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Among the Mediaeval monuments in Transylvania the reformed church in 
MŁl©ncrav is remarcable for its interior decoration (Fig. 1, 2). Situated in a remote 
location, which makes its visiting very difficult, the church had been ñdiscoveredò as 
early as 1852 by L§szl· Kºv§ri and included in a survey of Transylvanian monuments1. 
Since that moment, the church, its frescos, altarpiece, and gravestones, have been 
innumerable times mentioned and analysed2 in general presentations of Mediaeval art in 
Transylvania3, in Hungary4, or Austria5. The majority of the authors preferred to focus 
on particular aspects such as the architecture6, the frescos7, the altarpiece8, the 
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tombstones9, or included the monument in the history of the Saxon art in Translyvania10. The 
urge to synthesize rather than analyze offered an unilateral view on the subject, contributing more 
to the deconstruction of the monument rather than presenting an integrating image11.  

Vasile DrŁguŞ underlined once that the literature focusing on the Transylvanian Mediaeval 
art was only apparently very rich, "in reality, a great number of articles as well as general 
overviews repeated older information without adding anything essential."12. This may be observed 
also when analysing the secondary literature dealing with the church in MŁl©ncrav.  

 
Fascinated by the "treasuresò existing in the church, Viktor Roth referred to it several 

times. In 1902 in a short article the art historian focused first on the winged altarpiece preserved in 
the church and later he included it in an extant presentation of the Transylvanian altars in 191613. 

Roth published a thorough analysis of the frescos in the sanctuary in 190314. The 
art historian argued against Teutschôs opinion that these paintings were made at the end 
of the fifteenth century. He mentioned the existence of a grafitto on the frescos in the 
sanctuary where the year 1405 was written15.  

In spite of the fact that Roth dealt many times with the church's interior 
decoration16 the article in 1912, represented the first attempt to provide a synthetic study 
of the monument. Not only that he presented the construction itself and described the 
frescos, the altar, the choir stalls, chandeliers and the chalice but the art historian also 
paid attention to the patron family. Roth believed that the church had been built and 
decorated during the reign of king Louis the Great17. The author had visited the church 
before the restoration works carried out in 1914-16, therefore, many important details, 
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were missing from his article18. Nevertheless, for a long time Roth's conclusions have 
been taken over and repeated with every occasion when the church in MŁl©ncrav was 
discussed about19. 

Long time hidden under the white wash, the frescos in the nave were discovered 
in 1914, during the restoration works directed by Istv§n Mºller from the Department of 
Monument Conservation in Budapest. L§szl· £ber was the first one who described the 
paintings in an article published in 1915 when he introduced them to the scholarly 
attention20. £ber identified the scenes of the cycle and proposed to date these paintings 
(on stylistic grounds and some details of military costume) in the middle of the 
fourteenth century21.  

The frescos in the church in MŁl©ncrav constituted a preocupation for many art 
historians both Romanians and Hungarians. In the fifties, when D®nes Radocsay 
included MŁl©ncrav his two major overviews, one on mural paintings22 and the other one 
on pannel paintings23, George Oprescu dealt with it among other Saxon fortified 
churches in Transylvania24. Virgil VŁtŁĸianu analysed the church, the frescos and the 
altar in his vast book about mediaeval art in Transylvania, Moldavia and Vallachia25.  

 
The scarcity of documents referring directly to the Transylvanian Mediaeval 

churches26, as well as the relatively small number of entirely preserved cycles27, make 
the goal of achieving an integrative view on the monuments in this area extremely 
difficult. It requires an interdisciplinary approach which necessitates the accumulation of 
image-data. This problem has concerned generations of art historians28.  

In this respect, Vasile DrŁguŞ had an active contribution, publishing the results of 
his field research, carried out together with his collaborators, during a long period of 
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25 VŁtŁĸianu, �,�V�W�R�U�L�D���D�U�W�H�L���I�H�X�G�D�O�H�����S�D�V�V�L�P����
26 Entz,���(�U�G�p�O�\���p�S�L�W�p�V�]�H�W�H���D��14-16 �V�]�i�]�D�G�E�D�Q�����S�D�V�V�L�P. 
27 Vasile DrŁguŞ mentioned that from a number of one hundred end fifty Transylvanian monuments 

which preserve frescos, only six of them represent larger cycles. DrŁguŞ, �,�F�R�Q�R�J�U�D�I�L�D, p. 9.  
28 In this respect, Vasile DrŁguŞ, and many of his students, have done a pioneering work identifying 

