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The monastic chroniclers of medieval Rus’ lived in a liturgical world. Morning, evening
and night they prayed the “divine services” of the Byzantine Church, and this study is the
first to examine how these rituals shaped the way they wrote and compiled the Povest’
vremennykh let (Primary Chronicle, ca. 12™ century), the earliest surviving East Slavic
historical record. My principal argument is that several foundational accounts of East
Slavic history—including the tales of the baptism of Princess Ol’ga and her burial, Prince
Vladimir’s conversion, the mass baptism of Rus’, and the martyrdom of Princes Boris
and Gleb—have their source in the feasts of the liturgical year. The liturgy of the Eastern
Church proclaimed a distinctively Byzantine myth of Christian origins: a sacred narrative
about the conversion of the Roman Empire, the glorification of the emperor Constantine
and empress Helen, and the victory of Christianity over paganism. In the decades
following the conversion of Rus’, the chroniclers in Kiev learned these narratives from

the church services and patterned their own tales of Christianization after them. The
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result was a myth of Christian origins for Rus’—a myth promulgated even today by the
Russian Orthodox Church—that reproduced the myth of Christian origins for the Eastern
Roman Empire articulated in the Byzantine rite. The present study systematically
uncovers this overarching liturgical subtext and reveals a vast web of new and previously

undetected meanings in the text of the Primary Chronicle.
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Introduction

The Byzantine world chronicle is a form of Christian history writing that emerged
in Late Antiquity.' Its origins are traditionally traced to Eusebius, the bishop of
Caesarea, who compiled the first full-scale Christian chronicle in the late third century.”
The oldest extant chronicle of Byzantine provenance, that of John Malalas, dates from the
sixth century, and it is followed by the Paschal Chronicle in the seventh century, the
chronicles of Theophanes, George Syncellus and George the Monk in the ninth, and
several versions of Symeon Logothete in the tenth.” Near the turn of the eleventh
century, the East Slavs adopted Byzantine Christianity, and the Byzantine tradition of
chronicle writing was established in Kievan Rus’—the first East Slavic polity based in
the present-day capital of Ukraine.” The earliest chronicle of the Rus’ is the Povest’
vremennykh let (Tale of Bygone Years), which dates to the early twelfth century. This
chronicle, better known in English as the Primary Chronicle, is the primary object of
study in this dissertation.

Since the days of Eusebius, chroniclers had charted the history of humankind

from its sacred beginnings, revealing the workings of Divine Providence in the affairs of

" Brian Croke, “The Origins of the Christian World Chronicle,” History and Historians in Late Antiquity
(Sydney: Pergamon Press, 1983), 116-131. For more on the ancient origins of chronicle writing, see R. W.
Burgess and Michael Kulikowski, “The History and Origins of the Latin Chronicle Tradition,” The
Medieval Chronicle, Vol. VI (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2006), 153-179.

* Eusebius first compiled his Chronicle in the 280s. He completed the final and most influential version in
325 for the Vicennalia of Constantine I. The span and annalistic layout of this later redaction “became the
pattern for chronicle writing in the Middle Ages in both the Greek East and Latin West.” Brian Croke,
“The Originality of Eusebius’ Chronicle,” American Journal of Philology, 103 (1982), 195-200.

? Cyril Mango, Byzantium: The Empire of New Rome (New York: Scribner, 1980), 192.

* For more on Byzantine chronicles in Rus’, see O. V. Tvorogov, Drevne-russkie khronografy (Leningrad:
Nauka, 1975), 3-45.
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men. History was important because it had soteriological meaning. All peoples and
nations, past and present, were part of a divine economy for the salvation of the world.
When the Rus’ accepted Byzantine Christianity “one of their tasks was to locate
themselves on this imported and unfamiliar map of sacred time and space, to legitimize
themselves as part of providential history, to show that they, too, had a place in the divine

plan.”

The Primary Chronicle is one attempt to do so: to reveal the mystery of
Christian salvation playing out in the land of Rus’ as it had in other lands (and in other
chronicles) over the preceding centuries.

The Primary Chronicle begins with an apocryphal tale of Noah dividing the earth
among his three sons after the biblical flood. There follows a lengthy ethnic history, in
which the Rus’ and the Slavs are claimed to have descended from the line of Japheth,
Noah’s third son. With a proper biblical lineage established, the chronicle begins to
gradually narrow its focus: first to various Slavic tribes, then to the Poliane of the Kiev
region, and eventually to the family who came to rule them, the Rurikids. This change
from ethnic history to dynastic history is accompanied by a change in form. Beginning in
the mid-ninth century, the chronicle shifts from continuous narrative to annals—a format
in which events are recorded chronologically, year by year. The annals portray the
founding events of the medieval Kievan state: the invitation to Rurik and his kin (the
Rus’) to rule over the scattered Slavic tribes in and around Novgorod; their advance

southwards “along the way of the Varangians to the Greeks” and the establishment of the

Rus’ dynasty in Kiev; the continued expansion of the state in the reign of the warrior-

> Simon Franklin, “The Primary Chronicle,” Reference Guide to Russian Literature (London: Fitzroy
Dearborn, 1998), 664-666. Prof. Franklin’s entry is an eloquent digest of the chronicle’s contents and
themes, and I have patterned the summary below on this work.
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prince, Sviatoslav; the war of succession following his death and the enthronement of
Vladimir as Grand Prince of Kiev.

If the first hundred years of annals depict the rise of Rus’, the second hundred
depict the central episodes of its Christianization: the baptism of Ol’ga in Constantinople;
the Conversion of Rus’ under Vladimir; the martyrdom of Boris and Gleb; the flowering
of Christian culture in the reign of laroslav; the founding of the Monastery of the Caves
by the hermit Anthony and its growth under the saintly abbot Theodosius. The final half-
century of the chronicle describes a period of decline. The Kievan polity is repeatedly
beset by rivalries within the princely family and by threats of invasion from without.
Here the entries assume an increasingly moralistic tone, as the chronicle appeals to the
warring branches of the dynasty to unite and forestall the ruin of Rus’. The chronicle
terminates in medias res in the year 6618 (1110) with a report about a pillar of fire seen
over the Caves Monastery.

In sum, the annalistic records of the Primary Chronicle contain two distinctive
myths about the house of Rurik. The first is a myth of national origins in which Rurik
and his kin establish a powerful Varangian dynasty in Rus’. The second is a myth of
Christian origins in which their successors secure the eternal salvation of that land by
accepting and spreading the Byzantine faith.® It is the latter myth—and its connection to

the services of the Byzantine Rite—that concerns us in the present study.

Manuscripts and Editions

% Burton Mack and his students have used the term “myth of Christian origins” to refer to (and forcefully
question) the conventional view of Christian beginnings recorded in the Bible. For a general overview of
this school of thought, see Burton L. Mack, Elizabeth A. Castelli, and Hal Taussig, Reimagining Christian
Origins: A Colloquium Honoring Burton L. Mack (Valley Forge, Pa: Trinity Press International, 1996).
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In both Byzantium and Rus’, chronicles were the preserve of the educated
monastic clergy—men who lived in cloistered Orthodox communities founded on ideals
of self-abnegation, tradition and continuity. The monks’ approach to chronicle writing
reflected their monastic training. Chronicles were prized not for originality, but for their
faithful preservation and continuation of what had come before them.” Chroniclers did
not simply begin anew: rather, they merged contemporary reports with annals about the
reigns of earlier princes—sources that were themselves almost invariably compilations
(svody) of still earlier annals.® As a result, chronicles copied in the late Middle Ages
often contain and preserve chronicle texts of much greater antiquity. Indeed, many of the
oldest and most prominent world chronicles survive only as component parts of later
chronicle compilations.” This is true of the Primary Chronicle: it does not actually
survive as a separate text in any medieval manuscript, but only as a component part of
chronicles put together in later eras, in lands far from Kiev.

There are three principal versions of the Primary Chronicle."® The first is
preserved in the Laurentian Codex, a manuscript copied by the monk Lavrentii for Prince
Dmitrii Konstantinovich of Suzdal’ in 1377. The second is found in the Hypatian Codex,
a text discovered in the Hypatian Monastery in Kostroma, but believed to have been

compiled in Pskov around 1425. And the third version is in the mladshii izvod of the

" The Chronicle of Eusebius, for example, would be lost but for the Latin translation of Jerome, the
Armenian and Syriac versions and excerpts from later Byzantine chronicles. See Croke, “The Originality
of Eusebius’ Chronicle,” 196.

¥ For a more detailed explanation of “svody,” see D. S. Likhachev, “Istoriko-literaturnyi ocherk,” Povest
vremennykh let, 3"ed., ed. V. P. Adrianova-Peretts (Saint Petersburg: Nauka, 2007), 291.

? Croke, “The Originality of Eusebius’ Chronicle,” 196.

1% Scholars customarily use the term, Primary Chronicle (Nachal nyi letopis’), to refer to a complex of
materials that includes the earliest redactions of the Povest’ viremennykh let and the (hypothetical and non-
extant) earlier chronicle texts about the history of Rus’ that preceded it. As used in this dissertation, the
term Primary Chronicle refers only to the extant text of the Povest’ in the Laurentian Codex.
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Novgorod I Chronicle.'" Theories and conjectures about the archetype of these three
versions are too manifold and diverse to review here, and will be treated, where relevant,
in the body of the dissertation.'> The chronicle text cited in this study is from the
Laurentian Codex, as it appears in the third edition of the Literaturnye pamiatniki series
published in 2007 by the Russian Academy of Sciences, and originally edited by V. P.

Adrianova-Peretts."

Sources

The Primary Chronicle is a compilation of heterogeneous sources and not a
seamless narrative wholly of the chroniclers’ own devising. The manuscript’s
heterogeneity is tied to the circumstances of its creation. Prior to the eleventh century,
there is no evidence that the Rus’ kept written historical records of their own. Thus, as
the first chroniclers set out to document the early history of the land of Rus’, they were
faced with reconstituting a distant past that was largely unknown and unknowable. Their
solution was to construct a version of Kievan history out of the extremely disparate

materials that were available: translated fragments of earlier Byzantine chronicles, folk

" Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’, ed. A. S. Nasonov (Moscow: AN SSSR, 1950).

'2 On this concept and its application to Medieval Rus’ chronicles, see M. D. Priselkov, Istoriia russkogo
letopisaniia (St Petersburg: Izd. “Dmitrii Bulanin,” 1996), 48-84.

" Povest’ vremennykh let, 3"ed., ed. V. P. Adrianova-Peretts (Saint Petersburg: Nauka, 2007). Hereafter
this edition, which includes detailed essays on the manuscripts, literary context and history with updated
commentary by M. B. Sverdlov, will be cited in parentheses. For another academic version of the Povest’
see Polnoe sobranoe russkikh letopisei, Tom 1: Lavrent’evskaia letopis’, vyp. 1: Povest’ vremennykh let,
2" ed. (Leningrad: Izd-vo Akademii nauk SSSR, 1926). Linguists and others may also be interested in:
The Povest’ vremennykh let: An Interlinear Collation and Paradosis, ed. Donald Ostrowski, Horace Lunt,
and David J. Birnbaum (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2003).
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anecdotes, heroic legends, diplomatic treaties, hagiography, stories from the Bible, and
tales of Christian Apocrypha.'

The precise origins of these sources and the history of their interpolation into the
chronicle manuscript are problems that have been extensively researched."” For over two
hundred years, scholars have meticulously identified the materials that comprise the
Primary Chronicle. They have speculated about earlier non-extant chronicle layers;'®
reconstructed hypothetical urtexts;'’ conjectured about the number of chroniclers and
their possible identities;'® and devised broad theories based on linguistic evidence.'” It is
extraordinary, therefore, considering the vast literature on the subject, that scholars have
virtually overlooked one of the most important sources of the Primary Chronicle: the

liturgical texts of the Eastern Orthodox Church. The oversight is the more remarkable,

' For more on the apocryphal sources, see Simon Franklin, “Some Apocryphal Sources of Kievan Russian
Historiography,” Oxford Slavonic Papers. New Series, XV (Oxford: 1982), 1-27.

'S A. A. Shakhmatov, “Povest’ vremennykh let i ee istochniki,” TODRL, v. 4 (Leningrad: 1940). L. V.
Cherepnin, “’Povest’ vremennykh let’, ee redaktsii i predshestvovavshie ei letopisnye svody,” Istoricheskie
zapiski, v. 25 (Moscow: 1948), 293-333. A. A. Gippius, “K problem redaktsii ‘Povesti vremennykh let,”
Slavianovedenie, no. 5 (2007), 20-44. Konstantin Tsukerman, “Nabliudeniia nad slozheniem drevneishikh
istochnikov letopisi,” Boriso-Glebskii sbornik, Collectanea Borisoglebica, vyp. 1 (Paris: Ukrainian
National Committee for Byzantine Studies, 2009), 183-199.

'® A. A. Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia o drevneishikh russkikh letopisnykh svodakh (St Petersburg: Tipografiia
M. A. Aleksandrova, 1908).

' A. A. Shakhmatov, Korsunskaia legenda o kreshchenii Vladimira (St Petersburg: Tip. Imper. akademii
nauk, 1906). L. Miiller, “Zur Rekonstruktion des ‘Nachal’nyi svod’ der altrussischen Chronik aufgrund des
‘Skazanie liber die Ermordung der Heiligen Boris und Gleb,” Festschrift fiir Max Vasmer zum 70.
Geburtstag am 26. Februar 1956, ed. M. Woltner and H. Braiier (Berlin-Weisbaden: 1956), 341-348.

'8 The Primary Chronicle is not a single work of a single author, although that has not stopped scholars
from trying to identify the specific compiler of specific chronicle redactions. Because it is impossible to
know for certain who worked on the chronicle at any given time, or how many chroniclers shaped it over
the course of its development, I have chosen to refer to the creator(s) of the extant text in the plural,
“chroniclers.” For a review of the extensive scholarly debate on authorship, see O. V. Tvorogov, “Povest’
vremennikh let,” Slovar’ knizhnikov i khnizhnosti drevnei Rusi XI-pervaia polovina XIV v. (Leningrad:
Nauka, 1987), 337-343.

' A. A. Gippius, “Dva nachala Nachal’noi letopisi: K istorii kompozitsii Povesti vremennykh let.”
Verenitsa liter. K 60-letiiu V.M. Zhivova (Moscow: 2006), 56-96. S. M. Mikheev, S.M. Kto pisal
“Povest’ vremennykh let”? (Moscow: Indirk, 2011).
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because ninety percent of all surviving manuscripts from the Kievan period are
translations of liturgical texts.”” Scholars have searched far and wide for possible sources
and all but neglected the main form of native Kievan literacy, the church book.

The Primary Chronicle was compiled in the late eleventh century by the
Orthodox clergy and monastics of the Monastery of the Caves*'—that is, by the very
segment of the Kievan population specifically devoted to the celebration of the liturgical
services. The chroniclers spent their lives praying, chanting, reading and hearing the
divine services, and this study is the first to examine how these liturgical habits
influenced the composition of the chronicle. What we will see is that Byzantine liturgy
was not simply one source among many, or one type of text interpolated into the
manuscript. Liturgy, rather, was the chroniclers’ main structuring device: the narrative
matrix they used to shape the heterogeneous materials at their disposal into a myth of
Christian origins for the land of Rus’.

Liturgy could affect the chronicle in this manner because it tells a story. How that
story is told—and why it is important for the Primary Chronicle—is the subject of the

following section.

Byzantine Liturgy: Myth, Rite, Storyworld
When Prince Vladimir converted the East Slavs to Christianity at the end of the

tenth century, a ritual system nearly one thousand years in the making was implemented

%% Translations of liturgical texts make up ninety percent of the surviving manuscripts from the eleventh and
twelfth centuries, seventy-five percent of the manuscripts from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and
over fifty percent of the manuscripts from the sixteenth century. See I. V. Pozdeeva, “Liturgicheskii tekst
kak istoricheskii istochnik,” Voprosy istorii 6 (2000), 112.

>l A. A. Shakhmatov, Povest’ vremennykh let (St. Petersburg, 1916), -LLXXX. M.D. Priselkov, Istoriia
russkogo letopisaniia XI-XV vv., 42-43.
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in Kiev. This system— what liturgists call the “Byzantine rite”**—brought a new world
to Rus’: the storyworld of Eastern Christian liturgy.”>  Every day, for centuries, a
professional caste of bishops, priests and monks ritually reproduced a sacred narrative
world inside the cathedrals and churches of Eastern Christendom. Before dawn, deacons
intoned the blessing to begin Matins, the morning worship service, and long after dark,
near midnight, monks chanted the final prayers before sleep. In between, these
tserkovnosluzhiteli (“servants of the church”) performed a cycle of daily services
constructed of thousands of biblical, hagiographical and theological myths.**

The myths were transmitted through a ritual practice that Russian philosopher

Pavel Florenskii has described as a “synthesis of the arts.”*’

Byzantine liturgy is an
elaborate psychosomatic event, incorporating arts as diverse as choreography, poetry,

iconography, music, architecture, embroidery and baking. The “synthesis” that the rite

*? For an introduction to the history of the Byzantine rite, see Robert Taft, The Byzantine Rite: A Short
History (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1992). The rite is a “hybrid” creation of several major ecclesial
and monastic centers of the Late Antique world, most notably Hagia Sophia and the Studious monastery in
Constantinople, and the Monastery of St Sabas near Jerusalem. See also Robert Taft, “The Tale of Two
Cities: The Byzantine Holy Week Triduum as a Paradigm of Liturgical History,” Time and Community, ed.
J. Neil Alexander (Washington D.C.: Pastoral Press, 1990), 21-41.

3 “Storyworld” is narratologist David Herman’s term for “the world evoked implicitly as well as explicitly
by a narrative.” A storyworld is the “mental model” that forms in the mind of human beings as they
process narrative discourse; it is the “mentally and emotionally projected environment” to which narrative
participants “relocate as they work to comprehend a story.” For Herman, stories possess “world-creating
power,” and “narrative artifacts” (such as texts or films) “provide blueprints for the creation and
modification of mentally configured storyworlds.” Narratives, in other words, encourage readers and
listeners to experience imagined worlds, to cognitively map out “models of who did what to and with
whom, when, where, why, and in what fashion” in that imagined world. See David Herman, Story Logic:
Problems and Possibilities of Narrative (Lincoln, Neb: University of Nebraska Press, 2002); ——, Basic
Elements of Narrative (Chichester, U.K: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009).

** Here the term “myth” has the neutral meaning of the “basic narrative of a religion,” and “does not
indicate anything about truth-value.” See Gerd Theissen, The New Testament: A Literary History
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 5. For a brief overview of the concept of myth in New Testament
studies, see Norman Perrin and Dennis C. Duling, “The New Testament as Myth,” The New Testament: An
Introduction (New York: Harcourt Brace Javonovich, 1982), 47-53.

%% Pavel Florenskii, “Khramovoe deistovo kak sintez iskusstv’,” Sochineniia v 4-kh tt., v. 3 (Moscow:
Mysl’, 1999), 370-383.
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achieves is principally narrative.® The services tell a special kind of story in a special
way. Icons depict the major events and characters of the storyworld; scripture readings,
poetic hymns, prayers and creeds recount Christ’s earthly life and the lives of the saints;
“sermons narrate the event being celebrated. ..as descriptions of characters and scenes;”*’
even eating the Eucharist is the final sequence in the anamnesis, or remembrance, of the
Last Supper narrative. Byzantine worship immerses participants in a sacred narrative
environment—a consecrated space wherein narratives are not “read” like a novel or
journal article, but practiced with the whole human organism.

For the Byzantines, liturgy was the consecrated technology for proclaiming
Christian mythology. The annual movement through the feasts and fasts of the liturgical
year brought Christians into the shared ideational storyworld of Jesus Christ, the Virgin
Mary and a full cast of biblical and Byzantine heroes: “ancestors, fathers, patriarchs,
prophets, apostles, preachers, evangelists, martyrs, confessors, ascetics and every
righteous spirit made perfect in faith.”*® The services were more than novel, ornate
public spectacles. They were the instruments of public conversion, the cultural materials
that translated the Byzantine worldview into Rus’. By “doing” the liturgy of the Greeks,
the East Slavs encountered, and eventually adopted, the mythmaking practice of
Christians throughout the Eastern Roman Empire. In the early twelfth century, this

practice—and the narrative world that it “made”—played a seminal role in the creation of

the Primary Chronicle.

*% This view coincides with that of Mircea Eliade, the noted historian of religion, who believed “that in
traditional societies the myth is never separated from the rite: telling the sacred story requires ritual, and
intrinsic to the ritual...is the recitation of the myth itself.” See Catherine Bell, Ritual Dimensions and
Perspectives (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 11.

*7'S. MacCormack, “Christ and Empire, Time and Ceremonial,” Byzantion 52 (1982), 285-309.

*% The citation is from the anaphora section of the Divine Liturgy.
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Myths of Christian Origins: Biblical, Byzantine and Slavic

The storyworld that came to Rus’ in the tenth and eleventh centuries was the
product of nearly ten centuries of Christian mythmaking. Before the All-Night Vigils and
ecumenical councils, before even the Bible, Christianity was a “storytelling community,”
a religion formulated as narrative discourse.” The stories told and retold concerned the

life of a supernatural hero, Jesus of Nazareth, and in primitive Christianity these stories

0 9931

were pluriform.”® A “multitude of Christianities flourished in the second century,”' and

the version of the religion canonized in the New Testament represents only “a particular

form of Christian congregation that emerged by degrees through the second to fourth

9932

centuries. During that time, the members of a “centrist” brand of Christianity were

“able to create the impression of a singular, monolinear history of the Christian
church.”” They did so, as Burton L. Mack, explains

...by carefully selecting, collecting, and arranging anonymous and pseudonymous
writings assigned to figures at the beginning of Christian time. As they imagined
it, this history was foretold by the prophets of the Old Testament, inaugurated by
Jesus and his sacrifice for the sins of the world, established by the apostles in their
missions, and confirmed by the bishops in their loyalty to the teachings of that
illustrious tradition...The problem is that this charter was created for the fourth-
century church by means of literary fictions. It is neither an authentic account of

** Jean-Baptiste Metz, “Kleine Apologie des Erzihlens,” Concilium 9 (1973), 334-342.

%% Paul F. Bradshaw, The Search for the Origins of Christian Worship (New York: Oxford Universtiy Press,
1992), 63.

3! Paula Fredriksen, From Jesus to Christ: The Origins of the New Testament Images of Jesus (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1988), 7.

32 Burton L. Mack, Who Wrote the New Testament? The Making of the Christian Myth (San Francisco:
Harper, 1995), 6.

3 Ibid. 7.
10



Christian beginnings nor an accurate rehearsal of the history of the empire church.
Historians of religions would call it myth.**

In the fourth century, the emperor Constantine became the patron of this centrist church,
and the particular myths believed and recited by the group became the canonical
narratives for his new religion of empire. Constantine’s conversion represents, therefore,
“a crucial turning-point in the evolution of forms of worship.”*> As Paul Bradshaw
writes:
A very marked contrast can be observed between the form and character of
liturgical practices in the pre-Constantinian and post-Constantinian periods. For
example, whereas the first Christians saw themselves as set over against the world
and its customs, stressing rather what distinguished Christianity from other
religions, in the fourth century the Church emerged as a public institution within
the world, with its liturgy functioning as a cultus publicus, seeking the divine
favour to secure the well-being of the state.’
In the post-Constantinian period, the liturgy developed into ““a historical remembrance
and commemoration of the past; a liturgy increasingly splintered into separate

commemorations of historical events in the life of Christ.”>” The best example of this

“historicizing” of Orthodox worship is the evolution of Easter and Holy Week.”® The

** Ibid. 8.
3% Bradshaw, The Search for the Origins of Christian Worship, 65.
% Ibid.

*7 Paul F. Bradshaw, and Maxwell E. Johnson, The Origins of Feasts, Fasts, and Seasons in Early
Christianity (Collegeville, Minn: Liturgical Press, 2011), 90.

*¥ The “historicism theory” was originally posited by Gregory Dix in his classic study, The Shape of the
Liturgy. Since the early 1980s, the theory has been criticized for erecting a false opposition between a
supposedly “eschatological” mentality in primitive Christians and a new “historicizing” orientation in the
fourth century church. Thomas J. Talley argues that eschatology and historicism are not mutually
exclusive, but functioned together from the very beginning of Christianity, as in the Passover piety of the
first century. But even Dix’s critics, such as Robert Taft, admit that “something new in liturgy appears in
the fourth century” and that “there are signs of [historicism] everywhere: the eventual choice of Epiphany
and Pentecost as baptismal feasts, the separation of Ascension Thursday from the original unitary Pentecost
festivities...” See Thomas J. Talley, The Origins of the Liturgical Year (New York: Pueblo Publishing Co.,
1990) 39. Robert Taft, “Historicism Revisited,” Beyond East and West (Washington DC: Pastoral Press,
1984) 15-31.
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original Christian festival, Easter had commemorated the incarnation, passion,
resurrection, and ascension of Christ in a single annual feast.”’ But by the end of the
fourth century, this “unitary proleptic experience of the whole mystery of redemption”
had evolved into “a series of commemorations recalling the successive phases of its past
historical accomplishment: triumphal entry into Jerusalem, betrayal, Last Supper,

%0 Rather than recite the story in a single service, the major

passion, burial, resurrection.
events of the salvation narrative were spread out over several separate rites—rites that
organized the liturgical week into a narrative sequence.”'

Gradually, over the centuries, the Christian year expanded to include ceremonies
for all of the most important events in sacred history. A certain line of feasts, for
instance, traced out the (mostly non-biblical) life story of Mary, the “Mother of God,”
from her conception (Feast of the Conception of the Theotokos) to her unusual death and
burial (Dormition). Another class of eight major feasts commemorated the earthly life of
Jesus Christ from his birth (Christmas) to his elevation into the heavens (Ascension). By

formatting these feasts onto the cycle of the seasons, calendrical time was narrativized as

an on-going, cyclical performance of Orthodox mythology,* thus “making the mission of

¥ F. L. Cross, “Introduction,” St Cyril of Jerusalem’s Lectures (New York: St Vladimir’s Press, 1977) xix.
0 Taft, “Historicism Revisited,” 15.

*! The narrative played out thusly: Christ raises Lazarus from the dead (Lazarus Saturday) and triumphantly
enters Jerusalem (Palm Sunday); at the Last Supper he institutes the Eucharist (Holy Thursday), then is
betrayed, tried and crucified (Holy Friday), after which his soul descends into hell (Holy Saturday). On
Sunday, after three days in the tomb, Christ rises from the dead (Easter); forty days later, he ascends into
Heaven (Ascension), and ten days after that the Holy Spirit descends upon the apostles (Pentecost).

*2 Jonathan Z. Smith has made the case that fourth-century changes in the liturgy were connected to
innovations in Jerusalem’s stational liturgy. In a stational liturgy “all the liturgical action is not
concentrated in a single building...but rather is spread throughout all of the major churches in the region—
the celebrants moving from one to another locale at various parts of the day to perform different ceremonial
functions.” On a feast such as Pentecost, the bishop and congregation would convene at eight different
shrines connected to the descent of the Holy Spirit and recite the gospel readings relevant to each place.
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Christ, relived each year in the church’s feasts, as much a part of the universal order as

43
7”2 From

the waning and waxing of the moon or the apparent movements of the planets.
Advent to Theopany, Cheesefare Sunday to Pentecost, the passage of time inexorably
carried Eastern Christians through the ritual recitation of the founding myths of their
faith.

The myths of the Byzantine rite were not identical with those of the Christian
Bible. To be sure, the Old and New Testaments were “read constantly at Orthodox
services,”** and recognized by the church as the canonical account of Christian origins.
But the Bible does not contain many of the major events, characters and plotlines that
appear in the Byzantine storyworld. There are hundreds of secondary myths that run
through the liturgical year—myths like Mary’s “entrance” as a young girl into the Jewish

temple (Entrance of the Theotokos), or the myths about the birth of John the Baptist

(Nativity of St John the Baptist) and the finding of his severed head three separate times

Smith theorizes that the structure of the liturgical year developed when these spatial sequences were
transposed into temporal ones in order to become transferable. At some point the stational services of the
Jerusalem liturgy were planned for locations other than the holy shrines where the event took place, and so
a new system was needed. That system was the liturgical year: “... through a concentration on the
associative dimensions of place together with the syntagmatic dimensions of narrative, a system was
formulated that could be replicated away from the place... With few exceptions, the hymns, prayers,
scripture lessons, and gestures tied to particular places in the indigenous Jerusalem liturgy could be
expropriated and exported. The sequence of time, the story, the festal calendar, have allowed a
supersession of place...[it was] through narrative, through an orderly progression through the Christian
year, by encountering the /oci of appropriate Scripture, and not by means of processions and pilgrimage,
that memoralization occurred.” See Jonathan Z. Smith, To Take Place: Toward Theory in Ritual (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1987), 93-94.

* Edward Muir, Ritual in Early Modern Europe (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 58.

* As Timothy Ware has written: ...Holy Scripture is read constantly at Orthodox services: during the
course of Matins and Vespers the entire Psalter is recited each week, and in Lent twice a week. Old
Testament lessons (usually three in number) occur at Vespers on the eves of many feasts; the reading of the
Gospel forms the climax of Matins on Sundays and feasts; at the Liturgy a special Epistle and Gospel are
assigned for each day of the year, so that the whole New Testament (except the Revelation of Saint John) is
read at the Eucharist. The Nunc Dimittis is used at Vespers; Old Testament canticles, with

the Magnifcat and Benedictus, are sung at Matins; the Lord’s Prayer is read at every service. Besides these
specific extracts from Scripture, the whole text of each service is shot through with Biblical language, and
it has been calculated that the Liturgy contains 98 quotations from the Old Testament and 114 from the
New.” See Timothy Ware, The Orthodox Church (New York: Penguin Books, 1993), 201.
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(First, Second, and Third Finding of the Head of St John the Baptist). There are other,
specifically Byzantine, myths as well: the myth of the finding of the “True Cross” by the
empress Helen in 326, and its recovery from the Persians in 627 (Exaltation of the Cross),
or the myth that the Virgin’s “veil” miraculously saved Constantinople from a barbarian
invasion (Protection of the Theotokos).

The Byzantine ritual world not only includes people and stories not found in the
Bible, it also contains significant additions to the gospel narratives. These additions
comprise what one Orthodox theologian has called the “Gospel according to the
Church,”* since the liturgical texts not only comment on the Gospels, but introduce
entirely new scenes into the core Christian narrative. Non-biblical scenes between
characters in the Orthodox storyworld are so common, in fact, that there is a specific
genre of hymns—*“Stavrotheotokion,” chanted on Wednesdays and Fridays and
throughout Holy Week—that describe Mary’s lamentations at the foot of the Cross,
scenes which are not recounted in the Gospels.

These hymns, and countless others like them, are evidence that Christian
mythmaking did not begin and end with the Bible. Rather, through the formation of the
liturgical calendar, the local myths of the Byzantines gradually fused with those of the

Bible to form a single Orthodox storyworld.*® Over time, feasts for emperors, Studite

* Hilarion Alfeyev, “Orthodox Worship as a School of Theology,” Department of External Church
Relations of the Moscow Patriarchate, tr. William Bush, accessed 2 February 2013,
http://orthodoxeurope.org/page/12/1.aspx.

* The role of the Bible in the formation of the liturgical year remains unclear. Some scholars see a simple
causal relation: the Christian myth was ritualized and became the script for Christian ritual. Other scholars,
liturgists in particular, put forward a more nuanced view. Thomas J. Talley has argued, for example, that
an “intimate relationship...exists between the gospel tradition and its liturgical employment. The
gospels...were shaped by the expectation that they would be proclaimed in public assemblies over a certain
period. That period, shaped by those narratives, is the liturgical year.” See Talley, The Origins of the
Liturgical Year, 235.
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ascetics, “passion-bearing” Roman soldiers, Fools-for-Christ, and even the restoration of
Hagia Sophia after an earthquake, were interwoven into the Christian calendar alongside
older, biblical celebrations. The result was a ritual cycle that proclaimed a distinctly
Byzantine myth of Christian origins—a series of sacred narratives about the conversion of
the Roman Empire, the glorification of the emperor Constantine and empress Helen, and
the victory of Christianity over paganism and orthodoxy over heresy. It was this
composite mythology, biblical and Byzantine, which entered Rus’ through the liturgical

services—and its effect on the formation of the Primary Chronicle was profound.

Liturgy in the Primary Chronicle

The principal argument of this dissertation is that several foundational accounts of
East Slavic history—including the tales of the baptism of Princess Ol’ga and her burial,
Prince Vladimir’s conversion, the mass baptism of Rus’, and the martyrdom of Princes
Boris and Gleb—have their source in the feasts of the Byzantine liturgical year. The
practice of liturgy introduced the East Slavs to the highly formalized narrative archetypes
of Orthodox mythology; in the decades following the conversion of Rus’, the chroniclers
in Kiev absorbed these archetypes from Byzantine worship and reproduced them in their
own tales of the Christianization of Rus’. In so doing, they created a myth of Christian
origins for Rus’ modeled on the myth of Christian origins for the Eastern Roman Empire
that was articulated in the Byzantine Rite.

In the chapters that follow, I systematically analyze the liturgical elements of ten

chronicle entries spanning the sixty-year period from 955 to 1015.*” Two of the entries

7 Christian discourse in the Primary Chronicle changes after 1015. Up to that date, the discourse is
primarily liturgical; beyond it, the religious passages exhibit a distinctly monastic ideology. Liturgical
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are devoted to Princess Ol’ga (955 and 969), seven to Prince Vladimir (980, 983, 986-
989, 996) and one to both Vladimir and Princes Boris and Gleb (1015). Together, these
passages constitute the Christian myth of origins for Rus’—a myth that is preserved and
promulgated even into the present day by the Russian Orthodox Church.

The aim of this study is to recover the ritual context that surrounded the creation
of the myth. My methodology is simple: in each chapter, I use medieval church books to
lay bare the liturgical subtexts underlying the major events in the Christianization of
Rus’.*® In the first chapter, I demonstrate that the tale of Princess Ol’ga’s conversion
derives, in part, from the tenth-century baptismal rubrics of the “Great Church” (Hagia
Sophia) in Constantinople. I also analyze the “liturgical typologies™* in the text: in 955
Ol’ga is depicted as a “Slavic Mary” using hymns from the major feasts of the
Theotokos, and in 969 she is cast as the “Slavic Forerunner” using hymns from the Feast

of the Nativity of John the Baptist.

elements continue to appear in the chronicle text—typically as isolated citations—but they do not form a
deep structural subtext like that found in the passages from 955 to 1015.

* The church books relevant to this study are described in detail in chapter two.

* A typology is a relationship between two historical figures, wherein the one prefigures the other.

I use the term, “liturgical typology,” to distinguish it from standard biblical typology. In the latter, the
persons and events of the Old Testament are understood as prefigurations of the New Testament and its
history of salvation. This historical connection is strictly unidirectional. Old Testament types foreshadow
later New Testament antitypes: Adam or Moses foreshadow Christ; the crossing of the Red Sea and the
eating of manna look forward to baptism and the Eucharist, and so on. Like biblical typology, the
“liturgical typology” of the Byzantine rite endows historical figures and events with significance insofar as
they relate to the advent of Christ. But the connection is bidirectional. Old Testament figures still point
forward to Christ, but post-biblical figures point backwards: for Christ is the “center” of history; the saving
narrative; the universal and eternal pattern of human salvation. When the historiography of any era is
shaped to this pattern, the result is Christian sacred history. For the classic study on patristic and medieval
typology, see Erich Auerbach, “Figura,” Scenes from the Drama of European Literature (New York:
Meridian Books, 1959), 11-71. For a more recent critique, see Richard K. Emmerson, “Figura and the
Medieval Typological Imagination,” Typology and English Medieval Literature (New York: AMS Press,
1992), 7-34.
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The next chapters demonstrate that Prince Vladimir’s biography in the
chronicle—from his rise to power in 980 to his death in 1015—is patterned after the
liturgical image of Constantine the Great. In chapter two, I analyze the liturgical
structure of Prince Vladimir’s pre-conversion biography in 980 and 983; and in chapter
three I show that the chronicle depicts Vladimir establishing Christianity in Kiev exactly
like the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen depicts “the apostle Constantine” establishing
it in the Roman Empire. I also explain how the chroniclers use the bishop’s prayers at
baptism and the consecration of a church to portray Prince Vladimir as the “first bishop”
of Rus’.

The fourth chapter is devoted to the martyrdom of Boris and Gleb and the rite that
comprises its main liturgical subtext, the Eucharistic canon of the Divine Liturgy. I argue
that the passage depicts Boris as a high priest and his brother, Gleb, as a liturgical
sacrifice. I also illustrate how several prayers from the Rite of Consecration for a Church
may have provided the chroniclers with the overarching narrative structure for their
depiction of early Christianity in Rus’.

Ultimately, in the pages that follow I endeavor to prove that the conversion of
Rus’ cannot be fully understood without the liturgical mythology of the Byzantine rite. 1
hope to demonstrate that when a scholar is able to get “inside” the ritual habits of the
religion—when she or he can perceive the liturgical rites from within—it opens up a vast
and intricate web of previously undetected meanings. The chapters of this dissertation
are my attempt to uncover such latent and long-forgotten meanings in the Primary

Chronicle.
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Chapter One

The Liturgical Subtext of Princess Ol’ga’s Baptism and Burial

In 6463 (955) Princess Ol’ga travels to Constantinople and visits the court of the
emperor Constantine (29).°° Constantine is at once taken with his visitor’s beauty and
intellect, and suggests that she reign with him in his city. The princess cryptically replies
that she is still a pagan and will only accept baptism from the emperor himself. The
emperor assents and he and the patriarch baptize Ol’ga. Following the service, the
emperor summons Ol’ga and asks her to be his wife. “How can you marry me,” the
princess replies, “after baptizing me yourself and calling me your daughter? This is not

lawful among Christians, as you yourself know.””!

The emperor perceives his mistake
and replies, “You have outwitted me, Ol’ga”; he then presents Ol’ga with precious gifts
and dismisses her (30).

Prior to the journey home, the princess seeks out the patriarch and asks for his
blessing. The patriarch gives it and offers a few words of exhortation, after which the
princess returns in peace to her own country. Once in Kiev, Ol’ga urges her son,
Sviatoslav, to convert to the Christian faith, but he steadfastly refuses for fear that others
will mock him. There follows a series of biblical citations on the nature of faith and

unbelief, and the passage closes with Ol’ga’s hope for the conversion of Rus’: “But Ol’ga

loved her son Sviatoslav and said, ‘May the will of God be done; if God wishes to have

> This is Constantine Porphyrogenitus (regn. 912-959), author of De ceremoniis aulae Byzantinae.

> The princess is alluding to the prohibition in Orthodox canon law that forbids godparents and
godchildren from marrying.
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mercy on my people and the land of Rus’, then may He put in their heart the desire to
return to God, as he did for me” (31).

Princess Ol’ga’s journey to Constantinople has long fascinated scholars. For
more than a century, historians have tried to reconstruct the real events and dates of the
princess’s conversion,”> and philologists have tried to reconstruct the original chronicle
text.> For the philologists, debate has focused on the strange marriage of hagiographic
and legendary folk materials in the narrative.

A. A. Shakhmatov perceived the account as a conflation of two sources, a folk
legend about Ol’ga’s intrigues at the Byzantine court and a clerical tale about her
baptism. Shakmatov believes an original hagiographic tale about Ol’ga was interpolated
in the “most ancient layer” (drevneishii svod) of 1039—the hypothetical manuscript
Shakhmatov envisions as the original Russian chronicle compilation, assembled in

connection with the building of the Cathedral of St Sophia and the installation of a Greek

> E. E. Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi, T. 1 (Moscow: Univ. tipografiia, 1901), 74-84. G.
Ostrogorsky, “Vizantiia i Kievskaia kniaginia Ol’ga,” To Honor Roman Jakobson, vol. 2 (The Hague:
Mouton, 1967),1458-73. G.G. Litavrin, “Puteshestvie russkoi kniagini Ol'gi v Konstantinopol, Problema
istochnikov,” Vizantiiskii Vremennik 42 (1981), 35-48. Dimitri Obolensky, “Russia and Byzantium in the
Mid-Tenth Century: The Problem of the Baptism of Princess Olga,” GOTR 28 (1983), 157-71. , “The
Baptism of Princess Olga of Kiev: The Problem of the Sources,” Byzantina Sorbonensia (1984), 159-76;
——, “Ol'ga's Conversion: The Evidence Reconsidered,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies (hereafter HUS)12-13
(1990), 145-58. M. Featherstone, “Olga’s Visit to Constantinople,” HUS 14 (1990), 294-312. A. V.
Nazarenko, “Kogda zhe kniaginia Ol'ga ezdila v Konstantinopol'?” Vizantiskii Vremennik 50 (1990), 66-83.
Andrzej Poppe, "Once Again Concerning the Baptism of Olga, Archontissa of Rus'," Dumbarton Oaks
Papers 46 (1992), 271-2717.

