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SHORT ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the emergence and rise in popularity of a type of saint known
in Russian as iurodivyi, and in English as holy fool or fool for Christ, in late fifteenth- and
sixteenth-century Russia. In doing so, it breaks with past scholarship on the topic, which has
often depicted iurodstvo as a monolithic phenomenon shrouded in myth, and contributes to
the scholarly understanding of the pre-modern cult of saints, while offering a fresh
perspective on a period of Russian history often labelled ‘of state formation’.

Three main arguments are made here about fifteenth- and sixteenth-century iurodstvo,
or holy foolery. Firstly, that iurodivye were primarily known in this period as saints, whose
tombs worked posthumous miracles of healing. In this, their rise in popularity was
indissociable, on the one hand, from the growth of the cult of saints and the multiplication
of miracle cults; and, on the other hand, from the development of a Moscow-based Church,
which claimed spiritual authority over the vast, and still expanding, territories controlled by
its grand prince and later tsar.

Secondly, by analysing a large corpus of texts and images, this study argues that there
were two occasionally overlapping understandings of iurodstvo in this period: one found
mostly in ecclesiastical works, focused on the extreme asceticism of its practitioners; the
other, apparently vernacular in origin, that conceived of iurodivye as charismatic, frequently
aggressive living prophets.

Thirdly, by investigating sponsorship patterns behind the cults of iurodivye, this thesis
identifies the ideological narratives running through writings about iurodivye and shows that
most cults played a role in supporting the rise of Russian autocracy, rather than being
opposed to it, as past studies have claimed.



LONG ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the emergence and rise in popularity of a type of saint known
in Russian as iurodivyi, and in English as holy fool or fool for Christ, in late fifteenth- and
sixteenth-century Russia. In doing so, it contributes more broadly to the scholarly
understanding of the pre-modern cult of saints. It also offers a fresh perspective on a period
of Russian history often labelled ‘of state formation’ by identifying the ideological narratives
running through writings about saints, while highlighting that centralisation was not a
unilateral process.

This study challenges previous scholarship on the topic in several ways, but most
notably by its methodology. It acknowledges that iurodstvo, or holy foolery, is known to us
primarily through texts, written for a variety of purposes. Liturgical texts in particular,
mostly unedited, have been consistently overlooked by past studies of iurodstvo despite their
central role in saint-making and -maintaining, and the fact that these were the texts most
people encountered on a regular basis. More inclusive in its choice of source type, building
a corpus of images as well as foreign accounts, hagiographical, liturgical, and
historiographical texts, this study is simultaneously stricter in its selection of evidence
according to the date it was produced. The death of Fedor I in 1598 was used as a rough
chronological bookend, as ideas about iurodstvo around this time and later in the seventeenth
century would acquire new connotations, especially associated with Old Belief.

The present approach captures a snapshot of iurodstvo in its first century and a half of
popularity. Unlike previous studies, which have often interpreted pre-modern iurodstvo
through the lens of its significance in modern Russian history and literature, this study lets
patterns in its evidence corpus determine what was understood by a iurodivyi in this period.
As a result, two different, occasionally overlapping, understandings of iurodstvo emerge:
one found predominantly in ecclesiastical sources and focused on the extreme asceticism
and renunciation of its practitioners; the other apparently vernacular in origin, and centred
around the more charismatic, aggressive, and prophetic aspects of iurodstvo.

Though iurodivye in this period are primarily known to us as saints, past studies of
iurodstvo have neglected to situate them within the development of the Russian Orthodox
Church. The late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries were characterised by a growing number
of saints and the spread of posthumous miracle cults, as well as by the Moscow-based
Church’s claims to spiritual authority over the vast, and growing, territory controlled by the
grand prince and, after [van [V’s coronation in 1547, tsar. Yet for all of the Russian Church’s
ground-breaking conciliar activity in this period, saint-making remained a flexible process
of negotiation, open to a variety of actors, from anonymous grassroots initiatives to
ambitious aristocrats, up to the very tsar, so that the cult of a iurodivyi, and of any other saint,
was often the result of combined efforts from the clergy, the lay elite, and the faithful at
large.



Past studies of iurodstvo have often repeated that this form of sainthood became
popular in the sixteenth century as a reaction to the consolidation of Muscovite autocracy.
Offering Nikolai of Pskov, who stood up to Ivan IV, as an example, such studies argued that
iurodstvo was a form of opposition to authority. The present study nuances this argument by
showing how Nikolai of Pskov was an outlier among sixteenth-century iurodivye, whose
cults predominantly supported the narrative of Muscovite dominance. The cult of Isidor of
Rostov, for example, made a case against the Latin faith and for the superiority of the Russian
Orthodox Church and state; the cult of Mikhail of Klopsko argued for Moscow’s political
and spiritual dominance over Novgorod; and the cult of Vasilii of Moscow gave the reigns
of Ivan IV and Fedor I an aura of divine legitimacy, on top of being instrumental in the
creation of the independent patriarchate of Moscow, with the blessing of Patriarch Jeremiah
of Constantinople, in 1589.

The reasons behind the quick rise of iurodivye from obscurity to relative popularity —
monastic and other ecclesiastical saints were still prominent in this period — remain
hypothetical. Part of the success of iurodivye could be due to the fact that, as predominantly
urban hermits of lay origin, they had no institutional affiliations. This might have made them
attractive to the faithful at large, by demonstrating that anyone, from whatever background,
could, at any point, choose to become a saint. It might also have made the posthumous cults
of iurodivye interesting to potential sponsors. Because they were, generally speaking, neither
monks nor even ordained, their cults, which might otherwise have been claimed by their
monastic house or episcopal see, were instead open to appropriation by anyone who put their
mind and wealth to it.

As much as an argument about iurodstvo, this study makes an argument about the cult
of saints in late medieval and early modern Russia and the documents involved in it,
highlighting the fluidity between written texts, but also between oral and written forms of
entextualisation. On the one hand, texts about one iurodivyi influenced those about another,
and material from a iurodivyi’s hagiography could easily migrate to his liturgy. On the other
hand, the lines between oral and written texts were blurred, with hagiographical material
often circulating orally before being physically recorded, and with miracle beneficiaries
telling their stories to shrine priests who noted them. Most aspects of saint-making, including
text production and continuity of veneration, involved the collaboration of different groups
of people: cults did not thrive by either top-down or bottom-up efforts alone. Likewise, if
Moscow claimed spiritual authority over its provinces, local cults of saints mostly happened
by local initiative and Moscow did little more than recognise them. In that way, cults
articulated a relationship between the centre and the regions where the latter recognised their
belonging to the former while maintaining a degree of autonomy.

As saints, iurodivye had a role in the ideological narrative of Moscow and its rulers as
the ultimate defenders of the Orthodox faith after the collapse of the Byzantine empire. In
this sense, they were indissociable from the Russian Orthodox Church, which was itself
becoming hardly dissociable from the Russian state. Yet the main difference between



iurodivye and other saints was their existence in the popular imagination beyond their
ecclesiastical image. As Nikolai of Pskov eloquently illustrated, iurodivye could also be
aggressive and charismatic, quite apart from their understanding in liturgy and hagiography
as harmless ascetics. Though written sources do not give us more than a tantalising glimpse
at this other side of iurodstvo, it was certainly present in sixteenth-century minds and,
occasionally, texts, though perhaps not to the exclusive extent previous studies have claimed.
The possibility of a selective use of either understanding of iurodstvo depending on the aims
and functions of individual texts probably contributed to the phenomenon’s popularity.

In short, by undoing the myth of iurodstvo as it has often been presented in popular
and scholarly publications, this study offers insight into the complex process of saint-
making, its relationship with the Church and state at a turbulent time for Russian politics and
society, and the ways in which an atypical, in some regards, category of saint facilitated the
creation of narratives through which this period was understood by its contemporaries.



Para o Avo Ferndo.

Vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgements
On Referencing, Translation, Transliteration, and Transcription
Abbreviations

I. INTRODUCTION: UNDOING THE MYTH

1.1 Fascinating Fools: Undoing the Myth
1.2 (Con)Texts
1.3 Methodology

1. MAKING SAINTS

I1.1 Saint-making: Terminology and Features
I1.2 Cults and Councils
I1.3 Centralisation and Localism: a Symbiosis

1. IURODSTVO SCRUTINISED

I11.1 lurodivye in Visual Sources
I11.1.a (Semi-)naked lurodivye
I11.1.b A Monastic lurodivyi
I11.1.c Clothed lurodivye
[11.1.d lurodivye in Group Depictions
[11.2. lurodivye in Textual Sources
I11.2.a Textual Evidence: Overview
[11.2.b lurodivye in Chronicles
I11.2.c lurodstvo: Western Perspectives
I11.2.d Liturgical lurodivye
I11.2.e Hagiographical lurodivye

IV. OF FOOLS AND MEN: IURODSTVO POLITICISED
IV.1 Early Stages: Burials and First Shrines
IV.2 Posthumous Miracles
IV.3 Russia in the Sixteenth Century: Background
IV.4 lurodstvo Politicised

V. CONCLUSIONS

VI. LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS & BIBLIOGRAPHY

vii

Viii
Xi
Xiii

16
26

35

36
50
72

87

93

95
116
119
128
134
139
164
175
183
198

230
232
244
257
277
317

324



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thesis-writing, like playing the holy fool, can be a lonely pursuit, without the
hagiographer to witness one’s (hopefully) virtuous deeds. I am deeply grateful to those
people who kept me going, academically and personally, and who turned this thesis into a
richer and more collaborative endeavour than it might otherwise have been. The
performative nature of an Acknowledgements section, like codified medieval rhetoric, can
only ever be an awkward and insufficient shorthand for my gratitude, which goes far beyond
these pages.

Thanks are due, first and foremost, to my supervisor, Jonathan Shepard, who, for the
past eight years, has endured my obsession with various aspects of iurodstvo, at
undergraduate and graduate levels, with the patience of a saint. Absolutely committed, he
has been invariably generous with his time and knowledge, and has consistently gone above
and beyond what might reasonably be expected from a supervisor.

I would not be writing these lines were it not for Stephen Baxter and Steve Gunn,
whose examples encouraged me to become a medievalist; or for Oliver Ready, who is guilty
of introducing me to iurodstvo; or for Natalia Keys, the heartwarming pillar of the Russian
undergraduate course at Oxford.

Throughout my time as a DPhil student, I have found support in the early Slavonic,
and occasionally Byzantinist, community in Oxford and beyond. Mary MacRobert has
patiently listened to my doubts, even when they went far beyond her academic interests, and
made helpful suggestions as to where I might find answers. Hanne Eckhoff has encouraged
me to trust my (criminally intuitive) knowledge of Slavonic and clarified some translation
issues. Ralph Cleminson has, at various points, been an invaluable source of expertise and
kindly acted as my Confirmation examiner, along with Phil Booth, whom I thank for
momentarily stepping out of his Byzantinist shoes. Marc Lauxtermann has made essential
contributions on things Greek-related.

Beyond Oxford, I am grateful to Pierre Gonneau, who generously invited me to spend
a term at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes in Paris, supervised my research during that
period, and gave me the opportunity to test out ideas by presenting at his seminar. I am
grateful, too, to my friend and fellow medievalist Ana Maria Seabra de Almeida Rodrigues,
who kindly hosted me in Paris and made me feel so welcome there. Feedback from
conference papers and discussions has been invaluable in steering my research. I am grateful
to Yulia Mikhailova for criticising some of my conclusions and forcing me to tighten my
argument; to Jennifer Spock for telling me that a PhD exists to allow other PhDs to be
written; and to Daniel Waugh, who wrote me a long and thoughtful email with bibliography
that became central to my thinking about saint-making.

In Russia, I am indebted to Ol’ga Dmitrievna Zhuravel’, who was a thoughtful
supervisor during my time at Novosibirsk State University in 2016 and first introduced me
to the classic Cuex 6 opesneii Pycu; to Ol’ga Anatol’evna Tuminskaia for advice on the

viii



iconography of iurodstvo; and to Aleksandr Evgen’evich Musin, for helping me access
elusive items of bibliography. It has been comforting to experience the openness of some
intellectual borders in these hopeless times.

Any errors or oversights in this thesis remain, of course, my own.

I could not have undertaken this project without the generous support of the OOC DTP
of the UK Arts and Humanities Research Council, in partnership with the Cowley
scholarship at Corpus Christi College. I am especially grateful to Chris Conde for his choice
to fund the humanities. Other scholarships, including the Arnold Bryce and Reed Fund at the
History Faculty and the Ilchester Fund at the Modern Languages Faculty (Oxford), the Early
Slavonic Studies Association travel grant, and the Association for Slavic, East European, and
Eurasian Studies graduate student travel grant have been instrumental in allowing me to
present my work abroad.

Separate thanks are due to Corpus Christi College, who has generously supported my
academic and other endeavours for the past three and a half years, and especially to the
wonderful Rachel Clifford, who keeps the universe going, and to my graduate advisor, John
Watts, for many a reassuring and thought-provoking lunch.

Friendship is one of my great joys in life. Lead climbing partners have kept me sane
(and alive) throughout my DPhil. Thank you to Jimmy (Yuge) Shi for the tough love; to Shati
(the Samurai) Patel for endless silliness; to Henry Vermaak (and Cate Leon, and Sophie
Vermaak) for pain and tireless encouragement; and to Nick Shea for philosophical
discussions in between routes.

As a clueless undergraduate recently emigrated to the UK, I was unbelievably lucky
to be absorbed by what became my Oxford family. I will always be grateful to Gina Cowen
for one-hand-each Bach; to John Milnes for help with virtually anything; to Di Cowen for
the music and warmth; to Niki Honoré for being the most inspiring angel; and to the
countless Duncans, not least Alex, for including a stranger in every conceivable family event.
Separate thanks are due to Grannie (Deborah Duncan Honor¢), who gave me a home for
three years and will always be a source of inspiration.

Friends, old and new, make the UK, despite its irredeemable weather, a home to me. |
am grateful to Matthew Kemp for deep conversations and cinema trips; to William Blythe
for unrivalled trivia and long walks; to Nick Trapp for terrible linguistic puns and superior
postal correspondence; to Charlotte Fitt for being the sweetest hobbit; to Rita Athayde
Novais for chaos, creativity, and unconditional support; to Sofia Silva Sousa for the music-
making and for being her beautifully uncompromising self; to Angus (Solnyshko) Russell,
my sunny companion through academic and other trials and tribulations; to Yannik Herbert,
the most generous wild card; and to Michael O’Connor for untangling my existential doubts.
In Lisbon, I am grateful to Paul Wakabayashi (sensei) for his enduring friendship, and to
Paulo Gaio Lima, who is sorely missed and fondly remembered.



Last but not least, ndo ha duas sem trés and I am not complete without my little sisters,
Joana and Clara, who never fail to bully me whenever I take myself too seriously — that is,
most of the time. My mother expressed a strong desire not to be mentioned anywhere in
these acknowledgments and should really have known better. My father has shaped much of
the way I think and is to blame for my obsession with accuracy and what constitutes
acceptable evidence. I owe my parents so much, not least the superhuman effort they put
into our education, which I have perhaps taken unnecessarily far. I suspect it will always be
a mystery to atheist parents born to Catholic families under a Catholic dictatorship that their
eldest child devoted a decade of her life to the study of pre-modern Russian Orthodoxy.
Finally, my grandfather Ferndo would have been the proudest and most amused by this
thesis, which I dedicate to him.



ON REFERENCING, TRANSLATION, TRANSLITERATION, AND
TRANSCRIPTION

While reading for and writing this thesis, I was often reminded of the absurd separation
between Slavonic studies and medieval or early modern European history, especially when
it comes to the cult of saints. A belief in the productive effects of a cross-pollinating dialogue

has encouraged me to make my text both acceptable to Slavists and accessible to scholars of
other fields.

This has inevitably led to compromise in either direction, as there are no perfect
solutions when it comes to straddling alphabets. I decided in favour of the Byzantinoslavica
referencing style as a respected system that uses both Latin and Cyrillic scripts.!
Transliterating the titles of Russian-language works only makes them harder to decipher for
Russian speakers, without making them more accessible to those who do not understand the
language. On the other hand, I thought it might be helpful for readers who do not understand
Russian to have a working translation of Russian titles in the bibliography, if not in the
footnotes, for the sake of clarity.

Transliterations from Cyrillic use the simplified Library of Congress system (without
diacritics), rightly condemned by philologists as a linguistic aberration, but widely used in
history and easier for non-Russian-speakers to read. Words transliterated from Russian
include authors’ last names in the text and footnotes, in-text technical terms (explained the
first time they appear), text titles, toponyms, and names of historical figures. I have opted to
transliterate saints’ first names and places of origin — unless the latter have common
translations in English, e.g., Moscow rather than Moskva — but give them in an English
format, thus Jleontuii PocroBckuii is rendered as Leontii of Rostov (rather than Leontii
Rostovskii or Leontius of Rostov). On the other hand, for clarity reasons | have translated
church and monastery names whenever possible, thus brarosemenckuii cobop is rendered
as Anunciation cathedral and bopucorne0ckuit MmonacTbipb as Boris and Gleb monastery.

More than ever, the usage of the terms Rus’ and Russia is a vexed issue. I use ‘Russia’,
somewhat arbitrarily, from the reign of Ivan III (1462—1505) to refer to the loosely federated
polities increasingly dominated by and including the Moscow principality; and ‘Rus” before
that point. I use ‘Muscovy’ to refer more specifically to the grand principality of Moscow up
to Ivan IV’s coronation as tsar in 1547.

I am not a philologist, and it has never been my intention to edit sources. Nevertheless,
I have tried to quote as accurately as possible from manuscripts. I have omitted accentuation
but tried to keep abbreviations (e.g., of nomina sacra) as these carry considerable spelling,
and occasionally meaning, ambiguity (e.g., depending on the specific manuscript’s usage of
the jus letters or regional attitude to consonants, like mokanse in northern areas). When

1 For guidance on the Byzantinoslavica style, see: http://www.slu.cas.cz/4-byzant-detail-en.html#author
(retrieved April 2024).

Xi


http://www.slu.cas.cz/4-byzant-detail-en.html#author

quoting from pre-revolutionary editions, to avoid further confusion I quote the text as is,
without modernising the Russian spelling.

I have translated passages from Russian and Church Slavonic into hopefully functional
and accurate, but not literary, English. For the sake of clarity, translations for longer, singled
out passages are provided after the Russian / Slavonic in the body of the text; translations of
shorter extracts wrapped within the main text are given in the footnotes.

Finally, I often refer to hagiographical texts with the formula ‘Life of X or ‘zhitie of
X’. Though common practice, this is far from ideal. It almost never reflects original titles,
which tend to be much longer and more ambiguous, and creates a false impression of
homogeneity across very disparate texts. In the absence of a better solution, however, I have
kept to this practice.

xii



LSJ

OoDB

BJIIP 2

BIIP 7

BJIIP 9

BJIIP 10

BJIIP 12

BJIIP 13

1ICPJI

ABBREVIATIONS

A Lexicon Abridged from Liddell and Scott's Greek-English Lexicon,
H. Liddell — R. Scott (eds.), Oxford 1871.

The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, A.P. Kazhdan (ed.), Oxford
2005.

Bubnuomexa numepamyput Jlpesneti Pycu, T. 2: X1-XI1I eexa [Library
of early Rus’ literature, vol. 2: eleventh and twelfth centuries], D.S.
Likhachev, L.A. Dmitriev, A.A. Alekseev, N.V. Ponyrko (eds.), Saint
Petersburg 1999.

bubnuomexa numepamypwt /[pesneu Pycu, T. 7: Bmopas nonosuna
XV geka [Library of early Rus’ literature, vol. 7: second half of the
fifteenth century], D.S. Likhachev, L.A. Dmitriev, A.A. Alekseev,
N.V. Ponyrko (eds.), Saint Petersburg 1999.

bubruomexa numepamypwi /peeneii Pycu, T. 9: (Koney XV - nepsas
nonosuna XVI eexa) [Library of early Rus’ literature, vol. 9: end of
the fifteenth century — first hald of the sixteenth century], D.S.
Likhachev, L.A. Dmitriev, A.A. Alekseev, N.V. Ponyrko (eds.), Saint
Petersburg 2000.

Bubnuomexa numepamyput /lpesueii Pycu, T. 10: XVI gex [Library of
early Rus’ literature, vol. 10: sixteenth century], D.S. Likhachev,
L.A. Dmitriev, A.A. Alekseev, N.V. Ponyrko (eds.), Saint Petersburg
2000.

Bubnuomexa numepamyput [peeneti Pycu, T. 12: XVI gex [Library of
early Rus’ literature, vol. 12: sixteenth century], D.S. Likhachev,
L.A. Dmitriev, A.A. Alekseev, N.V. Ponyrko (eds.), Saint Petersburg
2003.

Bubnuomexa numepamyput /lpesneii Pycu, T. 13: XVI gex [Library of
early Rus’ literature, vol. 13: sixteenth century], D.S. Likhachev,
L.A. Dmitriev, A.A. Alekseev, N.V. Ponyrko (eds.), Saint Petersburg
2005.

Tonnoe cobpanue pycckux remonucei [Complete collection of
Russian chronicles]

Xiii



119

CKK/IP
(XIV-XVI, 1)

CKKJIP
(XIV-XVI, 2)

CKKIIP
(XIV-XVI, 3)

CKKJIP
(XVII, 1)

CKKJIP
(XVII, 2)

TONPJT

IIpasocnasnasn duyuxnoneous. I1oo peoaxyueti Ilampuapxa
Mockoeckoeo u ecess Pycu Kupunna [Orthodox Encyclopaedia under
the redaction of the Patriarch of Moscow and all Rus’ Kirill],
LepkoBHO-HayuHbIi HeHTp «IIpaBocnaBHas SHUUKIONEAUSD)
[Ecclesiastical-research centre “Orthodox encyclopaedia”] 2000
present.

Crosapb KHUICHUKOG U KHUMNCHOCMU [/[pesneti Pycu, evinyck 2
(emopas nonosuna XIN-XVI 8.), uacme 1, A—K [Dictionary of
historical literary figures and book culture of Old Rus’, issue 2
(fourteenth to sixteenth centuries), part 1, 4-K], D.S. Likhachev
(ed.), Leningrad 1988.

Crosapwv kKHudCHUKO8 U KHudchocmu [[pesneti Pycu, evinyck 2
(emopas nonosuna XIN-XVI 8.), uacms 2, JI-A [Dictionary of
historical literary figures and book culture of Old Rus’, issue 2
(fourteenth to sixteenth centuries), part 2, JI-4], D.S. Likhachev
(ed.), Leningrad 1989.

Cnosapb kHUdCHUKO8 U KHUdCHOcmu /[pesneii Pycu, évinyck 2
(emopas nonosuna XIWV-XVI 6.), wacmoe 3, Bubnuoepaghuueckue
oononnenus. Ipunoxcenue. [Dictionary of historical literary figures
and book culture of Old Rus’, issue 2 (second half of the fourteenth to
sixteenth centuries), part 3, Additional bibliography. Appendix.],
D.M. Bulanin — O.V. Tvorogov (eds.), Saint Petersburg 2012.

Cnosapv kHudICHUKO08 U KHUdcHocmu Jlpeeneii Pycu, evinyck 3 (XVII
8.), uacms 1, A-3 [Dictionary of historical literary figures and book
culture of Old Rus’, issue 3 (seventeenth century), part 1, 4-3], D.S.
Likhachev (ed.), Saint Petersburg 1993.

Cnosape knudicnuxos u knudicnocmu /[pesnei Pycu, evinyck 3 (XVII
8.), wacms 2, M1-O [Dictionary of historical literary figures and book
culture of Old Rus’, issue 3 (seventeenth century), part 2, 2/-0O], D.S.
Likhachev (ed.), Saint Petersburg 1993.

Tpyovr Omoena opesnepycckou rumepamypst [Works of the
Department of early Russian literature]

Xiv



. INTRODUCTION:
UNDOING THE MYTH



I.1 Fascinating Fools: Undoing the Myth

‘... they have certain eremites (whom they call holy men) that are like to those
gymnosophists for their life and behavior, though far unlike for their knowledge and
learning. They use to go stark naked save a clout about their middle, with their hair
hanging long and wildly about their shoulders, and many of them with an iron collar
or chain about their necks or middle, even in the very extremity of winter. These they
take as prophets and men of great holiness, giving them a liberty to speak what they
list without any controlment, though it be of the very highest himself ... Of this kind
there are not many because it is a very hard and cold profession to go naked in Russia,
specially in winter.*2

When Giles Fletcher, an English diplomat, visited Russia in the late 1580s, he was
intrigued by the local culture. Curious, if not open-minded, he evidently had access to local
guides, and even got to test a monk’s knowledge of the New Testament — how many
Evangelists? how many Apostles? how does one achieve salvation? —, which he judged
insufficient: ‘I asked him why he shore himself a friar. He answered, because he would eat
his bread with peace. This is the learning of the friars of Russia...”® Beyond the monastic
orders, however, Fletcher also noted the presence of ‘certain eremites’ respected as ‘holy
men’, whom he likened to ‘gymnosophists’. The comparison was probably inspired by his
background in classics* and is not entirely inaccurate: the legendary gymnosophists were, in
the Greek imagination, the strange sages encountered by Alexander on his expedition to

India and mentioned in the third-century Life of Apollonius of Tyana.® Their asceticism,

2 L.E. BERRY —R.0. CRUMMEY (eds.), Rude and Barbarous Kingdom. Russia in the Accounts of Sixteenth-
Century English Voyagers, Wisconsin 1972, 218-19.

3 Idem, 218.

4 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 87-8: Fletcher was an Etonian and lecturer in
Greek at King’s College, Cambridge.

5 E. BowIg, Gymnosophists, in: The Oxford Classical Dictionary, Oxford 2012
https://oxfordre.com/classics/display/10.1093/acrefore/9780199381135.001.0001/acrefore-9780199381135-
e-8025 (retrieved April 2024): They are omniscient, can levitate, and wear long hair and a single cotton
garment. Their diet is vegetarian; they drink wine mixed and served by bronze automata.
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evident from their nakedness,® was probably their main commonality with the ‘eremites’

described by Fletcher, who are easily identifiable as iurodivye.

Though Fletcher’s account is marked by a disbelief verging on contempt (‘whom they
call holy men’), which implied the othering of Russians and their unenlightened religious
customs, there is also, in his tone, a fascination for iurodivye as eccentric figures, whose
undeniable asceticism inspired admiration, if not respect. The fact that he compared them to
the legendary gymnosophists suggests he saw something larger than life in iurodivye and
their social status. A similar blend of contempt and fascination, horror and admiration can
be found in most foreign accounts of iurodstvo,” and it was fascination, too, which lured me
down the rabbit hole of iurodstvo after first encountering it in Evgenii Vodolazkin’s novel,
Lavr, as an undergraduate late in 2015.2 A modern, fictionalised reinterpretation of a
medieval world, Lavr is one among many examples of the productivity of iurodstvo as a
cultural trope, from Pushkin’s beggar Nikolka, who accused the fictional Tsar Boris
Godunov of murdering a young heir to the Russian throne,® to the radical feminist group
Pussy Riot, who claimed their 2012 protest performance in the cathedral of Christ the
Saviour against Vladimir Putin’s alliance with the Russian Orthodox Church to be in the

spirit of iurodstvo.

¢ BowlIE, Gymnosophists, op. cit.: They were called ‘the naked ones’ (‘oi 'vuvoi’) in the Life of Apollonius.
" See a detailed discussion in section I11.2.c.

8 E.G. VODOLAZKIN, Jlasp, Moscow 2012. Translated by Lisa C. Hayden in 2015 as Laurus.

® N.I. GRANOVSKAIA, IOponuBsiii B Tpareauu Iymkuna, Pycckas aumepamypa 2, 1964, 92-94,

10 lu. MALOVERIAN, TIpokypop 3anpocun ajist yuactaui Pussy Riot no tpu roaga, BBC News (7 August
2012), https://www.bbc.com/russian/russia/2012/08/120807_pussy riot_day7 preview (retrieved April
2024): Mot - wymsi, ckomopoxu, modicem 6bimb, Opooussle, ne necem 3aa /.../ Momueoe nenasucmu u

spaxcowl y Hac He owino. [We are jesters, buffoons, maybe holy fools, we have no ill will ... We were not
moved by hatred or enmity.] See also: H. EYRES, Pussy Riot, punk and holy fools, Financial Times (12



https://www.bbc.com/russian/russia/2012/08/120807_pussy_riot_day7_preview

It is not easy to explain what a iurodivyi is to one unfamiliar with the phenomenon. |
have often delivered obscure ramblings in response to casual questioning about my doctoral
research, with painful, I am sure, consequences for my interlocutors. This difficulty is, in
part, due to the multiplicity of meanings potentially embodied by a iurodivyi: a Christ-like
figure, an extreme ascetic, an awe-inspiring prophet, a political protestor and defender of the
oppressed, a disturbingly naked and aggressive urban character, a strange wanderer, etc. It
is unclear which, if any, of these is the main defining feature of iurodstvo, and the fact that
a single iurodivyi can manifest them separately in different contexts is all the more
confusing. Moreover, the word itself, iurodivyi, and its cognates, like iurodstvo and
iurodstvovanie, are difficult to translate accurately. Though ‘holy fool” and ‘holy foolery /
foolishness’, or less frequently ‘fool / folly for Christ(‘s sake)’, are generally accepted
translations, they do not quite capture the ambiguity of the root ‘oypoxs’, which can invoke
a fool or madman generally speaking; a mentally ill person; or a iurodivyi.!* More to the
point, there are no exactly analogous concepts in ‘western’ cultures that would enable

iurodstvo to be easily understood abroad.?

The fascination inspired by iurodivye, combined with how difficult they are to define
and translate, easily results in a mythology of iurodstvo, which may contribute to its cultural
and perhaps literary understanding, but, to my mind, detracts from a clear perspective on it

as a historical phenomenon. A New Yorker writer set the scene for Vodolazkin’s novel in the

October 2012), https://www.ft.com/content/ef9b6884-067-11e2-92b5-00144feabdcO (retrieved March
2024); S. KoBETS, From the Tabennisi nunnery to Pussy Riot: female holy fools in Byzantium and Russia,
Canadian Slavonic Papers, 60:1-2, 2018, 87-107.

L 1.1. SREZNEVSKII, Mamepuansl 011 cosapsi OpesHe-pyccKazo A3vika no RUcbMeHHbiM namamuukam, T.3,
Saint Petersburg 1912, col. 1255-6.

12 | am often asked about similarities with court jesters, especially in Shakespeare, or Franciscans. Though
there are areas of overlap between either and iurodivye, there are also considerable differences.


https://www.ft.com/content/ef9b6884-06f7-11e2-92b5-00144feabdc0

following terms: ‘Medieval Russia was a land trembling with religious fervor. Mystics,
pilgrims, prophets, and holy fools wandered the countryside.” He continued, arguing that by
having his protagonist Arsenii take up successive religious paths, among which that of
iurodstvo, ‘Vodolazkin aims directly at the heart of the Russian religious experience and
perhaps even at that maddeningly elusive concept that is cherished to the point of cliché: the
Russian soul.’*® If cliché and generalisation might be permissible or unavoidable in
journalism, their usefulness in academia is questionable. Yet some scholars, like Ewa
Thompson, have tried to find in iurodstvo an elucidation for the whole of Russian culture.
Having argued that iurodivye incorporated shamanic practices into the Christian tradition,*

she concluded that:

‘Like a holy fool, Russian culture has its meek and trustful side, and its brutal and
secretive side. A recognition and analysis of the role holy foolishness has played in
the Russian experience is therefore of importance to those who ... seek to understand
the Russian people and their history.’*®

Though Thompson’s study may have aged, the introduction to a 2011 volume, edited by
Priscilla Hunt and Svitlana Kobets, entitled ‘Holy Foolishness as a Key to Russian Culture’,
quotes from it uncritically, noting iurodstvo’s ‘unique expression and development in

Russia’.1®

13 K. KALFUS, Holy Foolery, The New Yorker (15 October 2015), https://www.newyorker.com/books/page-
turner/holy-foolery (retrieved March 2024).

14 E.M. THomPsON, Understanding Russia: The Holy Fool in Russian Culture, University Press of America
1987, 123: ... some laymen and monks who had restless personalities began to imitate the behavior of
magicians in the lay community ... The institution of holy foolishness seems to have been a way of keeping
pagan practices alive without fully submitting to the shamanic religion.

15 Idem, 199. Other claims, on pages 198 and 185, include: The Christian-shamanic dialectic of holy
foolishness contributed to the rise of the intelligentsia in the nineteenth century; The society s perception of
itself has been influenced by its perception of holy fools.

16 Holy Foolishness in Russia: New Perspectives, P. Hunt — S. Kobets (eds.), Slavica 2011, 2-3.
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Yet western scholars looking at iurodstvo from abroad are not alone in establishing a
special relationship between it and Russian culture or the Russian people. In his theological
study of iurodivye, the priest loann Kovalevskii noted the extraordinary development of
iurodstvo in Russia and attributed moral qualities to the Russian lower classes, whose simple

minds enabled them to recognise the deeds of iurodivye:

‘... H Bb KaKOW JIpyroil cTpanb momBuUrs I0pOACTBA TaKb HE MPONBhTab, KAKb B
apeBHerd Pycw ... 1opoamBhle OCOOEHHO TOPOTH TPOCTOMY PYCCKOMY HapoOmy,
KOTOpBIA JFOOMTh W bHWIB uXb Oombe, ubMb OCTanbHBICE KIacChl pPycCKaro
o0miecTBa ... MPU BCEMB YMCTBEHHOMBb W HEPEAKO HPAaBCTBEHHOMB Mpakbh, Bb
KOTOPOMB HaXOIWJICS PyCCKill HApOAb, HEJb3sl He BUABTH TOTO, UTO y ATOTO Hapoja
HPAaBCTBEHHOE YyBCTBO Hepbako Obu1o Ooirbe pa3BuToO ... H MOTOMY OT3BIBUHBhE KO
BHYIICHISIMb UCTUHBI XPUCTOBOM.

‘... in no other country did iurodstvo flourish as it did in early Rus’ ... iurodivye were
especially dear to the simple Russian people, who loved and cherished them more
than the other classes in Russian society ... despite all the intellectual and often
moral darkness where the Russian people found itself, it is impossible not to see that
this same people often had a more developed moral sense ... and because of it was
more sensitive to the suggestions of the truth of Christ.’

A decade later, the hieromonk Aleksii Kuznetsov argued in his theological study of iurodstvo
and stylitism that the former expressed a deep need, in Russian national psychology, to suffer

and atone for sins:

‘[IpuMHBI yBaXEHisS Kb CB. FOPOAMBBIMbB PYCCKUXb JIIOJEH HA/I0 UCKATh IITy0XKe, Bb
TICUXOJIOTIM CaMOM PYCCKOW HalliH ... pyccKill uenoBbkb bHITH U ITBHUTE pa3Haro
pola cTpajaHis U yHUUMXKeHis Bb aAbnb craceHis ... Moryyast pycckast aymia pa3b
CO3Hajla CBOM HEJOCTATKH M HEOOXOIMMOCTH HCIIPABJIEHISI — TO OHa TpedyeTb
cTpajaHisi 3a BchbXb M TONBKO Ha 3TOMB M yCHOKauWBaercsi. Bb 3TOMB TO U

3aKJIFOYAETCS IPUYMHA yBAKEHIS Kb CB. OPOIMBBIMb PYCCKUXb. 8

“The reasons for the respect Russian people showed the saintly iurodivye must be
chased deeper in the psychology of the very Russian nation ... the Russian person
cherished and cherishes various kinds of suffering and humiliation in the matter of

1. KOVALEVSKII, FOpodcmeo o Xpucme u Xpucma paou 10opooussie 60Cmounol u pycckoii yepkeu, Moscow
1902, 141, 143, 144.

18 A. KUZNETSOV, FOpoOcmeo u croinHuuecmeo : penusuo3Ho-nCuxono2uieckoe ucciedosane, Saint
Petersburg 1913, 199-200, see also 261-2.



salvation ... the mighty Russian soul, once it has recognised its flaws and the
necessity to make up for them, demands to suffer for them all and will only know
peace in that way. This is the explanation for the respect shown the saintly Russian
iurodivye.’

Even Aleksandr Panchenko, writing in the 1980s, considered that ‘... ropoacTBo crajno

PYCCKHM HAallMOHAJIbHBIM ﬂB.]'ICHI/ICM.’]'9

Sanctified madness exists, and has independently arisen, in many different cultures.
Sergei lvanov has noted this in chapters about the Eastern (Jewish, Muslim, Indian) and
Western (Franciscan) “peripheries’ of holy foolery.?’ Though it varies wildly in expression,
the most basic logic of sanctified madness across cultures is that actions that may appear
insane to worldly logic are in fact wise in a spiritual framework. My aim here is not to erase
the undeniable uniqueness of Russian iurodstvo, and of the historical circumstances in which
it arose, but rather to express caution about Russian exceptionalism and the sweeping,
unsubstantiated (and unsubstantiatable) statements about iurodstvo and Russianness that
have sometimes found their way into scholarship. If we are to understand iurodstvo as it was
perceived at any point in the past, we need to take apart the cultural, and at times scholarly
myth that has formed around it. As Nancy Kollmann wrote in response to Thompson’s
volume, ‘defining national character (let alone explaining it with reference to a single

phenomenon) is ill-advised; it substitutes entrenched, incomplete, or wrongheaded

19 D.S. LIKHACHEV — A.M. PANCHENKO — N.V. PONYRKO, Cuex 6 [pesneti Pycu, Leningrad 1984, 73: ...
iurodstvo became a Russian national phenomenon.

20 S A. IvANOV, Holy Fools in Byzantium and Beyond, trans. S. Franklin, Oxford 2006: See the last two
chapters, ‘The Eastern Periphery’ and ‘The Western Periphery’. On Islamic traditions of sanctified madness,
see: M. DOLS, Majnun: The Madman in Medieval Islamic Society, Oxford 1992; A. KARAMUSTAFA, God §
Unruly Friends: Dervish Groups in the Islamic Later Middle Period 1200-1550, Oxford 2006; E. WOLPER,
Cities and Saints: Sufism and the Transformation of Urban Space in Medieval Anatolia, Pennsylvania 2003.
LIKHACHEV — PANCHENKO — PONYRKO, Cuex, 0p. cit., 80: Panchenko noted the overlap between iurodivye
and Cynics or dervishes, though he recognised they were ‘genetically’ unrelated.



stereotypes ... for spirited inquiry into a nation’s cultural diversity and does not acknowledge

change over time.”%

The potential change over time mentioned by Kollmann is, to my mind, another
problematic element in past studies of iurodstvo, which have often either dealt with it as a
timeless phenomenon, or as a somewhat continuous one that can be traced from Byzantine,
or even early Christian times up to the modern era. Priscilla Hunt has observed that ‘Holy
foolishness has been relevant throughout Russia’s entire history. It has persisted despite the
divide between ancient and modern Russia.’?? It may be true that characters labelled
iurodivye have existed in some form between eleventh-century Rus’ and modern Russia; but
I am deeply sceptical of amalgamating them and assuming they always meant the same thing

to their contemporaries.

Though this may sound obvious, our perception of iurodstvo is shaped by the evidence
we accept for it and the way we use it. In his classic study of iurodstvo,?® Aleksandr
Panchenko explicitly rejected a historical approach to iurodstvo, judging it too narrow for
the topic,?* and instead focused on its phenomenology, i.e., the ways in which society
experienced the behaviour of iurodivye, arguing that they synthesised lay laughter and

ecclesiastical culture.?® Panchenko’s study used the end of the seventeenth century as a rough

2L N. KOLLMANN, Review of Understanding Russia: The Holy Fool in Russian Culture, by Ewa M.
Thompson, Slavic Review 47/2, 1988, 321.

22 Holy Foolishness, Hunt — Kobets, op. cit.: 5.

23 LIKHACHEV — PANCHENKO — PONYRKO, Cmex, 0p. Cit., 72-153: Panchenko’s section of the volume, ‘Cmex
kak 3permie’, had appeared earlier in D.S. LIKHACHEV — A.M. PANCHENKO, Cuexosoti mup [pesneti Pycu,

Leningrad 1976, 91-183. It has been translated into English as ‘Laughter as Spectacle’ in Holy Foolishness,

Hunt — Kobets, op. cit., 41-148.

24 | IKHACHEV — PANCHENKO — PONYRKO, Cwuex, 0p. Cit.: 72.

% |1dem, 72, 76.



chronological bookend, noting the association of iurodstvo with Old Belief by that point,
and its irrelevance in the climate of Western modernity which characterised the reign of
Peter the Great.?® Yet for most of Panchenko’s long essay, iurodstvo is intentionally
presented in an atemporal dimension, the amalgamated evidence for it spanning about a
millennium, between Byzantine Lives and documents associated with the seventeenth-
century schism (Raskol) in the Russian Church, and occasionally beyond. In other words,
Panchenko’s analysis of iurodstvo, by making a collage of sources from different times and
places, created a kind of Frankenstein iurodivyi that may never have existed in any text or
reality, including imagined. In a footnote, he responded to a critique of his use of Byzantine

Sources:

‘OTOT yHpeK pe30HEH, €CIM UMETh B BUAY TOJBKO 3THOrpadHuECcKyto, OBITOBYIO U
UCTOPHKO-IIParMaTH4ecKyl0 CTOpoHy 1ena. Ho s 3aHMMaroch (eHOMEHONIOTrHei
IOpOoACTBA, NBITAIOCH BBIACIWUTL €TI0 CTCPCOTHIIBI, CBECTH HUX B HCKYIO O6HIYIO
TaKCOHOMHIO, M HHKaK HE MOTYy OOOWTHUCh 0Oe3 BU3aHTHICKUX KHUTUW: OHHU
IIPEJCTaBIsUIM COO00 HEYTO BPOJE€ MHCTPYKLUU II0 STUKETY IOPOACTBA, U €CIIH HE

OJIBMKHUKH, TO PYCCKHE aruorpadbl cTporo et cienosanu.’ %’

‘This reprimand is reasonable if one is only taking into account the ethnographic,
everyday, and historico-pragmatic sides of the matter. But | am dealing with the
phenomenology of iurodstvo, | am trying to classify its stereotypes, boil them down
to a general taxonomy, and absolutely cannot do without Byzantine Lives: they
constituted something of a set of instructions on the etiquette of iurodstvo, and if the
saintly men themselves did not follow it, their hagiographers strictly did.’

Panchenko’s justification is unconvincing, since the idea that Byzantine culture was blindly
copied in Rus’ has rightly been complicated,?® and the relationship between the Byzantine
salos and the Russian iurodivyi is not straightforward. Svitlana Kobets, who compared them

in her doctoral research, found, on the one hand, that Russian hagiographers had taken ‘the

% 1dem, 150-2.
27 1dem, 100, fn. 49.

28 See a detailed discussion of the relationship between Byzantine and Rus’ cultures in section 1V.3.



edge off the holy fool’s controversial exploit, almost never presenting him as a scandalous
figure’; and, on the other hand, that the iurodivyi’s sanctity, unlike the salos’s, was apparent
already in his lifetime, when he was respected as a social protester.?° Though there is nothing
wrong per se with using sources from radically different times and places to create a
Frankenstein iurodivyi as an intellectual exercise, | am deeply sceptical of applying

conclusions obtained through this method to any specific period in history.

Despite its shortcomings, Panchenko’s interpretation of iurodstvo remains thought-
provoking and has been hugely influential for subsequent studies. Framing performativity as
the key element of iurodstvo, Panchenko argued that, in a society where ritual, especially
around the tsar, had a fundamental role in the creation of meaning, the solitary iurodivyi,
clad in his nakedness costume, put on a disturbing show of madness only when he was being
watched.*® The audience, unable to tell whether he was a genuine iurodivyi or an impostor,
would laugh only if they were sinners: the performer’s earnest message was to denounce
behaviour contrary to Christian morals, thereby serving society.3! Liminal and blind to social
hierarchy, iurodivye were, in theory, free to condemn immorality even when committed by

the tsar, for which they became known as social protesters.®? It was the iurodivyi’s theoretical

29 S.V. KOBETS, Genesis and Development of Holy Foolishness as a Textual Topos in Early Russian
Literature, PhD thesis, University of Illinois 2001, 316-17.

30 LIKHACHEV — PANCHENKO — PONYRKO, Cumex, 0p. Cit., 92-3, 82—4.
31 |dem, 78-9, 81, 86, 115, 134.

32 1dem, 116-19, 132-5.
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ability to condemn the tsar, and their respective positions at either edge of society, that

created, according to Panchenko, a special relationship between them.34

Because the evidence he used was predominantly hagiographical, Panchenko

recognised that his object of study was an ideal, or literary, iurodivyi:

‘JlpaMa IOpOJCTBa, KOTOPOM MOCBsIEHa padoTa, pasbIrphIBACTCS HE CTOJBKO Ha

yiarngax U HEPKOBHBIX MACPTAX APEBHEPYCCKUX IOpOAOB, CKOJIBKO Ha CTpaHHUIAX

xuTuit,

‘The drama of iurodstvo, to which this study is devoted, is played out not so much
on the streets and church porches of old Russian towns, as it is in the pages of zhitiia.’

Yet the tension between the literary and the historical iurodivyi is never truly resolved, and
one is never sure whether the performance of madness and social protest which Panchenko
identified as key components of iurodstvo® existed only in texts, or, if they existed in
historical reality, how texts related to it. In her study, Svitlana Kobets intended to go beyond
the literary dimension of iurodstvo, but though she acknowledged the boundaries of her
literary evidence, it is unclear, just as in Panchenko’s study, how she justifies going beyond

the hagiographical through the hagiographical.®’

Panchenko’s approach was enthusiastically praised by lurii Lotman and Boris
Uspenskii who, towards the end of the 1970s, felt the need for theoretical work to
complement the painstaking historical efforts, including the monumental Trudy Otdela

drevnerusskoi literatury (Works of the Department of early Russian literature), of the three

33 |dem, 117, 135-6.

34 1dem, 140-1.

% 1dem, 81, see also 85-6.
% 1dem, 81.

37 KOBETS, Genesis, op. cit., 23.
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previous decades.®® Panchenko, together with Lotman and Uspenskii, are better understood
against their own historical background, where history as an academic discipline was
inevitably subordinated to Soviet ideology. Isaak Budovnits, for example, meticulously
gathered valuable historical sources, only to conclude that iurodivye were mentally ill people
whom the Church manipulatively glorified, in an attempt to promote meekness and control
the masses.®® No wonder that Lotman and Uspenskii welcomed Panchenko’s work as an
innovative and constructive breath of fresh air that explored behavioural and psychological
dimensions in history while avoiding the Soviet ideological trap.*® Compared with
Panchenko, Lotman and Uspenskii were more insistent on methodological issues. They
asked important questions, such as ‘how the nature of written texts is itself affected by the
fact that they are only a part and not the whole of the culture’.*! In other instances, however,

their methodological principles can ring somewhat circular:

‘A text can only be understood if it is compared extensively with the culture, or more

precisely with the behavior of the people contemporary with it; and their behavior

can likewise only be made sense of if it is juxtaposed with a large number of texts’#?

In the case of past cultures, it is unclear how behaviour can be accessed independently

from textual evidence.

38 Ju.M. LOTMAN — B.A. UsPENSKII, New Aspects in the Study of Early Russian Culture, in: A. Shukman
(ed.), The Semiotics of Russian Culture, Ann Arbor 1984, 36. Published originally as lu.M. LOTMAN — B.A.
USPENSKII, HoBble acniekTsl u3y4enust KynbTypsl JpeBneii Pycu, Bonpocwl iumepamypor 3, 1977, 148-166.

39 |.U. BUDOVNITS, FOpoaussie apesHeii Pycu, Bonpocer ucmopuu penuzuu u ameuszma 12, Moscow 1964,
194-5.

40 LoTMAN — UsPENSKII, New Aspects, op. cit., 37, 44.
41 1dem, 37.

42 |dem, 38.
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At the opposite end of the spectrum, Horace Dewey has explored a literal reading of
the evidence for iurodstvo and interpreted it from a medical perspective, by connecting
hagiographic topoi with symptoms of mental illness. Though iurodstvo was officially a
conscious choice made by mentally able individuals, Dewey argued that many iurodivye
may have been on the autistic spectrum. This, according to him, would explain their
insensitivity to weather, inappropriate use of random objects, disconnected speech, tendency
not to eat or sleep much, strong sense of justice and morality, and occasional epileptic
seizures.*® Though his conclusions remain, to my mind, in the realm of speculation, Dewey
raised important questions about perceptions of madness in pre-Petrine Russia. Madness, it
was believed, was the result of demonic possession, and could therefore be cured by God
and His agents, whether priests, monks, saints, or their tombs, including those of iurodivye.**
Elsewhere, Dewey observed that our modern labelling does not always overlap with pre-
modern assumptions, according to which alcoholism and political dissent were mental

pathologies, but iurodstvo was not one.*

Sergei lvanov introduced his immensely learned account of holy foolery by listing the
approaches, explored by others, he would not take.*® He treated holy foolery, from early

Christianity until the modern period, as a roughly continuous phenomenon:

‘... our subject is holy foolery and its genetic rather than generic connections ... The
aim is to explore the immediate origins, the emergence, and the life-span, of a

4 N. CHALLIS — H. DEWEY, The Blessed Fools of Old Russia, Jahrbicher fir Geschichte Osteuropas, 22/1,
1974, 2-4.

4 1dem, 84, 88-9.
4 H. DEWEY, Some Perceptions of Mental Disorder in Pre-Petrine Russia, Medical History 31, 1987, 84.
4 |vaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 3-4: Ivanov rejected the following angles of study: theological, psychiatric,

typological comparison, exploration of carnival, social protest, church conspiracy against the masses,
mythology of (self-)sacrifice, study of outcasts.
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specific cultural phenomenon which could only arise in particular historical
247

circumstances.
It is unclear to me how the ‘particular historical circumstances’ of early Christianity, where
Ivanov placed the roots of holy foolery, produced the same ‘specific cultural phenomenon’
as Kyivan Rus’ or medieval Russia. Nevertheless, Ivanov’s chronological account was
illustrated with reference to a wealth of hagiographical and other texts, many of them rarely
discussed elsewhere. Though most of the volume was dedicated to early Christian and
Byzantine holy foolery, four chapters traced iurodstvo from eleventh-century Kyiv to the
Bolshevik revolution and beyond. Ivanov related how, after a tentative start in the eleventh
century, iurodivye appeared in a growing number of sources from the fifteenth century, and
acquired hagiographical traits absent from Byzantine texts.”® He went on to argue that
‘Russian holy foolery emerged at the same time as the Russian autocracy was taking shape.
This is more than a coincidence: apparently society regarded iurodivye as a form of divine

control over the state authorities.’*®

Ivanov’s discussion of ‘The Iurodivyi and the Tsar’ built on Panchenko’s contention
that, by existing respectively at the lowest and highest edges of society, the two shared a
special bond and were similarly unconstrained by social conventions.>® Though much of
Ivanov’s discussion revolved around Ivan IV, who was a patron of iurodivye and
occasionally behaved like one himself, he did not address the paradox of why Ivan would so

readily promote the cult of a type of figure who questioned his authority. More importantly,

47 1dem, 5-6.
48 |dem, 285.
49 |dem, 286.

% |1dem, 286-92.
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his argument that iurodivye were popularly perceived as a form of control over the
increasingly oppressive central authority is supported by a single, exceptionally well-
documented case where a iurodivyi, Nikolai, stood up to Ivan IV and prevented him from
massacring the town of Pskov in 1570.%! Though this episode is undeniably important and
reflects a certain perception of iurodstvo, Ivanov’s discussion failed to acknowledge the fact
that most texts written about iurodivye in the sixteenth century do not mention any

interaction with, let alone opposition to, figures of authority.

As Claudia Rapp noted, it is perhaps unfair to judge Ivanov’s intentionally broad
narrative for its shortcomings in the analysis of specific times and places.>> Commenting on
Thompson’s work, Kollmann had already suggested that the author ‘unwisely treats the
phenomenon as uniform from Kievan Rus’ to Rasputin. An examination of the manuscript
tradition of the vitae of the holy fools, critical assessment of other written accounts, and
greater attention to transformations in holy foolishness would be welcome.>® Their use of
evidence is, to my mind, the most serious criticism to past studies of iurodstvo. Though he
frequently quoted from textual sources, lvanov focused on their content, neglecting their
nature. He was not interested in basic historical questions of authorship, audience, intention,
or bias, and did not recognise that the Church, which he expressed an allergy to in the
introduction,® was, in one way or another, behind most texts written about iurodivye in this

period. When it was finally discussed as an opponent of iurodstvo in the seventeenth century,

51 1dem, 292-97.

52 C. RAPP, Review of Holy Fools in Byzantium and Beyond by S.A. Ivanov, trans. S. Franklin, Oxford 2006,
The American Historical Review, 114/1, February 2009, 246.

%3 KOLLMANN, Review of Understanding Russia, op. cit., 321.

% [vaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 2.
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the Church appeared almost out of the blue, as if it had not been a major actor in the

promotion of the phenomenon it was now trying to eradicate.

1.2 (Con)Texts

Theological accounts of iurodstvo were concerned with its practical reality and proper
theological justification. It was important for their authors to distinguish between true
iurodivye and false, or uncanonical ones. True iurodstvo had to be an act of freewill,* and
it followed that mentally ill people, whose behaviour was not a choice, could not be
considered real iurodivye. Moreover, theological writers condemned pretend iurodivye, or
Izheiurodivye, along with the Russian people’s eagerness to see a iurodivyi in every beggar,*®
and Kuznetsov even proposed that priests take responsibility for accrediting iurodivye,
though he did not specify how one might distinguish a real iurodivyi from a pretend one.>’
Both Kovalevskii and Kuznetsov, writing in 1902 and 1913 respectively, were clergymen
and their wordy defences of iurodstvo as a legitimate Christian way of life betrayed their
institutional anxiety in the face of a deed that was difficult to control and easy to subvert.
The most problematic aspects of iurodstvo were backed with scriptural quotations,®® long

theological arguments justified the iurodivyi’s suspicious wandering lifestyle and

meticulously hidden virtue, his disruptive performance was cleared of any accusations of

55 KuzNETSoV, FOpoocmso, op. Cit., 9.
56 KOVALEVSKII, fFOpoocmso, 0p. Cit., 155-63; KUZNETSOV, FOpodcmso, 0p. Cit., 261-3.
5 KUzZNETSOV, IOpoocmso, op. Cit., 259-60, 263.

%8 KOVALEVSKII, FOpodcmeo, 0p. cit., part one, chapter one; KUZNETSOV, FOpodcmeo, 0p. Cit., chapters two
and three.
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sinfulness,® and his services to society — showing the path to salvation and predicting
calamities — were praised.® Still, Kovalevskii and Kuznetsov both actively discouraged their
flock from seeing literal models in the hagiographies of iurodivye and following that

‘extraordinarily difficult and dangerous path’ %!

Kovalevskii and Kuznetsov were not alone in their literal interpretation of
hagiography. There was, around the turn of the century, a peak in the production of
encyclopaedic works of ecclesiastical history, yet unsurpassed in their scope and learning,
written by ordained members of the Russian Orthodox Church, or close associates: Filaret
(Gumilevskii), Istoriia russkoi tserkvi (History of the Russian Church), 1847-1848, in five
volumes; Makarii (Bulgakov), Istoriia russkoi tserkvi (History of the Russian Church),
1857-1883, in thirteen volumes; E.E. Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi (History of the
Russian Church), 1901-1906, in four volumes, and Istoriia kanonizatsii sviatykh v russkoi
tserkvi (History of the canonisation of saints in the Russian Church), 1903. Moreover, I.G.
Pryzhov’s fieldwork in the nineteenth century resulted in a compilation of testimonies about
twenty-six ‘false prophets, false holy fools, and idiots’ who were recognised as holy men by
their communities.®? Perhaps medieval and early modern communities were not so different

from those visited by Pryzhov.

Yet the distinction between ‘true’ and “false’ iurodivye, however crucial it may be in

a theological perspective, is not only impossible to ascertain given the nature of the evidence

59 KOVALEVSKII, fFOpoocmso, 0p. Cit., 75-85; KUZNETSOV, fOpodcmso, 0p. Cit., 246-9.
0 KuzNETSoV, FOpoocmso, op. cit., chapters four, five, and eight.
61 1dem, 8, 11.

62 |.G. PRYZHOV, [sadyamo wiecnb MOCKOBCKUX IIICERPOPOKOE, IACeIopoousslx, Oyp u oyparkos, MOSCOwW
1865.
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available to us, but also irrelevant to literary, cultural, and even historical studies of
iurodstvo. Panchenko made it clear that the ‘drama’ of iurodstvo took place mostly on
hagiographical pages,®® and lvanov expressed no interest in theological distinctions: ‘I take
no position on the question of the holy fool’s sanctity, nor on how to distinguish “true” and
“false” holy fools. It is wholly irrelevant whether any given Byzantine tale of holy foolery
deals with an “actual” saint or with a sinner.”® Studies of Byzantine holy foolery also have
every reason to focus on its literary side.®® Unlike the considerable volume of Russian-
language texts, only two Greek hagiographies of holy fools, the seventh-century Life of
Symeon of Emesa and the tenth-century Life of Andrew of Constantinople, are known to us.%®
These are sooner interpreted as exceptional literary objects, and their protagonists as
predominantly literary constructions, rather than traces of a large-scale phenomenon

spanning several centuries.®” Yet saloi apparently lived in Byzantine minds, or so the

83 IKHACHEV — PANCHENKO — PONYRKO, Cumex, 0p. Cit., 81, 85-6.
8 [vaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 2.

8 D. KRUEGER, Symeon the Holy Fool: Leontius’s Life and the Late Antique City, Berkeley 1996: Krueger
traced a direct line between Cynic philosophers and the salos Symeon of Emesa. C. JOHNSON, “Base, but
Nevertheless Holy”: Lessons in Liminality from Symeon the Holy Fool, Studies in Religion / Sciences
Religieuses 43/4, 2014, 592-612: Johnson analysed the relationship between the marginal salos and society.
H. MAGOULIAS, Bathhouse, Inn, Tavern, Prostitution and the Stage as Seen in the Lives of the Saints in the
6th and 7th Centuries, Eretypic Eroupeioc Bolovtivav Zrovddv 38, 1971, 233-252: Magoulias produced a
literary analysis of the urban places frequented by saloi.

% C. MANGO, The Life of St Andrew the Fool reconsidered, Rivista di Studi Bizantini e Slavi 2, 1982: Mango
argued the Life of Andrew was written in the seventh century. L. RYDEN, The Life of St Andrew the Holy
Fool, Vol. I: Introduction, Testimonies and Nachleben. Indices, Uppsala 1995, 56: Rydén argued, more
convincingly, the Life of Andrew was written in the tenth century.

7Y, ROoTMAN, Insanity and Sanctity in Byzantium. The Ambiguity of Religious Experience, Harvard 2016,
17: Rotman observed that mentions of other Byzantine saloi in synaxaria are rare. IvANOV, Holy Fools, op.
cit., 108, 202—4: Ivanov argued that Symeon was not an isolated case and other saloi cults may have
preceded him, though he did not offer evidence for this. Though he mentioned the flourishing cults of
Symeon and Andrew in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, he also observed that Andrew only appears in one
version of the Constantinople Synaxarion, dated ¢.1300. One could legitimately wonder whether the
significant number of preserved manuscripts of his vita indicates assiduous veneration or a purely literary
interest.
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eleventh-century author Kekaumenos suggested: ‘[the madman] will insult you and even
pull you by the beard. Think of the disgrace! If you let him get away with it, everyone will
laugh at you; if you beat him, everyone will blame you and reproach you.’®® Echoing
Panchenko and lvanov, Youval Rotman placed the ambiguity of holy foolery at the centre

of his monograph:

3

. we can never know whether true holy fools really existed in Byzantine
Christianity, that is, whether real sane people simulated insanity as a spiritual
practice. What is important, however, is that Byzantine society created this
phenomenon of “faked insanity” as a cultural construction in order to open a zone of
ambiguity in religious experience.’

In the 1970s, Peter Brown, not unlike Panchenko, pioneered a middle way between
literal views on sanctity, and strictly literary approaches. Inspired by contemporary advances
in anthropology, Brown suggested that fifth- and sixth-century Syrian villages ascribed the
role of local patrons — arbiters, mediators, healers — to marginal holy men, at a time when
substantial landowners migrated to cities, leaving a ‘crisis of freedom’ and vacant power
niches behind.’® In other words, he interpreted the holy man’s popularity growth in that time
and place as the result of specific social needs. Almost three decades later, however, he
recognised that ‘the figure of the holy man was made to bear far too heavy an interpretative
weight’,’! and drew some of the attention previously concentrated on the holy man to village
elders, new local elites, and expanding ecclesiastical structures. He concluded that the holy

man could not, alone, have been ‘the microcosmic essence of a macrocosmic change’, no

% |vaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 195.
% ROTMAN, Insanity, op. cit., 170.

0P, BROWN, The Rise and Function of the Holy Man in Late Antiquity, Journal of Roman Studies 61, 1971,
80, 99, 86-7.

1 P, BROWN, The Rise and Function of the Holy Man in Late Antiquity, 1971-1997, Journal of Early
Christian Studies 6/3, 1998, 364.
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matter how attractive the psychological theory that society was reflected in sanctified
marginal people.”? He added that a wider net must be cast if we are to understand the holy
man and his place in late antique society: ‘In a vast geographical area, distinguished by the
greatest variety of inherited religious traditions, changes happen slowly and in a most untidy

manner’.”®

Brown’s reassessment of his own seminal article was prompted by the extensive and
fruitful academic discussion it provoked, chiefly to do with the use of hagiography as a
historical source. Averil Cameron has drawn attention to the subjectivity of hagiography as
a self-conscious construction of saintly figures,’* and Paul Magdalino has observed that such
texts might tell us more about their authors than about their subjects. Their reception, he
suggested, contributed to our understanding of past societies.” In other words, both Cameron

and Magdalino wondered what texts can, and cannot, tell us.

The choice of methodology has a determining impact on studies of holy men generally,
and holy fools particularly. Too often scholars have overlooked the circumstances around
texts that affected their meaning and tried to ‘see through’ hagiography as a window into the
past. Similarly to Brown and Panchenko, and building on the legacy of Durkheim and
Weber, who proposed that ‘religious virtuosi’ could challenge established authority and

bring about a new social order, Rotman argued ‘ascetics were not chosen and sanctified as a

2 |dem, 364, 367-8.

3 |dem, 364, 376.

™ Av. CAMERON, On Defining the Holy Man, in: J. Howard-Johnston — P. Hayward (eds.), The Cult of Saints
in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages. Essays on the Contribution of Peter Brown, Oxford 1999, 34,
38-9.

5 P. MAGDALINO, ‘What We Heard in the Lives of the Saints We Have Seen with Our Own Eyes’: The Holy

Man as Literary Text in Tenth-Century Constantinople, in: Howard-Johnston — Hayward (eds.), The Cult of
Saints, op. cit., 83-6, 111-12.
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means of social stabilization, but of social transformation.’’® Using psychology theory,
though failing to justify why Byzantine society can legitimately be assumed to behave like
modern therapy groups, he concluded that the salos ‘enables the group to develop and
introduce a new mentality, a new interpretation of its world and to transform itself, its
perception of reality, and its reality.”’’ It is unclear what the nature of such change was, when
it took place, or whether it happened at all. Would Rotman’s argument about saloi be
invalidated if it had not? More importantly, can we be sure that holy foolery was as popular

and present in everyone’s mind as Rotman assumed it to have been?’®

One way of avoiding the difficulties of hagiography as a historical source would be to
confine studies to the internal logic of texts. Kobets, mentioned above, analysed the literary
type of the Novgorodian iurodivyi,” concluding that, unlike the Byzantine salos, he was less
provocative or scandalous in his public behaviour, openly respected as a saintly figure during
his lifetime, and more inclined to confront secular authorities, including the tsar himself, in
defence of the oppressed.®® Tatiana Rudi, on the other hand, has compared the literary
characterisations of iurodivye and other saints, especially ascetics, concluding that the two
categories were remarkably similar, differing only on a few crucial points. She pointed out

that texts about iurodivye shared elements with those about venerable monks (including

6 ROTMAN, Insanity, op. cit., 171-2, 129.
" Idem, 172, 176.

8 |dem, 173-4, 179: Rotman’s vague affirmations, especially about intentionality (e.g., this is the main
function, the raison d’étre even, of the religious environment: rendering abnormality or insanity socially
functional.) are not convincingly backed by evidence.

9 KOBETS, Genesis, op. cit., 24-5: It is not always clear whether Kobets is talking about texts or historical
realities, and she discarded non-Novgorod hagiographies too hastily: Since the holy foolish hagiographies of
Muscovian period merely emulated their Novgorodian precursors without contributing to the evolution of the
paradigm, they are not included in our discussion.

8 |1dem, 316-17.
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extreme fasting, the wearing of metal chains, and the endurance of extreme temperatures)
and even with texts about martyrs (fire motifs), but that some elements (nakedness, the
intentional provocation of beatings from town dwellers, secret fasting) were exclusive to the
literary image of iurodivye.8! Safer still is the philological analysis of hagiography. In this,
Vasilii Kliuchevskii was a pioneer, recognising already in the nineteenth century the
importance of distinguishing between different versions, or redactions, of the same text. The
philological tradition was greatly furthered in the Soviet period, particularly by scholars
interested in chronicles, like Shakhmatov and his followers.82 The philological, or
textological as it is known in Russian, approach tends to focus on technical details,
systematically noting the places where manuscripts differ, and trying to reconstruct
hypothetical protographs. Recent philological studies of iurodstvo have, for example, taken
the shape of a diplomatic edition of the zhitie of Isidor of Rostov and articles about its textual
history,3 or an edition of the cycle of texts around the Ustiug iurodivye, Prokopii and

loann.®*

A more radical solution for the problematic nature of hagiography as a source would
be to avoid or discard it altogether. In his 1871 classic Drevnerusskie zhitia sviatykh kak

istoricheskii istochnik (Early Russian lives of saints as historical sources), Kliuchevskii saw

81 T.R. RuUDI, O TomuKe KHUTHI toponueix, TO/[PJI 58, 2007, 461-83, 484. T.R. RUDI, O6 acke3e 10pOAHBEIX
(u3 ucropuu aruorpaduueckoit ronuxu), Slovene 1, 2015, 468.

82 T V. GUIMON, Historical writing of early Rus (c. 1000—c. 1400) in a comparative perspective, Brill 2021,
3-4.

8 0.V. GLADKOVA, Arvorpadudeckuii KaHOH 1 «3anajgHas Tema» B «XKuruu Ucunopa Teepauciosa,
PocroBckoro 0poauBoro», JApesuss Pyco. Bonpocer meduesucmuxu 2(4), 2001, 81-88. O.V. GLADKOVA,
JpeBHepycckuii cBATOH, mpumienmuii ¢ 3amana (o manonsydennoM «Kutuu Ucunopa TBepauciosa,
pOCTOBCKOTO ropoauBoroy), in: O.V. Gladkova (ed.), [pesnepyccras aumepamypa: mema 3anaoa ¢ XIII—
XV 86. u nosecmeosamenvroe meopuecmeo, Moscow 2002, 167-210.

84 A.N. VLASOV, JKumuiinvie nogecmit i CKA3aHUsi 0 CEIMbIX topoougwix IIpoxkonuu u Hoanne Yemroowcckux,

Saint Petersburg 2010.
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the conventional hagiographic form as ‘the main obstacle between historian and historical
fact’.8 Frustrated, he recognised that countless factors could influence the content of a zhitie,
including the hiring of literate outsiders as hagiographers; long chains of oral transmission;
whether texts were used liturgically or for private edifying purposes; whether a shrine or
monastery needed income; erasing hagiographically non-conforming elements; whether a
text was written before or after official canonisation; the time elapsed since the saint’s death,
etc.¥ He concluded that hagiography was a poor historical source, historian and
hagiographer caring for different kinds of truth: contextual and relative for the former; moral

and absolute for the latter.®’

What one chooses to accept as ‘truthful’ information has a major impact on one’s
interpretation of a text. When Dewey diagnosed iurodivye as potentially autistic, he was
searching for modern medical truth in texts whose aim was to express the agency of God’s
grace on earth.®8 Moreover, on top of operating on a different definition of truth, modern
historians have tended to read pre-modern texts selectively, scanning them for elements that
might constitute ‘reliable historical information’. However, as scholars of Byzantine
hagiography have remarked, ‘[h]agiographers do not of course intend to tell us anything

about society, let alone the economy.’® For this reason, Evelyne Patlagean has warned

8 V.0. KLIUCHEVSKII, [Jpesnepycckue Jcumus céamulx Kax ucmopuyeckuti ucmounux, Moscow 1871, 358.

8 KLIUCHEVSKII, [pesuepycckue scumus, Op. Cit., 364, 371-2, 381, 386-7, 437, 3678, 410. For reasons to
avoid the word ‘canonisation’, see section II.1.

8 |dem, 366, 430-2, 435-6.

8 DEWEY, Some Perceptions, op. cit., 99.

8 M. KAPLAN — E. KOUNTOURA-GALAKI, Economy and Society in Byzantine Hagiography: Realia and
Methodological Questions, in: S. Efthymiadis (ed.), Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine
Hagiography, Volume I1: Genres and Contexts, Ashgate 2014, 389, 399, 406—7: These scholars go on to

extract precisely this kind of information from their sources, advising caution and cross-checking as they do
s0.
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against mining hagiographies for ‘facts’, ignoring any other elements, such as miracles or

visions, that may seem unrealistic, or ‘untruthful’, to us.*

Similarly, on the topic of Byzantine historiographical sources, Leonora Neville
observed that the modern historian’s favourite texts, Michael Psellos and Leo the Deacon,
do not coincide with those that enjoyed greater popularity in Byzantium, Constantine
Manasses and George the Monk.®! Like Kliuchevskii, she argued that our modern scientific,
or objective, idea of truth is at odds with the Byzantine impulse to produce entertaining
narratives that would commemorate and judge past events in order to offer the audience a
moral, and in their understanding truthful, code of conduct.®? The Byzantines were not failed

historians: they simply had different criteria for what history writing was meant to achieve.

Finally, we must keep in mind that, as Lotman and Uspenskii pointed out, written texts
‘are only a part and not the whole of the culture’.®® In fact, Mary Carruthers has argued that
written texts were a small fraction of the texts circulating, predominantly orally, in medieval
times. She argued that physical books were a minority way to preserve a text that did not for
a long time dislodge memory as a text-keeping place: ‘... medieval culture was
fundamentally memorial, to the same profound degree that modern culture in the West is

documentary.”® Looking at texts from a modern anthropological point of view, Karen

% E_ PATLAGEAN, Ancient Byzantine Hagiography and Social History, in S. Wilson (ed.), Saints and their
Cults: Studies in Religious Sociology, Folklore and History, Cambridge 1983, 101-2.

%1 L. NEVILLE, Why did the Byzantines write History?, in S. Marjanovi¢-Dusanié (ed.), Proceedings of the
23rd International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Belgrade, 22-27 August 2016: Plenary Papers, Belgrade
2016, 265.

92 |dem, 266-9, 271.

9 LOTMAN — USPENSKII, New Aspects, op. cit., 37.

% M. CARRUTHERS, The Book of Memory: A Study of Memory in Medieval Culture, Cambridge 1990, 9.
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Barber likewise rejected our ‘scriptocentric’ view of societies, defining text as a ‘tissue of
words’ (Lat. texere) with a not necessarily written, but ‘recognisable existence as a form’.
Rather than windows onto remote societies, texts are, in her interpretation, ‘themselves the
terrain to be studied’, and cannot, moreover, be dissociated from the arrangements and
structures set up to preserve them. They ‘survive because of the efforts that human beings

go to, to mark them out, bind them up and project them across time and space’.%

Barber also challenged traditional assumptions about the supposed fixedness of written
texts and fluidity of oral ones, arguing that not only do both physical and mental supports
for texts aim to simultaneously conserve culture and generate new meaning, but also that
texts fluctuate back and forth between oral and written forms.® We live in a world where
printing and the Internet have made it much easier to preserve single, fixed versions of texts,
to the point where they have become standard. In the African societies studied by Barber, as
in pre-modern Russia, texts were processes in constant interaction with people. Studying
them in the form of whatever rare ‘stills’ may be available to us not only amplifies the
particular angle adopted by whoever delivered any specific version, but also reflects the
complicated, collective authorship of those who delivered the same text before them. Textual
fluidity and collective authorship are not news to medievalists.®” As scholars of traditions as
diverse as sixth-century Christianity and Buddhism or sixteenth-century Sufism have

concluded, texts in general, and texts about saints in particular, are never neutral and it is up

% K. BARBER, The Anthropology of Texts, Persons and Publics. Oral and Written Culture in Africa and
Beyond, Cambridge 2007, 1, 9, 28.

% |dem, 67-8, 71-2, 74.

7 J. PALMER, Early Medieval Hagiography, ARC Humanities Press 2018, 11, 55.
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to historians to be sensitive to the personal, institutional, dynastic, and political affinities

they express.%®

1.3 Methodology

To try and make a meaningful, if small, contribution to our understanding of iurodstvo,
I have looked for a fresh angle and steered away from the studies mentioned above. In doing
so, my approach was resolutely historical. It seemed to me that iurodstvo as a historical
phenomenon, rather than a cultural myth, needed to be contextualised to be understood. The
late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, when the available evidence records a sudden increase
in numbers of iurodivye, looked like a promising, even necessary, start to the path of
contextualisation. The death of Fedor I in 1598 and the turn of the seventeenth century, with
the heightened political instability of the Time of Troubles (Smutnoe vremia), offered a
natural bookend, and | was conscious that iurodstvo thereafter, though at peak popularity,
would soon fall out of grace with the mainstream Church and become associated with Old

Belief, thereby gaining different connotations from those it had in the sixteenth century.

The relationship between iurodstvo and its historical context is complex, at times
difficult to define, and varies from cult to cult and region to region. There is no doubt,
however, that military, political, and ecclesiastical developments in the late fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries had a profound impact on iurodstvo. The reigns of Vasilii 1 (1425-1462),

Ivan Il (1462-1505) and Vasilii 111 (1505-1533) were characterised by an expansionist

% J. PALMER, The Global Eminent Life: Sixth-century Collected Biographies from Gregory of Tours to
Huijiao of Jiaxiang Temple, Medieval Worlds. Comparative and Interdisciplinary Studies 8, 2018, 3, 35. J.
EDEN, A Sufi Saint in Sixteenth-Century East Turkistan: New Evidence Concerning the Life of Khwaja
Ishaq, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 25/2, 2015, 243.
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policy which, coupled with a shift from horizontal to vertical dynastic succession — i.e.,
father to son, rather than brother or cousin — meant that the grand prince was now by far the
largest landowner in a polity over which Moscow claimed supremacy. Previously
independent, smaller polities fell to the grand prince — Rostov in 1474, Novgorod in 1478,

Pskov in 1510 — and after the conquest of the khanate of Kazan’ by Ivan IV in 1552, there

was an acceleration in the military and economic colonisation of Siberia.
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Map 1. Eastern Europe in the first half of the sixteenth century.

In parallel with territorial expansion, grand princes and metropolitans were engaged in
the creation of a political ideology of Church and state that accompanied and interpreted
contemporary developments, not least among them the — abhorrent, to Muscovite eyes —

Union of the Latin and Greek Churches as a result of conciliar negotiations in the 1430s and
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1440s, and the fall of Constantinople to the Ottoman empire in 1453, seen in Muscovy as
divine punishment for a Union that compromised Orthodoxy. Already in 1448, Metropolitan
lona of Moscow was chosen without ratification from the patriarch of Constantinople, and
after 1453 the grand prince was consistently characterised in texts and public rituals,
including the 1498 and 1547 coronations, as the last guarantor and saviour of Orthodoxy. By
the mid-sixteenth century, the Moscow-based Russian Orthodox Church was approving its
own native saints, and by 1589 it had become an independent patriarchate, with the blessing

of Patriarch Jeremiah of Constantinople.*

The iurodivye this thesis focuses on were selected firstly for representing the most
visible cults in this period, and secondly for illustrating the variety of forms the narrative
around a holy person could take, depending on patronage and local context. These iurodivye,
by rough chronological order of the surviving evidence for them, and with legendary life
dates in parentheses are: Mikhail of Klopsko or Novgorod (d.1471), Isidor of Rostov
(d.1474), Maksim of Moscow (d.1430s), Nikolai of Novgorod (d.1392), Prokopii of Ustiug
(d.1308), loann of Ustiug (d.1494), Vasilii of Moscow (d.1550s), and Nikolai of Pskov
(d.1576).1%° The geographical location of a cult influenced its tone: in Pskov, a political and
confessional border with Lithuania, the performance of loyalty to the paranoid Ivan IV was
important and may have prevented the development of the cult of Nikolai, who legendarily
confronted and humiliated the tsar. Ustiug, and its adjacent Sol’vychegodsk, on the other
hand, were much further away from the centre of power, on the Siberian frontier, and the

cults of iurodivye there were sponsored by a wealthy entrepreneurial family who supported

9 See a more detailed contextualisation in 1V.3.

100 These dates are approximate at best, purely legendary in some cases. For a fuller discussion of the
iurodivye included in, and left out of, this study, see footnote page 92.
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them as local holy patrons. In Rostov and Moscow, an important ecclesiastical city and the
seat of central power, the cults of iurodivye tended to back Church and state ideology by
depicting iurodivye and their imperial benefactors as protectors of Orthodoxy against Latin
heresy, and divine patrons for the ruling dynastic line. Finally, in Novgorod, the cult of
Mikhail reflected the traumatic conquest by Moscow and the struggle for spiritual supremacy

between the two rival cities.
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Map 2. Eastern Europe in the second half of the sixteenth century (detail).

I was mostly strict in enforcing my criteria for evidence selection: | only considered
fifteenth- and sixteenth-century redactions of texts, whether edited or manuscript, as | could

not be sure that later redactions did not reflect later understandings of iurodstvo. This was
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especially important in the case of texts, such as those written for Vasilii of Moscow and
Prokopii of Ustiug, that became very popular and originated fertile textual traditions. Rare
exceptions were made for chronicles in seventeenth-century versions whose compilation
started earlier, and for the unedited miracles of Nikolai Kochanov, to which | only had access

in a seventeenth-century manuscript.

Even within the confines of the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, there is no dearth
of evidence for iurodstvo. The problem, on the contrary, was an embarras de richesse.
Because many people would know iurodivye from their icons, rather than from texts written
about them, | compiled as many visual representations of iurodivye as | could, even though
I am no art historian and my study was, from the onset, predominantly text based. If the
number of visual representations of iurodivye before the seventeenth century was
manageable, a near-exhaustive survey of the textual evidence was never a realistic ambition.
I included as many texts, edited or manuscript, for as many iurodivye as possible and found
that Panchenko’s claim that the only evidence for iurodivye was hagiographical to be untrue.
In fact, and though I have not attempted quantification, I would not be surprised if the overall
volume of liturgical texts for iurodivye surpassed that of copies of their Lives. Apart from
the liturgy and hagiography written to commemorate them, iurodivye also appeared, with
varying degrees of protagonism, in chronicles, foreign accounts of Russia, and the Lives of

other saints.

A close analysis of this wide visual and textual evidence base allowed me, firstly, to
abandon preconceived ideas about iurodstvo and be sensitive to the usage of the label
‘iurodivyi’ and to the characterisation of figures mentioned as such in sources. | was careful
to include sources from Moscow as well as other cities, like Rostov, Pskov, Novgorod, and

Ustiug, and was attentive to the nuances in characterisation depending on the evidence’s
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nature and function. Secondly, the laying out of evidence made it obvious that an
overwhelming proportion of visual and textual sources depicting iurodivye was produced by
or in close association with the Church, with an aim to commemorate them in an
ecclesiastical framework. Past studies of iurodstvo have mostly ignored the Church, not paid
attention to liturgical evidence despite its significant volume, and given far more weight to
the story of Nikolai of Pskov, which has often been used to argue for the iurodivyi as a
defender of the oppressed and a social reaction to the rise of autocracy.'* Though this may
have been one of the ways in which iurodstvo was understood in the sixteenth century, the
evidence suggests it was not the main one. Though we are, of course, not in a position to
assess vernacular understandings of iurodstvo that left few written traces, the surviving
evidence suggests that iurodivye before the seventeenth century were predominantly
venerated as saints, whose tombs offered healing miracles. A significant proportion of the
evidence also reflects the use of iurodivye — including Mikhail, Isidor, Maksim, Galaktion,

and Vasilii — as heavenly patrons of Muscovite autocracy.

Representations of iurodivye make it clear that they did exist at least in sixteenth-
century people’s minds. If Kliuchevskii’s disappointment at not being able to extract
scientific facts from hagiography is understandable, texts do give us information, when
carefully dated and contextualised, about their affinities: the people, or groups of people,
they were commissioned, written, or disseminated by, and the audience they hoped to reach.
Teasing out patterns of understanding and veneration of iurodivye has been achieved here
by interpreting the results of literary analysis in a historical perspective, though the balance

between these components varies throughout the thesis: Part 111 is primarily literary and

101 [vaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 285-310.
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philological (and modestly art historical), and Parts 1l and IV are predominantly historical.
Though this approach seemed most likely to yield a solid analysis of sixteenth-century
iurodstvo, it is also a form of compromise: it could be argued that this study is both not

literary-philological enough, and not historical enough.

Other compromises have been made. If the idea was to strike a balance between
analysing a broad range of evidence and doing so in considerable detail, it could be said that
this is neither a large-scale narrative, nor a meticulous study of any individual piece of
evidence. Most frustratingly, | regret not having had space or time to properly compare the
cults of iurodivye with those of other saints. | do mention the latter and suggest they were
often more visible than most cults of iurodivye, but a more systematic comparison of their
relative scales within a region would have been useful. Finally, if I have framed the rise in
popularity of iurodivye in the context of the expansion of miracle cults more generally, 1 am
far from a satisfactory answer on why miracle cults were so prominent in the sixteenth

century. This, | suspect, can be the subject of several doctoral theses.