and classifying series of images and cycles. Some of these results have been pulished in �5�H�S�H�U�W�R�U�L�X�O���S�L�F�W�X�U�L�O�R�U��
�P�X�U�D�O�H���P�H�G�L�H�Y�D�O�H���G�L�Q���5�R�P�k�Q�L�D�����V�H�F�����;���9��������������[The Repertory of the Mediaeval Mural Paintings in Romania 
(14th century -1450)], Bucharest, 1985. See the articles written by Anca Bratu, �%�L�V�H�U�L�F�D���U�H�I�R�U�P�D�W�����6�I�����)�H�F�L�R�D�U����
�G�L�Q�� �F�R�P���� �6�v�Q�W���P���U�L�H�� �2�U�O�H�D�� ���M�X�G���� �+�X�Q�H�G�R�D�U�D�� [The Reformed Church The Blessed Virgin in the Village 
S´ntŁmŁrie Orlea (Hunedoara district)], p. 199-233; and Maria Irina Popescu, Liana Tugearu, �%�L�V�H�U�L�F�D��
�R�U�W�R�G�R�[�����G�L�Q���V�D�W�X�O���6�W�U�H�L�����&���O�D�Q�����M�X�G�� �+�X�Q�H�G�R�D�U�D�� [The Ortodox Church in the Village Strei (CŁlan, Hunedoara 
district)], p. 234-283. 
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time29. He focused on the identification of the iconographic programs and problems of 
style. Resulted from a vast experience, DrŁguŞ's, iconographic and stylistic correlations 
represent valuable ideas, which need to be taken into consideration when dealing with 
Transylvanian Mediaeval art.  

The article about the church in MŁl©ncrav, appeared in 1967, may be considered 
the second occasion (after Viktor Roth's article from 1912) when the whole monument 
was reconsidered on the basis of the new results of the art historical research. DrŁguŞ 
summarized the previous secondary literature and argued that there were two fazes of 
construction of the church, the nave and the side aisles were Romanesque whereas the 
sanctuary and the western tower were rebuilt in Gothic style. Describing both cycles, the 
one in the nave and the one in the sanctuary, the art historian paid attention to several 
unusual representations and looked for parallels in the region30. He argued that the wall 
paintings in the nave presented Byzantine influences and their provincial style indicated 
that they were painted in the middle of the fourteenth century31.  

Aware of the value of both cycles of frescos, DrŁguŞ believed that "it forms the 
most important set of Gothic mural paintings in Transylvania, and at the same time one 
of the richest in the entire Central Europeò32. He emphasized that in spite of the abundant 
secondary literature dealing with the wall paintings in MŁl©ncrav, the various problems 
connected to this subject are far from being solved33.  

Further iconographic research carried out by Zsuzsa Urbach, who studied the 
Nativity scene on the sanctuary vault, underlined how the artistic influences circulated 
very quickly "surfacing even in the remotest, Eastern corner of mediaeval, Catholic 
Europe around 1400"34.  

The style of the frescos in the sanctuary constituted a puzzling problem for many 
of the authors. Jol§n Balogh for example, believed that the scene of Saint George slaying 
the dragon presented many similarities with Simone Martini's frescos in Avignon35. The 
Italian influence had been earlier proposed by Carlo Budinis for the same scene36. 
However, Balogh also found connections with the Tyrolian art, an opinion that was 
expressed in 1903 by Roth who discovered similarities with the frescos in the castle of 

������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
29 Vasile DrŁguŞ, �3�L�F�W�X�U�L�O�H���P�X�U�D�O�H���H�[�W�H�U�L�R�D�U�H���L�Q���7�U�D�Q�V�L�O�Y�D�Q�L�D���P�H�G�L�H�Y�D�O�� [Exterior mural paintings in 

Mediaeval Transylvania], in �6�W�X�G�L�L���ú�L���F�H�U�F�H�W���U�L���G�H���L�V�W�R�U�L�D���D�U�W�H�L,��12 (1965), p. 75-103; idem. �3�L�F�W�X�U�D���P�X�U�D�O�����G�P��
�7�U�D�Q�V�\�O�Y�D�Q�L�D�� ���V�H�F���� �;���9���;�9����[The mural painting in Transylvania], Bucharest, 1970; idem, Vasile DrŁguŞ, 
�,�F�R�Q�R�J�U�D�I�L�D; idem, �$�U�W�D���J�R�W�L�F�����v�Q���5�R�P�k�Q�L�D��[Gotic art in Romania], Bucharest,1979. 