>3 Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 111-114. M. D. Priselkov, Ocherki po tserkovno-politicheskoi istorii Kievskoi
Rusi (St Petersburg: Tipografiia M.M. Stasiulevicha, 1913), 9-13. S. F. Platonov, “Letopisnyi rasskaz o
kreshchenii O1’gi,” Istoricheskii Vestnik 1 (1919) 285-287. A. G. Kuz’min, Nachal nye etapy
drevnerusskogo letopisaniia (Moscow: 1z. MGU, 1977), 340-341. Ludolf Miiller, “Die Erzdhlung der
'Nestorchronik' {iber die Taufe Olgas im Jahre 954/55,” Zeitschrift fiir Slawistik 33 (1988), 785-96. D. S.
Likhachev, Velikoe nasledie: klassicheskye proizvedeniia literatury drevnei Rusi (Saint Petersburg: 1zd-vo
"Logos", 1997), 43-133. D. A. Balovnev, “Skazanie ‘O pervonachal’nom rasprostranenii khristianstva na
Rusi’: Opyt kriticheskogo analiza,” Tserkov’ v istorii Rossii 4 (2000), 5-46.
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metropolitan in Kiev in 1039.>* Folk elements, such as the emperor’s courtship and the
comparison of Ol’ga to the “tsaritsa efiop skaia” (Queen of Sheba), did not appear until
1095, when the editor of the “primary layer” (nachal 'nyi svod) interwove the two
stories.”> M. D. Priselkov and A. Poppe also discern two different traditions in the Ol’ga

account and accord primacy to the clerical tale.’®

D. S. Likhachev hypothesizes that the
story of Ol’ga’s baptism represents the first part of “The Tale of the Spread of
Christianity in Rus’,” a hypothetical clerical composition he saw as the foundational
narrative in East Slavic chronicles.”” For all these thinkers, the church story about Ol’ga
is the primary narrative of the 955 account—a narrative obscured by later folk
interpolations. A. G. Kuz’min, Ludolf Miiller and D. A. Balovnev interpret the passage
oppositely. Ol’ga’s visit to Constantinople is not a church tale contaminated with folk
elements, but a folk legend interrupted by clerical insertions.”® S. F. Platonov argues
against the folk/clerical interpretation altogether, suggesting that the 955 account should
be read as a single, integral composition.”

The role of church books in the chronicle story about Princess Ol’ga was first

noted by Shakhmatov. He observes that several Biblical citations in the Primary

Chronicle, including parts from the 955 passage, are insertions from the Prophetologion

4 Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 531-532.

5 Ibid. 111-114.

>0 priselkov, Ocherki, 9-13. Poppe, "Once Again Concerning the Baptism of Olga, Archontissa of Rus',”
274.

T Likhachev, Velikoe nasledie, 43-133.
> Kuz’min, Nachal nye etapy drevnerusskogo letopisaniia, 340-341. L. Miiller, “Die Erzihlung der
'Nestorchronik' {iber die Taufe Olgas im Jahre 954/55,” 790-796. Balovnev, “Skazanie ‘O

ervonachal’nom rasprostranenii khristianstva na Rusi’,” 13-17.
b

> Platonov, “Letopisnyi rasskaz o kreshchenii O1’gi,” 285-287.
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(Parimiinik or Parimii) — the Orthodox liturgical book that contains Old Testament
readings for Vespers.®® Nearly ninety years after Shakhmatov, E. A. Osokina was the
first scholar to identify the chronicle tradition surrounding Princess Ol’ga with
hymnographic formulas from Orthodox liturgical worship.®!

Shakhmatov and Osokina are right to see liturgy in the chronicle accounts about
Princess O1’ga.®” The chronicle text comprises forty-four phrases, twenty-eight of which
can be traced to three church books: the Typicon, the Menaion and the Euchologion.”’ In
the following, I briefly review the function of these books within the larger ritual system

and then analyze the liturgical elements in the tale of Ol’ga’s baptism.

The Church Books
The system of church books used to perform the Orthodox liturgical cycle is
complex. As the eminent liturgist, Robert F. Taft, describes its basic arrangement:

Liturgical books are of two kinds: (1) liturgical texts actually used in the services;
(2) books that regulate how those texts are to be used. Category 1, the texts
themselves, comprise two levels of elements, the ordinary and the proper. The
ordinary of an office is the basic skeleton that remains invariable regardless of the
day, feast or season. The proper comprises those pieces that vary according to the

6 Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 164-167.

1 E.A. Osokina, “Metodologicheskie problemy sootnosheniia gimnograficheskikh i agiograficheskikh
proizvedenii,” Gimnologia 1 (2000), 178-187. Osokina treats the interrelations between Slavonic hymns
written for St. Ol’ga and the description of the Princess in the Stepennaia Kniga, Russia’s first narrative
history. Dr. Osokina’s unpublished dissertation on the topic was not accessible to me: E.A. Osokina,
“Sootnosheniia gimnografii i agiografii na pamiat’ kniagini Ol’gi,” (Moscow: diss., Institut mirovoi
literaturoi im. A.M. Gor’kogo, 1995).

%2 For an analysis of liturgical language in Kievan Rus’, see: Vladimir Vodoff, Autour du mythe de la
Sainte Russie. Christianisme, pouvoir et société chez les Slaves orientaux (X°-xvil° siécles) (Paris: Institut
d’études slaves, 2003), 209-218.

%3 The twenty-eight phrases with liturgical origins relate to Princess Ol’ga’s baptism, interaction with the
patriarch, and her attempt to convert her son, Sviatoslav, to Christianity. The sixteen phrases without any
liturgical influence pertain to Ol’ga’s interaction with the emperor. Thus, Shakmatov’s folk/clerical seam
is substantiated by a liturgical analysis of the passage.
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calendar. The ordinary is the bearer of each service’s immutable thrust: vesper’s
remains even-song, prayer at sundown to close the day, be it Christmas or any
simple feria. The propers nuance this basic thrust with festive and seasonal
coloration.**
The Euchologion and Menaion belong to different levels in Taft’s first category; the
Typicon regulates the use of both books and is, therefore, a liturgical text of the second
kind.

The Euchologion (Evkhologii) is a book of priestly prayers for Matins, Vespers,
the Divine Liturgy and the sacraments. During a liturgical service, the officiating priest
reads prayers from the Euchologion and follows the directions indicated in the text for
each part of the ritual. The book also proscribes certain behaviors for the lay community:
when they are to pray, bow their heads, listen to the Gospel, approach for Holy
Communion and so on. The church services are carefully choreographed by the liturgical
text, and the role of the cleric is to execute the rituals exactly as the books indicate.
Deviations, additions or omissions in the service are forbidden.

The most important services in the Euchologion for the 955 account are the
initation rites of Baptism and Chrismation. The clerical narrative of Princess Ol’ga’s
baptism portrays a pagan neophyte who piously participates in the sacramental mysteries
of the Byzantine Church. The story owes less to history than to liturgics—it is a tale
about baptism that derives from the rubrics and hymnography of the Orthodox baptismal
rite itself. In the Euchologion, every word and action for the baptismal ritual is clearly
spelled out for the priest performing the service; in the chronicle, the prelate and princess

act out these ritual behaviors between baptizer and baptized, as they are prescribed in the

church book. For the present analysis, that liturgical text is Miguel Arranz’s

%4 Robert F. Taft, “Mount Athos: A Late Chapter in the Byzantine Rite,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 42
(1988), 179-194.
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reconstruction of the initiation rite for an adult pagan baptized according to the ancient
Euchologion of the Great Church (Hagia Sophia) in Constantinople. ® This was the rite
used in Rus’ in the tenth, eleventh and twelfth centuries, and in most respects it resembles
the baptismal service used by the Orthodox today.® The initiation ritual at the Great
Church consisted of several rites, typically performed over a two-month period. Before
the main sacraments of Baptism and Chrismation, there were preparatory services:
Reception into the Catechumenate, Renunciation of Heresies, Renunciation of Satan, and
Exorcism. Following the sacred mysteries were the rites of Removal of Chrism,
Tonsuring, and Churching. As I will show in the textual analysis below, prayers and
liturgical instructions from several of these rites figure prominently in the story of
Princess Ol’ga’s baptism.

The second book necessary for this study is the Typicon (Ustav), the service book
that regulates the order of divine services at a monastery or church.”” As noted
previously, the Primary Chronicle was compiled at the Monastery of the Caves in the late
eleventh century. A few decades earlier, St. Theodosius installed a new rule for liturgical

and disciplinary life at the monastery based on the practices of the famous Studite

63 Miguel Arranz, “Chin oglasheniia i kreshcheniia v Drevnei Rusi,” Simvol 19 (1988), 69-101. For the
history of the Orthodox initiation rite, see A. I. Almazov, Istoriia chinoposledovanii Kreshcheniia i
Miropomazaniia (Kazan, 1884).

% Ibid. 69-75. Arranz’s hypothesis that the baptism of Rus’ was performed according to the
Constantinopolitan rite was confirmed by the discovery of the Sinai Euchologion, a Glagolitic text that
dates to the ninth century. Though the fragments of the Sinai manuscript do not contain the Baptism
service itself, the manuscripts show the first East Slavic Christians followed the liturgical traditions of the
Great Church in Constantinople.

%7 For the history of the Typicon in Byzantium and Rus’, see I. Mansvetov, Tserkovnyi ustav (Tipik), ego
obrazovanie i sud’ba v Grecheskoi i Russkoi Tserkvi (Moscow: Tipografiia E. Lissiera, 1885). A. A.
Dmitrievskii, [Review of I. Mansvetov], Bogoslovskoi bibliograficheskii listok 11-12 (1885), 425-445. M.
N. Skabalanovich, Tolkovyi Tipikon. Ob iasnitel 'noe izlozhenie Tipikona s istoricheskim vvedeniem, T. 1-
3 (Moscow: Palomnik, 1995).

23



monastery in Constantinople.®® This liturgical document—which Russian liturgist A.M.
Pentkovskii identifies as a Slavonic translation of the Typicon of Patriarch Alexis the
Studite (TAS)—is extremely valuable.” It provides detailed information on the daily
order of liturgical services and indicates the dates, special instructions, moveable hymns
and Scripture readings for each feast celebrated at the monastery. The TAS also
describes more mundane matters: when and how the monks at the Caves Monastery were
to wake up, how they were to pray, stand in church, eat and sleep.”” Medieval Orthodox
monastic life was highly regimented. Using the TAS, scholars can locate and document
the hourly, daily and yearly cycles of liturgical life that surrounded the Primary
Chronicle’s editors.

The third book that plays a role in the 955 passage is the Menaion (Mineia).”!
Texts in the Menaion are arranged in twelve volumes, one for every month, and each
volume provides the moveable hymnography for feasts commemorated on fixed days of
the calendar year. These can be major feasts such as Christmas, Theophany,
Annunciation and Dormition or minor feasts dedicated to particular saints and sacred
events. The Typicon indicates what hymnography for a particular feast is to be read; the

Menaion is the church book where most of those texts are found. Taken together, the

% There are two accounts about how the new typicon came to the Caves monastery. One is found in the
vita of St. Theodosius (Feodosii pecherskii) composed by Nestor, and the other— sometimes called the
“Tale of How the Monastery was Named after the Caves” (“Skazanie chevo radi prozvasia Pechersk’yi
monastyr’”)— is from the Primary Chronicle for the year 1051. See A.M. Pentkovskii, Tipikon
patriarkha Aleksiia Studita v Vizantii i na Rusi (Moscow: 1z. Moskovskoi patriarkhii, 2001), 155-159.

 Ibid. 171-175.
" 1bid. 368- 420.

"' The surviving manuscripts for medieval Slavonic Menaions are incomplete and the history of their
formation in early Rus’ represents a considerable problem for scholars. See M.A. Momina, “Problema
pravki slavianskikh bogosluzhebnykh gimnograficheskikh knig na Rusi v XI stoletii,” Trudy Otdela
drevnerusskoi literatury, T. XLV (1992), 200-219.
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Euchologion, Typicon and Menaion express the theology and religious narrative for each
liturgical commemoration in the Church’s fixed calendar. In the 955 account, the
patriarch addresses Princess Ol’ga in the liturgical language reserved for a special type of
saint commemorated in the Menaion texts: the wise and righteous female forbear, the
holy mother who through childbearing facilitates the divine economy. In this respect
Princess Ol’ga is modeled on the liturgical image of the Theotokos and other righteous
forbears such as St Anna, St Elizabeth and St Helen, the mother of Constantine the Great.

Below are the excerpts from Princess Ol’ga’s two meetings with the patriarch.
The emboldened text represents the chronicle materials that derive from the Orthodox

initiation rites and the italicized text signifies materials from the Menaion.

L.

N xpectun 10 maps ¢ narpuapxomsb. IIpocBemiena xe ObIBIIM, pagoBaiecs
ayuero M reqioMb. M moy4u 10 marpeapxs 0 Bepe, pede eil: «brazocnosena mol
8 JiCeHax pYCKUX, SIKO 6031100u ceemv, a movmy ocmasu. bnazocrosumu msa
XOmAmMy CblHOGE PYCMUU 8 NOCIEOHULl poOb 6HYKbL meouxvy. W 3amoBena e o
LHEPKOBHOMb yCTaBe, 0 MOJIUTBE, H 0 MOCTE, 0 MHJIOCTHIHH U 0 Bb3eP/KAHBH
TeJa yucta. OHa ’Ke, MOKJIOHMBIIM IJaBYy, CTOslle, akud ryba Hamasema,
BHUMAKOIIN Y4YeHbs, OKJIOHUBIINCA NMaTPUHAPXy, riaroyomu: «Moaumeamu
meoumu, BIAJBIKO, 14 CXpaHeHa OyAy OT ceTH HeNpPHUS3HBHBD». be dice peueno
umsa ei 60 Kpewenvu Onena, saAxodce u OpeeHas yapuys, mamu Beauxazo
Kocmanmuna. baarocioBuio narpuapxs M OTHYCTH 10 (29).

The Emperor, together with the patriarch, baptized her. When Olga was
enlightened, she rejoiced in soul and body. And the patriarch instructed her
in the faith, saying, “Blessed are you among Rus(sian) women, for you have
loved the light, and abandoned the darkness. The sons of Rus' shall bless you to
the last generation of your descendants.” He taught her the doctrine of the
Church, and instructred her in prayer and fasting, in almsgiving, and in the
maintenance of chastity. She bowed her head, and like a sponge absorbing
water, she eagerly drank in his teachings. The Princess bowed before the
Patriarch, saying, “Through your prayers, Holy Father, may I be preserved from
the snares of the devil!” At her baptism she was christened Helen, after the
ancient Empress, mother of Constantine the Great. The Patriarch then blessed
her and dismissed her.”?

7> All translations into English are the author’s own, unless otherwise noted.

25



II.

Omna e, XOTALIM JOMOBH, IPUAE Kb NMaTpeapxy, 0,1arocJJ0BeHHs MPOCSIIN HA
A0Mb, U peue eMy: «JItope MOu maranu v CbiHb MO, 1a0bl Msi Bors cb0/10B
oT BesIKoro 3jaa». M pede marpuapxb: «Yano BepHoe! Bo Kpecra
Kpectuiaca ecu M Bo Kpecra oOmaeuecst, Xpucmocwv umams cxpanumu ms,
sakodce cxpanu Enoxa 6 nepgvis poovl, nomomv Hos 6 rosuesze, Aspama om
Asumenexa, Jloma om Codomnans, Mouces om @apaona, /Jasuoa om Cayna, 3
ompoyu om newu, /lanuna om 38eputi, mako u ms uz0a8UMsb 0m HEeNPUAZHU U OM
cemuii eco». baarocioBm 10 nmarpeapxs, U M€ C MUPOMbB Bb CBOI 3€MII0 U
npune Kuesy (30).

Eager to return home, Ol’ga went to the Patriarch and requested his blessing
for the journey home, and said to him, “My people and my son are heathen. May
God protect me from all evil!” The Patriarch replied, “Child of the faith, you
have been baptized into Christ and have put on Christ. Christ knows how to
save you. Even as he saved Abraham from Abimelech, Lot from the Sodomites,
Moses from Pharoah, David from Saul, the Three Children from the fiery furnace,
and Daniel from the wild beasts, he will preserve you likewise from the devil and
his snares.” So the Patriarch blessed her, and she returned in peace to her own
country, and arrived in Kiev.
The first passage begins with reference to a local ecclesial practice. By using the
specialized term, “patriarch” (and not “bishop” or “priest”), the chroniclers concretely
connect Princess Ol’ga’s baptism to a specific place and liturgical tradition: the Great
Church in Constantinople, where the patriarch personally baptized neophytes on
Theopany, Pentecost, Lazarus Saturday and Holy Saturday.”” Apart from this
hierarchical distinction, the patriarch is not characterized by the same “individuality” that
marks the chronicle’s description of the emperor. He is neither named—as the emperor
Constantine is—nor portrayed as a concrete, personal entity. The patriarch is, rather, the
figure of the liturgical celebrant projected and propagated by the service books.
The next line, “When OI’ga was enlightened (prosveshchena), she rejoiced in soul

and body,” also expresses important ideas from the Orthodox initiation service. In the

rubrics of the Great Church, baptism is called “enlightenment” (prosveshchenie) and is

7 Miguel Arranz, “Chin oglasheniia...,” 75.
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linked to the experience of joy.”* The call to “rejoice” is repeated in several prayers and
hymns during the Baptismal service, such as the first anointing with oil immediately
before baptism,”” the prayer during the putting on of baptismal garments,’® and the hymns
that follow immediately thereafter.”” In the epistemology of Orthodox initiation, the
knowledge of God is irrevocably tied to the experience of joy, an argument Princess
Ol’ga herself makes in the 955 passage when she tries to convince her son, Sviatoslav, to
convert to Christianity: “My son, I have known God and I rejoice. If you come to know
him, you will also rejoice” (30).

That the phrase “body and soul” (dusheiu i telom ) finishes the chroniclers’
description of the baptismal act is also characteristic of Orthodox liturgical practice. This
formula frequently appears in connection to the Eucharist, "® and a variation of it appears
in the instructions to the priest in the Euchologion following the “Reception into the
Catechumenate™:

[TpuxoauT XOTsH KPECTUTUCS K HACTOATENIO U pUeMIIeT 01arocaoBeHue, | 1o
0J1aroCcI0OBEHUH K€ TPEIACT €0 HACTOSATENb HCKYCHY CBSIIIEHHHUKY, BEAYIIEMY

" The Feast of Theopany, the Baptism of the Lord, was also called “Prosveshchenie.” For more on the
development of these terms, see A.A. Alekseev, Bibliia v bogosluzhenii: Vizantiisko-slavianskii lektsionarii
(Saint Petersbur: Nestor-Isotriia, 2008), 43.

3 “Pomazuetsia rab bozhii IMIAREK eleom vozradovaniia vo imia Ottsa i Syna i sviatago Dukha” | “The
servant of God, NAME, is anointed with the oil of gladness in the name of the Father and the Son and the
Holy Spirit.” Arranz, “Chin oglasheniia...,” 88.

% «“Odevaetsia rab” Khristov, IMIAREK, odezhnie veseliia i vozradovania, vo imia Ottsa i Syna i sviatago
Dukha, amin” /“The servant of Christ, NAME, is clothed in the garments of rejoicing and gladness, in the
name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.” Ibid. 91.

" “Da vozraduetsia dusha moia o Boge, obleche bo mia v”’ rizu spasenia, i odezhnie veseliia na mia” /
“My soul rejoices in God, who has clothed me in the robe of salvation and the garments of rejoicing.” Ibid.

" It is found, for example, in a pre-communion prayer of a thirteenth-century Slavonic redaction of the
Liturgy of St John Chrysostom. See RNB, fond 728 (Sobr. Sofiiskoi biblioteki), Ne 518, Service Book,
XIII c. For dating and description see Svodnyi katalog slaviano-russkikh rukopisnykh knig,
khraniashchikhsia v SSSR XI-XIII vv. (Moscow: Nauka, 1984), 95-96, 280-281 (Ne 312).
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00XKeCTBEHHAS MHUCaHUs, U IOBCJIUT EMY BCAATU XOTAIIAro KpCCTUTUCA AYIHICBHC
9
n TCJIGCHC.7

The one desiring baptism approaches the primate [of the church] and receives a
blessing, and after the blessing the primate directs him to an experienced priest,
who knows the divine scriptures, and [the primate] entrusts him to test the one
desiring baptism in soul and body.
Overall, the chroniclers’ phrase is a tidy summary of the Orthodox baptismal act,
particularly the few moments before and after the physical act of triple immersion.

The patriarch’s address to Princess Ol’ga after her baptism (“Blessed are you
among Russian women...”) is based on a verse found in the Song of the Theotokos
(Pesn’ presviatoi Bogoroditse), the troparion at Vespers for All-Night Vigil, and the
Magnificat (Pesn’ Bogoroditse)—the Orthodox hymn devoted to Mary, which is sung at
the ninth ode of the Matins canon. The verse also comprises parts of the Gospel reading
(Luke 1:39-49, 56) at Matins for the major Feasts of the Theotokos (Annunciation,
Dormition, Presentation of the Theotokos, Nativity of the Theotokos). Thus, the
patriarch’s first words to Ol’ga are the very words repeated by the Orthodox at every
major liturgical veneration of Mary. The patriarch’s statement carries considerable
historical and theological weight: Ol’ga is “blessed among Russian women” because she
is the forbear of Prince Vladimir, the one who converts Rus’ to Christianity. The Song of
the Theotokos conveys the same notion. Mary is “blessed among women” because she
has “born the savior of our souls™:

Boropomune, JleBo, panyiics! brnaromatHas Mapue, [ocnmoms ¢ To6or0!

bnarocnoBenna Trl B jkeHax W OnarociioBeH Iwiof upeBa TBoero, siko Cnaca

POAMIIA €CH YU HAIIUX.

Rejoice, O Virgin, Theotokos! Mary, full of grace, the Lord is with you! Blessed

are you among women, and blessed is the fruit of your womb, for you have born
the Savior of our souls.

7 Miguel Arranz, “Chin oglasheniia...,” 78.
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Similarly, Ol’ga will be “blessed by Russian sons until the last generation of her
grandchildren” because in the Magnificat Mary prophesies about herself: “For he has
looked upon the lowliness of his handmaiden; for behold, henceforth all generations shall
call me blessed.” In addition to Marian typology, the patriarch’s phrase, “for you have
loved the light, and abandoned the darkness,” conveys the traditional conversion motif of
light shining in the darkness (John 1:5). This motif occurs in several places in the
initiation ritual, such as the following prayer between the rites of Baptism and
Chrismation:

brnarocnosen ecu 'ocmogu boxke Bcemepkurento, uctounude OIarux, COIHIE
. 80
MpaB/ibl, BO3CUSBBIN CYIIMM BO ThbME CBET CIIACEHU. . .

Blessed are You, Lord God Almighty, the source of all good things, the sun of
truth, the true light of salvation shining in the darkness...

The patriarch addresses Princess Ol’ga as the services address Mary, and then gives
religious instruction on five topics: (a) the church typicon, (b) prayer, (c) fasting, (d)
almsgiving and (e) continence. All of these themes—except fasting, which would fall
under “continuing in the Orthodox faith and doing good deeds”—are explicitly expressed
in the instructions from the baptizer to the newly-baptized initiate during the Churching
ceremony:
O uvano, BHUMal ke raroiro TH: Bo Xpucra kpectuics ecu, Bo Xpucra
obnevecsa. Emy ke Oynu Bceraa yroaHasi TBOps BO BCS JTHH KHBOTa TBOETO, B
MIPaBOCIIABHOW Bepe TBEP0 NpeObIBasi, B JOOpOAETENIeX KUTHE coBepiast (C), K
ITYyXOBHOMY OTILy TIOCIIyIIaHUE ¥ TIOBUHOBEHHE MMesd. Hukorna sxe oTiydaiics
LIEPKOBHATO MpaBuiia () KpOMe BEIHMKHS HYKJa, HO MPUICKHBIM TIIaHUEM Oyau
BCer/ia ynpaxHsscs B MonuTBax (b) u Bo3aepxkanuu (€), U BO BpeMs MOIIECHUS HEe

yHbIBall. Py1ie mpocTtupaii kK MuitocTeiHu TpeOyronmm (d) 1 KO CBATHIM LIEpKBaM H
. o 81
Ko yOoroii uaau envka cuna. IIpaBny u 1000Bb UMEH KO BCEM YEIIOBEKOM.

8 1bid. 89.

81 Ibid. 92-93.
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O Child, hear what I say to you: You have been baptized into Christ, and have put
on Christ. Perform [the deeds] pleasing to Him all the days of your life,
steadfastly remaining in the Orthodox faith, in charity living out your life, having
deference and obedience to your spiritual father. Never deviate from the church
rule except in times of grave necessity, but through strenuous efforts be ever
active in prayer and continence, and in times of repentance and fasting do not
despair. Give alms, to those who ask and to the holy churches and to the poor as
much as you are able. Be honest and loving toward all people.

Princess Ol’ga listens to the patriarch’s instructions, bowing her head and body toward
the prelate, absorbing his teachings “like a sponge absorbs water” (29). This posture
reflects the traditional piety of Orthodox worship, and is attested to in the instructions for
initiates in several places of the Baptismal service, where the initiate is instructed to bow
his head toward the celebrant or the altar. At the renunciation of heresies:

U Tako cBITUTEIDL HUIH CBSAIICHHUK ITPCIKC 0Cco0b MOYy4H1B OTJIAICHHBIA, U HA
MHO3€ C HUMH 6€CC,Z[YSI ¥ Tiaroiyisi. M moTom riarosiet MOJIUTBY OI'IAIlICHHBIX... 4!
MPCKIIOHBITY TJIaBY MPUXOAAIICMY, CBATHUTCIIb XKC WA I/Iepeﬁ MOJIUTCA HaAd HUM,
rjiarojid MOJIMTBY CHUIO B CIIYyX...

And thus the hierarch or priest beforehand receives the catechumens separately,
and he talks with them and discusses many things. And then he says the prayer of
the catechumens...And bowing the head of the one who comes forward, the
hierarch or priest prays over him, saying this prayer out loud...

And the prayer at the removal of holy chrism:

Opnespiiics [mnu onesiBmasics| B Ts, Xpucra u bora Hamiero, Tebe moakimonu ¢

HaMU CBOIO IJIaBy, €rOXkKe COXpaHU HEemoOe1uMa OIBIKHUKA TPEOBITH HA BCYE
83

BpaXJy HOCSIIUX HA HETO U HA HbI, TBOUM Xe...

Having been clothed in You, Christ our God, and bowing his head to You with us,
do now preserve [him] as an invincible spiritual fighter against all the hostility
brought upon him and upon us...

82 Ibid. 80.

8 Thid. 94.
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As these liturgical texts make clear, the patriarch and Princess Ol'ga are not speaking and
acting arbitrarily: they are performing the roles between baptizer and baptized presented
in the church books. In this light, Princess Ol’ga’s zealous gathering of blessings—she
twice receives the patriarch’s blessing and initiates their second meeting by seeking out
his blessing—reflects not only the traditional pious behavior between clergy and the lay
community but behavior which is explicitly outlined in the texts of the baptism service.
In the “Instructions to Catechumens” mentioned above, the initiate is instructed to
approach and receive a blessing from the liturgical celebrant: “The one desiring baptism
approaches the primate and receives a blessing...” Likewise, the instructions from the
Churching rite emphasize that deference and obedience should be shown to one’s
spiritual father at all times.

Text from the Churching ceremony appears again in the second interaction
between the patriarch and Princess Ol'ga. The patriarch’s statement, “Child of the faith!
You have been baptized into Christ and have put on Christ” (“Chado vernoe! V Khrista ty
krestilas’ i v Khrista obleklas ™), matches the first line of the prayer, “Child, listen to
what is said to you: you have been baptized into Christ, [and] have been clothed in
Christ” (“O chado, vnimai zhe glagoliu ti: Vo Khrista krestilsia esi, vo Khrista
oblechesia...”), and the remainder of the Churching instructions accurately describes
Ol’ga’s pious behavior and attitude in the scene following her baptism. The opening line
from the instructions at the Churching ceremony derives, of course, from St. Paul’s
Epistle to the Galatians (3:27). In Orthodox practice this verse forms the main baptismal
hymn, “As many as have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ, alleluia!” (“Elitsy

vo Khrista krestistesia, vo Khrista oblekostesia, alliluiia!”’), which is sung shortly after
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the physical baptism of the initiate. During the liturgical year, this baptismal hymn
replaces the Trisagion hymn at Divine Liturgy on the holiest days of the Church calendar,
such as Pascha and Theopany. Thus, the patriarch’s words in the chronicle fulfill the
specific instructions in the Constantinopolitan service books and call to mind the one
verse from the baptism service that appears at climactic moments in the yearly liturgical
cycle.

Another motif from the baptism service that appears in the story of Princess
Ol’ga’s baptism is the theme of escaping the “snare” or “net” of the devil. Princess Ol’ga
asks that the patriarch’s prayers preserve her from “the snares of the devil.” This notion
is found in several places in the baptism service, but nowhere is it more pronounced than
at the rite of Exorcism. Examples abound, but the last line of the final prayer from the
third exorcism is enough to give the overall gist:

.. .I/I36aBJI5HOH_Ia €T0 OT BCIAKAro HaBC€Ta COMPOTHUBOJICIKAIIAro, OT CPCTCHUSA
o 8
JIyKaBaro, OT ACMOHA OJyACHHAro, 1 OT MCUTaAaHUU JIYKaBbIX. 4

...delivering him from every intrigue of the adversary, from the presence of the
evil one, from the demon of noonday, and from evil imaginations.

The patriarch promises Princess Ol'ga that Christ will “deliver her from the snares and
nets of the devil,”® and, in so doing, places her in the company of major figures from Old
Testament sacred history—Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Lot, Moses, David, the three holy
youths, and Daniel. These figures are mentioned in various hymns and canons

throughout the liturgical year. But the most likely liturgical model for the 955 passage is

8 Ihid. 82.

% The patriarch’s promise is immediately fulfilled. Princess Ol’ga “goes in peace” and “arrives in Kiev”
shortly thereafter: “Blagoslovi iu patrearkh”, i ide s mirom” v svoiu zemliu i pride Kievu. To “depart in
peace” (“s mirom izydem”) is a phrase spoken by the deacon or priest at the conclusion of the Divine
Liturgy, prior to the prayer before the ambo (molitva zaamvonnaia).
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the Feast of the Holy Forefathers, a feast celebrated twice a year in medieval Rus’— in
the advent season before Christmas and on the first Saturday of Great Lent. Like the
chronicle passage, the hymns for the Feast of the Holy Forefathers include lists of Old
Testament figures and describe how God delivered them from danger:

[TpaoTtiieB cobop, Mpa3aHOIIOOIIBI, TPUUINTE, IICATIOMCKH J1a BOCXBaIUM: AlaMa
npaotua, Enoxa, Hosi, Menxuceneka, ABpaama, Mcaaka u MakoBa, 1o 3akoHe
Moucesi, u Aapona, Mucyca, Camyuna u Jlasuna, ¢ aumumxe Mcauto, Uepemuto,
Weszexunns, u Jlanuuna, u aABaHagecsath, KynHo Wnuto, Enucces u Bed, 3axaputio,
u Kpecrurens, u nponoBeaBuiust XpucTa, >kU3Hb U BOCKPECEHUE POJIa HAIIETO. 86

Come, lovers of the feasts, and praise in psalms the assembly of forefathers:
Adam the forefather, Enoch, Noah, Melchizedek, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Ezekiel;
after the Law—Moses and Aaron, Joshua, Samuel and David, and with them
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Daniel, and the twelve, together with Elijah, Elisha
and all the rest, Zechariah, and the Baptist, and those who preached Christ, the life
and resurrection of our race.

Wxe cBATHISE OTPOKU M3 OTHS M30aBUBKIN, Braaplko, 1 OT yCT THBOBBIX JlaHuuma,
onmarocinoBuBbl ABpaama, u Mcaaka, paba TBoero, u cero ceina HMakosa,
OJIarOBOJIMBBIN OT CEMEHE MX OBITH 110 HaM, Ja MPEXK]Ie MOMOI3HYBIIHUSCS
cnaceu npaoTikl Hama Kpecrom TBouM u Bockpecennem u, pacTopruyB
CMEPTHBIA Y3bl, COBO3CTABUIIM BCS, SDKE OT BEKA CYILLIHS B MEPTBBIX,
noxmansromuscs Te6e, Xpucre, Lapio Bexos.”’

Having delivered the youths from the flames, O Lord, and Daniel from the
mouths of lions; having blessed Abraham, and Isaac, Your servant, and his son
Jacob; You were well pleased to come from their seed unto us and to save our
forefathers through Your Cross and Resurrection, and having destroyed the bonds
of death, and having raised all the dead from the ages; we worship You, O Christ,
the King of the ages.

The chronicle passage also likens Princess Ol'ga to the Byzantine empress Helen, who

plays an important role in Orthodox sacred history, and this comparison has important

% The present study is based on Menaion manuscripts from the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. For the
sake of comprehensibility, where medieval hymns are preserved in the contemporary service books, I use
the contemporary text and cite its location in the medieval manuscripts. A twelfth century manuscript that
contains this hymn is: Rossiiskaia natsional’naia biblioteka (hereafter RNB), fond 728 (Sobr. Sofiiskoi
biblioteki), Ne 384, Sticherarion (with musical notation), copied during the prelacy of Novgorod
Archbishop Arkadii (1156-1163). See Svodnyi katalog, 95-96. Accessed from:
http://manuscripts.ru/mns/main?p_text=83860373 (November 2013).

87 Ibid.
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liturgical associations. In the narrative of the conversion of Rus’ that runs throughout the
Primary Chronicle, Princess Ol’ga and Prince Vladimir are portrayed like the liturgical
services portray St. Helen and St. Constantine. In the services, St. Helen is treated as a
righteous female forbear after the typology of Mary: she is the mother of the emperor
who converts the Roman Empire to Christianity.®® Similarly, Princess Ol’ga is the
Christian predecessor— the grandmother— of Prince Vladimir, the ruler who converts
the Eastern Slavs to Christianity. In the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen, Helen’s
womb is called blessed and holy because it carries Constantine:

BoucTtunHy 051a)K€HHO YpEBO M OCBAIICHHA yTpoOa, Tebe HOCHBIIAS, IIAPIO
MHPOBOYXICIICHHE, XPHCTHAHOB pajocte, Koucrantune Boropenuanye...*

Truly blessed is the belly and sanctified is the womb that carried you, O peace-
loving emperor, the joy of Christians, O divinely-anointed Constantine...

The Byzantine empress is also described as a “divinely wise” woman who abandons
the darkness,” forsakes idols and attains the Kingdom of Heaven:

CaeroM oOnucTaBircs boronayaabHbIM, TBMY HEpPa3yMHUs OCTaBUJIA €CH
BOHCTUHHY, boromynpas Eneno, npuuckpenno Llapto BekoB nopaborana ecu.”!

% Oskokina, “Metodologicheskie problem...,” 178-187. There also exists a fascinating apocryphal story
that connects Princess Ol’ga, Empress Helen, and the Queen of the East (Tsaritsa Savskaia)—three
characters who are mentioned in the 955 passage. According to a very early legend, the “wood of the True
Cross” was first identified by the mysterious Old Testament queen as Solomon was building his great
temple. It was rediscovered, centuries later, by the Empress Helen (an event celebrated at the Feast of the
Exaltation of the Cross). Finally, a piece of the cross was brought to Kiev by Ol’ga following her trip to
Constantinople. See M. N. Skaballanovich, “Znachenie prazdnika Vozdvizheniia Kresta Gospodnia,”
Vozdvizhenie Chestnogo i Zhivotvoriashchego Kresta Gospodnia (Kiev: 1zd. Prolog, 2004), 232-236, 249-
250.

% The citation here is from the contemporary Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helena. See Meneia. Mai., T. 2
(Moscow: Izd. Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi, 2002), 344. 1 have yet to locate the hymn in twelfth or
thirteenth century texts; however, given the remarkable continuity between the medieval and contemporary
celebrations of this feast, it is likely the hymn was included in medieval manuscripts. Regardless, the hymn
is an excellent summary of the mother-son theme that runs throughout the hymnography devoted to
Constantine and Helen.

% This phrase also describes Ol’ga’s baptism in the chronicle: “Blagoslovena ty v ruskikh, iako vozliubi
svet”, a t’'mu ostavi.”

! Menai. Mai., 347.
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You shone with divine light, and truly abandoned the darkness of foolishness, O
divinely wise Helen, having likewise become a slave to the King of all ages.

Beposasum B ['ocriona xmuBa, €xe ObITH BCEM MOIAI0LIAr0, MEP3CKUX M CyETHBIX

UJI0JIOB MEPTBEHHAsI OTPHHYJIA €CH CIIY>)KEHUS M IIpUsijia ecu pagocTHo, EneHo,

IapcrBo Hebecroe. >

O Helen, having actively believed in the Lord Who gives being to all; you forsook

the service of vile, vain and dead idols, and joyfully accepted the Heavenly

Kingdom.
The liturgical presentation of St Helen—and the saintly type of “holy mothers,” in
general—is patterned on the major feasts of the Theotokos. As discussed above,
Orthodox hymnography emphasizes that by giving birth to God in the flesh, Mary
becomes the unique intercessor between God and His creation. This image of Mary is
highlighted in the Old Testament readings from Vespers on her feast days. In these
readings Mary is called the “House of God” and “Gate of Heaven” and likened to a
ladder descending from heaven to earth (Gen. 28:10-17; Ezek. 43:27-44:4). These
images are understood in New Testament typology as a prefiguring of the incarnation of
Christ in Mary’s womb. Mary is the medium—metaphorically, the ladder and the
gate—through which God united Himself to the created universe. Building on this
liturgical typology, the church books portray St Helen as a “Byzantine Mary” because she
is the “ladder” and “gate” through which Orthodox Christianity is established in the
Roman Empire. The same liturgical model applies to Princess Ol’ga in the Primary

Chronicle: she is the “Slavic Mary” because through her seed, Prince Vladimir, Orthodox

salvation appears in Rus’.

92 Gosudarstvennyi istoricheskii muzei (hereafter GIM), Sinodal’noe sobr., Ne 166, Service Menaion for
May (with musical notation), XII c. See Svodnyi katalog, 125-126 (Ne 89). Accessed from:
http://manuscripts.ru/mns/main?p_text=26361893 (November 2013).
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Ultimately, the tale of Princess Ol’ga’s baptism is a complex and creative
liturgical rendering of an unrecorded event from early Kievan history. The narrative
action—what actually happens, what the patriarch and princess do—derives from the
prayers, hymnography and rubrics of the baptismal rite. Princess Ol’ga is baptized by the
patriarch (rubrics); she is enlightened and rejoices in body and soul (baptism); she is
given basic instructions in the piety of the Orthodox faith (hurching); she behaves piously
and respectfully to her spiritual father, the patriarch, asking his blessing and bowing her
head (Renunciation of Heresies, Churching); and she twice asks to be saved from the
devil and “every evil” (Reception into Catechumenate, Exorcism). The “theology” of
Princess Ol’ga’s conversion—what it means, both for her and for her people—is
provided by feasts in the Menaion. Like Mary, St Helen and other righteous women
before her, Princess Ol’ga’s faithfulness prefigures a major event in Christian sacred

history: the mass baptism of Rus’ in 988.

