epistemological turning of the soul characteristic of the Platonic tradition: the
soul turns away from immersion in worldly phenomena toward the vision of divine realities, or
“true being.” However, since the mind is by nature in motion—even when turned toward itself—
it must be given a specific activity. According to Diadochus, this activity consists in
“remembering God” (пметїю бїе), that is, the continual repetition of the name of Jesus (дѣло
дльжное моу звѣстити скро тенїа побат бо томѹ давати же ги се тьчїю).50 This practice is well
known as the core moment of hesychastic experience and the “Jesus Prayer.” The constant
invocation of Jesus’ name aims at gathering the mind and then elevating it toward the One on
whom the mind is now focused. Thus, those who “constantly contemplate this word—the name
of Jesus—in their inner sanctuary” (н сце тѣснѣ, ренїє вноу вь свомь крвищи да зрт се), that
is, within the mind itself, and who have learned to “hold this holy and most glorious name
constantly in the depths of their heart” (лци бо смоу сомоу  слвномоу мени вь гльбынѣ своє
почат се непрѣстнно рчнѣи), according to Diadochus, become capable of seeing the “light of
their own mind” ( свѣ свог ома, могоуть кли зрѣти), thus gaining clarity regarding its thoughts
and inner movements (166r).51

This revelation of the “light of the mind” suggests a profound affinity between the mind
and its divine archetype, clearly reflecting (Neo-)Platonic mysticism. Light thus becomes an
indispensable component of “true knowledge” (свть  разма стиннаго), through which one
attains “infallible discernment of good from evil” (же расоужати несьгрѣшеннѣ добро ѿ злгo).52

When the immanent light of the mind is enlivened by invoking the divine name, the human
“mind” ascends to the primal light—that is, to the “Sun of Righteousness” (омь ѿводе кь слнцѹ
правы б)—where it is “brought into the boundless illumination of knowledge” (вь безмѣрное г

47 Katsos 2023, 118, n. 23.
48 Severianus, De mundi creatione I, 4, PG 56, 434.
49 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus, des Places 1955.
50 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 59, des Places 1955, 119.1–5.
51 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 59, des Places 1955, 119.7–11.
52 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 6, des Places 1955, 87.1–2.
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просвѣщенїе) [152rv].53 This happens through the Holy Spirit, who is “the only one capable of
cleansing the mind” (ом чистити диномѹ стмѹ дхѹ): only by His grace can the lamp of human
reason reach continuous actualization (да свѣтилныкь разѹма мам вь на вляма вьсегд)
[160r].54 All this indicates an essential interdependence between the “light of the mind” and the
“divine light”; the mind alone cannot attain “true knowledge.” In other words, the mind, as the
“perceptive part of the soul” (зрителноую дше) [163r],55 must first be purified by the Holy Spirit
before it can approach divine visions.

According to Diadochus, the attainment of purification and “true knowledge” is
preceded by ascetic effort, since the divine light in the mind only becomes manifest after the soul
has gained mastery over the passions. However, Diadochus warns—following the Apostle Paul
(1 Corinthians 11:14)—that on the ascetic path, a false light may also appear. This phenomenon,
known in monastic literature as prelest (deception), occurs when the ascetic is at risk of mistaking
a demonic light for a divine one:

ще ѹб вт се нѣкотромѹ ѿ подвизающ се л свть, л бра нкыи гнвдьнь л
га, никол да прїиме тковое вдѣнїе прѣлст бо  венна вржїа же об мнзи постравше
ко ѿ невѣнїа прѣвратише поти стннаго [161r]

If a light or a fiery figure appears to any of the warriors, do not accept such a vision.
This is a clear deception of the enemy. Many have suffered from ignorance and have
strayed from the path of truth.56