This thesis, then, hopes to contribute to the study of iurodstvo, if not by superseding
previous studies, by being wrong in productive new ways.’%? It departs from the
decontextualisation and mythologisation of iurodstvo, analysing it as a phenomenon known

to us primarily through texts, and making the following main arguments:

1. lurodivye were a historical phenomenon. In this Introduction, | hope to have shown
that the emergence and rise in popularity of iurodivye in the fifteenth- and sixteenth-
century Russian popular consciousness, as a historico-literary phenomenon primarily

known to us through texts, must be studied with the methodological rigour due to the

192 paLMER, Early Medieval Hagiography, op. cit., 84.

32



use of texts, and especially hagiographical texts, as evidence. It is my firm belief that
basing the study of iurodivye on the premise that they can somehow unravel the
mystery of Russian culture or national character is a profoundly misguided

endeavour.

lurodivye were saints. In Part Il, | argue that iurodivye became visible in the late
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as part of a broader religious context that favoured
miracle cults, and as a result of Moscow-based authorities leaning, however
rhetorically, towards the ecclesiastical centralisation of Russia. Most of the evidence
for iurodivye in this period commemorates them as saints whose posthumous
miracles apparently mattered more than their way of life. As a category, iurodivye
and their cults also tended to be less prominent, in hierarchy and scale, than the cults

of their contemporary ecclesiastical saints.

There were two main understandings of iurodstvo. In Part Ill, | argue that
iurodstvo in this period was not narrowly defined, and that its ecclesiastical and
vernacular understandings coexisted, and occasionally overlapped. The first
characterised iurodivye as extreme, but essentially harmless, ascetics, whereas the

latter depicted them as aggressive, charismatic prophets.

lurodivye were politicised by the patrons of their cults. In Part 1V, | argue that
iurodivye were easily appropriated as malleable, non-institutional figures, by the
people, often in positions of power, who sponsored their cults. Their prophecies in

life were interpreted to favour their patrons’ political ambitions, and their
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posthumous miracles and shrines used to legitimise institutions or dynasties, and to

navigate and provide a narrative for political change.

I could rightly be accused of taking a previously exciting topic — eccentric saints and popular
opponents to political oppression —and turning it into a reasonably boring thesis. I only hope

it can contribute to a more accurate understanding of an intriguing historical phenomenon.
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II. MAKING SAINTS
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I1.1 Saint-making: Terminology and Features

The evidence for fifteenth- and sixteenth-century iurodivye was produced primarily in
the context of their veneration as saints. But if iurodivye became visible as objects of
veneration in this period, so did other saints. In other words, there is a very likely correlation
between the visibility of iurodivye and the increased visibility of saints in general, and
miracle cults especially, in this period. This part explores some of the evidence for the
increased regulation, or at least recognition, of the cult of saints by the Moscow-based
ecclesiastical elite and complicates ideas about ‘canonisation’ in the Russian Orthodox
Church. Saint-making processes shaped the cults of iurodivye. Understanding them is an

essential step towards an interpretation of the sixteenth-century popularity of iurodstvo.

lurodivye are known to us through images and texts, mostly hagiographical or
liturgical, occasionally supplemented by chronicles and foreign accounts. Their names were
also recorded in calendars listing the commemoration dates for saints throughout the
liturgical year, making saints out of mostly legendary figures. Some such figures, like
Maksim of Moscow, might not even have been, as far as we know, the subject of
hagiographies. The modern historian, then, is left to wonder what the indisputable markers
of sainthood in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries were: liturgical calendar entries? a zhitie?

icons?

The quest for proof of officially recognised sainthood has long troubled scholars of
Russian saints’ cults, though there is hardly an agreement on what the recognition process
entailed. The influence of Evgenii Golubinskii (1834—-1912) on the scholarly understanding
of saint-making in Russia can hardly be overstated. His seminal work of encyclopaedic scope

argued that institutional rules (pravila) and customs (poriadki) defined who became a
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venerated saint in the Russian Orthodox Church.1%® According to Golubinskii, the main
criterion for validation was the candidate’s ability to perform miracles, in life or
posthumously. Official recognition of sainthood was to be pronounced by the diocesan
bishop (eparkhial 'nyi arkhierei) in the case of a local cult, or the patriarch in the case of a
pan-Russian one, after an investigation of the relevant shrine. Shrines and veneration, then,
preceded official sanction, and Golubinskii distinguished between institutionally approved
sainthood (kanonizatsiia) and popular veneration (pochitanie) of the virtuous deceased

(usopshie podvizhniki dobrodetelia).'%

This distinction between the official and unofficial recognition of saints has been
countlessly echoed in the historiography since Golubinskii, and scholars have often tried to
determine the earliest point at which a cult was promoted from unofficial to official.}% The
fact that this is often extremely difficult, if not impossible, should encourage us to see such
attempts as misguided: if being officially recognised as a saint by the Russian Orthodox
Church was such a major step for a cult, then why do we not find overwhelming,

unambiguous evidence for it?

Part of the problem is encapsulated in the omnipresent and rarely challenged term

‘canonisation’ (kanonizatsiia),'° found in Russian historiography in its pre-revolutionary,

103 E E. GOLUBINSKII, HUcmopus kanonuzayuu cesamoix 6 Pyccroii yepxsu, 2nd edn, Moscow 1903, 40.
104 |dem, 40-2: Recognition by the patriarch refers to the period after 1589.

105 B.N. FLORIA — V.A. KUCHKIN, O 11pod)ecCHOHAILHOM YPOBHE KHHUI 10 MCTOPUH PYCCKOH LEPKBH,
Bonpocwr ucmopuu 11, 1988, 153: Some scholars, following Golubinskii, see liturgical commemoration as
the turning point of officialdom, though this is not a consensual criterion.

106 |, THYRET, Saint-making in Early Modern Russia: Religious Tradition and Innovation in the Cult of Nil
Stolobenskii, Washington, D.C. 2019: Isolde Thyrét’s fascinating and meticulous study of the cult of Nil of
Stolbnoe makes arguments similar to the ones developed in this thesis, despite a focus on a later period and a
different type of saint. Her approach to saint-making in pre-modern Russia is eloquently summarised in her
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Soviet, émigré, and post-Soviet trends,'°” and western studies alike.%® The Greek kavav,
literally ‘any straight rod or bar’, was understood metaphorically to mean ‘a rule or standard
of excellence: —so, the old Greek authors were called kavoveg, rules or models of excellence,
classics; and the books received by the Church as the rule of faith and practice are called the
Canon or canonical scriptures.’*®® From xévov, Latin developed canonization, ‘The action
of canonizing; esp. formal admission into the calendar of saints’, and canonizare, to

canonise.110

There are good reasons for considering ‘canonisation’ and its cognates as inadequate
descriptors of saint-making in the pre-modern Russian Orthodox Church. First, despite being
derived from a Greek root, ‘canonisation’ in Russian and western European languages is

borrowed directly from Latin. In Byzantium, saint-making before the Palaiologan period

introduction. I have greatly benefitted from her references to studies of the medieval West, and am indebted
to Daniel Waugh for recommending her work to me.

107 A.S. KHOROSHEV, Honumuueckas ucmopus pycckoii kanonusayuu (XI-XVI ss.), Moscow 1986:
Khoroshev offers an interpretation of the cult of saints through a Soviet ideological lens. Kanounu3zarws, 119
Tom XXX, 294 and forward: This is a more contemporary view, aligned with the Moscow Patriarchate. G.P.
FEDOTOV, The Russian Religious Mind, Volume 1, Kievan Christianity: The Tenth to the Thirteenth
Centuries, Harvard 1946, 94-5: the princes Boris and Gleb, the sons of Vladimir, were the first saints
canonized by the Russian Church after its foundation by their father.

108 p, PEETERS, La canonisation des saints dans 1’église russe, Analecta Bollandiana 33/4, 1914, 380—420:
Peeters criticises Golubinskii for conjuring up anachronistically formal processes of saint-making but does
not abandon the idea of ‘canonisation’. P. BUSHKOVITCH, Religion and Society in Russia, the Sixteenth and
Seventeenth Centuries, Oxford 1992, 75: The decisions of the church on these issues traditionally have been
analyzed under the rubric of “canonization,” a term foreign to the church in this period and the result of
nineteenth-century scholarship. Bushkovitch surprisingly uses the term in his own analysis, €.g., No
canonization documents are known before 1339 ... (77). A. POPPE, La naissance du culte de Boris et Gleb,
Cahiers de civilisation médiévale 93, 1981, 30-1: Poppe mentions the cérémonies de la canonisation et de la
translation without specifying what the former entailed.

109 8, 347-8.

110 The Oxford English Dictionary,
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/27172?redirectedFrom=canonisation#eid (retrieved November 2022).
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(from 1261) was known as avoyvapioic, or recognition, ! a loose process involving the
veneration of men and women popularly considered to be saints. They were ‘commemorated
on their feastdays, celebrated in hagiography, and represented in sacred images; the faithful
prayed to them for intercession and sought healing from the relics at their shrines.’!2
Popular involvement in saint-making did not, however, exclude members of the Church —
priests, monks, or bishops — who also participated in the promotion of cults by recording
miracle stories or keeping track of and celebrating saints’ feast days according to the

liturgical calendar.!*®

Ruth Macrides and Teresa Shawcross detected a change in Byzantine saint-making
procedures in the Palaiologan period when the veneration of saints became entangled with
political circumstances. Macrides noted a general lack of enthusiasm for saints before the
thirteenth century, and a growing interest in them in the fourteenth. She also pointed out that
the saints venerated under and after the reign of Michael VIII Palaiologos, unpopular for
having usurped the throne, were his political opponents, including representatives of the
legitimate dynastic line like John 111 Vatatzes and John IV Laskaris, Patriarch Arsenios, who

had excommunicated Michael and been deposed by him, or Meletios the Confessor, who

11187, 48.

112 A .-M. TALBOT, Canonization, ODB, https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-
prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-e-
08907?rskey=al QnOs&result=890 (retrieved December 2022). R. MACRIDES, Saints and Sainthood in the
Early Palaiologan Period, in: S. Hackel (ed.), The Byzantine Saint : University of Birmingham, Fourteenth
Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, London 1981, 84.

113 5, EFTHYMIADIS, Greek Byzantine Collections of Miracles: A Chronological and Bibliographical Survey,
Symbolae Osloenses 74/1, 1999, 195-211. R. TAFT, Calendar, Church, ODB, https://www-oxfordreference-
com.ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-
e-0874 (retrieved December 2022).
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https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-e-0874
https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-e-0874
https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-e-0874

was twice exiled, mutilated and persecuted.!'* The latter’s official recognition as a saint by
a synod is well attested,'® and Macrides contrasted the growing frequency of synodal
recognition with a contemporary source acknowledging the legitimacy of spontaneous
veneration of ‘... many other men and women saints whose relics lie in many monasteries
in the capital and are celebrated by anyone who wishes, although the Church has never
pronounced on this.”*'® She concluded that synodal recognition was ‘merely a means of
widening the area of a saint’s veneration’, and that frequent recourse to it in the fourteenth
century could, in part, be due to increased contact with the Latin world during the occupation
of Constantinople in the thirteenth century, but more likely to the politically controversial
nature of the saints in question. Miracles as proof of sanctity were particularly important in
this context as a way to deter sceptics and opponents to the cults.''’” Macrides concluded that
a turn to the synodal recognition of saints may have been a symptom of institutional caution
during a period of adverse circumstances, including the deposition of Patriarch Arsenios and

the ensuing schism, the union with Rome, and the hesychast controversy.!8

By contrast, in the Latin Church a standardised and institutionalised saint-making
procedure was developed from the time of Innocent 11l (1198-1216), who saw ‘works of
piety during life and miracles after death’ as prerequisites for sanctity and required

investigation committees to submit complete dossiers, including ‘relevant’ and ‘irrelevant’

114 MACRIDES, Saints, op. cit., 68-82.

1151 873, 50: Also called éavaxnpvéic, or proclamation.

116 MACRIDES, Saints, op. cit., 85.

117 |dem, 85-6. T. SHAWCROSS, In the Name of the True Emperor: Politics of Resistance after the Palaiologan
Usurpation, Byzantinoslavica 66, 2008, 203—-27: Shawcross argues that Andronikos 11 sought to appease

political tensions by showing devotion to the saints persecuted and martyred during his father’s reign (226).

118 MACRIDES, Saints, op. cit., 87.
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information, to the papal curia. Innocent’s successors Honorius III and Gregory IX
developed the process further by requesting the ‘interrogation of witnesses on the site of the
saint’s main activity’. By the thirteenth century, canonisation was a judicial-inquisitorial
procedure whereby a highly suspicious papacy discarded most claims to sanctity it
received.!'® This, however, is only part of the story. If there were thirty-five successful
claims to canonisation out of seventy-one applications between 1198 and 1434, there were
also, in the same period, hundreds of new saints’ cults in Europe. This would suggest that an
exclusive focus on papal canonisation stricto sensu would greatly exaggerate the papacy’s
role in the medieval veneration of saints. If the pope could, indeed, cancel a cult he deemed
inappropriate, he ‘did not expect every small community to await papal permission before it
expressed its devotion to a saint’. Instead, canonisation became an optional mark of prestige,
‘... a luxury open to very few candidates whose followers could afford the expenses it
demanded. Though canonization meant that the person was a saint, or at least must be

regarded as such, its absence did not mean that he was not a saint.’*?°

Saint-making in the Byzantine and Latin Churches was, then, far from tidy, the term
‘canonisation’ describing only a judicial procedure in the latter Church, while failing to
account for the more spontaneous way in which sainthood was attributed in either. Using
‘canonisation’ to describe saint-making in the pre-modern Russian Orthodox Church would
misleadingly invoke a judicial procedure that was never employed in the time and places
that concern us, and that was arguably not central to the veneration of saints in either

Byzantium or western Europe. What is more, ‘canonisation’ (kanonizatsiia), being the

119 A, KLEINBERG, Prophets in Their Own Country: Living Saints and the Making of Sainthood in the Later
Middle Ages, Chicago 1992, 27-8.

120 1 dem, 21, 27, 37.
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invention of nineteenth-century historians, was not a word used by fifteenth- or sixteenth-
century Russians, suggesting it was not part of their framework for the attribution of
sainthood. | therefore agree with Isolde Thyrét that we should ban ‘canonisation’ from our
descriptive vocabulary of pre-modern Russian sanctity and use it exclusively to refer to the
judicial procedure through which the Roman pope officially recognised a deceased religious

figure as a saint in the Catholic Church.?

Pope Boniface VIII’s 1297 bull, Gloria Laus, canonising Saint Louis 1X of France is
a good example of the elevation to sainthood of a relatively recently deceased person, Louis
having died less than three decades before, in 1270. The bull was an argumentative text,
thanking God for His new saint and listing ‘the noble merits and wondrous works of the
blessed Louis’, starting with a description of his lineage and character, followed by a short
biography focused on his holy land feats, and an account of his Christian virtue, including
looking after the sick and poor, spreading the word of God, and practicing an ascetic
lifestyle.!?2 The bull went on to mention Louis’s posthumous miracles,*?® and concluded by
establishing and encouraging the celebration of Louis’s feast day on the 25 August, the

anniversary of his death:

‘We therefore advise and strictly urge every one of you, directed by apostolic letter,
to celebrate the feast day of this saint devoutly and solemnly on the day following
the Feast of the Apostle Saint Bartholomew ... arrange for the feast to be celebrated

through your cities and dioceses by faithful Christians with appropriate veneration
2124

121 THYRET, Saint-making, op. cit., 502.

122 M. GAPOSCHKIN — S. FIELD (eds.), The Sanctity of Louis IX : Early Lives of Saint Louis by Geoffrey of
Beaulieu and William of Chartres, Cornell 2013, 163-70.

123 |dem, 171: The blind see, the deaf hear, the lame walk, cured by the invocation of his name.

124 |dem, 171-2.
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Boniface was sparing in his use of the epithet ‘saint’, preferring to refer to the ‘blessed

’12% and switching to the noun ‘saint’ only towards the end of the bull, in the context

Louis
of Louis’s posthumous miracles and feast day celebrations.!?® Moreover, nowhere in the bull
did the pope use the word ‘canonisation’, perhaps because it was so obviously implied that
it did not need spelling out. Having avoided calling Louis a saint for most of the lengthy

bull, Boniface finally took the unavoidable leap towards the end, not without mentioning the

selective process Louis’s application had gone through:

‘we—reaching absolute certainty through the diligence of careful and solemn inquiry
and review of the earlier extended examination ... and by the advice and with the
assent of the community of our brothers and all the prelates then at the Apostolic

See—do hereby hold that he is, on Sunday, the eleventh of August, to be enrolled in
2127

the catalogue of the saints.

It is almost as if Boniface were reluctant, or nervous even, to officially make Louis a

saint, despite the thoroughly gathered body of evidence in the king’s favour and his
ecclesiastical brethren’s approval. His bull offers an interesting, if purely artificial,
comparison with Metropolitan Makarii of Moscow’s encyclical following the 1547 Church
council 12 Makarii, too, strengthened his decision by invoking the council’s collective

agency and listing its members, from the archbishop of Rostov down to the heads of monastic

houses. Like Boniface, Makarii was concerned with appropriate commemoration:

13

MBI ... yCTaBUXOMB, Ha TOMB co00pb ... Mpa3aHOBATH Bb LApPCTBYIOUIEMb rpanb
Mockpb Bb cOOOpHOH 1IepKBU W MO BCEMB CBSIIIEHHBIMB [IEPKBaMb U MO BCEMb

125 1dem, 171, 163, 160.

126 |dem, 171: through the power of this saint; This same saint shone forth; celebrate the feast day of this
saint.

127 1bid.

128 On this document, see the detailed discussion from page 58 below.
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CBATBIMB MOHACTHIPEMb U 1O BCEMB TpasilOMb BeTUKOTO IapcTBa Poccitickoro mbtu

¥ TIpa3IHOBATH MOBCIOAY ... 1%

‘we ... established, in that council ... to commemorate (prazdnovati) in the ruling
city of Moscow in the cathedral church and in all the holy churches and in all the
holy monasteries and in all the towns of the great Russian kingdom to sing and
commemorate (peti i prazdnovati) everywhere ...’

He specified, for each saint listed, whether commemoration was to be general (to sing and
commemorate everywhere, peti i prazdnovati povsiudu) or regional (in Moscow, in Tver’,
etc). Sainthood required expression through regular liturgical practices, and failure to

observe them was considered reprehensible:

‘ycTaBuIIM ecMsl HeIHB TipazaHoBaTH HOBBIMB UynoTBOpLIOMSB Bb PycKoi 3emin, uTo

nxb ['ocnonp born IIpocCjIaBuJIb, CBOUXHb YI'OAHUKOBBH, MHOTMMU U Pa3IAYHBIMU

qysiechl U 3HaMEHMU U He 65 UMb 01HECH cobopHaro mbHis ... "0

‘we have now established the commemoration of new wonderworkers in the Russian
land, on which the Lord God bestowed glory, on those pleasing to Him, through
many and various miracles and signs and there was, to this day, no sung celebration
for them ...’

Even more than Boniface, Makarii shied away from calling the holy people in his list
saints (sviatye), referring to them instead as new wonderworkers (novye chudotvortsy).**!
This deferred agency to God, who by enabling outstanding individuals to work miracles
made them unambiguous vehicles of grace. The chudotvortsy were chosen by God, not by
the metropolitan. The major difference, however, between the letters of Boniface and
Makarii is their scope. The pope’s lengthy bull dealt with a single new saint, carefully
examining his curriculum vitae, putting forward arguments for his canonisation, and

reminding the Christian community that Louis’s application had been thoroughly examined.

129 dxmot, cobpannvie 6 bubnuomexax u apxueax Poccuiickoii Umnepuu Apxeozpaghuueckoro sxcneduyueio
Hmnepamopckoi axademuu nayk, T. 1. 1294-1598, St Petersburg 1836, 203.

130 Jbid.

181 Metropolitan lona was the only great wonderworker, velikii chudotvorets. On the problematic textual
variations of this text see page 60 and forward.
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The metropolitan’s encyclical, on the other hand, gives the impression of a Church leader
struggling to keep up with the practices of his congregation, and hastily putting his stamp of
approval on a dozen miracle cults, the individual merits of which he did not discuss. Louis’s
miracles were mentioned, almost as an afterthought, in a single short paragraph towards the
end of the bull, after the detailed account of his virtuous life. In contrast, the defining
characteristic of the ‘new Russian wonderworkers’ is that they, at least posthumously,

worked miracles. Whether their lives were virtuous was not specified.

This last observation is especially significant in the debate on the grounds for
veneration. Bushkovitch, though he recognised the growing importance of miracles after the
fifteenth century, thought that ‘Fundamentally the basis for the recognition of saints was
charismatic. It rested on the virtuous life and spiritual power of the individual in question,
and only in part on miracles performed in life as well as afterward, in the presence of the
person’s relics.’*2 However, Makarii systematically referring to the new Russian saints as
wonderworkers (chudotvortsy), never dwelling on their pious lives, is strong evidence for
miracles as the main criterion for veneration, as argued by Golubinskii.**® Though they
proliferated in a later period when criteria might have shifted, cults of corpses about which
nothing was known, except that they worked miracles, were seen as enough of a problem by
the Church to be addressed in the 1667 council, when it was decided that they should not be
venerated without official investigation.!3* The cult of lakov of Borovichi, later venerated as

a holy fool, whose relics were investigated in 1544 at the request of Archbishop Feodosii of

132 BusHKoVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 79, 81: Bushkovitch argues that 1547 was a major turning point in
official saint-making.

133 GOLUBINSKII, Hcmopus, 0p. cit., 40-1.

134 E. LEVIN, From Corpse to Cult in Early Modern Russia, in: V. Kivelson — R. Greene (eds.), Orthodox
Russia: Belief and Practice under the Tsars, University Park, PA 2003, 84-5.
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Novgorod, is one such example of a wonderworking corpse that became the object of a
cult.*® This would suggest that miracles were the only necessary precondition to veneration,

and intercession the main currency of the cult of saints.

Once the cult of a deceased person reached proportions such that their name was
included in liturgical calendars and their life narrated in a hagiography, or zhitie, they were
unambiguously, though not systematically, referred to as saintly, or saints (sviatye). In the
earliest known liturgical calendar where we find Isidor of Rostov, the entry for his feast day
on the 14 May reads: ‘the saintly and righteous wonderworker Isidor, holy fool for Christ’s
sake’. The following two entries, for comparison, are dedicated to the memories of ‘the
venerable and God-bearing father Pakhomii the great” and ‘the saintly wonderworker priest
Isaia bishop of Rostov’. All persons included in the calendar were considered saintly and
most entries followed the formula ‘sviatoi — name — type of holy life’, with occasional
exceptions for Church fathers (otets nash) and monks (prepodobnyi).t*® The Life of Isidor
presented an argument for the recognition of his sainthood and consistently used ‘sviatoi’
not only as an epithet (‘the saintly Isidor’) but also as a noun (‘the saint’). This is especially
significant in the episode where Isidor’s lifeless body miraculously exuded a sweet smell
and was buried by a handful of men who believed in him, presumably as opposed to those

who did not. When narrating episodes from Isidor’s earthly life, the text also uses terms like

135 Yakog, 719 Tom XX, 486-8.

136 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne761, fol. 279 r, https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgh/304-i/f-304i-761/#image-5 (retrieved January
2023): This collection includes hagiographical texts and a lunar calendar, as well as the liturgical calendar
with Isidor in it.
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ugodnik (the one pleasing to God) and pravednik (the righteous one), though these are

replaced by sviatoi after his death and the bishop’s approval of his cult.t%

Though | recognise the previous paragraphs are but a superficial investigation of
sainthood and saint-making terminology, it seems significant that neither Makarii nor the
documents commemorating Isidor used a word to describe the official recognition of a
saintly figure, or even alluded to the process, as Boniface did. Instead, a variety of terms
referred to various aspects of saintliness and its expression in people recognised as saintly:
chudotvorets (wonderworker), sviatoi (as an epithet meaning saintly or holy, or as a noun to
signify ‘the saint’), prepodobnyi (venerable, or Christ-like), blazhennyi (blessed, as an
epithet or noun), ugodnik (one pleasing to God), pravednik (righteous one), etc. The
abundance and frequent usage of such terms, by no means dominated by sviatoi, would point
to a spectrum in the perception of saintliness. Rather than a binary (either canonised or not),
there was a range of descriptors, mostly non-hierarchical, for people identified as saintly that
implied actions carried out to commemorate them. The reputation of such saintly people
could spread geographically, politically, and in scale, but its nature remained essentially

unchanged.

If we are to avoid ‘canonisation’ as a word and concept, how else can we describe the
manifestations of the cult of saints in pre-modern Russia? My suggestions are to use
‘recognition’ to refer to the singling out of a person, often posthumously, by their community
for their pious life and / or spiritual powers; ‘veneration’, to refer to the devotional practices
and infrastructures — including the management of shrines, production of texts and images,

pilgrimages, requests for help through singing or praying by a grave, etc — set up to

187 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepycckuii CBATOI, Op. cit., 189-90.
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commemorate such people; and ‘saint-making’, to emphasise the fact that saints did not

materialise out of the blue, and that groups and individuals had agency in creating them.

Initiatives for the veneration of saintly candidates were argumentative in nature and
often had to negotiate for space and attention in a religious landscape. Scholars are divided
between those, like Khoroshev, who saw saint-making as a purely political and top-down
process,' and those, like Peeters, who thought it was a predominantly popular phenomenon
to which the Church merely added a stamp of approval.’*® Khoroshev found deep ties
between large-scale political developments and the cult of saints. This approach can explain
high-profile, exceptional cults like that of Sergii of Radonezh, but hardly accounts for local,
lower-profile cults. The approach taken by Peeters, on the other hand, projected an
excessively passive image of the Church while drawing a misleadingly hard boundary
between clergy and laity. A bishop in a relatively large town and a parish priest in a village
hundreds of miles from the nearest see could not have differed more, the latter being much
closer to the laity than to the bishop in terms of education, social status, and mindset.'4
Successful cults were likely to be the result of consensus and collaboration between the
clergy and laity, whose relationship varied according to the local context.!** Generally, a
popular cult was unlikely to flourish without clerical management of its shrine, and a cult

artificially imposed from above was unlikely to gain followers.

138 KHOROSHEV, Toaumuueckas ucmopusi., 0p. Cit.: See his introduction.
139 PEETERS, La canonisation, op. cit., 389.

140 See a more detailed discussion of parish priests from page 68.

141 THYRET, Saint-making, op. cit., 14.
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One pre-modern Russian cult does not offer a blueprint for another. Despite
Metropolitan Makarii’s efforts, there probably was no uniformity in the performance and
management of cults. New shrines and relics were likely to be investigated if they emerged
in the middle of an episcopal town: the followers of Isidor of Rostov asked for the bishop’s
permission before burying the saint and building a wooden chapel on the site of his grave.'42
But episcopal regulation could take much longer, or even never happen. In 1653, the voevoda
(tsar’s official) of Mangazei, a northern Siberian town, wrote to Archbishop Simeon of
Tobol’sk with a list of miracles worked by a corpse that had emerged in a marshy area a few
years earlier. Simeon requested an investigation from Moscow, which never took place.
When, six years later, he personally observed the shrine, he found a decayed body but made
no effort to terminate the by then established cult. Instead, paradoxically enough, his visit
was perceived as sanctioning the cult.}*® Though scholars tend to see central recognition of
aregional cult as a major event in its history, approving nods from Moscow often came late,

if ever, and probably had little impact locally.

Finally, cults were not static. They were a collection of actions — singing, praying,
recording, making a pilgrimage, fundraising — that had to be performed over and over again.
If or when these actions no longer took place, the cult died: veneration was a process, rather
than a once-and-for-all business. Cynthia Vakareliyska has observed that even physical
liturgical calendars were not fixed: they were updated and edited, and feasts were added or

removed as the sainthood status of individual figures changed.'** Cults could temporarily

142 GLADKOVA, [IpeBHepycckuii CBATOIH, Op. Cit., 190.
143 LEVIN, From Corpse, op. cit., 87-8, 96-7.

144 C. VAKARELIYSKA, The absence of Holy Fools from Medieval Bulgarian Calendars, in: P. Hunt — S.
Kobets (eds.), Holy Foolishness, op. cit., 240.
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disappear, only to be resurrected decades later when an individual or group took
responsibility for veneration. Isolde Thyrét has singled out the promoters, or impresarios, of
the seventeenth-century cult of St Nil of Stolbnoe. These actors went to great pains to ensure
the cult remained alive and grew in prestige, making a ‘continuous case for the veneration
of this saint’ and producing new versions of his hagiography.'#> Cults and their expressions

were arguments that had to be constantly reiterated in a continuous process of saint-making.

I1.2 Cults and Councils

The absence, in the Russian Orthodox Church, of a discernible or meaningful
milestone for official recognition of sainthood should not obscure Moscow’s interest in
keeping track of regional saints’ cults and regulating the lives of provincial subjects. As the
organiser of Church councils that aimed at establishing a closer relationship between
Moscow and it growing subject territories, Metropolitan Makarii was one of the most

important figures of sixteenth-century Russia.

Born around 1482, Makarii was a monk in the St Pafnutii Borovsk monastery (about
100 kilometres south-west of Moscow) before his appointment by Vasilii 11l to the long
vacant see of Novgorod in 1526. As metropolitan of Moscow from 1542, he probably had a
role in the education of the young Ivan IV and, despite his frequent intercessions in favour
of the tsar’s disgraced subjects, remained in office until his death in 1563, one of the few

Russian metropolitans in this period to have done so.**¢ Though one can hardly speak of the

145 THYRET, Saint-making, op. cit., 505.

146 | DE MADARIAGA, Ivan the Terrible: First Tsar of Russia, New Haven 2005, 47-8, 156.
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reign of lvan IV without mentioning Makarii, the degree of his involvement in Muscovite
politics has been the object of scholarly controversy.!#’ Bjarne Ngrretranders has argued that
the metropolitan ‘acted more as a statesman than a leader of the church’ and that he was ‘at
the centre of political events and intrigues.’**® He was certainly present at the most important
religious ceremonies in the life of the ruling dynasty, including Ivan’s first two weddings,
the weddings of his brother and cousin, the baptisms of Ivan’s three children (in 1554, 1555,
and 1557), and the funeral of Tsaritsa Anastasiia in 1560.14° As one of the tsar’s closest
counsellors,™®® Makarii also fulfilled semi-official diplomatic functions by receiving
Lithuanian representatives in the context of the Livonian war.?>! And if there is scepticism
about him being left in charge of Moscow when Ivan was away,'® Makarii certainly had an

active role in promoting military action against Kazan’.1>®

Religious and diplomatic roles notwithstanding, it is the formulation of an ideology

defining the individual roles of and relationship between Church and state that is often

147 C. HALPERIN, Metropolitan Makarii and Muscovite Court Politics during the Reign of Ivan 1V, The
Russian Review 73, 2014, 450-1.

148 B, N@RRETRANDERS, The Shaping of Czardom under Ivan Groznyj, London 1971, 58.
149 HALPERIN, Metropolitan Makarii, op. cit., 451-2.

150 S N. BOGATYREV, The Sovereign and his Counsellors: Ritualised Consultations in Muscovite Political
Culture, 1350s-1570s, Helsinki 2000, 219. HALPERIN, Metropolitan Makarii, op. cit., 449: Halperin pointed
out the difficulties in separating Church from state matters, and in discerning individual agency in decisions
presented as collective and unanimous, both of which are obstacles to our understanding of Makarii’s
political role.

151 BOGATYREV, The Sovereign, op. cit., 31. HALPERIN, Metropolitan Makarii, op. cit., 462-3.

152 pE MADARIAGA, lvan, op. cit., 78: De Madariaga claimed Makarii was often left in charge of Moscow.
HALPERIN, Metropolitan Makarii, op. cit., 454-5: Halperin was sceptical on this matter.

153 HALPERIN, Metropolitan Makarii, op. cit., 461.
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mentioned as Metropolitan Makarii’s most influential contribution.’® Far from being
confined to written texts, this ideology was enacted in public rituals, the most famous of
which was the 1547 coronation of Ivan IV as tsar of all Rus’. Based on an earlier ceremony
from 1498, the carefully crafted 1547 script consciously repurposed Byzantine tradition and

used objects symbolising political legitimacy to enthrone Ivan as the God-anointed tsar.*>®

If the 1547 coronation is the most obvious example of embodied ideology, Makarii
also wove narratives of imperial power into other public appearances, drawing inspiration
from Novgorod customs he knew from his time as archbishop. He established the Epiphany
ceremony of the blessing of the waters, and the Palm Sunday ritual in which Ivan IV led the
metropolitan on a mule, re-enacting Christ’s entrance into Jerusalem. Such rituals, behind
which Makarii’s influence is discernible, publicly tightened the interdependence of Church

and state.1°®

Carefully curating the metropolitan’s public image, Makarii also brought the white
cowl (belyi klobuk), traditionally worn by the archbishop of Novgorod, to Moscow.
Supposedly given by Constantine the Great to Pope Sylvester I, the white cowl was sent to
Constantinople and on to Novgorod in the ninth century for safekeeping. Though this legend
is improbable at best, the white cowl was invested with an ancient Byzantine aura, and

simultaneously acted as a reminder that, after the fall of Constantinople, Moscow was the

154 N@RRETRANDERS, The Shaping, op. cit., 60, 175: Ngrretranders argued that, rather than an achievement,
the church’s ideological victory led to its political defeat, and that the ideology as formulated by Makarii
turned its practical opportunism into a pseudo-ideological credo, and did so with a ruthlessness and a zeal
that showed the crown the way to rule by means of terrorism and to turn that terrorism also against the
church.

155 See a fuller discussion of the 1498 and 1547 coronations from page 268.

1% HALPERIN, Metropolitan Makarii, op. cit., 458-9.
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last stronghold of the true faith.’>” After Makarii’s death, it was decided that the metropolitan
would carry on wearing the white cowl, and when the Greek Patriarch Jeremiah visited in
1589, the white cowl was given to him so that he could present it to the first Russian

patriarch, lov.18

Having commissioned the Book of Degrees (Stepennaia kniga), which enshrined the
history and joint activity of Rus’ heads of state and Church, in the 1560s,'*® Makarii did not
neglect the prestige of Byzantine official approval and asked for the Patriarch of
Constantinople’s blessing on Ivan IV’s title of tsar. This was partly granted, after a long
process, in 1561, though the patriarch said that lvan had to be re-crowned by a patriarch
rather than a metropolitan. The response seemed good enough to Makarii, and a change in
its Slavonic translation gave the impression that the blessing had been the patriarch’s
initiative.1%

This episode is an apt illustration of the way in which the Moscow ruling elite used
Byzantine symbols of legitimacy for its own purposes: it did not strictly need approval from
Constantinople — as shown by the independent selection by Rus’ bishops of Metropolitan
lona in 1448 — but it did make ample use of external signifiers of prestige from Byzantium.

Though Russian Church leaders forged their own innovative traditions — such as repeating

the ordination (rukopolozhenie or khirotoniia) of a metropolitan, or allowing the head of the

157 bE MADARIAGA, Ivan, op. cit., 156.

1%8 B.A. USPENSKII, IJapb u nampuapx. Xapuzma énacmu 6 Poccuu . Buzanmuiickas mooens u ee pycckoe
nepeocmuicnenue, Moscow 1998, 429-31, 438: In Byzantium, the white cowl might have been worn by
patriarchs from a white clergy (non-monastic) background. For a fuller discussion of the white cowl’s role in
the ideological struggle between Moscow and Novgorod, see page 286 below.

159 DE MADARIAGA, Ivan, op. cit., 157.

160 |dem, 52-3.
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Church to choose his successor — the promotion of Moscow to a patriarchate by Jeremiah of
Constantinople in 1589 was a leap in status for the Russian Orthodox Church, meaning that
the Russian patriarch was now the fifth pentarch after the patriarchs of Constantinople,

Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem, thereby excluding the Roman pope. 6!

The collaboration of Church and state, presented as long-standing in the Book of
Degrees, was crystallised in mid-sixteenth-century Church councils, the impulse for which
probably came from Makarii.'®? Councils were not an established tradition in the Russian
Orthodox Church. If not unheard of, they are poorly documented, and it is often difficult to
establish what was discussed in them. In his history of the Russian Church before 1448, John
Fennell listed six councils, all in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. The first two were
convened by Metropolitan Kirill 11, who hosted a synod of bishops in Kiev in 1273 and
organised the election of Bishop Serapion in Vladimir in 1274. The latter council was
attended by five bishops who also expressed concern regarding the lay celebration of pagan
rituals.®® According to the sixteenth-century Nikon Chronicle, Metropolitan Maksim
gathered all the Rus’ bishops in Kyiv in 1284 for an official recognition of saints Ol’ga and
Vladimir.?®* Two councils are associated with Metropolitan Petr: in 1310 or 1311 a
representative of the patriarch of Constantinople, two Rus’ bishops, two sons of the prince
of Tver’, and (probably) Iurii Danilovich of Moscow gathered in Pereiaslavl’ to discuss
Petr’s accusation of simony by the bishop of Tver’. He was found innocent by the council,

and another council was summoned by Ivan | of Moscow in Vladimir in 1327 where Petr’s

161 USPENSKII, L{apb u nampuapx, 0p. Cit., 30-1, 47-52, 495-9,
162 BOGATYREV, The Sovereign, op. cit., 137-8.

163 J. FENNELL, A History of the Russian Church to 1448, Taylor & Francis 1995, 133, 88.

164 |dem, 60.
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posthumous miracles were read aloud, and he was officially recognised as a saint.*®® Finally,
in 1382 Metropolitan Pimen hosted a council in Pereiaslavl’-Zalesskii, attended by the

bishops of Rostov and Zvenigorod, where Savva was consecrated as bishop of Sarai.6®

There were, apparently, no more councils until 1448, when four bishops — Efrem of
Rostov, Avraamii of Suzdal’, Varlaam of Kolomna and Pitirim of Perm” — gathered to elect
Iona of Riazan’ as metropolitan of Moscow, without a blessing from Constantinople. Despite
the significance of the occasion, it appears to have been a small-scale gathering, the
archbishop of Novgorod and bishop Tver’ having excused themselves and sent their written
agreement instead.'®’” The absence of councils between 1382 and 1448 was most likely due
to the political instability and periods of civil war during the reign of Vasilii Il, who only
established a firm grip on the Moscow throne in 1447.1%8 The Church, on the other hand, had
its own pressing concerns in the first half of the fifteenth century, including a dispute about
the jurisdiction of the Orthodox Christians of Poland and Lithuania, and the Lithuanian grand
prince’s attempts to make Kyiv the seat of a separate metropolitanate. Worse still, the Greek
metropolitan of Moscow Isidor, who left for the council of Ferrara in 1437, agreed to the
Union with the Roman Church and was received as a traitor on his return to Moscow in

1441, his office remaining vacant until the election of lona over six years later.%

In the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, the policing of Judaizing heretical

beliefs in Novgorod motivated the gathering of councils. The first, called by Archbishop

185 |dem, 135-6.
166 |dem, 155.
167 |dem, 188.
168 |dem, 184.

169 |dem, 162-3, 172, 174-83. For a more detailed discussion of the Union, see page 263 and forward.
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Gennadii of Novgorod, was held in Moscow in 1490 and was followed by a second, also in
Moscow, in 1504.17° Between them, and again in Moscow, took place the much-debated
council of 1503, which Donald Ostrowski investigated in his doctoral thesis. Having
conducted a detailed analysis of every text and manuscript pertaining to the council,
Ostrowski concluded that it was not primarily concerned with the secularisation of monastic
and Church lands, as had often been assumed, and that such an agenda was projected back
onto 1503 by later polemical sources. Matters otherwise associated with the 1503 council
include ‘fees for appointment of priests, minimum age for clerics, the disposition of widower

priests, monks and nuns living in the same monastery, and drunken priests.’*"

The later fifteenth and early sixteenth century councils showed signs of a new trend.
They reinforced the role of Moscow, not Kyiv or Vladimir or other princely towns, as the
decision-making centre, whether this was about choosing the next metropolitan, controlling
the heresy spread in Novgorod, or legislating on the lives of the clergy. Moscow, which was
producing liturgical calendars (mesiatseslovy) by the fifteenth century, was fashioning itself
as a spiritually prestigious city.’? Significant too was the involvement of Grand Prince lvan
I11, a sign that matters discussed at a council carried political significance that transcended

purely ecclesiastical concerns.

This conciliar trend came into full bloom in the mid-sixteenth century gatherings

organised in Moscow by Metropolitan Makarii and Ivan 1V. Up to the early sixteenth

170 3. HowLETT, The Heresy of the Judaizers and the Problem of the Russian Reformation, DPhil thesis,
University of Oxford 1979, 2-3.

11 D. OsTROWSKI, A “Fontological” Investigation of the 1503 Church Council, PhD dissertation,
Pennsylvania State University 1977, 1, 325-31, 335.

172 Kanonwmsanus, 112 Tom XXX, op. cit., 297.
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century, councils seem to have been summoned, most frequently by a metropolitan,
occasionally by a secular ruler, on an ad hoc basis to deal with specific issues, such as the
election or trial of a bishop, or the emergence of heresy. Though a couple of councils, in
1284 and 1327, apparently had as their main business the recognition of saints (Ol’ga,
Vladimir, and Metropolitan Petr), the official approval given to a dozen saints’ cults in 1547
was unprecedented. Similarly, and though some councils had previously expressed concern
with the lives of the laity and clergy — 1274, and most notably 1503 — the major conciliar
endeavour of 1551 and ensuing directives were an innovation for a Church and state which
had, until then, not made any real attempts to shape the behaviour of lay and ecclesiastical

persons under their jurisdiction.

Though the 1551 Stoglav, or Council of a Hundred Chapters, might have been
historically more significant, the 1547 council that preceded it was no minor gathering.
According to one of the surviving copies of Metropolitan Makarii’s resulting encyclical, the
council was attended by Archbishop Aleksei of Rostov and Iaroslavl’, Bishop lona of
Suzdal’ and Torusk (?), Bishop Iosif of Riazan” and Murom, Bishop Akakii of Tver’, Bishop
Feodosii of Kolomna and Kashira, Bishop Sava of Sarai and Podonsk, Bishop Kiprian of
Perm’ and Vologda, and the honourable archimandrites and honourable hegumens.!’®
Despite the apparent absence of the archbishop of Novgorod and the lack of information on
the monastic leaders present, the fact that Makarii made a considerable number of Church

hierarchs travel to Moscow is in itself significant. Meeting counterparts and hierarchical

superiors they might otherwise never see and participating in deliberations that affected the

13 Axmot, cobpannvie, 0Op. cit., 203.
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whole of Russia must have been a powerful, personal reminder that they were parts of a

much larger whole.

The relatively meagre evidence for the councils of 1547 and 1549, discussed below,
suggests that both councils were primarily concerned with the veneration of saints. This was
not a new interest for Makarii who, as archbishop of Novgorod, had devoted considerable
resources to the creation of his Velikie Minei Chetii, or Great Menology. This was a
compilation of edifying readings for each day of the liturgical year that included materials
from previous menologies, monastic pateriki, psalms, writings by Church fathers, and
various other didactic texts, as well as hagiographical works about Russian and foreign
saints. Three complete copies of the Great Menology are known, referred to as Sofiiskii,
Uspenskii, and Tsarskii. The first was started in Novgorod in 1529-30 and offered by
Makarii upon completion in 1541 to St Sophia’s cathedral for the memory of his parents.
The Uspenskii copy was offered to the Moscow Kremlin Dormition cathedral in 1552, and
the Tsarskii, intended for lvan IV, was still a work in progress in 1554, over a decade after

Makarii become metropolitan.t’

Makarii’s monumental project employed copyists, translators, and writers in
Novgorod and later in Moscow, and new works were commissioned to be added to older
texts. This was more frequently the case for new Russian saints, some of which did not have
appropriate biographies. The Life of Mikhail of Klopsko, a monastic iurodivyi known for his
pro-Moscow stance against Novgorod boyars, existed in two redactions — collages of
episodes rather than canonical zhitiia — before Makarii asked a certain Tuchkov to compose

a third, more stylistically elevated, redaction to be included in the Great Menology. Tuchkov

174 N.F. DROBLENKOVA, Benukue Muneun Yerun, CKK/P (XIV-XVI, 1), 127.
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had been sent by Moscow to Novgorod in 1537 to assemble an army against the Tatars.
When this was done, he went for a blessing to Archbishop Makarii, who insisted that he

write a new Life of Mikhail.1"®

The veneration of saints and the fashioning of appropriate narratives to commemorate
them were very much on Makarii’s mind from his time as archbishop of Novgorod and well
into the 1550s. We can perhaps connect this interest in saints’ cults with Makarii’s ambition
in creating ideological narratives for Church and state. Even if the Great Menology, with its
huge twelve tomes, could hardly become widely disseminated, it still represented a desire to
compile in one place all the materials for appropriate liturgical celebration, including the
Lives of new Russian saints in versions acceptable to Moscow. The zhitie of Mikhail of
Klopsko, a regional saint who endorsed Moscow’s hegemony and was declared a pan-

Russian saint, is a particularly good example of this.!’®

The councils of 1547 and 1549 were expressions of a similar desire to direct the
liturgical celebration of saints and include them in the nascent Russian imperial narrative,
even as regional miracle-workers. The evidence for both councils is problematic, though
both are attested in the more trustworthy Stoglav text. Golubinskii firmly believed that the
councils had brought about the ‘canonisation’ of thirty-nine miracle-working saints,*’’
failing to take into account the manuscript traditions, an important part of which have

become available since his time.

S Mamsmuuxu cmapunnoti pycckoii iumepamypol, usoaeaemole zpagom I puzopuem Kywenesoim-
Besbopooxo, swin.4, Saint Petersburg 1862, 50-1.

176 See a fuller discussion of his cult from page 278.

177 GOLUBINSKII, Hcmopus, 0p. Cit., 94.
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Our main piece of evidence, Makarii’s synodal letter of February 7055 (1547), was
not widely disseminated. Bushkovitch listed four copies,'’® while Tkachev named seven.
The first four were copies of the encyclical addressed by Makarii to the Trinity St Sergii
lavra (PT'b @.304/1 Ne241 fols. 1 r — 2 v), the Vologda see (quoted in this thesis and
published in the Akty Arkheograficheskoi Kommissii), the Novgorod archbishop Feodosii
(PHB. F.1.356. fols. 441 r — 442 r), and ‘to the bishops and archimandrites and hegumens
and archpriests and priests and urban and rural deacons and all the Christians of the realm of
Vladimir and Moscow and Novgorod and the whole Russian land’ (included in the Siberian
copy of the trial of Maksim Grek, I'TTHTB CO PAH. F.1.3. fols. 176 r — 177 r). The final
three redactions are a retelling of the encyclical published by Karamzin from a St losif
Volokolamsk monastery manuscript (PI'b. MJIA. Ne362. fols. 223 r — 225 r), an ukazets
(decree) included in a sixteenth-century liturgical book of the St Kirill Beloozero monastery,

and a chronicle entry in the Novgorod 1V chronicle.!’

Though the list of saints recognised, as well as their veneration status (regional or pan-
Russian) and order in which they appear, varies confusingly across versions,'® it is generally
considered that the following saints were to receive pan-Russian veneration: Metropolitan
lona of Moscow, Archbishop loann of Novgorod, the venerable Makarii of Kaliazin, the
venerable Pafnutii of Borovsk, the venerable Nikon of Radonezh, the venerable Mikhail of

Klopsko, the venerable Zosima of Solovki, the venerable Savvatii of Solovki, the venerable

178 BusHKOVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 82-3.

178 Kanonusanus, 171D Tom XXX, op. cit., 303. While seven copies is a modest number, there were only ten
sees in Russia at this point and Makarii might simply have sent one to every bishop, though most extant
copies are not addressed to bishops. More importantly, there is, to my knowledge, no evidence of bishops or
heads of monasteries passing on Makarii’s instructions to the parish priests under their jurisdiction.

180 BusHKoVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 82.
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Pavel of Obnora, the venerable Dionisii of Glushitsa, and the venerable Aleksandr of Svir’.
Nine other saints were to receive local veneration: the blessed Maksim of Moscow, holy
fool, the pious Prince Konstantin and his sons Mikhail and Fedor of Murom, the pious Prince
Petr and Princess Fevroniia, Bishop Arsenii of Tver’, and the blessed Prokopii and Ioann of
Ustiug.®! Though Tkachev accounts for the main textual variations, a critical edition of the
synodal letter — a central piece of evidence for our understanding of the sixteenth-century
cult of saints and Moscow’s attitude toward it — would be helpful in accounting for the
different redactions. Such a study might, for example, identify whether any versions tried to
promote their local saints by including them in the list, or mentioning them as pan-Russian

rather than regional.

One can also speculate about the selection of those ‘invariable’ saints listed across all
copies. Was there a political purpose, as Khoroshev believed, behind the specific saints,
mostly monks and Church hierarchs, recognised by Moscow? Were they simply the most
prominent cults? Did Makarii carry out regional surveys prior to the council, write to local
bishops and hegumens, or was he reliant on the information, however incomplete, he already
had?'82 One can wonder about the awareness, in Moscow, of regional cults. We know that
Ivan 1V was fond of pilgrimages and travelled regularly, especially to the largest shrines in
the vicinity of Moscow. Aleksandr Musin has pointed out that the list of saints recognised

in 1547 corresponds almost exactly to the itinerary of the tsar’s pilgrimages between 1543

181 |dem, 82: Bushkovitch notes some of the variations. Kanonuszauus, 119 Tom XXX, op. cit., 303-4:
Tkachev offers a more detailed account of variations across manuscripts, including a list of supplementary
pan-Russian saints and of manuscripts that assign pan-Russian veneration to all the saints on the list.

182 The Stoglav passage quoted on page 66 would suggest that investigations were carried out between 1547
and 1549.
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and 1552. Could his personal preferences, or the discovery of irregularities in the

commemoration of saints have inspired the 1547 list?'83

Probably due to his frequent travels, whether for devotional or war-waging purposes,
Ivan IV appears to have had a reasonably good idea of the religious landscape of his realm.
This knowledge is a window into his personal devoutness as much as an indicator of his
political shrewdness. In a letter attributed to him, the tsar told Metropolitan Makarii about
his divine helpers in the victorious battle of Smolensk in 1563.18* Ivan followed a logic of
proximity to Moscow and privileged ecclesiastical saints: the list started with metropolitans
of Moscow, continued with saints, many of them bishops, from the two most important
episcopal towns, Novgorod and Rostov, then prominent monastic saints, and finally looked
further back in time to the oldest Rus’ saints. The passage suggests that the epicentre of
Ivan’s religious and ecclesiastical mental map was firmly anchored in Moscow and
structured by the capital’s strongest episcopal and monastic ties. The tsar expected to be
helped in matters pertaining to the whole realm, such as the Livonian War, by the most

prominent regional saints.

The cults mentioned by Ivan, however, were some of the most popular, and one is left
to wonder whether Moscow was ever aware, or even cared to know about, any lesser local

cults. A tightening of supervision around corpse cults in the seventeenth century would

183 Kanonmsanus, 119 Tom XXX, op. cit., 306.

184 Axmor ucmopuueckue, cobpannsie u uz0annsie apxeozpaguyeckoro kommuccuero, T.1. 1334-1598, Saint
Petersburg 1841, 320, no. 168; A.G. MEL’NIK, Hcmopus nowumanus pocmoeckux cesmuix ¢ Xl — XVII
sexax, PhD dissertation, laroslavl’ 2003, 131; E.V. ROMANENKO, «CoGOpbI pyCCKHX CBSITBIX» KaK
pErroHabHBIE M HaJpernoHalbHbIE «MecTa nmamMsati» Mockosckoit Pycu XV-XVIII BB, in: A.V. Doronin
(ed.), «Mecma namamuy pycu xonya XV — cepeounst XVIII 6., Moscow 2019, 175. Both these studies quote
the passage on Rostov saints.
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suggest that such cults were frequent enough, and previously unregulated.'®® Also in the
seventeenth century, Grand Princess Evdokiia Lukianovna asked the archpriest (protopop)
Maksim to tell her about the miracles taking place in the holy sites of Novgorod. She might
have been aware of the main cults, but apparently lacked information on their practical
expressions, and probably did not know about more recent, early-stage cults, such as that of

Arsenii:

3

.. MOIIU TIpenogoOHaro ApCeHis, JeXaTh MMOAb CIYAOMb, U OTh MOIIEH €ro

MPUXOIAIINME Ch Bbpoto wucirhbienis ObBarOTb. A Tpomapp W KOHAAKb €My

COCTaBJIeHb, a MPa3AHECTBO elle He ycTaBjeHo. %

‘... the relics of the venerable Arsenii lie in a coffin, and those who come with faith
receive healings from his relics. And a tropar’ and a kondak have been composed
for him, but a feast day has not yet been established.’

Evidence for the 1549 council is even scantier than that for the 1547 council. It is
mentioned in the trials of Maksim Grek, whose associate Isak Sobaka, archimandrite of the
Chudov monastery, was tried at a church council in February 1549. That new miracle
workers, on top of those listed in 1547, were discussed on the same occasion is more
uncertain, and the ‘reconstruction’ by scholars of a list of saints supposedly recognised at
the 1549 council is highly problematic, as the only evidence for it is a sixteenth or early
seventeenth century summary of both councils (1547 and 1549) included in the third
redaction of the Life of Metropolitan lona.'®” Sceptical of any ‘reconstructed’ lists, Tkachev

is inclined to think that 1549 was concerned with the liturgy used to commemorate the 1547

18 LEVIN, From Corpse, op. cit., 95-99.

186 | .E. ZABELIN, Omucanie HoBropozckoii cBateiau B 1634 roay, Ymenus 6 Obuecmee ucmopuu u
Opesrocmeti poccutickux npu Mockosckom ynugepcumeme 1862 4, Moscow 1862, 54.

187 BusHKOVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 83.
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saints, rather than with recognising new ones.®® In the absence of new evidence, however,

theories about the 1549 council cannot move beyond the realm of speculation.

It is significant, however, that it was the proper commemoration of saints Makarii was
concerned with in 1547 at least. This meant, chiefly, the liturgical celebration of saints on
their annual feast day, which would probably be how most people learned about saints. Yet
our understanding of the cult of saints is largely based on hagiographical, rather than
liturgical, texts. Sean Griffin has rightly refocused the attention on the power of liturgical
participation and repetition, and argued that liturgy, rather than an afterthought, was integral
to the saint-making process from its earliest stages. Complicating Golubinskii’s linear
‘canonisation’ model — a person died, their tomb produced miracles, their relics were
investigated, a feast day was created, and only then were a zhitie, liturgy, and icons produced
— Griffin suggested that liturgical celebration, rather than a final step, was instrumental in
elevating someone to sainthood status.'8® Though liturgical texts have not received enough
scholarly attention for their composition to be reliably dated, we know that there were
sluzhby for Vasilii of Moscow and Prokopii of Ustiug before there were zhitiia, whereas for
Maksim of Moscow, the sluzhba is the only text to have survived. As Sergei lvanov
succinctly observed, ‘the cult comes first, then the person’s alleged miracles are recorded

and the biography appears afterwards!’1%

The practical implications of either 1547 or 1549 are difficult to assess. Bushkovitch

has found all the ‘invariable’ saints of the 1547 list in liturgical books printed under

188 Kanonmsanus, 112 Tom XXX, op. cit., 307.
189 S. GRIFFIN, The Liturgical Past in Byzantium and Early Rus, Cambridge 2019, 233-4.

190 35, A. IvaNov, Simon of lurievets and the Hagiography of Old Russian Fools, in: P. Hunt — S. Kobets
(eds.), Holy Foolishness, op. cit, 270.

64



patriarchal supervision from 1602—-1610 to the mid-seventeenth century, though this hardly
constitutes evidence for regional veneration, or even for a direct causal link with the
councils.!® Peeters, on the other hand, found that liturgical books did not reflect the 1547
resolutions.? In the absence of an exhaustive study of late sixteenth- and early seventeenth-

century liturgical manuscripts, we can only draw more general and hypothetical conclusions.

As discussed above, Makarii shied away, in his 1547 encyclical, from calling the ‘new
Russian wonderworkers’ saints, even as he recognised their cults. Moreover, compared with
past councils that recognised at most two saints — Ol’ga and Vladimir in 1284, Metropolitan
Petr in 1327 — the scope of the 1547 list is overwhelming. It gives the impression that the
cautious Makarii did not really have a choice: he could not prevent people, especially in
faraway places, from venerating local figures they considered to be saints. But neither was
Makarii’s attitude passive. More than simply putting his stamp of approval on a dozen new
cults, he harnessed them into a system, a narrative framework that presented Russia as a
religious space with plenty of native miracle-workers, some of which had jurisdiction over

the whole realm, some over specific regions.

Ivan IV’s speech at the 1551 Stoglav is the clearest expression of the intentions of the
two previous councils of 1547 and 1549, hinting at their agendas and confirming Moscow’s
active interest in regional saints’ cults, even though the Stoglav was not primarily concerned
with them. In Chapter Four, Ivan started by referring to the council that had happened when
he was seventeen, in 1547. He described his soul’s longing for the forgotten new

wonderworkers, and their numerous miracles:

191 BusHKOVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 82.

192 PEETERS, La canonisation, op. cit., 396-401.
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‘MBI € O CeM MOJIUM CBSITHTENM BCErO HAIIero POCHUCKAro IapCTBUA: B
MUTPOIIOJINH U Bb aPXUCITUCKOITBSX, U SIMTUCKOIBAX KOMK/O BO BCAKUX mpenbiex,
MTOPYYEHHBIX M BO Tpaabx v B MOHACTHIpEX, U B MyCTHIHSX, U Bb BechX, n3BbcTHO
MBITATH U OOBICKMBATH O BEIUKHUX HOBBIX UYJOTBOPLIEX CBSIICHHBIMH COOOpBHI U
WTYMEHBI, U CBSIIIICHOMHOKW, U MHOKW, M IYCTBIHHUKHU, U KHI3bMHU, H OOSIPBI, U
0Oro0O0SI3HUBBIMH JTFOJIbMH, TI'h KOTOPBIM UYyJOTBOPEIl MPOCIABUICS BETUKUMHU
YyJIeChl M 3HAMEHUH OT KOJIMKUX BPEMEHb U B KaKOBBI JikTa. CBATUTENHE KE YOO OT
... ToBbIiIeHna Harero, MoJeHNA BCKOpe COOMPAIOT KAaHOHBI 1 )KUTHA, U Yrogeca ThX

BEJIMKHX CBATHIX HOBBIX 4yJ0TBOPIUEBS ... 1%

‘About this we ask the priests of all our Russian empire: in the metropolitan and
archepiscopal sees, and in the episcopal sees, each in every locality entrusted to him
in towns and monasteries, and wildernesses, and villages, to ask precisely and inquire
about great new wonderworkers with the holy congregations and hegumens, and
hieromonks, and monks, and hermits, and princes, and boyars, and God-fearing
people, where which wonderworker distinguished himself through great miracles
and signs, and from what time and in what years. For the priests ... following our
order, soon gather the prayers, kanony and zhitiia, and miracles of those great new
wonderworkers ...’

According to his account, having ordered the collection of information on new saints in
1547, Ivan went on to organise a second council, when he was nineteen years old, in 1549,

to decide on the appropriate celebration of these saints:

13

. TI0 HalleMy Haka3y apXHEeIUCKONbl W CMHCKOMbI, ¥ YeCTHbIA apXUMaHPHTHI,
WUTYMEHBI COOMpAlOTCs Bb NAPCTBYIOUIMU CEW TpajJ K HaM, KO OTIy Hamemy K
Makap#io, MUTPOIIOJIUTY BCesi Pycnu, KaHOHBI HOBBIX YFOJJOTBOPIIEB U KUTHA UX, U
qroJieca Ha co0Ope ToNAaralT U CBHBTEIbCTBYIOT BChMU OCBSIIIIEHHBIME COOOPBI, 1
npeaarT HOEPKBaM 60)KI/II/IM obtu un CJIaBUTH, U IIpa3aHOBATH, SIKOXE IMPOUYUM
CBATHIM OT BbKa 60Ty yroJMBIIUM IO-HACTOSIIEMY KOCroxK /10 Mbcsilia JHU U yrcia

[PECTABJIEHUA UX W CBATBIE UMEHA, U OOPETEHNA YECTHBIX MOLIEH HX ..." 19

‘... following our order the archbishops and bishops, and the honourable
archimandrites, [and] hegumens are gathering in this sovereign city by us, and by
our father Makarii, the metropolitan of all Rus’, and laying out the kanony for the
new wonderworkers and their zhitiia and miracles to the council, and bearing witness
on behalf of all their sanctified congregations, and transmitting to the churches of
God [that they should] sing and glorify and celebrate [these new saints] like the other
saints from time immemorial pleasing to God, each [with reference to] the month
and day of their death, their holy names, and the discovery of their true relics ...’

193 E.B. EMCHENKO et al. (eds.), Cmoznae. Texcm. Cnosoykaszamenn, Moscow 2015, 51-2.

194 |dem, 52.
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In the passages quoted above, Ivan mentioned more than once his reliance, for information
about saints and performance of proper veneration, on members of the clergy, from

Metropolitan Makarii down to local bishops, monks, and priests.

The moral behaviour of clergy was, in fact, one of the main concerns of the Stoglav,
explicitly summoned by Ivan IV, whose questions structured the council’s agenda. Widely
copied,'% the council’s record was divided into a hundred chapters, two of which, chapters
five and forty-one, were composed of a series of questions from the tsar to his assembled
clergymen. The first thirty-seven questions, recorded under chapter five, were mostly
concerned with the behaviour of priests and monks,! and liturgical irregularities.!®” The
second set, comprising thirty-two questions, recorded under chapter forty-one, was mostly
concerned with liturgical matters and irregularities, though it also touched on problematic
lay behaviour, including the celebration of pagan rituals, false prophets, and heretical
practices.’® Some of the questions also addressed regional customs, especially in Pskov
(questions fifteen and eighteen) and Novgorod (questions twelve and fourteen), and tried to
make them conform to more widely accepted practices. Question five deserves to be
highlighted, as it is isolated in its concern with veneration practices: it asked how Evfrosin

of Pskov and Avraamii of Smolensk (neither of whom was included in the 1547 list) should

1% BusHKoVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 85.

196 |dem, 24: moral shortcomings of the monks, drunkenness, the presence of young boys in the monastery,
and contact with women outside the monastery all came in for the tsar's disapproval.

197 EMCHENKO, Cmoanas, op. cit., 54-69.

198 |dem, 113-31.
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be celebrated. The council replied that they should be commemorated ‘like the other saintly

venerable fathers’, in sung liturgy.'®

Though the subjects addressed by other chapters are varied, they mostly revolve
around proper religious practices and behaviour, especially when it came to clergy and lay
morality. A concern with the latter transpires in the sermons of Metropolitan Daniil and the
compilation of the Domostroi, a compendium of advice on how to run a household.?® Parish

priests were often blamed for the moral decadence of the laity:

‘In 1545 Archbishop Feodosii of Novgorod wrote to the clergy of the small market
town of Ustiuzhna Zhelezopol’skaia to complain of their misdeeds and
shortcomings. They had made unauthorized changes in the liturgy, married people
within prohibited degrees of consanguinity, remarried divorced people, moved to
other eparchies, and continued to celebrate mass when widowed. All this was done
without the authorization of the archbishop’s tithers, who had complained to him of
the clergy’s behavior.”?

Parish priests represented the Church at the most local level and were therefore a crucial
intermediary between parishioners and the Church as an institution that claimed moral
jurisdiction over them. The problem, however, was that parish priests were much closer, in
terms of education and priorities, to the members of their (most often) rural community than

to any urban bishop, as Gregory Freeze eloquently summarised:

‘Before the Petrine reforms, the parish clergy of central Russia received no formal
education at all. Although they were the most literate group in Muscovite society,
their preparation for church service was limited to informal instruction by the local
priest or a lay "master." ... their literacy was rudimentary—they often could "read"
only the primer they had memorized and even more often could only read, not

write.”%%?

19 |dem, 115.

200 BusHKOVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 23, 46-9.
201 |dem, 23.

202 G, FREEZE, The Russian Levites : Parish Clergy in the Eighteenth Century, Harvard 1977, 78.
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Though Freeze’s statistical study pertained to the eighteenth century, it is unlikely that
the education of parish clergy in the sixteenth century had been any better than it was two
centuries on. Jack Kollmann, in his study of the parish priests in the Stoglav, pointed out that
the Church was chronically understaffed, and could therefore not allow itself to be ‘picky’

with candidates:

‘if bishops ordained untrained candidates to the priesthood and appointed them to a
parish, that would be in violation of canon law; but if bishops did not appoint them,
many parishes would be without a priest, churches would become abandoned, and
people would die without benefit of the sacraments.’ 2%

This was a dilemma that the Church was not in a position to solve before the eighteenth
century and the establishment of the seminary. The Stoglav merely recommended that
clergymen teach their and others’ sons, and that parishioners recruit literate priests to lead
them.?%* The fact that parishioners had control over who their priest should be was another

problem, as it created an opportunity for bribes, which the Stoglav ruled against.?%

Most parish priests were impoverished, struggling to survive on whatever donations
were offered by parishioners for the performance of religious services, and farming a plot of
land usually allocated to them in village parishes.?% Problems concerning their education,
appointment, and sources of income were mostly not solved by the Stoglav,?%” which in turn
failed to have a significant effect on lay morality. Though the Stoglav tried to increase the

power of bishops over parish clergy, in 1551 Russia only had ten vast eparchies, making it

203 J, KOLLMANN, The Stoglav Council and Parish Priests, Russian History 7/1, 1980, 66.
204 |dem, 67-8.

205 | dem, 75.

206 |dem, 78-81.

207 |dem, 91.
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difficult for bishops to look after more remote congregations. Having decided that clergy
should only be judged by clergy, the Stoglav also established the election of local priest
elders to replace the former, often corrupt, lay tithers and supervise parish clergy. If there is
some evidence of the new system in operation after the Stoglav, its effectiveness was limited,
and in 1594 a new council had to repeat the same exhortations for priest elders to be elected

and watch over disciplinary and liturgical matters.?%®

The crux of the question is probably that bishops did not have easy access to their
parish priests, who in turn were deeply embedded in local communities, more so than in the

Church hierarchy. As Kollmann concluded:

‘One hardly imagines, for example, that many parish priests followed the Stoglav
instruction to excommunicate parishioners who misbehaved in church or who failed
to attend church regularly. The village priest was too much a part of his community
and too economically dependent upon his parishioners to treat them harshly. And
bishops evidently lacked the administrative power to force the village priest to obey
Stoglav instructions.’2%®

One might get the impression that the councils of 1547, concerned with the recognition
and official commemoration of saints, and 1551, interested in the moral behaviour of clergy
and laity, were completely unrelated. If the first contributed to a religious narrative of state,
the second dealt with very practical, immediate problems. However, all mid-sixteenth
century councils were concerned with the articulation of Moscow’s interaction with the
territories it ruled. The relationship between clergy and laity at the most minute level, that
of the parish, was central to this question. Parish priests oversaw and participated in the lives
of the laity, which included marriages, funerals, and baptisms, as well as the cult of saints.

Though the impact of the Stoglav on the lives of the laity might, in practice, have been

208 BusHKOVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 23-6.

209 KOLLMANN, The Stoglav, op. cit., 91.
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limited, the council did accurately identify the agents of potential change: bishops and parish
priests. Though bishops, on the one hand, might have had, especially after the councils, a
stronger sense of belonging and subordination to Moscow, they could not easily control their
parish priests, or even, as per the Stoglav’s decision, their parish priest elders. The parish
priests themselves, on the other hand, must have had a strong sense of belonging to their
local communities and been reluctant to follow the difficult injunctions of a distant, if not

abstract, authority.

It is tempting to think of the three mid-sixteenth-century councils as part of a wider
‘centralisation programme’ often ascribed to early modern Russia. Moscow, so the argument
would go, was tightening the grip over the vast territories it conquered by using ecclesiastical
networks as vehicles of authority. However, the evidence reviewed so far would suggest that
public statements of authority, such as encyclicals and council records, might have been
more important — and, crucially, more feasible — than their practical application. When it
came to the veneration of saints, Moscow did not try to annihilate regional cults and replace
them with its own. If it did promote some politically motivated saints, including Moscow
metropolitans and Mikhail of Klopsko, it also recognised and celebrated the cults of several

non-Moscow saints.?10

Perhaps Moscow knew that imposing a cult from above to distant populations for
whom the shrine was inaccessible had little chances of success. If the regions were aware of
the major Muscovite saints, and if they did commemorate them as per Metropolitan
Makarii’s encyclical, for many if not most, it still mattered to have a physical shrine nearby,

where a local saint could offer practical assistance with any immediate needs. Probably for

210 BusHKoVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 89.
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this reason, the predominant iconography in any given place after the mid-sixteenth century

was still that of popular local saints.?

I1.3 Centralisation and Localism: a Symbiosis

The discussion above, because it is based on documents produced in Moscow by the
tsar and the ecclesiastical elite, could misleadingly imply unidirectional agency: decisions,
it might be understood, were made in Moscow and passed down through the bishops to the
regions, even if they might have gotten lost at the level of the parish clergy. Indeed, a study
of the role of Moscow in the sixteenth-century cult of saints almost inevitably leads to a
series of dichotomies: between state and society; central and regional veneration;
centralisation and the development of local identities. Within this framework, it is tempting

to assume that pan-Russian veneration was the ultimate metric of ‘success’ for a cullt.

However, this kind of assessment is likely to ignore locally popular cults that Moscow
never had an interest in promoting. If we are to understand both central and local cult
dynamics, we need to step away from binary ideas about ‘success’ and assess the visibility
of cults on an individual basis. Cults required constant effort and financing to exist, their
natural tendency, or gravity pull, being to disappear. This does not mean that, for every cult
we know of, we have the same kind or amount of evidence. That a cult is visible to us at all
implies a measure of popularity and financial investment. Sometimes visibility extends
across a large geographical area and included recognition in Moscow; sometimes it stretched

in time but did not necessarily reach Moscow. Different degrees and configurations of

211 Kanonwmsanus, 112 Tom XXX, op. cit., 307.
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visibility should not be attached to binary ideas about ‘success’. A cult that is very visible
because of its political and ideological significance might not have been as popular as a
poorly documented local cult. And just as there might have been different reasons for the
visibility of a cult, there might have been different reasons why a cult left little or no evidence

behind.

In her study of the seventeenth-century cult of Nil of Stolbnoe, Isolde Thyrét was
sceptical of the presumed dichotomy between Moscow and the provinces.?*2 Scholarship of
the last three decades has tended to agree with her. In her study of Muscovite provincial
gentry in the seventeenth century, Valerie Kivelson has, on one hand, questioned the
practical ability of pre-modern absolutist states to enforce their ideological claims.?t? On the
other hand, she has also suggested that seventeenth-century political culture — defined as a
‘zone of intersection between political practices and structures and cultural expectations,

2214

norms, and values — facilitated complex interactions between an increasingly

bureaucratised state and its provincial representatives. Rather than a dichotomy, she

suggested the relationship between the state and its agents was a matter of symbiosis:

‘The Muscovite state could not have grown without the cooperation and support of
the gentry in supervising, policing, and taxing the peasantry, and the gentry could
not have maintained its dependent labor force without the privileges and coercive
might of the state to back it.”?*

212 THYRET, Saint-making, op. cit., 497-8: ... the modern concept of a region, which implies some degree of
political independence of a realm’s outlying areas or the existence of a conscious belonging to a larger
geographical area that comprises various smaller localities adhering to common cultural principles, was
poorly developed in Muscovite Russia.

213/, KIVELSON, Autocracy in the Provinces: The Muscovite Gentry and Political Culture in the Seventeenth
Century, Stanford 1997, 2.

214 |dem, 9.

215 |dem, 209.
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In her view, the identities of the gentry as state representatives and members of local

communities were not separate, or even separable.?t®

Unlike the parish priests remonstrated by the Stoglav, who received no income or
privileges from state or Church, civil servants had an interest in being well-regarded both in
local and central administrative spheres. Sergei Bogatyrev’s study of the regional
administration of justice by local cavalrymen (gubnye starosty) agreed with Kivelson in
showing that the process of centralisation — by making members of local communities
responsible for their administration, taxation, and military conscription — in fact encouraged
the formation of regional identities and the cohesiveness of local communities: integration
and regionalism were complementary.?!” This is not to say that distinct geographical areas
lacked an identity before the sixteenth century. But they probably became more aware of it

by contrast with the representatives and demands of an increasingly intervening state.

Thyrét, Kivelson, and Bogatyrev are interested in slightly later periods, with more
developed bureaucratic and administrative systems. Yet their conclusions on the parallel
development of local identities and the centralised state remain thought-provoking in
sixteenth-century contexts. The overlap of Moscow-based interests with those of local
administrators described by Kivelson and Bogatyrev is perfectly illustrated by the

relationship between the Stroganov and imperial families.?*® The cult of Arsenii of Tver’ is

216 |dem, 25.

217 S.N. BOGATYREYV, Russia Takes Shape : Patterns of Integration from the Middle Ages to the Present,
Helsinki 2004, op. cit., 64-5, 103-5. The state also laid claim to regional identities: the Muscovite tsars
retained a long list of former independent Rus’ principalities in their title even after Ivan IV’s coronation as
tsar of all Russia in 1547. As their realm grew, the Muscovite tsars meticulously reproduced the emblems of
annexed territories on their seals. (59)

218 See a more detailed discussion from page 275.
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another example of the convergence of central and local interests. In 1485, when Prince
Mikhail Borisovich of Tver’ fled the city, Bishop Vassian opened the gates to Ivan III, who
took over the principality. Two years earlier, as the Muscovite grip tightened, Vassian had
petitioned Ivan 111 to discover the relics of Arsenii, a local saint who had been bishop of
Tver’ between 1390 and 1409. The translation of Arsenii’s uncorrupted relics was
accompanied by the production of new devotional materials, including an icon, a shroud,
and liturgy. Arsenii was officially recognised in Archbishop Makarii’s 1547 encyclical. By
promoting the veneration of a local saint just as Tver’ was succumbing to Muscovite
pressure, Bishop Vassian performed a balancing act: he reinforced the distinctive identity of
Tver’ while consulting with the grand prince and showing him the city’s willingness to

become his subject.?®

Kivelson’s study focused on five central Russian provinces.??® Narrowing the scope
even more, Thyrét painstakingly dug up every document pertaining to the cult of St Nil at
his shrine in seventeenth-century Stolbnoe. Her monograph is close to the spirit of Russian
kraevedenie, an interdisciplinary tradition that emerged in the eighteenth century alongside
local history associations. By blending the medieval chronicle tradition with recent
developments in topographical, geographical, and statistical studies, kraevedenie enthusiasts
conceived of local communities, rather than the centralised state, as the driving force of

history.?%

219 |, THYRET, Whose Cults are They? The Local and Central Contexts of the Veneration of Saints Arsenii
and Mikhail of Tver’, in: L. Steindorff (ed.), Religion und Integration im Moskauer Russland : Konzepte und
Praktiken, Potentiale und Grenzen im 14.-17. Jahrhundert, Wiesbaden 2010, 417-20.

220 KIVELSON, Autocracy, op. cit., 1: Vladimir, Suzdal’, Lukh, Iur’ev Pol’skii, and Shuia.

221 g, SMITH-PETER, How to Write a Region: Local and Regional Historiography, Kritika: Explorations in
Russian and Eurasian History 5/3, 2004, 529-32.
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There is a tension, in the historiography of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Russia,
between studies — like Thyrét’s and, to a point, Kivelson’s — whose subject is enclosed in a
narrow framework of time and space; and those concerned with the wider-scale
transformations of an expanding state. Unlike sweeping narratives, micro-histories are in a
position to detect false dichotomies between central and local government, but they also
have blind spots. Despite, or because of, their documentary richness and attention to detail,
they tend not to be interested in overarching trends or theoretical frameworks.??? The
combination of micro-histories with a wider perspective is especially important in the study
of saints’ cults, given the significant variation in veneration and promotion patterns across

space and time.

The study of saints’ cults is, to an extent, the study of a complex sum of interactions,
both between intervening actors — local and/or central — and between individual cults.
Context mattered: not only were cults more likely to be interfered with ‘from above’ if they
sprung up in the middle of an episcopal town, but they also had to negotiate for space within
a devotional landscape. In other words, cults did not emerge in a vacuum, though studies of
a single saint might make it appear so. In fact, any new saint or shrine had to compete for
attention and donations with many others, especially in urban contexts. New wonderworkers
had to find, or negotiate for, a niche in the cult network and economy. This multiplicity of
local cults is evidenced by the fact that saints attached to a certain geographical area were
often mentioned together in texts and depicted together in images, suggesting that rather than
a single patron, cities and their hinterlands associated themselves with ‘pantheons’, which

could be expanded whenever new wonderworkers emerged. If individual healing miracles

222 |dem, 534.
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were requested at specific shrines, when it came to defending and looking after a whole

region, it seems people thought the more saints the better.

Visual and textual depictions of groups of saints with ties to a certain area tended to
be arranged hierarchically. Important Church hierarchs, such as archbishops or bishops, were
mentioned first, followed by any monastic founders or monks. lurodivye invariably came
last, as shown in the list of saints invoked by the inhabitants of Pskov when their town was

besieged by the Polish king, Stefan Bathory, in 1581.:

‘ XpHUCTHUAHBCKUM K€ HapoJl ... HEBO3BpaTHY Ha/leXk /1y UMYIIe Ha Bcemoryiaro bora
... 1 Ha BoXnnxs yronHuk, 61aroBbpHBIXb BEIMKUXb KHs3€H: cBATaro Biaagumupa,
KpecTuBIIaro Pyckyro 3emirto CBATBHIM KpellleHHeMb, U 4tooTBopHaro ['aBpuuna-
BceBonona, u xpabparo kus3s Tumodes-/lomaHnTa; U Ha MPENOAOOHBIXH OTEIlb
MonuTBY — AHTOHUS, 1 Hudonra enmuckomna, n Kopamnus [leuepcknxsp; n Hukymy
IIckoBckaro ... 2%

‘the Christian people ... having irrevocable hope in God almighty ... and in those
pleasing to God, the pious great princes: saint Vladimir, who baptised the Rus’ land
with holy baptism, and the wonderworker Gavriil-Vsevolod, and the brave prince
Timofei-Domant; and in the prayer of the venerable fathers — of Antonii, and Nifont
the bishop, and Kornilii of the Caves; and of Nikula of Pskov ...’

This list’s order is interesting in that it prioritises princely saints over ecclesiastical ones,
starting with Vladimir, traditionally responsible for the Christianisation of Rus’, and the two
most popular local saints of Pskov, Princes Vsevolod and Dovmont. These are followed by
saints of the Kyiv Caves lavra — the founder Antonii and Nifont, later archbishop of
Novgorod — and Kornilii of the Pskov Caves monastery, no distinction being made between

the different Caves. Nikolai of Pskov, a iurodivyi, was at the end of the list.

Ivan IV’s letter to Metropolitan Makarii about the victory of Smolensk in 1563,

mentioned above, suggests a more complex hierarchy:

223 [Togecmb o nckoso-neuepckom monacmuipe, BIJIP 13, 492.
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‘... orma Hamrero YromoTrsopria [lerpa MuTtporonura ... oTelb HauXb Ajekchs u
Honsr Yrogoteopuosb, 1 Hukutel u Moanna u Eyeunmis 1 Mons Hoyopoaukuxs
UromoTBOp110Bh, U JleoHTis u Mcais u WUrnaaris n Sxosa u ABpamis u Cumopa u
Ilerpa PoctoBckuxb Y0ZOTBOPLIOBH, W MPEHOAOOHBIXD M OOTOHOCHBIXBH OTELb
Hammxbs Cepris u Bapanama u Kupuna u [apnaytiss m Huxutel, 1 Muxania

Kmonickaro, u mutpis Ilpmrymkoro, u IlaBma OO6HOpCcKOTO, W AJekcaHmpa

CBHUpCKOTO L2

‘... of our father the wonderworker Metropolitan Petr ... of our fathers Aleksei and
lona the wonderworkers, and Nikita and loann and Eufimii and lona the
wonderworkers of Novgorod, and Leontii and Isaii and Ignatii and lakov and
Avraamii and Sidor and Petr the wonderworkers of Rostov, and our venerable and
God-bearing fathers Sergii and Varlaam and Kiril and Pafnutii and Nikita, and
Mikhail of Klopsko, and Dmitrii of Priluki, and Pavel of Obnora, and Aleksandr of
Svir’ ...

Ivan’s mind seems to follow a geographical hierarchy, which overlaps with an ecclesiastical
one to a degree. Saintly metropolitans of Moscow are mentioned first, followed by saints
from the two most prestigious ecclesiastical towns: Novgorod, the oldest archbishopric, and
Rostov, one of the oldest sees of Rus’. Then comes a group of the most prestigious monastic
saints of Rus’ —among which Mikhail of Klopsko — and finally, beyond the passage quoted
above, some of the oldest saints of Rus’, including Vladimir, Boris, and Gleb. Beyond the
geo-ecclesiastical hierarchy, which prioritised higher church ranks and prestigious sees, Ivan
apparently recognised a hierarchy within the saints of Rostov, mentioning first four episcopal
saints, then a monastic one, then the iurodivyi Isidor, and finally a converted Mongol khan,

named Petr in baptism.??®

Icons tend to demonstrate a similar sensitivity to the hierarchy of saints, whether in
large, full-Church group depictions, such as the late sixteenth-century Moving Church (Fig.

35) or in smaller gatherings of local saints, such as the mid-sixteenth-century depiction of

224 Axmor ucmopuueckue, 0p. Cit., 320, no. 168:

225 MEL’NIK, Mcmopus nowumanus, 0p. Cit., 131: Mel’nik makes a similar analysis.
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three Rostov bishops between the monastic saints Sergii of Radonezh and Avraamii of
Rostov, with the tiny iurodivye Maksim and Isidor on the margins (Fig. 11). The latter icon
associated Moscow and Rostov saints, concurring with Ivan IV’s attachment, apparent in the
letter quoted above, to Novgorod and Rostov saints as defenders of the Muscovite state.
Whether in icons or texts, then, the growing number of Russian saints was organised
according to their geographical belonging, and local groups were in turn structured by

hierarchical order.