Princess Ol’ga the Forerunner

This image of Ol’ga as the “forerunner” of Christianity in Rus’ is further
developed in the 6477 (969) passage. Like the 955 account, the 969 text combines folk
and clerical tales,” and the liturgical worship of the Byzantine Church again shapes the
religious narrative. The liturgical model this time is the Feast of the Nativity of St John
the Forerunner, celebrated by the Orthodox on 24 June. If in the earlier passage Princess
Ol’ga is the holy mother who gives birth to Christianity in Rus’, in 969 she is the

“morning star” before the dawn, the herald who presages the salvation of Rus’.

%3 Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 114-117.
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Princess Ol’ga’s typological image proves to be fluid: no longer the Slavic Mary
from the story of baptism, Ol’ga is recast as the Slavic Forerunner and praised exactly as
the liturgical services praise St John. In fact, the panegyric (pokhvala) to Ol’ga is the
liturgical composition par excellence in the Primary Chronicle. In no other place does
one service so shape one chronicle entry— of the seventeen phrases in the pokhvala,
sixteen are liturgical references, and all but five come from the Feast of the Nativity of St
John.”

Critical literature on the passage offers several theories about the religious
character of Princess Ol’ga’s depiction. A. A. Shakhmatov conjectures that the pokhvala
originally constituted part of a “special tale” (osobaia povest’) about the baptism and
burial of Princess Ol’ga. This “special tale” preceded the compilation of the Primary
Chronicle, and served as the single source for the clerical narratives in both 955 and
969.” D. S. Likhachev also thinks the baptism and burial tales are related— not as an
independent “special tale,” but as the first two parts of a larger (and hypothetical) tale on

the beginning of Christianity in Rus’.”®

% The few references not from the Feast of the Nativity of St John, far from taking away from the liturgical
import of the account, only add to the sophisticated liturgical web the chronicler creates. These exceptions
mainly occur in the scriptural composite that concludes the passage, wherein Princess Ol’ga is
simultaneously associated with St John the Baptist, St John Chrysostom, St Helen and the Orthodox
requiem and baptism services.

% Ibid. Shakhmatov also believes the “special tale” was the source for the Prolozhnoe zhitie for July 11, a
text that closely resembles the pokhvala to Ol’ga in the Primary Chronicle. N. 1. Serebrianskii disagrees
with Shakmatov and considers the Prologue to be the product of South Slavic hagiographic influence. See
N. I. Serebrianskii, Drevnerusskie kniazheskie zhitiia, 23-24. For an analysis of the structural complexity
of the pokhvala, see A. A. Gogeshvili, Akroskikh v “Slove o polku Igoreve” i drugikh pamiatnikakh russkoi
pis 'mennosti XI-XIII vekov (Moscow: [A.A. Gogeshvili], 1991), 51-59.

%D. S. Likhachev, Russkie letopisi i ikh kul turno-istoricheskoe znachenie (Moscow: 1zd. AN SSSR,
1947), 63-66. Likhachev perceives the typological models in the 955 and 969 chronicle entries— Ol’ga as
the harbinger of Christianity in Rus’, Ol’ga and Vladimir as the new Helen and Constantine—but does not
discern their liturgical orientation.
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Roman Jakobson sees the origins of Ol’ga’s pokhvala differently. He believes the
chronicle text praising Ol’ga reflects remnants of a tenth-century homiletic pokhvala to
the Czech martyr, Liudmilla.”” Jakobson’s argument rests on the shared terminology
between a Latin sermon, “Factum est,” about Princess Liudmilla and the chronicle
accounts about Princess Ol’ga. In both documents, a royal forerunner of Christianity in

»9% For

the Slavic lands is described as “the morning star” and “the dawn before the light.
Jakobson, this coincidence is evidence of Czech influence in the Primary Chronicle. He
does not consider that Czech and Russian manuscripts may share a common liturgical
source: the church feasts for earlier Christian “forerunners” such as St John the Baptist
and St Helen. A corrective to Jakobson’s approach is provided by E. A. Osokina in her
aforementioned dissertation, “Sootnosheniia gimnografii i agiografii na pamiat’ kniagini
Ol’gi.” Osokina analyzes the interrelations between Ol’ga’s pokhvala,’”” Liudmilla’s vita
and several liturgical services, including the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen, the
Akathist to the Theotokos, and original Slavonic hymnography composed for Ol’ga’s
veneration in Rus’. The scholar’s liturgical analysis confirms the important interface
between history writing and hymnography in Rus’.

The textual analysis that follows indicates how precise that interface could be.
The chronicle entry for 969 is not a loose collection of hymnographic formulas and

liturgical associations. Rather, it is a scrupulous depiction of Princess Ol’ga crafted from

specific hymns and readings from the Feast of the Nativity of St John. This observation

7R. O. Jakobson, “Russkie otgoloski drevnecheshskikh pamiatnikov o Liudmile,” Kul turnoe nasledie
Drevnei Rusi (Istoki. Stanovlenie. Traditsii) (Moscow: 1976), 46-50.

% Ibid. Jakobson also suggests the chronicle’s depiction of Ol’ga and Vladimir follows established
hagiographic models for Liudimlla and Viacheslav from the Czech tradition.

% Osokina’s concern is not the pokhvala from the Primary Chronicle, but two later versions: an early
fourteenth-century version in the Prolozhnoe zhitie and a sixteenth-century version in the Stepennaia kniga.
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carries with it an important liturgiological component, since a liturgical analysis of the
pokhvala reveals concrete links between the chronicle passage and a particular set of
rubrics: the Typicon of St Alexis the Studite installed at Kiev Pecherskii monastery in the
late eleventh century. Neither the Typicon of the Great Church, nor the contemporary
Russian typicon can account for the full correspondence between Ol’ga’s pokhvala and
the Feast of the Nativity of St John. Only the Typicon of St Alexis contains the moveable
Communion verse (discussed below) that appears at the conclusion of the 969 account.
The evidence thus suggests that the version of Ol’ga’s pokhvala in the Primary Chronicle
only received its final form under the editorship of the monk-chroniclers at the Monastery
of the Caves.

In the excerpt below, the emboldened text represents chronicle materials that
derive from the Feast of the Nativity of St John, the italicized text signifies materials
from the Baptism service, and the underlined text indicates Old Testament lectionary
readings.

Cu ObICTh HpeabTEKYIIHA KPeCThbSAHbCTEH 3eMJIH, aKU IeCHbHUIIA NPeab
COJIHLIEMB U aKU 30psl Ipeab cBeToMb. Cu 00 Chsllle aku JTyHa B HOIIH, TAKO U
CH B HEBEPHBIX'h YEJIOBEIIEXh CBETAIECS aKu OMceph Bb Kalie: KaJdbHH 00 Oerra
rpex, He OMOBEHHU KPEIIEHbEMb CBATBIMb. Cu 60 OMbICS KYNEnbio C8moio,
coseyecs 2pexo8HOI0 00eHC0e8sb 8emxazo eioseka Aoama, u b Ho8vlll Aoamv
obneyecs, edxce ecmov Xpucmocw. Mbl ke plieMb Kb Hell: Panyiics, pyckoe
Nno3HaHbe Kb bory, HauaToks NpUMHPEHBbI0 ObIXOMB. CH ITEpBOE BHU/IE B
1apcTBo HebecHoe oT Pycu, ciio 060 XBAJAAT pyCTHE CHIHOBE AKH HAYAJTHUIIIO,
100 no cmeptu MoJisinie bora 3a Pycsw. [IpaBeansixs 00 Qyiiia He YMUPAIOT, KO
xe peue Conomans: «IloxBasia mpaBeTHOMY BB3BECEIISTCS JIFOIbE», 0ECCMEPTHE
00 ecTh MaMATh ero, KO0 OT bora mo3HaBaeTcs u OT YenoBekb. Ce 60 Bcu
YeNIOBEIM MPOCIIABIS I0Th, BUASINA JISDKAIIas B TeJie HA MHOTA JIET, peue 060
popoksb: «IIpocnapnstomas Ms mpociabito». O cakoBbIX 00 J[aBuab riiaromnaie:
«B mamMsITh BEYHYI0 IPaBEeAHNUKDB 0y1eTh, OT CJIyXa 3J1a He YOOUTCSI; TOTOBO
cepue ero ynosatu [Ha] I'ocrioga, yreepaucs cepaue ero 4 He moJABHKeTCHA.)
Conomans 00 peue: «IIpaBeTHUIN Bh BEKHU KUBYTh, B OT [ 0cmiofa Mb3/1a UMb
€CThb U CTpoeHbe OT Brinsro. Cero paau OpuUMYTh LIAPCTBUE KPACOTE U BEHELIb
no0poTte oT pyku ['ocnoiHs, SIKO IECHUIICIO TOKPBIETH sl K MBIIIIICIO 3alIUTUTh
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. 3awumums 60 ecmwv cuio baadxceny Bonvey om npomusnuxa u cynocmama
ovsisona (32-33).

Olga was the precursor of the Christian land, even as the dayspring precedes
the sun and as the dawn precedes the day. For she shone like the moon by
night, and she was radiant among the infidels like a pearl in the mire; since the
people were soiled, and not yet purified of their sin by holy baptism. But she
herself was cleansed by this sacred purification. She put off the sinful garments of
the old Adam, and was clad in the new Adam, which is Christ. Thus we say to her,
Rejoice, Russian knowledge of God, the beginning of reconciliation. She was
the first from Rus to enter the kingdom of God, and the sons of Rus thus praise
her as their leader, for since her death she has interceded with God in their
behalf. The souls of the righteous do not perish. As Solomon has said, “The
nations rejoice in the praise of the righteous, for his memory is eternal, since it is
acknowledged by God and men.” For all men glorify her, as they behold her
lying there in the body for many years. As the prophet has said, “I will glorify
them that glorify me.” Of such persons David also said, “The righteous shall be
in everlasting remembrance, he shall not be afraid of evil tidings. His heart
is fixed, trusting in Jehovah, his heart is fixed and will not be moved.” And
Solomon said, “The righteous live forever, and they have reward from God and
grace from the Most High. Therefore shall they receive the kingdom of beauty,
and the crown of goodness from the hand of the Lord. With his right hand will he
cover them, and with his arm will he protect them.” For he protected the sainted
Olga from the devil, our adversary and foe.

The identification of Princess Ol’ga with St John is explicit from the first phrase: Ol’ga is
pred ’tekushchiia because in Orthodox liturgical tradition St John is predtecha, or
“Forerunner.” This designation is used in the titles for six of the seven feasts that
commemorate St John in the liturgical year, such as the Nativity of the Glorious Prophet,
Forerunner and Baptist John (the feast’s full name), or the Finding of the Head of John
the Forerunner, commemorated on 29 August. The term predtecha also appears
frequently in the hymnography devoted to St John, as in the following stikhera from
Vespers:

[TponoBeaauk 6bu1 ecu ArHia boxxus u Cnosa, Moanne npopoue u [Ipeareue,

MpopHIIacIy OyAyIas v MpeAriarojienn KoHieMm: ce Aruer; boxuii, B3eMsit
. 100
MHpPA TPEXU U NOAASIA BCEM BEJIMIO MUJIOCTb.

1% Stikhirar’ mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiri s 12 dek. po 31 avg (RNB, Sof. 384).
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You were the Prophet of the Lamb of God and Word, O John the prophet and
Forerunner, predicting the future and foretelling the end: “Behold, the Lamb of
God, [Who] takes on the sins of the world and grants great mercy to all.”
Ol’ga is called the den 'nitsa pred” solntsem’ and the zoria pred” svetom” for similar
reasons. The Slavonic word dennitsa means “morning star” or “dawn,”'*! and the
hymnography about St John repeatedly refers to him as a “star” (zvezda), “the dawn”
(zaria) or as the “dayspring from on high” (zaria, vostok svishe), another term for the
dawn, indicating the particular point on the horizon where the sun rises.'”* In the
following stikhera from Lauds, for instance, St John is the “star of stars” and the
“dayspring from on high”:
3Be3na 3Be3], [Ipeareda ot HEMIOHBIA YTPOOBI Ha 3EMJIM PAXKAAETCS THECD,
HNoanu boroBoxaeneHHbl, 1 XpUCTOBY SBIISIET 3apI0, BOCTOK CBBIIIIE, B IPABOE
BEPHBIX IPEX0KICHHE.
The star of stars, the Forerunner, is born today on earth from a barren womb, John
the lover of God, revealing the dawn of Christ, the dayspring from on high, which
rightly guides the faithful.
Another hymn from Matins emphasizes that John is the “lamp of the Light” who goes

before the Word of God like a “shining star”:

JHecy CBeTa CBETHIIBHUK IIPEAITyTHE TBOPUT IpuiecTBUI0 boxus Cnosa, ko

3BC31a CBCTJIasl... 104

Today the Light of the lamp, like a shining star, prepares the way for the coming
of the Word of God...

ot Polnyi tserkovno-slavianskii slovar’, ed. G. D’iachenko (Moscow: 1zd. Moskovskogo Patriarchata,
1993), 140.

192 International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, ed. James Orr (Wilmington, Del.: APA, 1915).

1% Meneia. liun’., T. 2 (Moscow: Izd. Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi, 2002), 306.

104 1bid. 290.
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The Studite canon chanted during Matins also presents the image of St John as the “star
before the sun.” As in the following verse:

JlHech yCTBIHHBIN TpaxkaaHuH MoaHH pakgaeTcs, IOKasHUs IPOIOBEAHUK U

OmaronaTtH cBUIeTeNb UCTHHEH, [Ipenareua Ciosa u CBety npeacusionias

105
3BC34a.

Today the citizen of the desert John is born, the preacher of repentance and the
true witness of grace, the Forunner of the Word and star shining before the Light.

The next few sentences emphasize Ol’ga’s spiritual purity. As one of the few Christians

in Rus’, she is likened to the moon that shines in the night,'*

and is praised for “washing
away the filth of her sins by holy baptism, putting off the Old Adam and putting on the
new Adam, which is Christ.” This theological statement is a loose paraphrase of the
Epistle reading for the “Commemoration of the Dead” (1 Cor. 15:42-49), a very ancient
reading found as early as the Euchologium Sinaiticum, the ninth-century Glagolitic
Euchologion discovered at St. Catherine’s Monastery on Mt. Sinai in 1975.'"” The
liturgical inference here is simple enough. In a passage about the passing of a saint (and
there are clear hagiographical overtones) the chronicler draws on materials from the
Orthodox ceremony for commemorating the dead.

But there is another possible liturgical source for this phrase: the Great Water

Blessing, the service of sanctification for the water used during baptisms and on the Feast

of Theophany, one of the most important feasts of the year, celebrated on 6 January. A

1% Ibid. 301.
'%The pokhvala probably describes Princess Ol’ga as one who “shines like the moon” because one ancient
hymn for Constantine and Helen—a hymn not preserved in the contemporary services—compares
Constantine to the sun and Helen to the moon. See Mineia sluzhebnaia na mai, notirovannaia (GIM, Sinod.
166).

7M. Baker, “The New Testament Lections in the Euchologium Sinaiticum,” Polata Knigopisnaiia 25-26
(1994), 120-169.
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prayer from that service asks God to bless the baptismal waters, so that the baptized may
“put off the old man” and be “clothed in the new”:

ThI 1apoBaJl €cH HaM CBBILLE [TAKK POKAECHUE BOJOKO U Jlyxom. SBucs,

I'ocniogu, Ha Boze cel, ¥ NaKb IPETBOPUTUCS B HEN KPEIIAEMOMY BO €XKe
OTJIOKHUTHU YOO BETXaro 4eoBeKa, TIeeMaro o MoX0TeM MPEeJIeCcTH, OOJIEIINCS Ke
B HOBaro, OOHOBJISIEMAaro Mo 00pasy CO3/JaBIlaro ero: Jaa ObIB CPACIIeH MOJ00HIO
cMmepTH TBoes KpeleHrneM, OOIIHUK U BOCKpECeHus OyIeT: U COXPaHUB Jap
Caararo TBoero /lyxa u Bo3pacTHB 3ay0r 6JarojaTi, HPUUMET OYECTh TOPHATO
3BaHUs, U COTIPUUTETCS NEPBOPOKICHHBIM HanrcanHbIM Ha Hebecu, B Tebe boze
u Focnoze namem Hucyce Xpucre.'”

You have given us from on high a new birth through water and the Spirit.
Therefore, O Lord, manifest Yourself in this water, and grant that he who is
baptized in it may be transformed; that he may put away from himself the old
man, which is corrupt through the lusts of the flesh, and that he may, in like
manner, be a partaker of Your Resurrection; and having preserved the gift of Your
Holy Spirit, and increased the measure of grace committed to him, he may receive
the prize of his high calling, and be numbered with the firstborn whose names are
written in heaven, in You, our God and Lord, Jesus Christ.

As noted earlier, the Orthodox baptism rite significantly shapes the 955 passage. And in
that account, when the chronicler describes Ol’ga’s baptism he does so with the hymns,
readings and rubrics of the baptism service itself. The same technique prevails in
Princess Ol’ga’s pokhvala: materials from the initiation service are used when the

199" That the same rite continues to influence the 969

chronicler turns to Ol’ga’s baptism.
account supports Shakhmatov’s hypothesis that the tales of Ol’ga’s baptism and burial
were originally a single work.

The next phrase in the pokhvala—"“Rejoice, Russian knowledge of God”—

reflects the standard hymnographic practice of beginning certain laudatory verses with

'%The text here is from a contemporary service book. Manuscript evidence indicates the prayer was used

in medieval Rus’. See RNB, fond 728 (Sobr. Sofiiskoi biblioteki), Ne 526, Service Book. Described in I.
Kuprianov, “Obozrenie pergamennykh rukopisei Novgorodskoi Sofiiskoi biblioteki,” /zvestiia ORla S 6,
313-316. See also M. Zheltov, daikon. “Chin Bozhestvennoi liturgii v drevneishikh (XI-XIV vv.)
slavianskikh Sluzhebnikakh,” Bogoslovskie trudy, vyp. 41, 272-359.

1% The final line of the passage is also an example of the baptismal “voice,” reiterating the “snare of the
devil” motif from the Exorcism rite.
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the phrase, “Rejoice!” (Raduisia!). Thus, at the very least, the chronicler is praising
Ol’ga as the services customarily praise a saint. There is another interpretation,
however. In his 1871 monograph, Drevnerusskie zhitiia sviatykh kak istoricheskii
istochnik, V. O. Kliuchevskii theorizes that elements in Orthodox saints’ lives (zhitiia)
developed from the kondak and irmos, the hymnographic genres that follow the sixth

ode of the canon at Matins.''°

The kondak gives the basic story of the saint, to whom the
irmos then offers poetic praise beginning with the standard formula, “Rejoice!”
(Raduisia!). This liturgical trope is also repeated in the oikos sections of an akathist
hymn, a paraliturgical document dedicated to a certain saint or sacred event. The original
akathist, and by far the most important, was composed in honor of Mary in the sixth
century, and is still read at special services during Great Lent even to the present day.
Thus, as in the story of her baptism, in 969 Ol’ga is described using the liturgical
language associated with Mary, the Mother of God.

Further, the notion that Princess Ol’ga is the “beginning” (nachatok) of
reconciliation with God in Rus’ corresponds to the following stichera from the Nativity
of St John, where the Forerunner is praised as “the beginning of our salvation” (nachatok
nashego spaceniia):

[Tono6aer Noanny 6maroBonue, nmogodbaer Kpecturento necHeit kpacora, ceit 60

MPOMOBE/a HAYaTOK HAIIETO CIACEHUs, B3bITPABBICS BO YpEBE M BOIHS B

MyCTHIHU: TOKaiiTecs, [lapeB BouH, [Ipeareua 6marogatu, ArHiia mpoBo3Bemas U

Crnaca MoJs 0 Jylax HallMXx.

Let us worthily honor John with fragrances; let us worthily honor the Baptizer

with a song of beauty, for he preached the beginning of our salvation, leaping in
the belly and crying out in the wilderness, the warrior of the King and the

10y 0. Kliuchevskii, Drevnerusskie zhitiia sviatykh kak istoricheskii istochnik (Moscow: Nauka, 1988),

360-367.

"1 Stikhirar’ mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiri s 12 dek. po 31 avg (RNB, Sof. 384).
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Forerunner of grace, proclaiming the Lamb, and praying to the Savior for our
souls.

Overall, this short phrase from the pokhvala (“Rejoice, Russian knowledge of God, the
beginning of reconciliation’) conveys three levels of liturgical subtext: Ol’ga is
commemorated in the formulas reserved for Orthodox saints and simultaneously
associated with both St John and the Theotokos.

The lines following these once again identify Prince Ol’ga as a “forerunner.”
This time she is the first of the East Slavs to enter heaven, the one who prepares the way
for her people to follow. The passage’s continuity with the 955 account is again evident:
the patriarch’s prophecy at Ol’ga’s baptism that she will be “blessed by Russian sons
until the last generation of her grandchildren” is confirmed, for she is “praised by Russian
sons as the founder (nachalnitsa)” of Christianity in Rus’. The masculine form of this
term, nachal nik, is used in the liturgical services to describe Christ, who is called the
“founder [or leader] of our salvation” (nachal ‘nik spaseniia).''> The theological idea that
Princess Ol’ga continues to pray to God for Rus’ even after her death reflects the
standard Orthodox belief that the saints in heaven continually pray for the salvation of
those on earth. This sentiment is one of the most common tropes in Menaion
hymnography, and is particularly common in the stikhera genre, where saints are
regularly imagined as praying for the salvation of the souls of the faithful still on earth.

The scriptural interpolations that conclude the 969 entry are representative of the
way Sacred Writ often functions in the Primary Chronicle. On the surface, the readings
appear to be excerpts from two of the seven Sapiential books, or “Wisdom Books,” of the

Septuagint Old Testament— Proverbs and the Wisdom of Solomon. In the chronicler’s

"2 Polnyi tserkovno-slavianskii slovar’, 338.
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monastic world, however, these readings did not represent biblical so much as liturgical
sources. The selections, in fact, are citations and paraphrases from the Prophetelogion
(Parimii), the liturgical book that contains the Old Testament readings for the most
important feasts of the liturgical year. In the 969 account, three of the four citations from
this church book derive from two feasts. The line that opens the scriptural composite and
the line that concludes it correspond to the readings at Vespers from the Feast of All
Saints.'">  Of the two excerpts that fall in between, the first is a precise citation of the

third reading at Vespers for the Feast of St John Chrysostom.''*

The second excerpt,
attributed to the Prophet David, is perhaps the most multivalent liturgical association in
the entire Primary Chronicle. Empirically, the text reproduces the exact Communion
verse for the Feast of the Nativity of St John (Ps. 112:6-8),'"> making it consistent with
the chronicler’s earlier treatment of Princess Ol’ga in the passage. The term “Memory
Eternal” (Vechnaia Pam iat), moreover, is the climactic phrase sung during an Orthodox
requiem, or panikhida. This phrase is traditionally used exclusively to remember
Orthodox faithful but nof saints. At the canonization service, “Memory Eternal” is sung
one final time before the momentous transition to “We Magnity” (Velichanie), the hymn

used to praise canonized saints. One of the only exclusions to this provision in all the

hymnography of the Orthodox Church is none other than the Feast of Ss. Constantine and

'3 “TIpaBemupixs 60 ayma He ymuparot” can be read as a paraphrase of Wisdom of Solomon 3:1:

“IlpaBenubIx 1y B pyue boxxuei...ynoBanue ux 6escmeprus ucronneHo.” The final citation is taken
word-for-word from Wisdom of Solomon 5:15: “IIpaBenuuIiisl BO BEKH XKUBYT, U B ['ocrionie M3/1a ux,
nornedeHue ux y Beimrusaro. Cero paau npuuMyT HapcTBue Onaroienus, U BeHell JOOPOThI OT PyKU
I'ocnoaHu: 3aHe JECHUICIO TOKPBIET S, U MBIIIIE0 3alIUTUT UX.”

114
Proverbs 29:2: “IloxBansiemy npaBeIHHUKY, BO3BECEISATCS Jtoue: 6e3cmepTue 60 ecTh MaMsTh €ro, sIKO
oT ['ocrioa mo3HaBaeTcst M OT YETIOBEK...”

'3 pentkovskii, Tipikon patriarkha Aleksiia, 348-349.
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Helen.''® St Helen is one of the liturgical models for Princess Ol’ga in 955, and so the
association is plausible. And if that is the case, then Princess Ol’ga is simultaneously
linked to three different liturgical myths (those of John the Forerunner, the empress
Helen, and the Orthodox requiem service) all in a single phrase from Psalm 112.

Taken in toto, these “biblical” readings express the remarkable inner unity of the
Orthodox liturgical system and its masterful reformulation in the Primary Chronicle. In a
single scriptural composite, Princess Ol’ga is added to the communion of saints (All
Saints), simultaneously presented as a Christian Forerunner (Nativity of St John), Holy
Mother (St Helen) and Enlightener (St John Chrysostom), and, in a passage about her
funeral, described using the ancient hymn for the Orthodox deceased (“Memory
Eternal”). Thus, far from being a simple “biblical” tribute to Princess Ol’ga, the 955
pokhvala proves to be an extraordinarily sophisticated expression of Byzantine liturgical

mythology.

1% A A. Lukashevich, “Vechnaia Pamiat’,” Pravoslavnaia Entsiklopediia 7 (Moscow: Iz. Moskovskogo
Patriarkhata, 2004), 93.
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Chapter Two

A “New Constantine” in Rus’:
The Liturgical Structure of Prince Vladimir’s Pre-Conversion Biography

He is the new Constantine of mighty Rome, who was himself baptized and who
baptized his subjects; for Viadimir imitated the deeds of Constantine himself...For
even if he was formerly given to evil and unclean lusts, he later devoted himself to
repentance, as the Apostle instructs: “But where sin abounded, grace did much
more abound.”

Primary Chronicle, 6523 (1015)

Perhaps the most important non-biblical character in the Byzantine storyworld is
the Holy Equal of the Apostles Emperor Constantine the Great.''” In a series of feasts
celebrated throughout the liturgical year—the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen
foremost among them—Constantine is depicted as an emperor-apostle commissioned by
God to convert the Roman Empire to Christianity. The story, as told in the church books,
is built on three typologies. Constantine is a wise and righteous king (like David), who
consecrates a great temple (like Solomon), following a direct and miraculous conversion
(like the apostle Paul).

This liturgical myth about Constantine is the model for Prince Vladimir in the
Primary Chronicle. The prince’s entire biography—from his earliest conquests to his
post-conversion building projects—is designed to portray him as a “new Constantine”; as
the apostle-king of Rus’ who imitates “the deeds of Constantine himself” (58). The
chronicle not only reconstructs Vladimir’s conversion and baptism after Constantine’s: it
also reconstructs the prince’s pagan past using episodes from the lives of Constantine’s

three types in the hymnography. In so doing, the chronicle conforms the conversion of

"7 This is his official title in contemporary church books.
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Rus’ to the story of the conversion of the Roman Empire preserved in the Byzantine
church books.

This chapter examines the opening segments of Prince Vladimir’s conversion
narrative in 6488 (980) and 6491 (983)—entries that recount the prince’s exploits as a
pagan ruler in the years before his baptism. The 980 account begins with Prince
Vladimir in Novgorod, preparing for war against his brother, Prince Iaropolk. Before
launching the campaign, Vladimir sends word to Rogvolod, the ruler of Polotsk, that he
wishes to marry his daughter, Rogneda. The father asks Rogneda if she desires to marry
Vladimir, and the young woman haughtily replies that she will not draw off the boots of a
slave’s son, and prefers to marry Iaropolk (36). Vladimir, upon receiving Rogneda’s
reply, organizes an army and attacks Polotsk; he captures the city, kills Rovgolod and his
two sons, and takes Rogneda as his wife.

Immediately thereafter, Vladimir mounts a campaign against laropolk.
Unprepared to meet his brother in battle, Prince Iaropolk shuts himself up in Kiev with
his people and one of his military advisors, a general named Blud. Unbeknownst to
laropolk, Prince Vladimir sends treacherous proposals to Blud, and the general agrees to
betray laropolk. By means of a ruse, Blud convinces Iaropolk to flee from Kiev and take
refuge in Rodne. Now outside the capital, Blud persuades Iaropolk that Vladimir cannot
be defeated, and councils him to make peace with his brother. Against the wishes of a
different advisor, Variazhko, who fears for Prince laropolk’s life, the prince assents: he
returns to his former castle, now inhabited by Vladimir and his retinue, to appear before
his brother and express his readiness to accept any terms he might offer. As laropolk

enters the castle to meet Vladimir, two Varangians stab him in the breast with their
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swords; at the same time, Blud closes the doors behind his former patron to prevent
laropolk’s troops from defending their besieged prince.

With Prince laropolk dead, Vladimir begins to reign alone in Kiev, taking his
brother’s throne and wife. The woman, a former nun, soon bears Vladimir a son,
Sviatopolk. The prince also begins to constructs idols on the hills surrounding Kiev, a
practice the chronicler strongly condemns: “The people sacrificed to them, calling them
gods, and brought their sons and their daughters to sacrifice them to these devils. They
desecrated the earth with their offerings, and the land of Rus’ and this hill were defiled
with blood” (ibid.).

The second half of the 980 passage emphasizes Prince Vladimir’s prodigal
lifestyle, particularly his sexual appetite: “Now Vladimir was overcome by lust for
women...He had three hundred concubines at Vyshgorod, three hundred at Belgorod, and
two hundred at Berestovo...He was insatiable in vice...[and] even seduced married
women and violated young girls, for he was a lover of women like unto Solomon” (ibid.).
Here again, the chronicle foreshadows the conversion of Rus’, noting that Solomon ended
his life as a polytheist, while Vladimir moved from idol worship to monotheism. The
passage concludes with two citations from Proverbs, the first about the “evil woman”
whose “feet go down to death” and “steps take hold on hell” (Prov. 5:3-6), and the second
about the “virtuous woman” whose “price is far above rubies” (Prov. 31:10-31).

At first glance, the chronicle entry for 980 is a conflation of two folk tales about

118

Vladimir winning a bride.” "~ The opening tale, which concerns the courtship of Rogneda

18 Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 137. B. Sokolov, “Epicheskie skazaniia o zhenit’be kniazia Vladimira
(Germano-russkie otnosheniia v oblasti eposa),” Uchenye zapiski Saratovskogo gosudarstvennogo
universiteta imeni N.G. Chernyshevskogo, v. 1, No. 3 (1923), 69-122. D. S. Likhachev, “’Ustnie letopisi’ v
sostave Povesti vremennykh let,” Istoricheskie zapiski, v. 17 (1945), 201-224.
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and the taking of Polotsk, appears twice in the Laurentian codex, first in the condensed
version examined here and later in expanded form under the year 6636 (1 128).' A. A.
Shakhmatov believes both versions of the tale originated in Novgorod and derive from a
bylina about Rogneda. Shakhmatov designates the second tale, in which Prince Vladimir
goes to war against Prince laropolk, as a folk legend, and attributes it to the “most ancient
layer” (drevneishii svod) of the chronicle composition. S. M. Mikheev also identifies
Vladimir’s campaign against laropolk with the oldest chronicle layer, but views the
Rogneda episode as a later interpolation from the “Nikon layer” (svod Nikona, 1070s).'*

A. A. Shaikin discerns fairytale elements in the chronicle plot about Vladimir’s
ascendancy to power.'*! Vladimir, the youngest brother, the son of a slave, accepts that
which the older brothers reject (Novgorod), and is scorned by a beautiful bride
(Rogneda), only to overcome these obstacles, win the maiden and become the Grand
Prince of Kiev. S. Ia. Senderovich also reads the story of Vladimir’s political victory as a
tale of the younger brother’s triumph over the older, but ascribes this to the influence of
the Old Testament: as God chose Jacob over the older Esau, so Vladimir is chosen to rule
Rus’ over his older brother, Taropolk (461-499).'*

Typically, scholars treat the chronicle entry for 980 separately from the story of
the conversion of Rus’, which they identify with the chronicle entries for 986-988. The

exception here is Shakhmatov, who discerns two fragments from an original tale about

1o Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 247-251, 471.
120 Mikheev, Kto pisal “Povest’ vremennykh let”?, 108.
"2 A. A. Shaikin, Povest’ vremennykh let: istoriia i poetika (Moscow: Russkaia panaroma, 2011), 104-105.

228, Ta. Senderovich, “Metod Shakhmatova, rannee letopisanie i problema nachala russkoi istoriografii,” Iz
istorii russkoi kul ’tury, v. 1 (Moscow: Drevniaia Rus’, 2000), 461-499.
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the baptism of Rus’ in the 980 passage: the information on Vladimir’s construction of
idols and its condemnation by the chronicler with a verse from the Old Testament,
Ezekiel 18:23 (“But our gracious God desires not the death of sinners...”); and the text
about Vladimir’s sexual debauchery, and likeness to Solomon, ending with the
interpolation of Psalm 147:5 (“Great is the Lord...””). Shakhmatov’s claims are
inseparable from his theory on the “Kherson Legend” and require a brief explanation.

In 1906, Shakhmatov published a seminal philological study on the conversion of
Prince Vladimir and the baptism of Rus’, Korsunskaia legenda o kreshchenii Viadimira
(The Kherson Legend of the Baptism of Vladimir). In the study he presents a
“comparative historical” analysis of several redactions of Vladimir’s vitae, the chronicle
account, and a third, independent tale, “Slovo o tom, kako krestisia Vladimir, vozmia
Korsun” (“The Story of How Vladimir was Baptized, While Taking Kherson™).
Questions about the origins of these manuscripts and the possible relations between them
long preceded Shakhmatov’s study. In the mid-nineteenth century, Metropolitan Makarii
of Moscow theorized that Vladimir’s zhitiia were the original source for the story of the
prince’s baptism, a conjecture later supported by E. E. Golubinskii.'”® At the turn of the
twentieth century, N. K. Nikol’skii debunked Makarii’s claims, arguing that the “Slovo o
tom, kak krestisia Vladimir...” was the original written record of the baptism of Rus’,
and persuasively showing that the zAitiia could not be the first accounts, since they

derived from the chronicle tale.'**

'%¥ Makarii, Metropolitan of Moscow, “Pamiat’ i pokhvala kniaziu russkomu Vladimiru,” Khristianskoe

chtenie, no. 2 (1849), 317-329. E. E. Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi, v. 1 (Moscow: Univ. tipografiia,
1901), 133, 224.

24 N. K. Nikol’skii, “K voprosu o istochnikakh letopisnogo skazaniia o sv. Vladimire,” Khristianskoe
chtenie, no. 7 (1902), 89-106.
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Shakhmatov’s ground-breaking hypothesis in Korsunskaia legenda is that all of
the manuscript traditions mentioned above—the zhitiia, the chronicles and the “Slovo o
tom, kak krestisia Vladimir...”—are based on a common source-text: an original, non-
extant tale about the baptism of Prince Vladimir.'”> Shakhmatov calls this hypothetical,
reconstructed tale the “Kherson Legend” and attributes its authorship to Greek clergy
serving at the Church of the Tithes in the last quarter of the eleventh century.'*® In his
view the clerics combined “two narratives from two different historical and cultural
worlds” into a single story of military triumph, divine intervention and national
conversion.'”” The first narrative concerned Prince Vladimir’s miraculous healing and
conversion in Kherson, and originated as an oral legend among the Greek population of
that city. The second story arose in the “semi-pagan” court circles of eleventh-century
Kiev and took the form of a bylina about Prince Vladimir’s siege of Tsar'grad
(Constantinople) and forced marriage to the Byzantine tsarevna.'*® In an act of “poetic
creativity,” the author of the Kherson Legend merged these “epic” and “hagiographic
motifs” with “historical facts” about Vladimir’s siege of Kherson and marriage to a
Byzantine princess.'”’ Thus, as Shakhmatov sees it, the legend has little to do with

“historical reality.” The story is an inventive composite of facts, folklore and religious

125 Shakhmatov, Korsunskaia legenda, 10-20, 59-65, 82-83.
126 1bid. 120.
27 1bid. 133.

'28Shakhmatov believes the original version of the bylina recounted Prince Vladimir courtship of a Greek
princess, who haughtily refuses to marry a barbarian. To win the bride Vladimir sieges “Tsar'grad”
(Constantinople); eventually, he takes the city, deflowers the princess in the presence of her parents,
murders them, and returns with his bride to Kiev.

1% Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 133-137.
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fiction, aimed at refiguring Vladimir’s military triumph against Byzantium as an event
necessary for the conversion of Rus’.

There is an important link between Shakhmatov’s reconstruction and the
Byzantine rite, a connection overlooked by the philologist himself. Nearly every
example of liturgical discourse that appears in the chronicle from 980 to 1015 also

130 The scholar discerns a “subtext” beneath

appears in Shakhmatov’s hypothetical text.
the religious materials in the story of the baptism of Rus’, and assumes that subtext is a
single, non-extant historical manuscript, the Kherson Legend. Shakhmatov fails to
distinguish the liturgical origin of these materials, and, as a result, he does not recognize
the real, unifying subtext behind Prince Vladimir’s depiction in the Primary Chronicle:
the liturgical image of Constantine the Great from the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen.

This feast plays a minor role in the chronicle’s composition as early as the 955 account

and begins to exert significant influence in the 980 passage.'”!

A “New David” and “Libertine Like Solomon”

The story of the baptism of Rus’ is structured to show Vladimir doing “the deeds
of Constantine” as an “Enlightener” and “Equal of the Apostles.” And since David and
Solomon are types for Constantine in the festal hymnography, the chronicle shows

Vladimir doing the deeds of these characters, as well. In the 980 passage, Vladimir is

1" Shakhmatov, Korsunskaia legenda, 110-120.
! That the monks of the Monastery of the Caves celebrated the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen is
attested to by the “Typikon of Patriarch Alexis the Studite,” the typikon installed at the monastery by St.
Theodosius in the eleventh century.
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132 and his unrighteousness is modeled on that of the Jewish

portrayed as a “great sinner,
kings: the prince is David because he murders a man and takes his wife in adultery; he is
Solomon because he builds idols and keeps a harem.

Orthodox typology so dominates the chronicle’s depiction of Prince Vladimir that
even his sins are patterned after the sins of Constantine’s liturgical types (David,
Solomon and Paul) in the hymnography. The story of Prince Vladimir’s campaign
against laropolk is a good example of this: a folk tale about a prince winning a bride is
merged with the Old Testament narrative of David and Bathsheba. The conflation is
designed to portray Vladimir as a “new David” on the model of St. Constantine, who is
repeatedly figured as a “new David” in the festal hymnography. Consider the following
sedalen from the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen:

Hosprit 011 ecu JlaBua 00passl, por CBBIIIE BOCIIPHEM LAPCTBUS BEpX TBOM:

eneem 0o Jlyxa momasa T4, cinaBHe, [Ipecynnoe CioBo u ['ocrions. OToHymyxe

NPUSI €CH B CKUIITP, IPEMYIpE, LAPCKHA, TPOCS HaM BEJUS] MUJIOCTH.

You became a new David in manner, receiving the horn of the kingdom upon

your head. The Lord and transcendent Logos anointed you with the oil of the

Spirit, O glorious one. Therefore you received the royal scepter, O most wise one,

and entreat for us great mercy.

The Matins prokeimenon also compares Constantine to the god-anointed king and

repentant adulterer (“Voznesokh izbrannago ot liudei Moikh, obretokh Davida, raba

Moego”/ “I have raised up one chosen out of My people; I have found David My

12 Shakhmatov believes elements of the Kherson Legend characterized Vladimir as a “great sinner,” and
points to the bylina motif of “winning a bride” and the description of Vladimir’s wives and concubines in
the 980 passage as evidence of his “prodigal living.” Razyskaniia, 135.