These observations concern the faculty of discernment—that is, the ability to reject
thoughts and desires which, disguised as good, lead the ascetic into sin. To avoid falling into
prelest, the ascetic needs the divine grace of the Holy Spirit. When this grace dwells within and
“unceasingly shines in the depths of the soul” (їащѹ б томѹ непрѣстаннѣ вь хранилница дшевн), the
mind becomes capable not only of discerning “demonic suggestions” (не тькм явлѥнїи в
омѣгорци н  тьмн бѣс бва прилози) that divert it from its ascent toward God, but also of
weakening and diminishing their power—this occurs precisely through the “holy light” (н 
знемагат зло ѿ стго ног бличами вѣта). Therefore, ascetic struggle, bodily effort, and
prayer are necessary but not sufficient conditions for purification, avoidance of prelest, and the
attainment of divine vision. For, as Diadochus warns, “if we grieve the goodness of the Holy
Spirit through evil deeds or words” (печаляте стго дха блть), we will be deprived of the “all-
conquering light” (да не спобрника ноѥ лишите се свще) and left with a “mind in darkness and
alienated from the light of knowledge” (и не сїательнь ом ставлять разѹма) [160rv].57

The presence of the grace of the Holy Spirit and divine light is an essential prerequisite
for receiving the greatest gift—the “gift of theology,” which, above all others, stirs the heart
toward love of God (нчтоже сце нше вьсплять  движть рце вь лбовь того блгти, коже
бгослвїе). This gift not only inspires us to “exchange perishable desires for the ineffable riches of
God’s word” (ко мощїихь вьмѣ тлнн жланїи незгланное богатьство лвеса бжїа), but also
“illuminates the mind with the fire of transformation” (тже гнемь омь ншь зрать змненїа).
Those who prepare themselves for this “virtue” (добродѣтль) are freed from all anxiety, for “in
the radiance of ineffable light, the mind is nourished by the words of God” (вьсакого беспчалїа

53 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 6, des Places 1955, 87.2–5.
54 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 28, des Places 1955, 99.6–10.
55 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 45, des Places 1955, 111.7.
56 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 36, des Places 1955, 105.13–16. Cf. Ermatinger 2010.
57 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 28, des Places 1955, 99.6–21.
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хда тиствнѹю вь зарени свта незреннаг ом птащѹю. лвеса бжїа). The ultimate stage of
perfection is the “indivisible communion of the rational soul with God the Logos” (ба слва […]
лвесноу дшѹ стыми пркы кь бщенїю ьчетавши нераздлно) [170r].58

The vision of God, the ultimate goal of spiritual life, cannot be fully realized within the
bounds of earthly existence. Echoing the Neoplatonic tradition, Diadochus observes that “we
remain distant from God so long as we dwell as strangers in a corruptible body,” and that “we
are unable to clearly perceive either Him or His heavenly realities” (ко лко хдим вь тлннѣм
см тлѣ ѿхдим ѿ ба, срчь вимѣ и самѣ ркши нбсныи го чь, зрѣти не мжем) [161r].59

2.3. Niketas Stethatos

The cognitive shift from objects of sensory experience to an inward “vision,” which we
observed in Diadochus of Photike, is also present in Niketas Stethatos, a disciple of Symeon the
New Theologian. For Niketas, light likewise holds a central role in spiritual progress, and he
identifies three fundamental modes of living according to one’s relationship to this light.

The first mode is the bodily life (плтское), characteristic of those whose “thinking is
darkened” and who “do not partake in the rays of divine light.” Such individuals are enslaved to
various passions, which prevent them “from seeing the light of truly authentic life and rising
above the fleeting visible things”. Because they have tied the dignity of reason to the senses and
materiality, these people focus on transient concerns and thereby become little different from
animals (193v).60

The second mode is the life of the soul (дшевное), marked by an absence of desire to
acquire virtue or fulfill God’s commandments. Preoccupied with selfish ambition, those living
this way turn their attention toward preserving health, seeking fame, and earthly honors. In doing
so, they “make their mind earthly and heavy with passions” (земльствѹ омь стртьми дебелѣвше),
becoming “incapable of receiving intellectual and divine things by which the soul detaches itself
from creation and aspires toward the intellectual heavens”. Consequently, they remain estranged
from the Holy Spirit and His gifts and thus “lack the light that would guide them and open their
mind to the understanding of the Holy Scriptures” (194rv).61

The third way of life is the spiritual life (дхвно). Those with this disposition dedicate
themselves entirely to God, striving to “purify their souls through ascetic practices and to keep
the Lord’s commandments”. Through prayer and instruction, they fill “their minds with light”
(мь сплня вта) and “free their souls from bodily passions” ( разлѹчать вою дш ѿ тленаго
пристртїа). Having transcended all worldly senses, they become, “by enlightened thought and
reason” ( об вьсако чвство мира прѣьше  смсломь просвщенном), a louminous example for
others, and themselves are transformed into light ( бва члвко ль  свѣ) [194v–195r].62