The fact that individual saints existed, in sixteenth-century minds, as members of
geographical ‘pantheons’ has been interpreted by scholars as the inception of sobory as they
are known today in the Russian Orthodox Church, that is, the mostly geographical ensembles
of saints jointly commemorated on a single annual feast day. Though essential to a serious
understanding of the cult of saints, the formation and development of sobory as the
commemoration of multiple saintly figures on a single occasion has received insufficient
scholarly attention. Part of the problem comes from the fact that both the Slavonic sobor and
the Greek synaxis it translates are impossibly polysemic. In Byzantium, cova&ic, broadly
speaking a gathering, could signify monastic assemblies to discuss serious affairs, offices of
prayer, the assembly for the Eucharist, or the commemorative services following six of the
Great Feasts (9 September, 26 December, 7 January, 3 February, 26 March, 30 June).?? If
we focus exclusively on the latter meaning, the oldest synaxis, that of the twelve apostles on
the 30 June, can be traced back somewhere between the fourth and sixth centuries. Later

synaxes include that of the Archangel Michael and other Bodiless Powers (fourth — sixth

226 R, TAFT — A.P. KAZHDAN, Synaxis, ODB https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-
prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-¢-
5244?rskey=EOLMzp&result=5244
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century), of St John the Forerunner (or the Baptist, eighth — ninth century), of the Most Holy
Mother of God (seventh century), and of the Three Hierarchs (Basil the Great, Gregory the

Theologian, and John Chrysostom, eleventh century).??’

The Slavonic ¢cs00ps, or cobop (s ’bor’’ | sobor), was as broad, or possibly broader,
than the Greek synaxis. Sreznevskii noted eighteen different nuances, including Church
councils, clergy as a body, prayer, text collections, or the joint celebration of saints. The
latter, described by Sreznevskii as a ‘joint celebration of the memory of a few saints’, seems
to include synaxis as a feast immediately following one of the Great Feasts: the example
given, from a 1096 liturgical calendar, mentions the sobor of lakim and Anna,??® which
followed the Nativity of the Mother of God.??® In the Academy of Sciences dictionary, one
of the fifteen meanings under cs60ps is liturgical, and usage examples include both the early
Christian sobor, or synaxis, of St Michael the Archangel and other Bodiless Powers,
celebrated on the 8 November; and the sobor of St Sergii of Radonezh, meaning simply his
liturgical commemoration.?®® The Orthodox Encyclopaedia, while corroborating the above
meanings, also notes the modern usage of a joint feast for the saints of a region, and hints at

the tentative beginnings of this practice in the sixteenth century, though it recognises that

227 ROMANENKO, «Co60pbl pyccKux CBATBIX», 0p. Cit., 170-1. | am grateful to Marc Lauxtermann for
clarifying the Byzantine meanings of synaxis for me.

228 SREZNEVSKII, Mamepuanst, T.3, 0p. Cit., col. 647-9: It is possible that this meaning was already in
existence in the eleventh century.

229 | am grateful to Ralph Cleminson for clarifying the usage of sobor as a subsidiary feast following a Great
Feast, and for pointing out the unlikeliness of the usage of sobor as a joint, annual feast day for saints of a
same region before the seventeenth century or even later. | am also grateful to Cynthia Vakareliyska for her
suggestions on determining the usage of sobor in the context of liturgical calendars. Any mistakes expressed
here are, however, mine.

20 Cnoeapw pyccrozo asvika XI-XVI, swinycx 23, G.A. Bogatova (ed.), Moscow 1996, 77-81: See meaning
10, apparently the same usage as the Greek synaxis.
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the word sobor was not used in this sense then.?! | have not, independently, found
convincing attestations of sobor used in the sixteenth century specifically to mean the
establishment of a common feast day for the saints of a certain region.? In the absence of
more systematic research, we might suspend judgement on whether or not sobory existed in
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as formal geographical groups of saints with a shared
annual liturgical commemoration, and rather focus on the fact, significant on its own, that

saints from the same area frequently appeared together in texts and images.

It is difficult to determine the earliest point at which saints from the same area were
thought of as a group, which suggests this was a gradual, organic process. The development
of local ‘pantheons’ was also significantly different across regions. In Pskov, for example,
representations of the Three Hierarchs — Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian, and John
Chrysostom, whose joint synaxis was celebrated already in Byzantium — far outnumbered
representations of local saints in pre-seventeenth century iconography, with the princes
Dovmont-Timofei and Vsevolod-Gavriil conspicuously absent.?* On the other hand,
Mel’nik has argued that the spread of liturgical collections whose contents were dedicated
to local saints — including Leontii, Isaia, Ignatii, Avraamii, and Isidor — indicates that those

wonderworkers were perceived as a group in Rostov and beyond from the early sixteenth

231 Cobopusle mamsary, 110 T. 64, 554-5;

232 ROMANENKO, «Co6opbl pyccKHX CBATBIX», OP. Cit., 172-3: Romanenko claims a joint feast day for several
Novgorod saints was established in 1439 by Archbishop Evfimii Il on the 4 October. | have not been able to
verify this information. The sobor of Novgorod saints is currently celebrated on the third Sunday after
Pentecost. | have not been able to find examples of sobor used in this sense in Archbishop Sergii’s
compilation, IHoanwii mecayecnoe Bocmoka, Tom II. Ceamoii Bocmok, Vladimir 1901.

233 |.S. RODNIKOVA, (ed.), IIckoeckas uxona XI1I-XVI eexos, Leningrad 1990, item 25: Representation of

saint Paraskeva with the Three Hierarchs, Gregory the Theologian, John Chrysostom, and Basil the Great.
Saints Paraskeva, Barbara, Uliana, and Nicholas were popular in early Pskov iconography.
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century.?* By contrast, the group of saints that emerged after the fall of the Muslim khanate
of Kazan’ was very much dictated from above. Following Ivan IV’s campaign, or holy war,
and victory in 1552, Kazan’ became an archbishopric, and after Moscow became a
patriarchate in 1589, a metropolitanate. In 1592, Metropolitan Ermogen of Kazan’ and
Astrakhan’ requested Patriarch Iov for the local commemoration, on the 24 January, of
loann, Petr, and Stefan, martyred for their Christian faith by the Muslim inhabitants of
Kazan’. In 1595, the discovery of the relics of Gurii, former archbishop of Kazan’ (d.1563)
and Varsonofii, former bishop of Tver’ (d.1576), led to their official recognition as pan-
Russian saints, and their inclusion in the local group of Kazan’ saints shaped by the area’s
history, and designed to strengthen the local Christian community in a context of ethnic

diversity and confessional tension.?®

In the latter case, the constitution of a group of saintly patrons happened over a short
period of time and was strongly directed by the politico-ecclesiastical elite. This is perhaps
an extreme example of the political potential of local ‘pantheons’, which has been picked up
on by Soviet historians. Following the 1930s work of A.M. Nikol’skii, Khoroshev saw saint-
making as a political phenomenon that evolved over time in accordance with the successive
phases of state formation: the creation of a Kyivan ‘pantheon’ at the centre of the Old Rus’
state; a period of local saint-making during the political (‘feudal’) fragmentation phase; the
creation of a national Muscovite sobor during the territorial centralisation around Moscow;

and, finally, the creation of a national Russian pantheon. He concluded that, as a consequence

234 MEL’NIK, Mcmopus nowumanus, 0p. Cit., 131: Mel’nik calls it a sobor. For an example of a liturgical
collection dominated by local saints, see PI'b. ®.304/1 Ne630, https:/lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-i/f-304i-
630/#image-255 (retrieved April 2024).

235 ROMANENKO, «Co60pbl pyCCKHX CBATBIX», OP. Cit., 180-1.

82


https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-i/f-304i-630/#image-255
https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-i/f-304i-630/#image-255

of centralisation, the mid-sixteenth century marked the end of local saint-making, from then
on a strictly national affair.?*® There are many problems in Khoroshev’s narrative, not least
the fact that interpreting saint-making exclusively as a political tool, and using the term
kanonizatsiia to describe it, completely ignores popular agency in an anachronistic attempt

to condemn the manipulation of the lower classes by the feudal elite.?’

Still, it is intriguing that the growing number of miracle cults and their
conceptualisation as groups of local patrons should coincide with the establishment and
consolidation of Moscow as a central power. This point was taken further by Romanenko,
who argued that sobory had a culturally unifying aim in the context of the great Muscovite
expansion of the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries. Geographical sobory, she proposed,
expressed a desire for stability and the preservation of local culture.?® Just as the stagnation
of local princely saint-making after the fifteenth century was symptomatic of the
concentration on a single dynastic line ruling from Moscow,?*° the tension between local
and pan-Russian sobory might have been an expression of territorial and cultural
renegotiations. Moscow had to sharpen its own image to present it to its new subjects;
conversely, recently conquered regions probably had a heightened sense of cultural self-

awareness as a consequence of their increased contact with Moscow.

236 KHOROSHEV, Toaumuueckas ucmopus., 0p. Cit.: 6-7, 189-90.

237 On top of the strong ideological bias, which gets in the way of historical analysis, he also assumes sobory
to have always existed as groups of regional saints celebrated together.

238 ROMANENKO, «Co60pbl pyccKHX CBATBIX», OP. Cit., 169-72.

239 |dem, 173: Romanenko argues the transition from princely to ecclesiastical saints was due to the latter’s
role in the creation of a unified state.
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Romanenko’s interpretation is difficult to prove and open to debate, though two points
could be made in its favour. The first is about the growing importance and prestige of bishops
in the sixteenth century, and their ability to shape local saints’ cults. Though | would not
fully embrace Bushkovitch’s narrative of ‘monastic decline’ after the fifteenth century, I
would agree that fifteenth- and sixteenth-century bishops were recognised to a greater degree
than their predecessors. The Lives of Metropolitans Petr and Aleksei set the tone for the
fifteenth-century Lives of Novgorod archbishops,?*° and the promotion of saintly bishops in
Rostov. As intermediaries between Moscow and their sees, bishops attended councils in
Moscow, and had the opportunity to shape the religious landscape in their jurisdiction by
choosing which cults to endorse and fund. We might expect them to try and raise the profile
of their sees vis-a-vis Moscow, but also to respond to the popularity of local cults and their
ability to represent a city or region. Part of the advantage of having a group of patrons, rather
than a single one, was that some cults, like that of Leontii of Rostov, could answer a diocese’s
need for prestige, while others, like that of Isidor of Rostov, might remain primarily a

bottom-up initiative.

A second point in favour of Romanenko’s hypothesis is that the evidence does suggest
both a heightened self-awareness vis-a-vis Moscow, and a sense of regional pride. The mid-
sixteenth-century Sol’vychegodsk hagiographer prided himself on miracles happening not
only in the Holy Land, but also in Russia, and in his own town.?*! By the seventeenth century,
the identification of regions with their groups of heavenly patrons was so strong that the

editor of the Tale about the miracles from the relics of Prokopii and loann of Ustiug

240 BusHKOVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 12.

241 \/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0p. Cit., 176.
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(Skazaniia o chudesakh ot moshchei Prokopiia i loanna Ustiuzhskikh) invented a
Constantinopolitan ‘pantheon’ to act as a counterpart and (imaginary) predecessor to the

other regional groups of saints he knew of:

‘Happ y00 Tpaa ONaXUT W TPOCTABIAECT BEIMKHUX W JOCTOYIOAHBIX CBATHIX H
onaxeHHbIX My Crnmeona, n Moanna, u AHnpes, ke XpHUCTa paau IOPOIAUBHIX.
Benukwuii xe HoBorpan Onaxut apxuenuckonoB Woanna, EBbumusa, Huxury u
Nony, n mpenogobnaro Bapmaama, u CaBBy, n Muxania Kimonickaro. I1ckoB sxe rpajg
ONaxuT OJIaXKCHHBIX OJIATOBEPHBIX M BEIMKUX KHs3ed Bceponoma m JlomaHra.
MockoBckoe ke Pocwuiickoe rocymapcTBO ONaXHT W CIIABUT MPEOCBSIIEHHBIX
mutpononuToB llerpa, Anekces, Nony n ®unumnma, n GmaxxeHHBIX XpUCTa pagu
Makcuma 1 Bacunusi, 1 UHBIX CBATHIX. POCTOB ke OJaXUT M CIABUT EMHCKOIIOB
Jleontus u HWcaiiro, m Urnatus, u Usakosa, Bacwmus u Edpema, u ABpaamus,
Hcumop [sic: u Cumopa] 6maxkennaro ... M xaspkao yoo cTpaHHa U rpaj Omaxar u

CIIaBST, U IOXBAISIOT CBOUX tHoILOTBopHOB.’Z“Z

‘For Constantinople blesses and glorifies the great and wondrous saints, the blessed
men Symeon, and John, and Andrew, holy fools for Christ’s sake. Novgorod the
Great blessed the archbishops loann, Evfimii, Nikita and lona, the venerable
Varlaam, and Savva, and Mikhail of Klopsko. The town of Pskov blesses the blessed
pious and great princes Vsevolod and Domant. The Muscovite and Russian state
blesses and glorifies the reverend metropolitans Petr, Aleksii, loan and Filipp, and
the blessed fools for Christ’s sake Maksim and Vasilii, and other saints. Rostov
blesses and glorifies the bishops Leontii and Isaiah, and Ignatii, and liakov, Vasilii
and Efrem, and Avraam, and the blessed Isidor ... For each country and town bless
and glorify and praise their wonderworkers.’

* * *

Saint-making in pre-modern Russia was messy and flexible. Rather than a judicial
process of canonisation, it involved negotiation at different levels and between a variety of
actors, including the faithful, members of the local and central ecclesiastical hierarchy, and
members of the lay elite. Moreover, the recognition of sanctity did not automatically
immortalise a cult: only continuous celebration could secure the status of a saint over time.

If it is tempting to see, in the mid-sixteenth-century conciliar activity orchestrated by

242 |dem, 351.
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Metropolitan Makarii, a desire to control the cult of saints, we should perhaps distinguish
between centralising discourses and practices. My impression is that Makarii was simply
reacting to the overwhelming number of — from his perspective, unofficial — new miracle
cults by ordering them to carry on. He was not attempting to prescribe a more rigorous or
structured saint-making process, which would, in any case, not have been familiar to him
from Byzantine tradition, or been enforceable in any meaningful way. This is not to say that
his centralising discourse did not have an impact on the bishops he summoned to the
councils, on their awareness of the local cults under their jurisdiction, and on the importance
of patron saints to the cultural cohesiveness of their sees — though that impact is difficult to

asSess.

That iurodivye were often minor patron saints and a relatively small part of the wider
proliferation of miracle cults should remain clear in Part 111, which separates them from their

local context and the other saints, often more popular, alongside whom they were venerated.
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From the late fifteenth century, figures started cropping up in visual and textual sources
that did not easily fit into any traditional category of sanctity — e.g., priests, monks, martyrs,
hermits, pious princes, etc. — despite sharing the characteristics of some. In texts, like
Metropolitan Makarii's encyclical acknowledging the cults of new Russian wonderworkers,
these figures were sometimes referred to as fools for Christ, or iurodivye Khrista radi,
though more general epithets of sanctity were also used to describe them in liturgical and
hagiographical texts. In iconographic sources, however, unlike clerical or monastic saints,
iurodivye were not represented wearing an instantly recognisable uniform: most of the time,
onlookers, if they were unable to decipher labels, would have had to be familiar with the

saint’s name and background to know they had led a life in iurodstvo.

Modern understandings of iurodstvo are varied. In her PhD thesis on the emergence of
the phenomenon as a textual topos, Svitlana Kobets noted a tendency among scholars to
describe rather than define it.2*3 Because it can refer to figures and behaviours ranging from
early Christianity to the Soviet period or beyond, iurodstvo has become an umbrella term for
a complex range of meanings. Kobets herself defined it as ‘a peculiar form of East Orthodox
asceticism whose practitioners feign madness in order to provide the public with spiritual
guidance but eschew praise for their saintliness’,>** while also stressing the iurodivyi’s
rejection of institutionalised asceticism and conspicuous participation in public lay life.?4
lurodstvo was perceived as a primarily ascetic feat in the works of nineteenth-century
scholar-priests, who saw in it an extreme form of surrender, a rejection of all worldly things

down to the very mind, and a model of inner strength and piety — of course, not to be literally

243 KOBETS, The Genesis, op. cit., 2.
244 1dem, 1.

245 5. KOBETS, Foolishness in Christ: East vs. West, Canadian-American Slavic Studies 34/3, 2000, 337.
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emulated.?*® Adding a culturological layer to this theological interpretation, Georgii Fedotov
explained iurodstvo as a ‘radical manifestation of Christian kenoticism’, i.e. Christ’s self-

emptying and -humiliation as a man.2%

More recently, Sergei Ivanov interpreted the asceticism of iurodstvo as secondary to
its performativity. For him, a iurodivyi was ‘a person who feigns insanity, pretends to be
silly, or who provokes shock or outrage by his deliberate unruliness’. Ultimately, Ivanov’s
understanding relies on the reception of iurodstvo: one could only be a iurodivyi if one’s
deliberately strange behaviour was perceived as a cover for piety and spiritual wisdom by
spectators.?*® Unlike nineteenth-century understandings of iurodstvo, this interpretation
emphasises the holy fool’s relation to others (his performance) over his relation to himself
and to God (his asceticism). Along the same lines, Priscilla Hunt conceived of the iurodivyi
as one ‘who makes a public display of his lowliness and uncleanliness’ both to partake in
Christ’s self-humiliation and to show others the way to spiritual salvation. She placed holy
foolery in a ‘clash of viewpoints’: that of the hagiographer, who knew the iurodivyi to be a
pious ascetic, against that of the unenlightened crowd, who might take him for a beggar or
street entertainer.*® lvanov and Hunt owe much to Aleksandr Panchenko, a pioneer in
phenomenological studies of iurodstvo, who situated it at the intersection between the lay

world of laughter and serious Church culture. For him, there were two sides to the coin of

246 KOVALEVSKII, FOpoocmso, op. Cit., 1-2. KUZNETSOV, fOpodcmso, 0p. Cit., 6.

247 G.P. FEDOTOV, The Russian Religious Mind, Volume 11, The Middle Ages: The Thirteenth to the Fifteenth
Centuries, Harvard 1966, 316.

248 lvaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 1.

249 Holy Foolishness, Hunt — Kobets, op. cit.: 1-2.
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iurodstvo: one passive (ascetic self-humiliation and performance of madness), and another

active (denunciation of the sins of others and guidance to salvation).?>°

Taken together, the above, and other,?>! studies offer a kaleidoscopic picture of
iurodstvo. However, and despite their specific approaches to the topic, they neglect to clarify
how their understanding of iurodstvo emerges from the body of evidence available to us, and
whether such an understanding is limited by boundaries of space or time. Interpretations of
early Christian holy foolery, quoting Paul the Apostle, are often recycled, scholarly tropes
about iurodstvo recited, and primary sources rarely contextualised. The sections below aim
to add a new angle to the kaleidoscope of iurodstvo by gathering as many visual and textual
sources from the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as possible, and looking at the ways in
which they characterise iurodivye. It is hoped that this approach will circumvent assumptions
— others’ and my own — about iurodstvo, and let contemporary evidence outline the

understanding(s) of iurodstvo by those in whose minds it lived.

There are limits to this approach. On one hand, the corpus of images and texts
presented here, though significant, is far from exhaustive. In my analysis, | have considered
every image of a iurodivyi | could find, and the earliest version of every text | knew of and

had access to, in print or as a scanned manuscript.?®? If the volume of iconographic material

250 |_IKHACHEV — PANCHENKO — PONYRKO, Cumex, op. Cit., 72, 79.

251 CHALLIS — DEWEY, The Blessed Fools, op. cit., 1-11: Challis and Dewey argued that, in the twentieth
century, holy fools might have been diagnosed as autistic.

252 |n the case of manuscripts, | have generally consulted one copy per text, though my impression is that
liturgical texts exist in a large number of copies. As for images, | have not reproduced here the full corpus |
created but have chosen representative examples to illustrate the main trends.

Owing to a pandemic (2020-2023) and a war (2022-), though | hoped to consult manuscripts of texts that
have neither been edited nor digitalised, | have not been able to visit Russia during my PhD (2020-2024). |
have, therefore, had to rely on published texts and scanned manuscripts. The collection of scanned
manuscripts from the Russian State Library and Trinity St Sergii lavra has been invaluable: https://lib-
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before the seventeenth century is manageable, the number and length of liturgical and
hagiographical texts has made it impossible to fine comb them within the three years
allocated to my doctoral research project.?® Despite my frustration, | have remained faithful
to my original intention to strike a compromise between depth and breadth, which | felt was

indispensable to an overall understanding of iurodstvo in this period.

On the other hand, the very creation of a corpus of images and texts relating to
iurodstvo is anachronistic in that it is highly unlikely any contemporary would have
encountered this many representations of iurodstvo in their lifetime, let alone made sense of
them as expressions of a unified phenomenon. Presented here is a twenty-first century bird’s-
eye view of cultural artifacts produced over more than a century in different places, by and
for different people, and for different reasons. If helpful to the historian, this is an artificial
perspective. | have, therefore, tried to remain open to the possibility of multiple
understandings of iurodstvo coexisting, and potentially overlapping, within my chosen time

frame.

The images and texts gathered here pertain mostly to the cults of Mikhail of Klopsko,
Isidor of Rostov, Maksim of Moscow, Nikolai of Novgorod, Prokopii of Ustiug, loann of
Ustiug, Vasilii of Moscow, and Nikolai of Pskov. These were the most visible fifteenth- and
sixteenth-century iurodivye. Despite their rough contemporaneity, the scale of their cults

varied, they operated in different geographical areas, and were promoted — or, in the case of

fond.ru/. I have also made extensive use of icon catalogues, both physical and virtual, especially the vast
collection at https://www.icon-art.info/. | hope, one day, to be able to visit the museums and shrines | have
written about here.

253 Some hagiographical texts considered here, like the Life of Vasilii, have not been edited according to
modern philological standards. Some, like the miracles of Nikolai Kochanov of Novgorod, have not been
edited at all. There are, to my knowledge, no editions of fifteenth- or sixteenth-century liturgical texts, which
exist in more copies than | could reasonably hope to read through.
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Nikolai of Pskov, discouraged — by different groups of people. | have also considered
evidence for a ninth, somewhat less prominent, iurodivyi, the monk Galaktion of
Beloozero.?* The source material selected has been, on the whole, dated to the fifteenth or
sixteenth centuries, with occasional exceptions for early seventeenth-century evidence,
when earlier evidence was unavailable. This is not to say that later sources are worth less to
the historian, but they may convey later, possibly transformed, understandings of iurodstvo

beyond the scope of this thesis.

Because | am primarily interested in holy fools as cults rather than historical figures, |
have not interpreted their often legendary life dates literally, and have therefore left out of
my analysis those holy fools who supposedly lived in the sixteenth century but can only be
found in seventeenth- or eighteenth-century evidence.?® Finally, the inception of cults is
often elusive, and my tentative chronology under I11.2.a gives but a rough idea of the relative

development of the cults discussed.

24 The only text mentioning him in this period is the Stepennaia kniga. There are no depictions of him before
the seventeenth century. | also consider an even vaguer iurodivyi from the same chronicle, Domentii.

25 Turodivye excluded from my study because the earliest evidence for them is dated to the seventeenth
century or later include: * Georgii Budilov of Shenkursk, who reportedly lived in the fifteenth century, and
for whose cult there is thin sixteenth-century evidence, though his zhitie was only written in the seventeenth
century and there are no surviving depictions of him, see I'eopruit, /15 Tom XI, 22-3. * Lavrentii of Kaluga,
who supposedly died in 1515 and whose posthumous miracles were only put in writing in the seventeenth
century, despite Ivan IV mentioning his tomb en passant in a document from 1565, see Jlaspentuii, [10 Tom
XXXIX, 595-8. * Kirill of Vel’sk, who reportedly died in the early sixteenth century, and whose relics,
according to the seventeenth-century tale about his miracles, were translated in 1587, see Kupun, 7713 Tom
XXX1V, 378-81. * Toann, nicknamed Bol’shoi Kolpak (Big Cap), of Moscow, who reportedly died around
1589, and whose zhitie is dated to 1647, see M.D. KAGAN, XXutne NoanHa, MOCKOBCKOTO FOPOTUBOTO, TIO
npo3suiy bonemoit Kommak, CKK/[P (XVII, 1), 355-9. * loann Vlasatyi (the Hairy) of Rostov, who
reportedly died around 1580, and whose zhitie was written in the seventeenth century, see Moans, 710 Tom
XXIII, 333-40. * Artemii Tret’iak of Rostov, whose single-paragraph biography was included in the Life of
loann Vlasatyi, see previous reference. * Simon of Tur’evets, who reportedly died in 1594 and whose zhitie is
dated to 1698, see IVANOV, Holy Fools, op. cit., 326; and * Arsenii of Novgorod, who reportedly died in
1572, and whose zhitie is found in manuscripts from the eighteenth century on, see Apcenuit Hosropoackui,
11D Tom 111, 438-9.
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1.1 Iurodivye in Visual Sources

I am by no means an art historian, and this thesis is primarily based on texts.
Nevertheless, my intention being to sketch a holistic picture of iurodstvo in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries, | realised that a study dealing exclusively with texts risked exaggerating
their accessibility to and importance for their mostly illiterate contemporaries. Unlike texts,
images did not depend on performance, i.e., private or public reading, to be accessed, and if
some wonderworking icons were controlled by clergy, most were available for personal
devotion in public places of worship. There was an immediacy to visual representations of
saints: icons symbolised holy persons with which one could interact.?>® In a rare description
of the faithful’s relationship with icons, the Sol’vychegodsk hagiographer explained that the

icon of Prokopii was an embodiment of the saint himself:

‘Cust yOO 4r0IOTBOpHAsi HKOHA COKpOBHILE HercTompmMoe. CHro yoo 40 JOTBOPHYIO

HWKOHY MBI BUIANLY, KK CaMOT'0 TOI'O KHMBa OTIIa CBOCTO 3pHUM, HO YXOBHO BCErja C

HaMH €CTh M HEOTCTYITHO NMPEOBIBAET BO CBATEH cell OOMTENM U BUAMT BeexX Hac. 2’

‘For this wonderworking icon is an inexhaustible treasure. For when we look at this
wonderworking icon, it is as if we were seeing our very father [Prokopii] alive, but
spiritually he is always with us and unremittingly remains in this holy house [the
Boris and Gleb monastery] and sees all of us.’

The presence of icons in communities was central: they dispensed individual healings and
protected cities or whole regions in response to prayers, thereby forming relationships with
believers that texts could hardly establish. In other words, the image of a saint played a

crucial role in consolidating their cult.?®

2% H, MAGUIRE, Icons of their Bodies : Saints and their Images in Byzantium, Princeton 1996: Maguire
writes on relationships with icons of saints in a Byzantine context.

BTV LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0p. Cit., 175.

258 0.A. TUMINSKAIA, Hxona 10podusozo (06pasz 10pooueozo 6o Xpucme 6 pycckom uzo6pasumensHom
uckyccmee no3onezo Cpeonesexosvs u Hosoeo epemenu, Saint Petersburg 2016, 204.
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Saints were frequently identified in writing on visual representations, though most
people would not have been able to read the labels. Instead, they had to rely on visual literacy
to identify images of saints. The iconographic archetypes at the base of this visual vocabulary
were codified in icon painting guides, or ikonopisnye podlinniki, used by icon painters as a
reference on how to represent any saint they might be called to depict.?>® Ikonopisnye
podlinniki were structured like liturgical calendars, listing every feast day in the year and
giving a detailed description of every saint’s physical appearance, often with reference to
other type-defining saints. The religious way of life chosen by a saint was usually obvious
from their representation: monks and hegumens were represented in monastic garb, bishops
and metropolitans wore episcopal vestments, hermits had long hair and beard and were
quasi-naked, pious princes were richly dressed, etc. Within these generic types, details, such

as beard shapes or special attributes, could offer clues as to the individual identity of a saint.

Holy fools did not fall neatly into any visual category, and, when taken together, their
representations might at first seem confusingly heterogeneous. One reason for this might
have been that, as recent saints, their representations might have been based on living
memory and not yet subjected to archetyping. However, their visual heterogeneity could also
be due to them not being perceived as part of a homogenous and well-delineated category of
sanctity. Their representations borrowed traits from those of prophets, martyrs and pious

laymen, hermits, and in one case, monks. | have tried to trace these genealogies in my

259 | will be referring to a late sixteenth-century icon painting guide in a Novgorod manuscript, edited in the
nineteenth century: Hxononucnulii noonunnux Ho620podckoil pedaxyuu no cogpuiickomy cnucky konya XVI
sexa. C sapvanmamu uz cnuckoe 3aberuna u Quaumonosa, Moscow 1873. The editors do not, as far as | can
tell, name the manuscript, though they say on page 9 it is from the seventeenth century. Not having been able
to consult the manuscript myself, I suspect it is this: PHb. Cod. Ne 1523, dated to the second quarter of the
seventeenth century. A much more comprehensive eighteenth-century icon painting guide, along with other
later podlinniki, is frequently cited in secondary literature, but I will not be using them in the present study as
my aim is to capture fifteenth- and sixteenth-century understandings of iurodstvo.
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analysis. | have also divided representations of holy fools into artificial categories, hoping

these would help make sense of the evidence.

II1.1.a (Semi-)naked Iurodivye

One famous holy fool was frequently depicted in Rus’ long before the sixteenth
century: the salos Andrew of Constantinople. There are, curiously, almost no iconographic
precedents for him from Byzantine times, with the notable exception of a fresco in the
hermitage of St Neophytos in Cyprus, dated to the late twelfth century.?®® St Andrew the
Fool for Christ is identified by an inscription transcribed by Cyril Mango and Ernest
Hawkins, who published and described the image when they collaborated on the restoration
of the wall paintings in the monastery of St Neophytos in 1963. The holy fool was depicted
in a rectangular panel on the south wall of the cell (Fig. 1 below), with ‘unkempt grey beard’,
wearing a ‘short-sleeved fleecy white garment tied around his waist with a cord’, and holding
a ‘branch with red, blue and green leaves’ in his right hand.?! The branch might be identified
as some of the extraordinary flowers Andrew encountered in the episode of his Life where

he had a vision during which he was shown around paradise.?®2

260 A KAZHDAN — N. SEVCENKO, Andrew the Fool, ODB https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-
prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-¢-
0267?rskey=L ZbJWR&result=267 (retrieved May 2023).

261 E, HAWKINS — C. MANGO, The Hermitage of St. Neophytos and Its Wall Paintings, Dumbarton Oaks
Papers 20, 1966, 121, 179, fig. 92.

262 |, RYDEN (trans. and ed.), The Life of St Andrew the Fool, Vol. Il: Text, Translation and Notes.
Appendices, Uppsala 1995, 47-6: | am grateful to Marc Lauxtermann for pointing this out to me.
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https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-e-0267?rskey=LZbJWR&result=267
https://www-oxfordreference-com.ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/display/10.1093/acref/9780195046526.001.0001/acref-9780195046526-e-0267?rskey=LZbJWR&result=267

Figure 1. St Andrew the Fool.
Hermitage of St Neophytos, Cyprus, late twelfth century

Very rare in Byzantium, the above iconography, was probably not known in Rus’,
where an iconographic scene involving Andrew of Constantinople emerged in connection
with the establishment of the feast of Pokrov by Prince Andrei Bogoliubskii in the twelfth
century.?%® Based on an episode from the Byzantine Life of Andrew, where the saint saw the

Virgin lay her protective veil — or pokrov, meaning both veil and protection in Slavonic —

263 J, SHEPARD, “Constantinople Imaginaire” in Northern and Western Eyes: The Uses of Imperial Imagery to
Twelfth-century Outsiders, Constantinople Réelle et Imaginaire Autour de I’'Oeuvre de Gilbert Dagron,
Travaux et Mémoires 22/1, 2018, 785; |. SEVCENKO, Russo-Byzantine Relations after the Eleventh Century,
Proceedings of the Xlllth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Oxford 1967, 95.
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over a Constantinopolitan congregation in the Blachernae church,?®* the feast inspired a very
popular type of icon. Though it might have existed as early as the thirteenth century,?®® one
of its earliest and best-preserved examples dates to c. 1399 and comes from the Zverin
monastery (Fig. 2 below) in Novgorod, a region where this iconography was especially
popular.?® In Pokrov iconography, Andrew is usually depicted in the bottom right corner,
pointing out the Virgin hovering above the congregation to his confidant and spiritual

disciple Epiphanios (Fig. 2 to 5 below).
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Figure 2. Pokrov. Figure 3. Pokrov.
Zverin monastery, Novgorod, c. 1399 Vologda (?), mid-sixteenth century
Novgorod State Integrated Museum-Reserve Tretyakov Gallery

264 RYDEN, Life of St Andrew, Vol. 11, op. cit., 255-6.

265 | S. MILIAEVA, IMamsatauk ramanxoii xusonucu X1 8., Cosemckas apxeonozusn 3, 1965, 250: There is at
least one thirteenth-century example from modern-day Ukraine.

266 A KRizA, Depicting Orthodoxy in the Russian Middle Ages : The Novgorod Icon of Sophia, the Divine
Wisdom, Oxford 2022, 215-17.
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Sergei Ivanov has argued that the iconographic type of Andrew in Pokrov scenes
underwent a transformation as one version of the saint, with long hair and beard and wearing
a fleecy tunic (Fig. 2 above), gradually gave way to another, with shorter hair and beard and
wearing a rag that bared his shoulder and chest (Fig. 3 above), concluding that Andrew ‘was
transformed from a prophet into a holy fool.”?®” Incidentally, the first, prophet-like, type is
strikingly similar to the fresco in the hermitage of St Neophytos, and we can wonder whether
an image like it did, after all, find its way to Rus’. More importantly, the conclusion that
Andrew was first perceived and depicted as a prophet, and then as a holy fool is perhaps
hasty, considering that, as Ivanov admits, the two iconographic types coexisted almost from
the start, and the representation of Andrew in a fleecy tunic, albeit rarer, persisted into the
sixteenth century (Fig. 5 below). It seems, moreover, dangerously teleological to suggest
that Andrew was depicted ‘as a holy fool’ in the fifteenth or early sixteenth century, a time
from which no other depictions of such saints survive, and when icon painters were probably
in the process of working out ways to depict iurodstvo. More probably, the semi-naked
iconographic type of Andrew influenced the way later iurodivye were depicted and might
have been influenced in return: in one sixteenth-century icon, Andrew uncharacteristically
wore a white loincloth similar to Maksim’s (Fig. 4 below, compare with Fig. 15 below). But
it would be inaccurate to say Andrew conformed to a pre-defined visual understanding of

iurodstvo.

267 lvaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 256-7, 263-4.
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Figure 4. Pokrov. Figure 5. Pokrov.
Obonezh’e, first third of sixteenth century Novgorod region, early sixteenth century
Collection of E.A. Terletskii Nizhny Novgorod State Art Museum

Though the Pokrov iconography remained popular well into the sixteenth century, St
Andrew of Constantinople was virtually indissociable from it and was almost never depicted
by himself. Even within the Pokrov iconography, and despite his important role in the scene,
Andrew’s silhouette was somewhat lost in the crowded composition, whose central figure
remained the Virgin. He was, after all, only a witness to her powers. The only preserved
representation of Andrew by himself is a remarkable mid-sixteenth-century State Russian
Museum icon, where the saint is wearing a green rag baring his chest and surrounded by
eighteen vignettes with scenes from his life, including some of his visions (of a fight with

the devil, of St John the Apostle, of Jesus Christ, of the pokrov of the Virgin in the

99



Blachernae church) and the miracle where closed church doors opened for him.2®8 Andrew’s
lack of popularity as an independent subject of iconography is reflected in the sixteenth-
century icon painting guide, where he is not mentioned on the 1 October under the feast of
the Virgin’s Pokrov, and though he does appear under his own feast day, on the 28 May, the
guide only informs of the passing of Andrew, the fool for Christ, without specifying any

iconographic characteristics.?%®

Figure 6. St Andrew of Constantinople.
Moscow, early sixteenth century

State Russian Museum

268 Annpeit ropomusbit, 119 Tom 11, 391-3, esp. 393: Probably from a church dedicated to him in the
Novgorod Sitetsk monastery. Co6opsi.py, HapoHblii Katamor mpaBoCIaBHbIN apXUTEKTypbl, CHTEIKHi
MOHACTHIPb, ypouniie. LlepkoBs Anapes braxennoro (FOpoansoro) va Cutke.
https://sobory.ru/article/?0bject=49881 (retrieved April 2024): The monastery’s church, built in 1371 by a
certain Natal’ia, had an unusual dedication to St Andrew of Constantinople and is currently underground.
The monastery was already in decay by the seventeenth century.

269 Yxononucuuiii nooaunHux, op. Cit., 234, 107.
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Despite the ultimate prevalence of the semi-naked type of Andrew, the survival of his
prophet-like type into the sixteenth century shows that he was perceived not only as an
ascetic mortifying his body, but also as a visionary, a characteristic he shared with most
iurodivye.?’® On the other hand, the association with prophets and hermits anchored Andrew,
and iurodivye more generally, in a respectable tradition of Christian asceticism. Though it
was not particularly well-known in Rus’,?’* the Life of Symeon of Emesa, another Byzantine
salos, is a good illustration of the conceptual discomfort brought about by the idea of a
homeless ascetic living alone in a city. Its author, Bishop Leontios of Neapolis, was eager to
demonstrate his subject’s ascetic pedigree by having him live in the desert as a hermit for
twenty-nine years before moving on to the supremely challenging feat of living in the city,
a place that epitomised sin.?’? The reader is constantly reminded of ‘the indescribable
austerity of Symeon’s regimen, although he lived in the city and associated with women and

men 9273

It is probably no coincidence that both of Andrew’s iconographic types shared traits
with those of prophets and hermits who spent most of their lives in the desert, and whose
semi-nakedness often highlighted their physical exertion (Fig. 10 below). Not least among
them was St John the Forerunner, or the Baptist, whose popular and flexible iconographic

type alternated between a fleecy tunic (Fig. 7 below) and a bared shoulder and chest (Fig. 8

210 [vaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 308: Ivanov goes as far as suggesting that the ability to make prophecies
was the principal characteristic of iurodstvo.

211 0.V. TVOROGOV, TTepeBoAHbIE KUTHS CBATHIX B JApeBHEPYCCKOit kumxHocTd XI1-XV BB., TOJPJI 59,
2008, 65-6: The Life of Symeon is preserved in a single fourteenth-century and five fifteenth-century Rus’
manuscripts.

272 KRUEGER, Symeon, op. cit., 148.

273 |dem, 153.
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below).2”* Mary of Egypt, who atoned for her past as a prostitute by spending over four
decades as a solitary ascetic in the desert, was celebrated in Rus’ from the late eleventh or
early twelfth century,?”® and represented with a bared shoulder and chest; the lack of a beard
was her main distinction from Andrew (Fig. 9 below). Perhaps the ascetic, rather than the
prophetic, iconographic type of Andrew — and its iurodivyi variations — prevailed not because
the visionary aspect of holy foolery was perceived as less important than the ascetic, but
because there was unease about justifying the presence of solitary pious men in cities.
Emphasising the feat’s ascetic, over its prophetic, aspect was perhaps the most effective way

to deflect suspicions of sinfulness.
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Figure 7. St John the Baptist. Figure 8. St John the Baptist.
Tver’ region (?), fifteenth century laroslavl’, ¢. 1570
Tretyakov Gallery Yaroslavl Museum-Preserve

214 TUMINSKAIA, Hkona 1opodueozo, 0p. cit., 221: Tuminskaia has identified St John the Baptist as the main
iconographic model for fifteenth- and sixteenth-century images of iurodivye.

275 Mapus Erunerckas, 119 Tom XLINI, 549.
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Figure 9. Saints Catherine, Jacob, and Figure 10. Hermits Macarius of Egypt,

Mary of Egypt. Onuphrius the Great, Peter the Athonite.
Novgorod region, late sixteenth or early Novgorod, late fifteenth or early sixteenth
seventeenth century century
Tretyakov Gallery Tretyakov Gallery

Though it is often difficult to date icons with any degree of precision, there are, to my
knowledge, no representations of iurodivye firmly dated to the fifteenth century, and very
few to the first half of the sixteenth century. One of the earliest known icons where iurodivye
appear is an image of Rostov saints, with the small figures of Maksim of Moscow and Isidor
of Rostov on the margins, variously dated from the late fifteenth- to the mid-sixteenth
century (Fig. 11 below). An unusual icon of Prokopii of Ustiug, depicted from the waist up,
has also been dated to the first half of the sixteenth century (Fig. 25 below). All other icons
of iurodivye in the period that concerns us belong to the second half of, and many of them

to the late sixteenth century. Like their textual counterparts, and like Pokrov icons, visual
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representations of iurodivye have been traced back primarily to northern Rus’, including

Vologda, Ustiug, and Novgorod, and, with the rise of Vasilii to popularity, Moscow.

If one had to guess how Russian iurodivye were to be depicted, it would be reasonable
to assume their iconography to copy images of the only holy fool familiar from Rus’
iconography: Andrew of Constantinople (Fig. 2 to 6 above). In reality, however, there were
almost as many ways of depicting iurodivye in the sixteenth century as there were iurodivye.
Only one, Isidor of Rostov, out of the eight considered here, bore a strong iconographic
resemblance to Andrew of Constantinople. Keeping in mind that these are anachronistic
categories for the modern historian’s convenience, we can empirically organise
representations of iurodivye in three groups: one emphasising the ascetic nakedness of
iurodstvo, one highlighting the lay provenance of its practitioners, and a single outlying

monastic holy fool.

The tradition depicting iurodivye as fully or semi-naked associated them, if not
verbatim, with Andrew of Constantinople and through him with early Christian prophets and
hermits. As with Andrew, the (semi-)nakedness of iurodivye exposed their ascetic prodigy,
winters in Russia being harsher than in Constantinople or the Egyptian desert, and revealed
their skinny, mortified flesh.?’® This was a way of hinting at their behaviour, as images
usually lacked the narrative dimension of texts, especially as hagiographical icons of
iurodivye were rare. On the other hand, nakedness also called to mind the nakedness and
purity of Adam before the Fall.?’” Both meanings — the ascetic rigour of hermits and

sinlessness of the first man — were displayed in images of (semi-)naked iurodivye, almost as

216 A, PREOBRAZHENSKII, UkoHorpadus Bacumus BiiaxxeHHOr0: HEKOTOPBIE acTIEKThI H3ydeHus, in: E.M.
lukhimenko, fOpoousvie ¢ pyccroii kynvmype, Moscow 2013, 54.

277 |dem, 52.
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an argumentative shield against those who viewed them as fundamentally suspect isolated
men, unregulated by any religious community or hierarchy and living among sinful

laypeople.

If nakedness tagged iurodivye as ascetics and gave them credibility as such, it also
opened up performative meanings for iurodstvo. One of Andrew of Constantinople’s first
gestures as a salos was to take his shirt off and ‘cut it into pieces like a lunatic’;2’® and when
Deacon John asked Symeon of Emesa if he wanted to wash his mortified body, the salos
‘stripped off his garment and placed it on his head, wrapping it around like a turban’ before
entering the women’s bath.?”® Panchenko famously stated that nakedness was the costume
of holy foolery, thereby implying its performative dimension and the role of nakedness in
identifying the holy fool in the eyes of the spectator.?®® Even when they were depicted with
other saints, (semi-)nakedness singled out iurodivye as different and drew attention to them.
Performative nakedness had a double edge, though: if it could be interpreted as a symbol of

purity, it could also recall the potential sinfulness of the flesh and be shocking to viewers.

One of the earliest preserved depictions of iurodivye, dated to the first third of the
sixteenth century, included the tiny marginal figures of Isidor of Rostov and Maksim of
Moscow on either side of episcopal and monastic saints, all identified with red labels above

their heads, though the one for Isidor is severely damaged.?! The episcopal and monastic

278 RYDEN, Life of St Andrew, Vol. 11, op. cit., 19.

279 KRUEGER, Symeon, op. cit., 153.

280 |_IKHACHEV — PANCHENKO — PONYRKO, Cumex, op. Cit., 92-3.

8L A.G. MEL’NIK, Hkonozpagus pocmoéckux ceésmoix . Kamanoz evicmasxu, Rostov 1998, 54, item 34. The
dating is not universal; a discussion of different opinions can be found in: A.G. MEL’NIK, O BpemeHn
Co3/1aHusT HKOHBI «POCTOBCKME M M30paHHBIE MOCKOBCKHE CBSIThIE» n3 cobpanust PocToBckoro myses, in:

V.V. Ziakin (ed.), Ucmopus u kynemypa Pocmosckoui zemnu, Rostov 2007, 308-316. The following date this
icon to the late fifteenth or early sixteenth century: V.l. VAKHRINA (ed.), Hxoust uz cobpanuss Pocmogckozo
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saints — St Sergii of Radonezh, and Saints Avraamii, lasaia, Ignatii and Leontii of Rostov —
were four times larger than the iurodivye on the margins, who look like an afterthought (Fig.
11 below).?82 Though symmetry was clearly a concern for the author of this composition,
who surrounded the three episcopal saints at the centre with two monastic saints, next to
which he placed the smaller iurodivye, Maksim and Isidor were depicted in slightly different
ways that matched their individual iconographic types found elsewhere: Maksim wore
nothing but a white loin cloth, and Isidor was covered in a dark rag showing his bare shoulder
and chest, like Andrew of Constantinople. Curiously, Maksim and Isidor were represented
in similarly marginal positions in a three-tiered icon, dated to 1565, with scenes of the
elevation of the cross and Pokrov on the upper tier, and a selection of thirty-two saints on
the lower tiers. Maksim and Isidor are respectively on the left and right edges of the middle

tier, as in the Rostov icon, each with his characteristic clothing.?®

mysesi-zanogeonuxa: Kamanoe, Moscow 1991, 16-17, item 6; A.V. RYNDINA (ed.), 1000-zemue pyccxoii
xyooorcecmeennotl Kyabmypot, Moscow 1988, 67, item 85.

282 lyvaNov, Holy fools, op. cit., 270.

283 V/.I. ANTONOVA — N.E. MNEVA, Kamanoz dpesnepycckoii acuonucu Xl — navana XVl e.6., 1 (XI—
nauano XVI sexa), Moscow 1963, 523, item 14.
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Figure 11. Saints Maksim of Moscow (left detail), Sergii of Radonezh, and
Isaia, Leontii, Ignatii, Avraamii, and Isidor of Rostov (right detail).
Rostov region, mid-sixteenth century
State Museum-Preserve “Rostov Kremlin”

In agreement with his surviving depictions, in the late sixteenth-century podlinnik
Isidor was listed under the 14 May as ‘blonde, long hair, beard like Christ, bared right
shoulder, ochre clothing’.?3* He was invariably represented in this way,? including in the

magnificent embroidery commissioned in 1571 by Ivan 1V — but only completed in 1585,

284 Pxononucuwiii nooaunnux, op. Cit., 102: pyc, enacvi eenuxu, 6pada Xpucmosa, niewo npasoe Hazo, pusa
Canxup.

285 PREOBRAZHENSKII, MkoHorpadus Bacumus, op. cit., 54: Preobrazhenskii offered examples of other
representations of Isidor, including a detail of a late sixteenth-century group composition where Andrew’s
rag is uncharacteristically white. A.G. MEL’NIK, [Tsiqanunbie ukonsl XV — wadana XVII B. pyccKux CBSITBIX,
pesnsisi Pyco. Bonpocwsl meduesucmuxu 2(46), 2011, 86, item 19, 87, item 26: Two late sixteenth- or early
seventeenth-century depictions of Isidor in smaller groups of saints.
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after his death — for the saint’s tomb (Fig. 12 below).2% Isidor was rarely depicted alone, and
never, as far as | know, before the seventeenth century, though he did appear in sixteenth-
century menology icons, where all the saints celebrated in one same month were depicted
together. He was also represented with other saints, identified by labels above their heads,

in wood carving, a technique popular in sixteenth-century Rostov (Fig. 13 below).?8’

Figure 13. Saints Nicholas the
Wonderworker, Petr the Horde tsarevich, and
Avraamii and Isidor of Rostov (St Aleksii
Metropolitan of Moscow, left margin).
Rostov, mid-sixteenth century
State Museum-Preserve “Rostov Kremlin”

Figure 12. St Isidor of Rostov.
Moscow, 1571-1585
State Museum-Preserve “Rostov
Kremlin”

286 \/,G. PUTSKO, IIutsie noxpossl XVI B. ¢ n3obpaxenusMu XpucTa paau opoauBsix, Coobuyenus
Pocmoeckozo myses. Boinyck 19, Rostov 2012, 213-14, 218: The writing along the shroud’s edges was
transcribed by Putsko and offers information on the commission by Ivan IV and completion of the work
under Fedor I, as well as identifying the saint represented as Isidor, the iurodivyi for Christ’s sake and Rostov
wonderworker.

27 Yiewnop, 112 Tom XXVII, 174, 176; 1.M. SOKOLOVINA, O6 0/1HO#i IpyTITiE PE3HBIX POCTOBCKMX HKOH X VI
B., Coobwenuss Pocmosckoeo Myses. Buinyck 6, Rostov 1994, 114.
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Maksim and Isidor were both depicted in frescoes. In the Moscow Kremlin
Annunciation cathedral, whose frescoes are dated to 1547-1551, they appear from the waist
up in round frames next to each other (Maksim, Fig. 14 below).?® In the Annunciation
cathedral of Sol’vychegodsk, whose design was based on that of the Moscow Kremlin and
whose frescoes were started in 1597 and completed in 1600, Isidor was part of the main altar
decoration and Maksim was represented in the chapel of St John the Theologian, not far from

the hermits and martyrs.28

Though he was one of the first iurodivye represented visually, Maksim was not
described in the late sixteenth-century podlinnik. If he might have been depicted in the late
fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries,?*® some of his earliest representations were likely lost
in the 1737 fire that destroyed the church dedicated to him in Moscow, along with his
remains.?®! He does, however, appear in an early sixteenth-century Hexameron (Shestodnev)
composition (Fig. 36 below). In surviving representations, and apart from fresco decorations,
Maksim was always depicted with other saints, especially Vasilii of Moscow, other
iurodivye, or Rostov saints. In the 1570s illustrated manuscript of the Letopisnyi svod,?%2
there is a miniature of a miracle where Maksim, depicted lying in his tomb with a small

identifying label above his body, posthumously healed a man’s leg (Fig. 15 below). In this

28 The fresco is severely damaged, and I have only seen a partial reproduction of it where no label is
discernible. The identification of Maksim is made by A.S. Preobrazhenskii in Makcuwm, 7713 Tom XLII, 743.

289 |bid. A. PREOBRAZHENSKII, MoHyMeHTanbHas KUBOMHUCH biarosemenckoro cobopa, in: K. Velikhovskaia
and T. ludkevich, Bxrao. Xyoooicecmeennoe nacneoue Cmpozanosvix XVI-XVII gexoe 6 myzesx

Conveviuezoocka u Ilepmckozo kpascboprux, Perm’ 2017, 1567, 213 (item 57), 228.

29 Maxkcum, 12 Tom XLII, op. cit., 743: An early example is the (now renovated) fresco of Maksim near his
namesake, Maksim the Confessor, in the Moscow Kremlin Dormition cathedral, dated to 1481 or 1513-15.

291 1bid.

292 |dem, 742: The illustrated manuscript is PHB. F.IV.232. fol. 601.
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image, Maksim’s white loincloth is longer than elsewhere, a slight modification that would

later take over from the rather scanty loincloth still predominant in the sixteenth century.

Figure 14. St Maksim of Moscow. Figure 15. Tomb of St Maksim of Moscow
Annunciation cathedral, Moscow Kremlin, working a posthumous miracle.
1547-1551 Moscow, 1570s (PHB. F.1V.232. fol. 601)

National Library of Russia

By the time the iconography of loann of Ustiug was developed, representations of
Andrew, Maksim, Isidor, and Prokopii were already in circulation,?®® and it is surprising that
he did not entirely conform to any one of them, though he adhered to the semi-naked group
of iurodivye. His most distinctive feature was his young age: unlike his bearded colleagues,
loann was consistently depicted as a beardless youth, a characteristic that might have been

based on living memory or on his hagiography. The first known representations of loann of

293 Yoann, 119 Tom XXIII, 352.
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Ustiug followed his zhitie and recognition as a local saint by Metropolitan Makarii in the
mid-sixteenth century. Though the late sixteenth-century podlinnik does not mention him,
he was depicted with Prokopii of Ustiug, both praying to the Virgin, on an icon of the second
half of the sixteenth century, and with twenty-four scenes from his life on two hagiographical
icons, respectively from the late sixteenth century and 1602.2°* Rarely depicted alone,
especially beyond Ustiug, loann was almost always seen by Prokopii’s side (Fig. 16 and 17
below, both bearing identifying labels). However, Prokopii, whose cult and iconography
were far more widespread than Ioann’s, was frequently depicted with other saints or by

himself, and without his younger compatriot.

Though he wore a white tunic in the Sol’vychegodsk cathedral fresco (Fig. 16
below),?®® Joann’s iconographic type in the seventeenth century converged towards
Andrew’s and Isidor’s, his tunic becoming more ragged and revealing his bare shoulder (Fig.
17 below).?%® In its earlier version, however, loann’s tunic was not unlike that of Alexios the
Man of God, or that of lakov of Borovichi in some of his seventeenth- or eighteenth-century
icons. Surprisingly for a corpse whose history was unknown, lakov was occasionally
remembered as a iurodivyi in some sources, rather than a pious layman, or pravednyi, his
official title. Some of his depictions are strikingly close to the later type of Maksim of

Moscow, with the longer loincloth. Like loann, lakov was generally represented as a

2% |dem, 354, 356: | have not been able to see any of these icons. Preobrazhenskii mentions that the
hagiographical icons of loann are very similar to three hagiographical icons of Prokopii, two from the late
sixteenth century, and one from 1602.

2% PREOBRAZHENSKII, MOHyMeHTaIbHas KMBOIHCH, Op. Cit., 202.

2% M.S. TRUBACHEVA (ed.), Hxonvr cmpozanosckux somuun XVI-XVII sexos : ITo mamepuanam
pecmaspayuonnvix pabom BXHPI] umenu axademuxa U. J. I pabaps, Moscow 2003, item 38 on page 158,
description on page 54.
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beardless young man.?®” There seems to have been, in fact, a continuum between
iconographic types of iurodivye and pious laymen like Alexius and lakov, suggesting that
iurodivye were perceived as an extension of the pious layman, a hypothesis supported by the
fact that they were often grouped together in large-scale iconographic compositions (Fig. 35

to 37 below).2%®

Figure 16. Saints Prokopii and loann Figure 17. Saints Prokopii and loann of
of Ustiug before the Virgin and Child. Ustiug before Christ.
Annunciation cathedral, Sol’vychegodsk, Sol’vychegodsk, 1611

1600 Solvychegodsky Museum-Reserve

Vasilii of Moscow was by far the most widely depicted iurodivyi, and the only one in

the sixteenth century for whom the ascetic iconographic type of iurodstvo was taken to its

27 Yaxkos, I12 Tom XX, op. cit., 491 and forward.

29 PREOBRAZHENSKII, Mkonorpadus Bacunus, op. cit., 66-7.
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logical extreme: full nakedness. Reminiscent of Adam’s purity before the Fall, Vasilii’s
haloed and fully naked body was a highly unusual iconographic type and made him instantly
recognisable both among iurodivye and other saints.?®® As Ol’ga Tuminskaia pointed out,
nakedness, especially in its most extreme representations, like Vasilii the Naked’s, was
shocking; it provoked a reaction and forced the viewer to do intellectual work. Medieval
distaste for the Classical veneration of the human body’s beauty meant that Christ was the
only figure regularly represented with little to no clothing. Probably more than Adam before
the Fall, representations of Vasilii likely reminded viewers of Christ’s passion more than
anything.>® Yet Tuminskaia has also argued that the 1589 embroidery of Vasilii might have
been designed from a real likeness, which touches on the ecclesiastically controversial matter
of whether real, individual people should be represented.®* The striking appearance of
Vasilii, along with the highly individualised representations of many other iurodivye, would
suggest that the portraiture trend in icons became acceptable in the later part of the sixteenth
century. Living memory of Vasilii might still have been alive in 1589. After his death in the
1550s, he was consistently mentioned as the Naked, or nagokhodets, in the earliest sources,
including the 1560s Stepennaia kniga, and it is likely that his fully naked representations
reflected the strong image he left in the popular imagination of Moscow dwellers. When his
cult was officially sponsored by the Church and state — which shaped the places, images, and
narratives celebrating him — his fully naked figure, though potentially controversial, was
fully embraced and disseminated far and wide. Vasilii became the only iurodivyi to be

frequently represented by himself.

299 Bacunuit Bnaxennsiit, 1713 Tom VII, 123-31, esp. 129 and forward.
300 TUMINSKAIA, Hrona 1opodueozo, 0p. Cit., 208, 216, 234-6.

301 |dem, 237-9, 242.
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The earliest known representation of Vasilii is a miniature from the 1570s illustrated
Letopisnyi svod, based on events from 1521, when he predicted the Tatar invasion of
Moscow.3%2 In connection with the public recognition of Vasilii in 1588, Tsar Fedor |
commissioned an embroidery for the saint’s tomb, a rare example of a frontal, rather than
three-quarters, representation of the iurodivyi (Fig. 18 below).3% Other late sixteenth-century
depictions include an embroidery of Vasilii and his namesake, St Basil the Great, with whom
he was often represented (Fig. 19 below);*** and an icon from Sol’vychegodsk, attesting to
the spread of his popularity and the Stroganov family’s enthusiasm for iurodivye (Fig. 20
below).®% Vasilii was also one of the few iurodivye to become the subject of hagiographical

icons (Fig. 21 below).3%

802 Bacunmit biaxennsiit, 179 Tom VI, op. cit., 128: PHB. F. IV. 232. J1. 833. This is the same illustrated
manuscript as the one with a miniature of Maksim, see Fig. 15.

308 PyTsKO, IlluTeie mokpossl, 212: The writing along the shroud’s edges was transcribed by Putsko and
offers information on the commission by Fedor | and his wife Irina for the tomb of Vasilii the Blessed, the
iurodivyi for Christ’s sake.

304 See: PREOBRAZHENSKII, MikoHorpadus Bacunus, op. Cit., 61. The embroidered writing around the naked
figure’s halo identifies him as Vasilii the iurodivyi for Christ’s sake.

305 TRUBACHEVA, Hkonei, op. cit., item 17 on page 34—7, description on page 54, details on pages 36 and 39,
reproduction on page 129. Vasilii is identified by a red ink label above his head.

306 See: PREOBRAZHENSKII, Mikonorpadus Bacumus, op. cit., 56: The individual scenes from his life are
labelled (and recognisable) though | have found neither transcriptions nor high-enough-resolution
reproductions to allow my own transcriptions.
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Figure 19. Saints Vasilii of Moscow and Basil the
Great.
Moscow, late sixteenth century
State Russian Museum

Figure 18. St Vasilii of Moscow.
Moscow, 1589
Pokrov cathedral (St Basil’s cathedral)

The iconography of Vasilii of Moscow was the culmination of an iconographic trend
that emphasised the ascetic nature of iurodstvo by depicting its practitioners as (semi-)naked,
while not cutting their genetic ties with hermits and, more generally, pious laypeople.®®” The
semi-naked iconographic types of Andrew of Constantinople, Isidor of Rostov, and Maksim

of Moscow paved the way for Vasilii and, later and not quite as naked, loann of Ustiug.

307 Unlike monks, hermits could be unordained laypeople, e.g., Mary of Egypt.
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Figure 20. St Vasilii of Figure 21. St Vasilii of Moscow with scenes from his

Moscow before the life.3%8
Virgin and Child. Moscow (?), late sixteenth or early seventeenth century
Sol’vychegodsk, late State Historical Museum, St Basil’s cathedral
sixteenth century
Solvychegodsky Museum-
Reserve

II1.1.b A Monastic lurodivyi

Not all sixteenth-century depictions of iurodstvo, however, conformed to this broad

archetype. Mikhail of Klopsko might have been the first iurodivyi known in text, though

308 Interestingly, Vasilii is depicted naked in the central image, but wearing a loincloth in the vignettes.
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there are no surviving depictions of him before the mid-sixteenth century. Nothing in
Mikhail’s pictorial likeness, however, suggested that he was a iurodivyi rather than a saintly
monk or monastic founder. Though he is not mentioned in the sixteenth-century Novgorod
icon painting guide, attesting perhaps to his greater popularity in Moscow than in the area
where he spent his life,*® a late seventeenth-century icon painting guide described his beard
with reference to a bishop, St Basil the Great, and his monastic habit as ragged.3!° He was
usually bearded, wearing a brown monastic cloak over his lighter tunic, his right hand raised

in a blessing and left hand occasionally holding a scroll.

Some of his earliest preserved representations are the 1562 relief on his sarcophagus,
a 1572 fresco in St Sophia cathedral, Novgorod (Fig. 24 below), with an identifying label
still legible on either side of his head, and a mid-sixteenth century icon currently in the
Tret’iakov Gallery.3!! Other depictions include an icon from the second half of the sixteenth
century, where he stands between Varlaam of Khutyn’ and Dmitrii of Priluki (Fig. 22
below),®2 and a recently renovated mid- to late-sixteenth century fresco in the Trinity

cathedral of Aleksandrovskaia Sloboda (Fig. 23 below).3!3

The only sixteenth-century iurodivyi to have lived in a monastery and not wandered in

towns, Mikhail was frequently called a prepodobnyi, venerable or Christ-like monk, in texts,

309 For a discussion of Mikhail’s anti-Novgorod leanings, see page 278 and forward.

810 Muxamn, 179 Tom XLV, 556: UPJIU. Bo6k. Ne 4. fol. 64 r.

311V 1. ANTONOVA — N.E. MNEVA, Kamanoz opesnepycckoii scueonucu Xl — nauanra XV 6.6., 2 (XVI-
navano XVII eexa), Moscow 1963: The mid-sixteenth century icon from the Tret’iakov collection is
unfortunately not reproduced in the catalogue. Muxawn, 712 Tom XLV, op. cit., 557.

312 The labels above their heads are still just about readable. Dmitrii is identified as of Vologda.

313 Muxauun, I13 Tom XLV, op. cit., 561: Both this and the St Sophia fresco were sponsored by Ivan IV. The

label above Mikhail’s head in the Aleksandrovskaia Sloboda fresco is very clear — | can only assume the
restoration followed the original lettering.
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which distanced him from either the semi-naked or the dressed archetype of iurodivye and
its visual connections with saintly laypeople. O1’ga Tuminskaia has observed that there is no
separate iconographic type for the category she called prepodobnye-iurodivye, or monastic
holy fools: they were simply depicted as monks.3!* Representations of Mikhail put forward
his monastic respectability rather than highlighting his controversial behaviour and prophetic
gift. In other words, if a believer were to encounter Mikhail for the first time on an icon, as

many probably did, they would be addressing their prayers to a monastic saint.

Figure 22. Saints Varalaam of Khutyn’, Mikhail of Klopsko, and Dmitrii of Priluki.
Suzdal’, second half of the sixteenth century
State Vladimir-Suzdal Historical, Architectural and Art Museum-Reserve

314 TUMINSKAIA, Hxona 1opodusozo, Op. Cit., 224,
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Figure 23. St Mikhail of Figure 24. St Mikhail of Klopsko.
Klopsko. St Sophia cathedral, Novgorod, 1572
Trinity (formerly Pokrov)

cathedral, Aleksandrovskaia
Sloboda, middle to second half of
the sixteenth century

II1.1.c Clothed Iurodivye

Of the three iurodivye represented as dressed laymen, only one, Prokopii of Ustiug,
was frequently depicted in the sixteenth century. The subject of one of the oldest iurodivyi
cults,> Prokopii was probably the second most depicted iurodivyi after Vasilii. He was
especially popular in Ustiug and Sol’vychegodsk, where members of the Stroganov family

encouraged his cult (Fig. 16 and 17 above, 27 and 28 below). Like Vasilii, though less

315 AN. VLASOV, Yemioacekas aumepamypa XVI-XVII sexos: Ucmopuko-numepamypuuiii acnexm,
Syktyvkar 1995: Vlasov places the start of the cult of Prokopii in the mid-fifteenth century.

119



frequently, Prokopii appeared by himself in icons (Fig. 25 below)3!® and was the subject of
at least two hagiographical icons before the end of the sixteenth century (Fig. 28 below is a
later example).3!” Absent from the late sixteenth-century podlinnik, Prokopii was bearded
and usually wore two layers, a tunic and a cloak, often blue and brown respectively (Fig. 27
and 28 below).3!8 He also wore high boots and carried three fire irons in his left hand. The
latter were a feature of the earliest, probably oral, tales about him, which might have been

associated with a pagan tradition and endured as a unique feature of his iconography.3°

316 RYNDINA, 1000-zemue, op. cit., item 121 on page 99, description on page 349. The label on either side of
the saint’s head is clear.

317 Noann, ITD Tom XXIII, op. cit., 360; see also TRUBACHEVA, Hxonwl, 0p. Cit., item 50 on page 167,
description on pages 63—4, with a transcription of the inscription detailing the icon’s commission by Nikita
Grigorev Stroganov and an identification of the vignette scenes surrounding the central depiction of Prokopii.

318 For Fig. 27, see TRUBACHEVA, Hxonbi, Op. Cit., item 18 on page 129, description on page 37. The label
above the saint’s head is clear. For Fig. 26, see A.S. PREOBRAZHENSKII, THOK ¥ F0pO/IMBBIii; COMOCTaBICHHUE
JIBYX THITIOB CBATOCTH B pyccKo# nkonorpaduu ITosnuero CpenueBexoBss, Hkouvt Pycckozo Cesepa.
Heuncras zemnst, Oneza, Kapeonoave, Ilomopwve: Cmamvu u mamepuanwt, Moscow, 2005, 170-1. The labels
above the saints’ head are clear.

319 lvaNov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 274.
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Figure 25. St Prokopii of Ustiug.
Ustiug, first half of the sixteenth century
Tretyakov Gallery

Figure 26. Saints Prokopii of Ustiug and Varalaam of Khutyn’ before Christ.
Mid-sixteenth century (15447)
Arkhangelsk Regional Museum of Fine Arts
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Figure 28. St Prokopii of Ustiug with 24 vignettes
from his Life.
St Prokopii cathedral, Ustiug, 1602
Veliky Ustyug State Historical-Architectural & Art
Museum Reserve

Figure 27. St Prokopii of Ustiug
before the Virgin and Child.
Annunciation cathedral,
Sol’vychegodsk (?), end of the
sixteenth century
Solvychegodsky Museum-Reserve

Compared with Prokopii of Ustiug, Nikolai Kochanov of Novgorod was an elusive

figure. Though his cult may have been relatively old,?° he was not depicted before the mid-

%20 Hukonait, 112 Tom L, 275: He is mentioned in a late fifteenth-century manuscript from the St losif
Volokolamsk monastery.
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sixteenth century, probably in connection with the building of a church dedicated to him in
1554. His cult and iconography never became widespread, though, and it is difficult to find
representations of him outside of very large-scale compositions (Fig. 37 below) or menology
icons. A 1597 description of the Solovki monastery mentioned a small, now lost, icon of
Nikolai Kochanov. Rarely found in small groups, Nikolai was depicted, as was often the
case for new Russian saints, with his more established namesake, the hugely popular St
Nicholas the Wonderworker, on a small icon (piadnichnaia ikona) from around 1554 (Fig.
29 below).3?! On both this and the menology icon below (Fig. 30), where he is identified by
a red ink label above his head, he was presented as a wealthy, bearded layman or boyar,
wearing an aristocratic coat and boots — a far cry from his semi-naked colleagues above. In
one fascinating case, a 1550s or 1560s Novgorod embroidery of the holy wisdom of Christ
surrounded by saints (Fig. 31 below), Nikolai was labelled ‘Nikola’ and depicted in his usual
layman’s clothes but holding three fire irons.3?? This is a remarkable contamination of the
iconographic type of Nikolai Kochanov by that of his much better-known colleague Prokopii
of Ustiug. That they could be confused, at least by the craftsmen who executed the
embroidery, suggests that they were perceived as having something in common, perhaps a

lay origin or a type of holy life.

321 |dem: | have not found reproductions of Fig. 29 anywhere other than in the 770 where the image’s low
resolution does not allow for an independent reading of what seems to be a blurry label above the saint’s
head, leaving no choice but to trust A.S. Preobrazhenskii’s identification of the saint.

322 A V. SILKIN, Tlenena «Codus Ipemympocts Boxkus» uz cobpanus Bosoroackoro myses-3anosennuka. K

BOMpoCy atpubyimu U natupoBkw, in: S.F. Vigasina (ed.), VI I' pabapesckue umenus: Mescoynapoonas
HayuHas kongpepenyus, 16—17 oxkmsabps 2003 2., Moscow 2005, 69.
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Figure 29. Saints Nikolai Kochanov, Nicholas, and Matrona of Kargopol .
c. 1554, Collection of Russian icons of the Fund of St Andrew the First-Called

Figure 30. Menology icon for July (detail: Nikolai Kochanov).
End of the sixteenth century
Church-Archaeological Cabinet of the Moscow Theological Academy
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Figure 31. Sophia the Holy Wisdom of Christ (detail: Nikolai Kochanov).
Novgorod, 1550s-1560s
Vologda State Historical and Architectural Art Museum-Reserve

Ioann Bol’shoi Kolpak (Big Cap) of Moscow reportedly died in 1589, and there is no
textual evidence for him before the seventeenth century. This makes it all the more
remarkable that he should have been represented in the fresco decorations of the

Sol’vychegodsk cathedral (Fig. 32 below),3?* on which work was done between 1597 and

323 PREOBRAZHENSKII, MoHyMeHTabHas )HUBOMUCH, OP. Cit., 224. The only reproduction of this fresco, in
Uoann, 710 Tom XXIII, op. cit., 345, leaves out any potential labels.
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1600. On the fresco, loann wore a long coat, almost down to his shod feet, with a row of
peculiar buttons at the front. In later iconography, loann could also be seen wearing a long

tunic.3

Figure 32. loann of Moscow (Big
Cap).
Annunciation cathedral,
Sol’vychegodsk, 1600

Preobrazhenskii has argued that the change toward representing iurodivye dressed as
(generally wealthy) laymen, occasionally with accessories — Prokopii’s fire irons, Ioann’s
cap in later iconography — was a reflection of them being modelled on historical figures and
living memory, rather than legend. According to him, these dressed iconographies were more

like portraits and less like symbols.®?® Though this might be true in some cases, | would

324 Noann, 112 Tom XXIII, op. cit., 346-7.

325 1bid.
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contrapose that, as argued by Tuminskaia on similar grounds,3?® Vasilii of Moscow’s
iconography seems to have reflected a real-life character, though naked, and that you can
hardly find a more legendary cult than that of Prokopii of Ustiug, who was dressed. In any
case, the two main trends — (semi-)naked and dressed — in the iconography of iurodstvo were
not sequential. Though the less clothed iconography was older, it persisted through the
sixteenth century and overlapped with depictions of iurodivye dressed as laymen: images of

Prokopii, with his boots and cape, preceded those of Vasilii, fully naked.

Nevertheless, the emergence of alternative iconographies of iurodstvo should not be
overlooked. It could be a sign that iurodstvo had, by the end of the sixteenth century, become
a recognisable and recognised form of saintly life, and no longer required the legitimation
of extreme ascetic archetypes. Their iconography had, by then, made the point that iurodivye
preserved their purity and developed their spiritual abilities among laypeople just as well as
their predecessors in uninhabited deserts. In other words, the people depicting and promoting
iurodstvo had gained confidence in it as a type of religious life, and probably felt a lesser
need to explain or justify it with reference to early Christian or Byzantine models. However,
it could also be that representations of iurodivye as semi-naked — aside from those of Vasilii,
whose cult was heavily endorsed and protected by the Church and state — were somehow too
uncomfortable to spread beyond the types of Isidor and Maksim, and that once iurodivye
became known as category of new wonderworkers, it was visually more comfortable to
depict them dressed — the question is difficult to prove either way, and the hypotheses are

not necessarily mutually exclusive.

326 See the discussion on page 113.
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Representations of dressed iurodivye — other than Mikhail of Klopsko, the monk —
highlighted their lay origins and, to an extent, belonging. The image of semi-naked hermits
and, by extension, iurodivye indicated that they lived separately from society — even when,
in the case of iurodivye, they lived in it — and had no desire to return to the world they had
left. The depiction of iurodivye as clothed laymen, on the other hand, distanced them from
world-rejecting hermits, while creating a space between the lay and religious spheres,
eschewing both earthly sinfulness and the shelter of monastic or clerical institutions and
hierarchies. Their clothing, and the fact that they were recent Russian saints, argued that
anybody, including the laypeople around them in towns, could become a iurodivyi and lead
a saintly life. The way Prokopii of Ustiug, Nikolai of Novgorod and loann of Moscow were
depicted reminded onlookers of their biographies: these were laymen like them, who had
chosen to leave all their wealth behind to follow their religious vocation, without going

through monastic or clerical gate-keeping, and without even leaving town.

II1.1.d Iurodivye in Group Depictions

Other than Vasilii of Moscow and, occasionally, Prokopii of Ustiug, iurodivye were
rarely depicted alone. Even the iconography of Vasilii of Moscow could hardly compete
with the popularity and scale of cults like that of St Nicholas of Myra the Wonderworker or
Saints Boris and Gleb, a fact that puts the significance of iurodstvo as a cultural phenomenon
in perspective. The most popular iurodivye were depicted in smaller groups: we have seen
above that Isidor of Rostov was frequently depicted with other Rostov saints, and sometimes
with Maksim of Moscow (Fig. 11 and 13 above); Prokopii of Ustiug was often seen with
Varlaam of Khutyn’ or loann of Ustiug (Fig. 16, 17, and 26 above). lurodivye were also
depicted with their more established namesakes: Vasilii of Moscow with Basil the Great

(Fig. 19 above and 34 below), Nikolai Kochanov with St Nicholas (Fig. 29 above).
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Figure 33. Selected saints (left: Maksim of Moscow; right: Prokopii of Ustiug).
Kargopol’, sixteenth century
State Russian Museum
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Figure 34. Saints Basil the Great, Vasilii and Maksim of Moscow, Prokopii of Ustiug.
Pokrov monastery cathedral, Suzdal’, last quarter of the sixteenth century
State VIadimir-Suzdal Historical, Architectural and Art Museum-Reserve

lurodivye appeared in complex iconographic compositions like menology icons (Fig.
30 above), or large-scale, multi-tiered scenes with crowds of saints (Fig. 35 to 37 below).3?’
Depending on how these were organised, iurodivye could either have their own bubble (Fig.

36 below) or share an area or row with hermits, martyrs, or monastic saints (Fig. 35 below).

327 1 have not found individual identifications in the literature for the saints represented in the large
compositions in figures 35 to 37; identifications of individual saints are therefore my own educated guesses.
In figure 37, saints are labelled in a handwriting too minute to read in digital reproduction, though the
literature identifies the group where I identified iurodivye as that of blazhennye, see: TRUBACHEVA, HkoHst,
op. cit., item 75 on pages 198-201, description on pages 77—78.
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On a 1603 Stroganov icon, types of saintliness (liki) and individual saints were painstakingly
labelled (Fig. 37 below). lurodivye, along with hermits, appeared in the blazhennye (blessed

ones) compartment dedicated to saints with a lay background.

If individual saints are sometimes difficult to identify on the available reproductions,
it is noteworthy that most iurodivye — unlike saintly bishops, monks, or hermits — were
relatively easy to identify individually, and that even when they were depicted together, they
mostly preserved their distinctive characteristics: Maksim’s loincloth is always easy to spot,
as is Vasilii’s glaring nakedness, Nikolai’s aristocratic coat, or Prokopii’s three fire irons.
Only Isidor of Rostov and Andrew of Constantinople, and later perhaps loann of Ustiug,
could be confused. Occasionally, compromise was achieved. In the icon above (Fig. 34),32®
the three iurodivye depicted with Basil the Great had their individual types slightly
homogenised: Vasilii holds a small white cloth to moderate his full nakedness, and Prokopii,
though still wearing high boots and holding his fire irons, is wearing fewer layers than usual,
showing his unusually bare shoulder and chest. The dressed and the naked both converged
towards the semi-naked type of Maksim as their gravitational centre. A similar phenomenon
can be observed in figure 33 above, where Prokopii was significantly more lightly dressed
than usual, in keeping with the semi-naked Maksim, symmetrically on the other end of the
row (both identified by adjacent red ink labels). Only his three fire irons distinguished him

from Andrew or Isidor.

328 PREOBRAZHENSKII, konorpadust Bacumus, op. Cit., 62.
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Figure 35. Moving Church
(detail, left to right: Maksim and Vasilii of Moscow, Andrew of Constantinople, Isidor of
Rostov?).
Pskov’ / Tver’, 1588-1590
Tver Regional Art Gallery

Figure 36. Hexameron
(detail left to right: Alexios Man of God, Maksim of Moscow, Isidor of Rostov?).
Vologda (?), early sixteenth century
Tretyakov Gallery

132



Figure 37. Vladimir Mother of God
(Maksim and Vasilii 3" and 4" from the right, front row).
Church of the Praise to the Mother of God, Perm’ region, commissioned by Nikita Grigor’evich
Stroganov, 1603
Perm State Art Gallery

The above description and analysis of iconographies of iurodstvo has, | hope,
uncovered a tension between, on the one hand, the highly individualised iconographic types
of iurodivye, even within my empirical (semi-naked or dressed) subcategories; and, on the
other hand, the fact that iurodivye were frequently ‘lumped together’ in large-scale
compositions where saints were organised according to their chosen spiritual path. The
individualised iconographies would suggest that the saints we have looked at were not
perceived as having much in common: typical depictions of Prokopii of Ustiug and Vasilii
of Moscow could hardly be intuitively connected. But the convergence of iurodivye in
complex compositions does not allow us to say that contemporaries thought of them as
entirely unrelated. It is, to my mind, significant that the ‘bubbles’ where iurodivye were
painted in large-scale compositions were never exclusive to them: they frequently included

hermits or laymen, like Alexios the Man of God. We can, therefore, hypothesise that
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iurodivye were, in the sixteenth century, understood as part of a loosely defined category of
saintly laymen who had their rejection of the world — even if most lived in it — and lack of

institutional affiliation in common, rather than their physical appearance or specific lifestyle.

II1.2. lurodivye in Textual Sources

Most people probably interacted more frequently with images than with any text we
have written evidence for. The rare literate, predominantly clergy,®* might have privately
read texts about iurodivye, but laymen would only have heard (excerpts of) them read aloud
at the saint’s yearly commemoration. Still, most images lacked a narrative dimension, and
there was a limited amount of information one could infer from a saint’s static depiction.3*°
Texts, on the other hand, could add depth to a saint’s characterisation by describing their

background and early years, behaviour and interactions with others, and private devotional

life. Texts, unlike images, offered the possibility of expressing the iurodivyi’s point of view.

If the analysis of visual depictions of iurodivye above has been based on a

representative sample of iconographic sources, an analysis of texts, owing to their number

3295, DIXON, The Modernisation of Russia, 1676—1825, Cambridge 1999, 152, 157: Dixon comments on the
Church monopoly over education prior to the reign of Peter I, and places adult male literacy ¢.1680 at 3 to 5
percent, possibly 13 percent in urban areas. B.N. MIRONOvV, The Development of Literacy in Russia and the
USSR from the Tenth to the Twentieth Centuries, History of Education Quarterly 31/2, 1991, 233: Similarly,
Mironov places male adult literacy in the last quarter of the seventeenth century no higher than 13 percent in
urban areas and no higher than 2 to 4 percent in rural ones. C. HALPERIN, Three “Hands” and Literacy in
Muscovy during the Reign of Ivan IV: “I Affix My Hand,” “By My Own Hand,” and “My Man’s Hand”,
Canadian-American Slavic Studies 51/1, 2017, 46-7: Halperin argues for a more optimistic assessment of
literacy and education in the reign of lvan IV, claiming the elite’s functional literacy might have compared
well with that of other European elites.

330 Hagiographical icons, or zhitiinye ikony, did offer a narrative perspective by surrounding a central
depiction of a saint with small vignettes encapsulating scenes from their life. Hagiographical icons of
iurodivye are rare, especially before the seventeenth century. Examples above include one of Andrew of
Constantinople (Fig. 6), one of Vasilii of Moscow (Fig. 21), and one of Prokopii of Ustiug (Fig. 28).
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and length, cannot be as thorough. The aim here is twofold. First, to compile information on
the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century texts that described or in any way mentioned iurodivye;

and second, to survey how the latter were characterised across these texts.

The challenges of studying iurodivye in texts are similar to those posed by the study
of Russian saints more generally. Nineteenth-century scholars like Kliuchevskii and
Barsukov recorded, in their yet unsurpassed reference works, hundreds of hagiographical
and liturgical manuscripts.>** However, as Oleg Tvorogov pointed out in 2005, these
compendia have aged, with new texts being discovered and manuscripts changing reference
numbers as older private collections were donated to state archives.®*? Moreover, if some of
the largest manuscript collections, such as the Trinity St Sergii library, have been indexed in
nineteenth- or twentieth-century catalogues, some regional collections still lack such detailed
opisaniia (descriptions).®* Arguing that serious studies of Russian hagiographical material
cannot be carried out unless most copies of a text are known and compared, Tvorogov called
for the (utopian, if desirable) creation of a ‘New Barsukov’, drawing on extensive research
in central and regional Russian archives, following which editions according to modern

philological standards could be established.33

331 KLIUCHEVSKII, Ipesnepycckue scumus, Op. Cit. N.P. BARSUKOV, Hcmounuxu pycckoii azuozpaguu, Saint
Petersburg 1882. TvorROGOV, O “Croze”, op. cit., 4: Kliuchevskii referenced over 160 hagiographies in over
660 copies, distinguishing between different redactions, and Barsukov compiled a list of Russian saints and
known manuscripts about them, including zhitiia, short biographical notes, encomia, miracle tales, liturgical
texts, and, occasionally, chronicle passages.