30 Vasile DrŁguŞ, �3�L�F�W�X�U�L�O�H���P�X�U�D�O�H���G�L�Q���E�L�V�H�U�L�F�D���H�Y�D�Q�J�K�H�O�L�F�����G�L�Q���0���O�v�Q�F�U�D�Y [The mural paintings from 
the evangelical church in MŁl´crav], in �6�W�X�G�L�L�� �ú�L�� �F�H�U�F�H�W���U�L���G�H���L�V�W�R�U�L�D���D�U�W�H�L���� �6�H�U�L�D���D�U�W���� �S�O�D�V�W�L�F��,��14, Bucharest, 
1967, 1: p. 79-93. 

31 �,�E�L�G�H�P�� p. 86. 
32 �,�E�L�G�H�P�� p. 79. 
33 �,�E�L�G�H�P�� 
34 Zsuzsa Urbach, �,�N�R�Q�R�J�U�i�I�L�D�L�� �P�H�J�M�H�J�\�]�p�V�H�N�� �D�]�� �D�O�P�D�N�H�U�p�N�L�� �Q�D�W�L�Y�L�W�i�V���I�U�H�V�N�y�� �H�J�\�� �P�R�W�L�Y�X�P�i�K�R�] 

[Iconographyc remarks on the motive of the Nativity fresco in Almaker®k], in �$�U�V���+�X�Q�J�D�U�L�F�D,��Budapest, 1995,  
2: p. 179. 

35 Balogh, �$�]�� �H�U�G�p�O�\�� �U�H�Q�D�L�V�V�D�Q�F�H�� p.��27-28, 44. B®la L§z§r found French-Italian structural and 
compositional correspondances for the same scene (B®la L§z§r, �.�R�O�R�]�V�Y�i�U�L�� �0�i�U�W�R�Q���p�V�� �*�\�|�U�J�\�� �P�•�Y�p�V�H�W�H, in 
�$�U�F�K�D�H�R�O�R�J�L�D�L���(�U�W�H�V�L�W�|��(1916), p. 98). 

36 Carlo Budinis, �*�O�L���D�U�W�L�V�W�L���L�Q���8�Q�J�K�H�U�L�D�����/�¶���R�S�H�U�D���G�H�O���J�H�Q�L�R���L�W�D�O�L�D�Q�R���D�O�O�
���H�V�W�H�U�R,��Roma, 1936, p. 24. 
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Runkelstein in Tyrol37. The Tyrolian influence was also accepted by Oprescu38 and 
VŁtŁĸianu39.  

The elegant style of the paintings in the sanctuary, was an argument for claiming 
that the master was a foreigner40. Focusing exclusively on stylistic matters, M§ria 
Prokopp supposed "two different influences behind the frescos at Almaker®k: one from 
the Szepes region, the other from the royal workshop and both belonging to the art of the 
International Gothic"41.  

Ernº Marosi emphasized the impact of the artistic centre of Prague and of the 
Bohemian art which developed intensly during king Charles IV42. Trying to trace the 
origin of the painter who realized the frescos in the sanctuary, DrŁguŞ considered 
Bohemian art an important source of inspiration. However, the author indicated Slovakia 
as a mediating region for the Bohemian artistic influences43.  

An interesting iconographic and stylistic demonstration resulted from Zsuzsa 
Urbach's investigation of only one panel of the winged altarpiece in MŁl©ncrav44. 
Considered by art historians such as Roth45, VŁtŁĸianu46, or Urbach47 to be a product of 
the provincial art influenced by Austria, the altarpiece was likewise a donation of the 
Apafi family whose coat-of-arms may be seen on the predela.  

Among all the works dealing with the altar48, the book of Gisela and Otmar 
Richter is the most recent analysis in the field and gives a complete description of the 
shrine49. The authors, who are restaurators, aimed to bring into scholarly attention some 
valuable pieces of Mediaeval art in Transylvania. The book provides a useful basis for 
further research, introducing a set of good images and the scheme of all the winged altars 
still preserved in the Saxon region.  