According to Niketas, the beginning of life in God involves “separation from the
world” (по всемѹ мра бѣгство) —that is, “renunciation of the soul’s desires” (с же  вль ѿврженїе
дше) and “disdain for all visible things” (в прѣнебрѣжени вмых) [172r].63 This “rejection of

58 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 67, des Places 1955, 127.10–23, 129.1–2.
59 Diadochus Photicensis, Liber asceticus 36, des Places 1955, 105.17–20.
60 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria II, 5, PG 120, 901AB; Palmer, Sherrard, Ware 1995,
108.
61 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria II, 6, PG 120, 901CD–904A; Palmer, Sherrard, Ware
1995, 108–109.
62 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria II, 7, PG 120, 904AC.
63 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 2–3, PG 120, 853AB.
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worldly reasoning” (172r, 174r, 182v)64 signifies a fundamental change in cognitive perspective
and a transformation of the mind, which in Christian experience is known as “conversion” or
“repentance”, a key prerequisite for attaining “divine reasoning” (бжтвно модрованїє) [172r] and
receiving the rays of the Spirit (лѹча дха) [175v].65 The visible world of phenomena and sensory
data is in fact a world of “deception” (прѣлсти вмыи) [178r, 188v],66 which means that one must
“relentlessly oppose the body” ( на пл нещено стрми се) and “turn the senses inward toward
the soul” (брати воя чвства, кь вьноутрьн дшевны) [188r],67 so that the mind may approach
supernatural realities (омоу сощаа пче ства вьстоупвшѹ) [177v].68 To be freed from “captivity
to the senses” (оуб сщїимь по чвство) and “bodily self-love” (самолбїєм тлесн), ascetic effort
is necessary—that is, “the overcoming of passions” (прѣвлшѹ стрти) [177v–178r].69 This, in a
sense, suspends the senses and “closes the entrance to oneself from outside” influences (вншнеє
вь себѣ затворивь вхды). After this inward turn, “the mind begins to contemplate itself and its
movements” (матрати себе начнать.  своа движенїа), enabling it to discern which thoughts lead
to spiritual progress and which lead to regression and separation from the light—that is, from
God [177v].70

This is precisely the pattern we have seen in Diadochus of Photike, where liberation
from bodily attachment, turning the mind toward itself, and awakening “the intellectual sense”
are crucial steps on the path to the vision of God. However, spiritual struggles and solitude in the
desert are not ends in themselves; rather, they serve as preparatory stages after which one must
direct one’s intellectual eye toward the vision of God (впери свое мное ко кь вдѣнїю бжїю)
[188v]:71

Иже бесттїа приблжив се пѣл прва об  бзѣ  ство сщї творе зрѣнїа ѿ доброт тваре
по равньствѹ то чоты вь творц вьстиче, прїемлеть втолтїа дха. блга же  мшленїа
мѣе кь всѣмь, прно помышля ѿ вѣ добра. тѣх же всѣ зрить  чѣхѹ.   бжвны 
члвчьскы веще и сѹ првь зноси.  жела об ничсого же ѿ же  веще мрскыи.  члко
тьщимыи.  вльк же се омомь вьсемрскааг чвства. к немь  бви вьстиче. чсть вьсако
тин  всакоє работ вободь.  вь бват мсльныи бжї блгы. в дн дсѣ. 
бжтвноую добротѹ зрть.  бголпно любовь мѣщат се вь бжтвьны мѣст блженные бжїє
лвы. в незренно млчанїи  рдости  чювства вьса змѣнивь ко ггль вь веществѣ
тѣлси невеществнь сь члвкы жвє. (191rv)

When you approach the frontiers of dispassion – attaining a right view of God and the
nature of things, and according to your growth in purity ascending to the Creator
through the beauty of His creatures – you will be illumined by the Holy Spirit.
Entertaining kindly feelings about all men and always thinking good of all, you will
look on all as pure and holy and will rightly esteem things both human and divine. You
will desire none of the material things that men seek but, divesting yourself of worldly
sense-perception by means of the intellect, you will ascend towards heaven and towards
God, free from all impurity and from every form of servitude, aware in spirit only of
God’s blessings and His beauty. Thus, full of reverence and joy, and in indescribable