332 TyoroGov, O “Csoze”, op. cit., 5.

333 |dem, 56-7.

334 |dem, 56-7, 5-7.
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In the absence of a ‘New Barsukov’, the section below references, and summarises in
atable,®*® as many fifteenth- and sixteenth-century texts about iurodivye as possible. Though
the information presented here is mostly not original research, it is hoped that it can serve as
a useful, time-saving starting point for future studies of iurodstvo in this period. It must,
however, be prefaced with a few words of caution, first and foremost about liturgical texts,
which, owing to their large number of copies and lack of editions, are underrepresented.
Secondly, the textual analysis of the characterisation of iurodivye by source genre is
sometimes based on unpublished or poorly edited manuscripts,®3® which fail to take into
account multiple versions of a text. The general intention in the textual analysis was to quote
as much as possible from the sources, to give an idea of the material’s richness, but also to

show the significant points of intersection or divergence between texts.

In selecting texts, the net was cast as widely as possible, within the confines of the
sixteenth century, or very occasionally the early seventeenth. Studies of the cult of saints
often tend to focus on ‘hagiographical material’ to the exclusion of other kinds of texts. In
the case of iurodivye, they were present in the collective imagination in a way that did not
confine them to documents produced in ecclesiastical circles. On top of liturgical and
hagiobiographical texts, passages from chronicles and travellers’ accounts have also been
included. A wide evidence base is sometimes the only way to find meaningful information
about iurodivye, like Maksim of Moscow or Nikolai of Pskov, who have not been

represented in zhitiia.

33 See page 161.
3% The Life of Vasilii, a long and important text, only exists in an early twentieth-century edition that would

horrify any twenty-first-century philologist. There are no editions of the miracles of Nikolai Kochanov, or of
any liturgical texts. In these cases, manuscripts were consulted, though generally no more than one per text.
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The analysis below is organised by type of text, as the intention was to explore whether
texts written for different purposes depicted iurodivye in different ways. This methodology
deserves a few more words of caution. The analysis of texts by category should not obscure
the fact that the usefulness of ‘genre’ in pre-modern texts has rightly been questioned, and
that the term ‘hagiography’ in particular has been deemed anachronistic by scholars of
Eastern and Western Christendom.®3" Alternative ways to refer to writings about saints, such
as ‘hagiographical discourse’, have been proposed, though scholars have also acknowledged
that medieval people did recognise subcategories, like vitae, passiones, miraculae.>® These
were often flagged in the title of a text, and determined at least some of its themes.>*® Coming
from an anthropological perspective, Karen Barber has defined genre as a framework, or a
recognisable mode of interaction between someone delivering a text and their audience. The
identification of genre enables the audience to ‘bring the right kind of expectations to bear

on [a text]’ and links an individual work with the wider tradition.34°

In the case of Russian writings about saints produced in ecclesiastical circles, titles of
texts were generally long and rarely as unambiguous as ‘zhitie’. Even when the word ‘zhitie’
is found in the title, usually buried in a long red ink heading, the text is a combination of
some or all of the following, with individual components varying in length: a biographical

notice, sometimes preceded by a rhetorical introduction, anecdotal stories of miracles

337 M. HINTERBERGER, Byzantine Hagiography and its Literary Genres. Some Critical Observations, in: S.
Efthymiadis (ed.), Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography, Volume II. Genres and
Contexts, Ashgate 2014, 26-7: it is questionable if the Byzantines perceived the corpus of hagiographical
texts as a separate literary category; PALMER, Early Medieval Hagiography, op. cit., 8; A. KAHN et al. (ed.),
History of Russian Literature, Oxford 2018, 25.

338 PALMER, Early Medieval Hagiography, op. cit., 10.

33% HINTERBERGER, Byzantine Hagiography, op. cit., 26, 28.

340 BARBER, The Anthropology, op. cit., 32, 37, 43, 138.

137



worked by the saint during their lifetime, stories about wondrous healings after their death,
stories about their miraculous icons, short and prayer-like encomiastic texts (pokhvaly), or
notices about their death.®*! If the term ‘zhitie’ is often used in secondary literature as
shorthand for much longer and clunkier titles, it can give a false impression of structural or
stylistic homogeneity: in reality, a zhitie is almost never an adequate blueprint for another,
even when they drew from a common pool of themes and expressions, or topoi. There was
less structural variation in liturgical texts, as they followed the set order of rituals and prayers
and were frequently modelled on previous liturgies for saints who had led the same kind of
religious life, though | have found more individuality in sluzhby than is often implied in the
secondary literature. Moreover, the boundaries between sluzhby and zhitiia were not as rigid
as one might assume, as they were often composed by similar or the same people, who easily
migrated information or phrases from zhitie to sluzhba and vice versa. Keeping these
complications in mind, and as advertised in my note ‘On referencing, etc’ on page Xi above,
I adopt the very imperfect practice of a) using the terms ‘hagiography’ and ‘hagiographical’;
and b) referring to most hagiographical texts as Life of X or zhitie of X, though I do give full

titles for most texts in the section summarising textual evidence below (111.2.a).

lurodstvo and its representations did not emerge in a vacuum. Not unlike state rituals,
new saintly figures would have had to draw on recognisable and established types, to which
they added an innovative trait.>*? In the case of holy fools, this innovation might not have

been so much the performance of insanity, which had long been a feature, albeit minor, of

341 The first redaction of the Life of Mikhail of Klopsko followed yet a different model, being composed of
short vignettes put together with minimal concern for overall structure of the text.

342 A. VUKOVICH, How Byzantine Was the Moscow Inauguration of 1498?, in: M. Rossi and A. Sullivan
(eds.), Byzantium in Eastern European Visual Culture in the Late Middle Ages, Brill 2020, 36-70.
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ascetic practices among hermits and monks, or even the prophecy-making, but the fact that
they led strictly religious lives by themselves in urban, worldly environments: an innovation
in context more than spiritual lifestyle. Though an in-depth analysis of other forms of
religiosity and types of sanctity present in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries is far beyond
the scope of this thesis, the ways in which representations of iurodivye engaged with a
familiar vocabulary of sanctity will occasionally be pointed out, to evidence how iurodstvo

attached itself to, or grew out of, more established spiritual paths.

Finally, though I stand by the need for a comprehensive list of texts, as precisely dated
as possible, relating to each iurodivyi, this has made for a rather awkward encyclopaedic
section.®® Its existence can nevertheless be justified in three ways: 1) it contributes to the
clarity and comprehensiveness of the subsequent textual analysis; 2) it offers an easy starting
point for anyone wishing to study fifteenth- and sixteenth-century iurodstvo; and, most
importantly, 3) the philological detail presented here, including manuscript dates and
potential authorship, has important repercussions for the interpretation of texts in their social
and political contexts, as shown later in Part IV.34* Though I give a succinct idea of the tone
and contents of each text in the overview below, their main analysis only takes place in

subsequent sections (111.2.b and forward, and Part V).

II1.2.a Textual Evidence: Overview

Mikhail of Klopsko

343 | am much indebted to two excellent reference works, the 773 and the CKK/]P.

344 Too often have late texts been used to interpret earlier periods. Manuscripts are, however, often hard to
date with precision. In each case, | have offered what seemed to me like the most convincing dating.
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Mikhail of Klopsko, nicknamed after the Klopsko Holy Trinity monastery where he
lived (Klopskii Sviato-Troitskii monastyr’), may have been born in the late 1390s or early
1400s, and reportedly died on the 11 January 1471.3* Metropolitan Makarii’s 1547
encyclical confirmed his annual celebration on the 11 January, in agreement with all
fifteenth- and sixteenth-century calendar entries | have seen, and declared him a pan-Russian
saint, ‘to be sung and celebrated everywhere’.3*® The earliest evidence for Mikhail is
hagiographical. Three redactions of his Life were known to Kliuchevskii in the late
nineteenth century and edited by Dmitriev in the mid-twentieth century.®*" The latter was
aware of sixty-eight copies of the Life of Mikhail, including nine of the first redaction, six of

the second, and fifty-two of the third.

The first redaction®*® was based on monastic notes (zapiski) and legends about the saint

and composed by a monk of the Klopsko Holy Trinity monastery in the 1470s, within a

345 Muxaun, I12 Tom XLV, op. cit., 554: Turilov gives 1471 as the date of Mikhail’s death based on the
saint’s interaction with the fleeing Dmitrii Shemiaka, who arrived to Novgorod in late 1470 and left in March
1471. Turilov infers that Mikhail died shortly after this meeting, on 11 January 1471. BARSUKOV,
Hcmounuxu, op. cit., col. 165: Barsukov gives an approximate date of 1456 for Mikhail’s death. For
additional literature: L.A. DMITRIEV, XXurue Muxaunna Kionckoro, CKK/[P (XIV-XVI, 1), 305; CKK/[P
(XIV=XVI, 3), 146-8.

346 Axmu1, cobpanmvie, Op. Cit., 203.

347 KLIUCHEVSKII, [pesnepycckue scumust, op. cit., 209—17: Kliuchevskii thought of what is now considered
to be the second redaction as the first redaction. DMITRIEV, XKutre Muxawmna, CKK/IP (XIV-XVI, 1), op. cit.,
303; L.A. DMITRIEV, ITogecmu o scumuu Muxaunra Knonckoeo, Leningrad 1958: I could not get access to this
volume.

348 Muxawun, 119 Tom XLV, op. cit., 552-3. This first redaction exists in two versions, A and B, with the
following titles: A) Ilpuxoowcenue Muxaiina ypoousazo Xpucma paou ko cesmeii Tpouywt ha Kioncko
[Arrival of Mikhail the holy fool for Christ’s sake to the [monastery of the] Holy Trinity in Klopsko]; B) O
arcumou cesamozo Muxaiina Xpucma paou ypoousazo [About the life of Mikhail the holy fool for Christ’s
sake]; or Mecaya 2eneaps 11 denv npecmasnenue npenodoonazo Muxaiina Knonckozo ¢ Benuxom Hoseepade
[Month of January 11 day passing of the venerable Mikhail of Klopsko in Novgorod the Great]; or Mecaya
eensaps 6 11 denv npopouwecmeo u npuxood Muxaiira ceamuis Tpouya, 3060mo Knoncko, Ho820pooykazo
yrwdomeopya [Month of January 11 day prophecy and arrival of Mikhail the Novgorod wonderworker of the
Holy Trinity, called Klopsko]. ITosecmo o scumuu Muxauna Knonckozo, BJIJIP 7, 513: Some episodes of
version A are not found in version B, and vice versa.
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decade of the saint’s presumed death. The text takes a staunch pro-Muscovite perspective on
the loss of independence of Novgorod and its boyars, whom it ridicules through the
untouchable Mikhail. It is a sui generis work, in which the fragmentary nature of its source
material has barely been smoothed out: it lacks rhetorical glue, provides no background on
its protagonist, and features colloquialisms, dialect words, rhymes, and popular sayings.3*°
According to Dmitriev, the second redaction®*° was composed in the 1490s with the blessing
of Archbishop Gennadii of Novgorod. It included all the episodes from the first redaction’s
two versions but elevated the style somewhat and enriched the text with scriptural

quotations.3?

The third redaction®? was commissioned in 1537 to the Muscovite military
serviceman Vasilii Tuchkov by Archbishop Makarii of Novgorod (future Metropolitan of
Moscow) as part of his Great Menology compilation. The text, which exists in two versions,
adds four new miracles and also differs from the two previous redactions by conforming to

a more embellished and standardised hagiographical model: it starts with a rhetorical

349 IToeecmb o acumuu, BJIIP 7, op. cit., 512.

350 Muxaun, 12 Tom XLV, op. cit., 552: Mecaya zensaps 6 11 denv npuxoscenue npenodobrazo Muxatina
ypoousaeo Xpucma paou Ko ceésmetl dcugoHadanvrell Tpouyvl, udice ecmv MOHACMbIPb 3080Mblll Kionwvcko.
THosecmv om scumua e2o u kako npopouscmeosa 6 nema owviswas [Month of January on the 11 day arrival of
the venerable Mikhail the holy fool for Christ’s sake to the Holy life-giving Trinity, which is the monastery
called Klopsko. Tale from his life and how he prophesied in bygone years].

31 Tosecmb o oicumuu, BJJIP 7, op. cit., 512.

32 [Mamsmuuxu cmapunnoti pycckoii iumepamypot, 0p. Cit., 36. This edition was prepared after the PI'G
sixteenth-century manuscript @.113 Ne632, with the Life of Mikhail starting on fol. 99 v and the red title
taking up a whole page: Mec. zensaps ¢ 11 0env, nosecms o scumui, U OMUACMU YI00EC UCROBEOAHUE
npenodobrnaeo u onaxcennaco Muxauna napuyaemazo Cannoca, cupedvb Xpucma paou ypoousaezo,
HOJICUBULALO DIANCEHHYIO CBOI0 JICU3Hb 60 0bumenu scusonavannvisi Tpouya, exce enazonemcest Knonckoi, 60
obnacmu eenuxazo Hosazpada. Cnucano sice no nogeienuio npeocésaujennazo apxuenuckona Maxapua mozo
Jrce npeumenumazo u ciasnazo senuxazo Hosazpaoa [Month of January on the 11 day tale about the life and
in part record of the miracles of the venerable and blessed Mikhail called Sallos, orphan [and] holy fool for
Christ’s sake, who lived his blessed life in the house of the life-giving Trinity, which is called Klopsko, in the
region of Novgorod. Written by the order of the consecrated archbishop Makarii, of that same famous and
glorious Great Novgorod].
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introduction and ends with an encomium to the saint.3>® The commission was recorded by
Tuchkov towards the end of his text, as well as in one of the Novgorod chronicles, under the
entry for 1537 (7045).3%* Finally, Mikhail also appears in an episode of the sixteenth-century
Life of Archbishop lona of Novgorod, who was in office between 1458 and 1470, and failed
to obtain a Life of Mikhail from Pakhomii.®* In a foolish fashion, Mikhail predicted to the

child lvan (the future lona) that he would become archbishop.

Barsukov listed six sixteenth-century copies of the sluzhba for Mikhail.®>® The text has
been characterised as grandiose, and includes two different kanony, one by a presbyter called
Iliia, with a complex acrostic, and another anonymous one. The relative dating of these is
uncertain, though they both circulated in the sixteenth century. Sung stikhiry were also in
circulation, in musical notation, in the sixteenth century. Turilov argues that the sluzhba
benefitted from Mikhail’s recognition as a pan-Russian saint in the mid-sixteenth century,

and its inclusion in the menology for new wonderworkers.’

Finally, two chronicles briefly noted the existence of Mikhail: in the late seventeenth-

century Novgorod 111, the entry for 1408 (6916) recorded his arrival to Novgorod;3*® and in

358 Muxawun, 719 Tom XLV, op. cit., 552-3; DMITRIEV, XKutne Muxanna Knonckoro, op. cit., 302-5.

354 BARSUKOV, Hcmounuku, Op. Cit., col. 368-9; Ilamamuuxu cmapunnoil pycckoii iumepamypet, 0p. Cit.,
50-1; T[ICPJI, T. V1, Coguiickue nemonucu, Saint Petersburg 1853, 301.

35 Mamsmuuxu cmapunnoii pycckoti aumepamypet, 0p. Cit., 33: The editor claims to have prepared the
printed text with reference to a sixteenth-century manuscript from the archives of St Sophia’s cathedral in
Novgorod.

3% BARSUKOV, Hcmounuku, 0p. Cit., col. 370.

357 Muxamw, 112 Tom XLV, op. cit., 555.

38 [ICPJI, T. I, Hoszopoockue nemonucu, Saint Petersburg 1841, 235. V.V. IAKOVLEYV, JleTonuchk
Hosroposckast 11, CKK/IP (XVII, 2), 287-9.
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the 1540s Voskresenskaia letopis’, the entry for 1440 (6948) registered the saint’s prophecy

about the birth of Ivan 111 and the annexation of Novgorod by Moscow.**°

Isidor of Rostov

Isidor of Rostov3¢°

was a largely legendary figure, whose most widely agreed upon
year of death was 1474, though this date first appeared in seventeenth-century liturgical
calendars.®®! His feast day, the 14 May, was likely chosen to coincide with that of Isidore of
Chios, a third-century martyr who, as an established early Christian saint, could offer

legitimacy to a new cult.®®? The earliest evidence for the veneration of Isidor is a 1487

liturgical calendar (mesiatseslov).®*® He was not mentioned in Metropolitan Makarii’s 1547

39 [ICPJI, T. VI, IIpooonaicenue nemonucu no Bockpecenckomy cnucky, Saint Petersburg 1859, 108. S.A.
LEVINA, Jleronuce Bockpecenckas, CKK/[P (XIV-XVI, 2), 39-42.

30 0.V. Gladkova has published extensively on Isidor of Rostov, though her numerous articles often overlap
in content. Here is a selection, in chronological order: GLADKOVA, Aruorpadudeckuii kaHoH, Op. Cit., 81-88;
GLADKOVA, JlpeBHEpyccKuit cBaTOM, OP. Cit., 167-210: This includes an edition and translation of the text;
0.V. GLADKOVA, Xurue Ucunopa TeepanciioBa, pOCTOBCKOTO FOPOTUBOTO B IPOCIABCKUX M MOCKOBCKHX
JPEBIEXPaHWINIIAX . K HICTOPHH TeKCTa, Mcmopus u kynomypa Pocmosckoi semnu. 2002, Rostov 2003,
https://www.rostmuseum.ru/museum/biblioteka/istoriya-i-kultura-rostovskoy-zemli/materialy-konferentsii-
2002g-rostov-2003/gladkova-0-v-moskva-zhitie-isidora-tverdislova-rostovskogo-yurodivogo-v-
yaroslavskikh-i-moskovskikh-drevlekhranilishchakh-k-istorii-teksta/ (retrieved September 2023); O.V.
GLADKOVA, CTpaHHOCTb FOPOAMBOTO («3anaaHas TeMay» U aruorpadudeckuii kanoH B XXutnuu Vcugopa
Trepauciosa), O crassano-pycckoul acuoepaghuu. Ouepxu, Moscow 2008, 69-82.

31 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepyccKuii CBATOIA, Op. Cit., 167; GLADKOVA, Xutue Ucunopa, op. cit.: The
seventeenth-century saint and archbishop Dmitrii of Rostov, who compiled a liturgical calendar, thought
Isidor Tverdislov had died in 1492; M.D. KAGAN, XXurue Ucunopa Teepauciosa, CKK/JP (XIV-XVI, 1),
280-4: A late nineteenth-century manuscript gives 1419 as the date of Isidor’s arrival to Rostov and 1484 as
his death.

362 It is also likely that Isidor of Rostov’s date of death was not known anyway.

353 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepyCCKHii CBATOI, Op. Cit., 172; O.V. GLADKOVA, K ucropuu tekcra Xurtus Cs.
Ucunopa Teepaucnosa, [pesuss Pyco. Bonpocvl meduesucmuxu 3 (61), Moscow 2015, 32; KAGAN, XKutue
Ucunopa, CKKIP (XIV-XVI, 1), op. cit., 283; E.V. GOLOD, PykomucHas tpaauims JKutust Ucumopa
TBepaucnoBa n nountanue cBatoro B koHre XV — Hauane XVI BB., IX kongh. monoovix yuénwvix « Bonpocwi
CILABAHO-PYCCKO20 PYKORUCHO20 HACAeOUusy (K 75-1emuio omoena opesHepycckoil tumepamyput), Saint
Petersburg 2008, http://odrl.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid=7828 (retrieved September 2023). The
liturgical calendar in PT'b. ®.304/1 Ne761 (entry for Isidor on fol. 279 1) is often taken as a terminus ante
quem for the first redaction of Isidor’s zhitie, though it is, in my view, unwise to assume that hagiography
necessarily and systematically preceded liturgical veneration. However, this might have been true in Isidor’s
case, since the sluzhba and zhitie overlap on two miracles (involving a merchant and a presbyter) likely to
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encyclical, though his zhitie was included in (then Archbishop) Makarii’s Great Menology,

suggesting earlier veneration.

The Life of Isidor was a popular text. Currently known in over eighty manuscripts,®*
its earliest copies date back to the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries.®® The most
recent scholarly literature on the Life of Isidor has identified six full redactions of the text,
and one short.>® Based on seventeen copies of the text,*®” Gladkova proposed a division into
seven groups:* (1) core version (main zhitie, including three miracles); (2) core plus two
posthumous miracles; (3) core plus stikh; (4) core plus two posthumous miracles and stikh;
(5) core plus stikh and introduction; (6) full version (including all of the above); (7) short

prolog version.*®® The text’s title in Gladkova’s edition used below is ‘mia maia. Au. KuTie

H NOABH3ENTE H (U YACTH YKAE . BAKENNA HCHAOPA KPOAHBATO XA PA . NAPHILAEMATO

have been first recorded in a zhitie. The 1487 manuscript, it should be noted, records the day of Isidor’s feast
on the 14 May but does not, as far as | can tell, give the text of his sluzhba, the earliest copies of which are
from the sixteenth century.

364 GLADKOVA, K ucropuu Texcra, 0p. cit., 31: Golod listed over 120 copies.

385 Ucunop, 112 Tom XXVII, op. cit., 169: The earliest manuscripts are: TUM. Yy, Ne 333, 1489-1505;
I'ASO. Kon. pykomuceit. Om. 1. Ne 446 (196), 1500-1508; PTATA. @. 196. Om. 1. Ne 637, 1488—1509; Om.
3. Ne 134 (fragment), 1488—1509; PHB. Tur. Ne 2039, early sixteenth century.

366 GLADKOVA, K ucropuu Tekcra, op. cit., 31: Gladkova also notes other scholars’ hypotheses, namely those
of Isidorova, who proposed a division into four redactions based on the 14 copies she analysed; and Golod,
who proposed a division into two groups of texts, based on the 53 copies she analysed.

37 GLADKOVA, [lpeBHepycckuii cBaToif, Op. cit., 168: Gladkova based herself on copies ranging from the late
fifteenth to the late eighteenth century. The earliest complete manuscript, TAfO, 1, 446 (196) with
watermarks dating to 15001508, contains the fullest version of the text (6), though the Mazurinskii fragment
could have been produced at a slightly earlier date.

38 GLADKOVA, K ncropuu Tekcra, 0p. cit., 32: The chronology between (2) and (3), and (4) and (5) is
uncertain.

369 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKuii cBsToiA, 0p. Cit., 168-9; KAGAN, Xutue Ucunopa, CKKIP (XIV-XVI, 1),
op. cit., 281: The short prolog version (without preface, pokhvala or miracles) probably dates to the
seventeenth century.
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TEEPAHCAORA. POCTORCKA uk TRopua’ and in the edition of Makarii’s Great Menology it is

‘14 Mas. B toii ke nenb. [lamers cBataro Cupopa, ypoauaro XpucTa pajau, HapuIiaeMaro
Teepmucioa, PocroBckaro uromorsopua’.’® Aside from the Great Menology version,
whose text omits the rhetorical introduction but is otherwise very similar to (6), there are, to

my knowledge two scholarly editions of the text and one translation into modern Russian.®’*

A full zhitie of Isidor existed by the first decade of the sixteenth century and has often
been hailed as the first Life of a Russian iurodivyi, and a model for subsequent texts, though
it might be more accurate to say that it is the first Life of a Russian urban iurodivyi known
to us and structured in a roughly ‘canonical’ way.3’? The text is anonymous and lacking in
historical references, leading to speculation on the hagiographer’s identity and Isidor’s

biography.3”® However, regardless of the identity and origin of its first author, the core zhitie

370 GLADKOVA, [IpeBHepycckuii cBaATOiA, Op. Cit., 180: month of May. 14. zhitie and feats and in part miracle
of the blessed Isidor, iurodivyi for Christ’s sake, named Tverdislov, the Rostov wonderworker. [lamsme
ceamozo Cudopa, 10pooueozo... no npossuuyy Teepoucnos..., BJIIP 12, 242: 14 May. On the same day.
Memory of saint Sidor, iurodivyi for Christ’s sake, named Tverdislov, the Rostov wonderworker.

871 Chronologically: 2Kumue Hcudopa Teepoucnosa, Pocmoéckozo opodusozo, O.V. Gladkova (trans.), in:
0.V. Gladkova (ed.), Croso Jpesneii Pycu, Moscow 2000, 377-387: Translation into modern Russian; O
peoaxyusix Kumust ce. Hcudopa Teepoucnosa: Texcm, Z.N. Isidorova (ed.), Onvimer no ucmounurxosedenuio.
pesnepyccras knuscnocms 4, Saint Petersburg 2001, 101-110: | have not been able to consult this text;
GLADKOVA, JIpeBHEepYCCKHii CBsITOM, Op. Cit., 167-210.

372 GLADKOVA, K ucropuu Tekcra, 0p. Cit., 31; KAGAN, Xutue Ucuopa, op. cit., 281; GLADKOVA,
Aruorpaduyeckuii kaHoH, 0p. Cit., 88; ['0JIO/1, PykomucHast Tpaauuws, Op. Cit.; S.V. GORODILIN, Mexay
«HEMEYbCKOI0 3eMiieio» u PoctoBoM: ucrtopudeckue peanuu B XXurtuu Ucunopa Teepauciosa, Slovéne 7/2,
2018, 415. The reasons for disqualifying the likely earlier Life of Mikhail of Klopsko are unsaid and unclear
to me: is it because Mikhail was a monastic iurodivyi? is it because the first two versions of his zhitie are
lacking in ‘canonical’ structure?

373 GoLoD, PykonucHas Tpaauuus, op. Cit.; GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii caaroi, op. Cit., 170—1: Scholars
tend to agree the hagiographer was not a contemporary of the saint. The lack of Rostov-specific details has
also been attributed to the hagiographer’s supposed intention to cater for a pan-Russian readership, or to his
being foreign to Rostov. GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepycckuit cBsiTol, Op. Cit., 172; GLADKOVA, CTpaHHOCTb
1opoauBoro, op. Cit., 71; A.N. VESELOVSKII, Tpucran u U3onsna, KypHan munucmepcmea HapooHo20
npoceewenus 248, 1886, 275: Based on folk tale motifs, some scholars have suggested the hagiographer was
from Novgorod. | do not think the evidence is strong enough to support this case. GORODILIN, Mexny
KHEMEUBCKOI0 3eMJIeto» 1 PocToBoM, Op. Cit., 423-430; GLADKOVA, IpeBHepyccKuii cBsATOii, Op. Cit., 206:
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of Isidor was almost certainly expanded by more than one person,®# the first posthumous
miracle ending in a conclusive tone and the last two posthumous miracles standing out like

an independent whole, added by a different hand.3"

Barsukov listed two fifteenth-/sixteenth-century copies of the sluzhba for Isidor, eight
sixteenth-century, and two sixteenth-/seventeenth-century.3’® As stated above, the liturgy
mentions two miracles — involving respectively a merchant and a presbyter — that also appear
in the Life. Because hagiography has a stronger narrative component than liturgy, it is likely,
though not certain, that these two episodes migrated from the zhitie to the sluzhba.3”” Aside
from the sluzhba, Barsukov also listed four fifteenth- and sixteenth-century manuscripts
where the encomium (pokhvala) to Isidor circulated by itself.®”® Isidor’s name appears in
liturgical calendars (ustavy) starting from the first decades of the sixteenth century, which
suggests the growth of his popularity beyond Rostov.®”® In 1563, lvan IV mentioned Isidor

as an established Russian saint in a letter to Metropolitan Makarii: the tsar attributed his

These interpretations are more sceptical of the Novgorod hagiographer theory. Gladkova proposes the
Scriptures or the Life of St Nicholas as inspiration for the sea miracle.

374 GLADKOVA, [lpeBHepycckuii cBaTOiA, Op. cit., 172: Gladkova suggests as many as four authors and two
redactors, though she does not justify this claim.

375 GLADKOVA, [IpeBHepyccKuii cBATOH, Op. Cit., 171, 191-3.

376 BARSUKOV, Hcmounuku, op. Cit., col. 233. Of these, | have looked at PT'E ©.304/1 Ne618 and Ne630.

377 Because the sluzhba does not mention any other miracles, it could have been written with reference to an
early version of the Life that included fewer miracle stories. However, the evidence currently available does
not allow for the relative chronology of zhitie and sluzhba to be anything other than highly hypothetical.

378 BARSUKOV, Hcmounuku, 0p. Cit., col. 233.

378 Ucmnop, I12 Tom XXVII, op. cit., 171.
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successful conquest of Smolensk to the patronage and intercession of a number of Russian

saints, including Isidor.38°
Maksim of Moscow

Most sources that date the death of Maksim of Moscow place it in the 1430s, though
there is disagreement on the exact year.®! Maksim was celebrated annually on the 11
November, supposedly the anniversary of his death, but also on the on the anniversary of the
discovery of his relics, the 13 August, which conveniently coincided with the feast day of
the homonymous Maximos, the seventh-century Confessor. Metropolitan Makarii’s 1547
encyclical decreed that Maksim was to be celebrated as a local saint in Moscow on the 13
August.®®? In some liturgical calendars, Maksim’s feast day can also be found under the 21

January, which was another feast day for St Maximos. 383

The earliest evidence for the cult of Maksim is in late fifteenth- and early sixteenth-
century liturgical calendars, including one owned by the grand-princely d’iak Danilo
Mamyrev, which would suggest the recognition of Maksim as a saint among the political
elite of Moscow.®* One such calendar included a brief biographical notice about Maksim on

the anniversary of his death: this short narrative text, titled ‘Passing of saint Maksim the holy

380 Quoted above on page 78.

381 BARSUKOV, Mcmounuxu, op. Cit., col. 347; IVANov, Holy Fools, op. cit., 261: Some chronicles give 1435
as the year of Maksim’s death. A.G. MEL’NIK, CtaHoBlIeHHE KyJIbTa I0poauBoro Makcuma MoOCKOBCKOTO,
Apocnaeckuii nedacoeuueckuil éecmuuk 2 (T. |, 'ymanutapusie Haykn), 2014, 14: The earliest chronicle
evidence for Maksim’s death, the Vladimirskii letopisets, places it in November 6942 (1433).

382 Axmot, cobpannvie, Op. Cit., 203.

383 For example, in the sixteenth-century manuscript: PI'G. ©.256 Ne 397 fol. 358 v — 359 r.

384 Maxcum, 170 Tom XLII, op. cit., 740; MEL’NIK, CTaHOBIEHHE KyJIbTa I0pOAMBOro Maxcuma, Op. Cit., 14:
The earliest manuscripts include the late fifteenth-century TUM Emnapx. Ne309, fol. 89 v and 106 v; a 1504

trebnik from the Novgorod Lisitskii monastery; and a late fifteenth- or early sixteenth-century Jerusalem
ustav.
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fool for Christ’s sake, the new wonderworker of Moscow’ (Prestavlenie sviatago Maksima
khrista radi ourodivago moskovskago novago chiudotvortsa) is the closest we have to a
zhitie of Maksim.3 The earliest preserved liturgical texts celebrating Maksim date to the
first half of the sixteenth century, and include a tropar’ and kondak from a 1522 ustav
(liturgical calendar) owned by Bishop Aleksei of Vologda and Perm’.3%® Additionally,
Barsukov lists four sixteenth-century copies of the sluzhba for Maksim, and two late

sixteenth-/early seventeenth-century.®®’

Two 1520s chronicles bear witness to the cult of Maksim. The sixteenth/century
Vladimirskii letopisets,®® recorded Maksim’s death under the entry for 6942 (1433), and the
Nikon chronicle, written in the late 1520s in the entourage of Metropolitan Daniil of

Moscow, mentioned a healing miracle by St Maksim under the year 1501.38%°
Nikolai Kochanov of Novgorod

There is a high degree of uncertainty surrounding Nikolai of Novgorod’s life, though

the most frequently offered date for his death is 1392 (6000).3%° His feast day was on the 27

385 PI'B. @.256 Ne 397 fol. 358 v — 359 r. IVANOV, Holy Fools, op. cit., 261-2: There might have been a (now
lost) zhitie of Maksim. Preserved in a seventeenth-/eighteenth-century manuscript, the 1698 Tale about the
translation of Maksim’s relics mentions that ‘many speak of the saint's life and of his miracles, of which a
long book has been written, but | do not know how it disappeared from the church, or who took it from
earlier priests for copying.” On this topic, see also MEL’NIK, CTaHOBJIeHHE KyJibTa FOporBoro Makcuma, 0Op.
cit., 15; BARSUKOV, Hcmounuxu, 0Op. Cit., col. 348; KLIUCHEVSKII, [Ipesnepyccrue acumusi, Op. Cit., 245-6.

38 These short liturgical texts have been published in MEL’NIK, CTaHoBIeHHE KyJIbTa FOPOAMBOro Makcuma,
op. cit., 14.

387 BARSUKOV, Hcmounuku, 0p. Cit., col. 349.
38 YA.S. LUR’E, Jleronucen Bnagumupckuit, CKKIP (XIV-XVI, 2), 17-18.
389 MEL’NIK, CTaHOBJIEHHE KyJIbTa HOPOAUBOro Makcuma, Op. Cit., 14-15.

390 Hukomnait, 112 Tom L, op. cit., 274: It has been argued that this date could have been the result of a
copying mistake.
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July, though he is not mentioned in Metropolitan Makarii’s 1547 encyclical. Despite the
scanty and predominantly late evidence for his cult, his feast day is recorded in a monastic
liturgical calendar from the St losif VVolokolamsk monastery as early as 1518-19.3% The
latter manuscript is the earliest evidence for the cult of Nikolai, though a sluzhba for him
and accompanying encomium (pokhval 'noe slovo), as well as two miracle stories and further
calendar entries, can be found in later sixteenth-century manuscripts. It was on the basis of
these shorter texts that a so-called zhitie was compiled, of which Barsukov lists two
sixteenth-century copies. More sixteenth-century copies of the sluzhba are now known than
those listed by Barsukov, who only acknowledged one late sixteenth- or early seventeenth-

century copy.>®2

Chronicles do not register Nikolai’s presence in Novgorod during his life, though
Novgorod Il mentions the erection of a church — dedicated to St Pantaleon, whose feast day
Nikolai shared — over his tomb in 1554 (7062).2°3 Nikolai is, moreover, frequently mentioned

in the literature along his supposed contemporary, the iurodivyi Fedor of Novgorod. Though

31 A.G. MEL’NIK, Pycckue cBaThle, iountasinuecs B Mocudo-BonokonaMckoM MOHACTBIpE B KOHIlE X V—
XVI B., Hcmopuueckue, ¢unocoghckue, nonumuueckue u puoOUtecKue HayKu, KyIbmypoiosus u
ucxkycemeogedenue. Bonpocer meopuu u npaxmuxu 8(58), U. 111, 2015, 138: Maksim of Moscow also appears
in this calendar.

392 BARSUKOV, Hcmounuku, Op. Cit., col. 400: The late sixteenth- or early seventeenth-century sluzhba
mentioned by Barsukov, PT'b. ®.304/I Ne624, along with a seventeenth-century copy of Nikolai’s two
miracles and encomium, PI'b ©.310 Ne344, are, unfortunately, the only two manuscripts I have been able to
consult. These have the following headings: mua HiaA B K3 NPECTIABAENIE BANKNNATO Xa pd OYPOBATO
NHKOARI KouaNnoga; the month of July on the 27 day passing of the blessed iurodivyi for Christ’s sake Nikola
Kochanov (®.304/1 Ne624, fol. 509 r) and mua HOAA B K3 AENK YKAW MPEEAKENNATO NHKOARI,
NapHLaemarw Kouanoga; the month of July on the 27 day miracle of the most blessed Nikola, called
Kochanov (@.310 Ne344, fol. 1 r). Hukonaii, 712 Tom L, op. cit., 274-5: The sixteenth-century manuscripts |
have not been able to access are the mid-sixteenth century PHB IToroa. Ne 851, fol. 111 r— 116 v; the late
sixteenth-century BAH 13.3.32. fol. 164 r — 177 v; the mid-sixteenth century PHB Cod. Ne 419, fol. 152 r —
166 r; and the 1560s BAH Apxanr. JI. 159 fol. 422 r —431r.

398 [ICPJI, T. XXX, Braoumupckuii remonucey. Hoszopoockas || (Apxusckas nemonucs), Moscow 1965,
182. See also V.V. MAIKOV, Knuzea nucyosas no Hosezopody Benuxomy xonya XV1 6., Saint Petersburg 1911,
19-20: This source mentions monastic cells of Mikula Kochanov.
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narratively interesting, the famous story about the two iurodivye fighting each other — an
allegory for internal strife in Novgorod politics — is attested at the earliest in the Life of
Fedor, a late eighteenth- or early nineteenth-century manuscript, and not in any of the earliest

sources for Nikolai.®%*
Prokopii of Ustiug

Prokopii of Ustiug was an almost entirely legendary figure, for which even the vaguest
life dates — second half of the thirteenth to early fourteenth century? — are completely
uncertain.®® The most frequently mentioned date for his death, 1303, is obviously arrived at
by adding a millennium to the fourth-century martyr Procopius of Scythopolis’s death,
whose feast day Prokopii shared.®® Prokopii was recognised, alongside loann, as a regional
saint of Ustiug in Metropolitan Makarii’s 1547 encyclical, which nevertheless failed to

indicate the date of his feast day, as it did for the other saints.>®

The cult of Prokopii is first attested in two tales (povesti), one about his tomb’s

miracles, the other about the miracles worked by an icon of him and Varlaam of Khutyn’.3%

Both texts were transmitted together with the Life of loann of Ustiug. The manuscripts’

39 Huxonait, 712 Tom L, op. cit., 275; BARSUKOV, Hcmounuxu, 0p. Cit., col. 588: Barsukov mentions a
seventeenth-century reference to the tomb of the ‘blessed Fedor’, though I have not been able to trace this
manuscript.

3% AN. VLASOV, ITpokomnuit, 710 T. 55, 345.

3% VLASOV, Yemioowcckas numepamypa, op. cit., 29: Prokopii supposedly met Varlaam Khutynskii (d.1193),
but if this was the case, he could hardly have died in 1303. Vlasov suggested that the day and year of
Prokopii’s death were simply arrived at by adding a millennium to the date of the martyr Procopius’s death (8
July 303). VLASOV, Ipoxomuii, I1D T. 55, op. cit., 348: This was also the feast day of a wonderworking icon
of the Annunciation kept in the Ustiug Dormition cathedral.

397 Axmot, cobpannvie, Op. cit., 204. Prokopii and loann had different feast days.

3% \VLAsov, ITpoxonuit, 712 T. 55, op. cCit., 345.
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oldest copy, PI'b @.178 Nel365, bears a watermark from 1564,%®° which, accounting for
import and distribution, might reasonably place the texts in the 1560s or 1570s. Their
compiler and author has been identified as the son of Hegumen Dionisii of the

Sol’vychegodsk Boris and Gleb monastery.*%

The cycle’s first text,*°* a Tale about the miracles of Prokopii and encomium to him?%2
was likely a compilation of earlier sources, including notes taken by priests at Prokopii’s
main shrine in the Dormition cathedral of Ustiug, and a popular legend about the saint. The
text’s earliest version was structured as follows: introduction; narrative about a fire cloud
that descended upon Ustiug and was dispelled by Prokopii’s prayers to a miraculous icon of
the Virgin; notice about the construction of the saint’s church; nineteen posthumous miracles
(of which two were new stories added by the son of Dionisii), arranged in chronological
order; and encomium.*®® The fire cloud legend is considered to be the oldest text about

Prokopii: it can be found independently in the manuscript tradition, and might have

39 VLASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0Op. Cit., 548.

400 |dem, 470-71; VLASOV, Ycmiooicckas aumepamypa, Op. cit., 26: This author might have been the same as
a slightly later editor, who called himself Pavel (ITaoyxs), though this is highly uncertain.

401 V/LAsov, Ipoxkonuit, 112 T. 55, op. Cit., 345, 347: The histories of the texts about Prokopii are complex,
and Vlasov is, in my mind, not always clear about them. He calls the Tale about Prokopii’s miracles a zhitie,
even though he recognises that a true zhitie was only written for Prokopii around the mid-seventeenth
century. It is, therefore, unclear to me what he means by listing over thirty copies, from the sixteenth to the
nineteenth centuries, of Prokopii’s zhitie. It is also frustrating that he does not publish the earliest version of
the Tale about Prokopii’s miracles, choosing instead to agglomerate it with later, seventeenth-century
versions that are closer to a zhitie. | have therefore not been able to use his edition of this text in my analysis,
neither have | managed to get access to its earliest manuscript, PI'b. ®@.178 Ne1365. VLASOV, JKumuiinvie
nosecmu, 0p. Cit., 548-50: Discussion of the manuscripts used in the edition of what Vlasov calls the Life of
Prokopii.

402V LAsov, Yemiooacekan aumepamypa, 0Op. cit., 19: PI'B. ®.178 Ne1365, fol. 1 r— 36 v.

403 |dem, 20-2.
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circulated before the mid-sixteenth century.*®* The story, however, gave no biographical
information about Prokopii, merely describing him as living on the porch of the Dormition

church, not taking food or clothes from charitable people, and having a prophetic gift.%

The Tale about Prokopii’s icon’s miracles*®® was written between 1548 and 1552-3,%7
and was less widely disseminated than either the Tale about the miracles of Prokopii, or the
Life of loann. It is composed of story fragments loosely connected in theme: introduction;
miracle account from the church of Prokopii; tale about painting the icon of Prokopii;
miracle account from 1548; encomium to the icon followed by another thirteen miracle
stories; miracle from the icon of the Saviour, Prokopii, and Varlaam of Khutyn’; encomium
to Prokopii; miracle from the icon of Prokopii in 1550; further miracles from this icon;
miracles from the icon of the Saviour, Prokopii, and Varlaam in 1552; and encomium to

Prokopii and Varlaam.*%

Though the earliest texts celebrating Prokopii are fragmentary in nature, his cult seems
more embedded in local culture than that of loann, for whom the son of Dionisii felt it was
necessary to write a zhitie. The fact that he did not find it indispensable to write one for

Prokopii, and that a more literary, if not more factual, zhitie was only composed for him in

404 |dem, 21-3; VLASOV, IIpokonuit, 113 T. 55, op. cit., 346: Vlasov has suggested the 1530s as a possible
time for the original composition of the fire cloud story. He has also observed that the oldest copy of the fire
cloud story, PT'B. ®.178 Ne1817, features an older way of tracing letters, which could place it in the fifteenth
century.

405 \V/LAasov, Tpokonuii, 172 T. 55, op. cit., 348.

408 \/LASOV, Yemioacekasn aumepamypa, op. Cit., 19: PTB ®.178 Nel1365, fol. 37 r — 174 r: Full title according
to Vlasov: Ckasanue o uydecax om uxonwt Ilpokonus u uxonwst Cnaca, Ilpoxonus u Bapraama Xymulncko2o 6
Bopucoanebekom monacmeipe; Cnoso noxeanvhoe Ilpoxonuio u Bapraamy | Tale about the miracles from the
icon of Prokopii and the icon of the Saviour, Prokopii, and Varlaam of Khutyn’ in the Boris and Gleb
monastery. Encomium to Prokopii and Varlaam.

07 \/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0p. Cit., 474,

48\ LAsOvV, Yemioaicckan aumepamypa, 0Op. Cit., 24-5.
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the mid-seventeenth century,*® is a good counterexample to the frequent assumption that
where there is no zhitie, there is no cult: Prokopii was venerated for at least a century before

becoming the subject of more than fragmentary miracle tales.

Liturgical celebration, on the other hand, was essential to a cult. Barsukov listed five
sixteenth-century manuscripts of the sluzhba for Prokopii.*° One of its earliest copies, PI'B.
@.304/1 Ne619, from the Trinity St Sergii monastery bears a close resemblance to the sluzhba
for Isidor of Rostov, with which it shares a tropar’ and kanon. Prokopii was celebrated in
major monastic houses far beyond Ustiug, and his name can be found in a 1559 sinodik
(commemoration of the dead) from Novgorod, as well as in sviattsy and obikhodniki
(structuring the liturgy at a given monastery) from the main Russian foundations, including
the St losif Volokolamsk, Chudov, Solovki, and Spaso-Priluki monasteries. Moreover, the
second story in the Tale about Prokopii’s miracles suggests that liturgical texts for him were
in circulation by the 1530s: in 15367, it reported, an ill boyar from Moscow offered
abundant alms to Prokopii’s shrine in Ustiug and was sent an icon of the saint, holy water,

and the texts of Prokopii’s kanon and stikhir.*

Finally, the sixteenth-century Ustiug chronicle recorded the construction of a church

for Prokopii in 1495 (7003), the same year loann, another iurodivyi of Ustiug, died.**?

409 VLASOV, JKumuiinwle nosecmu, 0p. Cit., 510; VLASOV, Vemrooicckas numepamypa, op. Cit., 30: the Life of
Prokopii has been dated to the 1640s-50s.

410 BARSUKOV, Hcmounuxu, 0p. Cit., col. 464.

411 viLAsov, Tpoxomwit, 712 T. 55, op. cit., 350.

A2 [ICPJI, T. XXXVII, Yemioscckue u eonozoockue nemonucu XVI—XVII1 sg., Leningrad 1982, 51; VLASOV,
TIpoxommit, 112 T. 55, op. cit., 349: Vlasov contests this date (1495). He suggests 7020 (1512) for loann’s
death and after 1515 for Prokopii’s first church. The (factually untrustworthy) seventeenth-century Life of

Prokopii also mentions that a certain pious loann from Moscow commissioned a chapel and zhitie for
Prokopii in 1458, but ecclesiastical authorities had the chapel taken down, and it was only after 1471, when
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loann of Ustiug

loann of Ustiug may have died in 1494,*3 and was celebrated on the 29 May, the
supposed anniversary of his death. Metropolitan Makarii’s 1547 encyclical recognised him,

along with Prokopii, as a regional saint in Ustiug, though it did not specify either’s feast

day.*14

If it is sometimes difficult to dissociate the cult of loann from that — older and more
widespread — of Prokopii,*!® the written traces of the former are much easier to outline. The
Life of loann and encomium to him (Zhitie loanna i pokhvala emu)*® was explicitly dated
by its author, the son of Hegumen Dionisii, to 1554. The texts’ oldest manuscript, PI'b ®.178
Nel1365, bears a watermark from 1564,%1” which might reasonably date the texts to the 1560s

or 1570s.

Barsukov listed a single late sixteenth-/early seventeenth-century copy of the sluzhba

for loann, though Vlasov references a few sixteenth-century manuscripts.*8

victorious soldiers returned from Nizhnii Novgorod attributing their success to Prokopii, that a church was
built for him.

413 Yoann, 119 Tom XXIII, op. cit., 350.

414 Axmot, cobpannsie, 0p. Cit., 204,

415 | have not found representations of loann without Prokopii prior to the seventeenth century.

8 NLASOV, Vemioaicckan aumepamypa, Op. cit., 19: PTB. @.178 Ne1365, fol. 175 r— 198 r.

47 VLASOV, JKumuiinvle nogecmu, 0p. Cit., 288, 548; Noanwn, 12 Tom XXIII, op. cit., 350: The text’s two
oldest copies are: PI'B. ®.178 Ne1365; OUJIP. Ne 304. See the previous discussion on the texts about
Prokopii for information on the son of Dionisii.

418 \/LASOV, Hoann, 113, op. cit., 351: TUM. Llap. Ne 563, late sixteenth century, Stroganov family gift to the
Annunciation cathedral in Sol’vychegodsk in 1592; PT'B ®.178 Ne 1826 (fol. 106 r — 178 r), second half of
the sixteenth century; PT'B. ®@.178 Ne 1365, sixteenth century. Vlasov argues the liturgy for loann was

modelled on that for Symeon of Emesa. Unfortunately, none of these manuscripts have been digitalised, and |
have therefore not been able to consult the sluzhba for loann.
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Galaktion of Beloozero

Very little is known about Galaktion. He may have been born in the mid-fifteenth
century and died in 1506 in the Ferapontov monastery, where he lived. His feast day is the
12 January, the same as his monastic mentor’s,*!® though it is unclear whether Galaktion was
venerated in the sixteenth century. The iurodivyi is known to us through a vignette in the
mid-sixteenth century Life of Martinian of Beloozero,*° the monastic founder whose
disciple he was, and through the 1560s Stepennaia kniga. The latter recorded a prophecy
Galaktion made following Vasilii III’s unsuccessful attempt to take Kazan’ in 1506: the holy

fool predicted that Kazan’ would only fall to his (then unborn) son Ivan 1V.42
Vasilii of Moscow

Vasilii of Moscow may have been born in the 1460s and died in the 1550s.%?? His feast
day is the 2 August, and the earliest evidence for him is in the Book of Degrees, or
Stepennaia kniga, a chronicle whose first redaction dates from 1563.%% In Degrees XV1 and

XVI1, the Book reported two prophecies Vasilii made during his lifetime, one about the 1521

419 Tanaxrtuon, 112 Tom X, 289; Maptunuan, 119 Tom XLIV, 183.

420 "anaktuon, 119 Tom X, op. cit., 289: The earliest copy of the Life of Martinian’s first redaction is the late
sixteenth-/early seventeenth-century PT'B. @.113 Ne 564 fol. 223 r — 248 r; and the earliest copy of the second
redaction is the 1560s PHB. Cod. Ne 467 fol. 49 r — 98 r. See also: JKumue Mapmunuana Benoszepcxozo,
BJIIP 13,208-261, 777—-782: The text in this edition is PHB. Cod. Ne 467.

421 |bid.
422 Bacunmii bnaxkennsit, 719 Tom VI, op. cit., 124: These dates would mean an unusual longevity for
Vasilii. 1557 is not the only possible date for his death: Erusalimskii also proposes 1552. Sources tend to

agree that he died in the 1550s.

423 1dem, 123: Because he died in the 1550s, he could not have been included in Metropolitan Makarii’s 1547
encyclical.
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Polish-Tatar invasion of Moscow, and one about the Moscow fire of 1547.44 The circulation
and recording of stories about him within a decade or so of Vasilii’s death attests to his

popularity, at least in Moscow.

It was, however, only after 1589, following Vasilii’s public recognition as a saint, that
Patriarch lov commissioned a zhitie to commemorate him. The earliest copy of the Life of
Vasilii, written in a highly ornamented style but lacking in realia, was included in a late
sixteenth-century menology (Chet’i Minei).*”® The text followed a vague biography of
Vasilii with an encomium (pokhvala), twenty-four miracle stories, and the two prophecy
tales borrowed from the Stepennaia kniga. The miracles, most likely recorded by shrine
attendants at the Pokrov cathedral where Vasilii was translated, took place between 1588

and 1591.4%6

The Solovki monastery chronicle recorded additional posthumous miracles worked by

Vasilii’s tomb.*?” The English traveller Giles Fletcher was intrigued by holy fools, the

respect shown to them in Russia, and the popularity of Vasilii’s cult in Moscow.*?

424 Cmenennas knuza yapcko2o poodociogus no opesuetivum cnuckam: Texcmot u kommenmapuii. T. 2.
Cmenenu XI-XVII, N.N. Pokrovskii and G.D. Lenhoff (eds.), Moscow 2008, 3067, 353-6.

425 Bacunuii bnaxennsiit, 112 Tom VI, op. cit., 123—4: TUM. Uyn. Ne 317 fol. 60 r — 99 r. There are two
other redactions of the Life of Vasilii, both seventeenth-century. Vasilii’s zhitie became a popular text from
the seventeenth century onward, and new material was often added to it. BARSUKOV, Hcmounuku, op. Cit.,
col. 91: Barsukov lists a single late sixteenth-/early seventeenth-century manuscript of the zhitie. This is not
surprising, as the text might not have been written before 1591, the date at which the last recorded miracle
took place.

426 Bacunuit Baxkennniit, 110 Tom VI, op. cit., 126: The first six miracles were most likely written before
August 1588 and are found separately from the zhitie in one of the earliest manuscripts mentioning Vasilii,
the late sixteenth-century TUM. Veap. Ne 1797 (Llapck. Ne 520).

427 1bid.; M.N. TIKHOMIROV, Pycckoe nemonucanue, Moscow 1979, 192-3, 201.

428 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 219.
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An encomium for Vasilii, transmitted in manuscripts alongside his zhitie, was based
on the liturgy for Isidor of Rostov. By the late sixteenth century, there were two different
sluzhby for Vasilii, one of which was written before his public recognition as a saint in
August 1588, suggesting a popular cult prior to his official endorsement by the Church. An
earlier kanon for Vasilii was written by a Solovki monk, Misail, before 1587.42° Barsukov
listed six sixteenth-century manuscripts of Vasilii’s sluzhba, and three late sixteenth-/early
seventeenth-century,*® which is remarkable for a saint who had died in the 1550s. The
ceremonial recognition of Vasilii as a new wonderworker in 1588 was politically motivated:
its aim was to impress Patriarch Jeremiah of Constantinople and encourage him to bless
Moscow as an independent patriarchate during his stay there. A member of Jeremiah’s
ambassy, Arsenios Elassonos, was asked to write a Greek liturgical service for Vasilii by a

certain monk who had been healed by the saint.*!
Nikolai of Pskov

Nikolai of Pskov, or Mikula as he was known in the local dialect, might have died in
1576. His feast day is currently the 28 February, the supposed anniversary of his death,*3
though he has also been listed in calendars under the 6 December, the same day as his more
famous homonym, St Nicholas of Myra, the Wonderworker.**® Nikolai is atypical in that

there is no evidence for his veneration before the modern period — no sluzhba, no zhitie —

429 Bacunuit Baxennniit, 119 Tom VI, op. cit., 127: PTE. MJIA Ne 99 (412).

430 BARSUKOV, Hcmounuxu, 0p. Cit., col. 91-92.

431 PH.A. DEMETRAKOPOULOS, ’Apaévioc Elacoovos (15650-1626), Bioc kai épyo. Zvufolsi oty pedétn twv
uerafolaviivary A,oviwv tic "Avaroisg, Athens 1984, 131. Demetrakopoulos publishes the text of the service
in pages 181-95.

432 Huxomnai, 112 Tom L, op. cit., 289.

433 Ceoonwiii uxononucuwui noonunnux XV eexa no cnucky I'. @unumonoea, Moscow 1874, 27, 40-41.
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though judging by the number of secular sources he appeared in, he was quite a notable

figure in the late sixteenth century at least.

Nothing is known about the life of Nikolai, except for one episode, recorded in several
travellers’ accounts and chronicles. This is the story of how, when Ivan IV had razed
Novgorod and murdered its people in 1570, he came to Pskov, where Nikolai the iurodivyi
scared him with his prophecies to such a degree that the tsar left the city and its inhabitants
unharmed. Foreign members of Ivan’s private oprichnina army, as well as two Englishmen
who spent time in Muscovy, recorded slightly different versions of the stories that evidently
circulated about this incident. The accounts can be ordered chronologically as follows: the
Livonian noblemen Johann Taube and Elert Kruse, writing in 1572;%* the ex-court translator
Heinrich von Staden, writing in 1578-79;*° the Englishman Giles Fletcher, who published
his account in England in 1591;%%® and another Englishman, Jerome Horsey, who composed

his account over three decades, ¢.1588—¢.1621.%%'

The two earliest chronicle accounts of the episode are considerably harder to date, and
were probably written in the seventeenth century, if based on earlier stories. According to
Nasonov, responsible for their most recent edition, all Pskov chronicles, divided into

branches I, 11, and 111, go back to a single protograph.*3 The confrontation between lvan IV

434 A, BENOIT, Johann Taube and Elert Kruse: A Broken Window on Ivan IV’s Oprichnina, Canadian-
American Slavic Studies 54, 2020, 373-4.

435 T, ESPER (ed.), The Land and Government of Muscovy: A Sixteenth-Century Account, Stanford 1967, 27—
8.

436 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 219-20.

437 |dem, 268-9.

438 A.N. NASONOV, IIckosckue nemonucu, |, Moscow Leningrad 1941, LXII1: Nasonov draws a useful
stemma.
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and Nikolai is included in Pskov | and I11,*¥ though it is, in both cases, part of late
continuations. For Pskov |, this is the Obolenskii copy, dated to the first half of the
seventeenth century.* In Pskov Ill, the episode appears in the second Arkhivskii copy,
which follows the Stroevskii copy (ending in 1567), and continues it up to 1649-50. Nasonov
dates this continuation (okonchanie Arkhivskogo 2-ogo spiska) to the mid-seventeenth
century.**! Both chronicle narratives of the Nikolai episode, therefore, could have been
written down anytime after the event in 1570 and before 1650. An additional account can be
found in the mid-seventeenth century Piskarevskii letopisets, which incorporated northern

Russian material despite its Moscow-based perspective.*42

Nikolai’s career as a protector of Pskov did not end after his confrontation with lvan.
In 1581, just over a decade after the tsar’s punitive expedition against the region, Pskov was
besieged by Polish-Lithuanian King Stefan Bathory. The Tale of the coming of Stephen
Bathory to the town of Pskov (Povest’ o prikhozhdenii Stefana Batoriya na grad Pskov),
composed by the icon painter Vasilii shortly after he witnessed the events,**® mentioned

Nikolai as one of the saints to whom the besieged inhabitants prayed in despair.*** Based on

439 \/.1. OKHOTNIKOVA, Jletorucu Ickosckue, CKKJIP (XIV-XVI, 2), 29: The episode is logically absent
from Pskov 11, compiled in 1486 and known in a single late fifteenth-century copy.

440 NASONOV, Ilckosckue nemonucu, |, op. cit., XLVII, XLIX: This copy follows Novgorod V up to 1447,
then the Pskov chronicles, and adds an end of its own (okonchanie Obolenskogo spiska).

441 1dem, XXXVII: Though they might have informed a discussion of chronicle narratives of the Mikula
episode, | have, unfortunately, not found studies on the contexts in which either seventeenth-century
continuation was produced.

42 YA.G. SOLODKIN, ITuckapesckuii nerorucer, CKK/JP (XVII, 2), 269-74.

43 ITogecmv 0 npuxoxcoenuu Cmegpana Bamopus na 2pao Icxoe, BJIIP 13, 606, 825: Vasilii signed the text
using cryptography.

44 1bid., op. cit., 578-580.
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this epic povest’, the Pskov Caves paterik, edited from the 1520s until the end of the
seventeenth century,**® focused on the monastery’s role as the city’s spiritual defender and
recorded a vision revealed to a certain Dorofei, a monk and blacksmith, who saw the Virgin
walking on a great column of light connecting the Pskov Caves monastery to the city, and
behind her a number of saints including the locals Vsevolod and Dovmont of Pskov, and

‘the blessed Mikula’.*4®

Despite the absence of hagiographical or liturgical works dedicated to him, suggesting
a lack of official backing of his cult, Nikolai is briefly mentioned in the vita of a local hermit,
Nikandr (1507?-1581). The text’s oldest redaction — end of the sixteenth/beginning of the
seventeenth century — mentions that, in one of his rare visits to the town of Pskov, Nikandr

ran into Nikolai, who foresaw the recluse’s ascetic future.**’

45 IToeecms o nckoso-neuepckom, Op. Cit., 814: The history of this text has, so far, not been studied in detail,
and the number of redactions in existence is unclear.

446 1dem, 490: u no nux cma nosadu, sixo noaycasicenu, bnaxcennviti Mukyna, usice ypooueblii 6siuie 6bi1b 60
Ickosrs [ and after them at the back, about half a sazhen, the blessed Mikula, who was a iurodivyi in Pskov.

47 3Kumue Huxanopa Ilckoeckozo, BJIP 13, 620; M.D. KAGAN — M.A. OKHOTINA, XKurue Huxaunpa
Ickorckoro, CKK/P (XVII, 1), 371: Kagan and Okhotina date this text to the first half of the seventeenth
century.
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Presumed | Feast day Earliest evidence of | Zhitie Sluzhba Chronicles Travellers | Status in 1547
dates of cult encyclical
life
Mikhail of | 1390s/ 11 January | zhitie, 1470s 3 redactions (E) 6 sixteenth- Novgorod IlI; No Pan-Russian
Klopsko 1400s — (1470s, 1490s, century copies Voskresenskaia saint
1471 1537), 68 copies letopis’
(14567?) (9 first redaction,
6 second
redaction, 52 third
redaction)
Isidor of d.1474 (?) | 14 May 1487 liturgical 6 full redactions 2 fifteenth- No No No
Rostov (same as calendar (E) + 1 short, first | /sixteenth-century
Isidore of full redaction by | copies, 8 [but mentioned in [but zhitie
Chios) early sixteenth sixteenth-century, | 1563 letter from included in
century, over 120 | 2 sixteenth- Ivan IV to Great
copies /seventeenth- Metropolitan Menology]
century Makarii]
Maksim of | d.1430s 11 late fifteenth-century | No 4 sixteenth- Vladimirskii No Moscow saint
Moscow ? November, | liturgical calendar century copies, 2 | letopisets; Nikon
13 August | (TM Emapx. late sixteenth- chronicle
(same as Ne309, fol. 89 v and [early
Maximos 106 v) seventeenth-
the century
Confessor),
(21
January)
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Nikolai of | d.1392 (?) | 27 July 1518/19 liturgical at least 2 at least 4 Novgorod Il (tomb) | No No
Novgorod calendar sixteenth-century | sixteenth-century
copies (U) copies
Prokopii second 8 July mid-sixteenth 30 copies, 5 sixteenth- Ustiug chronicle No Ustiug saint
of Ustiug | half of the | (same as century tale about sixteenth-century | century copies (church)
thirteenth | Procopius miracles, tale about | version unedited
—early of miracles of icon (?) (U/E)
fourteenth | Scythopolis | (PT'b ®.178 Nel1365)
century (?) |)
loann of d.1494 (?) | 29 May 1554 zhitie 2 sixteenth- 3 sixteenth- Ustiug chronicle No Ustiug saint
Ustiug century copies (E) | century copies (death)
Galaktion | mid- 12 January | 1560s Life of No No Stepennaia kniga No No
of fifteenth (same as Martinian of [but mentioned in
Beloozero | century — | Martinian Beloozero and Life of Martinian]
d.1506 (?) | of Stepennaia kniga
Beloozero)
Vasilii of | 1460s — 2 August 1560s Stepennaia 1 sixteenth- 6 sixteenth- Stepennaia kniga; | Fletcher No
Moscow 1550s (?) kniga century, 1 late century, 3 late Solovki chronicle [but high-
sixteenth-/early sixteenth-/early (Solovetskii profile public
seventeenth- seventeenth- letopisets) recognition
century (E) century ceremony in
1588]
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Nikolai of | d.1576 (?) | (6 1572 Taube & Kruse | No No Pskov I; Pskov IlI; | Taube & No
Pskov December) | account [but mentioned in Piskarevskii Kruse; von
Life of Nikandr] letopisets; Staden;
[+ Povest’ o Fletcher;
prikhozhdenii Horsey

Stefana Batoriya
na grad Pskov’]

Table. Textual Evidence Summary.

(E) = edited
(U) = unedited
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[1.2.b lurodivye in Chronicles

Though iurodivye became legendary characters, they were often based on historical
figures whose memory lived on in communities after their death and was sometimes
recorded in local chronicles. Though mainly produced in churches or cathedrals by members
of the clergy, chronicles narrated any events that impacted a lay community, including the
presence of a perceived iurodivyi in their midst. Saints, dead or alive, were believed to
influence earthly events: in the 1563 letter to Metropolitan Makarii quoted above, Ivan IV
attributed his capture of Smolensk to Russian wonderworkers, including various Rostov
saints (among them Isidor), Novgorod saints, monastic saints (among them Mikhail of

Klopsko), and older princely saints such as Vladimir or Boris and Gleb. 448

If they sometimes mention iurodivye, chronicles are rarely the first piece of evidence
for them,*?° as they are often preserved in later manuscripts. Eight of the nine iurodivye
mentioned in this Part 11l appear in chronicles, however briefly, attesting to their visibility
in urban communities, where chronicles were often written. Entries about them were either
short and factual, for example about their arrival to a certain city on a given year, or longer
and narrative, recording an event they may have been involved in that significantly impacted
a community. Whereas the first kind of entry tends to be quite neutral and not necessarily

specific to their being a iurodivyi, the second kind usually involves more characterisation.

448 MEL’NIK, Ucmopus nouumanus, op. Cit., 131; ROMANENKO, «Co6Gopbl pyccKuX CBATBIX», Op. Cit., 175.
Axmur ucmopuueckue, op. cit., 320. See also page 78 above.

49 Vasilii of Moscow in the Stepennaia kniga is an exception.
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Short entries about iurodivye usually marked their death, or the posthumous
construction of a church over their tomb. The sixteenth-century Vladimirskii letopisets, for

example, recorded the death of Maksim of Moscow in an entry for 6942 (1434):

‘Toro e mbra mbesma HosOps 12 meHb mpecTaBucs padbs 00KUKM MaKCHMBb, MKe
XpucTta paay ypoauBbIH, TON0KEH ObIcTh y boprca u I''1h6a Ha BapBapsckoun ynuim

3a Toprom, a mnorpeben ObicTh HbkUM Myxkem OmaroBbpueiM @Deomopom

Koukwuna.”*>°

‘That same year on the 12 of November passed away the servant of God Maksim,
the iurodivyi for Christ’s sake, he was laid [to rest] at [the church of] Boris and Gleb
on the Varvarskaia street behind the market, and he was buried by some pious man
Fedor Kochkin.’

The sixteenth-century Ustiug chronicle included a version of the Tale of Bygone Years
(Povest’ Vremennykh Let), which it continued up to 1517,% and noted the death of loann of
Ustiug the same year as a church for his predecessor Prokopii was built: ‘B nero 7003
[1495]. Maus B 29 nenp Ha YcTiore mpecraBuch OnakeHHbIM MBan Xpucra paiu
I0pOAMBBIU. TOro e Jera MOCTaBH 1EpPKOBb Ha YcTiore Bo ums [Ipokomnust Xpucra paau
ropomBaro.” %2 Similarly, the sixteenth-century Novgorod I1 chronicle recorded the building
of a church dedicated to Nikolai Kochanov by Archbishop Pimin and the ‘Novgorodian

men’ 453

40 IICPJI, T. XXX, op. cit., 133.

L MICPJI, T. XXXVII, op. cit., 3—4: The oldest copy of the Ustiug chronicle is in an early seventeenth-century
manuscript.

42 1dem, 51: In the year 1495 on the 29 May in Ustiug passed away the blessed Ivan, iurodivyi for Christ’s
sake. In that same year, a church was built in Ustiug dedicated to Prokopii, the iurodivyi for Christ’s sake.

453 [ICPJI, T. XXX, op. cit., 182: Saint Pantaleon and Nikolai of Novgorod shared a feast day, the 27 July.
MAIKOV, Kuuea nucyosast, op. Cit., iii, 19-20: A late sixteenth-century pistsovaia kniga (town record)
mentions the church of Saint Pantaleon and eight elder cells of Mikula Kochanov, established there by a
decree of [70]69.
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Occasionally, iurodivye were mentioned by chronicles as healers for their
communities, which suggested their veneration, though it did not distinguish them from
other saints. The 1520s Nikon chronicle recorded the miraculous healing of a man’s leg by
Maksim’s tomb in Moscow: ‘Bb abro 7009 [1501]. [...] Toro e mbra y rpoba cBsraro
Maxkcuma ypoausaro Xpucra paau bors npoctuirs yenopbka, iMyiaro Hory mpuKopueHy,
Anpuns Bb 23.%* Likewise, the late sixteenth-century Solovki monastery chronicle

recorded miracles worked by Vasilii around the time of his public recognition:

‘B nero 7096. ABrycra B 2 neHb ... SBUCS HOBBIM BEIHKWH di0q0TBOpen] Bacuieit

Haroi#i u npoctun Tpu aymm, 1Be NEBUILI Aa HUIIETO CTapiia, ¥ OT TOTO THHU y

4I0I0TBOPIIOBA IP0Oa BEIMKHUE YI0ECa U IPOLIEHHE MHOTUM JIrogeM.” 4%°

‘In the year 7096. On the 2 August ... the great new wonderworker Vasilii the Naked
appeared and pardoned three souls, two maidens and a poor old man, and from that
day [there were] great miracles and the pardoning of many people by the
wonderworker’s grave.’

lurodivye were mentioned in similarly neutral ways across the different chronicles
quoted above. The most frequent labels for them were ‘holy fool for Christ’s sake’ (iurodivyi
Khrista radi) and ‘blessed [one]” (blazhennyi).**® The latter term is closely associated with
iurodivye, though not exclusively. A translation of the Greek pokdpiog, it frequently
accompanies first names of iurodivye (e.g., blazhennyi Vasilii) in contemporary Russian, as
it did in the sixteenth century, though it can also be used as an epithet for other saints or
unrecognised virtuous people, meaning ‘he who has acquired, or who lives by, scriptural

blessings’. It can also be used as an epithet for any kind of saint (bishop, martyr, monk, etc)

44 [ICPJI, T. X, Jlemonucnuiii coopnuk, umenyemviii Ilampuapuero unu Huxonosckoio nemonucwio, Saint
Petersburg 1901, 253: In the year 7009 [1501]. ... In that same year by the grave of Maksim the holy fool for
Christ s sake, God pardoned a man who had a crooked leg on April 23.

45 TIKHOMIROV, Pycckoe nemonucanue, op. Cit., 192-3, 201.

456 Servant (or slave) of God (rab bozhii) is not unusual either. In the Solovki chronicle quoted above, Vasilii,
who had a special place among iurodivye, was called a great new wonderworker (novyi velikii chudotvorets).
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when speaking of the time in life before they fulfilled their religious vocation (e.g., before
they were ordained, martyred, etc).*’ Perhaps it was the term’s relative vagueness that made
it a good fit for describing iurodivye, who were non-ordained laymen living in the world, not
martyrs in a literal way, and often not officially recognised by the Church for a long time.
The passages quoted above, however, show that by the time these chronicles were written,
iurodivye were a recognisable figure in the collective imagination, a feature of urban

environments that did not require an explanation.

Not all chronicles were as neutral or generic in mentioning iurodivye: several
highlighted their ability to make prophecies about major events, whether political or,
occasionally, natural. The seventeenth-century Novgorod Il chronicle recorded the arrival

of Mikhail of Klopsko to Novgorod in 1408 and offered a succinct blurb about him:

‘Bp mbTo 6916. IIpinne npenonobueiii Muxauns Kiornckild, cpogHUKD BETUKUXb

KHs13eit MockoBckuxb, Bb Bennkiit HoBrpams, cb MockBsI, i ipopodecTBo ero lonb

OBITH apXieUCKOIIOMb | O B3sTin Benukaro Hosarpana u Ickosa. %8

‘In the year 6916. The venerable Mikhail of Klopsko, relative of the grand princes
of Moscow, arrived to the Great Novgorod from Moscow, and [it was] his prophecy
[that] lona would become archbishop and about the capture of Novgorod the Great
and Pskov [by Moscow].’

Though much later, this source likely reflects the fifteenth- or sixteenth-century Life of lona
of Novgorod, discussed below,**® which gives more detail on the encounter between the

iurodivyi and the future archbishop.

The Stepennaia kniga, composed in the 1560s in Moscow and edited to tell a coherent

pan-Russian story centred around the now dominant capital, featured iurodivye and their

457 Baxxennstit, 119 Tom V, 352.
48 r1CPJI, T 11, op. cit.: 235.

459 See the discussion from page 199 below.
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prophecies, and intertwined them with the history of the Russian state. The first prophecy
recorded by the Stepennaia kniga was made during the reign of Vasilii 11l by Galaktion, a
monk of Ferapontov monastery who may have died in 1506. The Stepennaia kniga devoted
a long passage to the description of his feat of extreme humility, probably with the intention
of supporting the legitimacy of his prophecy. Galaktion was introduced as ‘Hbkun HHOKD
nMeHeMb | amakTHons, ponoMsb 6enosepbins %0 and described as the hardest-working monk:
he had no concern for food or clothing, did not care to have his own cell, and slept on the
floor whenever he could not share the cell of another monk. Galaktion’s extreme asceticism
was equated with holy foolery by the Stepennaia kniga, which also brought up one of the
most famous hagiographical motifs of iurodstvo, nakedness, among an otherwise
unremarkable description of monastic asceticism: ‘MHoraxipl ajua U HaroTys mnpeodbIBaile,
HUYTO JK€ HE MpoIlanie HU OTh Koro xe. M TakoBbiMb 00pasomb, si[ko] [to]poab
smensmiecs.’ 1 Unlike the earliest Christian holy fools, though, Galaktion was respected by

his brethren, and even considered a saint: ‘Ero ke Bcu Torza sko ceata umbsxy.’46?

When told that Vasilii 11l had failed to take Kazan’, Galaktion said:

‘He Tomuko cero OyaeTh, HO MHOTXIbl HMaTh IOJBU3ATHCS BEJIUKHH KHS3b
Bacwinu u Ha Ka3zanbckoe 11apctBo, u HHYTO ke ycmbeTs. Hbkorna xe mociabau
0OroJIaTHBIN €r0 ChIHB, TOH, 0J10)1EBB, 1 001a1aeTh Ka3aHbCKUMB 11apCTBHEMb.’

‘Not only is this to be, but the grand prince Vasilii will exert himself many times
against the kingdom of Kazan’ and not achieve anything. Sometime, the God-given
son who will succeed him, will surpass him, and capture the kingdom of Kazan’.’

40 Cmenennas knuea, T. 2, op. cit., 288: a certain monk, called Galaktion, from Beloozero.

461 1bid.: He was often hungry and remained naked, not asking for anything from anyone. And in that way, he
was deemed to be a holy fool. Probably a reference to Matthew 25:35-36.

462 1bid.: He was considered a saint by all, then.
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Because Vasilii 11 was childless for another twenty-four years after the prophecy, the monks
assumed Galaktion had been wrong. Long after Galaktion’s death, however, Ivan IV was
born and indeed conquered Kazan” when he was twenty-three years old.*®® Though the Life
of Martinian unambiguously described his iurodstvovanie (holy fooling), the Stepennaia
kniga introduced Galaktion as a monk and only called him an ‘urod’ once, focusing rather
on his practices of extreme humility and asceticism. The prophecy is presented almost as a
result of these, as if a lifestyle like Galaktion’s had the power to bring one closer to divine
spheres of understanding; and conversely, the fact that the prophecy did, in the end, prove

itself to be true, validated an ascetic life like Galaktion’s.

Later in the same chronicle, closer to the birth of Ivan IV, the prophecy made twenty-
four years earlier by Galaktion, referred to as a ‘certain saintly monk’ (‘abKoTOpBI HHOKD
cBiATB’), was brought up again, and a new prophecy was added to it by another iurodivyi,
about whom nothing is known other than his name, Domentii. The latter was consulted by

the great princess about her soon-to-be born baby:

‘SIKO OBICTH OJIU3b POXKECHHMS, U TOrAa OOrOJIOOMBAs MaTH €ro, BEJIMKas KHATHHH,

BOCITpOCH whkoero MyXXa ypoJuBa, UMCHECMb I[OMeHTI/IH, rinarons: «4Yro mmamb

poautu?» OH ke, IKO YPOAbCTBYS, riarojanie. « TUTh, IMPOKUH yMby. 464

‘as the birth was approaching, then his God-loving mother, the grand princess, asked
some holy fool man, called Domentii, saying: “What will I give birth to?” And he,
in a holy fool manner, said: “Titus, a broad mind.”’

Though laconic, this passage is interesting in suggesting that members of the ruling dynasty
associated themselves with iurodivye and consulted them on matters as important as dynastic

continuation.

463 |dem, 289.

464 |dem, 345.
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In Degree XVI, the Stepennaia kniga recorded two instances where Vasilii of Moscow
was credited with foreseeing the future. The first preceded a Polish-Tatar attack on Moscow
by a few days. The Stepennaia kniga reported that God revealed terrible visions and signs to
the virtuous, including the °‘righteous Vasilii the Naked’ (‘mpaBemHomy Haroxomiry
Bacunuio’). One night, as Vasilii was in tearful silent prayer before the doors of the Virgin’s
cathedral church, a loud noise was heard from inside, and as the doors opened, the
wonderworking icon of the Virgin of Vladimir moved from her place and announced that
she wanted to leave town with the Russian priests. A fire then suddenly took over the church,

flames coming out of the windows, and just as suddenly disappeared. 46°

In the above episode, Vasilii was little more than a witness to the miracle of the Virgin
of Vladimir. However, in Degree XVII, where the chronicle gave an account of the great fire
that destroyed a significant part of Moscow in July 1547, Vasilii was described in greater
detail. He was, the Stepennaia kniga reported, informed of the impending catastrophe one

day in advance:

‘0 HEM € OTKPOBEHO OBICTh MPEXE IUHAr0 JHHU Mpernojo0HoMy Bacuiuio, mxe
Xpucra pagy ypoauBOMY, HArOXOJII0, WKe caMOBOJNIHE OOHAXKEHOMY TENECHAro
onbsiaus. M He umbsine 00 Ha TelecH CBOEMb HU €IMHATO PyOHUIIsd U CThIIBHUS HE
UMYIIIe, KO e MEePBO3JaHHBIN MPEXKe MPECTYIUICHHS, AYIICBHOK K& JOOpOTO0
Heu3peueHHO oabsHy emy ... cuile mMpoxoas cb 0e337100ueMb OOrOMYAPOCTHOE
YPOJICTBO, Bb3APHIKAHUEM K€ M HArOTOr ToMs cede. JIbTe yOo CoNHeYHBIMB 3HOEMb
u3rapaiie ... ¥ K0 0eCIUIOTeHb, HECTEPLITUMBIM MPa3hb KO TEIUIOTY BMEHSSA, H O
TeJeCH He pajsiilie, ero K€ HU OTHb HU Bpexaiie, boxkus 00 Onarogars rphbsiie

ero.’466

‘[things] were revealed about it [the fire] one day in advance to the venerable Vasilii,
the iurodivyi for Christ’s sake, who walked naked, and by his voluntary choice was
free from bodily clothing. For on his body, he did not even have a rag and he had no
shame, like the first [man] created [Adam] before the fall, being clad in spiritual

465 |dem, 307.

466 |dem, 353—4.
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goodness ... he lived in this divinely wise holy foolery with meekness and tortured
himself with restraint and nakedness. For in the summer he was burnt by sunrays ...
and as if he were bodiless, he took the unbearable frost like warmth, and neglected
his body; he could not be harmed by fire, for he was warmed by the grace of God.’

Though the Stepennaia kniga did not specify how Vasilii was informed of the fire, it
implied that, as a result of his extreme asceticism and purity of soul, he enjoyed an unusual
proximity with the divine world that granted him special powers: ‘TakoBy Giarogats IpusiTh
otb bora Benmkuxs uronoxbsamm’.*®7 In being an ascetic, Vasilii was similar to Galaktion,
if more radical in his choice to live in the world and be naked.*®® In the description of Vasilii,
the topos of indifference to burning heat and freezing cold that became systematically
associated with iurodstvo*®® made him a more stereotypical iurodivyi than Galaktion, as did
his undeniably transgressive nakedness, which every text about Vasilii finds it necessary to

justify or compensate for by focussing on his ascetic endurance.

Though they were remarkably informed about worldly events, neither Galaktion nor
Vasilii altered their course. The latter could have proactively warned the inhabitants of
Moscow of the impending attack or fire. It is almost as though the Stepennaia kniga used
Galaktion and Vasilii as literary devices to anchor the history of the Muscovite state in a
heavenly framework: iurodivye perceived the working of divine providence in human affairs
but knew not to interfere with it. Their role was not to protect the city but to show its
inhabitants that their lives were indeed governed by God’s will. The characterisation of

Vasilii is, moreover, reminiscent of Andrew of Constantinople, whose Life featured long

7 1dem, 354: And from God he received such grace to work great miracles.

468 Nakedness is mentioned en passant with reference to Galaktion, but it is a central part of almost any
description of Vasilii, known as ‘the Naked’.

469 This topos probably found its way to the chronicle from the zhitie or sluzhba of a previous iurodivyi, like
Isidor.
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visionary episodes, and who, like Vasilii, roamed the city at night, praying silently and
tearfully in empty churches, whose doors miraculously opened for him:#"° ‘erna 8 Homexs
TAWMHO XOXJale IO CBATBIMDb HCPKBAMB HAa MOJIMTBY, €MY JXKC M CaMa LICPKOBHAsA Bpara
otepaaxycs’.*’t There may also be an element of Isidor, or Mikhail, or St Nicholas — all
responsible for miracles at sea — in Vasilii, who, the chronicle reported, was seen walking
on water in foreign lands: ‘MHo3u e MHO3eMHHMHU TOCTHE NoBbIaxy, KO cBOMMa oyMMa

BHrbIIA €T0, TI0 MOPIO XOAAMA, KO 1o cyXy’. 472

The Stepennaia kniga did not refrain from using the word iurodivyi and its cognates
(e.g., iurodstvovat’, to act like a holy fool), and though it did not care to define these terms,
it did describe two such men in much greater detail than any other chronicle. Its
characterisation presented iurodivye predominantly as prophets, strange ascetic men, who

acted as the spiritual eyes of their communities, and were respected for their gift.

Finally, two chronicles, one early and one mid-seventeenth century, reflect stories that
circulated in the late sixteenth century about another iurodivyi, Nikolai of Pskov. Bearing in
mind that these might reflect slightly later understandings of iurodstvo, | will introduce them
here as a point of comparison with the next subsection, where foreign accounts of Nikolai of
Pskov can be found. Known locally as Mikula, Nikolai scared Ivan IV away as the latter

prepared to loot Pskov and take revenge on its inhabitants. Versions of this narrative,

470 RYDEN, Life of St Andrew, Vol. 11, op. cit.: he stretched out his right hand and made the sign of the cross
over the doors, and at once they opened automatically.

471 Cmenennas xnuea, T. 2, 0p. cit., 354: when at night he would wander secretly around the holy churches,
praying, and the church gates themselves would open for him.