The art in this area constituted the focus of interest for Juliana Fabrizius-Dancu 
who published several articles about churches in the Saxon region50. In 1992 Thomas 
Nªgler edited a catalogue illustrating the development of the religious art in the Saxon 
lands in Transylvania. The altar and the frescos in MŁl©ncrav were once again presented 
on the basis of the generally available secondary literature51. In spite of the fact that the 
book presents a synthetic overview of all the altars and frescos in the region, little new 
information was added.  
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

37 Roth, �'�L�H�� �)�U�H�V�N�R�P�D�O�H�U�H�L�Q. A similar opinion had £ber, �7�D�Q�X�O�P�i�Q�\�R�N, p. 85; Anton Hekler, 
�8�Q�J�D�U�L�V�F�K�H���.�X�Q�V�W�J�H�V�F�K�L�F�K�W�H����Berlin, 1937, p. 57. 

38 Oprescu, �%�L�V�H�U�L�F�L�O�H���&�H�W��� �L�� p. 56. 
39 VŁtŁĸianu, �,�V�W�R�U�L�D���D�U�W�H�L���I�H�X�G�D�O�H���� p. 417-18. 
40 DrŁguŞ, �3�L�F�W�X�U�L�O�H���P�X�U�D�O�H���� p. 89-91. 
41 Prokopp, ���,�W�D�O�L�D�Q���W�U�H�F�H�Q�W�R���L�Q�I�O�X�H�Q�F�H����p. 105. 
42 Marosi ed., �0�D�J�\�D�U�R�U�V�]�i�J�L���P�•�Y�p�V�]�H�W����p. 606-609. 
43���,�E�L�G�H�P����p. 91.  
44 Zsuzsa Urbach, �0�H�J�M�H�J�\�]�p�V�H�N�� �D�� �V�R�S�U�R�Q�L�� �=�H�W�W�O���/�D�Q�J�H�U�� �J�\�•�M�W�H�P�p�Q�\�� �R�V�]�W�U�i�N�� �J�R�W�L�N�X�V �W�i�E�O�D�N�p�S�p�K�H�]. 

[Comments on the Austrian pannel in the collection Zettl-Langer from Sopron], in �7�D�Q�X�O�P�i�Q�\�R�N���&�V�D�W�N�D�L���(�Q�G�U�H��
�H�P�O�p�N�p�U�H,��Sopron, 1996, p. 95-110. 

45 Roth, �$�]���D�O�P�D�N�H�U�p�N�L���W�H�P�S�O�R�P�� p. 164-170. 
46VŁtŁĸianu, �,�V�W�R�U�L�D���D�U�W�H�L���I�H�X�G�D�O�H����1: p. 777-78. 
47 Urbach, �0�H�J�M�H�J�\�]�p�V�H�N, p. 108. 
48 See note 7. 
49 Richter, �6�L�H�E�H�Q�E�•�U�J�L�V�F�K�H���)�O�•�J�H�O�D�O�W�l�U�H����p. 46-57, 85-86. 
50 Fabrizius-Dancu, �6�F�K�l�V�V�E�X�U�J���X�Q�G���%�D�X�H�U�Q�E�X�U�J�H�Q, p. 67-76. 
51 Nªgler ed., ���������G�H���D�Q�L������������p. 78, 90-92, 94-96. 
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The most recent work focusing on the architecture in this region is Herman 
Fabini's �$�W�O�D�V�� �G�H�U�� �V�L�H�E�H�Q�E�•�U�J�L�V�F�K���V�l�V�F�K�V�L�V�F�K�H�Q�� �.�L�U�F�K�H�Q�E�X�U�J�H�Q�� �X�Q�G�� �'�R�U�I�N�L�U�F�K�H�Q����
published in 199952. The two volumes contain a remarcable quantity of topographical 
and documentary information, plans of churches and lots of images with architectural 
details (one volume is entirely with pictures). Fabini's book represents a valuable data-
base for research summarizing the available information, but obviously cannot solve all 
the problems related to one particular monument.  

Therefore, in spite of its richness, the secondary literature is far from giving 
satisfactory answers to many questions about the church in MŁl©ncrav. It evidences a 
visible dichotomy between the architectural unity and interior decoration, style and 
iconography, wall paintings and altarpiece. The result is a fragmented image of the 
monument53.  

The social, religious, ideological, and political environment, in which the church 
appeared and functioned, were only superficially taken into consideration54. Yet, they 
had most of the time a determining influence.  