'3 The historical development of the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen is extremely complex. As in the
previous chapter, the Slavonic hymns cited in the body of this study are from a contemporary Menaion, and
the footnote for each hymn provides the citation for the twelfth and thirteenth century manuscripts in which
a version of that hymn may be located. In this case, the manuscript is: Mineia sluzhebnaia na mai, RNB,
fond 728 (Sobr. Sofiiskoi biblioteki), Ne 202, Service Menaion for May (“Putiatina Mineia”), XI c. For
dating and description see: Svodnyi katalog, 63-64 (Ne 21). Sof. 202, eleventh century. Accessed from:
http://manuscripts.ru/mns/main?p_text=16723192 (June 2013).
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servant”) as does the alleluia verse at Divine Liturgy (“Pomiani, Gospodi, Davida, i vsiu
krotost’ ego...”/ “Remember, O Lord, David and his meekness...”).

Prince Vladimir’s identification with King David is more sophisticated. I
Samuel 11 recounts how David initiates an affair with a married woman, Bathsheba, and
sends her husband, Uriah, to die on the battlefield. The parallels between this story and
the chronicle account of Vladimir’s campaign against laropolk are striking:

1. In both stories, a “chosen” king commits grave sins in order to gain a beautiful,
forbidden woman. In 2 Samuel, Bathsheba is married and “very beautiful to look upon.”
In the chronicle text, the “Greek woman” is doubly forbidden: not only is she Vladimir’s
brother’s wife, but also a former nun, who was “married to Iaropolk on account of the
beauty of her countenance” (35).

2. In the biblical narrative, David plots to kill Bathsheba’s husband with the help of a
military leader, Joab; in the chronicle tale, Vladimir plots to kill Iaropolk through the
machinations of a treacherous general, Blud.

3. Once Uriah is dead, David takes Bathsheba as his wife, and she bares him a son. “But
the thing that David had done displeased the Lord,” and He causes the child to fall ill and
die. A similar plot unfolds in the chronicle: with Iaropolk dead, Prince Vladimir takes his
wife, and she bares him a son, Sviatopolk “the accursed.” Sviatopolk does not perish at
birth, but lives on to murder his brothers, Boris and Gleb, before dying a terrible death
“persecuted by the wrath of God” (64). Similar to 2 Samuel, the 980 passage explains
Sviatopolk’s “accursed” life as the result of his father’s sin: “From a sinful root evil fruit
is produced, inasmuch as his mother had been a nun, and, also, Vladimir lived with her
without having married her” (37).

4. When King David is confronted with his evil-doing by the prophet Nathan, he repents
and, according to Orthodox tradition, composes Psalm 50, the penitential psalm par
excellence, recited several times a day in the Byzantine liturgical cycle. God accepts
David’s contrition, and Bathsheba bares him a second son, Solomon the Wise, the
beloved of the Lord, who reigns over Israel for forty years. In the chronicle, Vladimir
repents, and fathers Yaroslav the Wise, the righteous king who avenges the murder of
Boris and Gleb and reigns over Kievan Rus’ for close to forty years (1019-1054).

These parallels suggest that a sophisticated subtext informs the 980 chronicle
entry. As in Princess Ol’ga treatment in 955 and 969, the chronicler identifies members

of the Rurik dynasty with various characters and events from sacred history, and
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discretely withholds the main typology behind the passage while foregrounding a
secondary comparison. In 955, Princess Ol’ga is identified with the empress Helena,
even as the patriarch addresses her with words reserved for the Theotokos; in 969, she is
treated as the “Forerunner,” and yet the name of St John the Baptist is never mentioned.
The 980 passage employs the same device: Vladimir acts like David, but is openly
compared only to Solomon.

The Vladimir-Solomon typology is also represented in the Feast of Ss.
Constantine and Helen, as in the second sticheron at Vespers:

Han ecu, Yenosekomo0ye, OarouectuBomy TBoemy yromuuky ColIOMOHOBY
MyZApOCTh, JlaBUOBY KPOTOCTh U allOCTOJILCKOE IIPABOCIIABUE, AKO Lapeu Llaps,
rocnocTBytomux Beex ['ocnons. Temxke TBoe 4en0BeK0II0OOHOE CMOTPEHHUE
cnasuM, Mucyce Beecunpre, Cniace mymn nanmx.'>*

Thou didst give to thy pious favorite, O Thou Who lovest mankind, the wisdom of
Solomon, the meekness of David and the Orthodoxy of the apostles, in that Thou
art the King of kings and Lord of lords. Wherefore, we glorify Thy loving
dispensation, O almighty Jesus, Thou Savior of our souls.

The events in the 980 passage, however, are modeled on the first book of Kings, chapter
eleven:

But king Solomon loved many strange women, together with the daughter of
Pharaoh, women of the Moabites, Ammonites, Edomites, Zidonians, and Hittites:
Of the nations concerning which the Lord said unto the children of Israel, Ye shall
not go in to them, neither shall they come in unto you: for surely they will turn
away your heart after their gods: Solomon clave unto these in love. And he had
seven hundred wives, princesses, and three hundred concubines: and his wives
turned away his heart. For it came to pass, when Solomon was old, that his wives
turned away his heart after other gods: and his heart was not perfect with the Lord
his God, as was the heart of David his father. For Solomon went after Ashtoreth
the goddess of the Zidonians, and after Milcom the abomination of the

134 RNB, Q.I.25, Service Menaion for May (fragment of a service for Constantine and Helen), end of XII-
beginning of XIII c. See Svodnyi katalog, 173 (Ne 156). Accessed from:
http://manuscripts.ru/mns/main?p_text=38495485 (June 2013).
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Ammonites. And Solomon did evil in the sight of the Lord, and went not fully
after the Lord, as did David his father.

In the 980 entry, Prince Vladimir also loves “many strange women.” The chronicle lists
five foreign wives: “His lawful wife was Rogneda...By her he had four sons: Iziaslav,
Mstislav, laroslav and Vsevolod...The Greek woman bore him Sviatopolk; by one Czech
he had a son, Vysheslav; by another, Sviatoslav and Mstislav; and by a Bulgarian
woman, Boris and Gleb” (37). In addition to wives, the chronicle numbers Vladimir’s
concubines at eight hundred, making him “a libertine like Solomon. For it is said that
Solomon had seven hundred wives and three hundred concubines” (ibid.). Also like I
Kings, the 980 passage shows Vladimir constructing idols and gives their names:
“Vladimir then began to reign alone in Kiev, and he set up idols on the hills outside the
castle with the hall: one of Perun, made of wood with a head of silver and a mustache of
gold, and others of Khors, Dazh’bog, Stribog, Simar’gl, and Mokosh” (ibid.).

The crucial difference between the two accounts is that Solomon’s idolatry occurs
at the close of his life, and Vladimir’s near the beginning. In I Kings 11, lust leads
Solomon away from monotheism, a move the editor of the Primary Chronicle interprets
as leading to his damnation: “He was wise, yet in the end came to ruin” (ibid.). Vladimir,
on the other hand, moves from polytheism to the worship of the one true God: “Vladimir,
though at first deluded, eventually found salvation. Great is the Lord, and great is his
power, and of his wisdom there is no end” (ibid.). This phrase from the Psalms is also the
prokeimenon verse from the Sunday of the Last Judgment, a pre-Lenten feast dedicated
to Christ’s second coming. As in other places in the Primary Chronicle, a liturgical

citation is used to link Kievan history with specific Byzantine feast days. In this case, the
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chronicler passes judgment on Solomon and Vladimir, and concludes his verdict with a
key verse from the Orthodox feast about the final judgment of humankind.'*

The religious typology evident in the 980 chronicle entry extends as far as the
6545 (1037) passage. As noted above, Vladimir is a type of David because he is a “new
Constantine,” and Constantine is a “new David.” But the chronicler uses the Vladimir-
David typology to biblicize other characters and events in Kievan history as well. Thus:
Sviatopolk is cast as the accursed first son of an unholy union (like David’s first son with
Bathsheba), and laroslav is celebrated as the second “blessed son” from a “lawful wife”
(like Solomon from Bathsheba). This analogy clarifies the meaning of the two
interpolations from Proverbs that conclude the 980 chronicle entry: Sviatopolk is the
“evil fruit” of an evil woman (Prov. 5:3-6), and laroslav, a new Solomon from the good
wife (Prov. 31:10-31)."%°

The 980 chronicle entry is unique because both typologies—Vladimir as David,
and Vladimir as Solomon—draw on biblical narratives never recited during Orthodox
worship. Neither 2 Samuel 11, nor 1 Kings 11 appears in the Byzantine lectionary.
There can be no doubt, therefore, that the editors of the passage were familiar with
portions of the Christian Bible not included in the Prophetologion, the Byzantine church

book that contains selected Old Testament readings.

133 Psalm 147:5 is a prokeimenon verse chanted at several feasts in the liturgical year. I attribute the verse

to the Sunday of the Last Judgment for two reasons: first, it punctuates a statement about God’s judgment,
and, second, it inaugurates a series of motifs from that feast which appear throughout Prince Vladimir’s
biography; most notably in the 6494 (986) account, when Vladimir reacts very strongly to the icon of the
Last Judgment shown to him by the philosopher; and in the 6504 (996) passage, where the prince’s
charitable deeds are depicted as a response to the hymns and Gospel readings from the Sunday of the Last
Judgment.

136 A. Poppe has argued that Boris and Gleb’s mother was Vladimir’s Byzantine wife, the Princess Anna.
See A. Poppe, “’Losers on Earth, Winners from Heaven. The Assassinations of Boris and Gleb in the
Making of Eleventh-Century Rus’,” Quaestiones Medii Aevi Novae, 8 (2003), 133-168.
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This observation requires careful interpretation. On the surface, it suggests the
Bible, and not the Byzantine rite, is the principal model for the passage. That conclusion,
however, betrays a post-Reformation bias that privileges text over ritual and the Bible
over liturgy. The chroniclers were monks and— in their monastic-liturgical world—the
service books regulated the use of the Bible, and not vice versa. The same principle
applies in the Primary Chronicle. Biblical narratives are employed, but only as part of a
greater liturgical structure.

In the 980 passage, the chroniclers’ recourse to the Bible is dictated by the nature
of Byzantine worship itself: the services glorify saints, and very rarely narrate earthly
transgressions. In many respects, liturgical hymnography is like the icons that decorate
an Orthodox Church. Written according to strict iconographic canons, these pictures
present a highly stylized, homogenous image of sanctity. Icons are not portraits of a
historical person, but rigidly regulated visual patterns of glorified human beings.

The hymnographic image of a saint is similarly idealized. The historical
peculiarities of his person are de-emphasized, and his life conformed to canonical
narratives. King David, the liturgical figure, is not a murderer, but a meek and faithful
ruler; King Solomon, not an idolatrous polygamist, but a divinely wise king who builds
and consecrates a great temple. In the liturgy, the saints are heroes, not evildoers. So if
Vladimir is to sin as David and Solomon sinned, the model is necessarily biblical, since

“sinful” stories have little place in the hymnography and Scripture readings for saints.">’

"7 A notable exception to this rule is the liturgical image of St Paul, which figures prominently in the 983
and 988 passages. Another exception is St Mary of Egypt, whose former life as a prostitute is frequently
alluded to in the church services. In both cases, the past of each figure is invoked as a lesson in repentance:
the saints are praised for the sinful ways they abandoned, and for the rigorous piety to which they
subsequently adhered.
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The main purpose of the 980 passage is to conform the image of Prince Vladimir
to two major liturgical types for St Constantine. In the next major passage, under the
year 983, the chronicler lays the groundwork for the third, and most important, liturgical
typology—the identification of Constantine with St. Paul, the persecutor turned apostle.
Before turning attention to that comparison, however, I will examine a different problem
in the 983 passage: the possible connections between the “Tale of the Varangian

Martyrs” and the Byzantine feasts for martyrs.

6491 (983): The “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs”

The 983 chronicle passage contains the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs”
(“Skazanie o variagakh-muchenikakh”), a short hagiographical entry about the
martyrdom of two Vikings, a father and son, instigated by Vladimir and his boyars
following the prince’s victory over the Yotvingians. Returning to Kiev after the battle,
Prince Vladimir and his people make sacrifice to idols and cast lots for a youth and a
maiden to sacrifice to the gods (38). Through the envy of the devil, the lot falls on the
son of a Christian Varangian. “For the devil, though he had dominion over all the rest,
could not suffer this youth. He was like a thorn in the devil’s heart, and the accursed one
was eager to destroy him, and provoked the people to do so” (ibid.).

When messengers arrive to retrieve the boy, his father refuses to give him up and
makes an eloquent argument against idolatry. The messengers return to Kiev and report
the Varangian’s refusal; enraged, the people take up arms and storm his house,
demanding that he surrender his son that they might offer him to the gods. The

Varangian refuses again, at which point the mob attacks and kills both father and son.
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The chronicle entry concludes with a series of pious reflections on martyrdom and the
future conversion of Rus’.

Scholarship on the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs” mostly concerns the
relationship between the chronicle text and the Prologue entry® for 12 June, though
speculation about the name of the older Varangian has also generated considerable
debate.'” Scholars generally make one of three arguments. The majority—which
includes V. P. Ardianova-Peretts and more recently D. A. Balovnev, B. M. Kloss and A.
M. Vvedenskii—contend that the chronicle account is the original text upon which the
Prologue is based.'*” A. A. Shakhmatov reverses that order, arguing that the Prologue is
the original account and served as the model for the chronicle composition.'*! A third
position, variously enunciated by A. N. Nasonov, D. S. Likhachev and P. V. Lukin,

attributes the origins of both texts to an older, non-extant source.'* Shakhmatov and

"% On the contrast between the Old Russian Prolog and the Greek Synaxarion,
see O. V. Loseva, Zhitiia russkikh sviatykh v sostave drevnerusskikh prologov XII-pervoi treti XV vekov
(Moscow: Rukopisnye pamiatniki drevnei Rusi, 2009), 23- 29.

"% A. A. Shakhmatov, “Kak nazyvalsia pervyi russkii sviatoi muchenik?”, Izvestiia Imperatorskoi
Akademii nauk, v. 1,1n0.9 (1907), 261-264. A. V. Markov, “Kak zvali pervykh sviatykh muchenikov na
Rusi,” Sbornik khar kovskogo istoriko-filologicheskogo obshchestva, v. 18 (Khar’kov: 1909), 437. S.
Rozhnetskii, “Kak nazyvalsia pervyi russkii sviatoi muchenik?” Izvestiia otdeleniia russkogo iazyka i
slovesnosti, v. 19, no. 4 (1915), 94-98. A. A. Turilov, “’Chelovek bozhii imenem’ (Ob imeni starshego
variaga muchenika),” Vostochnaia Evropa v drevnosti i srednekov’e. iazychestvo, khristianstvo, tserkov’
(Moscow: 1995), 20-22. A. V. Nazarenko, Drevniaia rus’ na mezhdunarodnykh

putiakh. Mezhdistsiplinarnye ocherki kul turnykh, torgovykh, politicheskikh sviazei IX-XII vekov (Moscow:
lazyki russkoi kul’tury, 2001), 382-384.

0y, P. Ardianova-Peretts and 1. P. Eremin. “Zhitiia v russkoi literature XI-nachala XIII veka,” Istoriia

russkoi literatury, v. 1 (Moscow: Iz. AN SSSR, 1956), 315-346. Balovnev, “Skazanie ‘O pervonachal’nom
rasprostranenii khristianstva na Rusi’,”5-46. M. Kloss, “Zhitie Fedora variaga i ego syna,” Pis 'mennye
pamiatniki istorii drevnei Rusi. Letopisi. Povesti. Khozhdeniia. Poucheniia. Zhitiia. Poslaniia.
Annoterovannyi katalog-spravochnik (St Petersburg: Blits, 2003), 213-214. A. M. Vvedenskii, “Zhitie
variagov-muchenikov (funktsionirovanie legendy v letopisi i v prologe,” Drevniaia rus’. Voprosy
medievistiki, v. 38, no. 4 (2009), 63-72.

4! Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 26-27, 335-336.

"2 A. N. Nasonov, Istoriia russkogo letopisaniia XI- nachala XVIII veka; ocherki i issledovaniia (Moscow:
Nauka, 1969), 23-26. Likhachev, “’Ustnie letopisi’ v sostave Povesti vremennykh let,” 201-224. P. V.
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Likhachev’s conclusions are creatively synthesized in a recent study on the Sinai
palimpsest by A.A. Pichkhadze, who suggests that the story of the Varangian martyrs
originated as part of Likhachev’s hypothetical “Tale of the Spread of Christianity in
Rus’,” a proto-text that was first reworked into the Prologue, then reworked again to form
the chronicle passage.'*

These differences aside, scholars share the assumption that the story of the
Varangian martyrs is a conventional vita fashioned after earlier Byzantine lives of the
saints. But that is not necessarily the case, for where it concerns martyrdom, Orthodox
hagiography and hymnography share the same narratives. Some scholars, moreover, are
convinced that these narratives developed out of the hymns chanted during liturgical

. 144
worship.

And if the first Byzantine lives derived from festal hymnography, it is
possible the original Kievan lives of the saints arose in the same manner—especially

given the way liturgy shapes other hagiographical passages in the Primary Chronicle.

“General Martyrs” and Varangian Martyrs

The “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs” exactly reproduces the story of Christian
martyrdom articulated in Orthodox hymnography. In fact, the events of the 983 passage
repeat verbatim the contents of several hymns from the general services to martyrs.

Consider the following sticheron:

Lukin, “Skazanie o variagakh-muchenikakh v nachal’nom letopisanii i Prologe: tekstologicheskii aspect,”
Drevniaia rus’. Voprosy medievistiki, v. 38, no. 4 (2009), 73-96.

" ALA. Pichkhadze, and V. A. Romodanovskaia, E. K. Romodanovskaia, “Zhitiia kniagini O1’gi,
variazhskikh muchenikov i kniazia Vladimira v sostave Sinaiskogo palimpsesta (RNB Q.p.1.63),” Russkaia
agiografiia. Issledovaniia. Publikatsii. Polemika. (St Petersburg, 2005), 302-303.

v, 0. Kliuchevskii, Drevnerusskie zhitiia sviatykh kak istoricheskii istochnik (Moscow: Nauka, 1988),
360-367.
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Myuutenss 0Oe33akOHHA, O€33aKOHHO TOBENIEBAIONIATO, TMOKIOHUTHCS W YECTH
MPUHECTH O€3CTIOBECHBIM OOroM OE3MYIIHBIM OJIaXEHHUH, MYIpPE MOCPAMHUCTE,
MyYEeHIIbI BEIMKOMMEHHUTUU. V mocTpanaBiie TEpHeNTWBHO W 3aKOHHO, BEHIIBI
HCILIETOCTE T00EIbI, 0 MUPE MOJISIECS.

The lawless tormenter unlawfully commanded you, O blessed and greatly
renowned martyrs, to bow down before and worship the dumb and lifeless gods,
but with your wisdom you put him to shame. And having patiently and lawfully
suffered, you plaited [for yourselves] crowns of victory, and pray for the world.

This narrative appears again in the Vespers service for a single martyr:

MHOrooOpa3HbpIMH MYYEHUH, JIOTHI MYYHUTEIb Ka3HEM 3JIbIM NpPEAaB Ka3HUTH
MHOT'OCTPaJajIbHOE M1 MHOTOTEPIEINBOE TeNO TBoe, boromsicinenne (MMsapek), He
OTBEPIJICSA ecu XPpHUCTa, HU KYMHUPOM IIOKEPJ €CU: HO TEPIEN €CH KO HHOMY
CTpaXIyIiy, 0Kuas GyLyIaro Bo3asHus u 6escmeprHaro borocmosus.'

Using various tortures, the fierce tormentor gave your much-suffering and long-
enduring body over to cruel execution, O Godly-minded (Name); yet you neither
denounced Christ, nor offered a sacrifice to the idols, but endured as though
someone else was suffering, awaiting future reward and the immortal Theology.

And again in another sticheron from the same service:

KpoButo TBOCIO 4€CTHOIO 3eMITIO OCBSITHJI €CH, U CKBEPHBISI KPOBHU yIIPa3THUI
€CH, IPUHOCUMBISI 0ecOMb O€33aKOHHO, U BEHEIh HETJICHHBIN PUSITh €CH, Ha
Bepce TBOEMb BceuecTHe. Temike MOJUCs, JapoBaTU AylllaMb HAIILIMB MUPb U

BCJIMIO MHJIOCTh. 17

With your honored blood consecrating the earth and abolishing the defiled blood-
sacrifice offered lawlessly unto demons, O all-honored one, you received an
incorruptible crown upon your head. Therefore pray for our souls to be granted
peace and great mercy.
As these hymns indicate, the liturgical archetype for martyrdom is comprised of several
fixed narrative events—the same events that comprise the “Tale of the Varangian

Martyrs”:

1. Satan incites the persecution of Christians.

145 Mineia Obshchaia (Moscow: Izd. Sovet Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi, 2002), 79-85.
0 Ibid.

7 1hid.
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Byzantine hymnographers consistently identify Satan and his demons as the
source of Christian persecution. Earthly actors may carry out the tortures and executions,
but it is the “prince of this world” who stands behind the bloodshed. As the first
sticheron at Vespers for “General Martyrs” suggests:

[IpocseruBiiecs [{yxom CBSIThIM, MpeXBajJbHUU, HA MUPOJEPKIIA OMOITUYUCTECS,

M KO3HH €ro MyXecku mobenucre, mocodmem boxxuuM Ha  HEro

IIOABUTTIICCA. TeMm AHCCh MPCCBCTIYIO Ballly MNaMATb COBCPHIAOUIC, IO JOJTY

148
XBaJIaMU BallC MO4YrUTacCM CTpaJaHUC.

Enlightened by the Holy Spirit, O most praiseworthy ones, you have taken up
arms against the prince of this world and with God's help obtained victory over
his snares; wherefore celebrating today your most illustrious memory, we with
praises dutifully honor your sufferings.
In Orthodox hymnography, the persecution of Christians is the cooperative work of evil
forces, seen and unseen. Visible, this-worldly agents (the unruly mob, imperial
executioner or wild beast) kill the Christian, as otherworldly agents (the Devil or demons)
provoke and oversee the murder.

A similar structure informs the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs.” The lot falls on
the Varangian’s son through the envy of the devil. And it is the devil who is eager to
destroy the boy and who provokes the pagans of Kiev, those human beings still under his
dominion, to murder him. The Varangian, being a Christian, discerns the demonic forces
at work against him and speaks against them: “I will not give up my son to devils” (38).
Thus, in the chronicle, as in the church books, the true “cause” of Christian martyrdom
lies in an unseen spiritual reality. The Varangians’ demise is conceived as a local, visible
manifestation of the universal, invisible war waged in all ages between Christians and the

“evil one.”

2. A “lawless” or “wicked” ruler commands a Christian to sacrifice to idols.

148 1hid.
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3. The Christian steadfastly refuses to offer sacrifice, often making an eloquent apology
for his or her faith.

The “Diocletian Persecution” (or “Great Persecution”) was the last and most

severe persecution of Christians in the Roman Empire.'*

In the first years of the fourth
century, the emperors Diocletian and Galerius issued a series of edicts, “Against the
Christians,” and demanded universal sacrifice to the traditional gods. Thousands of
Christians refused and were summarily executed. One lasting image from this
persecution—martyrs fearlessly rebuking the emperors’ demand to sacrifice to idols—

150 .
In the verses cited above, for

became an important topos in Byzantine hymnography.
instance, the “lawless tormenter unlawfully” commands the martyrs to “bow down before
and worship the dumb and lifeless gods.” In another hymn, the martyrs are “crushed with
a shower of stones at the command of the tyrant.”

Other hymns emphasize the martyrs’ victory over their persecutors. In one place
the martyrs are praised for “wiping out tyrants,” a theme repeated again in a verse from

Matins:

3aKOHHBIMHU OOBIYAU MYUCHUYCCKUMU HOGGI[I/IBI_HC ropaaro My4duTeJisd, 1 BEHIIbI
151
MpUACTEC NpaBCAHbIA BCCUHCCTHUU.

Following the martyrs’ ways, you conquered the proud tormenter, and received
the crowns of the righteous, O all-honored ones.

Hymns from the service to martyrs also draw attention to the protagonists’ inspired
defense of the Christian faith—the “wisdom” that “puts [the tyrant] to shame” and

abolishes “the blood-sacrifice offered lawlessly unto demons.” A hymn at Matins states

' Michael Gaddis, There Is No Crime for Those Who Have Christ: Religious Violence in the Christian
Roman Empire (Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London: University of California Press, 2005), 29.

%" The topos also likely derives from the story of the three holy children in the fiery furnace from Daniel
3:26-56, a story repeated in canticles seven and eight of the moveable canon(s) chanted daily during the
Matins service.

"*! Mineia Obshchaia, 79-85.
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that the martyrs, “strengthened by the power of God, destroyed the polytheistic darkness
and deceit of the idols.” And another verse from that service affirms: “With words
taught by the Holy Spirit the martyrs abolished the foolishness of idols.”
The hymnography also highlights the martyrs’ role in the triumph of Christianity
over paganism:
Yynauu bokecTBeHHNUH, IPEMYIPUH CTPACTOTEPIIIbI, IECHEMU CBSAIICHHBIMHU 2
noutytcsi: Tpoiiily 60 HECO3AaHHYIO MpeJl Bpark CBALICHHO MPOIIOBEAIOIIE,
MHOTO0O0KHYIO YTracuIllia JIECTh KPOBHBIMU H3JIUSIHUY, U CJIaBY MPHSIIA
HeyBsIaeMyio.
Let us honor the wondrous, divine and most wise passion-bearers with sacred
odes; for with the spilling of their blood they have sacredly confessed the
uncreated Trinity before their enemies, extinguished the deceit of polytheism, and
received the never-fading glory.
The “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs” tells the same story as these hymns. In the passage
“lawless” tormenters—Vladimir and his elders and boyars—command the Varangian to
hand over his son as a sacrifice to idols. The Varangian refuses and renounces the
practice of idolatry. “These are not gods,” the Varangian states, “but only idols of
wood... [Idols] do not eat, or drink, or speak; but are fashioned by hands out of wood...”
(38). The Varangian’s response is a paraphrase of Psalm 115:4-8. The martyr, “with
words taught by the Holy Spirit,” answers his persecutors with the “inspired” words of
sacred scripture:
Their idols are silver and gold, the work of men's hands. They have mouths, but
they speak not: eyes have they, but they see not: They have ears, but they hear
not: noses have they, but they smell not: They have hands, but they handle not:
feet have they, but they walk not: neither speak they through their throat. They
that make them are like unto them; so is every one that trusteth in them.

The second part of the Varangian’s speech is intended to “extinguish the deceit of

polytheism.” Confronted with pagan idol worship, the martyr eloquently expounds the

152 1hid.
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basic tenets of monotheism: “But the God whom the Greeks serve and worship is one; it
is he who has made heaven and earth, the stars, the moon, the sun, and mankind, and
foreordained him for life on earth...” (ibid.). When, later in the passage, the angry mob
sieges his house, the Varangian again challenges their beliefs: “If they are gods, then let
them send one of the gods and take my son” (38-39).

Thrust into the role of martyr and confessor, the Varangian repeats the main three
arguments against paganism expressed in the hymns: a) there is one God, the creator of
all; b) idols are man-made and powerless; c) those who sacrifice to them are “deceived”
by the devil and unwittingly sacrifice to demons. Thus not only the narrative, but also the
“theology” of the 983 passage are in line with the liturgical depiction of martyrdom: the
Varangian faces the same situation as the martyrs in the hymns, and offers a similar
apology for the faith.

4. The Christian bravely endures severe bodily torments.

5. The Christian “defeats” his persecutors by dying for the faith, at which point he is
numbered among the righteous and awarded a crown from heaven.

In Orthodox hymnography, the martyr archetype is constructed as a heroic
contest, as in the following sticheron chanted twice during Matins:

My‘-IeHI/II_IBI XpI/ICTOBbI HpCXBaHBHI/II/I, I‘OHI/ITCHGI\/'I CTpeMJIeHI/ISI, n HY)K,Z[HYIO
CMepr HHMBOYTOXEC BMCHUBIIC, U 6HaFOI[€p3OCTHO OITOJITYUBIICCS MY)KGMYI[peHHO
K OopeHueM, ModeT0HOCHOO CIIABOIO OJICSCTECS, i MPUITOCTECS BCEM
HpaBeIIHBIM, C HUMMIKC BaC BCCrJa XBaJIAIIC, Y6Ha)KaeM.153

O most praiseworthy martyrs of Christ! Having counted as nothing the efforts of
the persecutors, you daringly, wisely and manfully prepared for struggles.
Arraying yourself in victorious glory, you were numbered with all of the
righteous. Together with them, we praise and ever bless you.

153 1hid.
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If, under torture, the Christian renounces Christ, he prolongs his earthly life, only to lose
eternal salvation—a victory for the devil. But if the Christian endures torment and
remains “steadfast in the faith,” he dies victorious, having “bruised the head of the
serpent” in a wise and manful struggle. “For his exploits,” the martyr “obtains great
honors...from the hand of the Almighty”: he is awarded the “crown of victory” and
“numbered among the righteous” in “the never-fading glory” of the saints.

The Varangians’ deaths are sketched in similar terms. The father and son suffer a
violent end at the hands of godless persecutors, only to be declared victors over Satan and
companions of the saints: the “two holy fathers trampled upon him [the Devil], having
received the heavenly crown in company with the holy martyrs and the righteous” (39).">*
Fittingly, the 983 passage ends with these words, bringing the “Tale of the Varangian
Martyrs” to a close with a traditional formula used to conclude Byzantine hymns to the

martyrs.

Paul the Persecutor, Vladimir the Persecutor

The Varangians’ martyrdom is only one part of the sophisticated, three-part
liturgical subtext that structures the 983 passage. The second part concerns Vladimir’s
role in the Varangians’ murder— a role designed to identify the prince with St
Constantine’s third liturgical type, the apostle Paul. The liturgical services model
Constantine’s conversion after Paul’s experience on the road to Damascus, a story
preserved in Acts 26 (and also the epistle reading for the Feast of Ss. Constantine and
Helen). In that passage, Paul testifies before King Agrippa that he was a zealous Jew, a

Pharisee of the “straightest sect,” who “persecuted” Christians and “compelled them to

'** The term “holy fathers” (used here in the chronicle) is a standard liturgical address to the saints.
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blaspheme.” Because Paul begins his conversion narrative as a faithful practitioner of a
non-Christian faith, the chroniclers present Vladimir in the same light: in 983, the prince
dutifully makes sacrifice to the gods and approves the boyars’ proposal to offer human
sacrifice. To be a type of Paul, however, Vladimir needs to be more than an idolater. He
must also be a persecutor, an aspect of the apostle’s biography that the chroniclers
provide for Vladimir in a creative way.

Like many stories of good and evil, the Byzantine liturgical myth includes a cast
of villains, evil characters (such as Satan, the demons, tyrants, apostates, even dragons
and serpents) who fight against Christianity and the salvation of the world. In all of the
Primary Chronicle, there is only one place where a hero of Eastern Slavic history
assumes the role of a liturgical villain, and that is the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs.”
The chroniclers’ strategy is clever. They insert Vladimir at the beginning of an existing
hagiography, reconfiguring the narrative so that the prince’s military victory—and
conspicuous role in the attendant pagan festivities—initiates the chain of events leading
to the Varangians’ demise. The tale begins, like so many entries in the Primary
Chronicle, as a record of military triumph. But as soon as “the lot falls” on the Christian
Varangian, the passage becomes a saint’s life, and Vladimir becomes a standard type of
liturgical villain: the proud and godless pagan persecutor.

Structurally, therefore, the 983 account is similar to the 980 entry. In the earlier
passage, the chronicler uses biblical narratives to portray Vladimir “the great sinner” as a
type of David and a type of Solomon, two of the three liturgical types for St Constantine.
In 983, the chronicler uses a liturgical narrative to associate Vladimir with another

famous sinner connected to Constantine, the apostle Paul. That the chronicler edits the
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passage to effect this Constantine-Paul-Vladimir typology is evident from the story of

Vladimir’s conversion in 988, a topic that is treated at length in the next chapter.

The “Thirteenth Apostle” in the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs”

The third layer of liturgical subtext in the 983 passage is articulated in the pious
meditations that conclude the account, and involves several major feasts in the Byzantine
liturgical year, such as the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen, the Feast of the Elevation
of the Cross, and the feasts for each of the twelve apostles. The Byzantine rite tells a
very specific story about the spread of Christianity in the apostolic and post-apostolic
church. The central figures in this story are the apostles, those select few disciples
chosen by Christ and sent out to baptize and enlighten the world. Consider the following
sticheron from the “General Service to Apostles”:

IOxe npougocte TBaph MPOCBEIIIIE, CIIACOBBI YYHHHUIIBI, JIECTh HIOIBCKYIO KO

XBpacTUE MOMAIUBIIE YYCHUH BAIlUMH, SI3bIKU OT HEpa3yMusl IITyOUHBI, K

00’KECTBEHHOMY pa3yMy YJIOBUBIIIE CITACOCTE: U HBIHE MOJIUTECS XPHCTY, SIKO Jia

MUJIOCTHB HaM OyZeTb B ICHb CyTHBIH.

O disciples of the Savior, you traveled the creation, enlightening it, and burning,

like dry sticks, the deceit of the idols. You delivered the nations from the depths

of ignorance, drawing them to the understanding of things divine. And now pray
to Christ to be merciful to us on judgment day.'
The hymnography depicts the apostles as “divine trumpets” proclaiming salvation to a
world sleeping in “the darkness of deceit™:
BbosxecTBeHHHMU TPYOBI Y TeHIHUTEs, BO3TIIAMIAIONIE IbIXaHHE CIIOBEC CIIACCHUS,
MUY BO3IJIACUTE M M)KE BO Mpalle IPEJIECTH CIISIIbISL Kb CBETY O0ropasyMust

BO3CTaBUBLIC NPUBCIAUTC, 00’KECTBEHHAr0 CBETa aItoCTOJIN, MOJIAILC XpI/ICTa
bora cnactucs AyliaM HallbIM.

155 Mineia Obshchaia, 46-52.
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O divine trumpets of the Comforter, proclaiming the inspired words

of salvation: proclaim [these words] to the world, O apostles of divine light, and

bring to the light of divine knowledge those who sleep in the darkness of

deceit, awakening them, while also entreating Christ God that our souls may be

saved.
Not only does the apostles’ instruction free the faithful from idolatry, it also “vanquishes
evil spirits,” delivering them “from every attack and mischief of the demons, and from
transgressions and captivity to the evil one.”">°

The 983 account is fascinating because the devil himself recognizes and
proclaims these very ideas about the apostles. In the chronicle text, the evil one
rejoices at the Varangians’ death, and believes he has a permanent habitation in Rus’
precisely because the apostles never preached there. The devil admits that the apostles’
instruction enlightens the world and frees it from his captivity. What the devil does not
realize—and what the pious meditations make plain—is that the apostles’ special
successor, Constantine, the “thirteenth apostle,”"”’ is also endowed with these powers,
and his apostolic deeds can be duplicated in foreign lands. Constantine shares in the
grace and authority of the apostles, and so will Vladimir: soon, in 988, he will be called
by God to drive the devil out of Rus’ as a bishop and king.

Thus, the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs” ends on a prophetic note, but only for

those familiar with the elaborate liturgical story about Constantine’s election into the

3% In the Slavonic: “OT BeAKaro 06CTOSHMSA, H BpeXJIeHUsI OECOBCKAro, v MperpeieHus, 1 3J1aro MIeHeHUs

n30aBuTe, BEPOIO BaCh BOCXBAJSIOIINXb, 00KECTBEHHUH arlOCTONU OJaXKeHHUU.”

37 Constantine considered himself the “thirteenth apostle” and constructed the Church of the Holy Apostles
(Hagioi Apostoli) with this designation in mind. As the bishop Eusebius writes in the Vita Constantini:
“He had in fact chosen this sight in the prospect of his own death, anticipating that with an extraordinary
fervor of faith that his body would share [the] title with the Apostles themselves, and that he should thus
even after death become the subject with them of the devotions which should be performed in their honor at
this place. He accordingly ordered that twelve cenotaphs be set up as sacred pillars in honor and memory
of the apostolic number, and that his own sarcophagus be placed in the center of these...” See Charles M.
Odahl, Constantine and the Christian Empire (London: Routledge, 2004), 271.
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ranks of the apostles. In the hymnography, Constantine is specially called to apostolic
service “from above by Christ God” and given a very powerful “gift from on high”: a

one-of-a-kind weapon with which he may conquer all “visible and invisible enemies.”
That weapon is the Cross:

Opyxue kpenuaiiiee napto Koncrantuny aan ecu, Kpect TBoil uecTHbIH, UM*Ke
[IapCTBOBA HA 3€MJIU MpaBe/IHe, NpocusiB OmaarouectueM, u Llapcteuto HeGecHomy
ciogobucs munocepaneM TBoum, ¢ HUM*Ke TBOE 4eTOBEKOIIOOHOE CMOTPEHUE
ciasuM, Mucycy Beecunbre, Cnace gy Hammx.

Thou didst give the mightiest weapon to the emperor Constantine, Thy precious
Cross, by which he reigned on earth righteously, shone forth in piety, and

has been vouchsafed the Kingdom of Heaven by Thy loving-kindness. And with
him we glorify Thy loving dispensation, O almighty Jesus, thou Savior of

our souls.

Or as a sticheron at Matins describes it:

Iapp napeit u bor, 6oraTeiMu napoBaHuM yKpamiasii foctoiiHbis, Cam ¢ Hebece,
axoxe [laBna npecnaBnaro, 3Hamenuem Kpectaeim tebe, Konrcantusne, ynosu:
CHM, PeK, moOex1ail Bparu TBosi. Eroxe B3bICKaB C MaTepuio OOrOMyYIpOI0 U
o0pert, IKOXKe JKeall eCH, CUX JIep>kaBHO B 6ercTBo obpaTui ecu. C Hew yoo
MOJIH O TMPABOCJIABHBIX JIIOJIEX U XPUCTOIIOOMBOM BOUHCTBE, U O BCEX, MMAMATh
TBOIO COBEPIIAIOIIMX BEPHO, eMHAr0 YenoBeKom0011a, N30aBUTUCS BCSKAro

159
THEBA.

God, the King of kings, Who adorns the worthy with rich gifts, captured you from
Heaven with the sign of the Cross, as He had the all-glorious Paul, O Constantine,
saying: "By this vanquish your enemies!" And having sought the cross with your
divinely-wise mother, and found it as you desired, you mightily put the

enemies to flight. With her, therefore, entreat Him Who alone loves mankind for
the Orthodox people and the Christ-loving army, and for all who

faithfully celebrate your memory, that they may be delivered from all wrath

Here, the hymnography explicitly connects the emperor’s famous vision of a cross

shining in the sky with his mother’s discovery of the “true cross” in Jerusalem fifteen

"% Mineia prazdnichnaia (sluzhebnaia na mai) (RNB, Q.p.1. 25). See also Mineia sluzhebnaia na mai

(“Putiatina Mineia”) (RNB, Sof. 202).

159 Stikhirar' mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiry s 12 dek. Po 31 avg. (RNB, Sof. 384).
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years later in 327. This type of anachronism occurs often in the services. As another
hymn describes the events:

IlepBslii Hapb BO XpucTHaHeX, oT bora, KoHCTaHTHHE, CKUNITP BOCIIPUSI €CH:
Tebe 60 SBUCS B 3eMJIM KPhIEMO CIIACUTEIbHOE 3HAMEHHUE, UMIKE U SI3BIKH BCS
MOKOPHJI €CH TI0J] HOTH PUMIISIH, OPYKHE HE0OOpHMOe UMEsTH, dKUBOTBOPSIIINIA
Kpect, GnaxkeHHe, MMKe 1 peBencs ecu bory Hamemy. '

As the first emperor among Christians, O Constantine, you received a scepter
from God. For to you was revealed the sign of salvation hidden in the earth, with
which you subdued all nations beneath the feet of the Romans, having as your
invincible weapon the life-creating Cross, O blessed one, by which you have
been brought to our God.