472 1bid.: many foreign guests said that, with their very eyes, they had seen him [Vasilii] walk on the sea as if
on dry [land].
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differing in detail, are found in the early seventeenth-century Pskov 1,*”® and the mid-

seventeenth-century Piskarevskii letopisets.*’*

According to Pskov I, Nikolai, referred to as Nikola Sallos,*” was, together with
Prince lurii Tokmakov, inspired by God to ask every household in Pskov to set up a table
with bread and salt on a clean cloth in front of their door, a submissive welcome intended to

appease the tsar, who greeted Nikolai personally:

‘mpune OJarocmoBUTUCS KO OmaxxeHHOMY Hukoie, mwke xpucra pamu moxad cs

TBODSI, OJNasKEHHBIN Ke MOYYMBB €T0 MHOI'O y>KaCHBIMU CJIOBECHI, €)K€ IIPECTATU OT

BEJIMsl KPOBOTIPOJIUTHS U HE JICP3HYTH €5K€ TPaOUTH CBATHIS OOXKHS LEPKBH ... 48

‘he came for a blessing to the blessed Nikola, who acted as a pokhab [i.e. aggressive
madman, holy fool] for Christ’s sake; the blessed one instructed him with many
terrible words, to stop the great blood-spilling and not to dare loot the holy churches
of God ...
When Ivan ordered the Trinity cathedral bell to be removed, his horse collapsed, which the
tsar interpreted as a result of Nikolai’s threats, and a good reason to run away. The chronicle
depicted Nikolai as a recognised holy man and important local figure, who, on a level with
its prince, had a say in the town’s policy in the context of a possible attack, and who the tsar
himself went to pay his respects to. Nikolai is called a blazhennyi (blessed one), ugodnik

(pleasing to God), and even sviatoi (saintly, or saint), as well as Khrista radi pokhab, a term

roughly equivalent to iurodivyi, but with more aggressive connotations.

473 NASONOV, Ilckosckue nemonucu, 1, 0p. cit., XLVII, XLIX: This copy (Obolenskii) follows Novgorod V
up to 1447, then the Pskov chronicles, then adds an end of its own (okonchanie Obolenskogo spiska).

474 SOLODKIN, Iuckapesckuii netonmcen, CKKP (XVII, 2), op. cit.: 269-74.

475 This epithet, though misspelt, suggests that whoever wrote it made a link between Nikolai of Pskov and
Byzantine holy fools, known as saloi (sg. salos).

476 NASONOV, Ilckosckue nemonucu, |, 0p. cit., 116.
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Compiled in the mid-seventeenth century, the Piskarevskii letopisets incorporated
northern Russian material despite its Moscow-centric perspective.*”” A succinct but
informative paragraph relates how, in 1570, Ivan IV punished the people of Novgorod by
‘sword, fire, and water’ and looted churches. In Pskov, he executed Hegumen Kornilii and
a cellarer of the Caves monastery before Nikolai sent him away, predicting his horse’s

sudden death.

‘U npunne x Hukyne ypoausomy. U peue emy Hukyna: “He 3amaii, MunyxHe, Hac 1
He mpobOyxaer T 3a Hac! [loenn, mumyxHe, paHee oT Hac omsATh. He Ha doMm TH

6exaru!” U B To Bpems majie roloBHOW apramak. M KHS3b BEIHMKH MOEEe BCKOPE U

HEMHOTO 3J1a COTBOPH. 4"

‘And he came to Nikula the iurodivyi. And Nikula told him: “Do not touch us,
sweetie, and nothing will happen to you! Go back as soon as possible, sweetie, away
from us. You’ve got nothing to run away on!” And at that moment [Ivan’s] main
steed collapsed. And the grand prince left immediately and only caused little
damage.’

Here, as in Pskov I, the tsar paid his personal respects to Nikolai and was threatened
by him, the legitimacy of these threats being once again confirmed by Ivan’s main steed
collapsing. Labelled a iurodivyi, Nikolai addressed the tsar with a transgressive form of
familiarity, calling him milukhne, or sweetie.*”® In both chronicles, the encounter between
the iurodivyi and the tsar was presented as a conversation between equals; if anything, Ivan

was shown as the weakest party, and Nikolai as the party that had direct backing from God.

Nikolai’s reputation as a patron and protector of the city of Pskov was also reflected

in a late sixteenth-century historiographically inclined Tale about the siege of Pskov by

477 SOLODKIN, Tuckapesckuii neronucen, CKKJJP (XVII, 2), op. cit., 269-74.
478 TICPJI, T. XXXV, ITuckapesckuii remonucey, Moscow 1978, 191.
479 Both the direct speech in the text and the familiar form of address are reminiscent of foreign accounts of

this episode, especially those of Taube and Kruse, and Fletcher, where Nikolai addresses the tsar as lvashka,
or Johnny.
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Polish-Lithuanian armies and their king, Stefan Bathory, in 1581. The Tale of the arrival of
Stephen Bathory to the town of Pskov, composed by the icon painter Vasilii shortly after he
witnessed the events,*®® mentioned Nikolai of Pskov among the local saints whom the
inhabitants called upon to save them from the invaders: ‘Takoxxe BeluKoro 3acTyrnHuKa
MICKOBCKaro, kHA3s ['aBpuna-BeeBoiiona, ¢ HUM ke KHs3s JJomanta u Mukyiny, nxe Xpucra
pau ypoaMBOTro, B CEp/LIEX CBOMX Ha oMok mpuummux. .. 48 There is no characterisation

of Nikolai aside from this brief mention.*8?

When they did not simply mention iurodivye en passant, chronicles depicted them
primarily as prophets, or visionaries, who, often through their ascetic exertion, were in touch
with the divine order of things. But if for Galaktion, Domentii, and Vasilii this meant nothing
more than a witness role, for Nikolai, it meant intervening in mortal affairs, and possibly
using his power to influence their outcome. If Vasilii watched the city burn, Nikolai, who
was far more aggressive and frightening than his Moscow counterpart, saved Pskov from a

potential bloodbath.
II1.2.c Iurodstvo: Western Perspectives

Four non-Russian accounts describe the encounter between Nikolai of Pskov and Tsar
Ivan IV in 1570, at least three of which were written before the end of the sixteenth century.

The earliest was a report on Ivan IV’s oprichnina, written in 1572 by two Livonian

480 IToeecms 0 npuxocoenuu, 0p. Cit., 606, 825.

481 1bid., 578-80: And so taking for help in their hearts the great Pskovian intercessor, Prince Gavriil-
Vsevolod, and with him Prince Domant and Mikula, the iurodivyi for Christ’s sake ...

482 ITogecms 0 nckoso-neuepckom, op. cit., 476-533, 814-18: Another text, the Pskov Caves paterik, narrated
this same episode, based on this earlier povest’. The history of this text has, so far, not been studied in detail,
and the number of redactions in existence is unclear.
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noblemen, Johann Taube and Elert Kruse, captured by the Muscovite army in 1558 and 1560
respectively. Having become close advisers and diplomatic envoys to Ivan IV during the
Livonian war, they fled back to Lithuania after the siege of Revel in 1571.4% They described

the interaction between Nikolai and the tsar in the following way:

‘As he [Ivan IV] had already strangled many thousand people there and turned the
rest into beggars, a poor man named Nikola, whom every Pskovite esteemed and
honored as a holy prophet, was sent to the Great Prince and declared that the tsar
must come to him. The Great Prince did not refuse. When he arrived at his house,
this prophet or diabolical mask screamed from a window: “Ivashka, Ivashka (which
is Johankj, Johankj in German), until when will you spill Christian blood without
guilt? Think about it and leave at this moment or a great disaster will descend upon
you.” As a result of this warning, intimidation or threat, the powerful tyrant, who
wanted to devour the entire world, was defeated and left without delay, as if he was
driven away by an enemy. Therefore, the devilish, mortal and powerless beggar
scared with his words alone the tsar who ran away with several thousand soldiers, a
smaller force, leaving his riches and all the loot behind.”*%

It is likely that Taube and Kruse did not know the word iurodivyi, which they do not
use. Their translation of the concept of a holy fool, which they were probably not familiar
with either, is interesting. They were, first of all, very sceptical of it and made a point of
distancing themselves from local belief in this ‘devilish, mortal and powerless beggar’. They
nevertheless recognised that Nikolai was held to be a saintly man by his community, to the
point where he was chosen as their representative to the tsar, rather than a member of clergy
or local government. In this version of the story, Nikolai was also poor, though it is not
specified whether this was a voluntary condition. More importantly, he was a prophet or
clairvoyant, whose predictions or curses were taken seriously by the tsar himself. Similarly

to the later Piskarevskii letopisets, Nikolai was depicted as an equal to the tsar, whom he

483 BENOIT, Johann Taube, op. cit., 329-32, 332-6: Their eyewitness account of the oprichnina discredited
Ivan IV and was probably intended to clear their reputation after years of Muscovite service.

484 1dem, op. cit., 373-4.
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addressed in direct speech by the nickname ‘Ivashka’. Taube and Kruse did not mention any
ascetic credentials Nikolai might have had, and focused rather on his aggressivity, reporting

on his screaming and threatening, and calling him ‘devilish’ and ‘diabolical’.

Another member of Ivan IV’s oprichnina, the German adventurer Heinrich von
Staden, wrote about the campaign against Novgorod and Pskov in the plan for the conquest
of Muscovy he composed in 157879 and tried to sell to various European monarchs.*®® His
version of the interaction between Nikolai and lvan was less detailed than that by Taube and

Kruse:

‘The Grand Prince had half of this city [Pskov] plundered until he came to the house
of Mikula. This Mikula is a fine fellow and lives alone in his house in the city of
Pskov without wife or children. He has many animals ... He is rich because of them,
and he prophesies the future for the Russians. The Grand Prince went to his house.
Mikula said to the Grand Prince, “It is enough. Return home!” The Grand Prince
obeyed this Mikula and left Pskov for Aleksandrova Sloboda with all the money and
property and many large bells.”*%

In this version, Nikolai was wealthy, not poor, and explicitly celibate. Like his
equivalent in Taube and Kruse, however, he ‘prophesies the future for the Russians’, and
behaved like an equal to the tsar, who obeyed him, though Nikolai was not characterised as
particularly violent or frightening in von Staden’s account, which is lacking the collapsing
horse element.*®” The interaction with the tsar in this account is less obviously threatening,

or influenced by prophecy, and more commanding.

485 EspeER, The Land and Government, op. cit., ix—xiv.
488 |dem, 27-8.

487 1t is worth noting that both von Staden and Taube and Kruse claimed to be eyewitnesses of the events
described in their respective accounts, though it is unlikely that they were directly present at this scene, if or
however it happened.
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A decade after von Staden composed his plan, the Englishman Giles Fletcher travelled
to Russia as Queen Elizabeth’s diplomat, responsible for negotiating favourable conditions
for the Russia Company. Between his arrival in summer 1588 and his departure in spring
1589, Fletcher amassed a considerable volume of observations that he compiled in a report
presented to the Queen on his return, expanded and published in 1591.4% From a scholarly
background — an Etonian who started his career as a Classics lecturer in Cambridge —,
Fletcher had a facility with languages, learning some Russian during his travels, and an

inquisitive mind.*8°

‘There was another [holy man] of great account at Pskov, called Nikola of Pskov,
that did much good when this emperor’s father [Fedor’s father, i.e., [van IV] came
to sack the town upon suspicion of their revolting and rebellion against him. The
emperor, after he had saluted the eremite at his lodging, sent him a reward. And the
holy man to requite the emperor sent him a piece of raw flesh, being then their Lent
time, which the emperor seeing, bid one to tell him that he marveled that the holy
man would offer him flesh to eat in the Lent when it was forbidden by order of Holy
Church. “And doth Ivashka (which is as much to say, as Jack) think,” quoth Nikola,
“that it is unlawful to eat a piece of beast’s flesh in Lent and not to eat up so much
man’s flesh as he hath done already?” So threatening the emperor with a prophecy
of some hard adventure to come upon him except he left murdering of his people and

departed the town, he saved a great many men’s lives at that time.”*

Fletcher’s Nikolai is closest to Taube and Kruse’s account: Nikolai and Ivan met at
the holy fool’s lodgings; Nikolai had a strong enough reputation (‘of great account’) as a
local holy man for the tsar to seek him out (‘saluted the eremite at his lodging’) and offer
him a ‘reward’; Nikolai addressed the tsar by his diminutive, ‘Ivashka’, thereby placing
himself as the monarch’s equal, or superior; Nikolai had the gift of ‘prophecy’; and finally,

he was ‘threatening’. Fletcher introduced a new element to the story by adding the raw flesh

488 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 90-3.
49 1dem, 88, 93.

490 |dem, 219-20.
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motif, which, on the one hand, gave Nikolai an even stronger aura of transgression, meat
being forbidden by the Church during Lent and sending it to the God-anointed tsar nearing
sacrilege. And, on the other hand, it contributed to the image of the iurodivyi as someone

who spoke in riddles and could see beyond appearances.

On his way back to England, Giles Fletcher was given custody of the author of a fourth
account. Jerome Horsey, an Englishman and disreputable businessman who lived in Russia
from 1573 to his expulsion in 1589, composed his Travels, ‘a puzzling patchwork of sharp
insights and glaring errors’,**! over three decades (c.1589-¢.1621).*%2 In a confused
chronology of the 1570 campaign, he described the confrontation between Ivan and Nikolai,

whom he claimed, most likely spuriously, to have personally seen:

‘... there [in Pskov] met him [Ivan IV] an impostor or magician, which they held to
be their oracle, a holy man named Nikola Sviatoi, who, by his bold imprecations and
exorcisms, railings, and threats, terming him the emperor bloodsucker, the devourer
and eater of Christian flesh, and swore by his angel that he should not escape death
of a present thunderbolt if he or any of his army did touch a hair in displeasure of the
least child’s head in that city ... therefore to get him thence before the fiery cloud,
God’s wrath, were raised, hanging over his head as he might behold, being in a very
great and dark storm at that instant. These words made the emperor to tremble, so as
he desired prayers for his deliverance and forgiveness of his cruel thoughts. | saw
this impostor or magician, a foul creature, went naked both in winter and summer;
he endured both extreme frost and heat, did many strange things through the magical
illusions of the devil, much followed, feared, and reverenced, both of prince and

people.’4%

Though Horsey might have completed his account in the seventeenth century, he

gathered the information for his Travels before being expelled from Russia in 1589. His

491 |dem, 253, 260, and 256.
492 |dem, 249-60: He ran unofficial diplomatic errands for England and Russia, set up his own (illegal)
private enterprises in competition with those of the Russia Company, and was dragged by his unscrupulous

behaviour into long lawsuits in England.

493 |dem, 268-9.
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characterisation of Nikolai was evidently sensationalist and sounds like an exaggeration of
earlier accounts. His attitude toward Nikolai was sceptical like Taube and Kruse’s, and
though acknowledging his local recognition as a holy man (‘Sviatoi’, ‘much followed,
feared, and reverenced’) and protector of Pskov, Horsey called him an ‘impostor’,
‘magician’, and ‘oracle’. He makes it clear, however, that Nikolai was respected by society
(‘prince and people’), and that his ‘words’ were taken seriously. Horsey’s is, in fact, the most
extreme characterisation of Nikolai as an aggressive and frightening figure: he insulted the
tsar, made death ‘threats’, and apparently conjured a ‘very great and dark storm’, complete

with a ‘thunderbolt’, which made the fierce Ivan IV ‘tremble’ and run away.

Horsey’s description of Nikolai’s appearance, though probably embellished and
dramatised by him, is interesting in that it conforms to iurodstvo stereotypes known from
other sources. The nakedness in winter and summer and the endurance of ‘extreme frost and
heat” were typical attributes for iurodivye, especially since Vasilii. The repulsiveness (‘foul
creature’), however, is an innovation as descriptions of Vasilii emphasised purity rather than
dirt. This characterisation of iurodivye as physically repugnant could be complementary with
the element of aggression, and their ability to work ‘strange things through the magical

illusions of the devil’. It could, of course, also be Horsey’s invention.

The four accounts have different ways of referring to Nikolai, possibly to do, at least
partly, with some of them being translations into English: ‘poor man’, ‘holy prophet’,
‘diabolical mask’, ‘devilish, mortal and powerless beggar’ (Taube and Kruse); ‘fine fellow’
(Staden); ‘the eremite’, ‘holy man’ (Fletcher); ‘an impostor or magician’, ‘oracle’, ‘holy
man’, ‘foul creature’ (Horsey). The fact that he is not called a iurodivyi could be due to
Nikolai not being perceived as such, or to the concept not being easily translatable into the

languages these accounts were written in — that is, if their authors were at all aware of
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iurodivye. Fletcher’s account is, in fact, the only one to unambiguously identify Nikolai as a
holy fool and to associate him with a wider tradition of iurodstvo, though the words holy
fool or iurodivyi are never used by him. He described iurodivye in general terms, looking for

western cultural points of reference:

‘... they have certain eremites (whom they call holy men) that are like to those
gymnosophists for their life and behavior, though far unlike for their knowledge and
learning. They use to go stark naked save a clout about their middle, with their hair
hanging long and wildly about their shoulders, and many of them with an iron collar
or chain about their necks or middle, even in the very extremity of winter. These they
take as prophets and men of great holiness, giving them a liberty to speak what they
list without any controlment, though it be of the very highest himself. So that if he
reprove any openly in what sort soever, they answer nothing but that it is po grekham,
that is, for their sins. And if any of them take some piece of sale ware from any man's
shop as he passeth by to give where he list, he thinketh himself much beloved of God
and much beholding to the holy man for taking it in that sort. Of this kind there are
not many because it is a very hard and cold profession to go naked in Russia,
specially in winter. 4%

Though asceticism was by far not a main element in Nikolai’s characterisation in any
of the foreign accounts, elsewhere Fletcher emphasised the ascetic side of iurodstvo,
including all-year-round nakedness and the wearing of metal chains, the latter being a rare
feature in texts from this period. Though clearly impressed by the physical exploits of
iurodivye, Fletcher was less admiring of their learning, or lack thereof, which he expected
from men with a religious vocation.*®® According to Fletcher’s description, iurodivye had a
striking and perhaps even frightening appearance, being naked, unkempt and long-haired.
The use of the term ‘eremites’ could suggest that they kept to themselves even while living

in cities. And Fletcher was clear, if judgmental, about them being respected across society,

4%4 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 218-9.

4% 1dem, 218: In the preceding passage he commented on the ignorance of monks.
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both during life and after death.*®® Importantly, Fletcher is the first source | know of to
explicitly state that iurodivye were immune to certain social rules, and that they were given
the ‘liberty to speak what they list without any controlment, though it be of the very highest

himself’, which is coherent with the stories about Nikolai and Ivan.

Fletcher went on to mention a holy fool that might be identified as loann Bol’shoi
Kolpak of Moscow, who was known for wearing chains,*®’ and according to Fletcher was a

vocal political commentator:

‘Among other at this time they have one at Moscow that walketh naked about the
streets and inveigheth commonly against the state and government, especially
against the Godunovs that are thought at this time to be great oppressors of that
commonwealth.’

He also mentioned Vasilii, who ‘died not many years ago’ and used to ‘reprove the old
emperor [Ivan IV] for all his cruelty and oppressions done towards his people.’**® After the
story about Nikolai of Pskov, Fletcher concluded on the iurodivyi’s role as representative of

the people, but also on the theoretical nature of his political immunity:

‘This maketh the people to like very well of them, because they are as pasquils to
note their great men's faults that no man else dare speak of. Yet it falleth out
sometime that for this rude liberty which they take upon them after a countefeit
manner by imitation of prophets, they are made away in secret, as was one or two of
them in the last emperor's time for being over bold in speaking against his

government.’ %

4% 1dem, 219: He records a scandal about clergy being found fabricating miracles by Vasilii’s tomb.

497 1oann supposedly died on the 3 July 1589, so Fletcher could, in theory, have seen him. Chains identified
as loann’s are currently preserved in the Pokrov, or St Vasilii, cathedral in Moscow (part of the TUM, or
State Historical Museum).

4% BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 219.

499 |dem, 220.
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Given the high probability that none of the foreigners were eyewitnesses to the
encounter between Nikolai and Ivan, we can wonder whose perspective they represent. Most
of them expressed personal scepticism about a culture that worshipped strange, apparently
uneducated men claiming to know the future. But beyond this scepticism, the accounts seem
to relay oral tales®® about Nikolai and, in Fletcher’s case, about iurodivye in general. It is
not unreasonable to assume that they all recorded popular understandings of eccentric holy
men, if not necessarily unanimous understandings of iurodstvo. Significantly, though, most
of these accounts characterised iurodivye as repulsive, frightening, and aggressive, on top of
ascribing them the role of political moderation of, or even opposition to, the absolute
monarch. This characterisation, found in a couple of Russian chronicles and in foreign
accounts, differs significantly from the depiction of iurodivye in most other sources from
this period, whose ecclesiastical point of view tended to accentuate the extreme but harmless

asceticism of iurodivye.
I11.2.d Liturgical lurodivye

Texts for liturgical performance were imported or translated from Greek after the
Christianisation of Rus’ at the end of the tenth century. Translating and adopting texts,
however, was a continuous process. In the late fourteenth and early fifteenth century,
monastic houses in Rus’, under Athonite influence, were starting to favour the new
Jerusalem ustav (typikon) over the Studios rule that had been used since the late eleventh
century to organise liturgical life. Contemporary to this transition between liturgical

frameworks was the adoption of new Athonite liturgical texts dedicated to specific, primarily

500 The fact that two out of three accounts have passages where Nikolai addresses the tsar in direct speech,
and two out of these three passages call the tsar ‘Ivashka’ would suggest similar sources with a taste for the
liveliness of direct speech.
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South Slavic, saints. In the 1430s, Pakhomii Logofet the Serb (d. after 1484) arrived to Rus’
from Athos and became a major liturgical author, his output of sluzhby and kanony
outweighing that of all his contemporaries taken together. He composed liturgical texts for
established as well as new Rus’ saints, and his style, including the use of acrostic writing,

had a strong influence in sixteenth-century liturgical writing.>*

From the time of Pakhomii, it became normal for hagiographers to be hymnographers
too. Towards the last quarter of the fifteenth century, possibly in connection with the de facto
autocephalous status of the Russian Orthodox Church after 1448, a calendar or mineia for
new miracle workers was compiled. This trend was intensified in the sixteenth century, when
the commission of a Great Menology by the future Metropolitan Makarii and the mid-
century conciliar recognition of new Russian saints encouraged the production and
reworking of liturgical texts to commemorate them. However, if some hymnographical
works were innovative in their form and style, like those of Markell, most were imitative

and unremarkable.?%2

Cynthia Vakareliyska has noted that holy fools were not prevalent in East Slavic,
including Rus’, calendars from the eleventh to the fourteenth centuries, though these
calendars did include some Byzantine holy fools, unlike their Bulgarian counterparts.®%3

Against the background of growing hymnographical production in the fifteenth century,

there was a noticeable impulse towards the liturgical commemoration of recently recognised

501 Tumuorpadus, 172 Tom Xl, 499.

502 1dem, 500.

503 VVAKARELIYSKA, The absence, op. cit., 231-2, 239-40: Vakareliyska attributed this difference to the fact
that Bulgarian, on the one hand, and Serbian / East Slavic calendars, on the other, were based on different

Byzantine calendars: the Constantinople Typikon for the former, and monastic typika (whether Neo-Sabaite /
Jerusalem or Studite) for the latter.
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iurodivye. Sluzhby, often anonymous, were written to mark the main iurodivyi cults — Isidor,
Mikhail, Maksim, Prokopii, loann, Nikolai Kochanov, and Vasilii — and a generic sluzhba
for iurodivye was composed.®® Within the liturgy, iurodivye were celebrated in kanony, a
liturgical form inherited from Byzantium, though in the Rus’ context it quickly lost its rigid
metric structure and, in the sixteenth century, its sung performance. Kanony were usually
composed of songs (sg. pesn’ or @dN), numbered from 1 to 9 with the second song frequently
omitted, the first song being called irmos and the following tropar’, frequently dedicated to
the Virgin. Kanony sometimes contained acrostic messages that were not performed but
could be spelled out by putting together the first letter of every tropar’ (including or not the

irmos and tropar’ dedicated to the Virgin).>*

Liturgies were written with a specific performative context in mind, and were built
around the idea of intercession, which implied a dialogue between the faithful and the
saint(s) they were celebrating: by commemorating them, the faithful expected the saint to
pray for them and keep granting them healings. This interaction and the rhetorical addressing
of the saint it entailed meant that, unlike most hagiographies, liturgies were not primarily
narrative-driven, though references to narrative episodes could occasionally find their way
into them. Importantly too, even when a sluzhba was intended to mark a saint’s feast day,
not every section of it would be about them, and a significant proportion of the text would

still address the Virgin.

504 Tumnorpadus, 172 Tom Xl, op. cit., 500: | have, unfortunately, not been able to find this sluzhba, and the
113 does not reference any manuscripts for it. | searched for it in general menologies (o6ue munen) that
contain liturgical texts for categories of saints (not individually named). An example of this is PT'b. ©.98
Ne432, with a convenient table of contents on folio 1, but no sluzhba for iurodivye. It would be important to
find such a text, as it would give us an idea of how iurodivye were perceived generically in a liturgical
context.

505 Kanom, 112 Tom XXX, op. cit., 204-5.
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Despite their sheer volume and central role in daily religious practices, liturgical texts
are mostly unedited and poorly studied.®®® This short section on the characterisation of
iurodivye in sixteenth-century liturgical texts barely scratches the surface of the corpus of
liturgical texts. The material presented here comes almost exclusively from the digitalised
manuscript collection of the Trinity St Sergii /avra, a major monastery with a close
connection to Moscow, and whose liturgical compilations no doubt reflect a particular point
of view on the commemoration of saints. Even within this collection, time constraints would
not allow for a detailed study of every manuscript containing a sluzhba for a iurodivyi.
Instead, the analysis below offers an overview of some sixteenth-century manuscripts, and

aims to define, roughly, the liturgical understanding(s) of iurodstvo in the sixteenth century.

Though sample size was small, patterns emerged, which further studies might wish to
explore, if only to prove my intuitions wrong. Sluzhby for iurodivye are similar to each other,
which scholars have attributed to subsequent texts using the sluzhba to Isidor as a model.>*’
Sometimes whole passages are repeated, the most obvious example being a replica of the
miracle about the merchant Isidor saved from drowning in the sluzhba to Mikhail of
Klopsko, and to a lesser extent in that to Prokopii of Ustiug.>®® My general, absolutely

unsystematic impression, is that the sluzhba to Prokopii is the most similar to that of Isidor,

506 GRIFFIN, The Liturgical Past, op. cit., 234, 240, 30: Griffin has emphasised the central role of liturgy in
saint-making and community building, and argued that the control of liturgical narratives was a powerful tool
that promoted social and political cohesiveness.

507 This is assuming, as many people do, that Isidor was first. Mikhail, in fact, could have been first. One
argument for considering Isidor as an influential textual model would be the fact that Maksim was called a
second Tverdislov.

508 This episode appears in the sluzhba to Isidor (©.304/T Ne630, 257 r — v), and that to Mikhail (©.304/1
Ne622, 164 r). Similar passages appear in the sluzhba to Prokopii (®.304/1 Ne619, 266 v) and the earliest
evidence for Vasilii, the Stepennaia kniga (Cmenennas xnuea, T. 2, 0p. cit., 635-6): Both saints are described
as helpers for those travelling by sea. Though the intention may have been to associate all subsequent
iurodivye with Isidor, there is a strong chance that this motif was, in fact, imported from the hugely popular
miracles of St Nicholas. See Hukonaii, 710 Tom L, op. cit., 123-6.
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and that to Vasilii the most different, though Isidor is the only holy fool not to be frequently
referred to as a iurod / ourod in his sluzhba. Nevertheless, the basic characterisation of
iurodivye in their liturgical commemorations is mostly consistent across texts, with minor
adjustments made to fit individual circumstances, e.g., monastic life for Mikhail, nakedness
for Vasilii, foreign origin for Isidor and Prokopii. Because mine is not a systematic study of
sluzhby for iurodivye, but rather a general inquiry into the ways they were depicted in these
texts, | thought it best to present material thematically, drawing primarily on the texts’
similarities. I hope this section, limited as it is, contributes to showing how rich and complex

liturgical source material is.

As saints, iurodivye were first and foremost intercessors. This is especially obvious in
sluzhby, through which the faithful asked the saint to pray for their souls. Throughout the
texts, and especially at the end of each section — e.g., kanon, pesn’ — there are supplications
for intercession in favour of those celebrating the saints’ feasts: ‘ero moan nasagnmuca sk

o w EN 5509, ¢ A X — (g ».510
PABO IMH BroMpe NPOoKoNnHe 5 M HA NOMHNAH NPASNOYRLHH NAMA IMBOK BCEYITINOVK,

‘€ro JKe MOAH HCHAOPE AOCIIOUKANE cNTH W npocerkmumu Ala Nawa’ > These

supplications could also be extended to include entire regions, suggesting each iurodivyi had
a special attachment to the places they had known in their earthly life, and whose heavenly

patrons they became after death. If this was not yet conceptualised as a sobor of regional

509 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne619, fol. 262 v (Prokopii): pray the Lord that your servants, o divinely wise Prokopii, may
be free from misfortune.

510 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 62 v (Maksim): and remember us, who are celebrating your honourable
memory.

SILPTB. ®.304/1 Ne630, fol. 240 r (Isidor): pray, o wonderworthy Isidor, for Him to save and enlighten our
souls.
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patron saints celebrated together annually, as in the modern sense,>'? there certainly was a

strong sense of the Russian heavenly intercessors’ territorial attachment in this period:

Prokopii was attached to Ustiug (‘rpaAa K€ HALIEN® KO OVCMKre 3acmoynuukh’t);

Mikhail to the Trinity monastery (‘n ra&H rakd phika WEHANO Eclo WEHME Nanaraa >14); Isidor
to Rostov (‘npoch HCNPOCHMM oy XA B4 NALLIEr® rpaAdy MBOEMXR Nenokoaksaemoy H
BE3MAIMEKNOY NPEBLIMH W cor'E Bpam'l'ﬁ M NOrANBCKATO NALLIECTIBTA Kii3€ NaLlH A€pKABhI
H noekakl Ha Bpark’®1); Maksim to Moscow (‘MAKCHME MNPERAKENNE POVCKOE
o B ’516 . H = ¢ A,
oVmRepKenie mockSckhin cehkTnnnue’®); Vasilii to Moscow (‘BeeanB ke Bh rpa mockek
nopasaa n ok N3 newkaenie®!’); and Nikolai to Novgorod (‘eeankin Nogmrpa navka
MOLIH IMBOA KO HNEHCIMIOWIHMOE ChKkpweHipe™®). Vasilii’s sluzhba, moreover, is

especially concerned not only with the protection of Moscow, but of Orthodoxy in general:

512 See the discussion of this topic from page 76 above.

S13 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne619, fol. 257 r (Prokopii): as a patron of our town of Ustiug. See a similar mention on fol.
263r.

514 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 167 v (Mikhail): and appear like a river watering the whole [monastic] house.

515 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne630 fol. 241 v — 242 r (Isidor): we ask you to ask Christ our God for your town to remain
unshaken and serene from inimical designs and pagan invasion, and for our prince [to have] power and
victory over the enemies. See also an equivalent passage in ®@.304/I Ne618, fol. 3 v, and the same passage in
the sluzhba to Prokopii, PT'b. ®.304/1 Ne619, fol. 256 r.

516 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 58 v (Maksim): o most-blessed Maksim, Russian strengthening, Muscovite
luminaire.

17 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 633 r (Vasilii): settling in the town of Moscow and giving us all healing.

518 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne624, fol. 516 v (Nikolai): Novgorod the Great has your relics like an inexhaustible
treasure. See similar passages at fol. 510 v, 511 r, 512 v, 513 r.
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‘MAACA 34 LA NPABOAABNATO H LPLOY H HaAA l)'i H 34 BCA KN3H I'IpAEOB’kpNI:IA H 34 BCA

ABA A3KIKA POCHCKATO H3BABHITIH IpaAS Hiemxs’ >t

Another side of the function of iurodivye as intercessors was, of course, the ability of
their relics to work healing miracles. Tombs were often compared to sources of healing:

‘URAECEM™ HCITIOUNH PAKA ITIBOA IABHCA MAKCHME BANNE ;°2 ‘uaece Hemouni nencuepnaé

ghpow npumrkkanyi kh cmomoy mu rposoy npokonue’.>?t Miracle cults came to play a

central role in communities by offering a mixture of ‘medical care’ and emotional comfort:

‘cnpomam*h H WBI’IAGMI;VI\ 3ACIMOVYTINHKA. BOANKIML BRAYHA B€3(ﬁ'|33ANA. eee MTEUAANKIM™
oymeunenie. neASunmn nerkaenie’.*?? The occurrence of miracles was interpreted as a

divine blessing on a certain town or region, but like intercession more generally, could be
extended to a ‘national’ level: ‘phKoy Hike 3emal POVCKOVI MNOTRI YKAECK BECEAALIA

mevenie’.>%

519 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 623 r (Vasilii): praying for the orthodox tsar and the tsaritsa and their children
and for all the pious princes and for all the people of the Russian language to keep our town. This sluzhba is
clearly focused on Moscow as the centre of Orthodoxy and presents Vasilii as a dynastic saint. The sluzhba
for Mikhail also has a strong Moscow focus, see PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne622, fol. 153 v, 154 r, 155 r, and 157 v.

520 PT'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 63 r (Maksim): your coffin revealed itself to be a source of miracles, o blessed
Maksim.

521 PT'B. @.304/1 Ne619, fol. 258 r (Prokopii): inexhaustible source of miracles for those who rush to your
holy grave, Prokopii. For more references to miracles, see: PI'b. ©.304/1 Ne619, fol. 260 v (Prokopii); PI'b.
©.304/1 Ne622, fol. 156 v, 160 v (Mikhail); PT'B. ©.304/1 Ne624, fol. 511 1, 516 v, 519 v, (Nikolai); PI'b.
©.304/1 Ne624, fol. 623 1, 626 v (Vasilii).

522 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne618, fol. 1 v (Isidor): intercessor to the orphans and the harmed, reward-less doctor to the
sick ... comfort to the sorrowful, healing to the sick.

523 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne630 fol. 240 r (Isidor): river, who cheered the Russian land with its current of many
miracles.
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If they were primarily conceived of as intercessors and wonderworkers in their
sluzhby, it was their ascetic exploits in life that granted iurodivye a place in heaven from
which they could intercede. The miraculous preservation of their body, usually noticed at
their funeral, foreshadowed posthumous miracles and was usually interpreted as a direct
consequence of a iurodivyi’s ascetic preservation of bodily purity during their lifetime: ‘kako
Na mNora akma 3emaew nokpoeeno Hemaknno mEeoe mkao Bo rposk aexkaipe
ceakpaemea’.5%* There were several components to a iurodivyi’s ascetic feat, one of them
being their tendency to be underdressed, or indeed naked, in a harsh climate: ‘xoyaw
pH3NOVK MWhA H MAFWML Bapa ANEENATO MONecAk €cH’;°® ‘Naromok MeEAENOk H
mepn-ENieM s WENAKHAS €CH EPANiE KORACMEIE ... CANYNKIH BAph M NOYNKIA EEAHKia

CITIOVAENH H Mpa3a H WA Ne ubrawwe’.>?® Nakedness was central to the characterisation of

Vasilii, who in his Life and sluzhba was frequently called ‘the Naked’.%?” Rejecting clothing
was a powerful visual symbol for the radical rejection of the world chosen by iurodivye. It

encompassed, on the one hand, the rejection of physical comfort and material wealth: ‘mnpa

KPACHAA BCA WEBPKIAk €CH NHUTS ke NA MeaecH cBOE nowawe W TakNukl opkanin

524 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne618 fol. 11 v (Isidor), PT'B ®.304/1 Ne630 fol. 254 r: how over many years your body
covered by the earth, lying in the grave, is preserved uncorrupted.

525 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 511 v (Nikolai): you bore the meanness of your rags and the burden of the
boiling day.

526 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 58 v (Maksim): you bared the hostile treachery [of the devil] with bodily
nakedness and endurance ... not feeling the heat of the sun, and the great violence of the cold and frost and
fire. See also the notice about his death, PT'b. ©.256 Ne397 358 v — 359 .

527 PT'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 621 v (Vasilii).
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NATOITIOK MEAECHOK XBH pasomaa’.>?® On the other hand, the naked body’s potential for

subversiveness was turned on its head to signify the iurodivyi’s taming of corporeal senses:
‘e oyiaBHCA nocpeAk et Snaka€’.>?® Depending on the hagiographer’s imagination, the
powerful image of nakedness could originate metaphors: according to their respective
sluzhby, Vasilii was dressed in virtue as if it were bright clothes, and Prokopii wore his virtue

as if it were a costly purple mantle.>°

Beyond the endurance of extreme temperatures, the asceticism of iurodivye as
described in their sluzhby also involved leading a strict but secret monastic, even eremitical,
lifestyle. Like the naked body, residing in the streets of a city was a source of potential
temptation and a gateway to sin. It was all the more impressive, therefore, that Vasilii lived

in the city as he would have in the desert, isolated among people: ‘s rpape AKO B NARCThINK
xueawe’. >3 It was frequent for iurodivye to show off their madman persona around town
in the daytime, and spend the night in prayers and spiritual exercises: ‘Apemanira geskema ne

AAAh €CH ... NI NOKOH CROEMOY MRAOY ... BOY MPHCNO NPECMIOA BO BCENOLINEMK

528 |hid.: he rejected all the enjoyable things of the world, not wearing on his body any perishable clothing,
working for Christ through his bodily nakedness. See passages on the same theme on fol. 623 v, 629 v, 630,
632 v.

529 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 62 v (Maksim): you were not harmed by being naked among women. This could
have been inspired by the episode in the Life of Symeon of Emesa where he goes to the women’s bath, see
KRUEGER, Symeon, op. cit., 154.

530 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 625 v (Vasilii); PT'B. ®.304/1 Ne619, fol. 266 r (Prokopii).

8L PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 627 v (Vasilii): living in the city as in the wilderness. See a similar passage in
PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne630, 248 r (Isidor): iako & Aomoy Bo HCmHNNOY Na mcmk noyemk nocpeAn Ee3oymNnal
YAK's BCceAMBCA Eimpe. [ 0 divinely wise [Isidor], you settled among mad people as in a true house in an
empty place [i.e., wilderness].
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caaBocAORTH’.>%? The iurodivyi’s body was, in fact, seen as a tool for the attainment of
spiritual knowledge. Ascetic practices could involve praying and fasting (‘nocmd n
mamgamn’>%%), and removed the iurodivyi from the physical world and opened up a sphere
of higher understanding: ‘NAOCKOE OYAEPKAAK €CH JKEAANTE NPEBOTAITIE H Oy Mk E'h3EBhICHAS
ecn Na NENKIA’ .23 Their physical asceticism and resulting corporeal purity led iurodivye to
be compared to angels (‘anFam 3emnki v NENKT uaBK™’),>®® and bodiless entities, whereas
the more violent side of their asceticism — involving beatings from ignorant contemporaries
‘MOCPEAH BEIOVMMNAI YAKL BCEAHBCA BIMPE BCAKO waaosaenie npemepn-hsaa’ —% led to

comparisons with martyrs or the long-suffering Job (‘ApeENHMT NPABNIKS HWEOY ...

oyiidsHERIHcA mepnhniems’).>

532 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne618, 9 v (Isidor): you did not allow your eyelids to doze ... nor did you give any rest to
your body, ... standing constantly before God in all-night glorification. The same topic also appears in the
sluzhba to Maksim, PI'b. ©.256 Ne397, fol. 358 v — 359 I B's AfiH NwW oyAHLA XOXKALLE 10Xa A TBOPA. B
NWIJIH E€E CHA NpeEnIEaLLE rov Efov moaa [ Walking during the day, acting like a pokhab, at night remaining
without sleep praying to the Lord.

533 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 509 v — 510 r (Nikolai): with fasting and prayers. PI'B. ©.304/I Ne622, fol. 159 r
(Mikhail): Mikhail only had bread and water, with restraint.

534 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne619, fol. 264 r (Prokopii): you held back your corporeal desire, o most-rich [one], and
you elevated your mind to the heavens. Other instances of the asceticism theme include PI'B. ®.304/I Ne624,
fol. 626 v, 627 r (Vasilii), PT'B. ©.304/1 Ne622, fol. 155 v, 156 v (Mikhail), PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne624, fol. 517 v
(Nikolai).

535 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne618, fol. 13 r (Isidor): earthly angel and heavenly man.

53 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne630 fol. 248 r: having settled among mad people, divinely wise [Isidor], you endured
every kind of offense. Equivalent passage in PI'b. ©.304/I Ne618 fol. 7 v (Isidor).

537 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne618 fol. 13 v (Isidor): hail, [you who] resembled the ancient Job in suffering. Similarly, in
the sluzhba to Mikhail, PT'B. ©.304/I Ne622, fol. 159 r (Mikhail): ckosH 1 5"kAnl mepnken nopoyrania n
NMONOILIENTA H AOCAKENTA MUNHILH EO B maak BpEMeNH Xa paAn nocmpapatua | enduring sorrows and

misfortunes, suffering the insults and vilifications and bothers of martyrdom for a short time for Christ’s
sake.
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If physical restraint and asceticism might have been a characteristic common to most
types of sanctity, the asceticism of iurodivye had specific, easily recognisable markers,
especially their (semi-)nakedness and the beatings endured. The wisdom iurodivye attained
through the taming of their mortal senses was often contrasted with worldly wisdom, which

they left behind: ‘Bca npeaccmnaa nike 8 mupk mporania weragan’.>®. The opposition of

divine and earthly wisdom can be traced back to the scriptural justification of iurodstvo,>°

and recurred in sluzhby: ‘npempocmiic Wramk wue uifinoyk MPOCTIE  WCMABAL
EOVKICITIEOM'E NPEMHNOYAE €CH H OYITIAENNAA W MPEMPLIXB H PASOYMNKI MpPUecKi
EAroRoAenTe npita ecn’.>" Though they seemed insane to their contemporaries, it was the

clear mind (cognates of um / ym) or divine understanding of iurodivye that singled them out:

Vasilii was ‘kpknocmin oyma nenokoaest’,>*! Mikhail had a ‘ieaompennin oymmn’,
Prokopii had ‘na Beicomoy Bhcmeue Bropasoymua, Nikolai was a ‘npmparo pasSma
raeaenie’.>*? True wisdom, as opposed to sinful worldly knowledge, was sometimes

associated with light: ‘mSapocmik oykpawamca n paymd npocekiyara’. > The ability to

538 PI'B. d.304/1 Ne630 fol. 239 r (Isidor): you abandoned all the temptations of worldly wisdom.

539 For example, 1 Corinthians 1:27-28: ‘But God has chosen the foolish things of the world to put to shame
the wise’.

540 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 63 r (Maksim): wrapped in the greatest wisdom, father, you abandoned honest
[earthly?] wisdom, distanced yourself with rowdy holy foolery [buistvo] and, unbeknownst to wise and
understanding men, you took the Trinitarian grace. This passage is somewhat obscure! My interpretation is
that it is opposing earthly and divine wisdoms, but confusingly using the same, or similar, terms to describe
both.

%41 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 625 r (Vasilii): unshakeable in strength of mind.

542 PI'B. ©.304/1 Ne622, fol. 160 v (Mikhail): a wholly wise mind; PT'B. ©.304/1 Ne619, fol. 258 r (Prokopii):
you rushed to the heights of divine understanding; PI'b. ©.304/1 Ne624, fol. 510 1, 517 r (Nikolai): a
revelation of the wisest understanding.

%3 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne619, fol. 265 v (Prokopii): adorning himself with wisdom and radiating understanding.
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see things unknowable to common mortals was perhaps an extension of the iurodivyi’s
divine wisdom. Maksim, for example, saw the Trinity praying for people’s sins as Andrew
of Constantinople had seen the Virgin ‘with his spiritual eyes’.>** Nikolai, on the other hand,

had a vision of Christ in his sleep: ‘& cnk Xa BuAKA® €cH na B'Renl ma oykpknaaka u
ghneus mosk nopawia v ch epnwnd Bpamuca noSuakipa’.>* Occasionally, spiritual

vision expressed itself in the gift of prophecy, though this ability did not feature prominently

in any sluzhba other than that of Mikhail: ‘Aaps npozphnia Ne T uAks HH YAKS Mo T

RRILINATO NPOMKICAd NPIE’;> ‘OYNOAOBHCA BroraacHhWh APERNHM NPFKOMWK CKASAR

ge3Rkcmuaa n manaa’>?’

In Isidor’s case, the elements of wisdom, vision, and light are closely related to another
theme, which dominated his sluzhba: Isidor’s foreign origin. Born and raised in the Latin
faith, Isidor rejected the ways of the (heretical) homeland he left behind and adopted
Orthodoxy: ‘BoZNENABHAA €cH (VHECKOE BEZRONKIE H B'hZAKBHAR €CH HCMHNNOYVEK BRpoy

XEX IPAAA 2KE POCMORA AOCITIHI ™k H B NE UTHI H NENOPOUNRI KHTIEMK TEH OYTOAHAK €ch’. >

Isidor’s faith journey is often described as a transition from blindness, or spiritual darkness,

Y4 PI'B. ©.304/1 Ne622, 62 1 (Maksim): AyXoBNAIMA OYHMA.

545 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 514 r (Nikolai): you saw Christ in your sleep, strengthening you against the
demons and giving you a crown and teaching you to fight the Ethiopians.

546 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne630, fol. 239 r (Isidor): receiving the gift of clear-sightedness not from man nor through
man but by higher design.

547 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 162 r (Mikhail): speaking that which is unknown and hidden, he was like the
ancient prophets with divine voices. Other mentions to Mikhail’s prophetic gift can be found on fol. 164 v,
165 v —166T, and 169 v.

548 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne630, fol. fol. 246 r — v (Isidor): you hated the godlessness of your fatherland and loved the

true faith of Christ. You reached the town of Rostov, and there you pleased the Lord with an honourable and
pure life. There are other mentions to this topic on fol. 247 r —v, 238 v, and 250 r.
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to the light of the true faith: ‘& mmm ko cekmoy EFopazoyamia nprlekak ecH’; ‘payHCA

¢y Y

npece'kmaaa zeh3aa @ zanapa ESCIABWIA M Kb BOCIIOKOY NPHIWEARIH’; ‘T Tkl
neenA'kNia kb cekmoy BFopazoymia n WueckSk coyemppenoyk ekpoy nzekiamu
nomupa’.%* Prokopii, whose sluzhba seems based on that for Isidor, had similar, though
more infrequent, such passages in his liturgy: ‘cgkmd pazoymuil W 6Fa npocekipent Bkl 1
Bh3NENABHARA €cH (Vueckoe BEROXKIE H Bh3AKBHAK €cH HemuNNoyk Bk By . If the
conversion of Isidor — and, apparently, Prokopii — is particularly associated with a transition
towards the light, brightness is, more generally, a frequently recurring theme in the

characterisation of iurodivye in their sluzhby: “xknmie meoe, ko cahile, Bm cpﬁ,a Brkpnﬁl

BOCHA, 3apA YKAE Henoyipaa’; ™ ‘npocekipan coyipaa Bh mavk rpexosnkn wue’;>*?

‘BAKIMIBENLIMH BAHCITIANTH POVCKOYK 3emak npocerkiparipa’ >

The theme of strangeness, or foreignness, was otherwise closely associated with
following Christ, and imitating Him. Other iurodivye, though they did not share Isidor’s, and
perhaps Prokopii’s, western roots, were still characterised as foreigners, or strangers — yet

another factor that isolated them within an urban environment and brought them closer to

549 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne618, fol. 2 r (Isidor): you ran from darkness to the light of Godly understanding; PTB.
®.304/1 Ne630, fol. 256 r (Isidor): hail, most-bright star shining from the west and arriving to the east; PI'b.
@.304/1 Ne630, fol. 239 v: from the darkness of blindness to the light of divine understanding, you
endeavoured to escape the falsely wise (superstitious) faith of your fatherland.

50 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne619, fol. 257 r (Prokopii): you were enlightened with bright understanding from God, and
hated your godless fatherland and loved the true faith.

51 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne6138, fol. 5 v (Isidor): your life, like a sun, shining in the hearts of the faithful, letting out a
ray of miracles.

%2 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne622, 57 v (Maksim): being enlightened in the darkness of sin, father.

58 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne622, fol. 154 v (Mikhail): with divine shining enlightening the Russian land.
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Christ. This act of renunciation involved leaving any material wealth behind: ‘sFamncmgd
H CAABOY, faKo Necoyipaa npesphan ecn’.® But it also entailed cutting off human

relationships in favour of one’s relationship with the divine: ‘cmpanens nokasaca W sek

2 X5 555 ¢ an oS -~ a » 556
CPONHK'B H 3NAEMBI’;™ ‘BCA WCMIABH XA PAA WILA H MITIPh PKENOY H YAAA H CPOCITIEIA .

Though there was suffering, on top of strangeness, associated with following Christ —
Mikhail metaphorically picked up his cross, ‘u Kjmm cEomn B3emn nocakAoRaan ecn xoy >

— imitating the Saviour was primarily an act of meekness: ‘XBa cmmpenia peBnHmEnR’ >

This aligns with the characterisation of iurodivye as ‘men of God’, ‘uaue s3&in’,>° possibly

referencing the popular Life of Alexios, the Man of God, who abandoned his wealthy life to
become a destitute wandering stranger.>®° Indeed, though Christ was their ultimate model,
iurodivye also drew inspiration from other saints, some of them iurodivye too: Maksim
followed Andrew of Constantinople and Isidor of Rostov, Prokopii followed the righteous

Job, Nikolai Kochanov followed Andrew of Constantinople, Mikhail followed St John the

54 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne618, fol. 2 v (Isidor): you despised wealth and glory as if did not exist.
555 PI'B. d.304/1 Ne624, fol. 625 v (Vasilii): you acted like a stranger to all your relatives and acquaintances.

5% PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne624, fol. 632 r (Vasilii): you left everything for Christ’s sake, father and mother, wife and
children and relatives. This is an unusual topos I have not encountered in other sluzhby.

57 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 155 v (Mikhail): and having taken up your own cross, you followed Christ.
5% PI'B. @.304/1 Ne630, fol. 241 r (Isidor): imitator of Christ’s humility.
559 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne630 fol. 249 v (Isidor); PT'B. ®.304/1 Ne622, 58 r (Maksim).

560 )Kumue Anexcus Yenosexa boowcus, BIIP 2, 244-253, 534-535: This text had been known in Rus’ since
the eleventh century.
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Baptist,”*! and Vasilii followed the hermits Saints Macarius, Onuphrius, Paul of Thebes, and

the iurodivye Maksim of Moscow and Prokopii of Ustiug.>®2

Finally, and though sluzhby for iurodivye often mentioned other iurodivye as models
for their protagonists, they varied wildly in their degree of insistence on the feat, or podvig,
of iurodstvo. In the sluzhby for Isidor, Prokopii, or Vasilii, for example, the saints are almost
never referred to as iurodivye.*® In the sluzhby for Maksim, Mikhail, and Nikolai Kochanov,

on the other hand, there is a heavy emphasis on the specifics of life as a iurodivyi: ‘na 3eman
5(7; PAAH BOAEK B BOVHCITIRO MPEASHKHCA MHPA CEMO KPACOMBI (WHIAh BhZNENARHA. NASCKAA

HFPANTA OYBAAHER NOCMIOM H KAMKER H HA 3EMAH AETANTEMh H (U SHOA H CMOYAENH (

AOKAA H CN'Eroy n W npouaa Bb3AYLINKIA MAFOCITIH NHKOIAA OVKAONHCA 2%

Sluzhby for iurodivye, then, emphasised their role as intercessors and their spiritual
path as one of renunciation. The physical baring of their flesh was a visible symbol of all

they had left behind — including physical comfort, wealth, human relationships, and their

61 PI'B. @.256 Ne397, fol. 358 v — 359 r (Maksim); PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne624, fol. 516 v (Nikolai); PTB. ®.304/1
Ne618, fol. 13 v (Isidor); PI'B. ©.304/1 Ne619, fol. 263 v (Prokopii); PT'b. @.304/I Ne622, fol. 159 r
(Mikhail).

562 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 629 1, 632 v (Vasilii): It is debatable whether the text means Prokopii of Ustiug
or Procopius of Scythopolis. The first occurrence in the text mentions Prokopii ‘The Great’, which could
mean the fourth-century martyr. But being mentioned after Maksim — presumably the iurodivyi — would
suggest this was the Ustiug saint.

53 Here are some examples of the infrequent usage of iurodstvo cognates: PT'B. ®.304/1 Ne624, fol. 621 r,
633 r (Vasilii), in the red titles; PT'B. ®.304/1 Ne619, fol. 263 v (Prokopii): oypocmigence € no ana¥
»knmecmeo H3EPa&nl [ you chose a life of iurodstvo following the apostle [Paul]; PT'B ®.304/T Ne630 fol.
256 v (Isidor): BOVHCMEBENO H KPWCITIEENOE XKE 110 ANAOY KHIMEARCTIEO HZBpaBkIH [ hail, [you who] chose a
violent and foolish way of life, following the apostle [Paul].

564 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 156 r — v (Mikhail): out of your freewill you devoted yourself to aggressive holy
foolery [buistvo] on earth for Christ’s sake, completely hating the beauty of this world, taming the games of
the body with fasting and thirsting and lying on the ground and never turning away from the heat and the
cold of the rain and snow and from other atmospheric burdens. See other references to life as a iurodivyi in
fol. 1591, 161 v, 165 v, 166 1, 166 v; and PI'b. ®.304/1 Ne624, fol. 512 v, 514 v, 516 1, 516 v (Nikolai).
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very mind — on their journey to follow Christ. Though concerns with corporeal purity and
asceticism were common to all the sluzhby above, characterising iurodivye primarily as
extreme renunciates, they differed in their emphasis on the specific podvig (feat) of iurodstvo
and its attributes, like prophecy-making. There is apparently no chronological logic to this
pattern, as ‘less foolish’ iurodivye (Isidor, Prokopii, Vasilii) and ‘more foolish’ iurodivye
(Maksim, Mikhail, Nikolai) spanned the entire period. Still, when compared with chronicles
or foreigners’ accounts, s/uzhby put much greater emphasis on the asceticism of iurodstvo,

which was consistent with the depiction of iurodivye in their hagiographies.

I11.2.e Hagiographical lurodivye

Sluzhby as a genre are far more homogeneous than what scholars tend to label as
zhitiia. The latter varied far more in length, structure, language, and content. The fact that
they were written by and for different people in different contexts resulted — contrary to the
reputation of medieval literature as standardised and derivative — in texts with unique
features, despite their use of the same hagiographic topoi, e.g., saints being described as
precociously virtuous children, earthly angels, ascetic martyrs, sources of light and salvation,
etc. If a similar structure and recurring rhetorical themes made sluzhby relatively easy to
analyse as a group, zhitiia will be dealt with individually so that their distinctive features can

stand out by comparison with each other.

If the number of zhitiia composed in the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries to record
and commemorate the lives of iurodivye is significant, the latter’s occasional presence, as
secondary characters, in the zhitiia of other saints is just as telling of the space they occupied
in the collective imagination. Before moving on to the more detailed characterisation of holy

fools in their own zhitiia, this section will present the ways in which three iurodivye —
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Mikhail of Novgorod, Galaktion of Beloozero, and Nikolai of Pskov — were sketched in the

Lives of other saints.

Composed in the late fifteenth century, around the same time as the first two versions
of the Life of Mikhail of Klopsko, the Tale about lona, the Archbishop of Novgorod (Povest’
ob lone, Arkhiepiskope Novgorodskom) has been preserved in sixteenth-century
manuscripts.>®® The text told the story of Ivan, the future lona, from the time he was a serious
child, uninterested in other children’s frivolous games.>®® The Tale about lona described an
encounter between the young Ivan and Mikhail the iurodivyi, who had just arrived to
Novgorod, in a scene reminiscent of the cruelty of children towards Andrew of

Constantinople.>®’

‘EauHoro ke yecTHOMYy Muxamiy, ypoAHMBOMY MUPOBH, Borosu e npemyapomy,
BB Tpaab mepBoe mecTBre TBOPAILY, AbThly ke cemy ctosanty Ha mberh ykpomab,
u MHO3bMB chydyeHukomb ero urpamomum. M Omnaxennaro Muxawna yspheiue,
YPOJCTBEHO IpsAyIIa MO yIHUIbI, BCH TETHE UTPBI CBOSI OCTABIIbIIIE, aKK Ha YI0JI0 K
MuxaunoBu nputekomia, cMbiomecs o HeM M pykatomecs: eMy, usmbraemas u3
JIOMOBB CMETHa Ha IllaBy 0e3yMHb Bb3MeTaxy v KaMeHHe 110 HOrax MeTaxy eMy, He

3HaeMy eMy cyIy Torja. %

‘Once when the honourable Mikhail, a holy fool to the world and most wise in the
eyes of God, first walked into town, this young child [lvan] was standing in an
isolated place, and many of his fellow students were playing. And having seen the
blessed Mikhail walking as a holy fool on the street, all the children left their games
and ran to Mikhail as if to a wonder, laughing at him and making fun of him, in their

565 [Togecmb 06 Hone, Apxuenuckone Hoeézopodckom, BJIJIP 7, 516: The manuscript used for this edition is
PHB. Coduiickoe cobp., Ne 1424, late sixteenth or early seventeenth century.

566 The topos of the saint as a precocious child, pious and wise far beyond their years, is not unusual — or
new, it was a prominent feature of the Life of Fedosii of Kyiv —and also appeared in the Life of loann of
Ustiug, see page 217.

567 RYDEN, Life of St Andrew, Vol. Il, op. cit., 93: ... the boys of the city, beating, dragging and slapping him
without mercy, put a rope around his neck and dragged him along in full view of everybody, making ink from
charcoal which they smeared on his face.

58 [Togecmv 06 Hone, BJIJIP 7, op. cit., 236.
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madness tossing rubbish which had been cleared from the houses at his head, and
throwing stones at his feet, for he was still unknown then.’

The passage highlighted Mikhail’s wisdom — he was npemyapsiii, most wise, in the
eyes of God — and the children’s ignorance and madness in their failure to recognise a true
servant of God. It also implied that there was something distinctive in Mikhail’s appearance
that drew attention to him as he walked down the street ‘like a holy fool’ (ypoacrBeno) and
made him stand out like a wonder (ato10, also meaning miracle). Unperturbed by the young

hooligans, Mikhail quickly singled out Ivan:

‘neBHOMY cBbTY yke ockymbBaronly u Bedepy ObIBaroIly, HO 00adye BHYTpPEHHA
npecBbTibel oueca Muxaunou ObiBaxy. [IpuTexkbh 00 B3STH OTPOUYHINA CEro 3a
BJIaCHI, M IOABEMb €T0 BBIIIIN cebe, Bbruamie eMy: «lBaHe, — Tako 00 OT CBATAro
KpeleHna uMst 1bTunry — y4uu KHUTBI prirhkHO, HMaiy 60 BEIMKOMY Tpaly ceMy
apXuenucKons OviTi». M, oOuemsb ero, otume. ... Tako u OnakeHHBIH Muxaiino
Homny cero gbrcka o0peM, IPOPOUECKUMB JyXOMb IJIarojamie eMy BHUIMAaTH YIEHHUIO
CBATBIX KHHI'b, HMMCHEMDb HApHILasi, €roKe HHUKOJIM He 3Haamie, MBaHOMB, TOMy
npuriamas. JlyxoBHeiMa 00 ounMMa KO HacTosmas cMoOTps, mo MHO3bx mbrex
XOTsIaa eMy ObITH, YBUIEBD O0’KECTBEHBIM OTKPOBEHHEM MTPOHAPCUCHHOE MY OT
bora cBarurenscTBo ... ThMb ke He cMaTpsie TeleCHhIMa OYAMa CUPOTHCTBA U
yOoXecTBa M XyAOCTH OTpPOYHMINY, HO siko CbBbT ['ocmoneHp pasymeHb emy, U
cepeYHbIMa OurMa 3ps JIEKallee Ha HeMb Oarociosenue’ >

‘Even though it was evening and daylight was becoming scarce, still Mikhail had his
bright inner gaze. Coming up to him, he seized this child [Ivan] by the hair, and
raising him up higher than himself, cried to him: “Ivan — such was the child’s
baptismal name — study the books with zeal, because you are to be this great town’s
archbishop. And, having embraced him, he walked away ... In this way did the
blessed Mikhailo embrace this child lona, telling him with prophetic spirit to pay
attention to the teachings of the holy books, and calling him by name — Ivan — when
he did not know him previously. Seeing with his spiritual eyes, as if it were the
present, what would only happen to him after many years, [Mikhail] saw, through
divine revelation, the priesthood that had been intended for him by God ... Not
looking with his bodily eyes at the boy’s orphanhood, poverty, and misery, but, since
God’s light was understood by him, he saw with his heart’s gaze the blessing which
lay on him [Ivan].’

569 |dem, 236.
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Though the passage above depicted Mikhail as a somewhat frightening character, who
picked up an unknown child by the hair and shouted at him, the text was more concerned
with conveying Mikhail’s spiritual gift, pointing out his ability to recognise in near darkness
a boy as someone who would, decades later, become the archbishop of Novgorod, and to
call him by name. The text anchored the iurodivyi Mikhail in scriptural tradition: it likened
the blessing of lvan by Mikhail to the blessing of a humble child by Christ before the apostles
in Matthew 18:1-5; associated Mikhail with the Old Testament prophet Jeremiah; and

quoted Matthew (5:8) on the pure of heart who can see God.

Very little else was said about Mikhail. The text commented on it being almost as if
he had been sent to Novgorod for the sole purpose of identifying the city’s future archbishop
— which, from the point of view of the iurodivyi as a legitimising literary device, is true. A
few words were said about Mikhail’s background, though none about his lifestyle, ascetic or
otherwise. The text claimed him to be a foreigner like Andrew of Constantinople or Isidor
of Rostov, in direct contradiction with the Life of Mikhail, which described him as a relative
of the grand princes of Moscow:*" ‘TTpenoo6ubII MuXaiio OT JaJTHsa 3eMIIst HOBOTIPHIIIE
M MHOT'O OTYECTBA CBLIU CTPAHCTBYA NPUHUAC B HE3HACMD I'paJl €My, alll€ U BEJIMYCCTBA paaun

cBoero BceneHnbit Beeit oTaaBHa BhIoMs Tpax ... 0

Galaktion, another monastic holy fool, was blessed on the path of iurodstvo by his
mentor Martinian, who served as hegumen of the Ferapontov and Trinity St Sergii

monasteries and died in the former in 1483. The mid-sixteenth-century Life of Martinian

570 See page 281. Mikhail’s belonging to the grand-princely line was also brought up by the archpriest
Maksim in his description of seventeenth-century Novgorod shrines: ZABELIN, Omnucasnie, op. cit., 54.

S [Toecmy 06 Hone, BJIIP 7, op. cit., 236: The venerable Mikhailo being a new arrival from faraway

regions and from a different fatherland, in his wandering came to a town unknown to him, though thanks to
its greatness it had long been known to the whole world.
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recorded that: ‘U cma ot Hero m3BbcTHO yBUmbmd, sko OnakeHHBIM MapTHHHAHOMD

pascyzucs u 61arocioBeHs ObICTh OT HETO Ha YI0JHOE CUe U GnaxenHoe xbnanue.’>’?

Galaktion was known for his clear spiritual vision. In his later years, he read the
wavering mind of a discouraged disciple who was considering leaving the monastery,>”® and
predicted his own death and that, shortly thereafter, of his confident Savva.>™ In an earlier
episode, Galaktion also predicted that a recently built refectory would not stand long. Not
only did Galaktion foresee the fire that consumed it, but, having crossed himself for divine
protection, he also saved from the flames a precious item indispensable to the monastery’s
financial survival. When people started trying to remove the bells for fear that they burn, the

iurodivyi defended them with an axe, knowing they would not be consumed by the flames:

‘OH K€ NMPUCHONAMSATHBIN, PUTEKD, OTPUHY YeNOBLKBI U 3 chunBOM®B, rarons:
«CeMmy He ropbTh», — U cTa y 3B0HWIHHKIIBL. OTHB K€ OTHIO/Ib HE TIPUKOCHYCS EMb,
a 1 6;u3b cymu. U 30bICThCS Tpopedenne 6parta OHOro, TIOUCTHHHS quBHAro. "

‘But he, of eternal memory, ran towards them and drove them away with an axe,
saying “This is not to burn”, and stayed by the bell tower. The fire did not touch a
hair on his head, though it drew close. And the prophecy of that brother [Galaktion],
who was truly amazing, was fulfilled.’

Galaktion carried his mentor Martinian to church in the latter’s old age, and the text
described him as an exceptionally humble and ascetically inclined monk: ‘Bb Bcs xe

CJ'Iy>K6BI T'OTOBB 3 6paTI/IeIO, " TIIAJINBD 3']3.]'[0, IIOKOAa KC€ TCJICCHAro B€CMa HE Tpe60Bame, 151

572 )Kumue Mapmunuana, 0p. Cit., 236: And this we learned from him that it was the blessed Martinian who
considered it and blessed him on that wondrous and blessed deed [of iurodstva]. The manuscript used for
this edition was PHB, Coduiickoe cobp., Ne 467, 1560s, see page 777.

573 |dem, 238: A3 ace, caviuaxs om cmapya, u yOUSUXCs RPOPA3YMIBHUIO €20, 6CSL 6O MU YMbLUIEHUA cepoya

moezo npeo auyem moum nocmasu | And |, hearing [this] from the elder [Galaktion], was amazed by his
understanding, as he had exposed all the considerations of my heart before me [lit. before my face].
574 |dem, 238.

575 |dem, 236.
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Ha cr60pHOM hHuK nave Behx o6pbramecs.’’® Though the text does not explicitly state it,
it is implied that, by leading such a life of pure service and devotion, it had been given to

Galaktion to see things that his brethren could never guess.®”’

Nikolai of Pskov made a cameo appearance in the Life of Nikandr the Hermit, in a
similar, if more inconspicuous, role to Mikhail of Klopsko in the Life of lona. Nikandr
(1507?7-1581) led a reclusive life in the wilderness, and his late sixteenth- or early
seventeenth-century zhitie®’® was a compilation of stories circulating long before the
examination and official recognition of his relics in 1687. Before taking vows, Nikandr was
approached on the street in Pskov by Nikolai, whom the text did not introduce, though it

invested him with a prophetic gift:

‘mpuuzae K HeMy Hukyna, OnaKeHHBIM TICKOBCKHM, W ST €ro 3a pyKy, M HadaT
TJIaroJaTH eMy, SIKO 1Moxa0cs TBOpS, M Ipopede eMy BIpeIb CTPACTH IyCTHIHHBIS.
Huxon xe mpopasymbes peuenHoe emy um cobmromamie B ceOb Bcs rimarosnsl

peuennsbis. M notoM 36bIcTCA peueHHoe emy.” 5™

‘the blessed Nikula of Pskov came up to him, took him by the hand, and started
talking to him, acting like a pokhab, and predicted to him the future hardship of
wilderness. Nikon, understanding what he was being told, kept in himself all the
words spoken [by Nikolai]. And later what had been spoken to him came to be.’

The three texts made it clear that they were talking about an ypox / ypoaussrii, and
used other derivatives from the same root, on top of more generic terms like blazhennyi, and

in Mikhail’s case prepodobnyi. These characters were holy fools to the world (Mikhail:

576 |dem, 236: He was ready to take up any kind of service with his brethren, he was extremely zealous, did
not need any bodily rest, and always showed up first for singing in church.

577 His characterisation in the Life of Martinian is consistent with that in the Stepennaia kniga, see page 168
and forward.

578 )Kumue Huxandpa, op. cit., 827: This edition was based on PTAJIA, ¢.181, cobp. MTAMU/I, Ne145/212,
seventeenth century.

579 |dem, 620.
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‘yponuBomy mupoBu’) or blessed holy fools (Galaktion: ‘bnaxennsriit xe opox’). Though
the texts did not explain what iurodstvo was, they implied that it involved a performance, a
form of pretence: one could walk like a holy fool (Mikhail: ‘yponcrBeno rpsaymia mo
ymuisl’), speak like a holy fool (Galaktion: ‘siko ropoas, Takoxae riarona’), and act like a

holy fool (Nikolai: ‘sko moxabcst TBOpst’).

The three texts also align in the ways they characterised and used their iurodivye. In
all cases, their role was to legitimise the saint whose zhitie it was, either by foreseeing their
future deeds (lvan as archbishop, Nikon as a hermit), or by presenting them as spiritual
mentors (Martinian) to extraordinary disciples. The implication was that by being close to a
iurodivyi, one could draw closer to God. Moreover, there was a strangeness, and a
threatening quality to iurodivye as they appeared in these texts. They commanded attention
and could be aggressive in their interactions with other people: Nikolai, called a pokhab,
grabbed Nikon’s hand on the street, Galaktion defended his monastery’s bells with an axe,
and Mikhail lifted an unknown boy by the hair to scream at him. This characterisation of
holy fools as awe-inspiring and potentially dangerous did not usually find its way into their
own zhitiia,®® though it coincided with the way Nikolai of Pskov was depicted in foreign

accounts.

The zhitiia of Mikhail of Klopsko and Isidor of Rostov, composed in the last decades
of the fifteenth century, are the two earliest preserved hagiographies of Russian holy fools.
Their form and content, however, have little in common, and their respective presentations

of Mikhail and Isidor could lead to two different understandings of iurodstvo.

%80 The Life of Mikhail of Klopsko is an exception.
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The first redaction of the Life of Mikhail was a collection of short vignettes narrating
the iurodivyi’s interactions with the Trinity monastery’s visitors and inmates. The text did
not attempt to conform to the traditional structure of a zhitie. It was, instead, formally divided
into four miracles, each with a heading, though there are several other episodes without
headings. Mikhail was almost always referred to by name, and was not called a iurodivyi
beyond the text’s title and subtitle (‘[Ipuxoxenne Muxaitnoso. Yoo 1-e, mxe ypoauBaro
Xpucra pamu, exe ecth Ha Knomcko Ha Bepsxu’®®). Another unusual feature is the
predominance of direct speech, through which Mikhail was indirectly characterised. There
is, in fact, no physical description of Mikhail beyond him being referred to as a starets (elder)
at the start of the text, making him perhaps middle-aged. Moreover, his relationship with his
body, usually central to sluzhby and zhitiia of iurodivye, was almost not mentioned, and
appeared in a single sentence, as an afterthought after the story of his death: ‘U mo
MIPECTaBJICHUS €T0 XUThsI B MOHACTBIph 50 1bTh 1a 6 Mecsupb. A He TpeOOBaTh HU MTOCTEIH,

HHUYCTO, a KCJIbIO TOIINJIb HA3EMOMbB 1a KOHCBLIM KaJIOM, 4 CaMb Ha IMUCKY ne>1<am>.’582

Rather unusually too, Mikhail seems to have been educated.’®® When he first appeared
in the monastery, he was found copying the Acts of Paul — perhaps a reference to the
traditional scriptural justification of holy foolery? — in one of the cells. In the third miracle

story, Mikhail was charged with reading from the Book of Job — possibly also a reference to

581 Tosecmv o acumuu, BJIP 7, op. cit., 218: Appearance of Mikhail. First miracle of the holy fool for
Christ’s sake, from Klopsko which is on the river Veriaga.

%82 |dem, 228: And up to his passing he lived in the monastery for fifty years and six months. And he did not
require anything, not even a bed, and he warmed his cell with dirt and horse manure and slept on the sand.

583 Literacy, to my knowledge, is not mentioned with regards to any of the other iurodivye of this period.
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the frequent comparison of holy fools to Job? — during a monastic meal.>®* In the fourth
miracle story (unnumbered), when the river water had dried, Mikhail was found writing in
the sand. When the hegumen asked him what was written, Mikhail answered («Yarry
criacenua puuMy, uMs Iocriogae npusosy. Ty 6yneTs Kaas3b HencuepaeMslii»), % after
which they both dug and found water. Perhaps Mikhail’s literacy was partly due to his

alleged princely background, though this is pure speculation.

The Life of Mikhail is theatrical in the way it depicts the iurodivyi’s interactions with
other characters. When he appeared out of the blue, one evening, in one of the cells, the
brethren and hegumen, armed with a cross and a censer, first made sure that the intruder,
who locked himself in the cell, was not a demon. Then, having broken into the cell, the

hegumen asked him questions, which Mikhail repeated back at him:

‘U deonmocuii monBu emy: «KTo ecu Thl, yenoBekdb mu ecu win 0bes? Urto Tebh
nmsa?» U ors emy orebimaers Th ke pbun: «Uenosexs mu ecu wnn 60kc? Urto tedh
ums?» 1 deogocuii CIpOCUTH €ro BTOPOE U TpeThee. A OHBb MPOTHBS 3-XKIbI Th Ke

pbuu orBbmaers. %

‘And Feodosii said to him: “Who are you, a man or a demon? What is your name?”
And he answered him with the same words: “Who are you, a man or a demon? What
is your name?” And Feodosii asked him a second and third [time]. And he in return
answered three times those same words.’

Similarly, when he was recognised by Prince Konstantin Dmitrievich, the iurodivyi repeated

twice the same ambivalent words: ‘U ous npoTuBbs MONBU KHs310: «borb 3HaeTs!» U

584 IMosecmv o scumuu, BJIJIP 7, op. cit., 220: Prince Konstantin Dmitrievich, who was visiting the
monastery to take communion, recognised the iurodivyi’s voice and identified him as a relative of his,
Mikhail Maksimov. Mikhail had previously refused to tell the monks his name.

%85 |bid.: This is partly a quotation from the Psalms (115:4 in Orthodox psalters, 116:13 in KJV), | will take
the cup of salvation, and call upon the name of the Lord. Here will be an inexhaustible spring.

586 |dem, 218.
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®deoocuit UTYyMEHb €My MOJIBUT: «UeMy, CBIHKO, MIMEHHU CBOET'0 HaMb HEe CKaxelrb?» M oHb

NpOTUBH MONBHUT: «Bor 3HaeTs!» %%’

Mikhail’s quick wit and enigmatic style of communication, together with his ability to
see the future — often meddling in local politics in the process — were the main elements of
his characterisation in the first redaction of his zhitie. The iurodivyi behaved as the
monastery’s public relations department, whether he was dealing with armed robbers, whom
he invited to have bread with the monks,>®® or with monastic patrons. Having asked Prince
Konstantin Dmitrievich to fund a stone church, Mikhail reassured him by predicting a
change in weather that would enable the delivery of an additional shipment of stone:
‘«Kusxe, He ckop6u! Bors macts Bo yrph tHmmny». U 661cTh B yTpb THImmEA. 8 Mikhail
and his prophetic powers were known even to the archbishop of Novgorod, who asked him
(affectionately using the diminutive ‘Mikhailushka’) to pray for his election to be officially
confirmed by the grand prince of Moscow. In response to this, Mikhail, with his usual taste
for riddles, took the handkerchief the archbishop was holding and placed it on his head,

saying: «J{obaenrs B CMOJIEHCKO, U TIOCTABAT TS BIABIKO0».%%

Mikhail’s — and the monastery’s — enemies dropped like flies. When the Novgorod
posadnik Grigorii Kirillovich tried to curtail the monks’ fishing rights by threatening them

with corporeal punishment, the holy fool predicted the oppressor’s demise instead: « Byaemu

587 |dem, 220: And he in return said to the prince: “God knows!” And Feodosii the hegumen said to him:
“Why, son, did you not tell us your name?” And he in return said: “God knows!”

588 |bid.: When one of the robbers fell ill, Mikhail predicted that he would be healed if he took monastic
VOWS: «Ilocmpueucs — 30pasw Oyoewuly; “Get a tonsure [i.e., take vows] and you will be healed!”

589 |dem, 222: “Prince, do not be upset! God will give [us] calm [weather] in the morning.” And in the
morning there was calm.

50 |dem, 226: “You will ride to Smolensk and be confirmed as archbishop.”
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6e3 pykb 1 6e3 HOTb, Maso B Boxb He yromemm!»*®t A paralysed, repenting Grigorii was
subsequently healed when he attended liturgy at the monastery. Similarly, an ill-advised

archbishop of Novgorod, who tried to tax the Trinity monastery quickly succumbed.>®2

Mikhail’s visionary abilities and enigmatic behaviour were clearly aligned with
Moscow, and with the dynastic line of Vasilii Il, whose main opponent, Prince Dmitrii
Shemiaka, died after one of the holy fool’s prophecies. When Dmitrii came to the Trinity
monastery seeking a blessing from Mikhail, the latter stroked the prince’s head and repeated
three times «Kusxe, 3emns Boruet!». Shemiaka passed away soon thereafter.>% Later, when
a Novgorod posadnik complained that Moscow wanted to impose a new prince on Novgorod
when they already had one, Mikhail let out an angry tirade in which he predicted the final
annexation of Novgorod by Moscow, in detail: «To y Bac He kHs13b — rpsi3s! ... [la o manb
BPEMCHU KHA3b BEJIUKBLIA OIISITE 6yII€T"I), Ja ropoJ BO3METh, Aa BCIO CBOXO BOJIIO YYUHUTD,

na bors gacte eMy>>.594

Strange, enigmatic, and threatening, Mikhail was, nevertheless, depicted as a simple
intercessor in one instance. When a Novgorod merchant trading abroad was caught in a storm
at sea, he called for Mikhail, who appeared and held the ship, saving it from the weather.
For the most part, though, the iurodivyi was characterised as a strange man who lived in a

monastery and performed prophetic riddles for its elite visitors. Though he expressed strong

591 Idem, 224: “It is you who will be without arms and without legs, and who will almost drown in the
water!”

592 |dem, 228-30: Relations with the archbishops of Novgorod were not always smooth. Archbishop Evfimii
Il refused to come out to the monastery to perform burial rites when Hegumen Feodosii passed away (228).

5% |dem, 226: “Prince, the earth is crying [for you]/”

594 |dem, 230: “Your prince is dirt! ... And after a short while the great prince will return, and take the town
[of Novgorod], and do everything as he pleases, and God will help him.”
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political leanings — in favour of the Trinity monastery, whose interests aligned with the
hegemony of Moscow over Novgorod and its aristocracy —% Mikhail was far from Nikolai
of Pskov, the defender of the people. Human interactions in the Life of Mikhail remained
within the elite layer of the population — except, perhaps, for the encounter with the robbers
— and there was never a question of defending the people of Novgorod. Mikhail was the
patron of an institution, not of a city, and it might have been more important for the monks
who wrote his zhitie that he represent the interests of their house under the legitimising cover
of being a holy man than to conform to what anyone thought a iurodivyi should be. In other
words, the means — Mikhail’s literary character — were subordinated to the ends — the

legitimation of monastic wealth, or survival.

The miracle about saving a merchant from drowning at sea is the only thing the zhitiia
of Mikhail and Isidor have in common. The Life of Isidor was considerably more structured
than that of Mikhail and attempted to conform to hagiographic standards. It had a rhetorical
introduction,®® covered Isidor’s background as much as possible, as well as his life in the
city of Rostov, recorded his death and burial by a handful of faithful, and described six
miracles, of which four were posthumous. If Mikhail was overwhelmingly referred to by
name, Isidor had more varied epithets of sanctity, such as blazhennyi (blessed), pravednik /

pravednyi ((the) righteous (one)), ugodnik ((the one) pleasing (to God)), or a combination of

5% See the passage quoted on page 283.

5% GLADKOVA, [IpeBHepycckuii cBaATOiA, Op. Cit., 180-2: The introduction described the heavenly crowd of
saints and angels Isidor had joined in heaven as a result of his pure life on earth. The author addressed an
exhortation to God so that He will open his lips and record the miracles he has witnessed. He also quoted
Basil the Great for good measure. See also: Ilamsams cesmozo Cudopa, 0Op. Cit., 242: The version of the Life
of Isidor in the Great Menology cut the rhetorical introduction. This is the version | will be quoting from,
though I also give the page numbers from Gladkova’s edition.
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these, like ‘BA:KeNnAro H NPENArO HcHAOpA cBhTHANHKA BeeckhTaaro’.> He was also

referred to as an ‘urod” when the omniscient narrator wanted to convey the perspective of
his contemporaries: ‘1Ko ypoab BMEHIEM HMH M O€3yMEHbB ... Bb JE€Hb y0O SIKO ypO.I
xoxrame’.%%® Unlike Mikhail, who was always presented from the perspective of others,
Isidor was shown in his zhitie from his own internal perspective, performing a difficult
devotional deed that required great effort and resulted from an act of freewill — similar to
those of Andrew of Constantinople and Alexios the Man of God — that the reader got to
witness: ‘YTaI/IBCH Bcbhbx # Tako HCXOAUTH U3 IOMY CBOCTO U MAJIO IMPpUIICT U pI/I3’b COBJIAYUT
Cs BKYIIC K€ U JOJIY BJICKYIIUX My,[[pOBaHHﬁ " NMPUEMIICTDh YPOACTBCHOC KC XpI/ICTa paau

KHUTHUEC U 6yﬁCTBeHO, C)XKXC MHUMO ‘ICJ'IOB”]SKBI, I10 altoCTOIy rnaronlomy’.Sgg

The deliberate choice of life as a holy fool was only made more extraordinary by the
fact that Isidor had been born and raised in the ‘wrong faith’.®®® One of his most prominent

characteristics, both in the zhitie and sluzhba, was his western, purportedly German, origin:

‘Ceii OnakeHBIN, SKOXE TOBEHAI0Th HBIMK, OT 3amaJHbIX CTPaHb, OT JATHIHBCKA

A3bIKaA, OT H’EMGHLKHH K€ 3CMJId POXKCHUC nmba u BOCIIMTAHHE, OT CJIABHBIX K€ U

0OraThIX; IKOXKE TJIaroji0Th, OT MECTbpPCKa poy 65,60

597 GLADKOVA, [lpeBHepycckuii cBaTO, Op. cit., 181: [of the] blessed and righteous Isidor the all-bright
beacon.

5% GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBaToii, 0p. Cit., 184; Iamamob ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 244: thinking him
an urod and a madman ... for during the day he walked like an urod.