The church in MŁl©ncrav represents a special case where much of the original 
fabric survives intact. The building, together with its adornments carries the imprints of 
subsequent generations of patrons belonging to the same family, the Apafis. Owners of 
the land, they might have lived there in certain periods and the church, their property, 
was more then probable destined to be a burial place55. Nothing is known precisely about 
the earlier times (fourteenth till sixteenth century) but examples of well-documented late 
burials (seventeenth, eighteenth century) suggest that MŁl©ncrav was important for the 
Apafis. Probably the church was remembered as the place which always preserved the 
family roots and this idea maintained its meanings in the family memory56.  

Deciphering the building in terms that would have been understood by those for 
whom it had been built is a difficult task because of the poorness of sources57. Moreover, 
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

52 Fabini, �$�W�O�D�V����1: p. 438-441.  
53 There are authors who mentioned only one scene when dealing with certain iconographic or stylistic 

aspects. See����Balogh, �$�]���H�U�G�p�O�\���U�H�Q�D�L�V�V�D�Q�F�H����p. 27-28; J·szef Csemegi, �7�U�L�Q�L�W�D�V�]���V�]�L�P�E�y�O�X�P�R�N���p�V���D�E�U�i�]�R�O�i�V�R�N��
�D���N�|�]�H�S�N�R�U�L���P�D�J�\�D�U�R�U�V�]�i�J�����P�•�Y�p�V�]�H�W�H�E�H�Q�����H�U�H�G�H�W�•�N�����W�R�Y�i�E�E�p�O�p�V�•�N���p�V���Q�p�S�P�•�Y�p�V�]�H�W�L���N�D�S�F�V�R�O�D�W�D�L�N [Symbols and 
representations of the trinity in the medieval Hungarian art. Its origins, development and connections with 
popular art], in �0�•�Y�p�V�]�H�W�W�|�U�W�p�Q�H�W�L���W�D�Q�X�O�P�i�Q�\�R�N,��Budapest, 1957, p. 7-45; �'�L�H���3�D�U�O�H�U���X�Q�G���G�H�U���V�F�K�|�Q�H���6�W�L�O������������
������������ �(�X�U�R�S�l�L�V�F�K�H�� �.�X�Q�V�W�� �X�Q�W�H�U�� �G�H�Q�� �/�X�[�H�Q�E�X�U�J�H�Q,��Kºln, 1978, 2: p. 474; Bela Zsolt Szak§cs, �3�D�U�Y�X�O�X�V�� �S�X�H�U��
�I�R�U�P�D�W�X�V���� �$�]�� �D�Q�J�\�D�O�L�� �•�G�Y�|�]�O�H�W�� �L�N�R�Q�R�J�U�i�I�L�i�M�D�� �-�i�Q�R�V�� �P�H�V�W�H�U�� �V�]�H�S�H�V�K�H�O�\�L�� �0�i�U�L�D���R�O�W�i�U�D�� �D�O�D�S�M�i�Q [Parvulus puer 
formatus the iconographycal basis for the Annunciation in the Mary altar from Szepeshelyi created by Master 
John], in �0�H�G�L�D�H�Y�D�O�L�D�����.�|�]�H�S�N�R�U�L���H�V�]�P�H�W�|�U�W�p�Q�H�W�L���W�D�Q�X�O�P�i�Q�\�R�N,��Budapest, 1992, p. 96-121. 

54 ñThe outside context which affected the shape and the programme" of a building are extremely 
important. For the whole discussion see Chieffo Raguin, Brush, Draper ed., �$�U�W�L�V�W�L�F���,�Q�W�H�J�U�D�W�L�R�Q����p. 14-15. 

55 £ber, �$�S�D�I�I�L�� �*�\�|�U�J�\�� �V�L�U�H�P�O�p�N�H, p. 97-113; L§szl· Kºv§ri, �(�U�G�p�O�\�� �p�S�L�W�p�V�]�H�W�L�� �H�P�O�p�N�H�L��[Memories of 
Transylvanian buildings], Kolozsv§r, 1866; Roth, �$�]�� �D�O�P�D�N�H�U�p�N�L �W�H�P�S�O�R�P, p. 128-173, fig. 36; Domonkos 
Teleki, �(�J�\�Q�p�K�i�Q�\���K�D�]�D�L���X�W�D�]�i�V�R�N���O�H�L�U�i�V�D��[Some descriptions of Hungarian travelers], Vien, 1796, p. 65; M·r 
Wertner, �$�]�� �D�O�P�D�N�H�U�p�N�L �$�S�D�I�L���H�P�O�p�N�U�|�O���p�V���X�G�Y�D�U�K�i�]�U�y�O [Memories about. the Apafi from MŁl©ncrav and their 
manor house], in �6�]�i�]�D�G�R�N��(1910), p. 793; Istv§n Wessel®nyi, �6�D�Q�\�D�U�~���Y�L�O�i�J. �1�D�S�O�y��1703-1708. II, ��������������������
[Sad world Diary 1703-1708. II, 1707-1708], Lajos Dem®ny, Andr§s Magyari ed., Bucharest, 1985, p. 500-
502. 