64 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 2, 13, 46, PG 120, 853A, 856D, 872C.
65 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 17, PG 120, 860AB.
66 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 19, 75, PG 120, 860CD, 884D–885A.
67 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 74, PG 120, 885AC.
68 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 22, PG 120, 861А.
69 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 23, PG 120, 861BC.
70 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 26, PG 120, 864AB.
71 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 74, PG 120, 885AC.
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silence, you will dwell in the divine realm of God’s blessed glory, all your senses
transformed, and at the same time you will live spiritually among men like an angel in
a material body.72

Liberation from the passions leads a person to a twofold knowledge: on the one hand, he
acquires a “right vision of God,” but also a “right vision of the nature of beings.” In speaking of
attaining a “correct judgment about divine and human things,” Niketas evokes the Stoic definition
of philosophy: γνῶσις θείων καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγμάτων.73 In other words, the degree to which
one contemplates “divine and human realities” depends on ascetic effort and purification—what
Niketas refers to in several places as “practical philosophy” (дѣтелно любомѹдрїем) [191v]74: the
greater the purification, the more clearly the soul perceives “the rays of the Sun of Righteousness
and her natural beauty.” Yet this is not the only debt the eminent Christian author owes to
antiquity. As we have already seen, Niketas stresses that following ascetic efforts, it is necessary
to “direct the intellectual eye toward the vision of God” (впери свое мное ко кь вдѣнїю бжїю)
[188v]. This, as is well known, is a variation of the classical Platonic expression “the eye of the
soul” (τὸ τῆς ψυχῆς ὄμμα), through which, as Socrates teaches in the seventh book of the
Republic, man alone “can see the truth.”75 Speaking of “an organ of the soul” (ὄργανόν τι
ψυχῆς)76 by which one reaches the idea of the Good as “the highest being,” Socrates also
emphasizes that the Good is not only the cause of the intelligible objects as the supreme objects
of knowledge, but also the power in the knower that enables one to know them.77

This is a crucial point worth highlighting. In contrast to the modern Enlightenment
conception, where epistemology is sharply distinguished from spirituality, ancient and medieval
thought sees no true knowledge apart from two essential conditions: first, the moral purification
of the knower, and second, the intervention of a transcendent presence.78 That is to say, through
ascetic purification the mind becomes receptive to a transformation granted by the highest
“object” of knowledge—God himself—who, through ineffable light, bestows upon the ascetic
the same immediate vision enjoyed by the highest angelic orders.79

In Niketas’ theology, the intensification of ascetic effort restores the “image of God” in
the human person, preserving it “unmingled with anything material,” and rendering the soul
“worthy to behold God and to converse with Him” [210v].80 This vision, as with Diadochos of
Photiki, is not the product of rational speculation but the result of divine intervention—
specifically, the operation of “the grace of the Holy Spirit,” which, through the medium of light,
reveals “ineffable insights” ( св взрста ти в млтва.  кь ѿкрвенїємь прихдиши  зрнїем
незренны дхом) [192r]81 and “the mysteries of the Kingdom of God” (тани црвїа бжїа)
[187r].82 Through the “noetic vision of the divine light, one receives knowledge of the hidden mysteries

72 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 90, PG 120, 893BD; Palmer, Sherrard, Ware 1995,
103.
73 Cf. Diamantopoulos 2021.
74 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 94, PG 120, 896BC.
75 Politeia VII, 527de; 533cd; 519b.
76 Cf. also Politeia VII, 518c.
77 Politeia VI, 508е–509а.
78 Cf. Gavrilyuk, Coakley 2012, 13.
79 Cf. Sinkewicz 1999, 379.
80 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria II, 86, PG 120, 941D–944A.
81 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 94, PG 120, 896BC.
82 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 63, PG 120, 880D – 881A; III, 44, PG 120, 973CD–
976A.
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of God” (вдещїимь об ѹмомь вѣ бжтвьнїе жизни ськрьвенныи тинь бжїи) [174r].83 This light,
in turn, draws the “eye of reason” into “the depths of God,” making the soul a “seer, initiate, and
mystagogue of great mysteries” ( кь гльбинамь бжїимь вьзвдить ьмсла и зртелно танамь
великым вителе  оченики  танонаочтеле сїе сьдлова) [215r].84 Of the three stages of spiritual
perfection, the highest, according to Niketas, is marked by union with “the First Light:”