599 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBsToi, 0p. Cit., 184; ITamams ceamozo Cudopa, op. cit., 244: hiding it from
everyone, he left his house, and having gone a little way, he threw away his shirt together with false wisdom
[of the world] that drags [you] down and chose a foolish [urodstvenoe/ life for Christ’s sake, rowdy/crazy,
or so people thought, according to the apostle who said... This passage is followed by a quotation from
Paul’s first epistle to the Corinthians 1:27-28, one of the traditional scriptural legitimations of holy foolery.
800 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHEpyCCKHii CBATOH, Op. Cit., 181.

601 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHeEpyCCKHii CBATOIA, 0. Cit., 183; Ilamams ceamozo Cudopa, 0. Cit., 242.
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“This blessed [man], as some say, was from western countries, from the Latin tongue,
having been born and raised in the German land, from glorious and wealthy
[people/family], as they say, from a master’s line.’

Against this background, the religious insight that led him to seek the only true faith
(Orthodoxy) was all the more impressive: ‘U BozHeHaBUaEBL OOTOMEPCKYIO OTYECKYIO U
JAaTBIHCKYIO BbpYy, BO3MIOOM K€ MCTHHHYIO HAIlly XPUCTHSIHBCKYIO M MPAaBOCIAaBHYIO Bbpy
...”.%%2 This made Isidor a strannik, or wanderer, like Andrew of Constantinople and Alexios

the Man of God, ‘ot rpaxs Bo rpags npexoxaaane’. %%

Isidor’s relentless asceticism defined him as much as his foreignness, to the point
where we can reasonably wonder whether his hagiographer was not anxious to justify a
potentially questionable type of urban religious life.5%* A significant part of Isidor’s ascetic
trials came in the form of beatings from city dwellers: ‘rpagsl nmpoxoas, u mbcra, u MHOTO
Aocany OJIa’KEHbIN CMUPCHLEC IPUCMACTD, U ObeHHe OT 663}/MHLIX yelnoBbkb IMPpUEMIICTD, KO
ypons BMeHseM umu 1 6e3ymens’.8% In Rostov too, where he eventually settled, this became
part of his routine, leading him to disassociate himself from his mortal body and to share in
the meekness of Christ: ‘Bcu ke ero MHAXy SIKO ypoIb U YM IMOryOMBIIA, U MHOTO

JOCAKCHHUEC U YKOPCHUC, U PAaHbI BO31aaXy €MY. bnaxxeHsrit K€, IKO B HIOKEM TCJICCH, BCC

602 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBsToit, 0p. Cit., 183; IHamamob ceamozo Cudopa, 0Op. Cit., 242: And he came
to hate the godless Latin faith of his fatherland, and loved instead our true Christian and Orthodox faith...

803 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKuii cBsToi, 0. Cit., 184; Ilamame ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 244: moving from
town to town.

604 Mikhail had lived in a monastery. Isidor’s zhitie was the first to describe an ascetic life of isolation in a
city.

805 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepyccKuii CBATOIA, Op. Cit., 184; Hamams ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 244: going through

towns and places, the blessed one took a lot of vexation and abuse and beatings from crazy people who
thought him to be a fool and insane.
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co 6naronapennem teprsme...”%% If he built himself a makeshift roofless hut in a swamp by
the city, it was only so that he could remain invisible as he performed his acts of devotion,
and otherwise roamed homeless in the city, enduring the discomforts of weather and sleep
deprivation.®%” In a longer description of Isidor’s routine, the ascetic aspects — praying all
night, enduring physical pain — far outweighed the foolish aspects — taking naps in heaps of

rubbish — and were strongly reminiscent of the Life of Andrew of Constantinople:

‘Bp meHp y0O ockopOisieMb M YHUUIDKAEMb MHOTHMHU O3JI00IEHBMU, HOIIH KE
MPUXOJISIIIO, U TAKBI CBATHIM BO CBOIO XOBPACTHYIO XMKY IPHXOAUTH U BCIO HOIIb
0e3 cHa Bb MOIMTBAaX U cCbjle3aX M KONBHOKIAaHSHBM TpeObIBamie. YTpY ke
MPUXOJISILY, ¥ TIAKU CBATHIA NC XM)Ka UCXOIMTH M €T/1a OT MHOTAro TpyzAa U HeToKoa
TeJIeCHAro eMy NpeObIBaTh Ha YJIuIM yOO rpajia ¥ Ha CMETHHUH, ¥ Ha THOMINH, WU
BO KyIIH ThJI0 CBOE Ha 3eMITI0 TOKMO ITOMeTaa, U Ty Majio cHa mpuumarte ... U erma
e Mpasy, Win CHbIy, Win JOK Iy OBIBAIOILY, CBATHIN *Ke ThIIO M XKy HETIOKPOBEHY

umsiie, 08

‘For during the day he was vexed and humiliated in countless instances of abuse, and
when night came, again the saint would come to his stick hut and remain sleepless
all night, in prayers and tears and genuflexions. And when the morning came, again
the saint would come out of the hut, and he would, with great effort and physical
restlessness, remain in the streets of the town, on rubbish heaps or on manure, or he
would [stay] in his hut and throw his body on the earth and sleep for a little there ...
And when there was frost or snow or rain, the saint had his body and hut uncovered.’

As mentioned above, Isidor, like Mikhail, saved a merchant from drowning at sea.®%®
In the only other miracle he worked during his life, Isidor made wine disappear from a local

prince’s feast when the household servants treated him badly — «Otumau, 6e3ymueit ypon,

606 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKuii cBsTO, OP. Cit., 184-5; ITamams ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 244: Everyone
thought him to be a freak [urod] with a corrupted mind, and gave him a lot of vexation and abuse, and
wounds. But the blessed one, as if inside the body of another, endured everything with gratefulness ...

807 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBsToi, Op. Cit., 184-5; ITamamw ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 244.

608 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKuii cBsTOH, 0. Cit., 185; IHamame ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 244.

899 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepycckuii CBATOI, Op. Cit., 186-7. On the potential origin of this theme in the miracles
of St Nicholas, see footnote 508 page 186.
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OTHAHU, OTUAU, JJTUIICHHEC CJIaBbl X KUTHA CCIO lIeJIOB’]S‘IGCKaFO, OTHU AU, HE CTy)Kaﬁ MI/I»GlO — and
reappear when the prince apologised to him. Like most saints, including Mikhail of Klopsko,
Isidor knew when he was about to die, and prepared himself with prayer and fasting, before
lying down with arms crossed on his chest.®*! There was nothing unusual, or particularly
holy foolish, about Isidor’s posthumous miracles, which included striking a presbyter who

dared open his tomb and healing two people.

Voluntary asceticism and renunciation, including leaving his family and faith, was the
backbone of Isidor’s zhitie. If he was a stranger, or strannik, he did not engage in riddles or
provocations, and though his prophetic gift was mentioned in passing — ‘npuemiieTs CBATHIN
ot bora maps mpo3opiuBHIiA, exe droneca emy TBopuTn’ 12 — the text offered no concrete

examples of it: Isidor was first and foremost an ascetic.

Prokopii of Ustiug was yet another kind of holy fool. Unfortunately, the earliest
version of the Tale about the miracles of Prokopii of Ustiug has not been edited, and neither
613

of the manuscripts transmitting the text’s sixteenth-century version was accessible to me.

Nevertheless, Vlasov published separately one of the earliest versions of a Tale about a fire

610 GLADKOVA, JpeBHepycckuii cBaToi, 0p. Cit., 188; ITamamsb ceamozo Cudopa, 0p. Cit., 246: “Go away,
crazy fool/freak [urod], go away, go away, [you who are] deprived from the glory of this human life, don’t
annoy me”’.

611 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBATOMH, 0. Cit., 189; Iamams ceamozo Cudopa, 0p. Cit., 248.

612 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepycckuii cBsTOi, Op. Cit., 186; [Tamamsb ceamozo Cudopa, op. cit., 244: And the saint
received from God the gift of clear-sightedness, which [was] to work miracles.

13 VVLASOV, Yemioscckas numepamypa, op. cit., 30: The Life of Prokopii has been dated to the 1640s-50s.
VLASOV, JKumuiinvie nogecmu, op. Cit., 548-50: Vlasov’s edition of what he calls the zhitie of Prokopii of
Ustiug supposedly takes into account at least one of these two sixteenth-century manuscripts, but it is largely
based on seventeenth-century manuscripts, since most of this text was written in the mid-seventeenth century.

213



cloud that descended upon Ustiug, deemed to be the oldest text about Prokopii,** on the

basis of which the Tale about his miracles was later composed.

The text, entitled simply ‘Mecsua utons B 8 neHb ciraro npaeeaHaro [Ipokomus,

yponuBaro Xpucra paam Ycriokckaro utomotBopra’,®’® offered a succinct portrait of

Prokopii:

‘Bo rpaze YcTtio3e ObIcTh HEKUI MyX ypOAMBBIH XpucTta paan uMeHeM I Ipokomnuii u
JKUBSIIE B MaNepTH y CBATHIA LepkBU CBATHIA boropoauna ... muIa e U ofexa
HHUKAKO € 0 TOM I1eqaaliecs, 1 OT IPUHOCAIINX €My HUKAKO K€ IPUUMallIe, UMEsIILIEe

e npo3op boxkwus spenus. %0

‘In the town of Ustiug there was a certain man, a iurodivyi for Christ’s sake, called
Prokopii, who lived on the doorstep of the holy church of the Holy Mother of God

. not worrying about food or clothing, and not taking anything from what was
brought to him, and who had insight into the revelations of God.’

Voluntary poverty and the ability to see divine matters were the main characteristics of

Prokopii, who acted as a collective Christian conscience:

‘BBICTh ke Ha yTpue B JIEHb HENEeNHBII MO 3ayTpeHH, erja BO3ABH3aI0T YecTHbIA
Kpectsl u coOparecs Bcu sironue. biaxeHHbIH xKe My>X Bb3BECTH BUJICHUE, ObIBILIECE
€My, BCeM JIOIAM, Iarois: «Alle He ToKaerecs IpexoB cBoux W locmoma He
yMosuTe 3a 0e33aKOHMM BallMX, TO 3JI€ MOTHOHET rpan ceit». OHU XKe TOro He
MOCTBIIIABIIEE IJIarOJIaHHBIX OT HEro ... Bunesmee OnaXXeHHBIH OH, MYyX,
HENOoCIIylllaHue JIIOIU TeX, PbLIaacs U I1a4acs HeIPECTaHHO O IIOruOey rpajia Toro.
W npuxopsmee n maronaxy k Hemy: «HTo miadecs, dyenosede, HenpecTaHHO?» OH
e rarojame um: «baure m Monutucs, 1a He BHUAETE B HamacTb». OHU Ke, SIKO

HeCMBbICIICHHA ero rarotomy.

‘It was Sunday morning after the morning service, when they raise the True Cross
and all people gather. The blessed man [Prokopii] announced to all the people the
vision which had appeared to him, saying: “If you do not repent of your sins and if
you do not plead with God [to forgive] your iniquities, then this town will meet a

814 \V/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0Op. Cit., 547.

615 |dem, 466: The month of July, on the 8 day of the saintly and righteous Prokopii, the holy fool for Christ’s
sake, the Ustiug wonderworker.

616 1bid.

617 |dem, 467.
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terrible end.” But they did not listen to him and the things he said ... The blessed
man, seeing the disobedience of those people, wept and cried constantly about the
ruin of that town. And people who came up to him said: “Why, man, are you crying
constantly?” And he replied to them: “Wait and pray that no calamity will happen to
you.” But they said he was an imbecile.’

Prokopii’s protagonism in the story about the fire cloud ended with the passage quoted
above. When the fire cloud did eventually arrive, the town dwellers — Prokopii, presumably,
among them — gathered in church, and it was their collective prayer that moved an icon of
the Virgin, who cried healing myrrh and interceded for the city.®*® Prokopii, it seems, could
see divine powers at work but not influence them. He was likened to a prophet in a quotation
from the Proverbs of Solomon (1:24),%%° and was considered mad for calling out his

community on their sins, though his strangeness was later revealed as wisdom.

The only other sixteenth-century hagiographic source about Prokopii I have had access
to is a tale about an icon of him, a long collection of miracle stories interspersed with
encomia to Prokopii and Varalaam of Khutyn’.6?® The text was composed from 1548 and
descriptively headed: ‘Hauano npeanciaoBuio pa3nyHbIX YIOAEC U MPECIaBHBIX 3HAMEHHH,
Bborkuero 6:1arocTHIO COTBOPIINXCS BO CBSITEM MOHACTBIPE CBATHIX My4deHUK bopuca u [eba,
eKe eCTh OT Tpaja omuskHATo yronotBopia [Tpoxodus’ 8! In it, there was no mention to the
iurodivyi’s voluntary poverty and prophetic abilities during life. Instead, he appeared as an

intercessor in visions to people who were about to be healed and was consistently described

618 |dem, 469.
619 |pid.

620 |dem, 473, 579: The manuscripts used in the edition are PT'B @.178 Ne1365 sixteenth century, and BAH
cobp. Uybanosa 474, first third of the seventeenth century.

621 |dem, 120: Beginning of the foreword of the various miracles and most glorious signs of the

wonderworker Prokopii, with God’s grace happening in the monastery of the holy martyrs Boris and Gleb,
which is not far from the closest town.
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as a bright figure with a sceptre in his hand: ‘B Tom yace GecHOBaHHBII BUAUT MYy>Ka CBATA,

b

BXOJIAIIA BO 1IEPKOBb, CKUIIETP JepiKalia B pylle CBOeH, 06pa3 mua ero, sxo conuie’.%%2 In
encomiastic passages, Prokopii was always associated with images of brightness or fire: ‘B
Tebe 00 ecTh TaliHOE COJHIIE, IUTaMEHb 10 HEOECH, CTOJII OTHEHHBIN, CBSITasl YIOJ0TBOPHAs

uKoHa. .. %23

If Prokopii was largely a legendary figure, the characterisation of Ioann, his fellow
Ustiug iurodivyi alongside whom he was often depicted in icons, was a curious blend of
hagiographic fopoi with a more naturalistic portrait of a historical figure’s background. The
author, whose father was the hegumen of the Boris and Gleb monastery in Sol’vychegodsk,
conducted (what we would call) an oral history investigation, interviewing his father,%?* who
had served as a priest in the Dormition cathedral of Ustiug, and other locals, moved by the

urgency of recording the previous generation’s living memory:

‘Pexy: «Moann kakoB 6e?» U moseaama Mu Best oapoOHy ... [laku mosexaima Mu
OTeIlb MO, TOT/1a YOO OBIBIIY €My CaHOM CBEIIEHbCTBA Y COOOPHBIS allOCTONBCKUS
Beskus nepksu IIpeuncters boropoauna u Beeyectnaro Est Venenust, mxe ecTb Ha
Yctiore, u cnogodu ero bor BHIETH TakoBaro CBETHUJIHMKA W IMOTPe0aTH TeJo

Onaxxkennaro Moanna co MPOYUM YMHOM CBAMICHCTBA TOS BCJIUKUSA LICPKBU ...,625

‘I say: “What was Ioann like?” And | was told everything in detail ...I was told the
most by my father, since he was at that time a priest in the apostolic cathedral church
of the Most Pure Mother of God and her Honourable Dormition, which is in Ustiug,

622 \/LASOV, JKumuiinsie nosecmu, op. cit., 138: At that moment, the possessed man sees a holy man, walking
into the church, holding a sceptre in his hand, the image of his face like the sun. See also similar visions on
pages 136, 141, 144. The sceptre Prokopii held in this vision was probably an interpretation of the three fire
irons he was depicted holding on icons, which might have existed before written texts.

623 V/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0op. cit., 128: In you there is a hidden sun, a flame up to the skies, a
column of fire, o holy wonderworking icon... For similar passages, see also pages 136 and 193. This kind of
imagery is very similar to that found in liturgical texts.

624 If loann died, as sources claim, in 1495, and Hegumen Dionisii was still alive in the 1550s when the cycle
of texts about Prokopii and loann was written, he must have enjoyed a suspicious longevity.

625 \/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0Op. Cit., 275-6.
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Whereas a holy fool’s background and childhood are usually the time of his life the
hagiographer knows the least about, the son of Dionisii recorded surprisingly detailed
information about Ioann’s origins, from the names of his God-fearing parents, Savva and
Anataliia, and brother Irodion, to their moving from an unnamed village near Ustiug to the
town of Orlov by the river Tug during Ioann’s childhood, after which his father died and his
mother became a nun.®?® This framework of names and toponyms brought to life the portrait
of Ioann as an unusually pious child. Precociously wise (‘Bo Miaae Tene ctap CMBICI
nokasa’), loann did not play with other children.?” Moreover, he was given to ascetic

practices, including fasts and vigils, leading to arguments with his concerned mother, which

and God granted him to see that beacon of light [loann] and bury the body of the
blessed loann with the other clergy of that great church ...’

the hagiographer reported in direct speech:

‘B cpeny k ¥ B IATOK HUYTO XK HE BKYIIAIIe, a MPOYHS K THH TOKMO XJIEOOM M
BOJIOIO MTUTAIIIECS, B HOIIM e 0e3 CHa npeObiBaiie, Mojsacs ['ocoaesu ... “He mo3w,
4aJ10, Ha 10 HEeSJICHUEM TUIOTH CBOESI U3HYPSITH, OT MHOTA BO3/ICPXKAHHUS J1a HE B SI3BY
BITAJIEIIN, TAKO TH MJIQY CYIIy IJIOTH PACTYIIUHU U 3BETYIIMH, HUKTO e 00 TaKoxk

MJIaJl CbIi B Ty BEPCTY TaKOBY KECTOKY MOCTY KacaeTUcs .68

‘On Wednesdays and Fridays, he would not eat anything, and on the other days he
would only have bread and water, and at night he would remain without sleep,
praying to the Lord ... “It is not right, child, for you to wear out your body with
hunger like that, you might become ill from so much restraint, since you are young
and your body is growing and blossoming; no one at such a young age imposes such
a severe fast upon themselves ..."”

626 |dem, 278-80.

827 |dem, 279: He showed old sense in a young body.

628 1bid.
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But neither his mother nor illiteracy could prevent loann from acquiring divine wisdom
through his ascetic exertion: “UroxHblii x Onaroil OTpOK, alie M KHHXKHArO MMUCAHUS HE

yMesie, Ho boxblero 6arogaTuio BpasymieH 6b1cTh. 92

Because he was such an unusual and lonesome child, loann was perceived as mad from
a young age: ‘Buasammu Xk ero MHAXY, ko yma mena He umeers’.®0 This, along with his
choice of asceticism over worldly activities, presaged loann’s voluntary decision to become
a iurodivyi after his father’s death, and with his mother’s approval: ‘Cesrsiii x Moanu Bo
IOPOJICTBO BOJIEIO IPETBOPHCS, MUPA CEro Bo3HeHaBUeB kpacoTsl.”®%! Interestingly, in order
to live as a iurodivyi, loann considered it necessary to move to the more populated city of
Ustiug, where he settled in a lodge by the Dormition cathedral. The hagiographer legitimised
loann’s lifestyle with reference to the Church fathers and to his predecessor Prokopii:
‘[ToMuHaa KUTHE CBATHIX OTEIl... , ‘... UICTUHBIA MPaBEAHUK IO BEIHUIIEM MPABEIHUIIE 110
omaxennem IIpoxormu. ®3? The description of Ioann’s routine is also reminiscent of Job and

the vitae of Andrew of Constantinople, and Isidor of Rostov:

‘U oTTOJIE CBATHIM HAYAT YPOACTBO TBOPUTH IPE]] YSIIOBEKBI, 1a0bl HE 3HAIU Jeiia
€ro, shKEe TBOPSIIIE CBATHIH, IT0 TPajly U MO YIHUIaM phIlia rpyauneto. U erna emy He
XOTsaIIe XOAUTH U ChIJIAAIIE MECTa, UIE JKe Oblllle Ky4ya rHouIIla, 1o o0pa3y Hesa

npaseaHaro.” %%

‘And from then on, the saint started acting as a holy fool in front of people, so that
they would not know his deeds, which he got up to. He ran and skipped around town

629 |dem, 280: The wondrous and virtuous boy, though he could not understand the writing of books, was
wise through the grace of God.

630 |dem, 279: Those who saw him thought he did not have his whole mind.

831 |dem, 280: The holy loann became a iurodivyi by his own freewill, having despised the beauty of this
world.

832 |dem, 281: remembering the life of the holy fathers...; a true righteous [man] following the great
righteous [one] the blessed Prokopii.

633 1bid.
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and on the streets, and when he did not want to walk, he would spot a place where
there was a dung heap, following the example of the righteous Job.’

In the passage above, iurodstvo was clearly conceptualised as a performance by the
hagiographer, who also made sure to describe loann’s costume: ‘peOpbIBaile Har, JTUIICHHEH
MOBHT, HU BJIACSHUIIBI HE MMEsI, HOCS €IIMH IUIaT, pyOra pa3paHHbl, UM )K€ MPETOsICaH 10
YpecoM ... A MHOT/Ia Cpaumily HOIIAAIIE 3€J10 yPyAHEHY, a He OMOBEHHY HHMKOJH xk.’%%*
Beyond identifying him as a holy fool and symbolising his rejection of the material world,
quasi-nakedness was also an element of Ioann’s ascetic feat: ‘Har 3umMor0 ymupaa u 3HOE
m3rapaa’.%® Adding to it, like his predecessors Andrew and Isidor, and like Christ himself,
Ioann was beaten up by town dwellers who took him for a possessed madman: ‘Hernuu
0e3yMHHH HECMBICIICHUU YEJIOBEIM HE y Kbla HEBETrJachl 3psAXyT Ha Hb, riaronaaxy: «Ce
HOBoOemeHnHa». [IxaxyT ero u mo mmu Obsixy 0O €ro W IUIeBaxy Ha Hb, W JIUIE €ro

KPOISIXYTh TrHyIIArOMICCA. »636

One of Ioann’s lifetime miracles was unusual and highlighted his ascetic endurance
even further. The episode is told from the point of view of a priest who hid in the Dormition
cathedral to watch loann. Making sure there was no one around, the iurodivyi said a short
prayer and lay down on the embers inside the furnace that warmed the cathedral in winter.

The hiding priest was awe-struck:

834 |bid.: being naked, without clothes, he did not even own a hair shirt, wearing only a ragged piece of fabric
around his loins ... And sometimes he wore a very dirty undershirt which was never washed.

835 |bid.: naked, he froze [lit. expired] in winter and burned in summer.

836 |bid.: Some crazy and senseless people, ignorant, looked at him and said: “This is a madman”. They

kicked him on the neck and beat him and spat on him, and they disdained to look at his face.
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‘MeHe K, TpelIHaro, rpo3a o0blIe, BUIEBITY MU TaKOBOE CTPALTHOE W HEOOBITHOE

BUJCHHUEC, TIAUC YMa 4YCJIOBCYaA. CepI[HCM Yy’KacecCda U MOMBICII YBAAC U BHUJC TPCHCT

B KOCTH MOa. [1OMBICIIH: HEpa3yMHH, 4aax, KO yMa Lejla He HMeTh. %7

‘And 1, a sinner, was as if struck by lightning, seeing such a strange and unusual
sight, beyond the human mind. My heart was horrified, and my mind was clouded
and my bones were seized with shaking. | thought: he is crazy, | sense, he is not in
his right mind.

When the priest opened the furnace doors to try and ‘save’ him, an angry loann made him
swear not to tell anyone about what had happened. The priest’s visceral reaction to seeing
loann crawl into the furnace suggested an awe-inspiring, even frightening, facet of iurodstvo

that was not present in the characterisation of Isidor.

Some of [oann’s other miracles showed off his prophetic gift. He guessed that Princess
Mar’ia, the namestnik’s wife, was ill and remotely healed her even before their servant —
who found him on a pile of dung — had time to request his help: ‘Cnyra xe yauBucs
MMPOPCUCHUIO CBATAro, BO3BpaTucCs B J0OM CBOﬁ, 3pECT UX KC HC HAACAIICCA. n BU/ICBIICC
KHSTHHIO 3/IpaBy MoJuTBamu cBataro Moanma.’%*® loann also foresaw his own death, and
lay down on the earth, having given instructions about his burial place.5*® His body remained

beautiful after death (‘mure cBsraro, sixo arrema Boxus, U Teno miIoTH ero, aku crer %)

and, together with a posthumous healing, confirmed Ioann’s worth as a saint.54

837 |dem, 282.

638 |dem, 283: The servant was surprised by the saint’s prophecy, and went back to his house, not expecting
to see them [the prince and princess, both] again. And he saw the princess healthy by the prayers of saint
loann.

639 |dem, 284-5.

840 |dem, 285: the saint’s face, like that of an angel of God, and his body like snow.

641 |dem, 287: The hagiographer apologised for not recording more posthumous healings, explaining he lived
far from Ioann’s shrine in Ustiug.
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Though he was still predominantly an ascetic, like Isidor had been, some elements of
Ioann’s characterisation, especially his lying inside a hot stove and lying on piles of dung,
set him slightly apart from less intimidating urban ascetics like Alexios the Man of God.
After all, when Ioann crawled out of the stove the priest had opened, he ‘looked threateningly

at me [the intruder] with his eyes’.%42

The zhitie of Vasilii of Moscow primarily depicted him as an extreme ascetic, though
some of its elements gave the iurodivyi a more transgressive edge. Commissioned after the
grandiose recognition of Vasilii as a saint in 1588, the text evidently borrowed from the
Stepennaia kniga, the earliest source about the saint, and strove to depict him as a respectable
establishment figure by justifying his nakedness at length and only occasionally ‘copy
pasting’ more foolish elements onto an otherwise harmless ascetic. By far the longest
sixteenth-century zhitie of a iurodivyi, the text was written in a then-fashionable, highly
ornamented style (pletenie sloves), but contained very little concrete information about
Vasilii.

Vasilii’s generic characterisation as a holy man and miracle worker reflected positively
on his imperial patrons. The text highlighted his close connection with the ruling dynasty —
Vasilii was held in high esteem by Ivan IV and his wife Anastasiia, and predicted the
accession of Fedor I, who became a patron of his cult®® — and advertised his shrine. The

twenty-four miracle stories at the end of the text®** are a meticulous record of healings that

842 |dem, 282: o33pes na msa 2po3no ouuma.

843 |.1. KUZNETSOV, Ceamoie bnaxcennsie Bacunuii u Hoaun, Xpucma paou MockoscKue 4y0omeopybl,
Moscow 1910, 48-9, 51: Vasilii’s funeral was, apparently, exceptionally well attended, attracting all the
secular and clerical elite of Moscow.

64 KuzNETSOV, Ceamuie Grascennsie, Op. Cit., 59-73.
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mostly took place at Vasilii’s shrine in Moscow, though the text also retold the two prophetic
episodes first recorded in the Stepennaia kniga, about the 1521 Tartar attack and the 1547
Moscow fire.®*® Vasilii’s role as an intercessor was central to his cult, and therefore to his
zhitie: he was presented as an intercessor for individual people, a patron of the city of

Moscow, and a defender of the Russian people and their Orthodox faith.®4¢

Vasilii’s life as a iurodivyi was otherwise primarily presented as one of extreme
renunciation. The text regularly enumerated Vasilii’s sacrifices: ‘Hu 0 4ecom ke 3eMHBIXb
neyvaniecs, Ha o poauTenrbx, Hu o cpoaHuIrbx, Hu o qpy3bxb HU 0 UMEHUU HU O CJIaBe MUpa
cero’.%4" Probably because the idea of a pious layman living alone on the streets of a large
city was not entirely palatable to Muscovite ecclesiastical minds, the text frequently
compared Vasilii to renunciates who had settled in the wilderness, implying that the holy
fool’s feat was even greater: ‘B HapoJie >KUBBIM O€3MOJICTBYS, SIKO B cToumh nmpeObiBas’, ‘B
MHpPh KHUBBIN KO B ITyCTHIHU B HapoJie NpeObiBast 1Ko B Karomquxcs oouremn’.%8 Vasilii took
his rejection of the material world one step further than loann by being fully naked. This
element of his characterisation was extremely prominent in his zhitie and might therefore
have been an undeniable element of his popular lore that evidently bothered the hagiographer
and required careful justification. Rather than sinful, his nakedness was interpreted as the

innocence of Adam before the fall: ‘renecnaro omxbsiHus HEe UMyILy. SIKO TIEPBO3TAHHBIN

645 |dem, 73-5.
646 |dem, 55-6.

847 |dem, 39: not caring in the least about earthly [things], neither about his parents, nor about relatives, nor
about friends, nor about property, nor about the glory of this world.

648 |dem, 44, 47: living in silence [without speaking] among people, as on a column [i.e., like a stylite]’,
‘living in the world as in the wilderness, remained among people as if repenting in a monastery.
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aJaMb TIpeXe NpecTyIUIeHUs. yIIeBHOIO XKe T00poToro HempeuenHo oxbauny’.%® Vasilii
had surrendered everything, down to his very body, to God: ‘xepTBeHUK®L cBOe ThiIO
COTBOPH ... IKO arTIb peObIBasi. exxe 0bsie siko 6ecrioTens. He cpamisisics yeaoBbubckaro
cpama.’®? As with other holy fools, inadequate clothing (or lack thereof) was also a part of
the ascetic endurance of physical discomfort: ‘u Ha Thiie cBoemb HUYTOXE O1bsIHUE HOLIAIIIE

. B Tonuirbx rbrex anmkaHueM W Kaxkaer M3HYpsis ceOe. Mpa3a M 3HKEHHS COJIHEYHAroO

HHUKOJIN KC OYKJIOHHHCH’.ssl

Assimilated to a sun or an eagle, Vasilii inhabited a spiritual world, was always praying
inwardly to God, and cut himself off from the sinful world by refusing to speak.®®? Because
of his closeness to divine spheres, he was granted awe-inspiring powers. His prophetic gift,
illustrated by the two Stepennaia kniga episodes in an appendix after the miracle stories, did
not feature prominently in the core text of the zhitie, which otherwise mentioned Vasilii’s
ability to resurrect the dead, tame wild beasts, put out fires, walk on water, and control the
weather.®>® Such frightening powers, when combined with some of Vasilii’s most
transgressive behaviours, chief among them his uncompromising nakedness, gave an edge

to his otherwise harmless asceticism: ‘MHoramu oy0o upeBOy €ro cBoe NnoTrpeboBaHUe. U

649 |dem, 74: ... not having any bodily clothing, like the first-created [man] Adam before the fall, ineffably
clothed in spiritual goodness ... This passage might have been quoted from the Stepennaia kniga, see the
passage quoted on page 170.

850 |dem, 45: he made an altar of his body ... being like an angel, existing as if bodiless, unsoiled by human
corruption.

851 Idem, 47: ... and on his body he wore no clothing ... all those years wearing himself out with hunger and
thirst, never turning away from frost or the sun’s burn ...

852 |dem, 39, 447, 54, 56.

653 |dem, 45.
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npes HapoJOM IPOXOAb TBOPH. OyBbpHTH MBICHS, SKO OymMa BHbIIHEBa OTCTOYIUBB.

naxa6cs TBops.” >

Finally, there is, strictly speaking, no surviving zhitie for Nikolai Kochanov, though a
combination of two miracle stories with an encomium dedicated to him is sometimes referred
to as such.®®> Compared with the texts discussed above, Nikolai is only generically
characterised, and one is left with the impression that the hagiographer was merely ticking
topoi boxes. The second miracle story, lengthy but posthumous, does not add to the
characterisation of Nikolai, other than presenting him as a functional intercessor.® In the
first miracle story, however, Nikolai made all the wine at an aristocratic feast disappear and
then reappear, exactly like Isidor, whose zhitie was probably the subtext. In this episode, a
discerning aristocrat respected Nikolai as a local saintly man and invited him to a feast he
was hosting. But when he arrived at the aristocrat’s house, Nikolai, like Isidor, was

mistreated by the aristocrat’s servants while their master was away: ‘n nkiynin ke
NeBEraacH EiAxXS €ro NACMEMH HHIH Ke NXAXSMIh €rw HHIM KE PSrax¥ca emoy H

NEMOAOENAA CAOBEcA raaroakye’ %% Taking this treatment, which he was used to receiving

854 |bid.: often his insides would be in need, and he would do his business in front of people, thinking to
convince them that he had spoiled his inner mind, acting like a pokhab. This episode was probably inspired
by the Life of Symeon. The use of the word pokhab — an aggressive holy fool — here is interesting, as it is
rarely found in hagiographic sources.

855 V.M. UNDOL’SKII, Craésano-pycckis pykonucu B.M. Ynoonbckazo, Onucannbie camumb cCOCMAasumenemb
U 6vIBUUMD 81A0TBIbYEeMb coOpanis ¢ No 1-20 no 579-11 ¢ npunosceniems ouepka cobpanis pykonucei B.M.
Yuoonvcrkaeo 6» nonnoms cocmasrs, Moscow 1870, col. 23: | have, unfortunately, not been unable to consult
the only sixteenth-century manuscript and have had to use a seventeenth-century copy, ®.310 Ne344.

8% PI'B. ®.310 Ne344, fol. 4 v to 7 r: This is an unusual, bizarrely long and convoluted, story among the
miracle accounts | have looked at. It deals with oath-swearing and -breaking, with Nikolai acting as a
secondary, heavenly guarantor for an earthly guarantor, the priest loann, in a money-lending deal involving
Nikifor the lender and Isaak the borrower, whose illiteracy prevented him from signing a document
acknowledging his debt.

857 Idem, fol. 1 v: and some ignorant people beat him with fists, others trampled on him, and others swore at
him uttering indecent words.
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from random people on the street,%® as the work of the devil, Nikolai did not blame the

servants but welcomed the pain and humiliation: ‘n mepnawe ® NHX® ¢ papocmiik
BArOAApPA H XBaaa Bia’.%? Elsewhere, he was even hailed as a martyr: ‘moyuennusl 5o
BOEAHNO BPEMA CITIPACTTH NPEMEPN-KLLIA CEM 2KE BORCA ANH KHEOITIA CBOErO MSKH IMEPNA
H OYNHUMKENTE H nXanHe T MmHPCKIA uaan npinmawe’.®®® Nikolai’s podvig was primarily
one of submissive meekness: his existence was compared to that of angels (‘paaSuca
BAMKENNE NHKOAA MOAPAMAMEAK CkXh aifraw’®t), and even that of Christ (‘cosanpaa
XPMOnoAoELNoe »kumie’®2), whose meek (‘Hwhka HMEO BAMENNLIH NHMKOAA NPAER

ne3aosHET %%%) slave he chose to be (‘pake xpmorm’).55

The text showered other textbook characteristics of saints, generally, and iurodivye,
specifically, on Nikolai: he avoided worldly glory and possessions,®®® was virtuous already

as a child,®® had Andrew of Constantinople for a model,®®’ endured the physical discomfort

6% |dem, fol. 1.
859 |dem, fol. 1 v: and he suffered from them with joy, thanking and praising God.

660 |dem, fol. 10 v: at the same time enduring the passion of martyrdom, every day he of his life he endured
pain and received humiliation and trampling from the children of the world.

661 |dem, fol. 11 r: hail you, blessed Nikola, the imitator of holy angels.
862 |dem, fol. 12 r: following a Christ-like life.

663 |dem, fol. 3 r: for the blessed Nikola had a gentle disposition.

664 |dem, fol. 3 r: servant / slave of Christ.

%65 |dem, fol. 4 v: He forbade the aristocrat to tell anyone about the wine miracle. The text also claims he was
of noble birth and gave away all his wealth to become a iurodivyi, see fols. 3v, 8 v, 10, 10 v.

666 |dem, fol. 8 v.

667 |dem, fol. 11 v.
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of extreme weather conditions as well as constant prayers and fasts,%®8 and led the life of an
itinerant strannik.%®® Interestingly, though Nikolai was characterised as a harmless, simple-
minded man, the text insisted on his — seemingly innocent and vaguely described — iurodstvo

performance: he ran around the streets (‘naua pucmamu no oyanamk’),% acted like a holy
fool (‘Naua oyPOACTIEOBAMH TAA PAAH’, ‘NOXAE'R CA IMEOPALIE’, ‘OYVPOAOME CA
meopa’),*™t and apparently made prophecies.®’? Despite its complete lack of specificity,®"®

this text is interesting as an example of late sixteenth- or early seventeenth-century tropes of
iurodstvo. Its collage of iurodstvo characteristics from other texts suggests that it had become

a more recognisable spiritual path that leaned strongly into the imitation of Christ.

There is little overlap between the characterisation of iurodivye in images, on the one
hand, and in texts, on the other. Visual representations of iurodivye were highly
individualised, to the extent that saints were easily identifiable and difficult to conceive of
as a category other than, perhaps, saintly laymen. In texts, on the other hand, Russian
iurodivye were frequently said to take inspiration from one another, for example following

the footsteps of Isidor of Rostov, as well as from older models, like Andrew of

668 |dem, fol. 9r, 10 .

669 |dem, fol. 9 v: The text claims he went from place to place, though as far as sources go, including this one,
he was always in Novgorod.

670 1dem, fol. 1 v.

671 1dem, fol. 9 v.

672 |dem, fol. 11 v: The example given is the prediction of the birth of an archbishop to his mother, possibly
echoing the story about Mikhail and Archbishop lona of Novgorod, and later in seventeenth-century texts

about Prokopii and Stephen of Perm’.

673 The only distinctive element is the posthumous miracle about oath-swearing.
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Constantinople, or the Old Testament figure of Job. Similar models gave them common traits

as a category which one would struggle to see in their images.

The main point of overlap between visual and textual characterisations of iurodstvo,
though far from universal across practitioners, was nakedness or near nakedness, and the
asceticism it implied. Yet arguably the most innovative — and, from the Church’s point of
view, problematic — trait of iurodstvo was to do with context, which icons rarely represented.
Nakedness was not a problem per se. Early Christian hermits wandered about naked in the
wilderness and even Mary of Egypt was naked in the Judean desert without it being
considered a transgression — it only became an issue once Zosima found her. Likewise, with
iurodivye the sensitive aspect of their lifestyle was not so much that they were naked, but
that they were naked, and purporting to lead a life devoted to God on their own, in the city.
This was not so much a difficulty for icons, where saints were generally represented out of
context, often side by side with other saints whose contexts and lifestyles were different,%’*
but it did feature prominently in texts as a characteristic in need of justification and
absolution from easy accusations of sinfulness. This, to my mind, is what makes the
relationship to the body so central to ecclesiastical texts (sluzhby and zhitiia) about iurodivye:
they take care to emphasise the mortification imposed by iurodivye on their body, including
sleep and food deprivation, the combination of inadequate clothing and unforgiving weather,
and the beatings endured at the hands of town dwellers; while also stressing the resulting

purity of body and soul, revealed by a iurodivyi’s uncorrupted and beautiful flesh after death,

and the ability of his tomb to work miracles.

674 Although see Fig. 21 for an interesting example from a hagiographical icon: Vasilii is depicted naked in
the central image, against a background of rocks and bushes reminiscent of the natural habitat of desert
hermits, but he is shown wearing a loincloth in the small surrounding scenes from his life, where he interacts
with people in predominantly urban environments.

227



Another aspect of iurodstvo that did not find its way into visual representations was
the ability of iurodivye to see the future, and the frightening aura that often came with that
ability. This side of iurodstvo, which we might call charismatic, was not, generally speaking,
the primary focus of ecclesiastical texts, which tended to emphasise the extreme asceticism
and renunciation of iurodivye, and was given more attention in chronicles and foreign
accounts of iurodstvo. A good example of awe-inspiring iurodstvo is the confrontation
between Nikolai of Pskov and Ivan IV, in its variations across foreign accounts and later
Russian chronicles. That this might be termed a more vernacular interpretation of iurodstvo
is suggested by the facts, on one hand, that though Nikolai was held to be a saintly man,
nothing in his description suggested an ascetic lifestyle; and, on the other hand, that the

foreign accounts were likely based on oral tales of popular origin.

Yet there is no clearcut separation between ‘ecclesiastical’ and ‘vernacular’ iurodstvo,
and the two overlap to a degree in most sources. Vernacular iurodstvo was practically absent
from liturgical texts: the sluzhba to Mikhail does mention his prophetic gift rather insistently,
but otherwise depicts him as an ascetic, a characteristic which almost does not feature in the
first version of his Life, where he was, uncharacteristically for a zhitie, shown as a
charismatic, awe-inspiring prophet. A blend of asceticism and prophetic gift was also
presented in the Stepennaia kniga accounts of Vasilii and Galaktion, where it was implied
that it was precisely their ascetic and pious lifestyle which enabled them to see the future.
Zhitiia tended to lean more into the ascetic side of iurodstvo, though the perfectly harmless
Isidor contrasted slightly with the mostly harmless loann, who lay on hot coals, the mostly
harmless Vasilii, who nevertheless defecated in public, and the mostly harmless Nikolai
Kochanov, who resembled a watered-down Isidor despite the text’s insistence on his

iurodstvo lifestyle. In the zhitiia of other saints, however, iurodivye appeared in their
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charismatic capacity as aggressive prophets, probably because theirs was not the saintliness
at stake in that context, and because the ability to see the future was a useful literary device

for the legitimation of sainthood.

It would be an oversight not to point out that Nikolai of Pskov was the only iurodivyi
who confronted a representative of Moscow-based authority, since Mikhail was antagonistic
exclusively to the Novgorod aristocracy. Though both made strong political points, it is
important to note that the vernacular understanding of iurodstvo was not necessarily, or even
(according to the surviving texts) predominantly, associated with the opposition to autocracy,
though it easily lent itself to defending political causes of any persuasion. In the behavioural
spectrum of iurodstvo, Nikolai of Pskov might be placed at the vernacular, charismatic end,
together with Mikhail as he appeared in his zhitie and the iurodivye depicted in the Lives of
other saints; liturgical characterisations of iurodstvo, leaning heavily into their asceticism

and purity, would be at the other end, with zAitiia at various points in the middle.
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IV. OF FOOLS AND MEN:

IURODSTVO POLITICISED
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As shown in Part I, where saint-making processes were discussed, cults did not just
happen or persist over time without considerable effort. The cult of a saint could be defined
as a complex set of repeated actions, usually revolving around a shrine. Such actions were
as diverse as praying to the saint, singing liturgy for them, writing down their miracles, or
paying for their shrine to be renovated. When these actions stopped, the cult died; if they

gathered momentum again, a cult could be reborn.

Whereas Part II explored the ecclesiastical structures involved in recognising saints,
this part will shift the focus to the people, or groups of people, whose agency contributed to
the creation or development of iurodivyi cults. Unfortunately, evidence for their behaviour,
predominantly hagiographical, is rarely unambiguous or direct. Texts tend to depict the
faithful’s interactions with saints, without drawing attention to the people who recorded such
interactions, and who paid for them to be recorded or for the shrine where they were recorded
to be built. If the faithful who visited and performed acts of devotion at shrines were
indispensable to a cult, so were the patrons who commissioned texts and icons, or the clergy

who produced those texts and icons and controlled access to relics.

Though it is not always obvious exactly who sponsored a cult or specifically how,
most cults represented or fashioned in text had clearly identifiable political affinities: texts
were rarely neutral. It seems reasonable to assume that such political affinities were at least
partly informed by the patrons who supported the cults. Contrary to the widespread
perception of iurodivye as defenders of the people against autocracy, because they originated
in environments closely associated with Moscow, texts about iurodivye in the sixteenth
century tended to depict their lives and mystical gifts as favourable to the Moscow-centric

Russian state.
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In making sense of iurodstvo in its political context, this part will look first at the
microstructure of cults, including the patterns often observable in the first years of a cult and
the management of posthumous miracles, neither of which appears to have been iurodstvo-
specific. I will then make suggestions as to how these microstructures might fit into broader

macrostructures shaped by contemporary geopolitical trends.

IV.1 Early Stages: Burials and First Shrines

It is generally difficult, if not impossible, to determine with accuracy the moment any
cult was born. If hagiographical texts often make the transition between the saint’s earthly
existence and their posthumous veneration by narrating their death and burial, they rarely
offer dates for these milestones, or indicate the time that often lapsed between the saint’s
passing and widespread interest being expressed in their relics and shrine. Descriptions of
funerary rites for saints were crucial as the first occasion where the local faithful, who might
have individually supported the saint in their lifetime, came together to celebrate the servant
of God that had lived in their midst. Burial ceremonies were, in other words, the first
ceremonial adventus®’ in the history of a saint’s cult. Because of the occasion’s significance,
however, we can suspect that hagiographers inflated the attendance at saints’ funerals, rather
than reflecting the newborn cult’s real popularity. Still, such passages at least give an idea
of what the hagiographer considered appropriate celebration of a new saint shortly after their
death, and who the hagiographer thought should be involved in this first ceremony of

posthumous recognition.

675 P, BROWN, The Cult of the Saints: its Rise and Function in Latin Christianity, Chicago 1981, 98-101.
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The burial scene of loann of Ustiug is a point in case. The strong attendance, if at least
partly a literary device, might also have reflected the saint’s popularity in life and a
favourable predisposition towards him, no doubt helped by the dearth of local urban saints,
and the fact that loann was perceived as a follower of Prokopii, who already enjoyed
considerable popularity. One important aspect of this description is the coming together of

clergy, enumerated at length, attached to the Dormition cathedral, and laypeople:

‘Torma coOparrack KIupHUIH cOOOpHBIA BeTnkus epksu [Ipeunctria boropoawnma,

WKe eCTh BO Tpajie Y CTIOTe Ha TUIOMIA/IN: TIOMBI, CBSIIEHOCIIHI, TbIKOHH, CAMBUIIIH,

BCS 1IEPKOBHBIA U TIPOYMHU XPUCTOUMSIHUTHUH JIFOIUE TPakaHe, MyKHME M HKeHbI ... %7

“Then was assembled the clergy of the great cathedral of the Most-pure Mother of
God, which is in the town of Ustiug on the square: priests, candle-bearers, deacons,
witnesses, all the clerical and other Christian citizens, men and women ...’

There was a performative side to this coming together of the whole town, best represented
in the actions the gathered people carried out together, including bearing candles and incense
(‘co cBemamu u ¢ pumuamoM’), singing psalms (‘erna orneia HaArPOOHBIA IICATIMOIIEHHA ),
and crying (‘rutagromiecs o JuIeHHr TakoBaro cBeTriHuka’). These collective ritual actions
were understood to be the proper celebration of saints (‘siko momo0aer YecTh CBSTBHIM
Bosnastu’).®”” Finally, the burial scene of loann was where confirmation was given of his
saintly nature. The saint’s body, which he kept pure during life, was miraculously preserved
in an uncorrupted state after death: ‘Heruu sx MCKyCHHM BHJIEIIA JIUIIE CBSITATO, SIKO arreiia
boxwus, U TeNno MIOTH €ro, akM CHEer’; ‘3HaMEHallacs y MOIIMHU CBSITaro HETJIEHHAro

tenecu’.5’8

676 \/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, op. Cit., 285.

877 Ibid.: with candles and incense; when they had sung the funerary psalms; crying over the loss of such a
luminary; as is the proper way of honouring saints.

678 |bid.: Some, who were more experienced, saw the saint’s face, like an angel of God, and the flesh of his
body like snow; they crossed themselves by the relics of the holy uncorrupted body.
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Ioann’s funeral rites stand in stark contrast with the burial of Isidor of Rostov. If
tolerated by the ecclesiastical authority, Isidor’s burial was by no means a communal, whole-
town celebration. On the contrary, the description conjures up a private ceremony carried
out by the saint’s limited following. Made aware of Isidor’s passing by a sweet smell in the
air, some God-fearing men hid the saint’s body in the earth: ‘Tlpumenme wbiyn
00ro0OSI3HUBUM MYXHe, ke Bbpy MMylle Ko OJaXCeHOMY, CONpsTamia TPYIOJOHOE H
yecTHOE ero Thao u mosoxwumia ero Bo rpo6k..."%"° The initiative is depicted as strictly
bottom-up, without the involvement of clergy or any of the rites — incense, candles, psalm-
singing — associated with it. Given any hagiographer’s interest in inflating the importance of
a saint’s cult from the very beginning, we might cautiously accept that the cult of Isidor had

a modest grassroots start.

Some accounts of saints’ burials give off a more generic impression and are
informative mainly in hinting at what was considered appropriate celebration of a recently
deceased saint. This is the case of a short notice about Maksim of Moscow, whose

hagiography, if it existed, is lost to us: ‘npoRORILIE urmine cimaro mhao Bckmm rpaAw co
ncaamwirkniems, v ¢ gimnwand’.6% More telling is the case of Mikhail of Klopsko, whose

burial is mentioned differently in an earlier and a later version of his Life. In the earlier,
1470s text written in the Trinity monastery where he spent most of his life, Mikhail’s burial
was a strictly internal event. It was marked by a miracle, whereby the frozen ground —

Mikhail died in January — only gave way to digging in the exact spot where the saint had

679 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBsToii, 0p. Cit., 189-90; Mamamsb ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 248: Some
God-fearing men, who had faith in the blessed one, came and hid his hardworking and honourable body and
placed it in the grave.

880 PI'B. @.256 Ne397 fol. 359 r: they accompanied the honourable body of the saint around the whole town
with psalm singing and incense.
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stood. Beside this miracle, we are told that the monks and the hegumen (‘uepHbIbI u
urymens’) buried their brother Mikhail honourably (‘uectno’).%! However, in the 1537
version of the Life of Mikhail, commissioned by the then-archbishop of Novgorod Makarii
who, as metropolitan of Moscow would a decade later recognise Mikhail as a pan-Russian
saint, the unfrozen earth miracle, though reiterated, was almost secondary to the hyperbolic
description of attendance at the burial. The archbishop himself, the text claims, came along
with members of clergy and laypeople so numerous the hagiographer compared them to

running streams:

‘Bospbcruima jxe apxienmuckoIry mpecTaBieHie CBITaro, U Mpinje apXienucKomb co

BChMB CBSIIIEHHBIMB COOOPOMB U BCEHAPOJAHOE MHOXKECTBO Teuaxy, OBICTPHHAMD

phUHBIMB O00AIIECS, CIIE3BI JKe HEMPECTAHHO JIitomIe. . . %2

‘They notified the archbishop about the passing of the saint, and the archbishop came
with the entire holy congregation and a multitude of people rushed, like the rapids
of a river, with tears flowing unceasingly.’

There are several reasons why the 1470s description is probably closer to historical
reality. Firstly, it is unlikely that a text written well over sixty years after the event would be
more accurate than one written within a decade. Secondly, on top of being relatively far (20
km) from Novgorod, the Trinity monastery, as evidenced by the earliest version of the Life
of Mikhail, had a predominantly antagonistic relationship with its surroundings. The text
describes frequent conflicts with local aristocrats and one archbishop, who, upon his attempt
to tax the monastery was swiftly struck down by the wrath of God and His servant Mikhail %

There is, in the text, scarcely any mention to the monastery’s relationship with local peasants,

881 [Togecmb o acumuu, BJIIP 7, op. cit., 228: the monks and the hegumen; honourably.
882 [Tamsmuuxu cmapunnoii pycckoii aumepamypet, 0p. Cit., 46.

883 Archbishop Evfimii I, see a detailed discussion from page 280.
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the house being presented as resolutely insular, and it would have been surprising for Mikhail

to become the object of spontaneous popular veneration following his death.

It being reasonable to assume that the large-scale public celebration of Mikhail upon
his death described in the 1537 version of his Life had little, if anything, to do with historical
reality, we might then wonder why the new hagiographer added it. Perhaps he — and
Archbishop Makarii, who commissioned the new text — felt that prompt, en masse
recognition of a recently deceased saint by the community and its ecclesiastical leaders was
important to the legitimation of a cult. And perhaps this was all the more important given
the tensions between Mikhail’s pro-Muscovite monastery and its Novgorod independentist
surroundings, which might still not have subsided just over half a century later. By
composing a scene of public, high-profile consensus around Mikhail after his death, the new
hagiographer created a narrative of local spontaneous support for the saint and the pro-

Muscovite ideology he represented, thereby justifying the annexation of Novgorod.

Unlike Mikhail, Vasilii of Moscow had enjoyed considerable popularity in his lifetime
and counted Ivan IV and his family among his followers. His Life, written after the
translation of his relics in 1588, described the ultimate proper burial of a state saint. It
brought together the lay and ecclesiastical elites, as well as the people. United before God
and His new saint by their participation in the ceremonial feast day, they cried and sang
psalms. As a collective public ritual, the description of Vasilii’s funeral is reminiscent of
Ioann’s. The highly ornamented and hyperbolic style of the Life of Vasilii, however, together
with the fact that he was celebrated as a high-profile state saint, blew his funerary ceremony

into even bigger proportions:

‘.. Iapu W KHs3M ThiIO Hecolna OJla)KCHHAro Ha rjlaBaXb CBOMXb. CBAIICHHUKH
XBaJISIIEe U TOIONIEe Bo ncanmMbexs u mbcHex OJakeHHAro. HapoIIr K€ CO CIIe3aMHU
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BOITHIOIIIE IIIaroyiaxy o npediaykKeHHe BACHIHE MOJIUCS XPUCTY OOTY HaIlleMYy ... TIaph
U CO LApHIIEI0, PaOCTHBIS U CKOPOHBISI OT OUMIO UCIYIIAs CIIE3HI ... K BCH TPaXKIeHE
TeYaxy BEIUKHUM W CKOPBIM MIECTBHEM BUILTH MOrpeOCHUE ... MPEOCBAIICHBIU
MakKapeu MUTPOIOJIHUTH CO APXHETUCKOIIBL. CO apXUMAHAPUTHL U CO UTYMEHBL. U CO
CBSIICHUIIBI M CO JUSKOHBI. TICAJIMbI U IMCHBMH. W BCSl 3aKOHHBIS HAaJ| CBSITHIMb
COBEPBIIIHBIIE U OTpedoIa 4ecTHO Thiio GaxeHHaro. ¥ 1o MmoBerbHUI0 IapeBy ...
IpasHUKD CBBTIIO TOpKeCTBEHO cOTBOpH. %84

‘... tsars and princes carried the blessed one’s body on their heads, priests praised the
blessed one and sang [to him] in psalms and songs. The people with tears wailed,
saying, O most blessed Vasilii pray Christ our God ... the tsar and the tsaritsa let out
joyful and sorrowful tears from their eyes ... and all the citizens rushed in a great
and prompt procession to see the burial ... the most-sanctified Metropolitan Makarii
with archbishops, with archimandrites, and with hegumens, and with nuns and with
deacons, with psalms and songs and having fulfilled all that is prescribed for [the
celebration] of saints, they buried the blessed one’s honourable body, and by order
of the tsar ... created a bright and glorious feast.’

Burial scenes might not always be exact reflections of the status of a holy person at
the time of their death. But the funeral of a saint was evidently seen as an important occasion
and an obligatory stage in the narrative of a cult. For many texts, it was a turning point
between a biographical section, where the saint was presented in isolation, carrying out their
virtuous deeds unknown to all; and a section about posthumous miracles, after their
saintliness had been revealed and their position in heaven allowed them to intercede for their
community. The burial was where veneration structures first emerged and where an
individual virtuous life was transferred onto collective ownership. Unanimity was central to
the ceremony which, ideally, would involve members of the ecclesiastical elite able to carry
out the proper rites, members of the lay elite, and anonymous but indispensable crowds.®8°
As argued in Part Il, a cult needed both structures of lay and ecclesiastical patronage and

popular support to succeed.

884 KuzNETSOV, Cesamuie brascennsie, Op. Cit., 49-50.

685 BROWN, The Cult of the Saints, op. cit., 101.

237



If descriptions of saints’ funerals can be stereotyped and make it difficult to identify
who took the initiative to celebrate the saint, mentions to burial sites and the construction of
chapels to honour deceased holy persons can sometimes offer more specific information.
Tombs and chapels are more verifiable — many saints’ remains stay where they were
originally buried — and carry meaningful implications. The first is that geographical
proximity to centres of lay or ecclesiastical power almost certainly meant that a cult was
officially tolerated, if not approved or even actively encouraged. The second implication,
about relic ownership, is more subtle. Though it is not always obvious whose initiative the
saint’s burial was, or who ended up taking responsibility for it, the question of who

controlled access to the deceased person’s body was crucial.

The moment a saint died, their physical remains, which often emanated a sweet smell,
became objects of power. This power was, on the one hand, spiritual: relics became a point
of contact with the saint who, in their new heavenly residence, could in turn access even
more powerful figures, like Christ or the Virgin, and thereby intercede in favour of the
faithful who petitioned to them. Controlling access to the spiritual power of relics, on the
other hand, was a source of economic, and potentially political power. To illustrate this point,
Eve Levin offers a telling, albeit later, example of the disputed custody of a body perceived
as wonderworking. A local saint, Vasilii, was buried in Mangazei, a Siberian town which, in
the 1660s, was being economically superseded by the neighbouring Turukhan. At Easter
1670, a monastic priest from Turukhan, Tikhon, claiming that the saint had ‘appeared to him
to complain about the cramped and decrepit state of his lodgings in Mangazei ... packed the

saint’s remains into a new casket ...” and effectively stole them for Turukhan, much to the
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frustration of the metropolitan of Tobol’sk, whose approval had not been sought.?®® By
residing in a town or monastery, wonderworking relics not only extended spiritual prestige
and legitimacy to their surroundings, but they also attracted the faithful seeking cures to their
ailments, and their financial tokens of gratefulness to the shrine when healings were

obtained.

For iurodivye, the question of who controlled access to the relics is especially relevant.
Unlike monastic or episcopal saints, whose cults were often directed by their monasteries
and successor bishops, iurodivye were usually laymen without formal institutional
affiliations, which in practice meant that ownership of their cults was open. Except for
Mikhail of Klopsko, who was often categorised as a monastic saint and buried by his brethren
in the Trinity monastery, all the iurodivye mentioned above were buried centrally in the
towns where they lived, close to centres of authority. Isidor, regardless of his modest burial,
found a resting place a ten-minute walk from the Rostov Kremlin, where the archbishop
resided — even allowing for city growth between then and now, and the changing perception
of what is ‘central’, the shrine would probably have been difficult to hide. This, and the
wooden chapel built to house the body, could not have gone without the archbishop’s

approval, as the hagiography recognised:

‘monoxwuina ero Bo rpodt Ha mberk, maexke npecrasucs. [locraBuma ke Ty U
[IEpKOBb, B3eMIIIe OJIArOCIIOBEHHE y EMHCKOIa, BO MMs IpeciaBHaro Bo3Hecenna

Tocnioga manrero Ucyc Xpucra.” %8

‘they placed it [the body] in the grave on the place where he [Isidor] had passed
away. And they founded a church there dedicated to the most-holy Ascension of our
Lord Jesus Christ, having asked for the bishop’s blessing.’

886 |_EvIN, From Corpse, op. cit., 98-9.

887 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHEpyCCKHii cBATOIA, 0. Cit., 190; Iamams ceamozo Cudopa, 0p. Cit., 248.
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Perhaps because Rostov had an unusual abundance of local, especially episcopal and
monastic saints, the archbishop did not take noticeable interest in the cult of Isidor, and it
was lvan 1V who later became a visible patron.®® But he must at least have consciously

tolerated the popular initiative to celebrate Isidor.

Knowing where a saint was buried is even more meaningful when their cult is hard to
trace, and specifically when their zhitie has either not been written or not been preserved.
This is the case for Maksim of Moscow, whose short biographical notice nevertheless
informs us that he was buried in central Moscow, by the church of Saints Varvara and

Maximos, not far from the Kremlin: ‘... n noaoxuina Ha BARAPK ovaniyk noak UPKEH
Clikia MuiiILhl BAPBAPKL. H NPAIENATO wila makcima Henorkannka.”®® The notice also

mentioned the construction of a stone chapel over the relics, supposedly by order of the tsar,
suggesting that Maksim’s cult was officially part of the Moscow religious landscape, at least
for a while: ‘noca'k ke cozAaNA Bl LPKEL NPEKPACHA KAMENA. N3 MOLHMH CTTO BO HMA

noBeakiem BEAHKA KN3A. H BCEro Lphcka coviuKkanTa.”®

Similarly, if there is little information about the cult of Nikolai of Novgorod, his burial
place is well documented. A late sixteenth-century pistsovaia kniga records that monks lived
in or by the church of St Panteleimon, with whom Nikolai shared a feast day on the 27 July:

‘... n To mbcTo oTonuto noas nepkoBHyto Mbpy Ilanronumona Csstaro ... I Ha TOMBb Ha

68 See a more detailed discussion from page 300.

889 PI'B. @.256 Ne397 fol. 359 r: and they lay [him] on the Varvara street near the church of the holy martyr
Varvara and of the venerable father Maksim the Confessor.

89 Ibid.: later a wonderful stone church was built over the relics, dedicated to the saint by order of the great

prince and of all the courtly elite. There is a similar passage in the Vladimirskii letopisets, quoted on page
165.
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canoBoMb MbcTe cToMTh BOocMb Kenedd Mukynbl KouanoBa crapueckuxb, mbrarorma o
nepksb Boxwue, a mocraBneHsl Th Kenpy 1Mo rocyaapese rpamore 69-mMpb romy ...°%%% A
seventeenth-century copy of the Novgorod Il chronicle offers more information on the

church’s origins:

‘B nero 7060 Broparo. [1554] ... Toe e BeCHBI Mecsliia uioHsA B 20 BTOPBIM ACHb B
msitok B Hoseropoan Ha Coduuckon CTOPOHBI Ha SIKOBJIEBOM YJIHMIIM 3aJI0OMKHUI

LHCPKOBL KaMCHY apXUCIHCKOIIb Ilumun u MYXHU HOBFOpOI{HI/I HazgQ FpO60M’B

onaxenoro Hukonsl KouaHoBa BO MMs CBATOrO BenKoMy4denuka [lanreanmona. %%

‘In the year 7062 [1554] ... in that spring in the month of June on the 22 day on a
Friday in Novgorod on the Sophia side on the lakovlevaia street Archbishop Pimin
and the Novgorodian men laid down [the foundations] of a stone church dedicated
to the holy great martyr Pantelimon over the grave of the blessed Nikola Kochanov.’

Not only was this church, still in place today, a fifteen-minute walk from St Sophia’s
cathedral in central Novgorod, but the chronicle stresses the involvement both of the
archbishop and the local community (‘apxuenuckons Ilumun u myxu Hosropomuu’),

presumably the aristocratic elite, in building it.

It is unclear why the cult of Nikolai has left few traces, but it could be that Maksim’s
eventual loss of popularity happened to the benefit of Vasilii, whose status eclipsed that of
other saints in Moscow. The case of Nikolai of Pskov, however, is more intriguing. There is
reliable evidence that he was buried in the Trinity cathedral, the main shrine in Pskov, where
his remains allegedly are to this day. In an account of the 1581 Polish siege of Pskov, a monk
witnessed an apparition of the Virgin summoning local saints, among which Nikolai, from

their tombs in the Trinity cathedral:

891 MAIKOV, Knuea nucyosas, op. cit., 19-20: and that place went over to the church of saint Pantolimon ...
And on that garden space stand eight elder cells of Mikula Kochanov, and they are fed by the church of God,
and those cells were founded by the sovereign’s decree of the sixty-ninth year.

892 [ICPJI, T. XXX, op. cit., 182. Similar passage in Novgorod Il1: 7ICPJI, T. 111, op. cit., 252.
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‘Ilocem Bo3Ba: ,I'mb m3bpannmm boxwuu, wke y CBarbu Tpoursl Bb HEPKBU
nexaxy?” Taxe Bckopb nmpeacrama Ty 6naropbpaun Benuubin kHs3u Brnaanmeps
Kuesckuii, BceBomoas u J{oMoHTh IICKOBCTMHM, W HO HHX CTa II03adH, SKO
noJycakeHH, OnaxeHHbI MuKy1a, ke ypoauBsiid Osime 06Ut Bo IlckoBh, U Bcu

eit mokmonutacs.”%%

‘And then she called out: “Where are God’s chosen ones, who lie in the church of
the holy Trinity?” And immediately stood there the pious great prince Vladimir of
Kyiv, Vsevolod and Domont of Pskov, and after then stood at the back, about half a
sazhen [behind], the blessed Mikula, who was a iurodivyi in Pskov, and they all
bowed to her.’

There is a strong contrast between the prestigious and highly visible burial place of Nikolai,
implying that his must have been an officially backed cult, however briefly, and the silence

about him in ecclesiastical sources, which will be addressed in 1V .4.

According to his wishes, loann of Ustiug was buried by the Dormition cathedral in
Ustiug, where he had lived: ‘[laku cBstaro Moy Hojoxuiia Bo rpod u morpedoiia Bo
nIyouHy 3eMiu 0mu3 cobopubla 1iepkBu [Ipeuncteisi boropomumsl u Beedectnaro Es
VYcnenus, uae ke CBATBIA MOTPYAUCH, HJI€ K€ BOCXOTEIIA TaKo COTBOpI/I.’694 The
bureaucratic authorisations sought by a certain Fedor Tutygin, who had made a vow to God,
the Virgin and loann, to build a shrine, dedicated to the True Cross, for loann a few years

later are recorded in exceptional detail:

‘ITOBEJICHUEM HAaMECTHHMKA IpaZia TOTO W Jpyraro THyHa BEJIHKaro KHs3S W IO
CJIOBECH, U IO JOKIIaAy BIaJbIYHs JECATHHHHKA, U 110 COBETY apXUMaHAPHUTA Ipaaa
TOTO, XK€E eCTh apXucTparura Muxansia B MOHACTBIpE, U TIPOTOIIONA 3 OpaTHEo TOs
BEIMKHAa COOOpHbIAa M amocToJcKbisl 1epkBu Ilpeuncteis boropomuust u
Bceuectnaro Es Ycnenus, npexepedeHHbl mwxe Peojop eIUH BO3TPagu LEPKOBb
Haj MomMu OnaxxenHaro Moanna Bo wums I[lpoucxoxaeHuss YectHaro u

89 [Toeecmsb o nckoeo-nevepckom, op. Cit., 490.
894 \VLASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0p. cit., 285: Then they laid the saint’s relics in the grave in the depths of

the earth near the cathedral of the Most-pure Mother of God and Her Most-honourable Dormition, where the
saint exerted himself, where he wanted [it done] so they did [it].
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JKusotBopsmaro Kpecra ... He 6e Torma TakoBBIS IIEpKBH BO Tpajie YCTIOTe, U

TPOOHHUILY TOCTaBH HAJ MOIIMH OJIa)KEHHATO .69

‘by order of the namestnik of that town and of the other official of the great prince,
and following the words and the report of the archimandrite of that town, who serves
in the monastery of St Michael the Archistrategos, and of the archpriest with the
brethren of that great and apostolic cathedral of the Most-pure Mother of God and
Her Most-honourable Dormition, the aforementioned, a certain Feodor, built a
church over the relics of the blessed loann, in the name of the Origin of the True and
Life-giving Cross ... There was no such church in the town of Ustiug at the time,
and he put a tomb over the relics of the blessed one ...’

Approval was sought from ecclesiastical authorities — an episcopal tax collector, the
archimandrite of St Michael’s monastery, the Dormition cathedral’s leading priest — but also
from lay authorities, including two representatives of the grand prince, a namestnik and a
tiun. This could be a result of the distance between Ustiug and the seat of its bishopric in
Rostov, but perhaps also a significant indication that the grand prince’s executive arm now

reached as far as Ustiug.

Ceremonial burials and the construction of shrines where saints could be posthumously
revered were the first hurdles any new cult had to overcome. Hagiographical texts recognised
the importance of this stage by including it as a transition between the saint’s biography and
their posthumous miracles. An ideal celebration of a recently deceased saint brought together
the entire community, headed by its spiritual leaders, who were responsible for conducting
appropriate rites, and sometimes accompanied by representatives of lay authority. It is
noteworthy that every iurodivyi cult presented here, even that of Nikolai of Pskov at the time
of his burial, was met with official approval, and occasionally patronage. Though funeral
narratives might have been retrospectively shaped, the iurodivye mentioned were all buried

in visible shrines near the centre of urban areas — where, for the most part, their remains are

69 |dem, 287.
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still said to rest — within a short distance from centres of ecclesiastical or lay authority. These
new shrines were often dedicated to more established spiritual authorities — like the True
Cross in Ioann’s case, St Panteleimon in Nikolai Kochanov’s, or the Ascension in Isidor’s —
though associations with homonymous Christian saints — Maksim of Moscow being buried
in the church of Saints Varvara (Barbara) and Maximos the Confessor — was also an option,
if not in shrine names, then in visual representations.®® It is also clear that hagiographers, in
their accounts, were aware of the need for burial permission to be granted. In other words,
from their very start, even when initiatives were grassroots, the cults of iurodivye fit into the

existing ecclesiastical frameworks of saint-making: nothing about them suggested dissent.

IV.2 Posthumous Miracles

The fact that a saint had lived in their midst was perceived as a blessing to an entire
community who, by performing appropriate funerary celebrations and showing respect to
the physical remains, hoped to gain a celestial intercessor. Relics, and to a lesser degree
icons, were an important part of the intercession process, as it was through them that the
faithful interacted with saints. Whether intercession miracles were an indispensable pre-
condition for saint-making or not, they became central to the Russian Orthodox cult of saints.
Liturgical commemorations of saints, including iurodivye, referred frequently to the

bountiful wonders dispensed by their tombs: ‘AocmoHHT ChCOYA® UKAECE H N KONuHNK

N Xy
aencA BCE uckaenie noparaa Bhpow npumkkanyums k payk moylen meod

6% See, for example, Vasilii of Moscow and Basil the Great in Fig. 19 above.
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(Mikhail);*” ‘ucmavaein Bo uwpece HeTouni nencuepna€ ekpow npumkkapyii kb

cmaoy mu rposoy” (Prokopii);*® ‘aBnca & AaanA cmpand YRAOAKHCIMBRA H POCHCKAK

).699 ¢
)

3eMak YBAE 3apamH npocekmuan ecn’ (Vasilii MNOTA H pasanuNa Heykaenia yakll

ERIBAXOV BCAKH NEASTBI T rposa cifire’ (Maksim).’® References to miracles in liturgical

texts are, in fact, so frequent as to suggest that the primary aim of a sluzhba was the
transactional securing of intercession, through which healings and the salvation of the soul
could be obtained. Sluzhby enacted a pact between a saint and a community: we celebrate

your memory; you intercede in our favour.

Compared with sluzhby, hagiographical texts had a less pragmatically defined
function. If sluzhby were heaven-bound tools with which to obtain intercession, zhitiia were
earth-bound vehicles of cult propaganda, and therefore treated miracles in a different way.
The Lives of iurodivye recorded both miracles they worked in their lifetime, and those
worked posthumously by their tombs. Though the balance between them varied, greater
weight tended to be given to posthumous miracles, since only these constituted
incontrovertible proof that the saint, now a permanent resident in heaven, was in a position
to put in a word with powerful figures such as Christ or the Virgin. Posthumous miracles

usually constituted the last section of a zhitie, and though authors sometimes boasted there

897 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne622, fol. 156 v: [you] showed yourself [to be] a worthy vessel of miracles, giving healing
to everyone who rushed with faith to the coffin of your relics.

69 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne619, fol. 258 r: for you let miracles flow, inexhaustible source, to those who rush to your
holy grave with faith.

69 PI'B. @.304/1 Ne624, fol. 623 r: you appeared in faraway countries working miracles and enlightened the
Russian land with the dawn of [your] miracles.

"0 Pr'B. ®.256 Ne397, fol. 359 r: many and varied healings of people happen from any illnesses from the
grave of the saint.
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were too many to put in writing,’®* the Lives of holy fools do not usually record more than
a few stories.”®? Reasons for this might vary and are open to speculation, but in the Life of
loann the hagiographer, otherwise remarkably well-informed on his subject, apologised for
not reporting more posthumous miracles, explaining he had limited access to information:
‘UHBIX qroacC HC ACP3HYX NHCATHU, 3aHC JKXKUBYIIH MW HEMAJIbIM PAa3CTOAHHUECM OT I'paja
VYeriora 3a 60 mompum u ot nepkBu BecemmioctuBaro Craca, ¥ oT paku OJakeHHAro
Uoanna...”’® This invaluable remark suggests, on the one hand, that hagiographers
collected material from shrine records, and, on the other hand, that they might not always
have had access to the information they needed. In other cases, it is also conceivable that the

posthumous miracles of iurodivye were not always assiduously recorded.

Despite their modest number, recorded posthumous miracles — usually, but not
exclusively, healings — suggest that iurodivyi shrines were clerically managed. We rarely

‘see’ shrine staff in texts, but the Sol’vychegodsk hagiographer’s expectation, or knowledge,

1 [Mamamuuxu cmapunnoii pycckoii aumepamypet, 0. Cit., 48: ITo npecmaeneniu 60 cezo bnasicenHazo
MyaHca mHoea u be3uucnena qydeca U3IUBAIONMCA, ONMvb HUXbIHCE HEBO3ZMOMNCHO eCmb No pﬂdy nucamu
MHOdCECMBA padu De34UCIeHHA20, HO OMb MHO2UX> Manas ucnosrsmel. | For after the passing of this blessed
man many and countless miracles flowed, and it is impossible to write about them in order on account of
their countless multitude, but we will tell a few from the many.

92 In the 1470s and 1537 versions of the Life of Mikhail of Klopsko, many of the episodes that make up the
body of the text are labelled as miracles, and far outweigh the three posthumous miracles that only appear in
the later version. In the Life of Isidor of Rostov, there are two lifetime miracles (saving a merchant from
drowning, providing drink for a prince’s feast) and three posthumous ones, of which two healings. The sweet
smell at the time of the saint’s death is counted as an additional miracle. In the Life of Nikolai Kochanov of
Novgorod, the only lifetime miracle echoes Isidor’s miracle about an aristocrat’s feast and involves the
miraculous disappearance and reappearance of drink. The only posthumous miracle attributed to Nikolai is
his contribution as guarantor in a money-lending deal. Prokopii’s miracles, attributed to his tomb and/or icon,
are numerous, and recorded in a dedicated povest’ that was composed before the narrative account of his life.
loann of Ustiug worked two miracles in his lifetime (lying unharmed in a hot stove and healing a princess),
and a single posthumous healing. Finally, the Life of Vasilii of Moscow has a sizeable appendix with twenty-
four posthumous miracle stories, though none were recorded during his lifetime, other than the prophecies
borrowed from the Stepennaia kniga.

"8 \VLASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0Op. cit., p.287: | dared not write other miracles, as | live at a significant

distance from the town of Ustiug, over sixty poprishchi [away], and from the church of the All-merciful
Saviour, and from the coffin of the blessed loann ...
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that a miracle record was kept at the main shrine for loann of Ustiug is a strong indicator of
clerical oversight. There is also good reason to suspect the shrine for Isidor of Rostov was
staffed, as the protagonist of his first posthumous miracle is introduced as a priest who served
in the Annunciation church, where Isidor was buried: ‘Muorums y6o0 ibToMb npHIIEeAITUMb
nephio HbkoeMy cryskamty y cBstaro BosHecenus, uiexe IeKuTh cBaThii Cunops.’ ' The
fact that the priest had to wait until he was alone to commit his deed also suggests, on the
one hand, that the shrine was frequented, and on the other, that even priests might not always
be convinced of the sanctity of the relics they looked after: ‘Yenunuscs yoo u B3eMb exe Ha

TO YrOTOBaHY €My, IPHXOAUTh KO TPOOY CBATAr0 M HAUMHAETD KOMATH 3eMyIi0’. %

We occasionally catch tantalising glimpses of miracles being reported directly to a
priest: ‘u combsHHas Ha HEM Yrojieca OJIaXKEHHBIMb BACHIIUEM IPOTOIIOINY U BCEMY COO0pY
Best 10 pay ucnosbaa’.’® This suggests that miracle beneficiaries recognised the authority
of shrine priests and perhaps felt a sense of duty, in exchange for their miracle, to publicise
their story. But if we can guess the presence of shrine staff who kept track of miracles, it is
much harder, or indeed impossible, to detect who they answered to. Were they appointed by
the local bishop? Were they paid by a patron? By the faithful, like parish priests? The record
of miracles of the icon of Prokopii in Sol’vychegodsk is exceptional in showing us a lay

patron in action. A viastitel’, identified by the author as an official of Ivan IV,”" frequently

704 GLADKOVA, JIlpeBHepycckuii cBsToii, 0p. Cit., 190; IMamamsb ceamozo Cudopa, oOp. Cit., 248: After many
years, a certain priest arrived, who served at the holy Ascension [church], where saint Sidor lies.

%5 |dem, 250: For, knowing himself alone and picking up the things he had prepared for the effect, he came
to the saint’s grave and started digging the earth.

96 KUuzNETSOV, Cesmuie bnasicennwie, Op. cit., 61: and he told the miracles which had been worked on him
by the blessed Vasilii, all in order, to the archpriest and the whole congregation.

0T\/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0p. cit., 129, 585. See a fuller discussion from page 309 below.
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interacted with miracle beneficiaries: ‘U morom Haya 10 BIaCTUTEIb C THXOCTUIO BHIIPOLIATH
0 ObIBIIEM 4IOJECH, Kako 3pasue nomyun’.’*® The running of the cult of Prokopii’s icon in
Sol’vychegodsk might have been atypical, but it is the only instance, in sixteenth-century
texts about iurodivye, where we are shown a figure to whom shrine staff were apparently

answerable.

If it is difficult for us to ‘see’ shrine staff, we at least know that their records tended to
be precise. Healing stories usually started with an introductory statement about the
beneficiary, their name, background, geographical origin, details about their illness and the
duration they had suffered from it. The degree of precision varied from text to text: Isidor’s
second and third posthumous miracles concerned respectively a man from Sol” (possibly
modern-day Nekrasovskoe) who had gone mad from drinking,’® and a certain Fedor from a
village near Rostov with an eye illness;"'° loann of Ustiug cured the fever of a certain
Polinaria who lived by the Ascension church in Ustiug; "'t and, more vaguely, Mikhail healed
‘some man who lived near the saint’s monastery’.”*? Details — such as names, places of
origin, and ailments — made miracles specific, verifiable, and quantifiable. The volume of
stories amassed vouched for a shrine and its saint. The two best-documented and -funded
miracle cults of iurodivye, those of the icon of Prokopii in Sol’vychegodsk and of Vasilii in

Moscow, were particularly meticulous in their records: ‘... 6e 60 Hekuii 4eI0BeK pa3ciadiieH

%8 |dem, 140: And then the vlastitel” started asking her quietly about the miracle that happened, how she had
received health.

709 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKuii cBaToi, Op. Cit., 191-2; ITamamw ceamozo Cudopa, op. cit., 250.
10 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBsTOM, 0p. Cit., 192-3; ITamams ceamozo Cudopa, 0Op. Cit., 250-2.
LV LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0p. Cit., 287.

"2 [Mamamuuxu cmapunnoti pycckou aumepanypot, Op. Cit., 48: myosicw nexuti scusawe 6auzs obumenu
c6amazo.
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HUMCHEM I/IBaH, YCTBIPC JICTA HMBIA B HCOY3C. SI3BIKOM HE riarojame, 1 O4uMa Majlo BUAsA, U
ymmMa Tsmko cisima...’ 2 From the beneficiaries’ places of origin, we are also given an
idea — very rough, when the sample is small — of a cult’s geographical spread. If the cults of
Isidor, Mikhail, Nikolai, and Prokopii were apparently local, with people travelling relatively
short distances to visit the shrines, the cult of Vasilii covered impressive ground. His twenty-
four miracles clearly marketed him as a pan-Russian healer who attracted believers from as

far as Vologda, Pskov, Rostov, and Kolomna.”**

Occasionally, hagiographers drew from other zhitiia, rather than adapting notes from
the relevant shrine. In the 1537 version of the Life of Mikhail, one of the saint’s miracles is
strikingly similar to one worked by lIsidor: in their lifetime, both saints saved a man from
drowning at sea. Similarly, both Isidor and Nikolai Kochanov made wine appear and
disappear at a princely feast.”* Finally, one of Isidor’s posthumous miracles about a man
named Fedor is almost word for word Vasilii’s tenth miracle, with the beneficiary’s name
changed and minor omissions or additions.’*® These instances are significant in several ways.
Firstly, they reveal the agency of hagiographers in shaping miracle narratives, not only

copying out stories from shrine records, but also consulting other hagiographies of the same

"8 V/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, op. cit., 129-30: for there was a certain man named lvan, who had been
ill for four years. He did not speak with his tongue, and with his eyes he could barely see, and with his ears
he could hardly hear. Other miracles include Meleniia, whose eyes were healed (134), an anonymous nun
who had been paralysed for four years (136), or a blind man named Trofim from the countryside near Ustiug
(139). KuzNETSOV, Ceameie 6nascennvie, 0p. Cit.: Examples from the Life of Vasilii include Ivan from
Barash whose wife Tatiiana had an eye illness (60), Evdokiia from Pskov who had lost the use of her right
hand (63), or Anna from Kolomna who had had a heart disease for seven years (66).

14 KUzZNETSOV, Cesmbie 6naxcennsle, 0p. Cit.. 62—4, 66.

15 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKuii cBsToi, 0p. Cit., 187-9; ITamamw ceamozo Cudopa, op. Cit., 246-8; PI'B.
®.310 Ne344, fol. 1v—4r.

16 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHeEpyCCKHii cBATOH, OP. Cit., 192-3; Ilamams ceamozo Cudopa, Op. Cit., 250-2;
KUZNETSOV, Cesmete baasicennsie, Op. Cit., 64.
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kind of saint. Secondly, they suggest that the Life of Isidor, probably the first zhitie of a non-
monastic Russian iurodivyi, was an influential text: later hagiographers of iurodivye likely

saw it as an authoritative document from which to draw legitimacy for their budding cults.