This notion of the cross as a weapon given by God to a chosen and anointed ruler is also
conveyed at the Feast of the Elevation of the Cross, a service that specifically celebrates
Empress Helen’s finding of the “true cross”:

B cBetocusHeH 3Be3namu 00pa3 npeanokasa, Kpecre, mobdeny omonenus
6J1arouecTUBOMY IIapI0 BEIMKOMY, €rojke Matu EneHa n3o0periin, MUposiBIeHHA
COTBOPM, U TSI THECH BO3JBUXKYILIE, BEPHBIX JIULBI, 30BEM: IPOCBETH HBI
CBETJIOCTHIO TBOEIO, KpecTe )KMBOHOCHBIH, OCBATH Hbl KPENIOCTUIO TBOEIO,
BceuecTHbIN KpecTte, 1 yTBepiM Hbl BO3/IBUKEHUEM TBOUM, BO3BU3aEMBII KO
OIIOJTYEHUIO BParos.

O Cross, image radiant with the light of the stars, you foreshown the token of
victory to the great and pious emperor, whose mother, Helena,

found and revealed you to the world. Today we, the choirs of the faithful,
elevating you, cry out: "[llumine us with your splendor, O life-bearing Cross!
Sanctify us with your might, O most precious Cross! And establish us by your
elevation, O you who are lifted up against the array of the enemy!"

In the liturgical myth, Constantine uses the “true cross” and the “orthodoxy of the

apostles” to liberate the world from idolatry and the power of Satan. The “Tale of the

1Two hymns very similar, though not identical, to this hymn may be found in: Mineia sluzhebnaia na mai,

notirovannaia (GIM, Sinod. 166).

'°" An abbreviated version of this hymn appears in: Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv drevnikh aktov
(hereafter RGADA), fond 381 (Biblioteki Moskovskoi Sinodal’noi tipografii), Ne 84, Service Menaion for
September, dated 1095-1096 (folia 9-176v), XIII c. (folia 1-8v). See Svodnyi katalog, 46-47 (Ne 7).
Accessed from: http://manuscripts.ru/mns/main?p _text=32821351 (June 2013).
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Varangian Martyrs” promises the same destiny for Rus’. Though “at this time the
Russes were ignorant pagans,” the chronicle reads, the evil one’s “ruin was approaching.”
The devil’s demise “approaches” because he will soon “be expelled by the true cross
[emphasis mine] even from these lands.” The text continues:
“Here,” the accursed one thought, “I shall have for myself a habitation, for here
the apostles have not taught, nor the prophets prophesied.” He knew not that the
prophet had said, “I will call those my people who are not my people.” And of
the Apostles it is said: “Their message has gone out into all the earth, and their
words to the end of the universe.” And even if the apostles themselves were
never here, however, their teaching resounds like trumpets in the churches
throughout the world. By their instruction, we vanquish the enemy—the devil,
trampling him under our feet, as these two holy fathers trampled him, having
received the heavenly crown in company with the holy martyrs and the righteous
(39).
The chroniclers introduce their counterargument to the devil’s statement with a telling
phrase, “The devil knew not...” By using this juxtaposition, the chroniclers set up an
interesting situation: the devil knows (presumably, from first-hand experience) that the
apostles have the power to expel him. But he “knows not” that the “true cross” and the
“apostles’ instruction” also possess this power. As should be clear by now, these phrases
introduce an important liturgical subtext to the passage, for the “true cross” is a weapon
given by God exclusively to Constantine—a chosen ruler called to apostolic kingship.'®*
The chroniclers further hint at their intentions in the citations. The first—"T will
call those my people who are not my people”—comes from the Hosea 2:23, although it
is far better known from the ninth chapter of Paul’s epistle to the Romans, a text read at

the Divine Liturgy in the fourth week after Pascha. Coincidence or not, in a passage that

sets up Vladimir as a type of Paul (and foretells his role in the conversion of pagan Rus’),

12 The “true cross” the chronicler mentions here almost certainly refers to the legendary tale about Princess
Ol’ga bringing a piece of the “Life-Giving Cross of the Lord” (Zhivotvoriashchego Dreva Gospodnia) back
to Kiev from Constantinople. See Skaballanovich, “Znachenie prazdnika Vozdvizheniia Kresta
Gospodnia,” 232-236, 249-250.

75



the chroniclers use a veiled citation from that very apostle—a citation which, in context,
refers to the Lord’s mysterious plans for the conversion of the Gentiles.

The second citation clearly reveals the liturgical sources of the chroniclers’
argument. The text reads: “Likewise it is written of the Apostles, “Their message has
gone out into all the earth and their words unto the end of the world” (ibid.). This verse
is from the nineteenth Psalm, where it has no relation to the apostles. The chroniclers—
clerics immersed in the daily practice of the Byzantine rite—Ilink the Psalm to the
apostles because it is the main Prokeimenon verse sung at every feast for each of the
twelve apostles during the liturgical year. In contemporary church books, moreover, this
verse is chanted several times at feasts commemorating all “Equals to the Apostles,”
including Constantine, Helen, Vladimir and Ol’ga.

The connection between the salvation of Rus’ and the apostles (and “Equals to the
Apostles”) is foregrounded again in the next sentence: “Though the Apostles had not
been there in person, their teachings resound like trumpets in the churches throughout the
world. Through their instruction we overcome the hostile enemy” (ibid.). Earlier, it was
noted that the services describe the apostles as “divine trumpets of the Comforter” and
“divine trumpets of preaching.” The chronicle take the analogy a step further: though
the time of the apostles has passed, their teaching continues “to resound like trumpets” in
liturgical services performed “in churches throughout the world”—services that enable
the faithful to “overcome the hostile adversary” like the apostles of old.

The underlying implication here is that someone will bring these services to Rus’;
someone will build the churches in which they are celebrated; someone will expel the

devil with the true cross. For those who know the Byzantine liturgical myth, the
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chronicle is making the very specific promise that a “new Constantine” will soon appear
in Rus’ and convert the realm to the Byzantine Orthodox faith. These events—as well as
the identity of this new apostle-king—are vaguely foreshadowed at the beginning of the
passage, when the chronicle describes the location of the Varangians’ residence: “Now
there was a certain Varangian whose house was situated by the spot where now stands the
Church of the Holy Virgin built by Vladimir” (38). For an Orthodox audience, this
remark is particularly meaningful. It signals that the Varangians will die as martyrs and,
in Tertullian’s famous phrase, their blood “will be the seed of the church”'®’: thirteen
years later, in 996, the very ruler who oversees their death will build and personally
consecrate the Church of the Tithes on the spot where they perished.

Understood in its native liturgical context, therefore, the 983 passage proves to be
substantially more than a saint’s life. The chronicler intertwines three narratives, each of
which originates from the liturgical worship of the Byzantine Church. To briefly review:

1. The story of the Varangians’ martyrdom repeats the main narrative chanted at
Byzantine feasts for martyrs.

2. The chronicler uses this martyr narrative to portray Prince Vladimir as a type
of liturgical villain (the pagan persecutor), thereby conforming his biography to St
Paul’s—the third, and most important, liturgical type for Constantine.
3. The passage concludes with a series of liturgical allusions, mostly concerning
the apostles and St Constantine, that herald the imminent appearance of a “new
Constantine” and “Equal of the Apostles” in Rus’.

Before Prince Vladimir can do “the deeds of Constantine” as the apostle to the Eastern

Slavs, however, he must undergo a conversion like Constantine’s—a story the chronicler

begins two years later in the chronicle entry for 986.

13 Tertullian, Apologeticus, tr. Alexander Souter and John Eyton Bickersteth Mayor (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1917).
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Chapter Three

The Conversion of Prince Vladimir and the Baptism of Rus’

In 6494 (986) representatives of Islam, Catholicism, Judaism and Orthodoxy
travel to Kiev and present their respective faiths to Prince Vladimir. The final missionary
to the Kievan court is a Greek philosopher. The prince asks the philosopher why God
would descend to earth and endure pain, and the philosopher responds with an extensive
exposition of the Old and New Testaments, a section of the chronicle known as the
Philosopher’s Speech. The philosopher tells Prince Vladimir the history of the whole
world from its beginning, and concludes the speech by showing him a curtain depicting
the Last Judgment, with the righteous going to their bliss in Paradise on the right side,
and sinners on their way to torment on the left. The prince is impressed by the speech
and image, but declines to be baptized, telling the philosopher that he wishes to further
investigate all of the faiths.

The baptism story continues in the chronicle entry for the next calendar year,
6495 (987), the so-called “Testing of the Faiths” passage. Prince Vladimir dispatches ten
good and wise men to inspect the religious rituals of the Muslim Bulgars, the German
Catholics, and the Byzantine Orthodox in Constantinople. Little attention is given to the
first two expeditions, but the third is described in sumptuous detail: the emissaries arrive
in “Tsar’grad” (Constantinople), where the emperor, learning of their mission, orders the
Patriarch to celebrate a hierarchical Divine Liturgy. The chronicle passage carefully
describes the incense, priestly garments, and hymns of the pontifical services, and the

beauty of the church building. The service makes a strong impression on the emissaries.
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They return to Rus’ and describe the otherworldly beauty and splendor of the Greek rites
to Vladimir and his boyars. The boyars subsequently endorse the Greek faith and remind
Vladimir that if the Greek faith were evil, it would not have been adopted by his
grandmother Ol’ga. Vladimir then asks his boyars where he should be baptized, and they
answer that the decision is his.

Here the chronicle text for 987 unexpectedly ends, and the 6496 (988) entry
begins with the Kherson Legend, in which Prince Vladimir, still unbaptized, has laid
siege to the Greek city of Kherson. The siege continues until a Khersonite named
Anastasius shoots an arrow into Vladimir’s camp with instructions to take the city by
cutting off the underground water supply. The prince looks to heaven and vows that,
should the instructions prove successful, he will be baptized. Shortly thereafter, the flow
of water into Kherson is stopped, the inhabitants surrender, and Vladimir and his retinue
enter the city. Victorious, the Kievan prince sends a message to the Byzantine emperors,
Basil and Constantine, threatening a similar siege of Constantinople unless their sister is
given to him in marriage. The emperors answer that they cannot marry her to a pagan,
but if he is willing to be baptized, he will gain her as a wife, inherit the kingdom of God,
and be their companions in the faith. Prince Vladimir agrees to their request,
acknowledging that he has tested their law and found the Greek faith and services
pleasing. After continued negotiations, the emperors send their sister, Princess Anna, and
a cohort of priests to Kherson for the baptism of her husband-to-be. The princess is
reluctant to leave, suggesting that death would be better than the arranged marriage, but
her brothers convince her that she must do her part to turn the land of Rus’ to repentance

and save the Greek land from a terrible war.
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Arriving in Kherson, the princess finds Vladimir blind from a disease of the eyes,
a misfortune the chronicler attributes to divine providence. The princess instructs
Vladimir to accept baptism immediately; otherwise, he will not be cured. Vladimir
receives her message, and declares that if he is healed, then the God of the Christians is
truly great. The bishop of Kherson, together with the princess’ priests, baptizes Prince
Vladimir and he miraculously regains his sight. Following Vladimir’s miraculous
healing, the priests explain to him the tenets of the Orthodox faith, a catechesis that
comprises several parts. Vladimir is taught two Trinitarian creeds, instructed to revere the
traditions of the Church councils concerning icons, relics and the cross, and exhorted to
deny the teaching of the Latin West.

The catechesis complete, Prince Vladimir conducts Princess Anna, a company of
clerics, and the relics of Ss. Clement and Phoebus back to Kiev, along with a selection of
sacred church instruments and icons seized from Kherson. Once ensconced in the
capital, the prince begins the work of converting his realm: he orders idols to be
overthrown, cut into pieces and burned, and at his command the idol of Perun is
ceremoniously cast into the Dnieper river. Next, Prince Vladimir summons the whole city
to the Dnieper, where with the priests of the Princess and those from Kherson, Vladimir
presides over the baptism of Rus’. The 988 passage closes with a triumphant panegyric,
mostly composed of citations from Holy Writ, celebrating the people of Rus’ as “a new
Christian people, the elect of God” (54).

The chronicle entry for the following year, 6497 (989), is a brief report on Prince
Vladimir’s church-building efforts. The prince brings in Greek artisans to construct a

church dedicated to the Theotokos; upon its completion, Vladimir entrusts the church to
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Anastasius of Kherson, appoints Khersonian priests to serve in it, and bestows upon the
church all the images, vessels, and crosses which he had taken from that city. The story
continues seven years later in the entry for 6504 (996), when Vladimir enters the
completed church and prays for the newly Christian people of Rus’.

In 6523 (1015), Prince Vladimir passes away while preparing for war against his
son, laroslav. The prince is mourned by boyars and beggars alike as a blessed protector
and benefactor and his body interred at the Church of the Holy Theotokos. There follows
an extensive panegyric (pokhvala) to Vladimir that makes the case for his canonization.
The story of the baptism of Rus’ comes to a close with this panegyric, and the 1015
passage continues with the tale of the martyrdom of Princes Boris and Gleb, to which we
will return in chapter four.

The chronicle account of Vladimir’s conversion, summarized above, does not
reflect the historical events surrounding the Christianization of the East Slavs.'** E. E.
Golubinskii argues that there is “nothing true” about the missionary visits to Prince
Vladimir in 986 or the Testing of the Faiths passage in 987 (105-110).' N. 1.
Miliutenko suggests the earliest Slavic chronicles “remained silent” about the “real
circumstances of the baptism of Rus’” and A. Poppe suggests this silence stemmed from

166

political considerations embarrassing for Byzantium. ™ In his view, Vladimir laid siege

164 Shakhmatov, Korsunskaia legenda, 3.

165 Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi, 105-110.

"% N. 1. Miliutenko, Sviatoi ravnoapostol'nyi kniaz' Vladimir i kreschenie Rusi (St Petersburg: Izd. Olega

Abyshko, 2008), 228.
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to Kherson at the request of Byzantine emperors who did not have the military might to
retake it from a pretender to the throne.'®’

A. A. Shakhmatov, on the other hand, theorizes that the “circumstances and
influences” of the conversion were simply “forgotten,” a situation that compelled
chroniclers “to build an edifice upon the sand, to resort to borrowings and analogies.”'®®
For Shakhmatov, the account of Prince Vladimir’s baptism in the Primary Chronicle is a
literary invention, a product of creative writing and editing in which several
“contradictory sources” are “artfully combined.”'® These sources include the
aforementioned Kherson Legend (Korsunskaia legenda) and an older story about the
conversion of Rus’ from the “most ancient” chronicle layer (drevneishii svod).

Shakhmatov believes the drevneishii svod recounted the missionary visits to
Prince Vladimir’s court and the Philosopher’s Speech, and concluded with the prince

170 In 1095, the editor of the “primary

accepting baptism from the philosopher in Kiev.
layer” (nachal'nyi svod) ostensibly merged this story with the legend of Prince Vladimir’s
baptism following the siege of Kherson. To accommodate the new sequence of events,

the chronicler rewrote the ending of the older chronicle story—so that Vladimir declines

baptism from the philosopher—and created the entire 987 “Testing of the Faiths” passage

17 A. Poppe, “The Political Background of the Baptism of Rus',” The Rise of Christian Russia (London:
Varorium Reprints, 1982), 197-244.

18 Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 154.
' Ibid.

17" Shakhmatov also attributes the devil’s lament, the command to teach children literacy, the “pious
meditations” on the baptism of Rus’, and the “pokhvala” to Vladimir to the drevneishii svod.
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in order to provide a logical bridge between the two tales.'”" Thus, in Shakhmatov’s
view, the four main stories put forward as the conversion of Rus’ in the Primary
Chronicle—the missionary visits, the Philosopher’s Speech,'’* the Testing of the Faiths,
and the Kherson legend—are the work of three generations of ecclesiastical history-
writers: the editor of the drevneishii svod (1039), the editor of the nachal 'nyi svod (1095),
and Greek clerics serving at the Church of the Tithe in mid- to late-eleventh century
Kiev.'”

Objections and corrections to Shakhmatov’s analysis are too numerous and
diverse to fully catalogue here. His influence is clearly evident in the research of such
scholars as D. S. Likhachev and L. Miiller, who perceive the baptism story as a conflation
of the Kherson legend and a second, earlier source, as well as those, like L. V. Cherepnin
and A. S. Nasonov, who connect the Kherson Legend to the clerics at the Church of the

Tithes.!”*

7! Shakhmatov thinks the emissaries’ visits to Germany and Bulgaria in the “Testing of the Faiths” passage
were invented by the author of the chronicle entry; he attributes the story of their transcendent experience at
Hagia Sophia, however, to the Kherson Legend, where it originally followed Vladimir’s negotiations with
the tsars. See Shakhmatov, Korsunskaia legenda, 92.

72 The origin of the Philosopher’s Speech is a controversial topic. N.K. Nikol’skii believes it is an
independent work that was interpolated into the PVL in “a finished form.” In Razyskaniia o
drevnorusskikh letopisnikh svodakh, Shakhmatov conjectures that the Philosopher’s Speech derives from a
Bulgarian legend about the conversion of Prince Boris. Later in his career, Shakhmatov changes his mind,
and makes the case that the 986 passage was composed and compiled by the editor of the “nachal’nyi
svod,” and based on the “Khronograf osobago sostava.” Whatever its origins, the source is assuredly not
liturgical: the speech includes several narratives and scripture citations that never occur in the Byzantine
liturgical cycle. Furthermore, the speech focuses on the major events in the life of Christ that are biblical
stories, and makes no mention of the “Feasts of the Theotokos” that figure so prominently in the Orthodox
liturgical year. See Nikol’skii, “K voprosu o istochnikakh...,” 89-116; Shakhmatov, “Povest’ vremennykh
let...,” 123, 146-147. For a review of the critical literature on the Philosopher’s Speech, see N. 1.
Miliutenko, “K voprosu o nekotorykh istochnikakh Rechi Filosofa,” TODRL, v. 55 (2004), 9-17.

173 Shakhmatov, Korsunskaia legenda, 60; Razyskaniia, 328-341.

7 D. S. Likhachev, Russkie letopisi i ikh kul turno-istoricheskoe znachenie (Moscow: iz. Akademii nauk
SSSR, 1947), 58-75. Ludolf Miiller, “Rasskaz ‘Povesti viemmenykh let’ o kreshchenii Vladimira,” Poniat’
Rossiiu: istoriko-kul turnye issledovaniia (Moscow: Progress-traditsiia, 2000). L. V. Cherepnin, “’Povest’
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The most significant departure from Shakhmatov’s interpretation is the work of
A. A. Gippius, a linguist who employs innovative linguistic methods to identify and
reconstruct hypothetical “stratifications” in the chronicle text.'”> Analyzing the
“structural contradictions” and “linguistic heterogeneity” of the chronicle manuscripts,
Gippius charts out an original and provocative textual history for the conversion of Rus’
passages. The linguist believes that the story originated as a “general epic” about
Vladimir’s “choice of faiths,” and ended with Vladimir’s baptism in Kiev.'’® This
account was “radically restructured” in the 1070s, when the Testing of the Faiths passage
was removed, and the Kherson Legend became the new narrative for the prince’s
baptism. Some twenty years later, in the “Kiev-Pecherskii primary chronicle layer of the
1090s,” the chronicler re-inserted the Testing of the Faiths, added the story of Prince
Vladimir’s blinding, the anti-Latin polemic, the symbol of faith, and the pokhvala, and
re-oriented the entire account around a new ideology that emphasized the special
historical mission of Rus’ as a “new” and “God-chosen” people.'”’

S. M. Mikheev offers an even more provocative history of the chronicle’s
conversion narrative. Relying on “clear linguistic markers” to distinguish between
chronicle layers, Mikheev argues that the earliest East Slavic historical record—which he

calls the “ancient tale” (drevnee skazanie, 1017)—did not report the conversion of Rus' at

vremennykh let, ee redaktsii i predshestvovavshie ei letopisnye svody,” Istoricheskye zapiski, v. 25 (1948),
293-333. A. S. Nasonov, Istoriia russkogo letopisaniia XI- nachala XVIII veka (Moscow: Nauka, 1969),
20-34.

'3 A. A. Gippius, “Dva nachala Nachal’noi letopisi: K istorii kompozitsii Povesti Vremennykh let,”
Verenitsa liter. K 60-letiiu V.M. Zhivova (Moscow: 2006), 56-96.

' Gippius, “Kreshchenie Rusi v Povesti vremennykh let: k stratifikatsii teksta,” Drevniaia Rus’. Voprosy
medievistiki, v. 3 (2008) 20-23.

177 1bid.
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all.'’®

It was not until the late 1070s that the author of the “svod of Nikon” (svod
Nikona) “independently created” the first account of the baptism of Rus’, which included
both “the story of Vladimir’s baptism in Kherson,” the “baptism of the Kievans,” and the
founding of the Church of the Tithe.'”” In Mikheev’s view, the other parts of the
chronicle account—including Vladimir’s dialogue with the philosopher, the Testing of
the Faiths passage, and the mass baptism—were interpolated or composed by the author
of the nachal nyi svod in the 1090s.'*

For all their differences in methodology, Gippius and Mikheev reach the same
conclusion as their predecessors: the Primary Chronicle combines two separate traditions
about Prince Vladimir’s conversion, a tale about a Greek philosopher who travels to Kiev
and preaches to Vladimir, and a tale about the prince’s baptism following the siege of
Kherson. The question that neither Gippius, nor Mikheev—nor Shakhmatov, for that
matter'*'—sufficiently addresses is why the chronicler merges these two traditions.
Fortunately, M. D. Priselkov takes up this problem in his fascinating study from 1913,
Ocherki po tserkovno-politicheskoi istorii Kievskoi Rusi X-XII vv. (Essays on the
Ecclesial-Political History of Kievan Rus’ in the 10-12" Centuries).

Priselkov presents an intriguing, if highly speculative, hypothesis on the origins of

Orthodoxy in Rus’. He believes generations of Kievan rulers tried, and failed, to secure

78 Mikheev, Kto pisal “Povest’ vremennykh let”?, 109.

179 1hid.

" Ibid. 154-161
'"1'In his two major works on the story of the baptism of Rus’, Shakhmatov is at pains to prove that his
hypothetical reconstruction, the Kherson Legend, truly existed in independent form, and that this story
underlies all extant versions of the conversion of Rus’. He is unusually reticent about the reasons the editor
of the nachal 'nyi svod combined the two tales, stating only that the original story of Vladimir’s baptism in
Kiev was “changed under the influence” of the “more enduring and rewarding” Kherson Legend. See
Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 154.
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an independent church hierarchy from both Rome and Constantinople. Finally, in 987,
Vladimir turned to a “third center of Christianity”: King Samuel and the Bulgarian
Patriarchate at Ohrid. '® For close to five decades, the scholar argues, Rus’ remained a
diocese of Ohrid, a situation that changed only in 1037, when laroslav the Wise secured a
metropolinate from the Patriarch of Constantinople.'

Priselkov contends that the chroniclers deliberately ignored this “real history” of
the baptism of Rus’, and instead combined two Greek polemical sources—the
Philospher’s Speech and the Kherson Legend—in order to “show that the real church and
Christianity only began with the establishment of the Greek metropolinate.”'®* Skilled in
church politics, the chroniclers knew that Constantinople “stubbornly resisted” the
canonization of Vladimir precisely because he had “guided [Rus’] out of the control of

99185

the Empire toward the Ohrid archbishophric.” ™ For Vladimir to be canonized, the

editors believed, the story had to be changed. So they merged the Philosopher’s Speech
with the Kherson Legend, and recast the prince as a “true follower of Greek Orthodoxy

99186

and its hierarchy.” ™ Ultimately, in Priselkov’s interpretation the story of the baptism of

Rus’ is an exercise in ecclesial diplomacy. The chronicler accepted the Greek version of

82 M.D. Priselkov, Ocherki po tserkovno-politicheskoi istorii Kievskoi Rusi X-XII vv. (St Petersburg: Tip.

M. M. Stasiulevicha, 1913) 154-161. Priselkov speculates that Princess Ol’ga represented a Christian
political party that came to power during the reign of her husband Igor, and that her trip to King Otto the
Great, the founder of the Holy Roman Empire, was an attempt to gain a western episcopacy for Rus’ after
the Greeks failed to deliver on the promises they made on her famous diplomatic mission to Consantinople
in 955.

133 1bid. 80-81
134 1bid. 84

135 1hid.

136 1hid. 304
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events, while shrewdly rearranging the story to give Prince Vladimir a biography worthy

of canonization in the eyes of the Constantinopolitan church.

Byzantine Liturgy and the Baptism of Rus’

Like Shakhmatov before him, Priselkov does not suspect the influence of
Byzantine liturgy in the story of the baptism of Rus’; as a result, original and compelling
as his theories may be, they are often inaccurate. The historian’s chief error is that he
misidentifies the chroniclers’ motives. He believes the editors of the nachal nyi svod
subverted the “facts” about Kiev’s original ecclesial independence under the Bulgarians
in a bid to improve Vladimir’s chances for glorification by the Greeks. A medieval
churchman reading the account, however, would have immediately recognized that the
story was not composed to appease the Greek patriarchate. Indeed, for those aware of the
chronicle’s liturgical subtext (and surely the clerics of that time were aware of it) the
passage must have read as a direct challenge to Byzantine ecclesial hegemony. Here was
the story not of Kiev’s subjugation to the Greek hierarchy, but of the founding of a
canonical and independent episcopal see; the story of a bishop-king converting Rus’, not
a Greek philosopher; the story, in short, that made Vladimir equal to Constantine, and the
Kievan church equal to the church in Constantinople.

A churchman’s reading of the passage would so significantly differ from
Priselkov’s for the simple reason that the cleric spent his life serving the Byzantine rite.
Year after year at liturgy the clergy prayed an elaborate myth about St Constantine and
his Christianization of the Roman Empire. The following hymn from the Feast of Ss.

Constantine and Helen eloquently expresses the basic plot:
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CBet npecBeTibli, IapcKast 3Be3/1a HeBeUepHss, OT HeBepHs B Bepy bokecTBa

IpewIe Iy, IPUBEAECcs OCBATUTH JIIOAU U rpaa u, oopa3 Kpecra na Hebecu

BUJIEB, YCIBIIIA OTTYly: CUM MOOeXkAail Bparu TBOsl. OTOHYTy>Ke IpHUeM

pasymenue /lyxa, CBSIIEHHUK M3BEIIEH U LApb, elieeM yTBepAu ecu LlepkoBb

boxuto, mpaBociiaBHbIX JIIOAEH, OTUE, ETOXKE U PaKa UCUEJIEHUE TOYUT,

KOHCTaHTHHE PABHOATIOCTONbHE, MOJIUCS O AyIIaX HALIMX.

The all-radiant light, the royal and never-waning star, passing from unbelief to

faith in the Godhead, was led to sanctify his people and city; and, beholding the

image of the Cross in the sky, he heard a voice therefrom say: "By this conquer
your enemies!" Wherefore, receiving the understanding of the Spirit, and
confirmed as a priest and king, you established the Church of God with oil. Your
relics, O father, grant healing; O Constantine, equal of the apostles, pray for our
souls.
The hymn depicts the emperor in four different roles. He is a convert who miraculously
hears a voice from the sky and passes “from unbelief to faith in the Godhead;” an
Orthodox basileus who conquers his enemies with the “image of the Cross;” a “priest”
who with oil “establishes the Church of God;” and a sainted “equal of the apostles” who
intercedes on behalf of the faithful. Singing, hearing and praying this myth over the
years, the monks of the Monastery of the Caves came to possess a clear picture of what
the life (and after-life) of a holy royal baptizer should look like.

The chroniclers also understood that presenting Vladimir as a holy royal baptizer
entailed considerably more than the mechanical combination of separate Greek tales: it
required the skillful appropriation of Byzantium’s own ritual narratives. If Rus’ was to
enjoy native saints and a native hierarchy, then it needed a myth of Christian origins that
justified them. And so—at whatever time the chronicle came to assume its present form,

whether that was 1095 like Shakhmatov and Priselkov believe or a different date—the

editors of the Primary Chronicle redacted the extant tales of the baptism of Rus’ into a

'87 A slightly different version of this hymn, which identifies Constantine as a bishop and not a priest, may
be found in: Stikhirar' mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiri s. 12 dek. Po 31 avg. (RNB, Sof. 384). This
distinction is an important piece of evidence for one of the arguments made later in the chapter.
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new narrative that showed Vladimir establishing Christianity in Kiev exactly like the
Byzantine rite shows “the apostle Constantine” establishing it in the Roman Empire. No
longer would Vladimir convert under the spell of a Greek philosopher, but by the direct
and miraculous intervention of God Himself. And no longer would the Greeks appear as
the saviors and baptizers of Rus’: a Slavic bishop-king, chosen by God and enlightened

by holy baptism, would personally bring the Orthodox faith to his people.

Three Conversions: Paul, Constantine, Vladimir

One of the chroniclers’ first tasks in the creation of this myth was to conform the
story of Vladimir’s conversion to the story about Constantine’s conversion that they
knew from the liturgy. In the divine services, the emperor’s religious transformation is
represented as a momentous, instantaneous, and miraculous event. On the eve of battle,
Constantine sees a vision of the cross in the sky and goes on to conquer his enemies with
the aid of the Christian God. At the same time he experiences life-changing inner
revelations about the nature of the Divinity—revelations similar to those experienced by
the apostle Paul on the road to Damascus.'® Tellingly, this narrative from the twenty-
sixth chapter of the Book of Acts is the epistle reading for the Feast of Ss. Constantine
and Helen. At that service, just after chanting several hymns about Constantine’s

conversion, the deacon loudly intones:

138 This connection between Vladimir and Paul has been noted before. A. V. Nazarenko believes that “in

the most ancient tradition, the conversion of Vladimir was in some way or another likened to the
conversion of the Christian-persecuting Paul.” Nazarenko traces this motif to “several Latin-language
sources of the first third of the eleventh century,” particularly the “Chronicon Theitmari.” In a different
study, S. Senderovich argues that before Vladimir’s canonization in the thirteenth century, his image
underwent a “process of mythologization.” This process included several typologies from the Old and New
Testaments, but none as important as the Vladimir-Paul comparison, a typology “which formed the figure
of St Vladimir in early Kievan historiography.” See V. Nazarenko, Drevniaia Rus’ na mezhdunarodnykh
putiakh, 435-451. S. Senderovich, “Sv. Vladimir: k mifopoezisu,” TODRL, v. 49 (1996), 300-313.
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Then Agrippa said unto Paul, You are permitted to speak for yourself. Then Paul
stretched forth the hand, and answered for himself: I think myself happy, king
Agrippa, because I shall answer for myself this day before you, touching all the
things whereof I am accused of the Jews: Especially because I know you to be
expert in all customs and questions which are among the Jews: wherefore I
beseech you to hear me patiently. My manner of life from my youth, which was
at the first among mine own nation at Jerusalem, know all the Jews; Which knew
me from the beginning, if they would testify, that after the most strait sect of our
religion I lived a Pharisee... And I punished them oft in every synagogue, and
compelled them to blaspheme; and being exceedingly mad against them, I
persecuted them even unto strange cities. Whereupon as [ went to Damascus with
authority and commission from the chief priests, At midday, O king, I saw in the
way a light from heaven, above the brightness of the sun, shining round about me
and them which journeyed with me. And when we were all fallen to the earth, I
heard a voice speaking unto me, and saying in the Hebrew tongue, Saul, Saul,
why do you persecute me? it is hard for you to kick against the pricks. And I
said, Who are you, Lord? And he said, [ am Jesus whom you persecute. But rise,
and stand upon your feet: for I have appeared to you for this purpose, to make you
a minister and a witness both of these things which you have seen, and of those
things in the which I will appear to you; Delivering you from the people, and
from the Gentiles, to whom now I send you, To open their eyes, and to turn them
from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto God, that they may
receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them which are sanctified by
faith that is in me. Whereupon, O king Agrippa, I was not disobedient unto the
heavenly vision...”

(Acts 26:1-5, 12-20)

That this epistle is read on Constantine’s feast day suggests that the emperor’s conversion
on the Milvian Bridge is of the same kind, and of the same importance, as Paul’s
conversion on the road to Damascus. A similar claim is repeated throughout the
hymnography for the feast:
Kpecrta TBoero o6pa3 Ha HebGecu BuzeB u, skoxe [laBen, 3BaHue He OT 4eJIOBEK
npueM, B napex anoctoi Tsoi, ['ocriogu, LapcrByromuii rpag B pyue TBoen
MIOJIOXKH, €roXKe cracail Bceraa B MUpe MOJIMTBaMU boropoauiisl, eaune
Yenoekomobue. '™
Having beheld the image of Your Cross in the sky, and, like Paul receiving a call
not from men, Your apostle among kings placed the imperial city in Your hands,

O Lord. Save it ever in peace, by the prayers of the Theotokos, O You who alone
love mankind.

% Two similar hymns may be found in: Mineia sluzhebnaia na mai (‘“Putiatina Mineia””) (RNB, Sof. 202).
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In another hymn, the emperor is apostrophized as the “apostle Constantine,” and is said to
have received “like the godly Paul... a divine gift from on high”:

FOnomeckuit mpoBoXxaas BO3pacT, sikoxke boxxecTBenHsbli [1aBen, ¢ Boimnnx

npusi ecu boxkecTBeHHOE JapoBaHUE U JIIOTaro 60pia paTh BCEOPYKECTBOM

Kpecrta HusBepri ecu, napeii noxsano, KonctantuHe paBHOANOCTOJIE, O HAC KO

I'ociogy mMonumcs, ciacTUCS JyliaM HaIlluM.

Passing through young age, like the godly Paul you received a divine gift from on

high, and with the full armor of the Cross you annihilated the warfare of the cruel

adversary. O apostle Constantine, equal of the apostles, pray to the Lord for us,

that our souls be saved.'”’
These hymns combine the key motifs from Paul’s conversion narrative with the details of
Constantine’s military conquest. Like Paul, God “appears unto” Constantine in a vision
of light in order to make him a “minister and witness” to the gentiles, “to open their eyes,
and turn them from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto God.” Also like
Paul, Constantine is “not disobedient to the heavenly vision”: he heeds the unexpected
message and commits himself to the service of the God of the Christians.

The feast spells out these parallels to show that Paul was specially called from
above by Christ to be the twelfth disciple, and that nearly three hundred years later
Constantine was called in the exact same way to be the thirteenth. Thus, even
Constantine’s claim to apostleship is constructed on the precedent of an earlier sacred
narrative. In the New Testament the church canonized the story of Paul’s unusual
election into the ranks of the apostles, and centuries later Byzantine hymnographers
appropriated the narrative to justify Constantine’s elevation to that same rank.

The myth’s development did not end there, however. A few more centuries

passed, the story was translated into Slavonic and chanted throughout Rus’ at the Feast of

Ss. Constantine and Helen. The clerical editors of the Primary Chronicle served this

190 Stikhirar' mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiri s. 12 dek. Po 31 avg. (RNB, Sof. 384)
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feast every year on 21 May and, over time, the service itself taught them that to construct
a canonical argument for Vladimir’s glorification they had only to employ the methods
developed by Byzantine hymnographers in their liturgical depiction of the first Christian
emperor. The feast proclaimed Constantine “equal to the apostles” because he converted
like Paul and repeated the apostle’s works. Using the same logic, the chroniclers could
proclaim Vladimir “equal to the apostles” by writing him a conversion and biography
similar to those of Paul and Constantine.'”’ Once this liturgical “methodology” is
recovered, the series of events in chronicle entries 986 to 988 become more
comprehensible. Vladimir declines baptism because a “new Constantine” is not
converted by human reasoning, but called from on high by God.

This notion that God calls unbelievers to apostolic service appears throughout the
hymnography for Paul and Constantine. In Paul’s case, particular stress is laid on his
initial persecution of the church and subsequent repentance:

Hocanutens u ronutens Llepkse Obu1 ecu, [1aBie BceOnaxenne, ¢ Hebece xe
3BaH ObIB, 3AIUTHII €CH CHIO TIPECIaBHO, €iKe HbIHE MOJIM U30aBUTHCS OT Ol 1

192
CIIaCTUCA AylIaM HalllhuM.

You were a tormenter and persecutor of the Church, O most blessed Paul, but
when you were called from heaven, you defended it gloriously. Pray now that she
[the Church] be delivered from misfortunes, and that our souls be saved.

Similar to Paul, Constantine is praised for “passing from unbelief to belief,” and for

“following” the divine call and forsaking the religion he was born into:

I Metropolitan Hilarion drew on similar sources in his “Sermon on Law and Grace.” See K. K. Aken’tev,

“’Slovo o zakone i blagodati’ Ilariona Kievskogo. Drevneishaia versiia po spisku GIM Sin. 591,”
Vizantinorossika, v. 3 (St Petersburg: S. Peterburgskoe Obshchestvo vizantino-slavianskikh issledovanii,
2005) 116-152.

192 Stikhirar' mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiri s. 12 dek. Po 31 avg. (RNB, Sof. 384)
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Bo3mesnusa HebecHast mosyduTy mOTIAICS €CH, TEMXKE 30ByIeMy, boromype,

MOCJIEA0BAJl €CU, U TBMY OCTABUJI €CU, OTYE, IPEIAHHBIS TH JIECTH, U CBETUIBHUK
193

Jlyxom BoxecTBeHHBIM ObLI €CH.

You strived to receive heavenly rewards; and when called, O divinely wise father,
you followed Him Who called you, and forsook the darkness of the
falsehood bequeathed to you, and through the Divine Spirit you became a
luminary.
Other places in the service for Constantine suggest that God “pursues” his chosen ones,
and one hymn even describes God hunting the emperor like prey:
He ot uenosek 3BaHue npuuM, HO k0 boxxectBenHslii [1aBen, umen ecu cue naye
cBeie, npeciaaBHe Koncrantune, ot Xpucra bora. 3namenune 6o Kpecra Ha
HeOecH BHJIEB, CUM YJIOBHJICS €CH, SIKO JOOPEHUIIIHii IOB, O CeM U MOOeIUTeNh
MPOTHBY BUIAUMBIX M HEBUAUMBIX BPAroB sSIBUJICS €CH HenoOeaum. Temke MOTuM
T, KO TEIlJIa MOJIMTBEHHUKA, 36 MHHUH, JIOCTOMHO IMaMSTh TBOIO ITOYHUTAIOIIIE, B
JICP3HOBCHUN UCTIPOCUTH HAM MPOCBEIICHUS, OUUIIICHUS U BEJTUS MUAJIOCTH.
You did not receive your name from men, but, like the divine Paul, you had it
from Christ God on high, O all-glorious Constantine. For, beholding the sign of
the Cross in the sky, you were caught like goodly prey, and you have been shown
to be an invincible victor over enemies visible and invisible. Wherefore, we on
earth entreat you as a fervent advocate, that with boldness you request for us
enlightenment, cleansing and great mercy.
Prince Vladimir’s situation in the Primary Chronicle is analogous to that of his
typological models. Like Paul, he has persecuted Christians and like Constantine he was
born into a pagan faith. There is also evidence that he is being “pursued” by God: in 986,
a Greek philosopher is sent to him in Kiev, and in 987 his emissaries are granted a vision
of “heaven on earth” in Constantinople (49). The most convincing parallels, however,
occur in the 988 passage, when the prince lays siege to Kherson. That Vladimir’s
conversion occurs during a military campaign is to be expected, since that is also the

story the liturgy tells about Constantine. In fact, nearly every hymn on the emperor’s

feast day connects his conversion to the Battle of the Milvian Bridge in 312.

193 A similar hymn is located in: Mineia sluzhebnaia na mai (“Putiatina Mineia”) (RNB, Sof. 202).
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The feast presents the emperor’s conversion as the necessary result of an
empirical proof concerning the Christian God. The cross appears in the sky as the “sign”
by which Constantine will conquer; he conquers using that sign as his battle standard;
ergo, the God of the Christians is the true God. A comparable proof is built into the story
of Vladimir’s siege of Kherson. Vladimir, too, receives a “sign” from on high when
Anastasius shoots an arrow into the enemy camp with instructions on how to take the
city. Upon reading the instructions, Vladimir makes a vow based on the same logic that
governs the hymnography for Constantine. Raising his eyes to heaven, the prince
declares: “If these instructions prove successful, I will be baptized!” (50). As
unexpected as Vladimir’s pronouncement may be, his underlying deduction is clear: if he
conquers with the help of the Christian God, then that God is necessarily the true God.