Єднь  прьвыи степень простирающх се вь пѣспѣнїе разоумь сощїихь ѿ дѣтелнаго
прибыващїи лбомодрїа мь. втри ськрьвенныихь тань бжїих познанїє. ѿ ствнаго
вднїа таносказамо мь.  третїе же сь прьвымь свт сьвькоупленїє  смшенїє в немже
вьсакого пѣспнїа лбмѹдрьнаго вдѣнїа покои (216r)

When through the practice of the virtues we attain a spiritual knowledge of created
things we have achieved the first stage on the path of deification. We achieve the second
stage when – initiated through the contemplation of the spiritual essences of created
things – we perceive the hidden mysteries of God. We achieve the third stage when we
are united and interfused with the primordial light. It is then that we reach the goal of
all ascetic and contemplative activity.85

The “First Light” not only imparts supreme knowledge, but also “perfects the ascetic
by its own perfection” ( сьврша свомь сьврьшенїємь). Most importantly, it “unites to itself the
souls that share in it” (бжтвнаго свта пришьствїе просто  днствно соще кь себ сьбра причстникы
свое дше  кь себ вьзвращае ьднае же и свомѹ днствѹ) [215r].86 In beholding this ineffable
light, the ascetic becomes joined to its very source. The highest form of knowledge—vision—is
thus inseparable from mystical union with God:

Бывающа разоум к чщенны дшамь сїанїа прваго свта нетчїю сїе облжа. 
свтовднїи сьдлова. н  вьзводе ствныимь вднї на мсльна нбса. н сце с же
бжествнаго сте дства н даже до тамо сьврьшат се донде же об диномоу прмодростїю
преднет се  разомомь незенных  дїно вьмѣсто многыих вь нѣмь боуть (215v)

The rays of primordial Light that illumine purified souls with spiritual knowledge not
only fill them with benediction and luminosity; they also, by means of the
contemplation of the inner essences of created things, lead them up to the noetic
heavens. The effects of the divine energy, however, do not stop here; they continue
until through wisdom and through knowledge of indescribable things they unite
purified souls with the One, bringing them out of a state of multiplicity into a state of
oneness in Him.87

The one who “replaces the activity of the external senses with the inner” (иже диства
вьншн чювьствь к вьноутршн прѣвртивь чвьств), and who “exchanges physical sight for the
mind’s turning toward the contemplation of the light of life” ( зрнїє об кь зрещомѹ омоу свт

83 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 9, PG 120, 856AB.
84 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria III, 20, PG 120, 964B.
85 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria III, 31, PG 120, 968B; Palmer, Sherrard, Ware 1995,
148.
86 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria III, 20, PG 120, 964B.
87 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria III, 21, PG 120, 964B; Palmer, Sherrard, Ware 1995,
145.
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жвота прострь) [173r],88 lives, according to Niketas, an angelic life even while still on earth. In
doing so, such a person already participates—within the limits of historical existence—in the
state that will be fully realized only when the Kingdom of God comes in its plenitude.

3. Conclusion

The analysis of the 15th-century Slavonic Hexaemeron codex from Savina Monastery
reveals a synthesis of cosmological, theological, and mystical traditions that characterized
medieval Serbian spiritual culture. At the heart of this synthesis lies the “circle of light”—a
conceptual and experiential journey that maps the ascent from the created light of the cosmos to
the uncreated light of divine presence and contemplation.