In a predominantly oral culture, however, written records might not have been the most
effective form of advertisement: they depended on physical copies, and someone able to read
them out. It is very likely that most shrines instead relied on word of mouth to grow in
popularity. Icons probably played an important role in establishing personal relationships
between saints and their clients. In the Lives of Isidor and Vasilii, the faithful fall before
either saint’s icon in gratefulness for their healing.”*’ In Sol’vychegodsk, Prokopii’s icon
was explicitly understood as a proxy for the saint himself.”*8 Being able to put a face to the
force who had interceded for them probably had a significant emotional impact on believers
and might have encouraged them to share their miracle experience not only with shrine
priests, but also with their fellow town dwellers. Healed respectively by loann and Vasilii,
Polinaria and Evdokiia eagerly shared their stories: ‘uae B 10M CBO# Ha HOTax CBOMX,
TIPOCTIABISAs YI00 MO BCeMy rpamy’ =, ‘Bcs MCmoBbaaeTh 30BIBINASCA HA HEH. M OTHIE

xsans 6ora’.”?% People might have felt compelled to share their experiences not only out of

gratefulness and relief, but also because proving oneself worthy of a miracle might have

"7 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBsToii, 0p. Cit., 193; IMamams ceamozo Cudopa, op. Cit., 252; KUZNETSOV,
Cesmule bnasicennule, Op. Cit., 64. This is the miracle, mentioned in the previous footnote, that these two
texts share.

"8 \V/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0op. Cit., 175: See the passage quoted on page 93.

19 |dem, 287: she went home on her own two feet, glorifying the miracle across the whole town.

20 KuzNETSOV, Cesmoie bnasicennwie, Op. cit., 67: she told what had happened to her, and went away
praising God.
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been interpreted as a sign that one was on the right spiritual track, and therefore something

to be proud of.

On the other hand, the evidence also gives the impression that, even though most
miracles were individual healings, their significance was collective: a neighbour’s healing
meant that a saint was looking over the community, and that one might receive a healing too,
should one ever need it. In this sense, shrines were a kind of community insurance, and there
was a collective interest in maintaining good relations with the local saint, which explains
why individual miracles often enlisted the efforts of several people. Members of the local
community might, for example, carry people with mobility difficulties to the shrine, as in
the case of Polinaria, the paralysed woman mentioned above: ‘IIpuHecoiia 10 Ha HOCHIAX K
nepkBu Bcemunoctuparo Craca ¥ TONOXKHMIIA 10 61m3 paku Onaxkennaro Moamma.’’?!
Possessed or ‘mad’ people might also be brought forcibly to their local shrine by well-
meaning friends or neighbours, as in the case of the man from Sol’ in the Life of Isidor:
‘CBSA3aHb IPUBOJIUMB ObIBAaETH KO rpody OnaxkeHaro Cugopa. OHb ke Kpuusiie 1 Henbnas
clloBeca riarofamiie, O4H Ko AuBbl uMbs ¥ BchX cymuxs ¢ HuMb ycrpamaie.’ 2 In the

latter case, the text concludes that those who witnessed the miracle were grateful for it too,

and went home happy, thanking God and His intercessor Isidor.”?

The obtaining of the miracle itself often involved the celebration of clergy-led rituals.

In Vasilii of Moscow’s tenth posthumous miracle, a certain Loukiian spent a night by the

2L \/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0Op. Cit., 287: They brought her on a stretcher to the church of the Most-
merciful Saviour and laid &er near the blessed loann’s coffin.

22 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKuii cBsToii, 0p. Cit., 191; IHamamsb ceamozo Cudopa, 0Op. cit., 250: he was
brought tied up to the grave of the blessed Sidor. He shouted and said indecent words, with wild eyes, and
frightened everyone who was with him.

723 GLADKOVA, JIpeBHepYCCKHi CBATOH, Op. Cit., 191-2; ITamsams cesmozo Cudopa, 0Op. cit., 250.

251



saint’s tomb. Healing occurred as a priest celebrated the morning service; by the time he
performed the moleben (prayer of intercession), the man was cured.””* Community rituals
around miracles are especially visible in the stories from Sol’vychegodsk, where miracles
would be celebrated with elaborated bell ringing, liturgy, and processions. This is a passage
worth quoting at length, for the unique insight it offers into the commemoration of healing

miracles by an entire community:

‘UrymMeH e 1 CBSIIIEHHUIIBI TOBEJIEBAIOT 3BOHUTH TOBOTHO. M abue cTexomacs Bcu
rpaxJaHe Ha TPECIaBHOE TO UyZO, ClaBsdmie bora ... W CBATaro 4YroJ0TBOpPIA
[Ipokodus. [To ckonyanuu xe MojieOHa 3HAMEHaIa HOBOITPOCBEIICHHATO YE€CTHBIM
KpPECTOM M ITOTOM 3HaMeHaIla y o0pa3a 4i0JOTBOPHBIS HKOHBI CBSATAro Yi0A0TBOpIA
[Ipokodus. AdGue HaYMHAIOT O0KECTBEHHYIO JINTYPrUio coBepmary. [lo ckonyanuu
e TUTYPruu Bo Xpame drogoTBopra [Ipokodus MHO3H 60THMM 31paBre TOTyYHIIa
oT o0pa3a UIOJIOTBOPHBIS HKOHHEI ... ITyMeH ke TOs OOWTENN W CBALICHHUIIBI
MOBEJICBAIOT JIOBOJIHO 3BOHUTH. M abue crekomiacs BCH TpaKiaHe, U BCH
CBSIIICHHUIIBI CO KPECTHI MPHUHUOIIA BO XpaM cBATaro 4dtogorsopua [Ipokodwus ...
AOue HavaIa CBSIICHHHUIBI CO KPECThI O0XOIUTH OrPajy CBATHIX CTPACTOTEPBIIEI
Bopuca u I'neba ...”"?°

‘The hegumen and the nuns ordered [the bells] to be rung sufficiently. And
immediately all the citizens rushed over to that most glorious miracle, glorifying God
... and the holy wonderworker Prokofii. After the end of the moleben, they signed
the newly-enlightened man [miracle beneficiary] with the true cross and then made
the sign of the cross by the image of saint Prokofii on the wonderworking icon.
Immediately they started celebrating the divine liturgy. After the end of the liturgy
many afflicted people received health in the chapel of the wonderworking Prokofii
from the image on the wonderworking icon ... The hegumen of that [monastic] house
and the priests ordered [the bells] to be rung sufficiently. And immediately all the
citizens rushed over, and all the priests with crosses came to the chapel of the holy
wonderworker Prokofii ... Soon the priests started to go around the fortifications [of
the monastery] of the passion-bearers Boris and Gleb ...’

In addition to word of mouth, cults also spread in the form of tokens of power, such as

dust gathered from the saint’s tomb, or holy water: ‘pasnuunas ucueneHus ObIBaxy

24 KUzZNETSOV, Cesmoie bnasicennsle, Op. cit., 64. This is almost the same miracle from the Life of Isidor:
GLADKOVA, JIpeBHEPYCCKHiA CBATOI, Op. Cit., 192-3; IHamsams cessmozo Cudopa, 0p. Cit., 252.

"5 \/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0Op. Cit., 138-9.
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HEy)KHBIMb MHOTJA OT BOJBI OCBSIICHBIS. MHOTZA € OT Ipoda cBsATaro mxe ¢ Bhporo
TIPUXOAIIMM H3UMAaIOIe TepcTh caTaro ...° 2% In a different passage, the Life of Vasilii

compared such tokens of power to precious substances:

3

. W TepCTh Oy Tpoda CBATaro B3WMAIOIIE, M CBOA OONbB3HH SIKO MHPOMB

MTOMA3aroIIe ... MOJIMTBAMH OaykeHHaro o 003b 3apaBue monoydaxy. sIKO 371aTO M

Ouceph B3UMAIOIIE TIEPCTh 0y Tpoda GaskeHHaro ... "%’

‘and they take the dust from the saint’s grave and apply it on their illnesses like myrrh
... through the blessed one’s prayers to God they receive health, taking the dust from
the saint’s grave like gold and pearls.’

Easily transportable, these could also be divided and shared with other people: every new
token of power had the potential to become a miniature shrine away from the main shrine.’?®
Such practices are detailed in the Life of Isidor, which mentions specifically the ‘takeaway’

of relics:

‘MHO3H e UHbIS BEpHUHM B3UMArOTh OT rpoba ero 4acTb HbKyI0 Uin OT OKPOBEHBS

rpoOHAro ... ¥ IPUHOCSTH B IOMBI CBOSL M Ha OOJISIIIYI0 3yOHYI0 OOJIEe3Hb UM OYHOO

... ¢ Bbporo mokagaTk, u BeCkoph ncibienue npueMnoTs. '

‘Many other of the faithful take some piece of his [Isidor’s] grave, or of his shroud
... and they take it to their homes and place it with faith on their aching tooth or eye,
and soon receive healing.’

Though access to such tokens of power might conceivably have been controlled by clergy,
it was in a shrine’s best interest to disseminate relics, which might drive new ‘customers’ to

the main source of power at the saint’s tomb.

26 KUZNETSOV, Cesmbie 6naxcennsie, 0p. Cit., 65: various healings happen to the ill, sometimes from the
holy water, sometimes from the grave of the saint to those who come with faith and take the saint’s dust.

27 |dem, 51.
28 BROWN, The Cult of the Saints, op. cit., 88-91.

2% GLADKOVA, JlpeBHEpyCCKHii CBATOIA, 0. Cit., 191; Ilamams ceamozo Cudopa, 0. Cit., 250.
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There was, undoubtedly, a transactional aspect to miracle cults: acts of devotion to a
saint — pilgrimages, vows, prayers, liturgy — were performed with the expectation that
intercession might be offered in return. Conversely, acts of gratitude might follow the
granting of intercession: a man healed by Isidor gave thanks to God and praised the saint
while touching his icon;"2° people healed at home or on the road by Vasilii often completed
the pilgrimage to his shrine to pay their respects to the saint and thank him for their
miracle.” Acts of devotion were often the currency of miracles, but there are occasional
hints at more materialistic transactions. In conversation with an apparition of Vasilii, a poor
woman named Afimiia who was blind and had been possessed for twenty-five years
confessed she was too embarrassed to travel to the saint’s shrine because she had nothing to

bring as an offering:

‘TOCIOIH OTYE CBSTHIN HE nmkio IIPUHOLICHHSA HUYTO K€ 00010 HECTH. Ja Toro pagu

CTBIXKYCSI UTTH. OHBb )K€ PEUYH €U JKCHO allle Bepybinu He M3kl 00 paau OBIBAIOTH

pasianyHas 1apoBaHMs. HO IIPUXOAAMUM ¢ Bbporo...”"*?

‘Lord holy father, I do not have any offerings to bring with myself, and for that
reason | am embarrassed of going. But he said to her, Woman, if you believe, it is
not because of the material reward that various gifts [i.e., healings] happen, but [they
happen] to those who come with faith.’

In one of his later posthumous miracles, Mikhail saved Prince Vasilii of Belozersk from a
storm on lake II’'men. Arriving safe and sound at the Trinity monastery, the prince gave
thanks to Mikhail by his tomb, shared his story, and offered financial compensation to the

monastery which ran the shrine:

730 GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepycckuii cBaToi, 0p. Cit., 193; IHamame ceamozo Cudopa, op. Cit., 252.

81 KUzZNETSOV, Cesmoie bnascennwle, Op. cit.: For example, miracle eight (63), miracle eleven (65), or
miracle thirteen (66).

32 |dem, 65.
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‘KO TpoOy CBSITOTO MPHUIIAIAETh U OaroJapHbIe TOMY TJIaroJibl IPHHOCHTH, H IyI0
SIBCTBEHHO npeab Bchmu ucnopbnyers ... KHs3b ke, CBepIIUBD MOJICOHAS U J1aBh

HUI'yMEHY U 6paTiI/I MUJIOCTBIHIO OOBOJIBHY, OTBIAE BO CBOSCH, panyscCsa U CiaBs

Bora’.™®

‘he fell before the saint’s grave and offered words of gratefulness, and clearly told
the miracle in front of everyone ... And the prince, having performed the moleben
[service of thanksgiving] and having given sufficient alms to the hegumen and
brethren, went home rejoicing and glorifying God.’

In a contrasting perspective, Giles Fletcher’s account of a pretence healing could be

interpreted as a hint at how necessary miracles were to shrines:

‘... alame man that had his limbs restored (as it was pretended by him) was charged
by a woman that was familiar with him (being then fallen out) that he halted but in
the daytime and could leap merrily when he came home at night, and that he had
intended this matter six years before. Now he is put into a monastery, and there

raileth upon the friars that hired him to have this counterfeit miracle practiced upon
2734

him
That the man may have been hired by monks, and if they were involved in running Vasilii’s
shrine, this suggests that miracles were seen as profitable, or at least important to the survival
of a cult, or of the institution it was attached to. If most people might not have been in a
position to offer much in terms of material compensation for their healing, a reputation for
wonderworking could attract more significant aristocratic patronage. Moreover, even if we
set aside the potential financial transactions around a cult, miracles were a shrine’s main

source of power, capable of attracting believers from afar and making them pledge allegiance

to a saint whose earthly presence was controlled by cult management.

Miracles and their power to draw people and funds to cults are especially important
when shrines are considered in context. Because cults of saints tend to be studied in isolation,

the fact the cults of a same region necessarily competed with each other for attention and

83 [Tamsmuuxu cmapunnoil pycckoti aumepamypet, 0p. Cit., 50.

3¢ BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 219.
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popularity can easily go unnoticed. Yet, most iurodivyi cults were urban, and in most cities,
there were shrines for multiple saints. The intensity of competition depended on local
history. Rostov, one of the oldest ecclesiastical sees in Rus’, was dominated by the cult of
St Leontii, who had an important role in the region’s Christianisation, but also celebrated
other saintly bishops and monks, like Isaiia and Avraamii. Ustiug, on the other hand, was in
the vicinity of wilderness foundations out of which monastic cults had sprung, but was not
saturated with urban cults.”® Isidor, on the one hand, and Prokopii and loann, on the other,

had very different circumstances to contend with.

Looking at cults from the perspective of management — how miracles were recorded,
sometimes copied or faked, and ‘paid’ for — and drawing attention to the inevitable
competition between shrines might result in an overly commercial conception of the cult of
saints. We might be tempted to imagine text-producing elites standing outside of cults and
setting out to manipulate the gullible population. This would be a misconception. Though
some of the evidence above featured monks who engineered pretence miracles and priests
who disbelieved saints,”®® | would argue that cults were, generally speaking, a collaboration
between clergy and laypeople, who played different roles but inhabited the same cultural
world. Clergymen had the skills needed for proper liturgical commemoration, keeping
written records, handling relics appropriately, and, by their endorsement, legitimising a cult.
The evidence, however, suggests that laypeople had agency in choosing which cults to

support and actively participate in. It was through their initiative, which clergy only directed,

B VLASOV, Vemiwooicckas aumepamypa, op. Cit., 35-8.

73 These were narrative devices arguing for the saintliness of deceased figures as much as they were
recognitions that the belief in any particular saint was not a simple, automatic given.
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that shrines could be perceived as communal spaces, and individual healings as blessings for

entire communities.

The two sections above have dealt with some of the most basic ‘building blocks’ of a
cult: appropriate burial, construction of a shrine, proper liturgical celebration, miracle
records, relic management. These, with minor variations, were common to every iurodivyi
cult, and indeed to every saint’s cult, which prompts the question: did the identity of a saint
matter to those who celebrated a cult, or were biographies irrelevant, so long as tombs
produced miracles? The healings worked by iurodivyi relics have nothing distinctive about
them when compared with those of other saints. The faithful might well have conceptualised
the heavenly figures dispensing miracles — and depicted on icons — separately from their
earthly lives: personal interactions at shrines might have left a deeper impression than
hagiographical stories. One interpretation of the dominance of miracles over biographies
would be that it did not matter exactly how one achieved the salvation of one’s soul — by
being a monk, a bishop, a saintly prince, or a iurodivyi. A variety of different paths to sanctity
was acknowledged, and the choice of any of these was not as important as the result of one’s
spiritual vocation: the salvation of the soul, unequivocally attested by a miracle-working

tomb.

IV.3 Russia in the Sixteenth Century: Background

The microstructures of cults mentioned above contribute to our understanding of what
veneration meant on the ground, and the people who were regularly involved in its
performance. However, there is little they can tell us about the broader landscape of the cult

of saints in this period, and the ways in which it was shaped by contemporary developments.
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Despite the controversial elements of the Holy Man, exposed in this thesis’s Introduction,
Peter Brown was right in his intuition that the cult of saints was inextricably linked to socio-
political transformations: it did not, and could not, exist in a political vacuum. Noting how
popular miracle cults became between the later fifteenth and the mid-seventeenth centuries
in Russia, Paul Bushkovitch interpreted them as an attempt by the Church to replace the
declining influence of living monks.”®" Though I would tend to disagree with this
interpretation, I am intrigued by the chronological overlap between the thriving both of
miracle cults and of iurodivye as a phenomenon, and, like Bushkovitch and Brown, I am
inclined to look for explanations to these trends in relation to their socio-political backdrop.
To be clear, I am not setting out to explain the rise of the cult of saints as a seemingly
ubiquitous religious experience from the late fifteenth century in Russia. Neither am I
pretending that the history of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Russia can be properly told in
a few thousand words. But my hope is that, by sketching a rough contextual picture of a
period that has often been labelled of ‘state formation’, I can highlight political elements that

shaped the cults of iurodivye and interpret these cults in a new light.

The Christian culture of Rus’ was formed and developed in dialogue with Byzantium
— a dialogue that Byzantium was probably not aware of most of the time, but that never
slipped out of focus for Rus’ elites.”3® Interpretations of the Christianisation of Rus’ in the
late 980s vary, but they generally agree that it was the result of interactions between the

Byzantine emperor Basil II, who was struggling to control a revolt fostered by Bardas Focas,

787 BUSHKOVITCH, Religion, op. cit., 101, 108, 128.

738 SEVCENKO, Russo-Byzantine Relations, op. cit., 93—4: This is a contentious matter, with scholars divided
between those who see Byzantine influence in most aspects of Rus’ culture, and those who emphasise the
unique transformation and radical reinterpretation of Byzantine elements in Rus’. Sevéenko proposed a
middle way between these strands.
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and Vladimir of Kyiv, whom he asked for military assistance. In exchange, Vladimir asked
to marry Basil’s sister Anna, and his conversion to Christianity might have been a condition
in the marriage’s fulfilment.”® Other factors influenced the conversion: on the one hand,
Christianity had been present in the area for over a century, and some members of the Rus’
elite, like Vladimir’s grandmother Ol’ga, had already converted to it;"*° on the other hand,
though Vladimir had eliminated his main political opponents and was therefore freer to
decide on matters of public worship, he was also (consequently) faced with his own
questionable legitimacy, which public monotheistic ritual — Christian or, as Vladimir

apparently considered, Muslim — could help to bolster.”*

If the conversion of Rus’ to Christianity was catalysed by specific political
circumstances’*? — Vladimir’s desire for legitimacy and Basil’s need for military assistance
—the consequences of the association of Rus’ with Byzantium on a religious level were long-
lasting. Rus’ received the word of God in Greek, was assigned Greek metropolitans, and for
centuries was a province of the Patriarchate of Constantinople.’*® Yet though Greek textual
culture was a source of prestige, few monks knew the language well or even at all. Perhaps
as a consequence, the Rus’ appropriation of Byzantine textual tradition was selective and
primarily concerned with the correct translation of scripture, the establishment of a monastic

rule, and the adoption of appropriate canons of prayer and preaching — poetry and philosophy

739 A, POPPE, The Political Background to the Baptism of Rus’: Byzantine-Russian Relations between 986-
89, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 30, 1976, 197-8.

740 |dem, 243; J. SHEPARD, Rus’, in: N. Berend (ed.), Christianization and the Rise of Christian Monarchy:
Scandinavia, Central Europe and Rus’ ¢.900-1200, Cambridge 2007, 377.

41 SHEPARD, Rus’, op. cit., 380-1, 382, 399.
42 poppE, The Political Background, op. cit., 243.

43 S, FRANKLIN, Writing, Society and Culture in Early Rus, ¢.950-1300, Cambridge 2002, 12.
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were not of interest, and there was no significant hermeneutics tradition before the sixteenth
century.’** In fact, for the first half century or so after conversion, there is little evidence of

writing being done in Rus’.’*

The Rus’ hagiographic tradition, when it did start, was based on Byzantine models.
One of the very first Rus’ saints, Feodosii (d. 1074), who had the Stoudite rule copied from
the Stoudios monastery in Constantinople and implemented in the Kyiv Caves monastery
where he served as hegumen, was celebrated by the monk Nestor of the same monastery in
one of the first Rus’ hagiographies, based on Greek monastic vitae known to him in Slavonic
translation.’*® Sean Griffin has argued that it was the liturgy, however, through its repetition
and storytelling, that had the greatest impact on the religious culture of Rus’, helping
churchgoers internalise ‘historical models for sin and redemption, and law and grace’ but
also ‘models of the holy king, the saintly soldier, and the divinely protected empire’, which

had far-reaching political implications.”*’

The physical environment too was shaped by Byzantine influence. The religious
buildings of Kyiv were designed to replicate those of Constantinople, and Kyiv’s first
cathedral, the Tithe Church, was built by architects from Tsar’grad, the imperial city.
According to a story from the Kyiv Caves paterik, the monastery’s Dormition church was

built in the 1070s by intervention of the Virgin, who summoned Constantinopolitan

44 KAHN, History of Russian Literature, op. cit., 22-4.
745 GRIFFIN, The Liturgical Past, op. cit., 31.
4% FEDOTOV, The Russian Religious Mind, Volume 1, op. cit., 111-14.

47 GRIFFIN, The Liturgical Past, op. cit., 30, 229-300.
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architects there; its frescoes were completed in the 1080s by a team of Greek icon painters.’#®
Later in the twelfth century, Prince Andrei Bogoliubskii would attempt to divert legitimacy
from Kyiv to his new capital, Vladimir-na-Kliaz’me, by competing with the older capital in
replicating Constantinopolitan buildings and establishing religious feast days that linked his
polity with Byzantium. In his desire to supersede Kyiv, in 1164 Andrei — unsuccessfully —
petitioned the patriarch of Constantinople for a metropolitan see in Vladimir, or at least a
bishopric independent from Kyiv.”* In this contest for legitimacy, the idea of Constantinople
mattered more than its reality, though the city was well-documented by travellers from

Rus’ 750

If Thor Sev&enko argued that Rus’ neither adopted an exact copy of Byzantine culture,
nor generated a completely original culture,”! Alexandra Vukovich has outlined, in her
response to Donald Ostrowski’s Europe, Byzantium and the “Intellectual Silence” of Rus’
Culture,”? the pitfalls of using one culture as a yardstick against which to measure another
and the unhelpful scholarly stereotypes that might ensue, including, in the case of Rus’, that
‘the overall culture of Rus is derivative (from Byzantium) and delayed — new to Rus, but old

elsewhere, that the Church controlled and stifled cultural production in Rus, and that the

748 O.E. ETINGOF, Once more on the Blachernae tradition in Old Russia, Deltion of the Christian
Archaeological Society 39, 2018, 144-6.

749 SEVCENKO, Russo-Byzantine Relations, op. cit., 95-6; SHEPARD, “Constantinople Imaginaire”, op. Cit.,
779-81; L.A. SHCHENNIKOVA, YynotBopHas nkona «boromareps Bnaaumupckasy» kak « Oqurutpust
eBanrenmcta JIykny, in: A.M. Lidov (ed.), Yydomeopnas uxona ¢ Busanmuu u Jpesueui Pycu, M0oscow
1996, 253-5.

50 G. MAJESKA, Russian Travelers to Constantinople in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries, Dumbarton
Oaks studies 19, Dumbarton Oaks 1984.

751 SEVCENKO, Russo-Byzantine Relations, op. cit., 93-4.

52 D, OSTROWSKI, Europe, Byzantium, and the “Intellectual Silence ” of Rus’ Culture. Beyond Medieval
Europe, ARC Humanities Press 2018.
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ultimate yardstick according to which the development of Rus ought to be measured is that
of Europe.’”™3 Yet for their shared cultural vocabulary, Byzantine and Rus’ societies were
organised very differently and had distinct self-identities: the Byzantine bureaucratised
administration and attachment to Roman-ness contrasted with the mostly unwritten law
which governed Rus’ society.”* And though Rus’ had no interest in laying claim to Roman
identity, it was, from early on, keenly aware of its position in world and Christian history, as

demonstrated in Metropolitan Ilarion’s eleventh-century Sermon on Law and Grace.”™

The fifteenth century brought about transformations that profoundly impacted Russia’s
self-perception within the Christian world. If the cultural dialogue with Greekness had never
stopped, it was intensified in the second half of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, when
the so-called ‘second South Slav influence’ prompted a peak in translation activity from
Greek that favoured an archaic, elaborate style and abundant calques from Greek. New
works were translated, but so were the Scriptures, and older liturgical texts were purged of
scribal mistakes and brought closer to their Greek originals, and therefore closer to the word
of God.”® The reliance on Greek language and textual culture as a gateway to true belief
made the events of the first half of the fifteenth century all the more shocking to Rus’. In
response to the perceived Ottoman threat to the Christian world, there was a movement

towards the recognition of ‘the community of culture and the continuity of historical tradition

58 A. VUKOVICH, The Yardsticks by Which We Measure Rus, Russian History 46, 2019, 214-15, 224,
54 FRANKLIN, Writing, op. cit., 13.
55 SHEPARD, Rus’, op. cit., 384.

756 D, OBOLENSKY, in: J. Shepard (ed.), The Expansion of Orthodox Europe : Byzantium, the Balkans and
Russia, Routledge 2007, 488-91.
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between the Old and the New Rome’,”” which in practice meant a hypothetical union of the

eastern and western Churches.

This was the matter discussed in the council that met between 1431 and 1449 first in
Basel, then in Ferrara, and finally in Florence. Because Byzantium and the Greek Orthodox
Church had been a cultural and religious staple in Rus’ for centuries, and because ‘Greek’
tradition had been defined partly by contrast with ‘Latin’, Byzantium’s rapprochement with
the West in the fifteenth century was deeply resented in Rus’. Isidor, a Greek clergyman who
had previously been hegumen of the St Demetrios monastery in Constantinople, was
appointed as metropolitan of Rus’ in 1437. Though this did not initially provoke negative
reactions in Muscovy,”™® he acquired the reputation of a traitor after showing himself
favourable to the Union of the eastern and western Churches at the Council of Florence in
1438-39. On his return to Moscow in 1441, now a papal legate, Isidor was imprisoned in
the Chudov monastery,”® from where he escaped, and eventually died in Italy, having been

named Latin Patriarch of Constantinople in 1458.7%°

Metropolitan Isidor was accompanied to Florence by Bishop Avraamii of Suzdal’, a
member of whose suite, Simeon, wrote an account of the council. It is difficult to tell, from
Muscovite sources, what exactly happened in Florence in the late 1430s. There is conflicting
evidence, for example, on whether Isidor bribed the members of his embassy to accept the

Union (Greek source), or whether he forced Bishop Avraamii’s hand by imprisoning him for

757 |. SEVCENKO, Intellectual Repercussions of the Council of Florence, Church History 24/4, 1955, 292-3.
™8 YA.S. LUR’E, Ucunop, CKK/P (XIV-XVI, 1), 449-50.
9 J. MARTIN, Medieval Russia : 980-1584, Cambridge 1995, 284.

80 LUr’E, Ucumop, CKKIP (XIV-XVI, 1), op. cit., 450.
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a week and forcing him to sign (Muscovite sources).’®! It has also been suggested, both by
Greek contemporary sources and modern scholars, that insufficient knowledge of Greek and
theology meant that the members of Isidor’s embassy were not able to understand

discussions at the council.”®?

However, Simeon did apparently grasp important information, including that the pope
rejected the previous seven holy councils, did not call the patriarchs brethren, and
everywhere mentioned Latins first and Orthodox last.”®® In his account, Simeon was equally
contemptuous of Latin pride (‘Bemuka 60 65 ropmocTs. 1 60yHCTBO HaThIHBCKOE °%) and
Greek greed (‘rpexu cpebpomo6un’’®). Contemporary Muscovite sources were not,
however, unanimously negative about their travels in Western Europe: though an account
from the early 1460s, the Slovo izbrano ot sviatykh pisanii (Tale selected from the Holy
Scriptures) was contemptuous of the Union,’® an anonymous member of Metropolitan
Isidor’s embassy, and author of the Khozhdenie vo Florentiiu (Journey to Florence),
described with wonder his discovery of foreign monuments, rites and religious confessions,

gardens, and local legends,”®” whereas Bishop Avraamii himself wrote an enthusiastic

781 SEVCENKO, Intellectual Repercussions, op. cit., 307.
762 |bid.; MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 282.

763 \/.N. MALININ, Cmapey Eneazapoéa monacmuips @unogeii u e2o nocranus, Kyiv 1901, Ipunosxenus 93:
See especially Ucugopos cobop u xoxenue ero, Ipunoxenus 89—-101.

64 MALININ, Cmapey, op. cit., [Tpunoxenus 91: for great was the Latin pride and rowdiness.
765 |dem, TIpunosxenus 90: the Greek silver-lovers.

766 N.F. DROBLENKOVA, «C10BO M30paHO OT CBATBIX UCAHHU, exe Ha NaThiHio», CKKIP (XIV-XVI, 2),
401-3.

87 N.F. DROBLENKOVA, Xosxaenue o ®nopenmuto, CKKIP (XIV-XVI, 2), 486-9.
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account of two religious plays he saw in Florence.”®® Still, in the decades that followed,
pamphlets about the council became increasingly virulent in their depiction of its ‘villains’:

the Pope, Isidor, Patriarch Joseph of Constantinople, the Byzantine Emperor John V111.7%°

Adding to this climate of anti-Latin and -Greek hostility, Constantinople fell to the
Ottoman army in 1453, and though the reaction in Rus’ was not immediate, this event would
be interpreted in hindsight as a confirmation that Byzantium had gravely sinned by accepting
the Union with the Roman Church, and deserved punishment for it.””® Impatience with
Byzantine ecclesiastical tutelage had been rising since the Union, and Iona of Riazan’’s
appointment, without Constantinopolitan approval, as metropolitan in 1448 was, in practice,
an ‘implicit declaration of autocephaly’.””* It was perceived as such in 1469 by the new
patriarch of Constantinople, Dionysos, who called out the grand prince’s schismatic action,
only to be told in reply that Rus’ did not recognise the authority of a patriarch appointed by
a Muslim ruler.””2 Though Iona’s appointment was not without challenges,’”® he sought
legitimacy by heightening the status of the Russian Orthodox Church, promoting the cult of
Metropolitan Petr, recognising Metropolitan Aleksei and Sergii of Radonezh as saints, and

building the church of the Deposition of Our Lady’s Robe in the Moscow Kremlin, thereby

68 N.F. DROBLENKOVA, Aspaawmuii, CKKJJP (XIV-XVI, 1), 3-5: The plays were Rappresentationi della
Annunziazione di Nostra Donna and Rappresentatione dell” Ascenzione by Feo Belcari.

769 SEVCENKO, Intellectual Repercussions, op. cit., 308.

0 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 284-5; M. ANGOLD, The Fall of Constantinople to the Ottomans :
Context and Consequences, Harlow 2012, 128.

1 3, Rock, Russian Piety and Orthodox Culture 1380-1589, in: M. Angold (ed.), The Cambridge History of
Christianity, Volume 5: Eastern Christianity, Cambridge 2006, 272.

72 ANGOLD, The Fall, op. cit., 128.

" MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 284: In 1458, the Uniate prelate Gregory (Gregorios Bulgar) became
metropolitan for the Orthodox eparchies of Poland and Lithuania, including Kyiv.
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claiming the Virgin, who traditionally had been a patron of Constantinople, as Moscow’s

heavenly protector.

The most significant implication of the fall of Constantinople for Rus’, alongside the
emancipation from the Byzantine Church, was the sacralisation of the grand-princely office.
As the Slavonic-speaking Hapsburg ambassador, Sigismund von Herberstein, observed on
his Russian missions of 1517-8 and 1526, the grand prince was now ‘the executor of the
divine will’.”’* Simeon of Suzdal”’s account of the council of Florence had already stressed
the grand prince’s role as the ultimate defender of true Orthodoxy: ‘3me xe Ha MockBb
OYTBEpPJIMCA TMPABOCIABIEMb pOYCCKaA 3EMIIA. XPUCTOIIOOMBBIM BEIUKHUM KH3EMb
Bacuniems Bacuisesruem’.’”> As Michael Angold remarked, ‘Accounts of and laments for
the fall of Constantinople always end with a prayer for the prosperity of Rus’, for they
represented the future of Orthodoxy.’’’® The grand prince was a new David,””” and public
ritual — such as the Palm Sunday procession where the grand prince led the patriarch’s horse

in a re-enactment of Christ’s triumphal entry into Jerusalem — stressed his divine authority.”’8

One idea often mentioned in connection with the Russian interpretation of the fall of
Constantinople is that of Moscow as the Third Rome. The idea originated in three letters

written in the first half of the sixteenth century by Filofei, hegumen of the Pskov Eleazarov

7 ANGOLD, The Fall, op. cit., 138.

15 MALININ, Cmapey, 0p. cit., [Tpunoxenns 90: here in Muscovy, the Russian land has grown strong
through Orthodoxy and the Christ-loving grand prince Vasilii Vasil evich. See also MARTIN, Medieval
Russia, op. cit., 286.

76 ANGOLD, The Fall, op. cit., 139.
7 |dem, 138.

78 Rock, Russian Piety, op. cit., 273.
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monastery, to Misiur’ Munekhin, a great-princely official in Pskov, Vasilii I1l, and lvan 1V.
The letters, whose precise dating and relative chronology is debated, all mention the Third
Rome, though not specifically Moscow as the Third Rome.””® Nevertheless, the idea of
Moscow the Third Rome has had ‘an irresistible attraction for historians’ and is frequently
repeated in modern historiography despite the lack of evidence for its popularity in the
fifteenth and for most of the sixteenth century.”®® A similar idea, however, is
‘overwhelmingly better represented in the source base’: that of Moscow as the New Israel.
Daniel Rowland has convincingly argued that Old Testament models by far dominated
Muscovite historical interpretation, and that, sooner than Rome, Moscow saw itself as an

Old Testament kingdom, with the grand prince as a new David or Solomon.’8!

During the sixteenth century, the idea of Russia as a realm led by a God-anointed ruler
toward its divine destiny was further developed with the help of clergymen. The texts they
produced, such as the 1520s Nikon chronicle, or the 1560s Book of Degrees (Stepennaia
kniga), crafted narratives of dynastic continuity with Kyivan Rus’ and even Rome,®?
teleologically backing Moscow and its present rulers as supreme authorities. As detailed in
Part 11, Metropolitan Makarii of Moscow had a central role in the development of a Russian
Orthodox state ideology.’®® It was probably in his entourage, for example, that fragmentary

legends about the icon of Our Lady of Vladimir (Vladimirskaia) — originally brought from

79 D. OSTROWSKI, Muscovy and the Mongols : Cross-Cultural Influences on the Steppe Frontier, 1304—
1589, Cambridge 1998, 223, 230: Ostrowski dates the letter to Munekhin to 1523-4, that to Vasilii 111 to
15246, and that to lvan IV to the 1540s or late 1530s.

80 D, ROWLAND, Moscow — The Third Rome or the New Israel?, The Russian Review 55/4, 1996, 591-614
593, 595; Rock, Russian Piety, op. cit., 273; SEVCENKO, Intellectual Repercussions, op. cit., 309—10.

81 |dem, 591, 595, 607, 612.
82 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 292, 378-9. MADARIAGA, Ivan, op. cit., 156.

783 See a discussion of the role of Metropolitan Makarii from page 50.
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Byzantium and then stolen from a monastery near Kyiv by Prince Andrei Bogoliubskii for
his new shrine in Vladimir — were pieced together to create a narrative where the Virgin was
a divine patron to the princes of Moscow, whose city was, after Jerusalem, Rome,

Constantinople, Kyiv, and Vladimir, the new centre of Christianity.’8*

Nowhere was the ideological collaboration of Church and state more obvious than in
public coronation ceremonies. Ivan III’s desire for domestic and international prestige led
him to invest in diplomacy and the construction of public buildings, but also to plan a
grandiose coronation rite for his grandson Dmitrii Ivanovich, thereby showing off his power
to select and impose a successor to the throne of Moscow.”® The regalia used in this
ceremony invoked ancient Byzantine legitimacy, though the objects’ real origins were

neither as ancient nor as Byzantine as they were claimed to be:

‘According to the legend, Vladimir Monomakh (r. 1113-25 in Kiev) received
imperial regalia from the Emperor Constantine 1X Monomachos (r. 1042-55), his
supposed grandfather, as a diplomatic gift. The regalia of Monomakh included the
“life-giving cross,” a pectoral cross with a piece of the wood from the cross of the
Crucifixion; the barmy, a counterpart to the Byzantine emperors’ shoulder pieces;
and the crown, “Monomakh’s cap” (shapka Monomakha), which was very likely of
Tatar origin.’ 8

It was the Church that helped broadcast the legitimising properties of the ‘Byzantine’ regalia
used in the 1498 coronation.”®” Alexandra Vukovich has identified reinvention as the main
characteristic of such public ceremonials, whether in Rus’ or Byzantium, and argued that

they innovated by repurposing elements of Byzantine cultural vocabulary, adapting them to

84 D, MILLER, Legends of the Icon of Our Lady of Vladimir: A Study of the Development of Muscovite
National Consciousness, Speculum 43/4, 1968, 657-8, 667, 669.

78 VUKoVICH, How Byzantine, op. cit., 39-40, 42.
786 |dem, 48.

87 |dem, 50-1.
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present needs and generating tradition through performance.’®® The effect of the 1498
coronation was the product of a delicate balance: the ceremony was ‘remote while
comprehensible to those whom it was meant to impress, and ancient while entirely

constructed from spoliated references, Byzantine or other.’ "8

The 1547 coronation of Ivan IV by Metropolitan Makarii took ceremonial
orchestration even further. Known from a large number of manuscripts and produced in the
metropolitan’s palace in Moscow, the text for the ceremony expanded on the 1498
coronation of Dmitrii Ivanovich, probably drawing additional inspiration from fourteenth-
century Byzantine ceremonial transmitted in Archdeacon Ignatii of Smolensk’s description
of the coronation of Manuel 11 Palaeologos in 1392.7%° Before the imperial family, aristocrats
and clergy crowded into the Kremlin Dormition Cathedral, Makarii blessed the regalia — a
cross, a crown, the imperial sceptre, and the barmy or shoulder-mantle — and handed it to
Ivan, whom he recognised as grand prince of Moscow and whom, at the ceremony’s climax,
he “anointed and crowned Tsar according to our ancient custom”. Makarii stressed that
imperial power, symbolised by the sceptre, was granted to Ivan by God: “O Grand Prince
Ivan Vasil’evic, God Crowned Tsar of all Russia, accept from God as a gift this sceptre to
rule the standards of the great empire of Russia; watch over and protect it [the empire] with

all your strength.”’%! Like the 1498 ceremony, the 1547 coronation was characterised by

788 |dem, 56-7.

789 |dem, 39.

790 D, MILLER, The Coronation of lvan IV of Moscow, Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 15/4, 1967,
559-60, 564-6, 571-2. VUKOVICH, How Byzantine, op. cit., 53-5: Vukovich is more cautious about

accepting accounts of the 1392 ceremony as direct models.

"1 MILLER, The Coronation, op. cit., 560-2: The ceremony was complex. Miller offers a detailed description
of its sequence and discusses the symbolism of the regalia.
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repurposing and originality. The innovative claim to the title of tsar was presented as ‘ancient
custom’, and the princely regalia reused from 1498 were given new imperial significance,

projecting the imperial claims of Rus’ into a pre-Mongol past.”®?

Though the seventeen-year-old Ivan was at the centre of this public performance,
Makarii was just as important, having designed the ceremony and carved out a protagonist
role for himself as head of the Church. There were two elevated thrones, one each for Ivan
and Makarii, and after anointing the new tsar, the metropolitan gave an address in which he
clearly exposed the new imperial ideology and the role of the Church in the tsar’s elevation.
Using Byzantine and Muscovite texts, Makarii spoke on the co-equal powers of Church and
state, the holy character of the tsar’s office, and his divine obligation to always respect God’s
law and God’s Church, since paying homage to a priest was paying homage to Christ
himself.” By the time Makarii died in 1563, he had left Ivan a conceptual framework for
his reign, and though clergymen had also written about limits to the tsar’s power, in practice

the tsar did as he pleased.”®*

As detailed in Part 11, by the mid-sixteenth century, the Russian Orthodox Church had

become confident enough in its independence to convene its own legislative councils in

792 MILLER, The Coronation, op. cit., 565-9; USPENSKII, LJaps u nampuapx, 0op. cit., 13-21: After 1547,
anointing the new tsar with myrrh, a Byzantine practice, became standard. Unlike the Constantinopolitan
custom, however, this was seen as a sacrament, an exceptional repetition of the baptismal rite. Uspenskii
argued that by the sixteenth century, if not from its very conversion to Orthodoxy, Rus’ was adopting and
reinterpreting practices from an imaginary Byzantium, rather than from any real, contemporary country.

793 USPENSKII, Ljapb u nampuapx, 0p. Cit., 567-8, 561-3: The Byzantine authors used were Deacon
Agapetus, writing to emperor Justinian on the divine origin and character of imperial office, and Basil I,

writing to Leo the Wise. Makarii also used the writings of losif of VVolotsk.

79 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 292-3, 380.
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collaboration with the tsar and recognise its own native saints.”*® But although the
appointment of metropolitans of Moscow had not involved Byzantium since lona was
chosen by his fellow bishops and approved by the grand prince in 1448, it was only in 1589
that the de facto independence of the Russian Orthodox Church was publicly celebrated and
officially recognised during the visit of Patriarch Jeremiah of Constantinople. This was not,
strictly speaking, a necessary act: almost a century and a half after the fall of Constantinople,
the title of Patriarch of Constantinople was symbolic at most, and the Byzantine Church had
lost whatever effective authority it had over Rus’. The Church in Rus’, which had been
appointing its own hierarchs for the same century and a half, knew this well. But the creation
of the patriarchate of Moscow with the blessing of Jeremiah of Constantinople in 1589 was
a valuable occasion for the Russian state to reiterate its superiority over the fallen Latin and
Greek Churches,”® and to publicly display the external signs of its Orthodox purity, among
which the wonderworking relics of St Vasilii the Blessed. On the document confirming the
creation of the Russian patriarchate, signed by Jeremiah of Constantinople and the Greek
prelates in 1589, we find the first official mention to the Russian realm (tsarstvo) as the Third
Rome, an idea which, from then on, gained currency as a way to enhance the Russian
position within Eastern Christianity.”®” Had they been able to read the Slavonic document

they were made to sign, the Greek hierarchs might have been opposed to it.”*

The development of an ecclesiastically backed state ideology did not come out of

nowhere. Moscow’s expansionist policy, which in the fourteenth century had focussed on

% |dem, 378. See a more detailed discussion of councils in 11.2.
7% SEVCENKO, Intellectual Repercussions, op. cit., 309.
97 ROWLAND, Moscow — The Third Rome, op. cit., 594-5.

7% OsTROWSKI, Muscovy and the Mongols, op. cit., 239-41.
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the commercially promising northeast,”®® accelerated in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.
The reigns of Vasilii 11 (1425-1462), lvan 111 (1462—1505) and Vasilii 111 (1505-1533) were
marked by the relentless subjugation of formerly independent principalities.®® This,
combined with a shift from horizontal to vertical dynastic succession — i.e., father to son,
rather than brother or cousin — meant that during the reign of Ivan Il alone, the area under
direct grand-princely control tripled.®? New territorial gains were achieved through a
combination of military confrontation and persistent bullying. Rostov, an old ecclesiastical
and administrative centre of northeastern Rus’, was probably owned in part by Moscow from
as early as the fourteenth century, but its autonomy was further eroded when the Rostov
princes lost their judicial functions to grand-princely namestniki in the 1420s and 1430s.8%2
Though the date usually given for the final annexation of Rostov is 1474, its absorption by

Moscow was a gradual process that took almost two centuries.8%

The annexations of Novgorod and Pskov were not as smooth. Both republics, their
proximity to a confessional and geopolitical border historically prompted them to look to
Lithuania for princely rulers as a form of resistance to Muscovite encroachment. Moscow
defeated Novgorod in battle in 1441 and 1456, after which Novgorod agreed, in the treaty
of lazhelbitsy, to pay even higher tribute, to accept grand-princely judicial officials, and not

to enter alliances with foreign powers or with enemies of the grand prince. With an elite

799 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 250-2: This was done at the expense of Novgorod, which had
traditionally exploited the area for furs.

800 |dem, 275.
801 1dem, 263, 275.

802 S.V. STREL’NIKOV, 3emuesnadenue 6 Pocmosckom kpae 6 XIV — nepeoti mpemu XV gexa, Saint
Petersburg 2009, 7-9, 155, 158, 167.

803 |dem, 165.
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divided between those willing to accept Muscovite suzerainty, and those looking to
Lithuania for salvation, Novgorod was unable to organise a united front against Moscow,
and after two other military defeats in 1471 and 1478, it finally swore allegiance to the grand
prince, giving up its veche (town assembly) bell, the former symbol of its republican
independence.®* The takeover of Pskov was similarly traumatic. The Pskov chronicle
narrates, in a long entry for the year 7018 (1510) subtitled Vziatie Pskovskoe (Capture of
Pskov), the events leading up to the region’s loss of independence. These started with
complaints to Vasiliy 11l about his local representatives (namestniki), a dispute that
eventually led to the removal and confiscation of the Pskov veche bell, the exile of three
hundred local families, and the appointment of two new namestniki, who, according to the

chronicle, abused their authority.8%

As suggested above in the case of Pskov, annexations®® by Moscow were routinely
followed by a ‘rearrangement’ of the local elite, which involved mass expropriations and the
redistribution of confiscated land to Muscovite servicemen under the pomest’e system,
through which the grand prince granted land in exchange for military service.®%
Expropriations in Novgorod were particularly aggressive, and included not only the
expulsion of private landowners, but also the confiscation of monastic and archepiscopal

land.8% Annexation of a territory was typically preceded by the gradual takeover of local

804 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 276-80.

805 NASoNoV, Ickosckue nemonucu, 1, op. cit., 92-7.

806 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 303: Other annexations included Tver’ (1485), Volok (1513) and
Smolensk (1514).

807 |dem, 303; STREL’NIKOV, 3emnesnadenue, op. Cit., 167.

808 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 281.
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administrative structures by grand-princely officials (namestniki), though bureaucratic
rearrangement continued after the final loss of independence. Important administrative posts,
like that of governor of Pskov, were coveted by aristocrats who competed for them and,
when appointed, enjoyed significant regional authority. Filofei, hegumen of the Pskov
Eleazorov monastery, complained about power abuse from grand-princely namestniki.2%°
The chaotic political climate of Ivan IV’s minority was especially favourable to this kind of
behaviour: in Pskov, Prince Andrei Mikhailovich Shuiskii demanded bribes, free services,
and unusually high fines and judicial fees from the population before he was removed from

office in 1540.810

By the end of his reign, lvan IlI’s absorption of territories that had either been
independent principalities or belonged to members of his family meant that he was the
largest landowner in Rus’.8!* Still, he failed, like his father Vasilii 1l before him and his son
Vasilii 111 after him, to defeat the khan of Kazan’. Instead, he made strategic, if unstable,
alliances with the Crimean khans in order to circumvent Kazan’ and play an active part in
the fur trade.®'? The conquest of Kazan’ would only take place in 1552 under Ivan IV, by
which point the khanate had become the object of a religious crusade.8!® The victory was
celebrated with the construction of the Pokrov-na-rvu cathedral on the Red Square, and

featured in several sixteenth-century texts. The longest and most popular account of the

809 N.N. MASLENNIKOVA, Uaeonoruueckas 60ps0a B ICKOBCKOI TMTEpaType B IIEPHOJ 00pa30BaHHUs
Pycckoro nienTpanm3oBanHoro rocynapcrea, TO/JPJI 8, 1951, 197.

810 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 385: He was later executed by Ivan.
811 |dem, 281.
812 |dem, 352-7.

813 |dem, 374, 379.
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Kazan’ campaigns, surviving in over two hundred copies, was the Kazanskaia istoriia
(History of Kazan’), written in 1564-65 by a Russian prisoner who spent almost twenty
years in Kazan’ as a convert to Islam, before escaping to fight in Ivan IV’s army in 1551.
The Kazanskaia istoriia traced Russo-Tatar relations from the Mongol invasion by Baty in
1237 until Ivan IV’s victory in 1552, which the text framed as the legitimate outcome of a
centuries-long struggle against the infidels that had enslaved Rus’.8!* The fall of Kazan’, and
of Astrakhan’ shortly thereafter, was doubly significant, first in establishing control over
important trade routes and commercial centres, and secondly in hardening the narrative of

Russian Orthodox supremacy.

Russian expansion did not stop at Kazan’. Though the Russian forts of Tiumen’ and
Tobol’sk were only founded in the years after his death, Ivan IV encouraged the Russian
colonisation of Siberia during his reign by offering commercial privileges to the Stroganov
family, whose members pioneered the exploitation of Siberian natural resources. Starting
with Anika (loannikii) Fedorovich (c.1497—¢.1569), the Stroganovy established themselves
in Sol’vychegodsk, a town founded in the late fifteenth century, and whose fate became
indissociable from the family’s.8!® They effectively obtained a monopoly on the extraction
of salt in Russia, building saltworks in Sol’vychegodsk from 1515, and then along the rivers

Vychegda, Kama, and Kola.81

814 Kasanckas Hcmopus, BJIIP 10, 593.

815 J. HOWARD, Sol’vychegodsk, in: Grove Art Online, Oxford 2003, https://doi-org.ezproxy-
prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/10.1093/ga0/9781884446054.article. TO79688 (retrieved April 2024); A.A.
VVEDENSKII, Jom Cmpozanosvix ¢ XVI-XVII eexax, Moscow 1962, 18-19: This study has a strong Soviet
ideological bias.

816 5, KuzNETSov, Stroganov family, in: Grove Art Online, Oxford 2003, https://doi-org.ezproxy-
prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/10.1093/ga0/9781884446054.article. T081848 (retrieved April 2024); VVEDENSKII,
Jlom Cmpozanoseix, op. cit., 18-19.
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However, their relationship with the tsar went far beyond securing privileges in salt
trading and copper mining.8’ The Stroganovy were de facto administrators and close
servicemen of the tsar, with whom they communicated frequently, and whose representatives
they often collaborated with. They seem, for example, to have controlled the sale of state-
owned bread in Ustiug and been responsible for sending revenues back to Moscow.8!8 In
1573 they were ordered to buy sable furs for lvan IV, which they had difficulty in sourcing,
and in October 1574 they were requested to send goose down to Moscow.®® More
importantly, the Stroganovy also fulfilled military functions, protecting the state’s and their
own commercial interests. In August 1572, Ivan IV ordered lakov and Grigorii Stroganov to
put together a group of armed men and retaliate against the killing of eighty-seven Russian
merchants near Kankar and Kergedan by the Cheremis and Bashkir, thereby ‘bringing them
under the high hand of the tsar’ 8% Late in 1581, Semen and Maksim Stroganov, by order of
the tsar, were given armed men by the voevoda of Perm’ for protection against Vogul raids,
and a month later they were allowed to organise an offensive against them. In January 1584,
Semen, Maksim and Nikita Stroganov received orders from Ivan IV to prepare fifteen strugi
(flat-bottomed boats) to send with Prince S.D. Bolkhovskii and his army to Siberia. It was
the Stroganovy who called the Cossack Ermak from the Volga region to lead the conquest

of Siberia in 1581.8%1

817 V. KuPTSoV, Pod Cmpozanoswix, Cheliabinsk 2005, 14, 17: A decree from 1556 allowed Anika to dig
for copper, and a later decree forbade Englishmen from trading in Sol’vychegodsk.

818 |dem, 14: Two decrees addressed to Anika from 1564 and 1566 dealt with the sale of state-owned bread in
Ustiug. The so-called pashennye krest iane were given land for personal use in exchange for cultivating
state-owned land and handing over its revenue in kind.

819 1dem, 17-18.

820 |dem, 17: npueodums noo evicoxyio pyxy Llapckyro.

821 |dem, 21.
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The places where the cults of iurodivye developed were subject to fundamental
political transformations in the later fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as the grand prince of
Moscow, and later tsar of all Russia, established his dominance over towns and regions that
had previously had independent, or semi-independent rulers. In some cases, like that of
Rostov, a local princely line was replaced by another, grand-princely. Other cases, like those
of Novgorod and Pskov, whose former princely rulers, often imported from the West, were
subordinated to a republican, or oligarchic, political culture and a sense of identity strongly
rooted in ecclesiastical prestige, experienced greater trauma at the hands of Moscow, in
military and cultural terms. Yet another case, that of Ustiug, witnessed the rise of Russian
autocracy through the growing wealth and influence of a family who was instrumental in the
colonisation of Siberia, the Stroganovy. As the section below hopes to show, these variations
in the way different regions experienced geopolitical change in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries affected the sponsorship patterns behind the cults of iurodivye and shaped them

accordingly.

IV.4 lurodstvo Politicised

The cult of a saint usually made two arguments. The first, somewhat circular, was an
argument in favour of the deceased person’s sanctity: by commemorating them, a community
made a continuous argument for their saint’s recognition as a legitimate celestial power. The
second argument, to do with patronage, was perhaps less visible but just as influential. Cults
needed funds to survive: commissioning texts and icons, paying shrine staff, buying candles,
renovating churches, etc. If some of these funds might have been sourced from within the

local community — e.g., as grateful donations for individual healings — larger donations
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probably came from powerful individuals, whose economic power enabled them to shape
cults according to their political leanings, making an argument in their own favour. In other
words, there was no such thing as a politically neutral cult. Moreover, influential patrons,
whether individuals or institutions, were usually in a position of economic and political
power. The previous section has hopefully conveyed that powerful individuals or institutions
in fifteenth- and, even more so, sixteenth-century Russia were most likely to be aligned with
Moscow and the tsar, when they were not directly part of the state’s growing administrative
and military network. It should, therefore, not come as a surprise that most iurodivyi cults
for which we have textual evidence from the period in question were aligned with Moscow

and its interests.

This study has taken the form of a general survey of iurodstvo in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries by deliberate choice, thereby sacrificing in-depth archival research into
individual cults. Tracing patronage beyond hagiographical accounts of the burial of a saint
and construction of a first shrine for their relics is a difficult task, and one most fruitfully
entrusted to archival exploration. While the latter is beyond the practical limits of this study,
this section maps out the main discernible patterns in the patronage of fifteenth- and
sixteenth-century iurodstvo, relying mostly on published sources, including internal textual
evidence for the political inclinations of a cult, and material evidence — chapels, icons,
embroideries — or records about its commissioning. Though cults tended to be sympathetic
to the Muscovite cause, they differed significantly in how they developed locally, and how

their immediate context influenced them: one cult did not offer a blueprint for another.

The cult of Mikhail of Klopsko, or of Novgorod, is a particularly enlightening one
from the point of view of patronage and its effect on hagiographical narratives. Mikhail’s

cult was sponsored in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries by two distinct entities, which
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originated different versions of his hagiography. The first version was composed in the 1470s
in the Trinity monastery, where Mikhail had lived as a iurodivyi, and probably drew material
from paterik-style notes, which resulted in a compilation of loosely assembled episodes,
rather than a structured zAitie. Though the text cannot be precisely dated, it was in the 1470s
too that Novgorod finally lost its independence, which might have signified opportunity for
more impoverished, Moscow-leaning houses. In interpreting this text, it is important to keep
in mind that the Trinity monastery was a relatively recent — late fourteenth or early fifteenth
century — foundation for Novgorod, where there was no shortage of ancient, wealthy
monasteries — and originally had no landed endowment. The monastery’s animosity towards
the boyar class of Novgorod, against which it competed for resources, led its hegumen
Feodosii, according to Mikhail’s prophecy, to be ‘elected’ archbishop during the popular
anti-boyar protests of 1421, only to be removed by the boyar faction.®?? The paragraph where
the episode is mentioned illustrates well the political instability of Novgorod at the time, by
naming four archbishops of Novgorod — Ivan, Semion, Feodosii, and Evfimii — in quick

succession.

Hostility towards the boyar class explains why, in most episodes of the Life of Mikhail,
the saint was shown in conflict with various members of the Novgorod elite, conflicts which
invariably ended well for the monastery and catastrophically for its opponents. The
Novgorod posadnik Grigorii Kirillovich once warned the Trinity monks not to encroach on

his land:

822 ITogecmv o ocumuu, BJIAP 7, 0p. Cit., 222, 514: 1 ceedowa na cronu @eodocua, Myaca 4ecmua, no
npopeuenuio Muxaiinogy u no sxcpedburo na 81adviubcmeo. M nodxcusv na 61a0biubCmerns mpu 200d, U HOMoMb
cedowa e2o ¢ cromell, u 6oapu nocrawa e2o ¢ monacmuips. | And they led Feodosii, an honest man, to the
[archepiscopal] palace, according to Mikhail s prediction and the election to the archepiscopal seat. And
having been on the seat for three years, he was then removed from the [archepiscopal] palace, and the
boyars sent him to the monastery.
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«He myckaii HM KOHe#, HM KOpPOBb Ha Xapbl — TO 3eMisi Mos. Hu mo pbku mo
Bepsixku, HU 110 00JI0TOMB, HU O] ABOPOMB MOUMB HE JIOBUTH. A TIOYHETE JIOBUTH,
Y 5135 JIOBI]AMb BalllFIM BEJIIO HOTHI M PYKH ITepeOnuTH».

“Do not let neither horses, nor cows on the field [zhara = wooded area burned by a
field] — that is my land. And also do not fish on the river Veriazha, or in the marsh,
or by my yard. If you start to fish [there], I will catch your fishermen and have their
arms and legs smashed.”

To this Mikhail replied that the posadnik’s threats would turn against him: «Cawm Oyzernib
6e3 pyk u 6e3 HoT, U B Bojie eBa He yroHens!»®2 When Grigorii thereafter tried to punish
a monk fishing on his land, he became paralysed indeed. Mikhail ordered him not to be
received at the Trinity monastery, despite the archbishop’s request, and instead sent Grigorii
on a humiliating almsgiving tour of Novgorod monasteries for a year, after which he was

admitted to a Trinity monastery service and healed.

Archbishops feature prominently in the Life of Mikhail. Like the posadnik Grigorii,
Archbishop Eufimii I threatened the Trinity monastery’s livelihood, with equally disastrous
consequences. Shortly after Mikhail remarked that Eufimii could not carry any tax extracted

from the monastery beyond the grave, the archbishop passed away:

‘BeicTh Hasora Ha MaHacThIpb OT Eydumust Biagsikel oT [IpbBaro: 3axoThns KyHBI
B3sTH. U B3sillIa KOHB BOPOHB W3b MaHACThIpst. 1 Muxaiino snaapih peue: «Maio
noxxuBemy, ocraHercs Bcee!» WM ¢ Thxp MbCTE pasbonucs Biagpika H

npecTaBuIbes. 824

‘Archbishop Eufimii | started putting pressure on the monastery: he wanted to take
money. And he took a black horse from the monastery. And Mikhail told the
archbishop: “You won’t live long, it will all stay behind!” And from that time, the
archbishop fell ill and passed away.’

Interactions with Eufimii 1l were less hostile. As he had predicted the popular ‘election’ of

Feodosii mentioned above, Mikhail foresaw the confirmation of Eufimii Il as archbishop by

823 |dem, 224: “It is you who will be without arms and without legs, and who will almost drown in the
water!”

824 |dem, 228-30.
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Moscow. When Eufimii visited the Trinity monastery to ‘feed the brethren’, he expressed a
desire to be confirmed in his role by the grand prince, to which Mikhail answered,
enigmatically placing a handkerchief on the archbishop’s head, that he would indeed be
confirmed in Smolensk, and later on in Moscow: «Ha MockBy 1e0hb exartu u mobuernib
yenoMb KHS3I0 BeTUKoMy U mMuTponomuty».®?® By having Mikhail send the archbishop to
Smolensk and Moscow for official confirmations of his appointment, the hagiographer
presented the iurodivyi as a link between Novgorod and Moscow, almost a representative of

the grand prince.

Muscovite sympathies permeate the Life of Mikhail. One of the monastery’s recurring
patrons, Konstantin Dmitrievich, was the brother of Grand Prince Vasilii 1. On one of his
visits to the Trinity monastery, he recognised Mikhail as a relative, and asked the monks to
treat him well: ‘... KHs3b, YCHBIIIaBh IOJIOCH €r0, Aa mocMoTph BH oun U mo3Ha ero. [a
MOJIBH eMy: «A ce Muxaino, MakCuMOBb CbIHBY. ... M KHA3b MOJIBUTH UI'YMEHY M
crapuams: «IloGepernTe ero — HaMb 4YelTOBEKb Toi cBOMTHHB!».’®26 On another of
Konstantin Dmitrievich’s visits, Mikhail asked him to fund a new stone church, to which the
prince agreed: «... ycTpoii HbIHEYS B JIOMb IIEpKOBb KaMeHHYI0 CBsityro Tpowuity mpu coob,
a borb Te0b, 410, ycTpouTh Ha HeOechXb KaMeHbIa MOJATHI HEeBUIIMOY. 52’ Conversely, in

his riddle-like fashion Mikhail tried to dissuade Prince Dmitrii Shemiaka from usurping the

825 |dem, 226: ‘You will go to Moscow and swear allegiance to the grand prince and the metropolitan.’

Eufimii I1, despite his apparent good relations with the monastery, failed to attend to Hegumen Feodosii’s
funerary rites.

826 |dem, 220: The prince, hearing his voice, looked him in the eye and recognised him. And he said to him:
‘But this is Mikhailo, the son of Maksim’. ... And the prince told the hegumen and the elders: ‘Look after him
— this man is our relative!” According to footnote eleven in this edition, Mikhail might have been the son of
Dmitrii Donskoi’s sister.

827 |dem, 222: “... now build a stone church [dedicated to the] Holy Trinity in the [monastic] house while you
are here, and God will build you an invisible palace in the heavens, child.’
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grand-princely throne: ‘U peue: «Muxaitnymko, 0brato cBoeit otunab — 30mmm Ms ¢
BenuKoro kusxenba!» M Muxaiina peue: «Bcskas BnacTs maercs or boral»’®28 Prince
Dmitrii’s death shortly thereafter confirmed Mikhail’s prophecy and effectively supported a
case of vertical, rather than horizontal succession, a fundamental change of system that
would consolidate Muscovite autocracy. Mikhail’s most notable expression of support for
Muscovite hegemony came towards the end of his zhitie, in the form of a reply to the
posadnik Ivan Vasil’evich Nemir, who declared that Novgorod did not need a Muscovite
ruler as it already had Prince Mikhail the Lithuanian. Mikhail’s angry monologue deserves

to be quoted in full:

«To y Bac He kHs3p — Tpsa3b! PasonummTe mocibl K BETUKOMY KHS3I0, TOOWBaiTe
yenoM. U He ylimere kHs3s, OyneTh ¢ cuinamu kK HoByropoay, u He OyneTh BaMb
Boxxunst mocoOwus ... ¥ MOTIICHUTH HOBFOPOALIEBs MHOTHIX: HHBIX HA MOCKBY CBEJICTH,
a WHBIX mpuchueT, a WHBIX Ha OKymb macT. M1 Muxaiino kHs3p O Bac HE CTaHeT,
noMo4M OT Hero He Oyzae. M mociaTti BaMmb IpenofoOHAro OTLA BIAABIKY Ja
MOCAJHUKBI, 1a TOOMBAThH YEJIOM €My, YeI0OUThe MPUMATh 1a U KYHbl U3bEMIICTh.
Ha mo manb BpemMeHH KHA3b BEIMKBIN OMATH OylIeTh, Aa rOpoj BO3METh, 1a BCIO
CBOIO BOJIKO YUMHHTb, 1a Bors macts emy».82°

“That prince of yours is dirt! Send ambassadors to the grand prince, swear allegiance
[to him]. You will not persuade the [grand] prince, he will come with his army to
Novgorod and you will not receive help from God ... and he will take many
Novgorodians as prisoners: some he will send to Moscow, some he will execute, and
others he will ask a ransom for. And Prince Mikhailo will not defend you, there will
be no help from him. And you will have to send the venerable father the archbishop,
and the posadnik, and swear allegiance, and he [the grand prince] will take your oath
and demand money from you. And after a short while, the grand prince will come
again and take the city, and he will do everything as he pleases, and God will be on
his side.”

The first version of the Life of Mikhail polarised the environment around the Trinity

monastery: visitors were either enemies, who tended to threaten the monastery’s property

828 |dem, 226.: And he said: ‘Mikhailushko, I am running far from my ancestral lands — | was ousted from the
grand princely [throne]!’ And Mikhaila said: ‘All power comes from God!’

829 |dem, 230.
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and survival, or friends, who supported the monastery. The figure of Mikhail was at the
centre of this polarisation, dispensing prophecies in turn favourable or fatal to the people he
interacted with. In the fragmented political landscape of fifteenth-century Novgorod, the
Trinity monastery’s interests naturally clashed with those of the landowning aristocracy,
with which it competed for resources, and aligned with those of the Muscovite ruling class
and its representative Prince Konstantin Dmitrievich, who sponsored the monastery. Written
at the end of the 1470s when Muscovite annexation had become an inescapable reality, the
first version of the Life of Mikhail provided a narrative that legitimised, through the character

of Mikhail, the way the Trinity monastery had navigated a turbulent period of change.

In this version of the text, no posthumous miracles were reported, suggesting, on the
one hand, that Mikhail’s tomb had not become a popular shrine, and on the other, that the
character of a living prophet repeatedly broadcasting the righteousness of the Muscovite
cause carried more ideological weight than any posthumous healing miracles. From a cynical
point of view, the first version of the Life of Mikhail embodied the Trinity monastery’s
pragmatic attitude towards political change: Muscovite patronage and hegemony was the
monastery’s best chance of survival, and they embraced it wholeheartedly. Conversely, from
a Muscovite point of view, it is interesting to observe the grand prince’s brother, Konstantin
Dmitrievich, creating patronage ties with a Novgorod foundation that, unlike most

monasteries in the area, would eagerly receive his advances.

The Voskresenskaia chronicle, written in the 1540s,8%° reinforced the association of
Mikhail with the grand-princely dynasty by recording the holy fool’s prophecy about the

birth of lvan I11 who would destroy Novgorod, echoing the final monologue quoted above:

830 | EVINA, Jletoruck Bockpecenckas, CKK/IP (XIV-XVI, 2), op. cit., 39-42.
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‘Bb 1bro 6948 [1440]. Poaucs BeukoMy KHA3I0 CbiHb Banb, renBaps 22. O cemb
e TIpopede CTapellb CBATHINA, UMeHeMb Muxawnb, Bb Benmukoms Hoebrpank, Bb
MOHAcThIpH Ha Bepsokh, mpumeaury kb HeMmy apxienuckony EyenMito, oHB ke pede
BIAJBITh: «THECH, OTYE, Y BEJTHMKOTO KH3 HA MOCKBS pasiocTh ... pOJIUCs BETUKOMY
KHs1310 CbIHB Tumodbit, a qamu ums emy loans, 1 OyaeTs HacTbIHUKE OTILY CBOEMY,
Y pa3opuTH UMaTh 0OBIYaM Hamres 3emuin HoBropozckia, morudens rpaay Haremy

Oy/1eTh, H MHOTMMb 3€MJIIMb CTPAIIEHb Oy1eTh.» 31

‘In the year 6948 [1440]. A son Ivan was born to the grand prince, on January 22. A
saintly elder named Mikhail, in Novgorod the Great in the monastery on the
Veriazha, predicted this. When the archbishop Eufimii came to see him, he told the
lord [archbishop]: “Today, father, the grand prince in Moscow is joyful ... a son,
Timofei, was born to the grand prince and he was given the name Ivan, and he will
succeed his father, and destroy the customs of our land of Novgorod, and our town
will be ruined, and he [lvan] will be fearsome to many lands.””

The Life of Mikhail started as an argument for the survival of the Trinity monastery
and, by implication, for Muscovite supremacy. The text’s audience, probably limited to the
monks and their patrons, and its function dictated its form, with meaning conveyed through
short, vivid episodes, and little to no emphasis on Mikhail’s ascetic feat. This changed with
the text’s third version,®*? commissioned in 1537 by Makarii, then archbishop of Novgorod.
Though the content of this third version remained almost exactly the same as the first
version’s, the episodes were rearranged in chronological order and framed by a long
rhetorical introduction — following the Creation through to the Fall, the Flood, St Andrew’s
travels in Slavonic lands, the Christianisation of Rus’ —, an encomium, and four posthumous

miracles at the end.833 This transformation of loosely connected episodes into a standardised

81 171CPJI, T. VI, op. cit., 108.

832 DMITRIEV, XKutne Muxauna, CKKJP (XIV-XVI, 1), op. cit., 305: The second redaction, produced in the
1490s, elevated the first redaction’s style by diluting the colloquialisms with more complex turns of phrase
and quotations from the Scriptures. The text might have been commissioned by Archbishop Gennadii of
Novgorod and amplified the first redaction’s pro-Muscovite leaning. | have not had access to this version of
the Life of Mikhail.

833 [Tamsamuuxu cmapunnoti pycckoii aumepamypot, 0p. Cit., 367, 47-50.
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hagiographical text that respected stylistic conventions hints at a change in the text’s function

and audience.?*

As mentioned in Part I, Archbishop Makarii of Novgorod commissioned, in the 1530s
and 1540s, the Velikie Chet’i Minei or Great Menology, a compilation of ecclesiastical texts,
among which hagiographies of Russian saints. His commission, in 1537, of a new version
of the Life of Mikhail to a Muscovite aristocrat fulfilling military functions in Novgorod®®
suggests that the text’s first two versions were not suitable for incorporation in the Great
Menology. The new version was a more painstakingly crafted piece of literature that
respected structural and stylistic conventions, and magnified the cult of Mikhail by inflating
the popular and ecclesiastical attendance at the saint’s funeral and adding four posthumous
miracles. The new hagiographer also reinforced the text’s Moscow-centric affinities, for
example by depicting the Novgorod aristocracy as Latinising traitors, thereby implicitly
justifying the intervention of Moscow: ‘BeabMoOXH ke rpaaa, Bch crapbHimmHbl OTH

HayquiSI AbSABOJIA XOTAXY JlaTerHN MIPUITOKUTUCA U CUXD KPaJIro l'IOBI/IHOBaTI/ICﬂ.’836

The cult of Mikhail must be understood against the backdrop of a centuries-old
political and economic rivalry between Novgorod and Moscow, which also left ideological
traces. In Donald Ostrowski’s interpretation, the Third Rome, which scholars have so often
interpreted as a Muscovite claim to Orthodox leadership, was in fact, at the time of its

formulation by Filofei of Pskov and before the late sixteenth century, an argument for

834 |dem, 37: The 1537 redaction, unlike the first 1470s redaction, was narrated in the first person by an
author who expressed standard rhetorical modesty.

835 |dem, 50-1.

836 |dem, 42: the magnates of that town [Novgorod], all the leaders, taught by the Devil, wanted to join the
Latins and obey their king.
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Novgorod’s spiritual primacy and independence even as it was ruled by Moscow, and an
attempt to restrict the grand prince’s authority.83” That the rivalry between Novgorod and
Moscow also played out on an ideological level is demonstrated by the metropolitan of
Moscow’s appropriation of the legendary white cowl, which had been a symbol of
Novgorod’s spiritual primacy — in a similar way to the regalia used in the 1498 and 1547

coronations.

The white cowl was said to have been given by Constantine the Great to Pope Sylvester
in gratitude for a healing. A subsequent pope, Formosus, then sent the white cowl to Patriarch
Philotheus of Constantinople, who in turn was told in a dream to send it to Archbishop Vasilii
of Novgorod — not, crucially, to the metropolitan of Moscow. According to the Tale about
the White Cowl, after Constantine offered Sylvester the cowl, he left Rome and founded
Constantinople, considering that it was not proper for spiritual and secular rulers to reside in
the same city. This was a thinly veiled message for Moscow to leave Novgorod alone and
respect its spiritual primacy in Rus’, even as Moscow boycotted the highly influential see by
refusing to appoint an archbishop between 1509 and 1526, and banishing Archbishop Pimen
in 1570. Not only were Novgorod’s ideological manifestations about the Third Rome and
the white cowl unsuccessful in practice, they were also appropriated by Moscow, which used
them for its own benefit: as mentioned above, Moscow proclaimed itself the Third Rome in
1589 and in 1564 a council voted in favour of metropolitans of Moscow wearing the white

cowl 838

87 OsTROWSKI, Muscovy and the Mongols, op. cit., 222.

838 |dem, 234-7.
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Like the Third Rome and the white cowl, the Life of Mikhail in its successive versions
is a ‘cultural artifact of the sixteenth-century clash between Novgorod and Moscow’% If the
practical impact of Archbishop and then Metropolitan Makarii’s Great Menology may be
debated, the digging up, commissioning, and compiling of texts on such a scale made
obvious his intention to unify the Russian religious landscape under the Muscovite aegis,
driving spiritual legitimacy away from Novgorod. Mikhail of Klopsko was an ideal fit for
this project: he belonged, in legend at least, to the Muscovite dynastic line, had chosen
Novgorod as his spiritual home, and was openly favourable to the Muscovite annexation of
Novgorod. Given his prophetic status and his evident proximity to God, he was the living
embodiment of Muscovite hegemony divinely sanctioned. In other words, by appropriating
the cult of Mikhail, Makarii extracted him from his original, specific context — the patron of
an obscure monastery in the outskirts of Novgorod — and exhibited him as the missing link
between Novgorod and Moscow, the heavenly legitimation of the absorption of the former
by the latter. The appropriation by Makarii of Mikhail as a symbolic figure was made even
more obvious by the metropolitan’s decision to recognise Mikhail as a pan-Russian saint in
1547, an honour otherwise bestowed exclusively on leaders of the Church or towering
figures of monasticism.®4° The only iurodivyi to receive this honour, Mikhail was likely not
the most prominent cult of a iurodivyi by the mid-sixteenth century, which suggests that his
pan-Russian status was granted on an ideological basis, rather than as a response to his

popularity.

839 1dem, 243.

840 gxmot, cobpannwie, 0op. cit., 203: The recurring pan-Russian saints are Metropolitan lona, loann
Archbishop Novgorod, Pafnutii of Borovsk, Nikon the disciple of Sergii of Radonezh, Hegumen Makarii of
Kaliazin, Mikhail of Klopsko, Savvatii and Zosima of the Solovki monastery, Pavel of Obnora, Dionisii of
Glushitsa, and Hegumen Aleksandr of Svir’.
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If the ideological argument made by Makarii through Mikhail is clear, its practical
effects are open to debate. Though Mikhail appeared in liturgical calendars and was depicted
in sixteenth-century icons as a monastic saint, his tomb does not seem to have become a
popular miracle shrine.34! This could be because it was not located in an urban centre. But it
is also likely that his cult had little to offer the faithful of either Moscow or Novgorod. For
Moscow, if he was known there at all, his was a distant shrine with no particular
wonderworking reputation. For Novgorod, he was probably an unwelcome reminder of the
long and traumatic period over which the region suffered military attacks from Moscow and
eventually lost its independence, while its ruling elite was murdered or exiled. A saint, whose
main function was to justify violence, was unlikely to become popular with those upon
whom it was inflicted. The case of Mikhail is a reminder that a cult could receive generous
and influential patronage and still not ‘make it’. Few people were better placed than Makarii,
as archbishop of Novgorod and later metropolitan of Moscow, to promote a cult. Yet it seems

there was not much Mikhail could offer the faithful of either Novgorod or Moscow.

If Mikhail’s case illustrates how a cult, despite being persistently sponsored, would
not thrive unless it secured popular support, the case of Nikolai, or in the local dialect
Mikula, of Pskov demonstrates the opposite: a popular holy man would not become the
object of a thriving and durable cult unless it was backed by the ecclesiastical authorities.
Nikolai of Pskov is highly unusual among sixteenth-century iurodivye because he is known
to us through predominantly non-ecclesiastical sources. Intriguingly too, he became famous
for a single episode, beyond which we have no information about him. This episode,

mentioned above, took place during Ivan IV’s campaign, on the grounds of treason, against

81 The sluzhba to Mikhail does mention posthumous miracles worked by his tomb in the Trinity monastery,
but it is hard to tell whether this is simply conforming to the standard intercessional framework of a sluzhba.
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Novgorod and Pskov. Having ravaged Novgorod, the tsar left the Volga °... so full of dead
bodies that the river itself at this place had the color of blood, and the bodies piled up and
stopped at the bridge.”®*? But when he arrived to Pskov in February 1570, lvan was met by
Nikolai, a local saintly man, who cursed the tsar and so terrified him that the army retreated,
leaving the population unharmed. This story is found, with minor variations to the same plot,
in four accounts by foreign oprichniki and travellers to Muscovy, and three chronicles. There
is no mention of Nikolai in any contemporary hagiography or liturgy, save for a brief cameo

appearance in the Life of Nikandr.

The silence of ecclesiastical sources is even stranger given the subtle but undeniable
evidence for his popularity both before and after the event in 1570. Every account of the
episode presented Nikolai as a saintly man with a local reputation as a prophet prior to the
incident: ‘a poor man named Nikola, whom every Pskovite esteemed and honored as a holy
prophet’ (Taube and Kruse);®*® ‘he prophesies the future for the Russians’ (von Staden);3**
‘The emperor, after he had saluted the eremite at his lodging, sent him a reward. And the
holy man to requite the emperor sent him a piece of raw flesh...” (Fletcher);3*® ... there [in
Pskov] met him [lvan IV] an impostor or magician, which they held to be their oracle, a holy
man named Nikola Sviatoi’ (Horsey).8*® We also know that Nikolai was given a burial place

of honour in the Trinity cathedral, close to the tombs of local princely saints, which could

842 BENOIT, Johann Taube, op. cit., 373.

843 |dem, 373-4.

844 EspeR, The Land and Government, op. cit., 27-8.

85 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 219-20.

846 |dem, 268-9.
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hardly have happened without the collaboration of local clergy. Moreover, two sources, the
Tale about the coming of Stephen Béthory to Pskov and the Pskov Caves paterik, mention
the defenders of Pskov calling upon Nikolai as a patron saint, among others, during the
Polish invasion of 1581.84" The paterik also reported an apparition of the Virgin and saints,
among which Nikolai, above the town at the time of the siege. Finally, Nikolai made a cameo
appearance in the Life of Nikandr the Hermit, blessing the protagonist on his chosen ascetic
path, which suggests the hagiographer, probably a member of the clergy, held Nikolai as a

legitimate spiritual authority.%8

Pskov, even more so than Novgorod, was an area of geopolitical tension. A political
and confessional border with Catholic Poland-Lithuania and Livonia, it alternated between
truces, as in 1481 and 1493, and militarised outbursts throughout the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries, culminating in the Livonian War (1558-1583), which left a catastrophic mark on
Ivan IV’s reign.®* In response to the border’s volatility, the d’iak, or grand-princely
administrator, of Pskov Mikhail Grigor’evich Munekhin had the impressive Gremiachaia
tower built in 1525.8% Not far from the contested town of Iur’ev (Dorpat), roughly 50
kilometres west of Pskov, stood the Pskov Caves (Pskov Pechery) monastery, whose
strategic position attracted Muscovite interest. Munekhin endowed the foundation with land

and funds, signed its statute, expanded and fortified it, and was buried on site, having turned

847 [Toeecmsb o npuxoxcoenuu, op. cit., 578-80.
848 JKumue Huxanopa, op. cit., 620.
849 MARTIN, Medieval Russia, op. cit., 343-4.

80 R.P. DMITRIEVA, Mynexun Muxaunn I'puropsesud, CKK/P (XIV-XVI, 2), 120-2: The tower is, to this
day, a major example of sixteenth-century Muscovite military architecture.
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a modest house into a powerful ‘outpost of Muscovite Orthodoxy’.®#*! Grand-princely
patronage of the monastery continued throughout the sixteenth century,®?2 by the end of
which the foundation boasted major stone fortifications, abundant artillery provisions, and
an impressive library.8® An inventory drawn up in 1586 listed costly gifts by Ivan 1V,
including a silver kiot (icon case) for a wonderworking Dormition icon and an inscribed
silver kovsh (vessel).8>* In the same inventory, a series of items snatched or produced across
the shifting border®® bear witness to the contested bishopric of Dorpat (Iur’ev) as a point of
heightened conflict, where military skirmishes were aggravated by the Pskov Caves

missionary activity among Finnish and Lettish tribes.®*

With the hardening of anti-Latin sentiment and Russian Orthodox identity, the western
border became associated with the temptation of treason, famously illustrated by Andrei

Kurbskii, a close advisor of Ivan IV who defected to Lithuania.®>" It was on suspicion of

81 N.E. ANDREYEV, The Pskov-Pechery Monastery in the 16th Century, The Slavonic and East European
Review 32/79, 1954, 319-20, 323; DMITRIEVA, MyunexuH, op. Cit., 120-1.

852 ANDREYEV, The Pskov-Pechery, op. cit., 323-4.

83 [Ickosckiii Iewepckiti monacmuips 6b 1586 2., Saint Petersburg 1904, 1-2, 10-11. See also P. KAEGBEIN,
The Library of the Pskov-Pechery Monastery Restituted, Journal of Baltic Studies 22/1, Spring 1991, 73-76:
The library was restored to the monastery in 1990 after half a century in the University of Tartu and is
especially rich in fifteenth- and sixteenth-century manuscripts.

84 IMcxoeckiii Ileuepckiti monacmuips, 0. Cit., 2-7.

85 IMexosckiii Ieuepckiii monacmuips, 0P. Cit., 5, 6, 14: Including a processional icon of the Nativity brought
in 7089 (1581) from Topino, a Trinity icon taken from Sagirovskoe, an icon painted by the Pechery hegumen
Kornilii in Topino, holy vessels sent from the German towns of Tur’ev and Vilnius, and a bell ‘taken from the
Lithuanian people’.

8% N.P. ANDREYEV, Was the Pskov-Pechery Monastery a Citadel of the Non-Possessors?, Jahrbicher fiir
Geschichte Osteuropas 17/4, 1969, 482.