The same reasoning prevails at Prince Vladimir’s baptism in Kherson following
the siege; only this time the subtext is the ninth chapter of the Book of Acts,'”* a scripture
that adds several important details to the story of Paul’s conversion. Following Saul/
Paul’s vision of Christ, the passage continues:

...Saul arose from the earth; and when his eyes were opened, he saw no man: but

they led him by the hand, and brought him into Damascus. And he was three days

without sight, and neither did eat nor drink. And there was a certain disciple at

Damascus, named Ananias; and to him said the Lord in a vision, Ananias. And he

said, Behold, I am here, Lord. And the Lord said unto him, Arise, and go into the

street which is called Straight, and enquire in the house of Judas for one called

Saul, of Tarsus...Then Ananias answered, Lord, I have heard by many of this

man, how much evil he hath done to thy saints at Jerusalem...But the Lord said

unto him, Go your way: for he is a chosen vessel unto me, to bear my name

before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel... And Ananias went his
way, and entered into the house; and putting his hands on him said, Brother Saul,

14 The Book of Acts has a distinctive place in the scripture readings for the Byzantine rite. Selected

passages, such as the epistle reading for the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen cited above, are read from
the Apostol (Epistle Book) at various feasts throughout the year—a usage similar to other epistolary books
of the New Testament. What makes the Book of Acts unusual is that it is read in its entirety just before the
beginning of Paschal Matins, the first service of the midnight Orthodox Easter vigil.
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the Lord, even Jesus, that appeared unto you in the way as you came, has sent me,

that you might receive your sight, and be filled with the Holy Ghost. And

immediately there fell from his eyes as it had been scales: and he received sight

forthwith, and arose, and was baptized.

Acts 9: 8-18

The parallels between this passage and the chronicle account are arresting. Paul is
blinded by a vision of Christ, and Vladimir is blinded by “divine providence” (50).'"
Ananias is sent against his will to baptize a dangerous enemy of the faith, and Princess
Anna is sent against her will to baptize (and marry) a dangerous enemy of Orthodox
Byzantium. Paul is miraculously healed the moment Ananias lays hands on him, and
Vladimir is miraculously healed as soon as “the Bishop [lays] his hand on him” (ibid.).

The two healings also represent a proof of the Christian God similar to that
granted to Constantine. Paul is blinded by Christ and then healed at His command.
Likewise, when Princess Anna tells Vladimir that baptism will cure his blindness, the
prince responds, “If this proves true, then truly the God of the Christians is great” (ibid.).
Here again, the Christian God is tested and the empirical results “prove” His divine
power.

Hymnography from the Feast of Ss. Peter and Paul further elaborates on the story

of Paul’s baptism and reveals another similarity between the apostle and Prince Vladimir;

1% The Paul archetype is so central to Constantine’s conversion that Byzantine hymnographers artificially

integrate a blindness motif into the emperor’s story: UyBcTBa npoctep k HeGecu 1 3Be31HYI0 HABBIKHYB
J00pOTy, OT CUX TalHOY4YHMM ObIBast BeAueckux [ ocmosia, KpeCTHOE ke OpyKUe Imocpesie 00IUCTa, HAMUCY s
0 ceM MobOexIaTH U Aep:KaBHBIM ObITH. Temke, TyILIN TBOEsl OTBEP3 odeca, MUChMO MPOUeN eCH U 00pasy
HayuuBcs, KoHcTanTiHe BceyecTHe, Mosin Xpucrta bora corpemienuii ocraBieHue 1apoBaTu
Mpa3aHYOUUM JII000BHUIO CBATYIO amATh TBo0./ Having stretched forth thy senses toward heaven and
acquired the beauty of the stars, thou wast taught by them the mysteries of the Lord of all; and the weapon
of the Cross shone forth in their midst, signifying that in which thou shouldest conquer and achieve
dominion. Wherefore, opening the eyes of thy soul, thou didst read the writing and learn the image. O most
honored Constantine, entreat Christ God, that He grant remission of offenses unto those who celebrate thy
holy memory with love.
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namely, that being blinded and healed is a revelatory, enlightening experience. As one
hymn describes it:

XOTsii IPOCBETUTH BCEJICHHYIO OMpayaeTcs, AHaHUS K€ K CeMy Iociacs,
TyIIEBHOE YK€ MPOCBEIICHUE J1asiii U TelleCHOEe OT boXKecTBeHHAro sIBIIEHUsI, COCY T
n30paH MoKasas TOTO.

He who would enlighten the whole world was struck blind; but Ananias was sent
to him, imparting unto him enlightenment of soul and body through divine
revelation, and showing him to be a chosen vessel.

Another hymn suggests that Paul's blinding gave him special insight into the nature of the
Triune diety:
Bynymiee Bo3Bemas Tebe cusaue 6narodectus, [1aBne, u nectu ouuIeHue,
XpHCTOC SBILCS HAa TOPE MOJHHUE3paueH, 04U OMpPAYyaeT INIOTCKHS, AyIICBHBIS
ke BpazymysieT TpoifueckuM pa3yMoM: ciiaBHO 60 MPOCTaBHCH.
Declaring to you the coming effulgence of piety and the cleansing away of
falsehood, O Paul, Christ, Who showed Himself to be as bright as lightning on the
mountain, dimmed your bodily eyes while enlightening the eyes of your soul with
the understanding of the Trinity: for gloriously is He glorified.
Still another hymn interprets Paul’s blindness as an “earthly darkness” that allows one to
perceive a higher, noetic light:
Cabliie 3BaH OBIB, @ HE OT YEJIOBEK, €ra 3eMHasi TbMa, IOMPAa4YH OYU TEJIECHBI,
HeuecTHs 00JIMuas ceToBaHnue, Torna HeOecHbli cBeT 00JIMCTa MBICIICHHUH OYH,
OmarouecTHs OTKphIBast KpacoTy. Temrke MO3HaJ eCH U3BOJIAIIATO CBET U3 ThMBHI,
Xpucra bora namero, Eroxxe Moy criacTé ¥ IpOCBETUTH 1M HAIIA.
Called from on high, and not by men, when earthly darkness covered your
bodily eyes, putting an end to your ungodly plans, a heavenly light illumined your
noetic eyes, disclosing the beauty of piety. Wherefore, you recognized Christ our
God Who brought forth light out of darkness. Pray that He save and enlighten our
souls.
The chronicler treats Vladimir's experience of blindness in identical fashion. The loss

and restoration of his sight is not merely a physiological event—it is a pathway to

spiritual revelation. Like Paul and Constantine, the prince’s conversion is not so much a
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matter of faith, as it is a direct, indubitable, first-hand experience of the divine. In the
prince's own words: “Now I have known the true God” (50).

Here, at last, are the words of a “New Constantine,” and from this phrase forward
the Primary Chronicle depicts Vladimir as a new and transformed human being. Gone is
the lustful, deceitful, marauding pagan warrior of the earlier chronicle entries, and in his
place appears a holy prince—apostle and bishop ad extra—on a mission to liberate Rus’

from the devil and baptize his people into the Byzantine faith.

Prince Vladimir, the “First Bishop” of Rus’

From the moment Prince Vladimir emerges from the baptismal font, he begins to
imitate the deeds of the “apostle Constantine.” Still in Kherson, the prince founds a
church and “selects clerical instruments and icons,” and then sets off for Kiev with “the
Princess and Anastasius and the priests of Kherson, together with the relics of St Clement
and of Phoebus his disciple” (52). For those familiar with the canons of the Orthodox
Church, this description of Vladimir’s departure is extremely revealing. The prince is
leaving Kherson with all of the elements necessary for the canonical founding of an
Orthodox church—the relics of martyrs, clerical vessels, icons, priests—with one striking
exception: there is no mention of a bishop, and in Orthodox tradition only a bishop can

196
consecrate a new church.

1% Anastasius of Kherson, the man who shoots an arrow into Vladimir’s camp during the siege, is
identified as a bishop in the Novgorodian First Chronicle, but is never referred to as such in the Primary
Chronicle. 1t is possible, therefore, that the chroniclers in Kiev removed any mention of Anastaius’ clerical
rank precisely in order to cast Vladimir in the role of bishop.
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This omission in the chronicle is connected to Constantine’s unique position in
the church hierarchy. In the fourth century Vita Constantini, Eusebius recounts the
emperor’s own attempt at defining that position:

Once when he was entertaining bishops at a banquet, [Constantine] said...“while

you are bishops of the things inside the Church, I too am a bishop appointed by

God of the things outside of it.”""’

Contemporary scholars interpret the final enigmatic phrase—“episkipos...ton ektos” in
the original Greek'”*—to mean that Constantine saw himself as “entrusted with the
external care and protection of the church,” a calling that entitled him (and future
Byzantine emperors) to “a quasi-clergy status with special liturgical privileges not shared
by other laypersons.”"””

The divine services represent these liturgical privileges rather liberally, and at
times portray the emperor as a bishop invested with sacramental power. The hymn cited
above, for example, calls Constantine a priest and specifically states that he establishes
the Church “with oil ” [emphasis mine] because during the rite of consecration of a
church an Orthodox bishop consecrates the altar table with a special type of oil called

holy chrism.*” A twelfth-century version of this hymn, moreover, explicitly identifies

Constantine as a sviatitel’, the term for a saint of episcopal rank. This identification is

17 Charles M. Odahl, Constantine and the Christian Empire, 245. For more on Constantine’s position
within the church, see W. Seston, “Constantine as a ‘Bishop’,” The Journal of Roman Studies, v. 37
(1947), 127-131. Daniel de Decker and Ginette Dupuis-Masay. “L’ ‘episcopat’ de I’empereur Constantin.”
Byzantion, v. 50 (1980), 118-157.

'8 Odahl, Constantine and the Christian Empire, 246.

19 Robert Taft, Through Their Own Eyes: Liturgy as the Byzantines Saw It (Berkeley: InterOrthodox Press,

2006), 108-109.

2% 1n Church Slavonic holy chrism is normally referred to as Mmvpo (miro) but is also called eneii (elei),

most notably in the prayers of Chrismation.
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further reinforced by the Gospel reading selected for the emperor’ feast day, John 10:1-
16, the scripture also read on general feast days for a sainted bishop.””!

The liturgical context suggests, therefore, that the princely retinue departs from
Kherson unaccompanied by a Greek episkipos because Prince Vladimir is the bishop who
will baptize Rus’ and consecrate its churches. This episcopal role is confirmed by the
chronicler’s depiction of the mass baptism of the Kievan population in 988 and the
consecration of the “Church of the Tithes” in 996. In both passages, the prince presides
over the liturgical rites and prays the prayers that a presiding bishop would pray at the
sacraments of baptism and the consecration of a church.**®> At the mass baptism,
Vladimir accompanies the priests into the baptismal waters and “when the people were
baptized,” he rejoices “that he and his people now knew God” (53). The prince then
“looks up to heaven” and prays:

«Xpucre boxe, ctBopuBsiii He00 1 3emutto! IIpu3pu Ha HOBBIS JIIOJIU CHSA, M JAXKb

umb, ['ocrionn, yBeneru Tebe, uctuapHaro bora, Ko e yBeeIia CTpaHbl

XPECThSIHbCKbIS. YTBEpPAU U Bepy B HUX IPaBY U HECOBPATbHY, U MHE TIOMO3H,

['ocioam, Ha CynpOTUBHArO Bpara, J1a, Hajiesics Ha TS U Ha TBOIO JIepKaBy,

nmobexto ko3Hu ero (ibid.).»

“O Christ God, who has created heaven and earth! Look upon these new people,

and grant that they may know You, the true God, as other Christian nations have

known You. Confirm them in the true and inalterable faith, and help me, O Lord,

against the hostile adversary, so that hoping in You and Your might, I may
overcome his machinations.”

%' In contemporary practice the Gospel reading for the Feast of Ss. Constantine and Helen has been

abbreviated to John 10: 1-9, and the reading for bishops is John 10:9-16. The Typicon of Alexis the Studite
indicates that the twelfth century reading for Constantine’s feast day combined these two passages. See
Pentkovskii, Tipikon, 345.

292 As noted earlier in this study, the East Slavs were likely baptized according to the rites of the Great
Church in Constantinople (Arranz, ““Chin oglasheniia i kreshcheniia v Drevnei Rusi,” 69-75). While any
ordained priest could ostensibly perform these rites, at the time of the conversion of Rus’ the ritual likely
retained the distinctly episcopal (indeed, patriarchal) cast of the Constantinopolitan rites.
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Vladimir’s prayer combines several elements of the bishop’s prayers from the Orthodox
initiation rites. The prince assumes the traditional posture of Orthodox prelates at prayer
and begins with a standard liturgical address, “O Christ God” (Khristos bozhe), that the
bishop twice uses in the prayers of exorcism.*”> The prince asks God “to look upon these
Your new people” because the bishop petitions God several times to gaze upon the
neophytes awaiting illumination: in the third exorcism prayer, he asks the Lord “to look
upon Your servant” (“prizri na raba Tvoego”) and during the “Reception into the
Catechumenate” he prays, “Let Your eyes ever look upon him with mercy...” (“Da budut
ochi Tvoi vziraiushche na nego milostiiu vynu...””).”**

Prince Vladimir calls his subjects “new people” because the bishop’s prayers
repeatedly represent baptism as the entrance into a new and everlasting life. Consider the
prelate’s final prayer before the immersion ceremony:

Bnanapixo I'ocriogu boske Hat, npu3oBu pada TBoero, [MMspeK ]|, KO CBATOMY

Tsoemy IIpocBemenuto, u ciogooM ero BequKkus ces 6arogatu csiraro TBoero

Kpemenust. OTPEIH €ro BETXOCTh, ¥ OGHOBH €r0 B )UBOT BEUHbIH. ..”

O Master, Lord our God, call Your servant, (name), to Your holy illumination,

and grant unto him that great grace of thy Baptism. Put off from him the old man,

and renew him unto life everlasting...
Vladimir’s next request—that his subjects may know “the true God”—is derived from the

bishop’s prayers during the “Second Catechumenate” service. Christ is referred to as the

“true God” three times during this ritual, and one prayer explicitly requests that God “fill

293 Arranz, “Chin oglasheniia...,” 82.
% 1bid. 76-77

205 Ibid. 88
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[the neophyte] with the faith, hope and love which are in thee, that he may know that
thou art the only true God...”**

Vladimir’s concluding petition is a slight reworking of a line from the bishop’s
first prayer at the Chrismation service. In the chronicle, the prince asks God to “confirm
his people in the true faith,” and save him from the “machinations” of the devil (50), and

during the sacrament the bishop prays:

Coxpanu ero B TBoeM OCBAIICHUHU, YTBEPIH B IIPABOCIABHOM Bepe, H30aBH OT
JIyKaBaro, ¥ BCEX HAYMHAHUH €rO...

Preserve him in Your sanctification, confirm him in the Orthodox faith, and
deliver him from the devil, and all his evil machinations.

These parallels are evidence enough that the author of the 988 passage is using the same
narrative technique employed in the 955 account to depict Princess Ol’ga’s baptism. In
that passage, the patriarch and princess act out the roles of baptizer and baptized, as
proscribed in the baptismal rubrics of the Great Church. These rubrics are put to use
again in 988, as Prince Vladimir enters the Dnieper and baptizes his people with the
prayers and gestures traditionally performed by the Patriarch of Constantinople.

Following the mass baptism Prince Vladimir continues to perform the duties of a
bishop and “new Constantine.” He orders “churches to be built where idols previously
stood” and assigns “priests throughout the cities,” inviting “the people to accept baptism
in all the cities and towns” (53). These activities reflect Constantine’s deeds in the
services:

bnarouectuBaro KoHCTaHTHH NaMsTh KO MUPO UCTOIIEBAEMO, THECH

BO3cHs: XpHcTa 60 BO3KENEB, UI0JIBI IPEHEOPEKe, XpaM BO3ABHUT HA 3eMIIH
208
pacrieHieMycs Hac paau, Ha Hebecex jxe BOCTIpHsI HAaJeK bl BEHELL.

206 Ihid. 81

207 Ibid.
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The memory of the pious Constantine hath shone forth today, poured out like
myrrh; for, desiring Christ, he spurned the idols, raising up a temple on the earth
to Him Who was crucified for our sake; and in the heavens he has received the
crown of hope.

The temple referred to here is likely Hagia Sophia, the “Great Church” that Constantine
founded as the ecclesiastical center of his new Christian empire in 326.** Vladimir
imitates the emperor in this regard in 989 when he orders the construction of “a church
dedicated to the Holy Mother of God” that will become the future ecclesiastical center of
Orthodox Rus’, better known as the Church of the Tithes (54). Seven years later, in 996,
the prince, “seeing the church completed,” enters it and prays a second episcopal prayer:
«Tociomu boxe! Tlpuspu ¢ Hebece, u Bikb. U moceTn BuHOTpana coero. 1
CBEpILH, sHKE HACA/IU JICCHULIA TBOS, HOBBIS JIIOIM CH, MM K€ 00paTUIIb ech
cepJle B pa3yM, nmo3Haru tede, bora ucrunnoro. W nmpuspu Ha 11€pKOBb TBOIO CH,
I0%K€e CO3/1aX, HeIOCTONHBIN pabb TBOM, B UMS POKbIIAs TS MaTepe, MPUCHOBEABISA
Boropoauiia. Aske KTO MOMOJIUTHCS Bb LIEPKBU CEHl, TO YCIIBILIIH MOJHUTBY €T0
MOJIUTBBI paau npednucteist boropoanua» (55).
“Lord God! Look down from heaven, behold and visit your vineyard, and perfect
what your right hand has planted. Make these new people, whose heart you have
turned unto knowledge, to know you as the true God. Look upon this your church
which I, your unworthy servant, have built in the name of the Ever-Virgin Mother

of God who bore you. And whoever may pray in this church, hear their prayers,
for the sake of the prayers of the Immaculate Mother of God.”

The opening verse of this prayer unequivocally confirms Prince Vladimir’s status as the
first “bishop” of Rus’. At the celebration of a hierarchical Divine Liturgy, during the
Thrice Holy Hymn (77isviatoe), the presiding bishop processes out from the altar and
blesses the congregation with two special candles, a dikirion and a trikirion. As he
performs the blessing, the bishop looks to heaven and prays Psalm 80:14-15, the verse

with which Prince Vladimir begins the prayer above: “O Lord, look down from heaven,

298 Stikhirar' mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiri s. 12 dek. Po 31 avg. (RNB, Sof. 384)

209 Odahl, Constantine and the Christian Empire, 2377.
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and behold, and visit this vine, and perfect that which thy right hand hath planted.”
Perhaps no other liturgical prayer is as connected with the figure of the bishop as this
prayer. It is one of the few prayers publicly recited at a hierarchical Divine Liturgy that
is never recited at a non-Hierarchical Divine Liturgy. The chronicler is going to great
lengths, therefore, to concretely portray Vladimir as the bishop who is consecrating the
Church of the Tithes.

The next line of the prayer—Make these new people, whose heart thou hast
turned unto knowledge, to know thee as the true God” (55)—returns to the “new people”
motif from Vladimir’s earlier baptism prayer, and likely derives from the baptismal
service. In one of the final prayers before baptism, the bishop expresses a very similar
sentiment:

O I'ocnoau criace Halll WKe BCEM XOTSM CIIACTUCS U B pa3yM MUCTHUHBI IPUUTH,
BO3CHATH CBET pa3yMa B CepAlbIX (sic) nammx...>'

O Lord, our Savior, who desires all men to be saved and come to the knowledge
of the truth, shine the light of knowledge into our hearts...

Vladimir is blessing a church, however, not baptizing a nation, and the concluding
phrases of his prayer correspond to the prayers of consecration for a church.*'' The

prince asks God to look down on the church that he, an unworthy servant, has built in the

210 Arranz, “Chin oglasheniia...,” 86.
*I'I. E. Danilevskii rightly observes that Vladimir’s prayer resembles Solomon’s prayer at the dedication of
the Temple in Jerusalem from 3 Kings 8:22-30. In medieval Rus’, however, this biblical text was most
likely meditated through two liturgical services: 1) the Rite of Consecration of a Church, in which several
of the bishop’s prayers are modeled on Solomon’s prayer; and 2) the special rite used for the inauguration
of Hagia Sophia, a service that included a vesperal reading from 3 Kings 8. This ancient service eventually
became the basis for the later Feast of the Consecration of the Church of the Holy Sepulcher, and is also
preserved in certain parts of the contemporary rite of consecration for a church. In contemporary service
books, moreover, the scripture from 3 Kings is the first vesperal reading for the Feast of Ss. Constantine
and Helen. See I. N. Danilevskii, Povest’ viremennykh let: Germenevticheckie osnovy izucheniia
letopisnykh tekstov (Moscow: Aspekt Press, 2004), 108. K. K. Akent’ev, “Mozaiki Kievskoi sv. Sofii i
“Slovo” Metropolita Ilariona v vizantiiskom liturgicheskom kontekste,” Vizantinorossika, v. 1 (St
Petersburg: S. Peterburgskoe Obshchestvo vizantino-slavianskikh issledovanii, 1995), 75-94.
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name of the Theotokos and to hearken to the prayers of those who will pray therein.
Similar petitions are made throughout the consecration service, but two prayers in
particular reflect the prince’s concerns. In the First Prayer for the Consecration of a
Church (Nachal’'naia molitva osvishcheniia khrama), the bishop asks that God would
receive the prayer of his “unworthy servants,” so that they may “complete the
consecration of this church...built in the name of the holy [name of saint to which the
church is dedicated].”*'* And in the Prayer at the Bowing of Heads (Kolenopreklonnaia
molitva osviashcheniia khrama), the bishop petitions God to look upon the church and
hear the prayers offered by the faithful:
...BO exe ObITH ouecaM TBOMM OTBEPCTHIM HaHb JIEHb U HOILIb, U yiiecaM TBoum
BHEMJIIOILIUM B MOJIUTBY IIPUXO/ISIIUX B HEr0O cO cTpaxoM TBOMM U
671aroroBeMHCTBOM, M MPHU3BIBAIOLINX BCEUECTHOE U MOKIaHseMoe uMs TBoe: 1a
enmka BocripocsT y Tebe, u ycnpluimy Ha Hebecu rope, U COTBOPUILH, U
muocTHB Oymemu.””
...Let Thine eyes be open upon it day and night and let Thine ears be heedful of
the prayer of those who shall enter therein in Thy fear, and in devoutness, and
shall call upon Thine all honorable and worshipful Name; that whatsoever they
shall ask of Thee, Thou wilt hear it in heaven above and wilt show mercy and be
gracious unto them.
Prince Vladimir’s decision to dedicate the church to Mary and his appeal to the prayers of
the Bogoriditsa are connected to another solemn Constantinopolitan liturgical rite: the

yearly commemoration of Constantine’s formal dedication of the city on 11 May 330.'"*

12 M. S. Zheltov, “Chin osviashcheniia khrama i polozheniia sviatikh moshchei v vizantiiskikh
Evkhologiiakh XI veka,” Relikvii v isskustve i kul ture vostochnokhristianskogo mira (Moscow: 2000),
114.

2P Ibid. 116
*1% The eleventh of May subsequently became a standard date for the consecration of important churches in
Rus’. The Church of the Tithes was consecrated on 12 May 996 (the nearest Sunday to that date) and the
Church of the Holy Wisdom in Kiev on 11 May 1046. See Aken’tev, “Mozaiki Kievskoi sv. Sofii...,” 81.
For more on the history of the dedication of Constantinople, see Odahl, Constantine and the Christian
Empire, 243.
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Each year on that day, the patriarch presided over several services that emphasized
Mary’s unique role as the protector and intercessor of the city. The festivities began with
vespers the evening before, where—in the troparion of the feast—the celebrants

2215 The next

repeatedly declared Constantinople to be “the City of the Theotokos.
morning, at matins, the patriarch led a large procession from the Great Church to the
Forum and the first antiphone from Marian feasts was chanted: “Through the prayers of
the Theotokos, O Saviour, save us!”*'°

As these verses indicate, the Byzantine rite clearly links the dedication of
Constantine’s Christian capital with the Mother of God and her intercessory prayers.
Thus, when Prince Vladimir dedicates the Church of the Tithes to the Theotokos and asks
for her intercessions, he is doing more than consecrating a single church: he is dedicating
his newly Christian capital to the Mother of God, in the manner that the patriarch of
Constantinople rededicated the Byzantine capital to her each 11 May. As in his earlier
prayer at the mass baptism, Vladimir is once again imitating the deeds of Constantine by

performing the liturgical roles proscribed for the Patriarch in the rubrics of the Great

Church.

The Devil at Baptism
There is a second character in the story of the baptism of Rus’ whose

representation derives from the liturgy and sacraments of the Great Church, and that

*1% Juan Mateos, Le Typicon de la Grande Eglise (Roma: Pont. Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1962),

286.

216 Ibid. 287
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character is the devil. As the citizens of Kiev are being baptized in the Dnieper, the devil
“groans, lamenting”:

«YBBI MHE, SIKO OTCIOZIa TPOTOHUM ecMb! Cre 60 MHSIXb JKUIIMIIE UMETH, SIKO CIIe

HE CyTh YU€HbBS alloCTOJIbCKA, HE CYTh Beayle bora, HO Becemsixbest 0 cyxoe

UXBb, eXKe cayxaxy MHe. U ce yxe nmobexeHsb ecMb OT HEBeErJaca, a He OT

arocToJIb, HE OT My4YE€HHKD, HE MMaM YK€ LIapCTBOBATH Bb CTpaHax cuxm» (53).

“Woe is me! I am banished from here! I thought to find myself a home [in this

land], for the apostles’ teaching was not here; nor did they know God, but I

rejoiced in the service of those who served me. And now I am conquered by the

ignorant, and not by apostles or martyrs. I will no longer be able to reign in these

lands.”
Shakhmatov notes the “intimate connection” between the devil’s words in this passage
and his statement in the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs.”*'” In both places, the devil
confesses that the apostles’ teaching has the power to expel him and fails to recognize
that Prince Vladimir also possesses this power as an “equal of the apostles.” The crucial
difference between the passages is that in 983 the prince’s authority to drive out the devil
is connected with the power of the “true cross,” while in 988 that authority is linked to
the sacramental power of Orthodox baptism, and the rite of Exorcism in particular.

The chroniclers again make use of a sophisticated narrative device. As Prince
Vladimir and the priests of Kherson perform the baptism of Rus’, the chroniclers
creatively imagine the devil’s perspective on the event, as it is depicted in the three
exorcism prayers that precede the immersion ritual. These prayers directly address the
devil as a personal being and command him to depart. The devil is “banished” from

Rus’, therefore, because the bishop prays:

3anpemaer tebde, tuaBoie, ['ocnoap mpuieblii B MUP U BCEIUBBINCS B

218
YCIIOBCICX, 1a Pa3pylIUT TBOC MYUYUTCIBCTBO, U YCJIOBCKU U3MCT...

217 Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 471.

218 Arranz, “Chin oglasheniia...,” 81-82.
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The Lord bans you, O devil, He who came into the world, and dwelled among
men, that He might overthrow your tyranny and deliver men...

Further, the devil no longer has a “home” in Rus’ because the prayers repeatedly portray
him making a home in the body of unbaptized human beings, as in the second exorcism
prayer:
I'ocnogu CaBaod, boxxe M3paunes, ucrensisiii BCIKUI HEAYT, U BCIAKYIO 5310,
npu3pu Ha paba TBoero, B3bIIIM, UCOIBITYH U OT’)KEHHU OT HEro BCs JIeiCcTBa
JIMABOJIS, 3aIIPETH HEYHCTHIM AyXOM, U U3KEHU 51, U OYUCTH jena pyKy TBoero, u
octpoe TBoe ynoTpeOuBbIil 1eHCTBO, COKPYIIN caTaHy o]l HO3€ €ro BCKOpe, U
JIa’1b €My MO0/l Ha HErO ¥ Ha HeYHCTBIS €ro JIyXu...
Lord of Sabaoth, the God of Israel, Who heals every malady and every infirmity:
Look upon Your servant; prove him and search him and root out of him every
operation of the devil. Rebuke the unclean spirits and expel them, and purify the
works of Your hands; and exerting Your great power, speedily crush down Satan
under his feet; and give him victory over the same, and over his unclean spirits...
Also, the devil no longer enjoys the “service” of the citizens of Kiev because during the
Renunciation of Satan service neophytes of the Great Church renounced the devil fifteen

times with the words:

OTpI/I‘-IyCH caTaHbl U BCCX ACJI €TI0 U BCCA CJIy)K6I>I €0 U BCCX aHICJI €ro U BCCTO

220
CTyJa ero...

I renounce satan and all his works, and all his service, and all his angels, and all
his pride...

This liturgical subtext indicates that the chronicler’s depiction of the devil is intended as
satire. In both passages the devil derides Rus’, even as he betrays his own
miscomprehension. He mocks the ignorance of others and yet is unable to perceive the

cause of his own expulsion: that the “apostles’ teaching” is transmitted through the

219 Ibid.

220 1hid. 85.
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services of the Byzantine rite, and that “ignorant” Vladimir is performing these services

as the “first bishop” of Kiev.

“Praises” to the Baptism of Rus’ and “Praises” to Vladimir

The preceding analysis has shown that Prince Vladimir baptizes his subjects with
the prayers of the baptismal rite and consecrates churches with the prayers of the rite of
consecration for a church. These services continue to figure prominently in both the
panegyric on the baptism of Rus’ that concludes the 988 entry and in the panegyric to
Vladimir upon his death in 1015. The earlier panegyric is a scriptural composite that
contains approximately twenty phrases, and seventeen of these are citations from Holy
Writ. Each citation is recited at some point in the Byzantine liturgical year, and exactly
half of the phrases are connected to either the baptism and church consecration rites or
the Feast of Theophany, the liturgical service that commemorates Christ’s baptism in the
Jordan River.

The composite begins with a paraphrase of the epistle reading at the ninth hour of
Theophany (Titus 3:5). The next line of the text—"“Blessed is the Lord Jesus Christ, who
loved his new people and enlightened them with holy baptism” (53)—reproduces the first
prayer at the Reception into the Catechumenate (“Blessed is the Lord God, Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ...”**") and repeats the “new people” and “enlightenment” motifs that
occur in many of the baptism prayers already cited in this chapter. These motifs appear
again in the middle of the passage (“innumerable multitudes came to God, enlightened by
holy baptism”) and at the end of the account when the Kievans are called a “a new

Christian people, chosen by God” (53-54). The panegyric also repeats the first line of an

2! Ibid. 76
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ancient baptism prayer (“Great art thou, O Lord, and wonderful are Thy works...”/ “Velii

99222

esi Gospodi, i chudna dela Tvoia...””"") that the bishop prays three times at the Blessing

of Waters on Theophany, as well as a verse from the epistle reading at Baptism (Rom.
6:3), a verse from the Gospel reading for the forefeast of Theophany (Luke 3:3), and a

lengthy citation from Psalm 145—the first psalm read during the solemn rite for blessing

the altar table in the eleventh century rubrics for the consecration of a church.**’

Themes from Orthodox baptism also appear in the “praises to Vladimir” in 1015:

Ce ectb HOBbII KocTaHTHHDB Benukaro Puma, nxke KpecTUBBCS caM U JIIOIU CBOSL:
TaKo ¥ Cb CTBOPH MOJ00HO eMy. Aiie 60 Oe u peke Ha CKBEPHBHYIO MTOXOTh
JKeJlasl, HO IIOCJIE )K€ MPHIIeXka K TIOKAsIHbIO, SIKO YK€ allOCTOJI'b BEIIABACTD:
«Mnmxe yMHOXKHUTBCS TPEXb, Ty N300UIIBCTBYETh OJ1arofars.» J{MBHO ke ecTbh
ce, KOJIMKO 100pa cTBOpHIIb Pycberell 3eMiu, KpUCTUBD 10. MBI e, XpECThsIHE
Cylle, He Bb3JIaeM ITOYECThsI MPOTHUBY OHOTO Bb3JIaHbI0. Allle 60 OHb HE
KpPECTHIIb OBl HAChH, TO HBIHE OBLITN OBIXOMB B MPENLCTU ABSIBOIH, SIKO K€ U
MPAapOUTENIN HAIK MOTbIHYIIA. Ja ame OIXOM UMEIH MOTIIAHbE U MOJIbOBI
npuHocuin bory 3a Hb, B IeHb peCcTaBJICHbS €ro, U BUAA Obl bor Tianbe Hale K
HEMY, IPOCIaBUIb OBl M: HAMB 0O JOCTOUTH 32 Hb bora MONINUTH, TOHEXKE TeMb
bora nosnaxom. Ho maxs tu 'ocniogs 1o cepAio TBOEMyY, U BCSL IPOLIEHbS TBOS
UCTIOJIHH, €T0 e XKealle rapcTBa HebecHaro. Jlaxe T ['ocioas BeHelb ¢
IIpaBEIHBIMY, B ITUIIU PANCTEN BECENbE U IMKBCTBOBAHBE Cb ABPaMOMb U C
IIPOYMMHU MAaTpUapXbl, KO k€ CONIOMOHB peue: «YMEpILI0 My>KI0 IPaBEHY, HE
norsi0aet yrnoBanbe.» Cero 00 B maMsATh JepkKaThb PYChCTUH JIFOJbE, TOMUHAIOIIE
CBSITOE KPELIEHbE, U NIPOCIABIISAIOTH bora Bb MOJINTBAaxXb U B IECHEXD U Bb
IcajMexsp, notouie ['ocronesu, HOBUM JI0bE, MPOcBelieHN CBIAThHIMB J[yXOMb,
yarole Hagexu Bennkaro bora u Cnaca namero Mucyca Xpucra Bb3natu
KOMY’KJI0 IPOTHUBY TPYAOMB HEU3IPEUEHBbHYIO PAIOCTh... (58).

He is the new Constantine of mighty Rome, who was baptized and who baptized
his subjects; for Vladimir imitated the deeds of Constantine. And even if he was
formerly given to evil and unclean lusts, he later devoted himself to repentance, as
the Apostle instructs: “But where sin abounded, grace did much more abound.” It
is truly marvelous what benefits Vladimir conferred upon the land of Rus’ by

22 Nicholas Denysenko, The Blessing of Waters and Epiphany: The Eastern Liturgical Tradition

(Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing Co., 2012), 83.

2 Zheltov, “Chin osviashcheniia khrama...,” 115. Another liturgical cluster in the baptism panegyric
comes from the Feast of the Entrance of the Lord into Jerusalem, also known as Palm Sunday. The second
antiphone (Ps. 116:2), third antiphone (Ps. 136:1), and alleluia verse (Ps. 95:1-2) from this feast all appear
in the first few lines of the praises.
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baptizing it. But we Christians do not render him honor equal to his deeds. For if
he had not baptized us, even now we would remain under the diabolical delusions
in which our forefathers perished. If we had been zealous, and prayed for him on
the day of his death, then God, seeing how we honor him, would have glorified
him. And in fact we should pray to God for him, since through him we have
known God. And may God give to you according to your heart, and fulfill all your
requests, granting you the kingdom of heaven which you desired! May God
crown you among the righteous, and give you the sweetness of the food of
paradise, and exultation with Abraham and the other patriarchs! For as Solomon
said: “When the righteous man dies, his hope perishes not.” The people of Rus’
honor his memory, remembering their holy baptism, and glorify God in prayers
and hymns and psalms, singing to God as His new people, enlightened by the
Holy Spirit, maintaining the hope of our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ, who
will give to each of us ineffable joy according to our deeds...
The chroniclers make their plea for Vladimir’s canonization by appealing to the
specifically sacramental role that the prince plays in the conversion of Rus’. Vladimir is
a saint because “he baptized his subjects;” because of “the benefits [he] conferred upon
the land of Rus’ by baptizing it;” because he was the sacramental minister “through
[whom, the Rus’] have known God,” and who liberated them (presumably, with the
exorcism prayers) from “the diabolical delusions in which [their] forefathers perished.”
And Vladimir has yet to be glorified, the chroniclers explain, not because of a deficit of
saintliness on the prince’s part, but owing to the lack of zeal and piety exhibited by the
faithful at the time of his death. The chroniclers then offer their own zealous prayer for
Vladimir (“And may God give to you according to your heart...””) comprised of a
vesperal reading from the Feast of All Saints (Ws. 3:4) and other images from the
hymnography of that feast, such as the crown of righteousness and the communion of
saints surrounding the patriarch Abraham.***

The pokhvala concludes with an intriguing image of Vladimir being liturgically

commemorated in Rus’. The faithful “honor his memory” and “glorify God in prayers

¥ GIM, fond 80370 (Sobranie Voskresenskogo Novo-Ierusalimskogo Voskresenskogo monastyria), Ne 27,
Festal Triodion (with musical notation), late XII c. See Svodnyi katalog, 158-159 (Ne 136).
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and hymns and psalms”—two tropes often used in Byzantine hymnography to refer to the
commemoration of saints at liturgical worship. Consider the following sticheron from
the Feast of All Saints:
[TpunauTe BCH BEpHHUH, CBATHIX BCEX BCECIABHYIO NMaMSTh, BO IMCATIMEX, IEHUHUX H
MECHEX TyXOBHbIX BocxBasuM: Kpecturens Criacurenesa, arocTolibl, IPOPOKH U
MYUYECHHKH, CBAIICHHOHAYAIbHUKH, YUUTEIH K€ U MPET0100HBISL, TOCTHUKH U
TIPABE/IHBIS, U CBATHIX JKEH OOTOII0OHOE COCTOSIHEE. ..
O come all you faithful, let us praise in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, the
glorious memory of the saints: the Baptist of the Lord, the apostles, prophets and
martyrs, bishops and teachers, fasting monks and the righteous, and the holy
women who love God...
That the chronicle account of Prince Vladimir's life ends with an image of his liturgical
commemoration is emblematic of the “Christianizing” function of liturgy—that is, the
function by which liturgy draws newly converted cultures into the Orthodox storyworld.
Liturgy is permeable. The rite not only sends myths out into the world, it also
receives new myths back into itself. In medieval Christendom, this interaction was
crucial to the formation of local sacred history. The practice of liturgy taught newly
converted communities the narrative models for constructing a native Christian
mythology. Gradually, perhaps over several generations, the community adopted these
models and reconstructed its own past as an Orthodox myth. This process continued until
the church canonized the community’s myth, at which point local history became sacred
history and native heroes and events became a part of the liturgical storyworld.
Such is the case with Prince Vladimir in the Primary Chronicle: the editors
adopted the liturgical models for St Constantine and created a local myth about “St

Vladimir.” This myth was canonized some 150 years later, in the late thirteenth century,

and a liturgical feast dedicated to the prince’s memory began to be celebrated each 15

25 Ibid.
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July. Even into to the present day, this feast—the Feast of the Holy Equal of the Apostles
and Great Prince Vladimir—continues to proclaim the story about Vladimir that appears

in the Primary Chronicle.**

This is the “Christianizing” function of liturgy: the rite
generated the myth of St Vladimir, the rite conditioned subsequent generations to
canonize it, and, once canonized, the rite made Vladimir a sacred member of the
liturgical storyworld. And for a medieval Orthodox audience, as soon as the story

became a part of that sacred ritual realm, it was no longer one “history” among others—it

was true and saving, like all of the stories of Christ and his saints.

*2% In the contemporary service, Prince Vladimir is a “second Constantine in word and deed” (“Vtoryi ty

byl esi Konstantin slovom i delom”) and a “second Paul” healed from blindness (““...Khrista, izbravshago
tia, iako vtorago Pavla, i ottriashchago slepotu vo sviatei kupeli...”). The hymnography also depicts him
destroying idols, founding the Church of the Tithes and enlightening the Russian land with baptism.
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Chapter Four

Boris the High Priest and Gleb the Lamb

The Primary Chronicle entry for 6523 (1015), in addition to the passing of
Vladimir, also recounts the double murder of Princes Boris and Gleb. The story begins in
Berestovo, where Vladimir unexpectedly dies while preparing for war against one of his
sons, laroslav. Another son, Prince Sviatopolk, immediately occupies the throne in Kiev
and moves to secure it by eliminating all rivals among the other sons, Boris and Gleb
included. Sviatopolk sends messages to Boris promising peace, even as he secretly
dispatches assassins to Al’ta with orders to assassinate the young prince (59). Boris
learns of the plot beforehand, yet refuses to resist the attack; his murderers approach
while the prince is at prayer and attack “like wild beasts” (59). The first attack is not
enough, however, and Sviatopolk sends two Varangians to finish the murder. They arrive
to find the prince still breathing and plunge a sword into his heart.