This circle begins with the Father of Light, the ultimate source and origin of all
illumination, echoing both biblical and Neoplatonic traditions. The journey then unfolds through
a series of stages that parallel the days of creation and the progression of spiritual life.
The celestial light of the first day, as described in Genesis and patristic exegesis, marks the
emergence of order and intelligibility from primordial chaos. This light is the foundation of all
subsequent manifestations and is closely associated with the divine act of creation itself. On the
third day, the divided light appears with the creation of the luminaries—the sun, moon, and stars.
This light, now differentiated and distributed throughout the cosmos, governs time, seasons, and
rhythms of life, symbolizing the divine wisdom that orders the universe. The sixth day brings
the light of reason, bestowed uniquely upon humanity. Here, the Hexaemeron codex highlights
the gift of rationality and the capacity for discernment, which enables humans to recognize the
divine imprint in creation and to aspire toward higher knowledge. Yet, the journey does not end
with reason. Through prayer and ascetic practice, the soul is called to attain the light of an
enlightened mind and a purified heart—the uncreated light of the seventh day. This stage, rooted
in hesychast tradition, emphasizes the experiential knowledge of God, achieved not through
intellectual effort alone but through inner transformation and direct participation in divine
energies. The writings of hesychast authors, translated and transmitted in the Serbian context,
provide the theological foundation for this ascent, teaching that the vision of divine light is both
the goal and the gift of contemplative life. The circle reaches its eschatological fulfillment
in Christ, the light of the world and the Holy Trinity, corresponding to the “eighth day”—a
symbol of the new creation and the eternal Sabbath. In this final stage, the created and uncreated,
the visible and invisible, are united. The believer, having traversed the stages of cosmological
and spiritual illumination, participates in the unending light of Christ, which transcends the
limitations of time and nature.

This “circle of light” thus serves as both a cosmological schema and a mystical
itinerary. It reflects the creative adaptation of Byzantine and Neoplatonic thought within Serbian
monastic culture, facilitated by the translation and integration of foundational texts. The
Hexaemeron codex stands as a testament to this intellectual and spiritual ambition, offering
future generations a comprehensive vision that unites the light of creation with the light of
contemplation. Ultimately, the codex not only preserves the theological legacy of its sources but
also embodies the dynamic interplay between creation, illumination, and divine encounter. It
affirms the enduring relevance of the “circle of light” as a paradigm for spiritual ascent, guiding
the faithful from the first dawn of creation to the radiant fullness of union with God in Christ.

88 Nicetas Pectoratus, Practicorum capitum centuria I, 8, PG 120, 853D–856A.
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Микоња Кнежевић
Владимир Цветковић

ОД СВЕТЛОСТИ СТВАРАЊА ДО СВЕТЛОСТИ СОЗЕРЦАЊА:
РАЗУМЕВАЊЕ СВЕТЛОСТИ У СЛОВЕНСКИМ ПРЕВОДИМА

ШЕСТОДНЕВНИЧКЕ ЛИТЕРАТУРЕ 15. ВЕКА

Овај рад испитује појам и симболику светлости у Шестодневнику из XV века,
сачуваном у манастиру Савина у Црној Гори. Зборник, који је саставио Никон
Јерусалимац, обједињује словенске преводе Хексамерона Северијана Гавалског и списе
истакнутих исихастичких аутора, као што су Дијадох Фотички и Никита Ститат. Кроз
упоредно читање ових текстова, рад показује како тема светлости функционише као
појмовни мост између космологије, теологије и мистике, повезујући новоплатоновска
космолошка схватања са исихастичким разумевањем природе божанске светлости.

Анализа открива да Шестодневник обликује духовни и космолошки „круг
светлости“ — постепено успињање од створене светлости космоса ка нествореној
божанској светлости. Ово путовање започиње од „Оца светлости“, извора сваког озарења,
и развија се кроз ступњеве који одговарају како догађајима у оквиру шест дана стварања,
тако и фазама духовног узрастања. Од светлости поретка првог дана, преко светлости
разума својствене човеку, све до нестворене светлости божанског сједињења, кодекс
прати преображај светлости од физичке и интелектуалне манифестације ка мистичком
учешћу у божанским енергијама. Завршна етапа, означена „осмим даном“, представља
есхатолошко испуњење и јединство са Христом — вечном Светлошћу.

Синтетишући Северијанову космологију и исихастичку теологију светлости,
Шестодневник сведочи о креативном пријему византијске и новоплатоновске мисли у
српској монашкој традицији. Он представља доказ динамичне повезаности стварања,
просветљења и божанског сусрета у духовности позног средњег века на Балкану, нудећи
кохерентну визију која води од светлости стварања до светлости созерцања Бога.
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