56 Sz§deczky, �$�]���$�S�D�I�L�D�N���V�L�U�E�R�O�W�M�D, p. 188. 
57 As Katalin P®ter tried to explain ñHungary is short of sources illustrating local and personal 

historyò. See her arguments in Katalin P®ter, �7�R�O�H�U�D�Q�F�H�� �D�Q�G�� �L�Q�W�R�O�H�U�D�Q�F�H�� �L�Q �V�L�[�W�H�H�Q�W�K���F�H�Q�W�X�U�\�� �+�X�Q�J�D�U�\, Ole 
Peter Grell, Bob Scribner ed., �7�R�O�H�U�D�Q�F�H���D�Q�G���L�Q�W�R�O�H�U�D�Q�F�H���L�Q���W�K�H���(�X�U�R�S�H�D�Q���5�H�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q,��Cambridge, 1996, p. 
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especially in the fourteenth century, the great majority of the existing documents refer to 
limited aspects such as buying of properties or land divisions. In spite of that, a thorough 
analysis of the terminology and especially of the titles used in the documents58, favours a 
better insight into the social position of the Apafis59. One may suppose that their self- 
conscious awareness and mentality might have had an influence on the artistic form and 
the subject choice of the wall paintings but it was not the only one60.  

This study-case attempts to evaluate, if possible, the influences which, as Kupfer 
expressed it, "made the representation of sacred history an ideological field"61. This 
raises the question of control: who selected the elements of the iconographic program 
and what was the message carried on by these frescos to the contemporary public. One 
might suspect influences from three main directions: the patron (or patrons), his priest 
(confessor or spiritual advisor, in our case probably a Franciscan) and last, but not least, 
the artist (head of a workshop probably). It is hard to know which of these factors had 
the stronger impact. Lately, the accepted idea is that the clergy played a very important 
role in this process. Moreover, it was generally acknowledged that, especially at this 
time, it was not the artist who decided upon the subjects to be represented. He only had 
the control of the style and of the details for realising the paintings. Then, there is the 
problem of the function of images, which has to be considered here. Taken as a complex 
system or a network of meanings, the two cycles of frescos in MŁl©ncrav represent a 
glimpse into Late Mediaeval piety.  

Keeping in mind that there are several generations of patrons in this church one 
has to admit multiple meanings, some part of the original plan, others added in time by 
subsequent generations, changing tastes and needs62.  

Therefore, there are several directions that the research might take the analysis of 
this monument has to be more comprehensive. The reconsideration of the visual material 
through this angle may reveal new perspectives in the understanding of the decorative 
program in MŁl©ncrav.  

It may cast a different light on Christine Petersôs argumentation based on the idea 
that the wall paintings in MŁl©ncrav stand for the Saxon piety63. Her hypothesis took into 
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
249-261. 

58 Gyula Krist·, �.�R�U�D�L���0�D�J�\�D�U���7�|�U�W�H�Q�H�W�L���/�H�[�L�N�R�Q��(�����������V�]�i�]�D�G����[Lexicon of Early Hungarian history], 
Budapest, 1994, �S�D�V�V�L�P. 

59 In this respect the valuable researches of Erik F¿gedi, Agnes Kurz and Engel P§ll have to be 
remembered. See especially Erik F¿gedi, �$�]���(�O�H�I�i�Q�W�K�\�D�N��[The Elef§nty Kindred], Budapest, 1992; Agnes Kurz, 
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consideration some elements of the decorative program when in fact, as Marcia Kupfer 
put it, "only by considering the interplay between iconographic categories can we 
appreciate how, at a second level, the entire program, and not merely some portion of it, 
constitutes a narrativeò64.  

Analysis of the family, their property and their church, the fourteenth century 
frescos is meant to contribute to a deeper understanding of a phenomenon: local 
manifestation of Late Mediaeval piety and mentality in Transylvania, long considered a 
peripheral zone.  
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�)�L�J������ï The church in MŁl©ncrav. Southern view 
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�)�L�J���������±The church in MŁl©ncrav. The sanctuary 
 