Sviatopolk next turns attention to Prince Gleb. He again resorts to deception,
telling his brother that their father is sick and wishes to see him. Gleb sets off for Kiev at
once, but is intercepted en route by messengers from a fourth brother, laroslav. They
report the deaths of Vladimir and Boris, and warn Gleb of Sviatopolk’s intentions. But,
like his brother, Gleb refuses to defend himself. The assassins arrive and order Gleb’s
servants to murder their master; a cook named Torchin obeys, takes up a knife and kills
the prince. The narrative concludes with an extensive panegyric, praising the two

brothers as martyrs, healers and heavenly protectors of the land of Rus’.
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The chronicle entry for 1015 is only one of several literary texts about Boris and
Gleb that survive from the pre-Mongol period. These include liturgical offices, readings
from the Parimii, thematic sermons, and a variety of short and long biographies. The
critical literature devoted to this corpus is extensive and extremely contradictory. After
more than a century of debate, there is still little consensus about many of the most
elementary claims involving the princes. Scholars disagree about the historical sequence
of events underlying the narratives; the relative age and provenance of the manuscripts;
and the origins and nature of the early cult.”?” A particularly vast literature exists on the
relations of the Primary Chronicle account and two early hagiographies, the Narration
and Passion and Eulogy to the Holy Martyrs Boris and Gleb (Skazanie, i strasti, i
pokhvale sviatuiu mucheniku Borisa i Gleba) and the Lection on the Life and Death of the
Blessed Passion-Bearers Boris and Gleb (Chtenii o zhitii i pogublenii blazhennuiu
strastoterptsu Borisa i Gleba).**®

There is some mention of Byzantine liturgy in the scholarship on Boris and Gleb.
Gail Lenhoff has stressed the role of ritual commemoration in her study of the cult and
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texts;*>” N. S. Seregina has examined the stikhery chanted on the brothers’ feast day;>*°

2T For two recent reviews of the research on this subject, see S. M. Mikheev, “Sviatopolk’’ sede v Kieve po

ottsi”: Usobitsa 1015-1019 godov v drevnerusskhikh i skandinavskikh istochnikakh (Moscow: Institut
slavianovedeniia RAN, 2009), 10-18. Tsukerman, “Nabliudeniia nad slozheniem drevneishikh
istochnikov letopisi,” 183-199.

**¥ Shakhmatov devotes the longest chapter in Razyskaniia to this problem. He shows that the Lection,
unlike the Narration, did not rely on the extant chronicle manuscripts, but derived from the drevneishii
svod of 1039. He also hypothesizes that by comparing the Lection with the extant chronicle passage, he
can reconstruct the original story about Boris and Gleb. See Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 57-80. For
additional studies on the topic, see Ludolf Miiller, “O vremeni kanonizatsii sviatykh Borisa i Gleba,” and
Andrzej Poppe, “O zarozhdenii kul’ta sviatykh Borisa i Gleba i o posviashchennykh im proizvedeniiakh,”
Russia Mediaevalis, 8 (1995), 5-20, 21-68.

% See Gail Lenhoff, The Martyred Princes Boris and Gleb: A Socio-Cultural Study of the Cult and the
Texts, UCLA Slavic Studies 19 (Columbus, OH: Slavica Publishers, 1989), 55-77.
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and A.N. Uzhankov has used the early services to help date the official canonization.>"
Other scholars have looked to Byzantine sources for models of the princes’ veneration.
Milos Velimirovic, Felix Keller, and V.B. Kry’sko have documented the Greek origins of
the Slavonic hymnography to Boris and Gleb, and Monica White has detailed the
influence of Byzantine military saints on the cult.”** Some claims are considerably more
speculative: S.A. Ivanov has argued—without any textual evidence—that the martyrdom
is patterned after the cult of Nikephoras II Phokas, the Byzantine emperor murdered by
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his relative and friend, John Tzimiskes.””” More recently, S. Tu. Temchin has proposed

that the murders are modeled on a sermon by St John Chrysostom devoted to the

ON.S. Seregina, Pesnopeniia russkim sviatym: po materialam rukopisnoi pevcheskoi knigi XI-XIV wv.

“Stikhirar’ mesiachnyi (Saint Petersburg: Rossiiskii instityt istorii iskusstv, 1994), 75-101.

»1 A. N. Uzhankov, “Sviatye strastoterptsy Boris i Gleb: k istorii kanonizatsii i napisaniia zhitii” Drevniaia
Rus’: Voprosy medievistiki, no. 2 (Moscow: ISRAN, 2000), 37-49. The date of the brothers’ canonization
is unknown, as is the date of the compilation of the first services in their honor. Shakhmatov dates the
canonization to as early as 1020, and asserts that by 1039 the chronicler was writing about “already
glorified saints.” Abramovich and Miiller suggest the brothers were glorified sometime between 1035-
1039, while Sreznevskii, Karger, Poppe and others put the date at 1072 or later. See I. I. Sreznevskii,
“Drevnie izobrazheniia sviatykh kniazei Boris i Gleba,” Khristiianskie drevnosti i arkheologiia, 1X (1882),
31. Shakhmatov, Razyskaniia, 58. D. 1. Abramovich, ed., Zhittia sviatykh muchenikov Borisa i Gleba i
sluzhby im, Pamiatniki drevne-russkoi literatury 2 (Petrograd: Tipografiia Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk,
1916), XX. M. K. Karger, “K istorii kievskogo zodchestva XI v. Khram-mavzolei Borisa i Gleba v
Vyshgorode,” Sovetskaia arkheologiia XVI (1952), 77-99. A. Poppe, “Chronologia utworow Nestora
hagiografa,” Slavia Orientalis 14, 3, (1965), 301-305.

2 Milos Velimirovic, “The Influence of the Byzantine Chant on the Music of the Slavic Countries,”
Proceedings of the XilIth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, ed. J. M. Hussey, D. Obelensky and
S. Runciman (London: Oxford University Press, 1967), 119-147. Felix Keller, “Das Kontakion aus der
ersten Sluzba fiir Boris und Gleb,” Schweizerische Beitrige zum VII. Internationalen Slavistenkongref in
Warschau, August 1973, ed. Peter Brang, Harald Jaksche and Hildegard Schroeder, Slavica Helvetica
(Lucerne: C.J. Bucher, 1973), 65-73. V.B. Krys’ko, “O grecheskikh istochnikakh i rekonstruktsii
pervonachal’nogo teksta drevnerusskikh stikhir na Borisov den’,” Miscellanea Slavica: Sbornik statei k 70-
letiiu Borisa Andreevicha (Moscow: Indirk, 2008), 92-109. Monica White, Military Saints in Byzantium
and Rus, 900-1200 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

35, A. Ivanov, “Nesol’ko zamechanii o vizantiiskom kontekste borisoglebsogo kul’ta,” Boriso-Glebskii
sbornik, Collectanea Borisoglebica, vyp. 1 (Paris: Ukrainian National Committee for Byzantine Studies,
2009), 353-364.

115



Bethlehem infants***—parallels that A. M. Ranchin has dismissed as “commonplaces” in
the church literature, lacking any direct relation to Boris and Gleb.*

The tale of Boris and Gleb is intriguing because it is the first passage in the
Primary Chronicle possibly influenced by native services for native East Slavic saints.
The extant version of the tale is from the Laurentian Codex and was compiled in the early
twelfth century, “by which time the first services to Boris and Gleb had already
undoubtedly entered the corpus of the fundamental church books of the Russian
Orthodox Church.”**® The editor who compiled the chronicle had likely celebrated the
Feast of Boris and Gleb and knew its contents first-hand. Thus, for the first time we are
presented with a chronicle story about East Slavic saints that may have drawn from the
Slavonic services written specifically for those saints.

I am not able to fully treat this topic here. It suffices to say that the chronicle tale
and the first service do exhibit some similarities.”>’ Overall, however, the sources depict

the brothers rather differently: the service portrays them primarily as healers and

%S, Tu. Temchin, “’Se nest’ ubiistvo, no syrorezanie’: agiograficheskii obraz vifleemskikh mladentsev
kak kontseptual’naia osnova Borisoglebskogo kul’ta,” Imenoslov. Istoriia iazyka. Istoriia kul’tury, ed. F.
B. Uspenskii (Moscow: Universitet Dmitriia Pozharskogo, 2012), 216-230.

3 A. M. Ranchin, “Pochitanie sviatykh Borisa i Gleba: k voprosu ob obraztsakh,” Tezisy dokladov
uchastnikov VII mezhdunarodnoi konferentsii “Kompleksnyi podkhod v izuchenii drevnei Rusi (Moscow:
RAN, 2013), 113-114.

26 Krys’ko, “O grecheskikh istochnikakh,” 95,

7 Consider the following hymn from the earliest known liturgical service for Boris and Gleb: “Kbivu
MOXBAJBHBIMMH U BEHbIIM BEHbYaUMBb II€BaeMasi, pa3/iesieHast TelecaMi U ChbBBKYIUICHAs TyILIeI0,
BEPHBHBIMMb JIIOJIEMb TEIIast 3aCTIEHUKA, 3eMJIsl PYChCKbIS YBOOpEHHE U BCesl BCEJICHBIS HaclaXeHue,
MYXEMBHBIMM CHMBICIIOMb OE€COBBCKYIO JIbPBKaBy paspyLIMBbIIa, XPUCTOBOMb I0A00HEM, MT0IAIOIIAr0
MHPOBH BeJHI0 MUIOCTB?” (Abramovich, Zhitiia, 137). The first line of this hymn matches the first line of
the pokhavla in the Primary Chronicle (s’ ‘vkuplena teloma pache zhe dushama), and the hymn, again like
the pokhvala, praises the brothers as “protectors of the land of Rus’” who “destroy the power of demons.”
Moreover, the original service twice compares Boris to St Stephen—in one place calling him a “second
protomartyr Stephen the great” (ibid. 137-141)—thus making explicit a typology that is only implied in the
Primary Chronicle (a typology discussed at length later in this chapter).
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intercessors, while the chronicle (minus the pokhvala®®) mostly focuses on their
“passion” and personal sacrifice. I am inclined to agree therefore with those scholars—
such as Shakhmatov and N. S. Seregina—who view the chronicle tale as the original
source and the first services as derivative.””

This is not to suggest that Byzantine liturgy is absent from the story of the
brothers’ martyrdom. Much to the contrary, the tale of Boris and Gleb is the most
intricate articulation of Byzantine liturgy in all of the Primary Chronicle. The passage
transforms political fratricide into an act of martyrdom, and it does so by conforming the
events of a dynastic succession dispute to the sacred myths of the Byzantine rite. There
are four levels of liturgical subtext in the tale, and I analyze them below in order from the

least to the most complex.

1. Abel, Stephen the Protomartyr, and the Unmercenary Healers, Cosmos and Damian
As with Princess Olga in 955 and Prince Vladimir in 980-988, the chronicler
provides Boris with a typology from the Old Testament, the New Testament and the
Byzantine liturgical myth. Each period of Orthodox sacred history is represented, and the
more ancient the typology, the simpler it is to identify. Boris is a type of Abel, for
example, because he is murdered by his brother, Sviatopolk, who is twice compared to

Cain (59-60).

% As I document below, the pokhvala inserted at the end of the tale “praises” Boris and Gleb as martyrs
and healers using the hymnography for martrys and healers. It makes sense, therefore, that this section of
the chronicle entry, taken from the services, would thematically reflect the services, and differ from the
main narrative.

% Shakhmatov rejected P. V. Golubovskii’s claim that the chronicle tale is based on the Parimii readings,
arguing instead that the “factual parts” of these readings probably derived from the chronicle (1908, 48).
Further, N.S. Seregina has noted that the contents of one early hymn correspond to the contents of the
Narration, Lection and chronicle account; she has also traced another hymn to the “pokhvala” that
concludes the Narration. See N.S. Seregina, Pesnopeniia russkim sviatym, 90-94.
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The New Testament typology is more complicated. In the final line of his last
prayer, Boris petitions God to not count Sviatopolk’s deed as a sin (59). The petition
matches the final line of the apostle Stephen’s prayer in the seventh chapter of the Book
of Acts. In that passage—which is also the epistle reading for Stephen’s feast day (27
December)—the saint is stoned to death by a large crowd and with his last breath he cries
out, “Lord, lay not this sin to their charge!” (Acts 7:60). This petition is also frequently
encountered in the hymnography to St Stephen, as in the troparion of the feast:

[TonBurom 10OPHIM MMOABU3AJICS €CH, IEPBOMYUEHHYE XPUCTOB, U AlIOCTOJIE, U

apxunuakone Credane, 1 MyuuTeneil 00JUYNI €CH HeYecTUe, KaMeHHueM 00

NOoOHEH OT PyK 0€33aKOHHBIX, BEHEI OT sKE CBBIIIE JECHUIIBI IPUsIT el U K bory

B3BIBAJT €CH, BOMHS: [ OCIIO/HN, HE TOCTABU MM Tpexa cero.” "

O protomartyr of Christ, apostle and archdeacon Stephen, you fought the good

fight, and exposed the ungodliness of the tormenters. For when you were stoned

to death at the hands of lawless men, you received a crown from the right hand on
high, and you called to God, crying out, "O Lord do not charge this sin against
them!”
Like the apostle, Boris suffers at the hands of “lawless” and “godless men,” and “receives
a crown from Christ God” (61). Moreover, in Orthodox liturgical practice St Stephen
alone is called “protomartyr” (or “first martyr”) and this unique designation naturally
explains his typological relation to Boris, the first martyr from among the East Slavs.*"!
The third typology, from Byzantine sacred history, emerges in the pokhvala to

Boris and Gleb that concludes the tale. The excerpt is comprised mostly of standard

hymnographic formulas for a class of Byzantine saints known as “Unmercenary Healers”

%1 did not have access to a medieval manuscript of the Menaion for December. This citation is from the

contemporary church books: Mineia. Dekabr’. T.2 (Moscow: Izd. Moskovskoi Patriarkhii, 2002), 406.
1 Boris” typological association with Stephen is also articulated in Gleb’s prayer upon receiving the news
of his brother’s death. Gleb laments: “If I had seen, O my brother, your angelic face, I would have died
with you” (60). Boris’ face is described as “angelic” because that is how Stephen’s face is described in
Acts 6:15: “And all that sat in the council, looking steadfastly on him, saw his face as it had been the face
of an angel.” This image also occurs several times in the hymnography for St. Stephen.
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(Bezserebreniki). These are Christian physicians, such as St Panteleimon (27 July) or Ss.
Cyrus and John (31 January), glorified for healing the sick free of charge. Saints of the
same class are often venerated very similarly, and the precise typological model for Boris
and Gleb would be indecipherable but for a series of liturgical citations that appear
midway through the panegyric. Beginning with the second call to “Rejoice!” the text
contains verses from the first three stikhera at Vespers for the Feast of Ss. Cosmos and
Damian (November 1). The verses in the chronicle appear consecutively and follow the
exact order in which they are chanted during the service. The chronicle text reads:

Panyiitacs, HeOecHas )KUTEIIs, Bb IUIOTH aHTella ObICTa,

eIMHOMBICIICHAsI CITY)KHUTEJISI BEPCTa €IMHOO0pa3Ha, CBITHIMb €JMHOYIIHHA;

TeMb CTPAXIOIIMMBb BCEM HCIIeNIeHbe nojaeTa (61).

Rejoice, heavenly dwellers, angels in the flesh, servants one in mind, companions
one in image, of one soul with the saints, granting healing to all that suffer.

And the first stichera sung at Vespers reads:

Bemum Bo3raymamniacs Ha 3eMiH TiaeeMblst, HebecHOXUTEHE ke BO IIIOTH SIKOKE
AHrenu siBUIIACS, €IMHOMYAPEHHUU COXKUTEIE, CONIPYT €INHOHPABHBIN CBSTHIX U
eIMHOMYIIHBIN. Temrke cTpaXkKAyIIuM BCeM BpaueBaHUs MOJIAI0T, 0e3CpeOpeHHO
napytole OraroaestHus TpeOYIOLUINM, SKe JIETHBIM CUM JJOCTOWHO MOYTHM
TPa3THUKOM, XPUCTY CO AEP3HOBEHMEM MOJISIIIACS O AyIIaX HAMIMX.

Having disdained the corruptible things on earth, like dwellers of heaven and
angels in the flesh, companions one in mind, friends of one soul and one heart
with the saints. They grant healings to all who suffer, bestowing benefactions
upon those in need, without exacting any fee. Let us honor them worthily with an
annual festival, for with boldness they pray to Christ for our souls.

The chronicle text continues:
Panyiitacs, bopuce u I'neGe Goromyapasi, sKO MOTOKA TOYUTA OT
KJIa/151351 BOJbI )KUBOHOCHBIS HCLIEJICHBS, HCTEKAIOTh BEPHBIMbB JIIOJIEMb Ha

HUICIJIICHBE.

Rejoice, Boris and God, the divinely wise, for like torrents you stream out life-
bearing waters of healing, and pour out healing on the faithful.

*%2 Stikhirar' mineinyi, notirovannyi, stikhiry s 12 dek. Po 31 avg. (RNB, Sof. 384).
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And that verse reflects the second stichera of the feast:

Bcto Bcenbmas B cebe Tpowuity, nBouna npucHonamstHasi, Kocma u Jlamuan
boromypuu, sIKO IOTOLBI UCTOYAIOT OT UCTOYHHUKA JKMBOHOCHArO BOJIbI
BpayeBaHUU. MxoKe M MOIIM CTPACTH OCSA3aHUEM BpPadyIOT, U caMasi TOKMO UMEHA
HEJYTU OT YEJIOBEKOB OTIOHAT, BCEX IIPUTCKAIOIIMX CIIACUTEIIbHAS IIPUCTAHUIIA O
XpHcTe, i CO AeP3HOBEHHEM MOJATCS O AylIaxX HALIHX. "

Having made themselves the abode of the Trinity, the ever-memorable pair, the
divinely wise Cosmos and Damian, pour forth like torrents the waters of healing
from the life-bestowing well-spring; and their relics cure suffering by their touch;
and their very names drive out the infirmities of men, of all who seek saving
shelter in Christ; and they pray with boldness for our souls.

The parallels continue in the following line of the chronicle:

Panyiracs, mykaBaro 3Mus IONpaBIla, JIy4a CBETO3apHasl IBUCTACH, SIKO CBETUIIE
03apsI0la BCIO 3eMIIt0 PycbKyto, BCcerna TMy OTTOHALIA, SIBIISIOLIACS BEPOIO
HEYKIIOHBHOIO.

Rejoice, you that trample the evil serpent, appearing as light-bearing rays that
illuminate like beacons the entire Russian land, ever driving away the darkness,
and immutable in faith.

And in the third stikhera chanted at Vespers:

Bce oTpunyBIIE CTpaCTHOE MYUYUTEIBCTBO U BCAKO Pa3MbILIJICHHUE JIyKaBaro 3MUs
nompasiie o Xpucre, cBATHN O6e3me3aauibl, KocMo u Jlamuane, cBeTooOpa3Hu
SIBUCTECSH, IKO CBETUJIA, 03aPAIOLIE BCIO MOACONHEYHYO borosHaMmenbmu Beeraa,
TbMY OTTOHSIOIIE ¥ HETyTH OJIar0JJaTHIO M BCEM CIIACUTEINE SBIISIOIECS, BEPOIO

244
HEYKJIOHHOIO TBOPSILUUM CBATYIO IAMATh Ballly, IPEMYAPHH.

Having spurned the tyranny of suffering and, in Christ, trampled down every plot
of the evil serpent, O holy unmercenary ones, Cosmos and Damian, ye were
shown to be as radiant as beacons, ever illumining the whole world with divine
signs, driving away darkness and infirmities by grace, and showing yourselves to
be the saviors of all who with steadfast faith celebrate your glorious memory, O
all-wise ones.

The chroniclers select Cosmos and Damian as models for Boris and Gleb because they

are twin brothers, honored as a pair, and venerated for their healing powers. The

2 Ibid.

24 Ibid.
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typology is suitable, given that all the earliest records about Boris and Gleb—including
the first liturgical service, attributed to Met. John—mention the brothers’ miraculous
healings of the sick and the lame.

The typologies in the 1015 account principally reflect the chroniclers’ narrative
concerns. But there is another, more intriguing, explanation for why these three saints
(Able, Stephen, and Cosmos/Damian) are specifically chosen as types for Boris. Before
turning attention to that explanation, however, I want to examine the second level of
liturgical subtext in the 1015 passage: the services of Passion Week (Strastnaia nedelia)
and the “passion bearing” saints of the Orthodox Church.

2. The “Passion” of Boris

The betrayal and murder of Prince Boris is modeled on the passion of Jesus
Christ. And for the chroniclers of Rus’—as for the Orthodox of today—the passion
signified far more than a certain set of Gospel narratives. It was a weeklong liturgical
commemoration, the holiest week of the Christian year, during which the clergy and
faithful ritually reenacted, day by day, the decisive events of Christ’s final days: the
entrance into Jerusalem (Palm Sunday); the Last Supper and Gethsemane (Holy
Thursday); the arrest, trial and crucifixion; the removal of Christ’s body from the cross
and its burial in the tomb (Holy Friday). The services culminated, of course, with Pascha
(Easter), the “feast of feasts” and “holy day of holy days” celebrating Christ’s
resurrection from the dead.

That Passion Week is first and foremost a liturgical event does not mean the Bible
plays no part in it. To the contrary, Gospel accounts of the passion are read throughout

the week, often in composite, and apropos of the events of the day. The Gospel reading
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at Divine Liturgy on Holy Thursday, for instance, combines five excerpts®* and recounts
the institution of the Eucharist, the betrayal of Judas, and Christ’s prayer in the garden.
This service is followed in the evening by the Matins service for Holy Friday, a unique
rite centered on the solemn reading of “The Twelve Gospels of the Passion of our Lord

and Savior Jesus Christ.”**

In both services, the hymnography compliments and
elaborates on the Gospel readings. There is no distinction, no divide, between the
biblical and liturgical elements: the whole service, Gospels and hymns together,
constitutes the Passion story. And it is this story that informs the chronicle tale—for
what happens to Jesus Christ on Holy Thursday and Holy Friday is also what happens to

Prince Boris in 1015. Consider the following:

I. Christ is the beloved Son of the Heavenly Father (Luke 3:22; Mt 17:5), and
Boris is “beloved of his father more than all” (59).

II. Christ rejects violence and worldly power, and refuses to use his Father’s
legions of angels to defend himself, after which he is abandoned by his disciples
(Mt 26:51-56).**" Boris rejects the Kievan throne and refuses to use his father’s
soldiers to march against Sviatopolk, after which he is abandoned by the army.

ITI. Judas secretly plots with the chief priests to betray Christ (Luke 22:3).
Sviatopolk goes by night to Vyshgorod and secretly plots with the boyars there to
betray Boris.

** The five excerpts come from Mt 26:1-20; John 13:3-17; Mt 26:21-39; Luke 22:43-44; Mt 26:40-75;
27:1-2.

246 The twelve Gospel readings are John 13:31-18:1, John 18:1-29, Mt 26:57-75, John

18:28 - 19:16, Mt 27:3-32, Mark 15:16-32, Mt 27:33-54, Luke 23:32-49, John 19:38-42, Mark 15:43-47,
John 19:38-42, Mt 27:62-66.

**" These events are summarized in the seventh antiphon from the Twelve Gospels service on Holy Friday:
“EmmrsiM Tst 6e33aK0HHBIM, IpeTepIeBast, CHIle BONUAN ecH, ['ocroau: aie ¥ mopasucTe nacThIps,

U PaCTOYKCTE [BAHAMICCATH OBEIl yueHUKH Mos, MOXax BSIIIIC HEKEIU IBCHAICCATE JICTCOHOB
MPECTABUTH aHTEJIOB: HO JOJITOTEPIICIIIO, 1a UCTIOHSATCS, SKe IBUX BaM Ipopokn Moumu, 6e3BecTHas

u TaiiHas, ['ocoau, cnasa Te6e.”/ “As You permitted the transgressors to arrest You, Lord, You said to
them, ‘Even though you struck the shepherd and scattered the sheep, namely My twelve Disciples, I could
summon more than twelve legions of angels. But I forbear, so that the unknown and secret things that I
showed you through My prophets may be fulfilled.” Glory to You, O Lord!”

122



IV. Christ is “betrayed with a kiss” by the “lawless Judas.”**® Boris is murdered

by Sviatopolk, a man “full of lawlessness,” after receiving tidings of peace (59).

V. Christ knows of his impending death, does not resist it, and is found by his
enemies praying in the Garden of Gethsemane (Matthew 26:36-46; Luke 22:39-
46). Boris knows of his impending death, does not resist it, and is found by his
enemies praying the Matins canon.

VL. Christ is scourged, “surrounded by many dogs,”** and suffers on the Cross;
soldiers are sent to expedite the process and, finding him already dead, one of
them pierces his side with a spear (John 19:31-35). Boris also endures prolonged
suffering: his murderers “fall upon him like wild beasts and pierce him with
spears” (59). The initial attack does not kill him, however, and Sviatopolk sends
two Varangian soldiers to finish the job. One of the soldiers draws his sword and
“pierces Boris through the heart” (ibid.).

The representation of martyrdom as an imitatio Christi is an ancient hagiographical
device. In some texts, such as the Martyrdom of Polycarp (mid-second century), the
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martyr is explicitly identified as an imitator of Christ.”" In others—as is the case with

Boris in 1015—the presentation is subtler: “The martyrs imitate Christ in their words and

**¥ The chronicler’s demonization of Sviatopolk may derive, in part, from the portrayal of Judas on Holy

Thursday and Holy Friday. The hymnography on these days is devoted as much to Judas’ perdition as it is
to Christ’s sacrifice. The following troparion—chanted three times at the beginning of the Holy Friday
Matins service—is representative: “Erjia cnaBHUM y4eHHIbl HA YMOBEHUH BeUepH MPOCBEINAXyCsl, TOTAA
Wyna 3mouecTuBblil cpedpontodueM HeAyroBaB oMpayaliecs, 1 0e33akoHHbIM cyausm Tebe mpaBeqHaro
Cynuto npenaet. Bukab, IMEHHI pauuTenio, CUX pajau yaasieHue yrnorpedusiual bexu HeChIThIS Ty1H,
YUHUTEII0 TaKOBas ICP3HYBIINS: WKe 0 Becex Onaruit, ['ocroau, cnaBa Tebe.”/ “While the glorious Disciples
were being illumined at the washing of the feet during the Supper, then, too, did Judas the ungodly one,
succumb to darkness, being sick with avarice. And he delivered You, the righteous Judge, to lawless
judges. Look here, O lover of money, and see the one who for money's sake hanged himself. Flee from the
greed that made him dare commit such a deed against the Teacher. O Lord benevolent to all, glory to You.”
**% The hymnography on Holy Friday intensifies and adds to the Gospel narratives, as in the following
troparion and stikhera: 1.“O0bI0111a 5IKO TICM MHO3H, ¥ yaapuuia, Llapto, nanuty TBoo 3aynieHuem,
Bornpoiaxy Ts, TeOe jxe 10’KHa CBUAETENLCTBOBAXY: M BCsI peTepries, Beex craci ecu.”/ O King, they
surrounded You like many dogs. They struck You and slapped You in the face, and they questioned You.
Furthermore they bore false witness against You. And patiently enduring everything, You saved us all. 2.
“ITaryOHoe cobopuire 60roMep3Kux, TykaBHYIOIIUX OoroyOuiin couMuine, npeacra Xpucre Tebe, u

SIKO HeTIpaBeIHUKA BiieUale 3mKkauTens BeceX, Eroxe Beranuaem.”/ “The violent band of soldiers who hated
God with the assembly of evildoers, murderers of God, came upon You, Christ, and dragged You off as a
culprit, the Maker of all things. And we magnify You.”

% Candida R. Moss, The Other Christs: Imitating Jesus in Ancient Christian Ideologies of Martyrdom
(New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 4.
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gestures, mouthing scripture and retreading the path blazed by Christ. But the imitation
is never explicitly identified in the account; Christ is ‘invisible.”””!

The key event of the imitatio is suffering. The martyrs suffer as Christ suffered
on the Cross. This motif appears often in the hymnography for martyrs, as in the
following sticheron from Vespers for the Feast of St Panteleimon:

Jla pagyrorcst cOOOpH BEPHBIX MO BCEHl 3eMITH B MPa3AHCTBEHHBIN EHb MaMSITH

crpacrorepnua Xpucrosa [lantenenmona, crpacts npuemiuaro 3a Mxu ctpacts

KpeCTHYIo npetrepneniaro, Llaps Xpucra, 1 ropIpiHI0 0€3005KHBIX

HU3JIOKHUBHIATrO ACP30CTHO, CrOKE MOJIMM IMPUJICIKHO BO JIBOPbI paﬁCKHH

2
AOCTHUTHYTHU BCPOIO TBOAIIHUM IIaMSATh €TO. 32

All around the world, congregations of the faithful rejoice on [this] festive day
honoring the passion-bearer of Christ, Panteleimon. For having accepted the
passion, like Christ the King endured the passion of the cross, he achieved the
courts of paradise, and [now] prays diligently for those who honor his memory
with faith.
This hymn introduces the term, “passion bearer” (strastoterpets), an important concept in
the Orthodox theology of martyrdom, and one that plays a significant role in the
chronicle tale. All martyrs in the Eastern Church are called “passion bearers,”*>> and the
theology behind the designation is unmistakably Pauline: by suffering in the name of
Christ, martyrs come to “bear” his passion in their own bodies. They not only suffer

“like” Christ; they mystically co-suffer with Christ. Their “passion” reenacts and shares

in his original passion.”*

21 bid.

2 Mineia. Tiul’. T.3 (Moscow: Iz. Moskovkoi Patriarkhii, 2002), 160.

3y M. Zhivov, Sviatost’: Kratkii slovar’ agiograficheskikh terminov (Moscow: “Gnozis,” 1994).

% «Long before the persecutions of Decius and Diocletian, Christians had begun to identify their
sufferings...with those of their suffering Messiah. The close association and indeed identification of
communal and personal afflictions with those of Christ played an instrumental role in shaping and defining
emerging Christian identities” (Moss, The Other Christs, 19). A few relevant verses from the epistles of
Paul include “I now rejoice in my sufferings for you, and fill up in my flesh what is lacking in the
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What the chroniclers do in 6523 (1015) is appropriate this theology of “passion
bearing” and separate it from the other traditional topoi of the martyr’s passio. The
emphasis shifts away from pagan persecution and the confession of faith—the standard
idiom that we saw in the “Tale of the Varangian Martyrs”—and onto the imitatio Christi.
Martyrdom is refigured as dying like Christ, not necessarily dying for Christ. Boris may
therefore be venerated as a martyr because he suffers and dies as Christ suffers and
dies—voluntarily, meekly, “like a lamb led to the slaughter” (Isaiah 53:7).

This concern to present Boris as a passion bearer is the reason he famously “dies
twice” in the passage.” If Boris perishes immediately, without the kind of prolonged
suffering experienced by Christ on the cross, then there is no passion, only murder. But
by drawing his death out across two separate attacks, the chroniclers provide Boris a
“cross”—a way to bear Christ’s passion in his own body.

The manner of Boris’ death is also revealing: a soldier pierces his heart with a
sword. The act likely derives from a genre of Orthodox hymns known as
“stavrotheotokia” (krestobogorodichen). These are the special hymns, mentioned briefly
in the first chapter, that poetically depict Mary’s experience at Golgotha, as she stood and
wept at the foot of the cross. The hymns vividly record Mary’s anguish; she suffers as
her son suffers, in the same place and at the same time. And one of the main metaphors
for Mary’s suffering, in hymn after hymn, is a particular act of violence: her heart is

pierced by a sword. The following verses are representative:

afflictions of Christ” (Col. 1:24); “Henceforth, let no man trouble me; for I bear in my body the marks of
Christ” (Gal. 6:17); “I have been crucified with Christ; it is no longer I who live, but Christ lives in me”
(Gal. 2:20).

3 See I. P. Eremin, Literatura drevnei Rusi (Moscow: Nauka, 1966), 25-26.
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Opyxmue cepane TBoe npoiiae, [Ipeuncras, erna Ceina TBoero Ha Kpecre Buaena
ecH u Bomusiia ecu: He 6e3uanny Ms nokaxu, CerHe Moit u Boxxe Moid,
co6troblit Mst o pokaectse ley. >’
A sword pierced your heart, O most Pure One, when you beheld your Son upon
the Cross, and you cried out weeping: “Do not make me childless, O my Son and
my God, who preserved me as Virgin after birth.”
Other stavrotheotokia report that Mary’s heart is “pierced by a sharp sword,” or “by the
sword of grief.””” The sword that pierces Boris’ heart is thus a vivid liturgical symbol of

his own passion. Like Mary, Boris shares in the pain and suffering that Christ knew on

the cross; but the sword is not merely a metaphor, as was the case with Mary: it is the

final violent act in the prince’s unusual imitatio.”

3. Boris the Priest and Gleb the Lamb

2% Mineia. Dekabr’. T. 1, 4.

»7 The hymns modify the prophecy of St Simeon “the God Receiver” (Simeon Bogopriimets), who in Luke

2:35 declares to Mary that a “sword shall pierce through your own soul, also.” In Orthodox tradition,
Simeon’s words are interpreted as a prophecy of the crucifixion and the agony Mary will endure there.
¥ The stavrotheotokion is also the model for Gleb’s prayer in the 1015 passage. The prince prays: “Woe
is me, O Lord! It would have been better for me to die with my brother than to live on in this world. If1
had only seen, O my brother, your angelic face, I would have died with you. Why now am I left alone?
Where are the words you used to say to me, my beloved brother? Now I already do not hear your gentle
instruction. And if you have achieved boldness before God, then pray for me, that I may receive the same
passion. For it would be better for me to die with you than to live in this deceitful world” (60). This prayer
imitates the structure of most stavrotheotokions, which often begin with the anguished cry, “Woe is me!”
and then follow with a series of laments and questions from Mary to her crucified son. The following two
hymns are typical: 1. ArHua 1 erja aruuna u JleBast K 3aKOJICHHIO BeJIOMa y3pe CO Clie3aMHU CIIOBE
MocJie/I0Ballle, ¥ B3bIBAllle: T/Ie TIIUIIMCS YaJ0 Moe? CHIECTBYIO Tebe craayailiuuii, He TepIuio 60 He
3petu Tede Mucyce moit muoromunoctuse./ The ewe lamb and Virgin beheld you led like a Lamb to the
slaughter, and with tears she followed and cried out: “Where are you going, my child? Shall I accompany
you, O sweetest one, for I cannot bear to not see You, O my Jesus, most merciful.” 2. Y Kpecra

TBOETO MPEACTOSIIH, ciioBe boxuii, arHuIa ¥ Heropo4yHasi MaTu TBOS PBLIAIOIIH BOMHMSIIE: YBBI MHE,
Crine, kako ymupaentu Ha Kpecte? yBbI MHe, cBeTe MOH clIaJKui, Te TBoes JOOPOTHI HBIHE 3aiiie

3pak, KpacHelnii naye Beex uesnobek?/ Standing before your Cross, O Word of God, the ewe lamb, your
blameless Mother, wept and cried out: “Woe is me, O Son, how have you died upon the Cross? Woe is me,
O my sweet light, where now is the beauty of your countenance, which is more beautiful than that of all
other men?” Mary’s anguish and bewilderment at the passion of Christ are reflected in Gleb’s anguish and
bewilderment at the “passion” of Boris: like Mary, he voices feelings of sorrow, abandonment and loss;
asks a series of questions; requests to co-suffer; and expresses the wish to accompany the deceased into the
next world.
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The third, and most complex, liturgical subtext in the tale of Boris and Gleb
involves the Eucharist—the sacrament celebrated at Divine Liturgy in which bread and

wine are consecrated as the Body and Blood of Jesus Christ.*

The chronicle depicts
Boris preparing for death in the exact way that an Orthodox priest prepares for the
Eucharistic sacrifice at liturgy. And just as the sacrifice offered in the Eucharist is Christ
Himself, so the sacrifice that Boris offers in the chronicle is his own life, and the life of
his brother, Gleb.

Every celebration of the Divine Liturgy follows a precise and unchanging order.
It is preceded by Vespers in the evening and Matins in the morning, and by the Third and
Sixth Hours.”® The liturgy proper is comprised of three parts: the Liturgy of Preparation
(Proskomedia), the Liturgy of the Catechumens, and the Liturgy of the Faithful. For
centuries, it was the tradition of the church to admit the uninitiated only to the second
part of the liturgy, hence its name. The first and third parts of the service—devoted to the
preparation, consecration and consumption of the Eucharist—were accessible to the
faithful alone. In later eras, as the institution of the catechumenate disappeared, the

unbaptized were allowed to remain for the entire service, and the holiest prayers of the

Eucharistic liturgy gradually became “secret;” that is, they were recited by the celebrant

% “The Eucharist is celebrated in the Eastern Church according to one of four different services: (1) The

Liturgy of St John Chrysostom (the normal Liturgy on Sundays and weekdays). (2) The Liturgy of St Basil
the Great (used ten times a year; in structure it closely resembles the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom, but
the central Eucharistic Prayer is much longer). (3) The Liturgy of St James, the Brother of the Lord (used
once a year, on St James Day, 23 October, in Jerusalem, and a few other places). (4) The Liturgy of the
Presanctified (used on Wednesdays and Fridays in Lent, and on the first three days of Holy Week. There is
no consecration in this Liturgy, but communion is given from elements consecrated on the previous
Sunday)” (Ware, The Orthodox Church, 280). In the this chapter, I use the Liturgy of St Basil, which is
celebrated on the five Sundays of Great Lent, and on Holy Thursday and Holy Saturday. The reasons for
this choice will become clear later in the analysis.

%0 In contemporary Russian practice, Vespers and Matins are usually combined (and condensed) into a
single service, the All-Night Vigil, which is celebrated the evening before the Divine Liturgy. The Greek
Church continues to celebrate the services separately, however.
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privately in the altar, behind the iconostasis and in a low voice, unseen and unheard by
the congregation in the nave.**'

The Eucharistic subtext interwoven into the tale of Boris and Gleb is the work of
clerics very familiar with these “secret” prayers, and the liturgical ordo in general. In
fact, from the time Sviatopolk’s assassins arrive in Al’ta to the moment Gleb is
ambushed, the order of the liturgical materials in the chronicle text precisely follows the
order in which they are prayed at Matins and the Divine Liturgy. Thus, when Boris arises
on the last morning of his life, he begins to pray the Six Psalms (Eksapsalmy), the very
first prayers of the Matins service. He opens with Psalm 3:1, the first verse of the first of
the Six Psalms; the next phrases he chants are from the second of the Six Psalms, Psalm
38:2 and 38:18-19; and the verses following those are from the sixth and final psalm,
Psalm 142:1-3. The chronicle then states that Boris, “after finishing the Six Psalms
[eksapsalma], and seeing that men had been sent to kill him...began to chant the psalter”
(59). In the Byzantine Rite, the Psalter is divided into twenty sections called Kathismata,
and two of these sections are read at each Matins service. The verses Boris chants are
Psalm 22:13 and 22:17, and they are hardly chosen at random. In Orthodox tradition,
Psalm 22 is the Christological psalm par excellence, depicting the Messiah’s future
suffering and even foretelling specific details of the crucifixion. Here again, the
chroniclers are foregrounding the imitatio: for as Boris prepares to endure his “passion,”

he recites psalmic prophecies of Christ’s Passion.

*%1 For more on the secret prayers of the Divine Liturgy, see A. P. Golubtsov, "O prichinakh i vremeni

zameny glasnogo chteniia liturgiinykh molitv tainym," Bogoslovskii vestnik, v. 3, no. 9 (Sergei Posad:
1905), 69-75.
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Following the Kathisma readings, Boris chants the canon, one of the final parts
of the Matins service. Then, “having finished Matins,” the prince gazes “upon an icon,
on an image of the Lord” and prays:

I'ocnogu Uucyce Xpucre! Mxe cuMb 00pa3omMb SBHCS Ha 3eMJIU CIIACEHbS pajiu

HAIIIET0, U3BOJHMBB CBOCIO BOJICIO IPUTBO3IUTH PYLIM CBOM HA KpecTe, U IPUUMb

CTpacTb I'pexXb PaJM HAIIUX, TAKO U MEHE Cc110100u npusTH cTpacTh. Ce ke He OT

MPOTHBHBIX'H MPUUMAaI0, HO OT Oparta cBoero...(59).

Lord Jesus Christ! As you appeared in this image on earth for the sake of our

salvation, and of your own will stretched out your hands upon the cross, and

accepted the passion on account of our sins, so help me to accept my passion. For

I receive it not from my enemies, but from my own brother...

Concluding the prayer, Boris lies down on his bed and meekly awaits the end. The
assassins enter his tent and pierce the prince with spears.

The narrative is pious, plausible and straightforward. Boris prays the morning
worship service, says a final prayer of his own, and suffers a brutal attack. But for those
who know the “Liturgy of Preparation”—the first part of the Divine Liturgy performed
privately prior to the public service—these events suggest a different reading. Boris’
performance of the liturgical rites does not stop when he concludes Matins. In fact, his
next prayer is a variation of the prayer said by the officiating priest as he prepares to enter
the altar and perform the Proskomedia. The liturgical ordo moves from Matins to the
Entrance Prayers for Divine Liturgy, and so does Prince Boris.

Orthodox clergy perform an elaborate preparatory ritual before the public liturgy
begins. According to the rubrics, when a priest “desires to perform the Divine
Mystery...he and the Deacon enter the church and bow before the Holy Doors three

99262

times. They remain standing in front of the Doors and read a set of introductory

262 «“The Divine Liturgy of St Basil the Great,” Service Books of the Orthodox Church, v. 2 (South Canaan,

PA: St Tikhon’s Seminary Press,1984), 5.
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prayers, which include the Trisagion, the Lord’s Prayer, and several prayers to the
Theotokos. Next, the celebrants approach the icon of Christ on the iconostasis, cross
themselves, kiss the icon, and pray:

[Ipeuncromy o6pa3y TBoemy mokiansemcs, braruii, mpocsiie mpomeHus

nperpemeHuit Hamux, Xpucre boxe, Bonero 60 61aroBoIMI €CH TUIOTHIO B3BITH

Ha Kpecrt, 1a n30aBuIy, sHke Co31al1 €CH, OT padOThI Bpakus. Tem

OnaronapcTBeHHO BomueM Tu: pagocTH UCHOIHUI ecu Besi, Criace Hal,

MIPULIEABIN CIIACTU MI/Ip.263

We venerate your immaculate Icon, O Good One, asking the forgiveness of our

transgressions, O Christ God; for of your own will You were well-pleased to

ascend the Cross in the flesh, and deliver your creations from the work of the
enemy. Wherefore, we cry to You gratefully: You filled all things with joy, O our

Savior, when you came to save the world.

Boris imitates this entrance ritual in the chronicle tale. Like the officiating priest, Boris
venerates an icon of Christ, refers to that icon in his prayer, and speaks to the image as if
to the Savior Himself. The priest declares that Christ ascended the cross in the flesh of
his own will, and Boris declares that Christ’s hands were nailed to the cross of his own
will; the priest says that Christ came to save the world and Boris says that Christ
appeared on earth for human salvation; the priest connects the Passion to the forgiveness
of sins, and the prince says that he accepted the passion on account of human sin.

The events that follow Boris’ prayer are truly remarkable: having performed the
prerequisite entrance prayers, Boris offers himself to God in the same fashion that the
prosphora—the loaf of unleavened bread used for the Eucharist—is prepared for offering
by the priest during the “Liturgy of Preparation.” Here again, a detailed description of
the liturgical rite is in order. After the Entrance Prayers and Vesting, the celebrants begin

the Proskomedia service inside the sanctuary. The priest and deacon bow three times

before the Table of Oblation, a small table to the north of the altar, and recite the opening

263 Chin sviashchennyia i Bozhestvennyia liturgii (Moscow: Izd. Moskovskoi Patriarkhii, 2002), 75.
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prayers. The priest then takes the prosphora in his left hand and, using a special liturgical
knife called the Spear (Kopie), he begins to cut the loaf on all sides. At the same time, as
the deacon intones various commands, the priest prays verses from Isaiah 53:7-8, the

prophecy of the “Suffering Servant.” In the church books, the ritual appears thusly:***

2% 1bid. 76-78.
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Tasice npuemnem céaueHHUK 1€8010 YOO pyKOIO
npocgopy, decHoio dice cesmoe Konue, u
SHAMEHYs UM MPUNCObl epxy neuamu
npocghopul, enazonrem: B BocmoMUHaAHUE
lNocrioma u bora, u Cnaca mamero Uuncyca
Xpucra.

U abue 600pyscaem konue 8 dechyo cmpamy
newamu, u enazoiem pedics: SIKo oB4a Ha
3aK0JICHHE BeIecs!.

B nesyto osce: V1 s1k0 arHel] HEMOPOUEH MPSIMO
CTPUTYIIAro ero 0e3riIaceH, Tako HE OTBEP3aeT
yct CBonx.

B eopnioio sce cmpany newamu: Bo cmupenuu
Ero cyn Ero B3sTcs.

B oonnroro sice cmpany: Pon xe Ero xTo
HCITOBECTb.

Huaxon xce, 83upas 61a20208etino na cuyesoe
Mauncmeo, 21azoiem Ha eOUHOM KOeM*COO0
pe3anuu: I'octioly moMonuMces, deparca u
opapy 6 pyye. o cux enaconem: Bo3mu,
BIIAJBIKO.

CesaugeHnux dice, 81102CUE CEAMOe KONue om
KOCBEHHbISL OeCHbIsL CIMPAHbL NPOCHOpbI,
s3umaem Ceamoiil Xneb, enaeons cuye: SIko
B3E€MJIETCS OT 3€MIJIH KUBOT ET0.

U nonooicus u 63nax Ha ceésmem OUcKoce,
pekuty ouaxony: 110xpu, BIagbIKo.

Kpem e2o kpecmosuono, cuye 2na2oJis:
XKpercs Araen boxxnii, B3eMJstif rpex Mipa, 3a
MIpCKHi1 )KHBOT U CIIaCEHNE.

U obpawaem zope opyaylo cmpany, umyuyio
Kkpecm. /[uaxon enaconem: Ilpodonn, BIaabIKo.

Ceawennux sice, npo600as u 8 0eCHyio CIMpamuy
Konuem, enaeosem. EMUH 0T BOWH KOMTHEM
pebpa Ero mpobone, u abue u3blae KpOBh U
BoJja. M BUIEBEI CBUAETEILCTBOBA U UCTUHHO
€CTh CBUICTEIBCTBO €TO.

The Priest takes the prosphora in his left hand
and the spear in his right, and makes the Sign
of the Cross over the seal three times, saying:
In remembrance of our Lord and God and
Savior Jesus Christ.

The Priest pierces the prosphora with the
spear to the right of the seal, and says: He was
led as a sheep to the slaughter.

Cutting to the left side, the Priest says: or a
spotless lamb before its shearers is dumb, so
He opens not His mouth.

Cutting the upper side: In His humiliation His
judgment was taken away.

Cutting the lower side: Who shall declare His
generation?

The Deacon, looking piously upon this
mystery, exclaims at each incision: Let us pray
to the Lord. He then takes his stole in hand,
and says: Take up, Master.

The Priest, piercing the prosphora on the
bottom right side, lifts out the Holy Bread
saying: For His life is taken up from the earth.

The Priest places the seal upon the paten,
while the Deacon says: Sacrifice, Master.

The Priest cuts it cross-wise, and says:
Sacrificed is the Lamb of God, who takes away
the sin of the world, for the life of the world
and its salvation.

The Priest turns the bread over, so that the
seal is on top. The Deacon says: Pierce,
Master.

The Priest pierces the right side of the Holy
Bread and says: One of the soldiers pierced
His side with a spear, and at once there came
out blood and water. He who saw it has borne
witness and his witness is true.
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What happens to the prosphora in this ritual is also what happens to Boris as he is
murdered. The prince meekly accepts death like “a sheep led to the slaughter” and
“opens not his mouth” as he endures attack. The prosphora is laid upon the paten and
repeatedly cut into with the holy spear, and Boris lies upon his bed and is repeatedly cut
into by spears—and the chronicle uses the same word (kop ) that is used for the liturgical
knife in the service. The prosphora is cut and pierced in order to form the “Holy Bread,”
the Lamb (Agnets ) that is sacrificed later on in the Divine Liturgy; and Boris, as we will
see shortly, is also cut and pierced as preparation for the “lamb” that is sacrificed later on
in the chronicle tale. Ultimately, for those familiar with how the Eucharist is prepared,
the death of Boris appears as the next step in a carefully ordered liturgical sequence: the
prince has prayed Matins and the Entrance Prayers, and now he “serves” Proskomedia by
physically undergoing what the prosphora undergoes as it is prepared for the Eucharistic
sacrifice.”®

That Boris simultaneously undergoes his “passion” and performs the liturgical

rites—in exactly the order they are prescribed in the church books—is perfectly

265 Matins is the only service that Boris explicitly “serves” in the passage—while the Entrance Prayers and

the Proskomedia service are somewhat veiled—because it is the only ritual of the three not directly
concerned with the Eucharist. In the early church, the prayers and rites surrounding Holy Communion
were zealously guarded by the faithful. These rituals constituted the mysterion, the “holy mysteries”
known only to those initiated into the cult. This attitude is preserved even into the present day in a prayer
the Orthodox recite as they approach Communion: “Beuepu TBoes Taiinbist quech, Coine boxunii,
IIpUYACTHUKA MsI IPUUMU; He 60 BparoM TBouM TaiiHy nmoBeM, HH 1003anus Tu nam, siko Myna, HO sKo
pa3boitnuk ucroenaro Tsi: momsiau Ms, [ocroau, Bo IapctBuu Teoem.”/ “Of your Mystical Supper, O Son
of God, accept me this day as a communicant; for I will not speak of your mysteries to your enemies,
neither like Judas will I give thee a kiss, but like the thief will I confess thee: Remember me, O Lord, in
your kingdom.” The chronicler likely disguises the source of Boris’ later prayers, then, because they derive
from the “secret” prayers and rites performed by the clergy—rites that were guarded from unbelievers and
unknown even to the baptized laity.
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consistent with the mystagogy of the Byzantine Church.**® For the Orthodox, the Passion
and the Lord’s Supper are inextricably linked: the events are simultaneously
commemorated and mystically “made present” in each Divine Liturgy by Christ himself,
who is both celebrant and victim, the mystical High Priest who offers the eternal sacrifice
and the One who is sacrificed. This theology is articulated, among other places, in the
“secret” prayer that the priest addresses to Christ during the singing of the Cherubic
Hymn:

HukToke TOCTOMH OT CBSI3aBIIMXCS IJIOTCKAUMH IMOXOTHMH H CJIACTHMH
MIPUXOIUTH, WM PUOTKUTHUCS, i citykutu Tebe, [lapro CnaBel: exe 60
ciyxwutu Tebde, Benuko u crpamrHo u cameM Hebecubim Cuitam. Ho obaue
HEU3PEUCHHAro paau u 6e3mepHaro TBoero 4enoBeKOTIOOHS, HEMPETOKHO U
HEU3MEHHO OblI ecu YenoBek, u Apxuepeld Ham ObLT €CHU: U CITy>KeOHBIS cesl U
OE3KPOBHBIS JKEPTBHI CBSIICHHOICHCTBYE TIPEIaT eCH HaMm, Ko Brajpika
BceX...Tbl 60 ecu MPUHOCSI U MPUHOCUMBIHN, U IPUEMJISIA U pa3laBaeMBblid,
Xpucre boxe nam, u Tebe ciaBy Bo3cbUIaeM. . 207

No one who is bound with the desires of the flesh is worthy to approach or draw
near to serve You, O King of Glory; for to minister to You is great and awesome
even to the heavenly powers. Nevertheless through Your unspeakable and
boundless love for mankind, You became man, without change or alteration, and
as Ruler of All you have become our High Priest, and have committed to us the
celebration of this liturgical and bloodless sacrifice... For You are the Offerer and
the Offered, the Receiver and the Received, O Christ our God, and to You we
ascribe glory...

Like Christ in the liturgy, in the chronicle tale Boris is both priest and victim. But the

analogy is not perfect. For though Boris is the one who offers sacrifice—who “serves”

%6 As used here, the term “mystagogy” refers to explanations of (or commentaries on) the “holy mysteries”
of the Church. Robert Taft has instructively noted that “mystagogy is to liturgy what exegesis is to
scripture...” Taft, “The Liturgy of the Great Church,” 59.

27 Bozhestvennaia Liturgiia Vasilii Velikago (Moscow: Izd. Moskovskoi Patriarkhii, 2002), 193-194.
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the liturgical rites—he is not the sacrifice that is offered.*® The sacrifice that is offered
in the passage is Prince Gleb.

Crucially, Boris is never called a “lamb” or a “sacrifice” in the text. He is
depicted as the priest who prepares the sacrifice, and his body—pierced by spears—is
depicted as the prosphora being prepared for that sacrifice. But the Proskomedia service
is not the Eucharist, merely the preparation for it. The bread and wine only become the
“broken body” and “spilled blood” of Christ during the Liturgy of the Faithful, when the
priest (and the congregation with him) perform the most solemn part of the Divine
Liturgy. And it is precisely this part of the service that is used to describe the murder of
Gleb. The chronicle records the moment of the prince’s death in the following way:

[ToBaps xe ['1e6oBb, uMeHEMBb TOpUNHB, BRIHE3b HOXKb, 3ape3a [ 1eda, akel aras

HerniopouHo. Ilpunececs Ha xepTBY borosu, B BoHIO O1aroyxaHss, )KepTBa

cioBecHas...(60)

Gleb's cook, Torchin by name, taking up a knife, stabbed Gleb, like a spotless

lamb. Thus he was brought to God as a sacrifice, a sweet-smelling fragrance, a
rational sacrifice...

2% There are two possible explanations for why Boris dies but is not explicitly counted as a sacrifice. The

first is textual. The chronicle story begins with the heading, “On the Murder of Boris” (“Ob ubienii
Borisa”). There is no mention of Gleb, and it is conceivable, therefore, that an earlier version of the tale
did not recount his murder. And in that case, the Eucharistic epithets inserted after Gleb’s death might
have originally followed the death of Boris, thus making him both high priest and mystical sacrifice, like
Christ in the liturgy. The second possible explanation is mystagogical. The Liturgy of the Faithful begins
with the Great Entrance, the solemn procession in which the Holy Gifts are transferred from the Table of
Oblation to the Altar. Since at least the 8" century, the Orthodox have interpreted this procession as the
funeral cortege and burial of Christ, an understanding that is preserved in the prayer that the priest says as
he places the Holy Gifts on the Altar: “bnaroo6pasusiii Mocud, ¢ npesa cuem [Ipeuncroe Teno Troe,
IUTAIAHKICIO YHCTOI0 0OBUB, U OJ1aroyxaHbMH BO Tpo0Oe HOBE NOKpHIB, nostoxku.”/ “The noble Joseph,
when he had taken down Your most pure body from the tree, wrapped it in fine linen and anointed it with
spices and placed it in a new tomb.” Since the prosphora is interpreted as Christ’s crucified body being laid
in the tomb, it is possible that the chronicler identified Prince Boris’ death and burial with this part of the
liturgy. The Great Entrance is also the ritual that directly precedes the “Prayer of the Offering,” so this
hypothesis is consistent with the order of the liturgical rites that appear in the chronicle. See Robert Taft,
“The Liturgy of the Great Church: An Initial Synthesis of Structure and Interpretation on the Eve of
Iconoclasm,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 34-35 (1981), 45-75.
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Prince Gleb is here identified with the “spotless lamb” from the Proskomedia ritual; the

Lamb that is “brought to God as a sacrifice” during the consecration rites. And he is

269

specifically a “rational sacrifice” (slovesnaia zhertva)™ offered to God as “a sweet-

smelling fragrance” (v voniu blagoukhaniia) because these are the epithets used to
describe the Eucharist in the Prayer of the Offering (Molitva Prinoshenie) that is said at
the Liturgy of St Basil:

I'ocnogu boxxe Hatl, co3aBblif HAC M BBEABIM B )KM3Hb CHUIO, IIOKAa3aBbIM
HaM IyTH BO ClIaceHue, napoBaBblii Ham HebecHbix Taun otkpoBeHue. T
00 ecH MOJOKUBBINA HAC B CITyk0y cuto, cuinoto Jlyxa TBoero Cesitaro.
brnarosomu y60, ['ocrioau, OpITH HaM cykuTeneM HoBaro TBoero 3aBeTa,
ciyram cBaThiX TBoux TamHcTB. [Ipunmu Hac, TPUOTHKAIONITUXCS
cBaToMy TBOEMY KepTBEHHUKY, 10 MHOXKECTBY MUJIocTH TBoes, 1a Oynem
JOCTOMHH MPUHOCUTHU Tebe C10BECHYI0 CHIO U 0€3KPOBHYIO KEPTBY O
HAILIUX COIPEIICHUUX U O JIFOJACKUX HEBEKECTBUHUX: FOKE TPUEM BO
CBSTBIN U IPEHEOECHBIN, I MBICIICHHBIN TBOM KepTBEHHUK, B BOHIO
OJ1aroyxaHusi, BO3HUCTIOCTH HaM Onaronats CBsitaro TBoero Jlyxa.
[Tpu3pu Ha HEL, boke, UBMKIb Ha CITY KOy CHIO HAIy, U IPUKUMHU IO,
SKOJKE TpUsAa ecu ABeneBbl 1apbl, HoeBbl xepTBbI, ABpaamMoBa
Bcerioaus, Mouceosa u AapoHoBa cBsleHcTBa, CaMyuiioBa

270
mupHas...”

O Lord our God, who has created us, and has brought us into this life; who
has shown us the way to salvation, and has bestowed upon us the
revelation of heavenly mysteries: You are the One who has appointed us
to this service in the power of your Holy Spirit. Therefore, O Lord, enable
us to be ministers of your new Testament and servants of your Holy
Mysteries. Through the greatness of Your mercy, accept us as we draw
near to your holy altar, so that we may be worthy to offer to You this
rational and bloodless sacrifice for our sins and for the errors of your
people. Grant that, having accepted this sacrifice upon Your holy,
heavenly, and spiritual altar as a sweet-smelling fragrance, You may in
return send down upon us the grace of Your Holy Spirit. Look down on
us, O God, and behold this our service. Receive it as You received the
gifts of Abel, the sacrifices of Noah, the whole burnt offerings of

2% This is the only prayer in all of the Eucharistic liturgies of the Orthodox Church in which the Holy Gifts

are called a “rational sacrifice” (slovesnaia zhertva).

*7% Bozhestvennaia Liturgiia Vasilii Velikago, 197-198.
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Abraham, the priestly offices of Moses and Aaron, and the peace-offerings
of Samuel...”""

As this prayer makes clear, Prince Gleb is offered to God in the chronicle text like the
Eucharist is offered to God during the Liturgy of the Faithful. And just as the Eucharistic
sacrifice consummates the offering prepared at Proskomedia, so Gleb’s “rational
sacrifice” consummates the “rites” of preparation performed by his brother earlier in the
passage. Looking at the narrative as a whole, therefore, it becomes apparent that the deep
structure of the chronicle story is Eucharistic: Boris is the priest who prepares the
sacrifice and Gleb is the lamb that is mystically offered.
4. “Bishop” Vladimir and his Martyred Sons

The Eucharistic subtext of Boris and Gleb’s martyrdom is unusual, though not

272
d.

unprecedente Martyrs often imitate the passion of Christ, but they rarely serve

" It is noteworthy that the “Liturgy of Preparation” and the “Prayer of the Offering”—the two parts of the

liturgy devoted to preparing the Eucharistic offering—specifically mention Abel, Stephen, and Cosmos and
Damian, the three typologies discussed in the first segment of this analysis. In the “Prayer of the Offering,”
the Lamb offered at liturgy is compared to the gifts and sacrifices once offered to God by Abel. And in the
Proskomedia service, the priest consecrates small particles of prosphora to specific ranks of saints. The
“holy apostle and archdeacon, the Protomartyr Stephen” is the first saint commemorated among the the
martyrs, and Ss. Cosmos and Damian are the first saints commemorated as “Holy Wonderworkers and
Unmercenaries.”

2 As early as the second century, in the Martyrdom of Polycarp, the final moments of the martyr’s life are
characterized as a liturgical sacrifice: “They did not nail him down then, but simply bound him; and as he
put his hands behind his back, he was bound like a noble ram chosen for an oblation from a great flock, a
holocaust prepared and made acceptable to God... “May I be received this day among them before your
face as a rich and acceptable sacrifice, as you, the God of truth who cannot deceive, have prepared,
revealed and fulfilled beforehand. Hence I praise you, I bless you and I glorify you above all things,
through that eternal and celestial high priest Jesus Christ’” (Moss, The Other Christs, 84). Here, as in
Gleb’s death, the martyr is identified as a sacrifice and then offered as the Eucharist is offered—indeed, the
last line of Polycarp’s prayer echoes an ancient tripartite Eucharistic prayer (ibid). The editors of the
Primary Chronicle may have been familiar with this passage. A Church Slavonic translation of the
Martyrdom of Polycarp survives in a fifteenth century manuscript of the Menologion for February, and I. I.
Sreznevskii has dated these translations to no later than the tenth century. Still, even if the story was
known to the chroniclers, it was not the primary source of the chronicle text: if only for the fact that the
liturgical rites performed in the “Tale of Boris and Gleb” are unique to the Byzantine Rite, and that ritual
system did not yet exist in the second century. More likely than not, the respective authors—separated by
some 900 years—independently employed the sacrificial imagery and theology they both knew from direct
participation in the Eucharist. It is possible, of course, that a later Byzantine vita contains similar
Eucharistic motifs, but presently I know of no such work.

137



liturgical rites or die as Eucharistic sacrifices. The question, then, is why the chronicler
would introduce such complexities into the tale. One possible solution is found in the
Rite of Consecration for a Church, the service discussed in the preceding chapter in
connection with Prince Vladimir’s construction of the Church of the Tithes in 996.
Vladimir is depicted in the passage as the bishop who establishes Christianity in Rus’,
consecrating a great church using the prayers that only a bishop prays during the
consecration rites.

The chronicler was clearly very familiar with these prayers for the founding of a
new church, and they may have guided his large-scale conception of the founding of
Christianity in Rus’. Indeed, when we consider what a bishop says and does during the
consecration rites—what he prays about and what he asks for—it reveals a crucial link
between Vladimir’s role as bishop and the martyrdom of his sons, Boris and Gleb.?”

The episcopal prayers convey a detailed narrative about the establishment of
Christianity in a new land, and the two key figures in the narrative are bishops and
martyrs. At the beginning of the service, the bishop says a long prayer that confirms his

direct succession from the apostles. He anoints the altar table with holy chrism and then

prays:

* There is also a fascinating link between the Rite of Consecration for a Church and the Feast of Ss. Boris

and Gleb. N. S. Seregina has shown that the pre-Mongol hymnographic corpus for the martyred brothers is
three times larger than that of a typical service, and she believes the manuscripts represent not one, but
three separate services. She dates the earliest of these services to the reign of laroslav the Wise, and
suggests it was composed for the translation of Boris and Gleb’s relics into a new wooden church built in
their honor. The other services, Seregina claims, were connected to two later translation ceremonies, when
the relics were again transferred into new churches, first in 1072 and then again in 1115. Further, A.N.
Uzhankov observes that on all three of these occasions the consecration of the new church was likely
celebrated on the same day as the translation service, which was held on the same date as the feast days for
Boris and Gleb (24 July or 2 May). Thus, in eleventh century Kiev there was already an established
liturgical connection between Boris and Gleb and the rites for consecrating a church. See N.S. Seregina,
Pesnopeniia russkim sviatym, 77-98; Uzhankov, “Sviatye strastoterptsy Boris i Gleb,” 37-49.
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Bboxe Oe3HauanbHbIN 1 BeuHBIH, Ve OT He cylmux B ObITHE BCS IPUBEABIH, Vke
BO CBETE HEMIPUCTYITHEM JKUBBIN, M IPECTOT UMEsTii He0O, 3eMITIO )K€ MTOTHOXKHE:
Wxe MouceoBu noBesieHUE JaBblii 1 HaUYepTaHus, Becenuumy ke 1yx
MPEMYIPOCTH BIIOKUBBIN: U YBAOJUB UX K COBEPIICHUIO CKUHUH CBUJIETEIIbCTBA,
B KOTOPOW CITy)KEHUS ONpaBAaHus 05Xy 00pa3sl U MpeIHaYepTaHUs HCTUHBL: Vke
Con0MOHY IKMPOTY U MPOCTPAHCTBO CEpIia AAPOBABBIN U UpE3 HETO APEBHUI
XpaM BO3CTaBUBBII: CBATBHIM K€ U BCEXBATbHBIM TBOMM aroctonam 0OHOBUBBIH
ciyx0y B Tyxe U O6Jarofath UCTUHHBIS CKUHHUH: U 9pe3 HUX CBIATHISA LlepkBu 1
’)kepTBeHHUKHU TBos1, ['ocrionu cui, BO BCel 3eMJIM HACaJuBbIM, BO €3Ke
npuHOCUTHCS TeGe MBICTICHHBIM 1 0€3KpOBHBIM XepTBaMm: Ve u cemy xpamy
HBIHE 0JIATOBOJIMII €CU CO3JIATUCS BO UMS CBATAro UMSIPEK, K ciaBe TBoeil u
equHopoanaro TBoero CeiHa u BcecBsitaro TBoero Jlyxa.. 2

O God, without beginning and eternal, Who calls all things from nothingness into
being; Who dwells in light unapproachable, and has the heavens for a throne, and
the earth for a footstool; Who gave a law and pattern to Moses and inspired
Bezaleel with the spirit of wisdom, and Who enabled them to complete the
building of the tabernacle of your covenant, wherein ordinances of divine worship
were instituted which were the images and types of the truth; Who bestowed on
Solomon breadth and greatness of heart, and through him raised the ancient
temple; Who renewed your holy and all-laudable Apostles in the service of the
Spirit, and the grace of the true tabernacle, and through them, O Lord of Hosts,
You planted your Holy Churches and Altars in all the earth, that there might be
offered unto You intellectual and bloodless sacrifices; Who also has been pleased
to found this Church, in the Name of (Church's Name) to your glory, and to the
glory of your only-begotten Son, and of your all-holy Spirit...

The prayer charts out how God, in generation after generation, selects certain figures to

build temples and offer sacrifices—a divine economy that continues into the present day

with the offering of “intellectual sacrifices” on the altars “planted” throughout the world

by the apostles and their successors, the bishops of the Orthodox Church.

These sacrifices are offered, quite literally, on the bones of the martyrs.

According to the church canons, an altar must be consecrated using the relics of a martyr

and those relics must remain within it for the Eucharist to be celebrated. This connection

between the Eucharistic sacrifice and the sacrifice of the martyrs is emphasized in the

" M. Zheltov, “Chin osviashcheniia khrama i polozheniia sviatikh moshchei v vizantiiskikh
Evkhologiiakh XI veka,” 111-126.
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Prayer of the Placing of the Relics (Molitva polozheniia moshchei), a prayer the bishop
says as he solemnly inserts the martyr’s relics into the altar:

I'ocnionu boxxe Ham, Wke u cuto cnaBy JapoBaBblii 0 Tebe mocTpaaaBIibiM
CBSITBIM MYYEHUKOM, €KE CEATUCS MO BCEU 3EMJIM MOLLIEM HX, BO CBATBIN Xpamex
TBoux, 1 1101161 HCICNICHHH Tpo3sOaTu: Cam, Biaaapiko, Bcex OJ1arux mnojaTeib
Cblil, MOTUTBAMHU CBATBIX, XK€ MOIIEH 0J1aroM3BOJIMII €CH B CEM YECTHEM Xpame
TBOEM 1MOJIOKEHHIO OBITH: YAOCTON HAC HEOCYKIeHHO puHOCcuTe Tebe B HeM
GE3KPOBHYIO JKEPTBY...”

O Lord our God, Who bestowed on the holy Martyrs who suffered for your sake
this glory, that their relics should be sown in all the earth, in your holy churches,
and should bring forth fruits of healing: Enable us Yourself, O Master, the giver
of all good things, through the prayers of the saints whose relics You have
graciously permitted to be placed in this Your venerable Altar, to offer to You
without condemnation the bloodless sacrifice...

The bishop asks for more than just the intercessions of the martyrs, however. In another
prayer, the Prayer of the Translation of Relics (Molitva pereneseniia moshchei), he
explicitly requests that those consecrating the church may themselves become martyrs:

I'ocrogu boske Haill, BepHBIi B ciioBeceX TBOMX M HEJIOKHBIM BO 00CIIAHUHUX
TBoux, apoBaBbIif CBATHIM TBOMM MYy4YEHHUKOM IOJIBU3ATUCS TOOPHIM MOIBUIOM,
Y COBEPIIUTHU MyTh OJaroyecTus, ¥ Bepy UCTUHHATO UCIOBEJAHHUS COXPAHUTH:
Cam, Briagpiko BcecBATHIN, YMOJIEH OyM MOJICHHEM UX, M Japyi Ham
HEIO0CTONHBIM pabaM TBOMM MMETH YacTh U HACJIEIUe C HUMH, J1a ObIB X
TOJPAKATEIISMH, CIIOZ0OUMCS ¥ IPeUIeKAIKX UM oar. .. ¢

O Lord our God, faithful in your words and truthful in your promises, Who has
granted your holy Martyrs to fight the good fight and to fulfill the course of
godliness and to keep the faith of true confession: Be entreated, all-holy Lord, of
their prayers and grant to us your unworthy servants, to have a part and
inheritance with them, that being imitators of them, we also may obtain the good
things which await them...

In sum, when a bishop establishes a new church he asks God to make his flock like the
martyrs, and he then uses the relics of martyrs to consecrate a new altar for the offering of

liturgical sacrifices.

275 Zheltov, “Chin osvishcheniia,” 123.

*76 Ibid.
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What I want to suggest is that these consecration rituals may have provided the
overarching narrative structure for the 996 and 1015 chronicle entries. Consider the
following:

I. The chronicler depicts Vladimir as the “bishop” who founds the church in

Rus’. And since a new church must be consecrated with the relics of a martyr, the

chronicler makes sure to show Vladimir returning from Kherson with the relics of

St Clement, a first century martyr, and his disciple, Phoebus.

II. A bishop prays that those consecrating a new church will become “imitators”

of the martyrs. “Bishop” Vladimir consecrates a new church and his sons, Boris

and Gleb, become martyrs and “obtain the good things which await them.” >’

III. In the consecration rite, the bishop prays that the martyr’s bones, sealed in the

altar, will enable the offering of the Eucharistic sacrifice; and in the chronicle, the

martyrical “passion” of Boris enables the offering of Gleb as a Eucharistic
sacrifice.
Thus, understood in its native liturgical context, the martyrdom of Boris and Gleb in 1015
appears to “answer” the prayers that a bishop would have prayed at the consecration of
the Church of the Tithes.

This hypothesis suggests that a comprehensive and deeply integrated liturgical
subtext informs the two passages—a subtext, once recovered, that allows for a new and
provocative reading of the story of the Christianization of Rus’. An officiating bishop
asks God for martyrs and liturgical sacrifices, and that is exactly what the tale of Boris
and Gleb provides: Vladimir “plants” a new altar in Kiev; Boris, by bearing his own

passion, prepares the oblation for this altar; and Gleb, “the spotless lamb,” is the “rational

sacrifice” that is offered upon it. A Christian community built on the bones of the

277 As the chronicler describes the “good things” Boris’ obtains for enduring martyrdom: “H taxo cxonuacs
Onaxenslii bopuch, BeHelb NPUUMB OT XpucTa bora ¢b nmpaBeAHBIMU, TPUUETHCS Cb IPOPOKBI U
aTOCTOJIBI, C JIMKbl My4E€HHYbCKBIMU BO/IBPAsISCS, ABpaMy Ha JIOHE [TOYHBasi, BUsS HEU3PEUCHbHYIO
pazocTh, BbCHEBAs Ch aHTEINbI U Becelsicst ¢ KK cBATHIXD (60)/ “And so died the blessed Boris, receiving
a crown from Christ God with the righteous. He is numbered among the prophets and apostles, and joins
with the choir of martyrs, resting in the bosom of Abraham, beholding ineffable joy, singing with the
angels and rejoicing with the choir of the saints.”
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martyrs, which offers to God martyrs of its own—this is the myth of the spread of
Christianity in the Byzantine consecration rite, and, in the late eleventh century, it

became a central part of the myth of Christian origins recorded in the Primary Chronicle.
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Conclusion

In the chronicle entry for 6552 (1044), the bones of two pagan princes are
unearthed, baptized, and laid to rest in the Church of the Holy Theotokos (67). The
scene is an apt metaphor for the role of liturgy in the Primary Chronicle. Like the
clerics baptizing those bones, the chroniclers used the rites and sacraments of the
Orthodox Church to Christianize the distant past. The result was a version of history at
once sacred and profane. The emperor flirts with Ol’ga before her baptism; Vladimir
accepts Orthodoxy to secure an imperial marriage; Gleb is stabbed by his cook. The
chroniclers did not “purify” the past of its intrigues. Neither did they reinvent it with
details and narratives solely of their own imagining. Rather, they gathered together
disparate traditions—oral and written, native and foreign, pagan and clerical—and edited
them into a coherent myth about the rise of Christianity in Rus’.

The chapters of this dissertation have shown that liturgy was not merely a
component part of this myth: it was the overarching narrative matrix that informed and
guided the chroniclers as they wrote, compiled and edited the story of the Conversion.
Importantly, this liturgical matrix does not depend on hypothetical claims about the
chronicle’s creators, earlier redactions, or the date of its compilation. The Primary
Chronicle may be the work of one chronicler or a dozen. There may have been three
earlier layers of Kievan chronicles or none at all. It does not matter: for the liturgical
services at the Monastery of the Caves did not change, and they surrounded editor after
editor, compiler after compiler, in exactly the same way—whether the year was 1039,

1118 or 1377.
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Byzantine liturgy was the omnipresent narrative context of the chroniclers’
monastic world, and so it naturally became the main narrative subtext of their story of
Christian Rus’. It would be a mistake, however, to think of the chronicle’s liturgical
subtext as the product of some sort of pre-reflective mentality that shaped the text in
ways the chroniclers did not perceive or intend. On the contrary, the evidence in the
preceding chapters suggests that the chroniclers developed a consistent and sophisticated
large-scale strategy for using liturgical materials.

The strategy consisted of two parts: liturgical typology and the sacraments of
initiation. We begin with the former. As noted previously, each of the major characters
in the chronicle’s myth of Christian origins is equated with figures from three distinct
periods of sacred history—the Old Testament, the New Testament, and the Byzantine
liturgical myth. Princess Ol’ga is a type of the Queen of Sheba; Mary, the Mother of
God; John the Baptist; and the empress Helen. Prince Vladimir is a type of the Jewish
kings, David and Solomon; the apostle Paul; and the emperor Constantine. Prince Boris
is a type of Abel; Jesus Christ; Stephen the Protomartyr; and Ss. Cosmos and Damian.

The chroniclers created layer upon layer of typological associations. Examining
these layers more closely, we notice that each period of sacred history follows the same
narrative pattern and shares the same types. Every age has its holy mothers and wise
queens (Queen of Sheba/ Mary/ Helen/ Ol’ga), divinely chosen kings (David and
Solomon/ Jesus Christ/ Constantine/Vladimir) and martyrs (Abel/ Stephen/ Cosmos and
Damian/ Boris and Gleb). For the chroniclers, it seems, typology was more than a means

of comparison: it was the hermeneutic that “revealed” the unchanging pattern of salvation
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278 The chroniclers envisioned salvation as a

in the history of God’s chosen peoples.
typological scheme that repeated, like a record on a loop, in every period of sacred
history. The Primary Chronicle shows this scheme playing out in the history of the Rus’
just as it had played out in the history of the Jews, the first-century Christians, and the
Byzantines.

The second part of the chroniclers’ liturgical strategy involved the sacraments of
initiation: Baptism, Chrismation and Eucharist. In the Byzantine tradition, these
sacraments constitute an integral and indivisible whole: together, and only together, they
form the complete ritual for personal initiation into the church. As one Orthodox
theologian has written,

Baptism, Chrismation and Eucharist “belong together,” form one liturgical

sequence and ‘ordo,” because each sacrament within it is fulfilled in the other in

such a way that it is impossible fully to understand the meaning of one in
separation and isolation from the other two. If Chrismation...fulfills Baptism,

Eucharist is the fulfillment of Chrismation.*”

This threefold “liturgical sequence” is visible in the structure of the chronicle. From 955
to 1015, the order of liturgical materials in the chronicle text mirrors the order of the
sacraments. The passages comprised of citations from Baptism and Chrismation (Ol’ga’s
conversion; the Conversion of Rus”) are followed and “fulfilled” by the passage

comprised of citations from the Eucharistic liturgy (the martyrdom of Boris’ and Gleb).

Knowing little of the historical circumstances of the Conversion, the chroniclers modeled

™ As noted in the footnotes of the opening chapter, typology is a theory of history that “reads” the
narrative pattern of the New Testament into historical epochs both before and after Christ. See footnote 53
of the Introduction.

" Alexander Schmemman, Of Water and the Spirit: A Liturgical Study of Baptism (Crestwood, New York:
St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2000), 116.
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their story on the Byzantine rituals actually used to convert the Rus’—whenever,
wherever and however that might have happened.

But instead of having a bishop perform these rites, as required by canon law, the
chronicle depicts two members of the Rurik dynasty performing them. In 988 and 996
Prince Vladimir prays the initiation prayers, and in 1015 Prince Boris prepares the
Eucharistic sacrifice. The implication, of course, is that the Rurikids are not merely this-
worldly rulers, but a sacerdotal dynasty. They are at once the founders and rulers of
Rus’, and the liturgical celebrants who “save” the land for all eternity by personally
performing the complete three-part ritual of Christian initiation.>*

This subtext—an Orthodox initiation created from the rites of initiation
themselves—is perhaps the most fundamental liturgical subtext in the Primary Chronicle.
Yet it in no way diminishes or contradicts any of the others already discussed in the
study. In fact, one of the chroniclers’ main accomplishments is the dense, rich variety of
liturgical meanings that simultaneously unfold in the text. Liturgy was the semiotic
background of the age, and the chroniclers skillfully operated within it, effecting several
simultaneous levels of meaning, which could only be grasped by those intimately familiar
with the Byzantine rite.

In this dissertation, I have tried to recover some of these long-forgotten meanings,
and offer a sense of how the Primary Chronicle might have been understood in its native
liturgical environment. I have demonstrated that liturgy played a crucial role in the
chronicle’s formation—and that it must therefore occupy a central place in our scholarly

conception of medieval Rus’. Writing at the time was predominantly a clerical

% That Prince Vladimir also “consecrates” the Church of the Tithes only serves to complete the picture.

All four rituals required for the installation of Orthodoxy in a foreign land are thereby “served” by
members of the house of Rurik.
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enterprise; clerics spent their lives serving the liturgical rites; and thus the number of pre-
modern works influenced by the liturgy is very great, indeed. So long as the leading
writers and thinkers of the age were clerics—a period lasting roughly eight or nine
centuries, from the baptism of Rus’ to the Age of Enlightenment—Iiturgy remained the
main narrative force in East Slavic culture. Its affect on historiography, hagiography,
homiletics and other pre-modern written forms can hardly be overstated.

That scholars have neglected this fundamental fact indicates more than a lacuna in
the scholarship on medieval literature—it suggests that scholars have incorrectly
imagined the pre-modern East Slavic past altogether. For by denying liturgy its rightful
place, scholars have conceived of a civilization that was more textual and bibliocentric
than it was ritualistic and liturgical. If this dissertation has done nothing more than cast

doubt on that proposition, then it has served a worthy purpose.
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