87 R.G. SKRYNNIKOV, Kyp6ckuii u ero nucema B IckoBo-Tleuepcknii monacteips, TOAPJT 18, 1962, 99—
116: This chronology is debated, but Skrynnikov puts forward convincing arguments.
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treason, too, that Ivan led an army into Novgorod and Pskov in 1570. Though we cannot
hope to prove the reasons for the lack of a cult, the most likely explanation for the absence
of Nikolai of Pskov from ecclesiastical sources in the late sixteenth century and beyond is
that, although popular, he was a highly inconvenient patron saint. Pskov was under the direct
jurisdiction of the archbishop of Novgorod, which meant that local monasteries in Pskov and
their hegumens de facto exercised ecclesiastical authority on the ground: there was no local
bishop to oversee them, and visits from the archbishop were infrequent. The Pskov Caves
monastery in particular, as a military and confessional outpost, performed a delicate
balancing act: dependent on Moscow-based munificence and the volatile goodwill of Ivan
IV as a patron, it also had to manage local hostility towards Moscow. Details in the accounts
of Ivan IV’s visit to Pskov in 1570 suggest that the tsar was specifically angry at the clergy,

and that the political position of the local Church was unstable:2%

‘He vented his frenzied brutality on the monks, some of whom he cut to pieces while
drowning others. He pillaged the monasteries and removed their bells.”®*® (Schlichting)

‘Then the Grand Prince moved into Great Novgorod, into the bishop’s palace, and took
everything belonging to the bishop. He took the largest bells and everything he wanted
from the churches ... had monks tortured, and many of them were killed. There are three
hundred monasteries inside and outside the city and not one of them was spared.’®®

(Staden)

‘... @ IIEPKOBHYIO Ka3Hy 110 OOUTENIEMb H 110 LIEPKBaM, MKOHbI, U KPECThI, U MEIEHBI, 1
COCY/IBI, ¥ KHUTH, M KOJIOKOJIBI, TIoUMa ¢ co0010.%%! (Pskov 1)

8% P, GONNEAU, Novgorod : histoire et archéologie d'une république russe médiévale (970-1478), Paris
2021, 124-5: Gonneau pointed out the extreme violence of Ivan’s retaliation against Novgorod, and his
particular anger at the Church.

89 H. GRAHAM, “A Brief Account of the Character and Brutal Rule of Vasil’yevich, Tyrant of Muscovy”
(Albert Schlichting on Ivan Groznyy), Canadian-American Slavic Studies 9/2, 1975, 239.

80 Esper, The Land and Government, op. cit., 26.

81 NASONOV, IIckosckue nemonucu, |, op. cit., 116.
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‘... and the church treasury in monasteries and churches, icons, and crosses, and cloths,
and vessels, and books, and bells, he took with him.” (Pskov I)

‘[in Novgorod] ... W MHOXECTBO MHOTO JIIOJCHM Ha MpPaBEKU MHMOOUCHO OBICTH
MHOYECKAro M CBSIIEHHUYECKAro YnHa, ¥ MHOKMHB U BCheX mpaBOCIaBHBIX XPHCTHAHD
... U CBATBIS OOUTENHN U LIepKBH 00kus U cena 3amyctbuia. %2 (Pskov 111)

‘[in Novgorod] and a huge multitude of people were tried and killed from monastic and
priestly ranks, and nuns and all Orthodox Christians ... and the holy [monastic] houses
and churches of God and villages were deserted.” (Pskov I11)

‘[in Novgorod] Bene ... TpaOUTH BCAKOE COKPOBHUIIE U O0XKECTBO: 00pa3bl U KHUTH, U
KOJIOKOJIa, ¥ BCAKOE liepbkoBHOE cTpoenue. % (Piskarevskii letopisets)

‘... he ordered that any treasury and holy object should be looted: icons and books, and
bells, and any church building.” (Piskarevskii letopisets)

If the local Church in Pskov was indeed targeted by Ivan IV in 1570, it is not difficult to
understand why clergy would refrain from backing the cult of a saint whose main known
feat was the humiliation of the tsar. Saving Pskov from the unbridled rage of Ivan IV
catapulted Nikolai into local stardom, a status the clergy of Pskov could hardly repress in
the immediate aftermath of 1570. But if it was acceptable for Nikolai to play a role in
defending the city a decade later against Catholic invaders, he might have been considered
too controversial, even after [van’s death in 1584, to be officially endorsed beyond remaining
buried in the Trinity cathedral. Pskov was not, after all, lacking in politically safer, well-
established cults such as those of Princes Gavriila and Dovmont, or newer ones, such as that

of the hermit Nikandr, who was eccentric but neutral 2%

82 A.N. NASONOV, TIckoeckue nemonucu, 11, Moscow Leningrad 1955, 261.
863 [ICPJI, T. XXXIV, op. cit., 191.

84 GONNEAU, Novgorod, op. cit., 78-80: Prince Vsevolod, Gavriil in baptism, was ousted from Novgorod in
1136 but well-received and taken as a ruler in Pskov, Novgorod’s regional rival. His relics were translated to
the Trinity cathedral in 1192, and unsuccessfully claimed by Novgorod. Dovmont (Daumontas) sought
refuge from Lithuanian dynastic strife in Pskov, where he arrived in 1265. Baptised as Timofei, he enjoyed a
long and successful rule between 1266 and 1299, and was buried as a patriotic hero in the Trinity cathedral,
where his clothing and sword were also preserved.
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The comparison between Mikhail of Novgorod and Nikolai of Pskov is interesting
partly because of the similarities between the two: though rivals, both cities were republics
(or oligarchies), who traditionally turned west to Poland-Lithuania for princely rulers.
Because of this, they acquired a reputation as potential traitors, and their gradual loss of
independence and eventual annexation by Moscow was, in both cases, traumatic. In
Novgorod as in Pskov, iurodivyi figures helped provide a narrative for this period of dramatic
change, but whereas Mikhail told the story from a Moscow-centric point of view,
legitimising grand-princely authority over Novgorod, Nikolai defended the people of Pskov
against the excesses of autocracy and became so popular locally that over a decade later his
legend was still being transmitted to foreign travellers like Giles Fletcher. Ironically though,
if autocracy generated the figure of Nikolai as a defender of the oppressed, it also exerted
pressure on local ecclesiastical structures so that, despite Nikolai’s overwhelming
popularity,®®® he never became the object of a visible, or organised, cult. Giles Fletcher, who

was made aware of the political voice of iurodivye, would not have been surprised:

‘Yet it falleth out sometime that for this rude liberty which they take upon them after
a counterfeit manner by imitation of prophets, they are made away in secret, as was

865 Bacunmit biaxxennsrit, 779 Towm VI, op. cit., 125: The episode of Nikolai of Pskov standing up to Ivan IV
had a long afterlife. A late version of the Life of Vasilii of Moscow — the Sheparev copy, dated to the late
eighteenth or early nineteenth centuries — reproduced the episode with Vasilii playing the role of Nikolai.
Vasilii died in the 1550s and could not have interacted with Ivan in 1570. P.l. IAKUSHKIN, Couunenus I1. H.
Axywruna ¢ e2o buozpaghueil u mosapuujeckumu 0 Hem eocnomunanusmu, Petersburg 1884, 242: Travelling
around Russia to collect folk songs and tales in the nineteenth century, lakushkin heard the tale about Ivan
and Mikula from a proud local. This has been translated in M. PERRIE, The image of lvan the Terrible in
Russian Folklore, Cambridge 1987, 169-72. Ceoonwlii uxononucuwiii nooaunnux, op. cit., 27, 40-41: An
eighteenth-century icon painting guide describes Nikolai visually, though I do not know of any pre-modern
representations of him. Nowadays, Nikolai, whose relics are said to still be in the Trinity cathedral of Pskov,
is commemorated on the 28 February, the supposed date of his death. See, for example, [IpaBociaBue.Ru,
IpaBocnasHeiit Kanennaps, https://days.pravoslavie.ru/Images/im43.htm (retrieved August 2022); | found a
single mention to a record of his miracles, supposedly lost in the eighteenth century: Tpouwkuii cobop
ropoja Ilckosa, https://soborpskov.ru/shrines/nikolay-salos/ (retrieved August 2022).
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one or two of them in the last emperor's time for being over bold in speaking against
his government.’8

The texts about Mikhail and Nikolai were shaped by the specific time and place where
they arose, and offered, each in its own way, a heavenly framework for political change,
either legitimising or rejecting it. The cult of Isidor of Rostov likewise arose in a specific
climate, one of anti-Latin sentiment that resulted partly from the growing cultural proximity
between Rostov and Moscow. In Rostov, as in Novgorod and Pskov, Muscovite annexation
caused significant disruptions to settlement and landownership patterns. While ‘foreign’
monasteries, like the Trinity St Sergii /avra acquired land in the region,®®’ texts produced by
local monasteries, like the 1470s-80s Povest’ o Petre, tsareviche ordynskom (Tale about
Petr, the Horde prince), expressed heightened concern with landownership;®% or, like the
1520s%%° Povest’ o Borisoglebskom monastyre (Tale about the Boris and Gleb monastery),
indicated how their monastery dexterously shifted away from the patronage of Rostov

aristocrats to the grand prince’s.8’ If resettlement was perhaps not executed as violently as

86 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 220.
867 STREL’NIKOV, 3emnesnadenue, op. Cit., 168.

88 [Togecmov o Ilempe, Lapeeuye Opovinckom, BJIP 9, 718-80: U peue emy knazw: ... Hpuumu, lempe,
Manoe ce 3eMau Haulesi BbMYUHbL NPOMUBY OOMA CESIMbIX ANOCMONb OM e3epa ce2o. A3b mebe epamonuvl
ucnuwty ... A 2pamomovi cymo Ha ce: 0a He OMBUMAIOM MeX 3eMelb MOU OroMu U MOU GHYYU Y MEOUX Oromell
u snyrxosw no nac” | And the prince said to him: ‘... Take, Petr, a bit of our patrimony land in front of the
church of the holy apostles by this lake. I will write you a deed ... And the deeds are for the following: so that
these lands will not be taken away from your children and grandchildren by my children and grandchildren
after us.’

869 |.U. BUDOVNITS, Monacmuipu na Pycu u 6opvba ¢ numu kpecmuan 6 XIV-XVI sexax (no «ocumusm
cesamulxy), Moscow 1966, 146.

870 [Tosecmb 0 Bopucoznebckom monacmpipe, KOIUKUX Jem U Kako Ovicmo e20 Hauano, Apociasckue
enapxuanvhvie sedomocmu 3, Yacts Heopunuanshas, 1873, 18, 20: H3v Pocmoséckvia obracmu muocvla
6e1bMOIICA NPECMABNIEHHbIS HAYaAUA KIACMUCH U 3a OYUld CE0SI OMYUHBL C80s1 0A8AMU, CeNd U 0epesHU U
nooienu | From the Rostov region, many dying grandees started placing themselves [under the protection of
the monastery?] and giving away their patrimonies and villages and hamlets and meadows for their souls.;
... KHA3b eeaukwlli Bacunei Bacunvesuys écest Pyciu u 6nacopoonas mamu ezo eenuxia knaeune Cous 6v
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in Novgorod or Pskov, many Rostov landowners left the region, especially in the 1320s—40s
and 1470s-80s,2! and those who stayed had to enter service agreements — where land was
granted in exchange for military service — either with the archepiscopal dom, or with the

grand prince.8"

One of the oldest bishoprics in Rus’, the see of Rostov had already been a source of
legitimacy for Prince Andrei Bogoliubskii when in the 1160s, failing to obtain an
independent see from the patriarch of Constantinople for his new capital in Vladimir, the
prince settled for the next best solution: transferring the residence of the bishop of Rostov to
Vladimir.8” In the following centuries, Rostov remained attractive to the grand princes of
Moscow as an ancient ecclesiastical and administrative centre.8”* This, along with the fact
that Rostov, unlike Novgorod and Pskov, which were republics, had its own princely line
and therefore a political culture not unlike Moscow’s, led to a tangible rapprochement
between the two, whereby Moscow absorbed ecclesiastical prestige by association with

Rostov, and Rostov benefitted from grand-princely patronage and protagonism.

The brilliant career of Vassian Rylo, bishop of Rostov between 1468 and 1481,

illustrates this fruitful collaboration. Vassian was hegumen of the Trinity St Sergii lavra,

obumenw cilo Havauia eropy 6eI0 UMIEMU U NOOABAULA MHO2bISL HCAJIOBAHHBIS epamontsl nompe61—tbza
MOHACMbIPIO, U OMMOJIT6 HAYAlb KHA3b eeauxwlil Bacunei Bacunvesuyus 36amu c6oums MOHACMbIPEMD /
the Grand prince Vasilii Vasil ‘evich of all Rus’ and his noble mother the Grand princess Sof 'ia started
having great faith in this [monastic] house and gave many privilege deeds necessary to the monastery, and
from then the Grand prince Vasilii Vasil ’evich started calling it his monastery.

871 STREL’NIKOV, 3emnesnadenue, Op. Cit., 167.
872 |dem, 167-8.

873 SHCHENNIKOVA, YynoTBOpHas MKOHa, Op. Cit., 255.

874 STREL’NIKOV, 3emnesnadenue, op. Cit., 167.
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whose landholdings he significatively augmented, and had a close relationship with Vasilii
I, who entrusted him the delicate diplomatic mission of preserving the Lithuanian
metropolitanate’s loyalty to Moscow rather than Rome. As bishop of Rostov, Vassian sought
to extend his jurisdiction to and extract tithes from the St Kirill Beloozero monastery, thereby
clashing with the metropolitan of Moscow. He also enhanced the ecclesiastical prestige of
Rostov by promoting the cults of local saints. Under him, the long version of the Life of
Leontii was composed, Avraamii received Church-wide recognition, and Isaia was made a
saint, his relics translated and his zhitie commissioned. During this time, Vassian also
advised Ivan 111 in his dealings with the Golden Horde and participated in virtually every
important event of Muscovite political and ecclesiastical life of the 1470s and early 1480s,
such as the election of Gerontii as metropolitan of Moscow, or the baptism of the future

Vasilii 111.87°

If Mongol attacks, such as the raid by Emir Edigey in 1408, were still a concern in the
earlier part of the fifteenth century, demonising the Latin faith would soon take precedence
over othering Muslim Tatars. As mentioned above, the Byzantine metropolitan of Rus’,
Isidor, was perceived as a demonic traitor for signing the Union of Florence with the Greek
and Latin Churches, and the subsequent fall of Constantinople was interpreted as a
confirmation that the only legitimate Church was henceforth Russian Orthodox. The cult of
Isidor of Rostov seems, and probably was, tailor-made for this context. Though Isidor’s
zhitie does not offer much concrete information, it is categorical in characterising its

protagonist as originally western:

‘Ceil OMaXKEHBIN, SKOXKE MOBEAAIOTh HBIIMH, OT 3alaJHBIX CTPaHb, OT JATHIHbCKA
sI3bIKa, OT HBMENBKbIA jKe 3eMIIs poXkeHHe UMba 1 BOCIIUTaHME, OT CIaBHBIX KE U

875 JA.S. LUR’E, Baccuan Pruto, CKKJIP (XIV-XVI, 1), 123—4; Baccuan 1, 13 Tom VII, 261.
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OorarpiX; SKOXK€ TJaroioTh, OT MecTbpcka pomy 0k. W Bo3HeHaBHIbBB

0OroMepcKyl0 OTYECKYI0 W JaThIHCKYIO Bbpy, BO3MIOOM >Ke€ MCTHHHYIO Halry

XPUCTBAHBCKYIO M IIPABOCIaBHYIO BEpy ..."87

‘This blessed [man], as some say, [was] from the western countries, from the Latin
tongue, from the German land. His birth and education was from the glorious and
the wealthy; they even say he had the lineage of a master. And he started hating his
fatherland’s vile Latin faith and loving our true Christian and Orthodox faith.’

Though foreignness is a recurring topos in the characterisation of iurodivye,®”” the insistence
on Isidor’s Latin origins carries more weight than the conventional image of the wanderer
for Christ. Scholars have suggested that the historical figure on which the literary Isidor was
based might indeed have come from the West,8’® though whether he did or not matters
significantly less than the fact that he was perceived and venerated as a Latin convert to
Orthodoxy. This was all the more powerful given the name coincidence with the Greek
metropolitan of Rus’. In Rostov minds, a ‘bad Isidor’ (of Kyiv), who sold the true faith to
the Latins in Florence, might have been unfavourably compared with a ‘good Isidor’ (of
Rostov), born in the West but seeking in Russia the enlightenment of iurodstvo, an

exclusively Orthodox form of sanctity that embodied the Eastern Church’s unique humility.

The Life of Isidor insists on the protagonist’s virtuous conversion. In the encomium,
or pokhvala, towards the end of the zhitie, the hagiographer again picks up the opening theme

quoted above: ‘OoT 3amaja BOCHSBIIM M K BOCTOKY NpPHILEABbIH, MK€ JpeBie MOryOieHoe

876 GLADKOVA, [IpeBHepycckuii cBATOIA, Op. Cit., 183.

877 RYDEN, Life of St Andrew, Vol. Il, op. cit., 12-13: Andrew of Constantinople was said to be a Scythian.

878 KAGAN, Xutue Ucunopa, CKKJJP (XIV-XVI, 1), op. cit., 281; GLADKOVA, JlpeBHepyccKHil CBATOM, Op.
cit., 167, 204; GLADKOVA, CTpaHHOCTb IOpPOJUBOTO, Op. Cit., 69; GORODILIN, Mex1y «HeMe4bCKO0
3emieto» u PoctoBom, 0p. Cit., 432—4, 438—40: Gorodilin argued that Isidor was from a Russian-speaking
community settled in north-western Germanic lands.
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oteuectso Hacabaosassiii’.8”® The liturgy for Isidor brings up the topic of his Latin origins

even more frequently:

‘W mabl Ko ce'kmoy BFopazoymia nprlekas ecH. HEROZBPAMING XPOY MOCKAEAOVA.

BAGAHAIR CITIPANKI U CROEMO WUKCITIRA LUECITIRH CEopH ... %0

‘you ran from darkness to the light of divine understanding, following Christ
definitively, having made a pilgrimage from your fatherland to faraway countries

b

‘(U NeurMila BO BATOUITIE NPHLIEAKT, U CEEMom™t pazoyminimn T Ba npocekipents
EbIE, BOZHENABHARAL €CH WHLCKOE EEZEOE M BOZAKEHAS €CH HCMHNNYI BEPS
KBy e

‘you came from wickedness to piety, and were enlightened by God’s light of
understanding. You came to hate your native godlessness and to love the true faith
of Christ.’

The text of Isidor's sluzhba is so insistent in its condemnation of the Latin faith and its praise
of Isidor for having seen the light of Orthodoxy despite having been born to darkness, that
it almost reads like a tract against the Union of Florence. In other words, to be understood,
it must be read in the context of the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century ideological
developments that conceptualised Muscovy and then Russia as an outpost and defender of

the one true faith.

It is unclear whether the Life of Isidor was commissioned directly by the archbishop
of Rostov, though its canonical form — introduction, biography, burial, posthumous miracles,
encomium — and rhetorical style would suggest its author was affiliated with the Church and

familiar with its literary conventions. If we are to believe the text, at the time of Isidor’s

879 GLADKOVA, [IpeBHepycckuii cBaATOIA, Op. Cit., 194: shining from the West and having come to the East,
finding your long-lost fatherland.

80 PI'B. ®.304/1 Ne618, fol. 2 .

81 |dem, fol. 6 r. See also fol. 2v, 91,10 v, 13 .
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death the bishop of Rostov allowed for his body to be buried and a chapel to be built above
it, though he did not, as far as we know, directly participate in the commemorations.
Likewise, it seems Vassian Rylo was more interested in episcopal and monastic saints,

probably for their institutional prestige, which enhanced his own post.

Isidor did, however, later find a faithful patron in lvan IV. Even before he included the
city in his oprichnina from 1569,8% the tsar visited Rostov frequently, and developed a close
relationship with Isidor, to whom, among other saints, he attributed two military miracles in
1563 and 1571.88% He replaced Isidor’s wooden shrine with a new stone church dedicated to
the Ascension in 1565-66, and devoted a side chapel to the iurodivyi.?® In 1571, Ivan also
commissioned an embroidered shroud for the saint’s tomb, though it was only completed
fourteen years later (Fig. 12 above).®8 An inscription on a stone slab in the Ascension

church, preserved up to the twentieth century, recorded Ivan IV’s devotion to Isidor:

‘Jlera 7074 nep>kaBoi0 M MOBEJIEHHEM OJIArOYECTHBOIO Lapsl TOCyJaps BEIUKOTO
kHs13s1 MiBana BacwuiibeBrnua Bcest Pycu, ero apckoro ka3Horo, MOCTaBlIeHa IEPKOBb
cua Bosnecenuss ['ocnonne, B Hel xe Hcunop d4ynoTBoOpel, HpHU EMUCKONE
Huxanape pocToBCKOM, a Jaeliail IEPKOBh BEJIMKOTO KHS3SI MacTep AHIpen

Mauoii. 88

‘On the year 7074 [1565-66], by the power and command of the pious tsar sovereign
the grand prince Ivan Vasil’evich of all Rus’, by his royal treasury, was erected this
church of the Ascension of the Lord, where Isidor the miracle-worker [lies], in the
time of the bishop Nikandr of Rostov, and the church was made by the master of the
grand prince Andrei Maloi.’

82 STREL’NIKOV, 3emnesnadenue, Op. Cit., 94.

883 A.G. MEL’NIK, “T'opox ropoauBsix”, FOpooussie 6 pycckoii Kyromype: Coopruk nayunvix cmameii. Tpyost
Tocyoapcmeennozco HUcmopuueckozo myses. Boin. 197., Moscow 2013, 141-3.

84 A.G. MEL’NIK, Hccredosanus namsamuuxos apxumexmypul Pocmosa Benukxozo, Rostov 1992, 25-6.

85 MEL’NIK, “I'opox 1opomuBsIX”, Op. Cit., 143; PUTSKO, LlluTkie mokpoBEL, Op. Cit., 213-14.

86 MEL’NIK, Hccredosanus namamnukos, op. Cit., 25.
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Though Isidor might have been a relatively marginal saint in Rostov, where the cult of
saints was somewhat saturated with prestigious bishops and monks, he certainly had the
approval of the archepiscopal dvor. It is unclear where his zhitie and sluzhba were written
and by whom, but the two texts are strikingly similar in their characterisation of Isidor as a
virtuous convert to Orthodoxy, who left everything behind, including his native culture, to
become a iurodivyi in Rus’. A couple of posthumous healings suggest that Isidor’s might
have been a functional miracle cult: perhaps his layman status made him more approachable

than the shrines of more prestigious ecclesiastical saints.28’

Whatever the case, it is clear that the texts about him were at least partly motivated by
the same anti-Latin sentiment that fuelled the description of Metropolitan Isidor in the
Voskresenskaia chronicle, the New Israel/Jerusalem ideology, or the description of the pope
in Simeon of Suzdal’’s account of the council of Florence. Isidor’s conversion from
Catholicism to Orthodoxy was posthumously sanctioned by his wonderworking tomb: yet
another proof that only true Orthodoxy led to the salvation of the soul. The Life of Isidor,
then, made a strong confessional argument, and it is perhaps not surprising that Ivan IV —
the God-anointed Russian Orthodox tsar who spent a considerable part of his reign fighting

the Livonian War against a coalition of Catholics — would sympathise with him.

As Mikhail of Klopsko had predicted the birth of Ivan Ill and his destruction of
Novgorod, Galaktion of Beloozero, an inmate of the Ferapontov monastery, predicted the
birth of Ivan IV and his destruction of Kazan’ after one of Vasilii III’s unsuccessful

campaigns against the khanate:

87 GORODILIN, MexIy «HeMeYbCKOIO 3eMieio» u PocToBoMm, 0p. Cit., 440-2.
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‘He tommko cero OymeTh, HO MHOT@XBABI MOABH3ATHCA OYAETh BEIHUKINA KHSI3b

Bacuniit u Ha Ka3zanbckoe mapcTBo u HUUBTO ke ycmbers. Hbkorma xe mocmbau

OOTrOJATHBIH €ro CBhIHb, TOM 010aEBE, U 001anaeTs Kazanckums napcreiems. 88

‘Not only this is to be, but the great prince Vasilii will exert himself many times
against the kingdom of Kazan’ and not achieve anything. Sometime, the God-given
son who will succeed him, will surpass him, and capture the kingdom of Kazan’.’

The Stepennaia kniga, where this prophecy was recorded, presented a teleological history of
Rus’ with the hegemony of Moscow as a divinely predestined outcome. The pious iurodivyi
Galaktion was part of this agenda: his vision, resulting from his ascetic closeness with the
divine, was used as a legitimising framework for the Moscow-based dynasty. That he
foresaw, so long in advance, the taking of Kazan’ by Ivan IV implied that this was a just,
spiritually sanctioned war, as implied by the Kazanskaia istoriia. Maksim of Moscow, about
whom little is known, was also associated, in the short notice about his death, with the ruling

dynasty and its heavenly mission:

‘B HWLPT BE CHA NPEBLIRALLIE MOV EFOV MOAA. H NPUMeH Biibl, H BCR clbimb. W

BAFOCITIONNTH CITIBI BB UEKBA. H o BArOBPND BeAHKS KN3H. H W BOE €ro H w

X — X X
XPMbRNE €Ke HEARHMIHCA HM (0 BPATs BHAHMEI, H HERHAHMEI. 58

‘At night remaining without sleep praying to the Lord God and to the most-pure
Mother of God, and to all the saints for the wellbeing of the holy churches of God,
and for the pious grand prince, and for his army and for the Christians to rid
themselves of enemies seen and unseen.’

Though all the iurodivye mentioned above — except for Nikolai of Pskov — were shown
in the evidence preserved about them as favourable to Moscow, none had a cult more
indissociable from the state than Vasilii the Blessed. Like Galaktion, Vasilii appeared in the

Stepennaia kniga, where he predicted the 1521 Tatar attack and the 1547 fire, both

88 Cmenennas kuuea, T. 2, 0p. Cit., 584.

89 PI'B. ®.256 Ne397, fol. 359 .
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calamitous events that shook Moscow.3%° Though neither episode associated Vasilii directly
with the grand-princely dynasty, the sheer presence of a saintly man in the city now presented
as the universal centre of Orthodoxy could only reflect positively on its rulers, even as they
were punished for their sins, by suffering invasion or a fire. The fact alone that the two
prophecies, probably based on living memory,®* were included in the ideological narrative
that was the Stepennaia kniga suggests the Moscow elite deliberately associated itself with
iurodivye, through which God’s actions on earth were announced. In the earliest version of
the Life of Vasilii, written towards the end of the sixteenth century, Ivan IV and his family

visited the saint on his deathbed, and Vasilii predicted that Fedor would be tsar:

‘...00mb3HUIO0 00MATH OBIBH U Nexarie Ha oaApb ... OmaroBbpHBIM WAPh ... C CBOEIO
ONaroyecTUBBII0 APHUIICIO BEIMKOIO KHSATWHEI0 Hactackio M CBOMMH OOroMm
OapOBaHHBIMU Yalbl. Cb 6HaFOB”13prIM'I) Hap€BU4CM NBAHOMbB. U CO 6ﬂaFOB’kaBIM’L
napesuueMsb (HeoTopoMb IpuuAoIiia nockmaru 61axkeHHaro. u 0JarocIoBeHHE OT
HETO MpHsIIA. ONaXKCHHBIN K€ OJIM3b CMEPTH KOHEYHO JIBIIA. apeBudy QGeonopy
MPOPOYECKH TJIaroyiaie. BCsS MO POAUTENEXh TBOUXB TBOS OyAeT W HacabIHHKB

Oy/lelIn POAUTEIEMb CBOUMB. 8%

‘[ Vasilii] being taken by illness and lying on the bed ... the pious tsar ... with his
devout tsaritsa the grand princess Nastasiia and their God-given children, with the
pious tsarevich Ivan and the pious tsarevich Feodor, came to visit the blessed one
and receive his blessing. The blessed one was close to death and breathing his last
breath. He spoke prophetically to the tsarevich Feodor: Everything that is your
ancestors’ will be yours, and you will be the heir to your ancestors.’

80 Cmenennas knuea, T. 2, op. cit., 3067, 353-6.

891 Vasilii died in the 1550s, the Stepennaia kniga is from the 1560s. N. CHALLIS — H. DEWEY, Basil the
Blessed, Holy Fool of Moscow, Russian History 14, 1/4 (lvan the Terrible: A Quarcentenary Celebration of
His Death), 1987, 56: Challis and Dewey argued that one reason for Vasilii’s popularity was his being in the
right place at the right time.

892 KuzNETSOV, Ceambie 6raxcennsie, 0. Cit., 48.
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Though chronological issues cast doubt on the historicity of this scene,®* the choice to
retrospectively include it in the Life of Vasilii in the late 1580s or 1590s must have been
motivated at least in part by a desire to legitimise the reign of Fedor, whose extreme piety
could also be seen as political weakness. The association of Ivan IV with Vasilii, as shown
by a later passage, was certainly intended to reflect well on the tsar, who discerned a saint in
the iurodivyi without even needing the confirmation of posthumous miracles: ‘6naxens ecu
[apro iMBaHHE BO MHOIIEX MOHA, SKO CBATAro u OOTOOJa)KCHHATO BACHIIUS MPECTABIICHUE
BUb, U 0JIATOCIIOBEHHE OT HETO MPHs U BEJIHIO Bbpy u JIF000Bb K HEMY MpH KHUBKTH [SiC].

()lepma)’894

Perhaps Vasilii’s deathbed prophecy, along with Fedor’s reputation as a pious tsar,
explains his fondness for the iurodivyi with whom it is said he shared a simple mind. It was
during his reign that Patriarch Jeremiah of Constantinople witnessed the translation of
Vasilii’s wonderworking relics and blessed Russia as an independent patriarchate. The Life
of Vasilii mentions the translation in 1588, and the lavish gifts from Fedor and his wife Irina

to the saint’s tomb:

‘... M B TPHIECSTH MepBoe JIETO 10 MPecTaBIeHi CBOEMb JOCTOUYAHBIN BACUITHE ...
XPHUCTOMIOOMBBIM K 1apb (Geogops .. co3aa LEPKOBb 1 HU3PSAAHO OyKpacu
OnaroabueMs. sIKO COJIHEUHBIX JIyYb OJICIIAMXCS Hal TPOOOMB 3K CBATAro uakh sxe
Jexarb Mom ero npecBbrionbnuTenHbsA. paky Oykpacu Oarpbl LHApbCKHUMH.
CBBIIBHUKY M KaHIHUJIBI B YECTh CBATAr0 rpo0b €ro CBITHIM MPOCBhIIATH MocTaBy,
OnaroponHasi ke IapHila UpUWHA TEIUIO HCTHHHOI BbLpoI0 paky OnakeHHAro

HOKPOBBI IParuMu oykpach.” &%

8% CHALLIS — DEWEY, Basil the Blessed, op. cit., 54: The tsarevichi Ivan and Fedor were born respectively in
1554 and 1557. The episode is only possible if we accept that Vasilii died in 1557 and not earlier, as some
sources suggest.

8% KUZNETSOV, Cesmuie bnascennvle, Op. cit., 52: blessed art thou, tsar Ivan, in tonsure lona, for seeing the
passing away of the saintly and God-blessed Vasilii, and for taking a blessing from him, and having great
faith in and love for him during his life.

8% |dem, 51: See Fig. 18 above.
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‘and in the thirty-first year after your passing, wonderworthy Vasilii ... the Christ-
loving tsar Feodor ... created a church and greatly decorated [it] with splendour, as
if sunrays were shining over the saint’s grave where his most-brightly healing relics
lie. He decorated the coffin with imperial purple, and placed candles and lamps in
the saint’s honour to light his holy grave. The noble tsaritsa Irina, on the other hand,
with her warm and true faith, covered the blessed one’s coffin with precious
shrouds.’

It is unclear why Jeremiah is not mentioned, though the text refers to the chapel
dedicated to Vasilii that Fedor added to the Pokrov cathedral, originally built by his father
Ivan IV to celebrate his conquest of Kazan’ in 1552.8% The 1588 commemoration of Vasilii
was witnessed by Giles Fletcher, who had been sent to Russia to secure trading privileges
which were evidently not a priority on the Russian agenda: he was not officially greeted on
his arrival, had to wait almost a month for his first audience with the tsar, had the queen’s
gifts returned to him as insufficient, and was made to wait indefinitely while more important
guests — Patriarch Jeremiah and a Hapsburg ambassador — were entertained.®%’ Fletcher noted
Vasilii’s translation and ‘canonisation’ in 1588, as well as the imperial family’s support for

the cult:

‘His body they have translated of late into a sumptuous church near the emperor's
house in Moscow and have canonized him for a saint. Many miracles he doth there
(for so the friars make the people to believe), and many offerings are made unto him

not only by the people but by the chief nobility and the emperor and empress
>898

themselves, which visit that church with great devotion.

The unambiguous prioritising of ideological performance — the celebration of St
Vasilii and creation of the patriarchate of Moscow by the patriarch of Constantinople — over
trade matters, however small, is telling. Though irrelevant in practical terms, the patriarch

of Constantinople’s blessing still carried considerable ideological weight, and his presence

8% CHALLIS — DEWEY, Basil the Blessed, op. cit., 47
897 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 90-1.

898 |dem, 219.
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in Moscow in 1588 was set up as a staged transmission of Orthodox legitimacy from one
dying Church to its thriving successor. The cult of Vasilii, who had been known to enjoy the
active support of lvan IV, was now publicly endorsed by the state in what could be seen as
the culmination of the ideological collaboration between Church and state over the course
of the sixteenth century. A ‘homegrown’ saint, Vasilii, or his tomb, was the wonderworking
proof that the Russian Orthodox Church was blessed by God. As if to reinforce the
recognition of Vasilii, a Russian monk healed by his relics asked a member of Jeremiah’s
embassy, Arsenios, bishop of Elasson, to compose a liturgical commemoration of Vasilii in

Greek, the language in which the word of God had originally been transmitted to Rus’.8%°

Though Vasilii was incorporated into the ideological narrative of the Russian state,
Fletcher, who described iurodivye primarily as a form of opposition to, or regulation of,
autocracy, hinted at the saint’s political ambiguity: ‘Another [iurodivyi] there was that died
not many years ago, whom they called Vasilii, that would take upon him to reprove the old
emperor for all his cruelty and oppressions done towards his people.’®® This tantalising
glimpse into a different, non-institutionalised side of iurodstvo finds expression in a
subsequent version of the Life of Vasilii, which includes episodes where the saint tells off
Ivan IV for daydreaming in church or for threatening to destroy Pskov in 1570.%! Though

these legends may have circulated earlier, this version of the text was not written before the

899 DEMETRAKOPOULOS, ‘Apcévioc Elacoovog, 0p. Cit., 131.
%0 BERRY — CRUMMEY, Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, op. cit., 219.

%01 CHALLIS — DEWEY, Basil the Blessed, op. cit., 51, 55.
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mid-seventeenth century,®? and there is little the available evidence can tell us about this

less official side of iurodstvo.

We do know, however, that the imperial family were not Vasilii’s exclusive patrons.
Towards the end of the narrative about Vasilii’s miracles in his zhitie, the text mentions a
boyar called Gavrilo Lodyzhenskii, who suffered from regular fits that made him
unconscious, which was interpreted as demonic possession.?®® The zhitie records his first-
person account of a vision of Vasilii — naked, holding a cross — he had during one of these
fits, after which he was healed. Grateful for his restored health, Gavrilo had a church built

in his town of Likhvin, which became a secondary, local centre for the cult of Vasilii:

‘u COo3a LCPKOBb BO UM CBATAro BaCUJIUsA. B HCU JKC IMPOCIABUTUCA CBATOMY €ro
UMEHH. €XKe Mpa3HyeMb MaMsTh CBSTAaro, aBrycra Bb BTOPHIM JICHb ... U CHUJECS
MHO>KECTBO Hapo/ia OT 00JaCTH Tpajia IMXBUHA. U OTO HHBIX TPAJIOBb U U3CEIB [SIC]
u U3 JACPCBCH MYXb U KXCHB. U MHOXCCTBO OAPBXUMBIA BCAKHUMU PA3JIMYHBIMH
HEZI0yTH U OBICTh UCIIENIEHHE OT 00pa3a OJakeHHAro eKe BO EPKBU TOM ITOCTABHII,

OOroNIFOOMBBIM OHb MOYKb...” %%

‘and he founded a church in the name of saint Vasilii, in which his saintly name is
glorified and his memory day celebrated on the second of August ... and a multitude
of people from the region of the town of Likhvin gathered and from other towns and
villages and from the countryside, men and women, a multitude beset by all sorts of
different illnesses, and there was healing by the image of the blessed one which this
God-loving man placed in that church.’

This fascinating glimpse into a secondary shrine for Vasilii suggests that, though most of the
time we only have evidence for a main shrine and its wealthiest patron, there may have been
other — smaller, unaccounted for — shrines set up around a wonderworking icon of a saint,

rather than their tomb, and probably less ideologically tainted. In other words, not every

92 Bacunuit Bnaxennsit, 113 Toum VI, op. cit., 125.
93 KuzNETSOV, Cesmbie 6radcennvie, 0. Cit., 70.

%04 1bid.
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patron of a saint’s cult had the means or inclination to commission texts on top of funding
shrines, though the cults they sponsored might have enjoyed a reliable local following

despite their lack of political ambition.

The cult of Prokopii of Ustiug offers another example of a secondary shrine, which,
according to the surviving evidence, superseded the first. To complicate matters further, it is
difficult to disentangle the cults of Prokopii and loann of Ustiug. We do not know much
about the cult of loann, though his zhitie includes the most informative biographical account
of its kind in this period. The anonymous author — the son of Dionisii, the hegumen of the
Boris and Gleb monastery in Sol’vychegodsk, and former priest in the Ustiug Dormition
cathedral — gave plenty of detail, including proper nouns and toponyms, about the saint’s
family, childhood, and youth, though he deplored that distance from Ioann’s shrine had
limited his access to records of posthumous miracles, of which he only reports one. The son
of Dionisii composed the Life of loann alongside texts about Prokopii, including miracle
accounts from his tomb in Ustiug and icon in Sol’vychegodsk, and apparently conceived of

all the texts about the Ustiug iurodivye as a cycle.%%®

The Ustiug cults are intriguing in that, even though both Prokopii and loann were
buried in the Dormition cathedral of Ustiug®® and their tombs there worked miracles, there
is no direct evidence from Ustiug itself about them: their abundant documentation — no other
iurodivyi cult from this period is as well-documented as the cults of Prokopii and loann —

comes exclusively from the neighbouring town of Sol’vychegodsk. Our anonymous author,

95 VLASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, op. cit., 288: B nemo 7062 (1554) cnucano 6vicms OusHo cue xcumue
6eluKaco Luodom@opua Hoanna ... Bea soice 60 Cynib 6 KHU3e ceu nHe be3 ceuoemencmeo cesamoix
booicecmeennvix nucanuil. | In the year 7062 (1554) this wondrous zhitie of the great wonderworker loann
was written ... For everything which is in this book is not without witness from the holy divine scriptures.

%6 |dem, 42, 285.
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the son of Dionisii, reported on the posthumous miracles worked by the tombs of Prokopii
(nineteen miracles) and loann (a single miracle) in Ustiug,®” and thanks to him we also
know that the yearly festival of Prokopii was an important event for which people from
Sol’vychegodsk would perform a hundred-kilometre pilgrimage by boat to Ustiug: ‘O6s1uen
60 monaem toro npeaena Conu Beryeronkue, Ha BCSK IO €3[IUTH BO I'pajl Y CTIOT HA MMaMeT
Tpa3gHYHYI0 Oaxkennaro Ipokogus. U npucne nens mwisitu ux.”%% In Sol’vychegodsk,
Prokopii’s feast day was also the occasion for a market. This apparently involved taking
Prokopii’s icon out onto the marketplace, which was the setting for the icon’s first miracle:
‘U cH1o IpeaupedeHnHYI0 NKOHY TTOCTaBHIIa Ha Topry wuTeiicrem’;?*® ‘Ha yTpee xe neHsb
HEJICITHBIA, CBETAIOILY COJHILY, O¢ 00 mameTt cBsararo drogoTBopia [Ipokodus. Cureamecs

MHOYKECTBO JIFOJINM HA TOPT KuTeiickmii, %10

It is, nevertheless, curious that all the surviving evidence about the shrine of Prokopii
in Ustiug comes from Sol’vychegodsk. We can only guess that the conditions there were
more favourable to text production and preservation. Part of the explanation could be in a
recurring figure of the Tale about the icon of Prokopii and Varlaam.®!! The text starts by
situating the stories in time (1548) and demonstrates awareness of Ustiug as a region under

the jurisdiction of the archbishop of Rostov and, more broadly, as subject to the tsar, Ivan

%7 |dem, 548, 550: Vlasov edited nineteen miracles according to a late seventeenth-century text thought to
reflect an earlier, 1640s or 1650s version.

98 |dem, 129: For it was customary for the people of that area of Sol’ Vychegodskie to go every year to the
town of Ustiug to celebrate the memory of the blessed Prokofii. And the day came for them to sail ...
Sol’vychegodsk is about 100 kilometres from Ustiug, but sailing south along the Vychegda and then the
Northern Dvina must have made for a reasonably swift journey.

99 |dem, 129: And they placed this aforementioned icon on the market square.

%10 |dem, 131, 585: On the next day it was Sunday, the sun was shining, for it was the memory day of saint
Prokopii the wonderworker. A multitude of people gathered on the market square ...

%11 Prokopii is very much the protagonist of this text, Varlaam is almost never mentioned.
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IV. It continues by mentioning the local administrator of Sol’vychegodsk — ‘npu cunenun
sractutens Conu Brrueronkue Brnagumepa Wsanosuua Jlapuonosa® —%'2 which Vlasov
suggests may have been the son of lvan Petrovich Larionov, a boyar and equerry of Ivan
IV.%2 Vladimir Ivanovich Larionov is frequently mentioned as the viastitel’ of
Sol’vychegodsk, to whom the people reported miracles, and who actively inquired about

them:

‘be 60 Bewep mMpPUOMIKHCA, a HOII MPHUCIE, TOTO Paad HE MOBENAIla YIOJECH
BIIACTHUTENIO TOTO Tipesena ... CKopo miemie, moBealia BIacTUTEIN0 TOTO Tpeerna

Hpo CIaBHOE YI0ofo ..." %

‘For evening approached, and night arrived, and for that reason they did not report
the miracle to the master of that area ... Quickly they went and told the master of
that area about the glorious miracle ...’

‘I moToM Haya BJIACTUTENh C THUXOCTHIO BOIPOLIaTH O MPECIaBHOM YIOAECH.
UYepHopu3La ke Ty CTOs, BCE CKa3a OT UCTUHHBIN O ObIBIIEM HrojecH. CIbIIIaB ke

TO OT Hesl BIACTUTENb U Ipociesucs.’¥°

‘And then the master started quietly asking about the most glorious miracle. The nun,
standing there, told everything truthfully about the miracle that happened. Hearing
this from her, the master was brought to tears.’

‘U moToM Haya 1O BIIACTUTEINIb C THXOCTHIO BBIIPOMIATHU O OBIBIIICM YIOACCH, KaKO

3apaBue nomy4u.’ 90

‘And then the master started asking her quietly about the miracle that happened, how
she received health.’

It is unclear whether it was the viastitel” who commissioned the texts from the son of

Dionisii, or whether he wrote them under the influence of his father, the hegumen whose

%12 \/LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, op. cit., 129: during the time of the master [vlastitel’] of Sol 'vychegodsk
Vladimir Ivanovich Larionov.

%13 |dem, 585: Vlasov notes that Vladimir Ivanovich Larionov may have been a namestnik in Sol’vychegodsk
around the years 1546-1548.

914 |dem, 131-2.
915 |dem, 137.

916 |dem, 140.
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monastery housed the icon. But both the Tale about the icon’s miracles and the Life of loann
suggest that the chapel dedicated to Prokopii in the Boris and Gleb monastery was built at
the initiative of VVladimir lvanovich Larionov: ‘U no cem 4ronecu co3aamia HepkoBb BO UM
ero cesitomy B Jieto 7056 (1548) romy GiarocioBeHHEM TOTO )K€ UTYMEHA M BCEM MPUYTOM

LHCPKOBHBIM, U ITOBCIICHUCM TOI'O KC I'pajia BJIElCTI/ITeHSI.’,917

Though it is unclear how it relates to the authority of the viastitel’, there is good reason
to suspect that the Stroganov family, and in particular the enterprising Anika, might also
have had a role in shaping the cult of Prokopii in Sol’vychegodsk. The Stroganovy started
by buying several saltworks in the area,®*® and ended up owning (and building) most of
Sol’vychegodsk, from the mid-sixteenth century building a mansion with a forty-six-metre
tower (completed 1565), warehouses, mills, stables, forges, and kitchens.®*® The
Annunciation cathedral (built 1560-1579)%° in the Boris and Gleb monastery became their
family resting place.?! In the monumental fresco programme commissioned for the

cathedral (consecrated 1584), Prokopii and loann were given a place of honour.?? It has also

917 |dem, 277: Mentioned in the Life of loann: And after this miracle they built a church in the name of the
saint in the year 7056 (1548) with the blessing of that same hegumen and of all the shrine clergy, and by
order of the master of that town. There is another mention of the erection of this church on page 134 of this
edition.

918 KUPTSOV, Poo Cmpozanoewix, Op. Cit., 14-15.
919 HOWARD, Sol’vychegodsk, Grove Art Online, op. cit.
920 1hid.

921 V.M. SOROKATYI, O6pa3 [Tpoxomus YcTrokcKkoro B ukowe, in: S.V. Zavadskaia (ed.), Kumue cs. npas.
IIpokonus, Xpucma paou opoousozo, Ycmioocckozo uyoomeopya, Moscow 2003, 130. KUPTSOV, Poo
Cmpozanoguix, op. cit., 14: Anika and many of his children and grandchildren were buried in the
Annunciation cathedral. PREOBRAZHENSKII, MOHyMeHTaJIbHasI )KUBOITUCH, Op. cit., 156: Anika commissioned
the Annunciation cathedral, consecrated in 1584. It became the main shrine in Sol’vychegodsk.

922 PREOBRAZHENSKII, MoHyMeHTaIbHAs JKMBOIIUCK, Op. Cit., 204-5, 156: The monumental fresco
programme was only finished around the turn of the century.
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been suggested that the wonderworking icon of Prokopii and Varlaam, about which the son
of Dionisii wrote, was a copy from an icon of the Ustiug Dormition cathedral commissioned
by Anika Stroganov®? to the presbyter Terentii, who was a skilled icon painter from that
town.%2* It would, therefore, not be surprising if the Stroganov family had also commissioned

a text about the icon and helped finance the church built to house it.

Wonderworking icons were traditionally popular in the Ustiug region, and so were
texts about them, often included in church chronicles.®® The oldest text about Prokopii
recorded how an Annunciation icon drove away a fire cloud and then exuded healing myrrh,
and an Odigitria (Hodegetria) from the Dormition cathedral in Ustiug allegedly drove away
the Novgorodians in 1398.9% Wonderworking icons helped consolidate and spread the cults
of Prokopii and loann,®?’ and icons in general helped create an image of the Stroganov family
that was not only commercially successful, hugely wealthy, and politically influential, but
also artistically refined. Sol’vychegodsk under the Stroganovy became a prestigious icon
painting centre, and eventually exported masters to the Moscow court.®? It is conceivable,

if not directly demonstrable from the available evidence, that the Stroganovy saw an

923 SOROKATYI, O6pa3 IIpoxomnus, op. Cit., 129-30.

924 \/LASOV, JKumuiinsie nosecmu, op. Cit., 127.

95 \VLASOV, Vemiooicckas numepamypa, op. Cit., 65-6, 116.
926 |dem, 70.

%27 1dem, 90.

928 |dem, 66. J. HOWARD — S. KUZNETSOV, Stroganov school, in: Grove Art Online, Oxford 2003, https://doi-
org.ezproxy-prd.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/10.1093/ga0/9781884446054.article. T081854 (retrieved April 2024):
Stylistically the Stroganov icons are marked by their florid colour, apparently derived from the Novgorod
school, although they differ from the latter through their highly refined graphic qualities. From the late
sixteenth century, embroidered icons were also produced. The golden age of the Stroganov school has been
placed between 1580 and 1620.
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opportunity to raise their cultural profile both in the cult of Prokopii, who was probably
venerated from the mid-fifteenth century,®® and in the local fondness for icons. By
sponsoring icon production and veneration, on the one hand they made themselves popular
locally as the patrons of miracle cults; and on the other hand, they could show off their

artistic accomplishment at the court in Moscow.

The cult of Prokopii (and loann) in Sol’vychegodsk probably benefited from an
unusual combination of support from the viastitel’, or namestnik of Ivan IV, the hegumen
and monks of the Boris and Gleb monastery, and the fabulously wealthy Stroganov family.
The latter had the means and inclination to fund a secondary cult of Prokopii — and the more
modest cult of loann — which they centred around wonderworking icons and documented in
such detail that the (presumably) main cult of Prokopii in Ustiug, where his relics were, was
eclipsed. However, the Sol’vychegodsk cult would probably not have grown to the extent it
did without the backing of the town’s inhabitants and those of surrounding areas. To the
viastitel’ and the Stroganovy, the wonderworking iurodivye might have been external
manifestations, or even heavenly legitimations, of success — of the expanding Russian
empire, of an enterprising family. To the people of Sol’vychegodsk, and probably also of
Ustiug, their iurodivye were a source of pride, and a symbol of self-awareness for a region

that was fast developing and becoming conscious of its position within the Russian empire:

‘Noann — HebOomapHBIH open ... BCI0 Pycckyro 3eMiro mpocBemiaroniee. Tam xe,
OTLBI U Oparue, XBalsATCS Kas CTpaHa U rpaj ¥ BECb O CBOMX YIOJOTBOPLEX. YCTIOT
00 Tpaja M CO OKPECTHBIMHU €TO BECH XBAITUTCS O CBOMX YIOIOTBOPIIEX, O OJTaXKEHHEM
I[Tpokonuu u o npaseaneM Hoanne! %

‘loann [is] a soaring eagle ... enlightening the Russian land. For there [i.e., in the
Russian land], fathers and brethren, every country and town and part of the

929 VLASOV, Vemiooicekas aumepamypa, op. Cit., 17.

930V LASOV, JKumuiinvie nosecmu, 0p. Cit., 286.
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countryside praises its wonderworkers. The town of Ustiug and its surrounding
villages praise their wonderworkers, the blessed Prokopii and the righteous loann.’

More interesting still, the son of Dionisii —who seemed to think Ustiug was far away, never
mind Moscow — was aware of the Muscovite rhetoric about the transmission of the true

Christian faith from Jerusalem to Russia, which now carried the torch of Orthodoxy:

‘lHech y0o SICHO CKa3yeM 4iojeca CBATaro, Tako 60 Bo MepycanuMckux cTpaHax B
cBATBIX MecTex. He Tokmo 60 Tamo TBopuT bBor uiomeca, HO M B Hamiel cTpaHe
pyckusi 3emnu B mpenucioBymeMm rpage Conm Brraerommkume TtBOpHT bor
npeciaBHbis yrogeca CBommu yroguuku. Cusg ke MpocliaBu U TMposiBU bor
MOCIIEAHEMY POAY MPaBOCIABHBIM XPHUCTUSHOM ... HbIHE BecenmuTcst cBsiTas orpaja
HOBBIN HepycanmmM, BUAEB TpHCENIEHHE TaKOBaro YiOJOTBOpIA OJakeHHAro

[Tpokomnwus ..."%!

‘For today we tell clearly of the miracles of the saint, [that happened] as they happen
in the lands of Jerusalem in the holy places. Not only does God work miracles there,
but also in our Russian country and in the aforementioned town of Sol’vychegodsk
does God work miracles through those pleasing to Him. These God made glorious
and revealed to the last line of orthodox Christians ... Now the holy enclosure of the
new Jerusalem rejoices, seeing the visit of such a wonderworker, the blessed
Prokopii ...’

The analysis in Part IV has, in part, argued that iurodivye in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries meant different things to different groups of people: intercessors for some, they
were sources of prestige and legitimacy for others. But they also meant different things
within the same group of people: popular intercessors, they were also legendary prophets
about whom oral tales circulated; harmless ascetics celebrated liturgically in similar ways to

other saints, they were also a legitimising framework for the ruling dynasty.

However, before concluding on the conceptual and practical flexibility of iurodstvo as

a phenomenon in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, some words of caution on the

%1 |dem, 176-7.
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evidence available to us are necessary. As pointed out in the Introduction, we are studying a
primarily non-written culture through written texts. We base our interpretations of a
predominantly illiterate society on the texts recorded by the few who did write. Though
obvious, this point has particularly dramatic consequences for the study of iurodstvo, a
phenomenon which apparently blended elements of ecclesiastical and vernacular culture. As
repeated many times throughout this thesis, the majority of the evidence about iurodivye in
this period is related to their veneration as saints within an ecclesiastical framework, and
though it occasionally offers glimpses of their stranger and more charismatic traits, it
predominantly treats them as extreme ascetics and miracle-working intercessors. It is
entirely possible, however, that the charismatic side of iurodstvo, with its potential for
subversion and political disruption, was more prominent than the sources available to us

make it to be — Giles Fletcher suggests as much.

The second word of caution touches on the point made above about the secondary
shrines for iurodivye that may be evading our attention because they either had no means or
no inclination to write texts about their cults. The section above, about the politicisation of
iurodstvo, could give the impression that every cult of a iurodivyi had a political narrative
woven into it. This was likely not the case, as suggested by the secondary shrines of Vasilii
and Prokopii. There are no extant texts from the secondary shrine of Vasilii in Likhvin,
known only through the main Life of Vasilii, though it appears to have been a popular local
shrine with an annual festival. Conversely, there are no extant texts from the primary shrine
of Prokopii in Ustiug, though miracles at his secondary shrine in Sol’vychegodsk were
meticulously recorded. It seems plausible that neither Vasilii’s secondary shrine in Likhvin
nor Prokopii’s primary shrine in Ustiug had the means or inclination to document

themselves, and spread these documents, with the same effort and energy the promoters of
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Vasilii’s primary shrine and Prokopii’s secondary shrine must have had. In other words,
people in a position of political and economic power were more likely to invest in
commissioning and shaping texts about the cults they sponsored: this is the bulk of the
evidence we, modern historians, see. Smaller but reasonably popular local shrines probably
existed, but the fact that they left little to no evidence for their existence means they will

mostly remain under our radar.
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In recontextualising fifteenth- and sixteenth-century iurodstvo, this thesis has sought
to reassess it as a historical phenomenon. In doing so, it has also contributed to unmake the
myth of iurodstvo as a continuous monolithic phenomenon across the ages and an emblem
of Russian cultural exceptionalism. Rather than taking away from the uniqueness of
iurodstvo, rooting it in a specific historical context has, to my mind, made it more interesting

— hopefully also more accurate.

I have argued that the understandings of iurodstvo and cults of iurodivye in this period
were shaped by their context in two main ways. The first is to do with the far-reaching
consequences of Muscovite hegemony and the consolidation of a Russian autocratic state.
Different cities and regions had different histories and relationships with Moscow, and these
inevitably shaped the cult of local saints and the narratives they embodied. The second
contextual influence on iurodstvo was the popularity of the cult of saints, and miracle cults
especially, in this period. Primarily venerated as intercessors, iurodivye benefitted from the

increased visibility brought about by this development in religious culture.

A brief aside on the positioning of iurodstvo within the cult of saints is necessary here.
This thesis has tried to convey that local cults competed with each other for attention and
resources, and that iurodivye were often the most humble intercessors among the miracle-
workers of a region. Still, by taking iurodstvo as its main focus, this study is necessarily
short-sighted, and I can only insist here that iurodivye were a minority category of saints
despite their rapid multiplication. Paul Bushkovitch’s narrative of monastic decline

notwithstanding,**2 monastic saints were still the dominant category in Makarii’s recognition

932 BusHKOVITCH, Religion and Society, op. cit., 7.
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of new miracle-workers in 1547.9 Pierre Gonneau noted how, in numbers at least, monastic
saints dominated the Russian religious landscape until the end of the sixteenth century, and
argued that monastic foundations filled institutional gaps in the Russian Church, with its
huge dioceses and loose parish structure, shifting saint-making northeast and away from
cities.®** In one exceptional case, Ustiug, a city under the jurisdiction of Rostov (over six
hundred kilometres away), iurodivye did fill an institutional gap; but cults of iurodivye

otherwise emerged in urban centres where older ecclesiastical cults prevailed.

The two contextual influences on iurodstvo — the parallel developments of the Russian
autocratic state and cult of saints — mentioned above were closely connected. The
multiplication of miracle cults occurred at a time when the Russian Orthodox Church was
actively laying claim to spiritual authority over the — by the end of the sixteenth century, vast
— Russian lands. If direct control over its regions, old and recently conquered, was far beyond
the institutional, administrative, and technological capabilities of the Church at this time,
conciliar initiatives in collaboration with the tsar in the mid-sixteenth century and the
compilation of Metropolitan Makarii’s Great Menology clearly expressed a desire to keep

up with and influence religious practices across the Russian lands. Documenting cults and

933 Axmu, cobpannvle, Op. cit., 203—4: Monastic saints recognised in 1547 were eight out of a total of twenty
saints, i.e., forty percent, and all of these were to receive pan-Russian veneration. These were the venerable
(prepodobnye) Pafnutii of Borovsk, Nikon of Radonezh, Hegumen Makarii of Kaliazin, Mikhail of Klopsko,
Savvatii and Zosima of the Solovki monastery, Pavel of Obnora, Dionisii of Glushitsa, and Hegumen
Aleksandr of Svir’. Other than Mikhail of Klopsko, counted as a monastic pan-Russian saint, the iurodivye
recognised were Maksim of Moscow and Prokopii and loann of Ustiug, who were all to receive local
veneration. See a discussion of this document from page 60 above.

934 P, GONNEAU, Monachisme et diffusion de la foi dans la Russie moscovite (XIVe-XVIe siécle), Annales.
Histoire, Sciences Sociales, L1/2, 1996, 465-6, 471-3: Gonneau counted forty new saints (of which twenty-
two monastic) between 1530 and 1565 and sixteen new saints (of which twelve monastic) between 1565 and
1600.
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offering them an official stamp of approval was a way of monitoring and asserting authority

over them.

Yet saint-making in this period was not monopolised by the Church. Part II argued that
making and maintaining saints was a continuous process that resulted from the collaboration
of clergy and laity. Cults often emerged from grassroots devotion, but a durable cult required
the clerical ability to perform proper rites, and often the resources of well-to-do laymen to
maintain shrines and commission devotional texts and images: without the joint support of
these three groups, a cult was unlikely to thrive. Text production was itself a fluid,
collaborative process, with narratives circulating between written texts — liturgical,
hagiographical, historiographical — but also across oral and written forms.*® The faithful
learned about local saints by listening to their liturgy, but they in turn influenced written
narratives by sharing widely the healing miracles they experienced, not least with the shrine
priests who recorded them, and by being the bearers of legends about local saints that often

permeated their hagiographies.

If the full liturgy for a saint might only be performed on their annual feast day, we are
informed by the miracles of Isidor, Vasilii, and Prokopii that parts of the liturgy for a saint
might be sung more frequently to induce or express thanks for healing miracles.®*® The
iurodivye believers learned about during the liturgy were extreme ascetics, whose
extraordinary exertion in life had granted them an eternal place in heaven. When they

appeared to the faithful in visions, iurodivye were described in the same terms used in their

935 See the discussion of Karen Barber’s work on page 25.

936 See, for example, the passage quoted on page 252.
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sluzhby, as emanating light — not foolish in any recognisable way.**” In ecclesiastical
contexts, then, iurodivye were venerated much like any other saint. Their cults functioned
like social glue, bringing communities together. The fact that they had lived among those
who celebrated them must have added a sacral dimension to urban spaces, and it is clear
from miracle accounts that even individual healings had a collective significance in revealing
a saint’s protective gaze over a town or region. Descriptions of the funerals of iurodivye
likewise projected the image, at least, of communities united in celebrating their holy men,
and accounts of saints’ annual festivals, such as those of Likhvin or Sol’vychegodsk, suggest

that these occasions drew together inhabitants of urban and rural areas.%®

Yet the fact that iurodivye existed in the popular imagination outside of their
ecclesiastical characterisation as ascetics set them apart from other saints. The charismatic
understanding of iurodstvo teased out in Part III emphasised aggressiveness and the ability
to foresee the future over asceticism. That this may have been a more vernacular
understanding of iurodstvo i1s suggested by the nature of the evidence it featured most
prominently in. Foreign accounts of Nikolai of Pskov’s confrontation with Ivan IV and, in
Fletcher’s case, of iurodstvo more generally, were probably the most directly influenced by
oral tales circulating about iurodivye. Though probably vernacular in origin, charismatic
iurodstvo was prevalent enough not to be ignored by ecclesiastical texts, some of which, like
the (in many regards exceptional) first version of the Life of Mikhail of Klopsko, leaned
heavily into it. Since we are studying a primarily non-written culture through its written

texts, most of them produced by or in close association with the Church, we have no way of

937 See a description of a vision of Prokopii on pages 215-16.

938 See the passage quoted on page 307.
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telling whether charismatic iurodstvo prevailed over its ascetic counterpart, or whether they

were understood as part of a single phenomenon.

In fact, it was probably the malleability of iurodivye that drew influential sponsors to
their cults. On the one hand, as saintly laymen, iurodivye had no institutional affiliations. If
the cults of monastic or episcopal saints might be coopted by their respective foundations or
episcopal successors, there was no official institutional competition over the appropriation
of iurodivye as saints. On the other hand, the variety of ways — between extreme ascetic and
aggressive prophet — in which iurodstvo could be understood opened up narrative
possibilities the cults of other saints might not easily offer. Most cults of iurodivye examined
in this thesis were sponsored by groups of people whose wealth and influence depended on
Russian autocracy. The Church, the grand-princely line, the Stroganov family all wove, with
varying degrees of subtlety, their political ambitions, and in some cases ideology, into the
cults they sponsored. Given their patrons, it is not a surprise that most cults of iurodivye in

this period should be favourable to Moscow.

Funding a miracle-working shrine and organising public ritual around it was one way
to acquire prestige; shaping textual narratives was another. These two strategies were
combined in the most obviously political cult of a iurodivyi in this period, that of Vasilii. Not
only was the public translation of his relics associated with the founding of the Moscow
patriarchate, but the state-sponsored texts about him — the Stepennaia kniga and his zhitie —
associated Vasilii with the ruling dynasty. His earthly life spent in Moscow sacralised the
city as Andrew had Constantinople, and Ivan IV’s devotion to him in his lifetime, as well as
his deathbed prophecy that Fedor would be tsar, legitimised a dynasty that claimed to be

divinely anointed.
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Other cults made sightly more modest claims: Mikhail of Klopsko in favour of
Muscovite hegemony and the transfer of spiritual authority from Novgorod to Moscow;
Isidor of Rostov against the Latin faith and in favour of Russia as the ultimate defender of
Orthodoxy; Prokopii and loann of Ustiug in favour of the relevance of Sol’vychegodsk (and
Ustiug) and of the house of Stroganov in the emerging Russian empire. We can wonder how
far these claims were made by the elite for the elite, lay and ecclesiastical. One thing is clear:
the prophetic, or charismatic, side of iurodstvo, which sources sometimes presented as a

consequence of its ascetic side,**

was a powerful source of legitimation. The prophecies of
iurodivye not only backed the ruling dynasty,? but they also legitimised the cults of other
saints, like Nikandr of Pskov or Iona of Novgorod. There is, of course, one remarkable
instance where charismatic iurodstvo was used against Moscow. The legends about Nikolai
of Pskov and his humiliation of Ivan IV use the same divine legitimation device as
establishment narratives about iurodstvo, only this time God’s favour was shown to be with
the people of Pskov. That his popularity was eventually hushed by the local Church is
indicative of the sixteenth century’s political climate. In the seventeenth century, dissident

Old Believers would not be blind to the political potential of charismatic iurodstvo. That,

however, is a different context and, probably, a transformed iurodstvo.

939 This was the case especially for the monk Galaktion and for Vasilii, both depicted in the Stepennaia
kniga.

%40 Mikhail predicted the birth of Ivan Il and his destruction of Novgorod, Galaktion predicted the birth of
Ivan IV and his conquest of Kazan’, Vasilii predicted the accession of Fedor.
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Table. Textual Evidence Summary. 161

Map 1. Eastern Europe in the first half of the sixteenth century. 27

https://www.hrono.ru/proekty/ostu/russia_eng/east_eur1550en.png (retrieved August
2024).

Map 2. Eastern Europe in the second half of the sixteenth century (detail). 29

https://www.hrono.ru/proekty/ostu/russia_eng/east_eur1598en.png (retrieved August
2024).

Figure 1. St Andrew the Fool.** 96
Twelfth century; fresco, 44 x 130 cm; Hermitage of St Neophytos, Cyprus.

https://www.doaks.org/research/byzantine/project-grants/images/Kakoulli-
Fischer_Neophytos%2011-12 Page 05 Image_0001.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

I. KakouLLI — C. FISCHER, The Techniques and Materials of the Wall Paintings at the
Enkleistra of St. Neophytos (Phase I, Dumbarton Oaks,
https://www.doaks.org/research/byzantine/project-grants/kakoulli-fischer-2011-2012
(retrieved June 2023).

Figure 2. Pokrov. 97
1399; wood, tempera, 151 x 126 cm; Zverin monastery, Novgorod; Hosropoackwuii
rOCy/IapCTBeHHBI 00BeAMHEHHBIH My3ei-3amoBequuk [Novgorod State Integrated

Museum-Reserve] (item no. 11170), Novgorod, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=559 (retrieved June 2023).

%1 Whenever possible, I give a figure’s approximate date, material, size, place of origin, current location, and

image source. If the place of origin and current location coincide, they are not repeated. | have tried to give

Russian museum names in English as they are found online, though there are often several possibilities for a

single museum as most do not have an official page in English.
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Figure 3. Pokrov. 97
Mid-sixteenth century; wood, levkas, tempera, 77 x 60 cm; Vologda (?);
I'ocynapcrBennas TperbskoBckas ranepest [Tretyakov Gallery] (item no. 13477),
Moscow, Russia.

A.V. RYNDINA (ed.), 1000-zemue pycckoii xyooscecmeenrnou kyavmypst, M0OSCOW
1988, item 132 on page 108, description on page 352.

Figure 4. Pokrov. 99

First third of the sixteenth century; wood, levkas, tempera, 76 x 55 cm; Obonezh’e
(region east of Lake Onega); collection of E.A. Terletskii, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=6955 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 5. Pokrov. 99

Early sixteenth century; 69.5 x 52.3 x 2.6 cm; Novgorod region; Hmxkeropoackuit
rocyIapCcTBeHHBIN XynoxecTBeHHbI My3eir [Nizhny Novgorod State Art Museum]
(item no. 148), collection of G.M. Prianishnikov in Gorodets, Nizhnii Novgorod,
Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=7052 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 6. St Andrew of Constantinople. 100
Early sixteenth century; 132 x 101 x 3.2 cm; Moscow; T'ocynapctBenHsbiii Pycckuit
my3seii [State Russian Museum] (item no. IP2K 2099), collection of N.P. Likhachev

(item no. JIux.I11-11), Saint Petersburg, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=499 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 7. St John the Baptist (from iconostasis Deesis row). 102

Fifteenth century; 115 x 41 cm; Tver’ region (?); ['ocynapcrBennas TperbsikoBckas
ranepes [Tretyakov Gallery] (item no. 15054), Moscow, Russia.
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G.V. Poprov, Teepckas uxona XII-XVII gexos, Saint Petersburg 1993, item 75,
description page 256.

Figure 8. St John the Baptist. 102
c.1570; wood, pavoloka (fabric), levkas, tempera, 135 x 97.5 cm; Ilaroslavl’;
SIpocnaBckuii myseii-3amoBeaauk [Yaroslavl Museum-Preserve] (item no. sxm/u-234),
Iaroslavl’, Russia.

A.V. RYNDINA (ed.), 1000-zemue pycckou xyodooicecmeennou Kyavmypst, M0OSCOW
1988, item 106 on page 86, description on pages 345-6.

Figure 9. Saints Catherine, Jacob, and Mary of Egypt. 103
Late sixteenth or early seventeenth century; wood, tempera, 89 x 66 cm; Novgorod
region; I'ocynapcrBennas TperbsikoBckas ranepes [Tretyakov Gallery] (item no. 1P

468), Moscow, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=6342 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 10. The hermits Macarius of Egypt, Onuphrius the Great, and 103
Peter the Athonite (other side: The Holy Spirit descending on the
Apostles)

Late fifteenth or early sixteenth century; 24 x 19.5 cm; Novgorod; I'ocynapcTBeHHas
TperbsikoBckas ranepes [Tretyakov Gallery] (item no. IP 468), Moscow, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=584 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 11. Saints Maksim of Moscow, Sergii of Radonezh, and lIsaia, 107
Leontii, Ignatii, Avraamii, and Isidor of Rostov.

Mid-sixteenth century; wood, tempera, 71 x 66 cm; Rostov region; I'ocynapcTBeHHBII
Mmy3eii-3anmoBenuuk  «PocroBckuit  Kpemmp» [State  Museum-Preserve “Rostov

Kremlin”] (item no. 1-517), Rostov, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=6044 (retrieved June 2023).
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Detail of Maksim of Moscow: A.S. PREOBRAZHENSKII, MkoHorpadus Bacunus
braxenHoro: Hekotopble acnekTbl u3ydenus, in: E.M. lukhimenko, fOpoousvie 6
pycckotl kyrsmype, Moscow 2013, 55.

Figure 12. St Isidor of Rostov. 108
1571-1585; damask, silk and gold thread, 176 x 66 cm; Moscow, workshop of Tsaritsa
Irina Godunova; I'ocynapcTBeHHbIl My3eii-3anoBeaHuk «PocroBekuii Kpemus» [State

Museum-Preserve “Rostov Kremlin”], Rostov, Russia.

https://icons.pstgu.ru/needlework/1190 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 13. Saints Nicholas the Wonderworker, Petr the Horde tsarevich, 108
and Avraamii and Isidor of Rostov (St Aleksii Metropolitan of Moscow,
left margin).

Mid-sixteenth century; wood (?); Rostov; I'ocymapcTBEHHBINH My3eii-3al10BEIHHK
«PocroBckuit Kpemip» [State Museum-Preserve “Rostov Kremlin], Rostov, Russia.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2011/12/21/1234978010/i400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 14. St Maksim of Moscow. 110

1547-1551; fresco (?); Annunciation cathedral, Moscow Kremlin, Russia.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2020/06/21/1236347852/i400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).
Figure 15. Tomb of St Maksim of Moscow working a posthumous 110
miracle.

1570s; manuscript, ink (?); Moscow; Illustrated Chronicle of Ivan the Terrible, volume
8, Poccuiickast HarmonanbHas OuOimorexa [National Library of Russia] (PHB.

F.IV.232. fol. 601), Saint Petersburg, Russia.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2020/06/21/1236347427/i1400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).
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Figure 16. Saints Prokopii and loann of Ustiug before the Virgin and 112
Child.

1600; fresco (?); Annunciation cathedral, Sol’vychegodsk, Russia.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2010/09/29/1234251735/i400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 17. Saints Prokopii and loann of Ustiug before Christ. 112
1611; manuscript, ink (?), 27.5 x 22.6 cm; Sol’vychegodsk; ConbBbrueroackuii My3en-
samoBenuuk  [Solvychegodsky  Museum-Reserve] (item  no. CM-204-)X).
Sol’vychegodsk, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=8690 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 18. St Vasilii of Moscow. 115
1589; fabric (atlas), silver, gold and silk thread, 250 x 117 cm; Moscow; Co6op
ITokposa Ilpecpsaroii boropoauinsl Ha Py (Xpam Bacwmust Brnaxennoro) [Pokrov

cathedral (St Basil’s cathedral)], Moscow, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=5229 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 19. Saints Vasilii of Moscow and Basil the Great. 115

Late sixteenth century; fabric, thread (?), 250 x 117 cm; (?); ['ocymnapcTBeHHBIN
Pycckuii my3eii [State Russian Museum], Saint Petersburg, Russia.

A.S. PREOBRAZHENSKII, UkoHorpadus Bacunus brakeHHOro: HEKOTOpbIE acCIEKThI
usydenus, in: E.M. lukhimenko, fFOpoousuie 6 pyccroii kynemype, Moscow 2013, 61.
Figure 20. St Vasilii of Moscow before the Virgin and Child. 116
Late sixteenth century;107.5 x 27.3 x 4 cm; Sol’vychegodsk; ConbBbrueroackuii
Mmy3eii-3anoBeqHuK [Solvychegodsky Museum-Reserve] (item no. CM-246-X),

Sol’vychegodsk, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=8676 (retrieved June 2023).
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Figure 21. St Vasilii of Moscow with scenes from his life. 116

Late sixteenth or early seventeenth century; fabric, thread (?), 250 x 117 cm; Moscow
(?); TocymapcTBeHHBIN HCTOpHUYECKUil My3eil, Xpam Bacuiums bnaxkennoro [State
Historical Museum, St Basil’s cathedral], Moscow, Russia.

A.S. PREOBRAZHENSKII, UkoHorpadus Bacuius braxeHHOTO: HEKOTOpPHIE aCTEKThI
usyuenus, in: E.M. lukhimenko, FOpoousvie 6 pyccroti kyromype, Moscow 2013, 56.

Figure 22. Saints Varlaam of Khutyn’, Mikhail of Klopsko, and Dmitrii 118
of Priluki (?).

Second half of the sixteenth century; canvas, 25 x 20.2 cm; Suzdal’; Baagumupo-
Cy31anbCKuil MCTOPUKO-XYJI0)KECTBEHHBI M apXUTEKTYPHBIM My3€il-3all0BEJHUK
[State VIadimir-Suzdal Historical, Architectural and Art Museum-Reserve], Vladimir,
Russia (item no. B-6300/118).

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=7228 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 23. St Mikhail of Klopsko. 119

Middle to second half of the sixteenth century; fresco (?); Trinity (formerly Pokrov)
cathedral, Aleksandrov, Russia.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2020/06/21/1236349158/i400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 24. St Mikhail of Klopsko. 119
1572; fresco, (?); St Sophia cathedral, Novgorod.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2020/06/21/1236349075/i400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 25. St Prokopii of Ustiug. 121
First half of the sixteenth century; wood, pavoloka (fabric), levkas, tempera, 49 x 39

cm; Ustiug; TocynapcrBennas TperbsikoBckas ranepes [Tretyakov Gallery] (item no.
13884), Moscow, Russia.
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A.V. RYNDINA (ed.), 1000-zemue pycckou xyodooicecmeennou Kyavmypsi, M0OSCOW
1988, item 121 on page 99, description on page 349.

Figure 26. Saints Prokopii of Ustiug and Varalaam of Khutyn’ before 121
Christ.

Mid-sixteenth century (15447?); 75 x 48 cm; (?); ApxaHreiabCkuii My3ei
n3obpasutenbHbix UckyccTB [Arkhangelsk Regional Museum of Fine Arts] (item no.

847-npx), Arkhangel’sk, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=7870 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 27. St Prokopii of Ustiug before the Virgin and Child. 122

End of the sixteenth century; wood, pavoloka (fabric), levkas, tempera, gold, 107.4 x
36 x 3.8 cm; Annunciation cathedral, Sol’vychegodsk (?); ConbBbrueroackuii My3eii-
3anoBeHUK  [Solvychegodsky  Museum-Reserve] (item no. CM-247-X),
Sol’vychegodsk, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=8677 (retrieved June 2023).

M.S. TRUBACHEVA (ed.), Uxonvr cmpocanosckux somuun XVI-XVII eexos : Ilo
mamepuanam pecmaspayuonunvix pabom BXHPIL] umenu axadoemuxa H. 3. I'pabaps,
Moscow 2003, item 18 on page 129, description on page 37.

Figure 28. St Prokopii of Ustiug with 24 vignettes from his Life. 122
1602; wood, levkas, tempera, 161 x 128 cm; St Prokopii cathedral, Ustiug;
BennkoycTIOrckuil rocy 1apCTBEHHbBINA HCTOPUKO-aPXUTEKTYPHBIN U XY 10KECTBEHHBII
my3seit-3amoBenuuk [Veliky Ustyug State Historical-Architectural & Art Museum

Reserve] (item no. 16268/3), Ustiug, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=8449 (retrieved June 2023).

M.S. TRUBACHEVA (ed.), HUxonvr cmpoeanosckux eomuun XVI-XVII gexos : [lo
mamepuanam pecmaspayuorusvix pabom BXHPL] umenu axademuxa U. 3. I pabaps,
Moscow 2003, item 50 on page 167, description on page 63-4.
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Figure 29. Saints Nikolai Kochanov, Nicholas, and Matrona of 124
Kargopol’.

€.1554; cobpanue pycckux UKOH npu noaaepxkke @onaa an. Auapes [lepBo3BaHHOTO
[collection of Russian icons of the Fund of St Andrew the First-Called], Russia.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2020/06/22/1236354027/i400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 30. Menology icon for July (detail: Nikolai Kochanov of 124
Novgorod).

End of the sixteenth century; ILlepkoBHO-apxeoOrHyecKuii KaOMHET MOCKOBCKOM
Jyxosuoit Akamemun [Church-Archaeological Cabinet of the Moscow Theological
Academy] (item no. 3858?), Sergiev Posad, Russia.

Detail: https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2020/06/22/1236353891/i400.jpg (retrieved June
2023).

Overview: http://acmus.ru/data/collection/icons/00003858.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 31. Sophia the Holy Wisdom of Christ (detail: Nikolai Kochanov). 125

1550s-1560s; silk, 41 x 33 cm; Novgorod; Bomoroiackuii rocymaapcTBEHHBIH
HCTOPUKO-apXUTEKTYPHBIA U Xy/JI0KECTBEHHbIH My3eii-3anoBennuk [Vologda State
Historical and Architectural Art Museum-Reserve], Vologda, Russia.

Detail: A.V. SILKIN, Tlenena «Codus Ilpemynpocts boxus» wu3 cobpanus
Bonoroackoro mysesi-3amoBennuka. K Bompocy arpubyumu u gatupoBk, in: S.F.
Vigasina (ed.), VI I'pabapeeckue umenus: Mesxcoynapoouas nayunas kKongepenyus,
16—17 oxmsabpsa 2003 2, Moscow 2005, 69.

Overview: https://icons.pstgu.ru/img/base/origin/00023429.jpg (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 32. loann of Moscow (Big Cap). 126
1600; fresco, Annunciation cathedral, Sol’vychegodsk, Russia.

https://www.pravenc.ru/data/2010/09/29/1234251750/i400.jpg (retrieved June 2023).
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Figure 33. Selected saints. 129
Sixteenth century; wood, pavoloka, tempera, 47 x 38 x 2.8 cm; Kargopol’;
I'ocynapcrBennblii Pycckuii myseit [State Russian Museum] (item no. JIPXK-2755),

Saint Petersburg, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=4651 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 34. Saints Basil the Great, Vasilii and Maksim of Moscow, and 130
Prokopii of Ustiug.

Last quarter of the sixteenth century; wood, tempera, silver, basma (tint), gilding,
filigree enamel, 42 x 18 cm; Pokrov monastery cathedral, Suzdal’; Bmagumupo-
Cy31anbCKuil MCTOPUKO-XYJIO)KECTBEHHBI M apXUTEKTYPHBIM My3€il-3all0BEJHUK
[State Vladimir-Suzdal Historical, Architectural and Art Museum-Reserve] (item no.
B-6300/30 1-2), Vladimir, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=7190 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 35. Moving Church (Pokhodnaia Tserkov’). 132

1588-1590; 63.5 x 98 cm; Pskov’ / Tver’; TBepckast o0nacTHas KapTUHHAs rajepes
[Tver Regional Art Gallery] (item no. X-1239), Tver’, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=2495 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 36. Hexameron (Shestodnev). 132
Early sixteenth century; 110 x 91 cm; Vologda (?), workshop of Dionisii;
TlocynapctBennast TperbsikoBckas ranepes [Tretyakov Gallery] (item no. 12058),

Moscow, Russia.

https://www.icon-art.info/hires.php?Ing=ru&type=1&id=519 (retrieved June 2023).

Figure 37. Vladimir Mother of God (triptych). 133

1603; wood, pavoloka (fabric), levkas, tempera, silver, basma (tint), gold, silver,
filigree, precious stones, pearl, enamel, 41 x 73 cm; church of the Praise to the Mother
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of God, Perm’ region, commissioned by Nikita Grigor’evich Stroganov; Ilepmckas
rocyIapCTBeHHAs XyA0KecTBeHHas ranepes [Perm State Art Gallery] (item no. JIM—
4), Perm’ Russia.

M.S. TRUBACHEVA (ed.), Ukonvr cmpocanosckux eomuun XVI-XVII eexos : Ilo

mamepuanam pecmaspayuonunvix pabom BXHPIL] umenu axaoemuxa HU. 2. I'pabaps,
Moscow 2003, item 75 on pages 198-201, description on pages 77—78.
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1. PRIMARY SOURCES
1.a Manuscripts
Poccuiickas rocynapcrsennas oubnuoreka [Russian State Library]

@.98 Ne432. Munes obmras co cesatiamu [General menaion with sviattsy (liturgical
calendar)], https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/98/f-98-432/ (retrieved April 2024).

@®.256 Ne397. Ciryx0b1 POCCHIICKUM CITaBIHCKUM CBATHIM W IIpa3HUKaM, YCTAaHOBIICHHBIM
B Poccun, a Takxke HekotopbiM CepOckum u bonrapckum, no nopsaxy
MECSIIECIIOBA, C TPUCOBOKYTUICHHEM KUTUH U TTOXBAJIbHBIX CIIOB [Sluzhby for
Russian Slavonic saints and feasts, established in Russia, and also for some
Serbian and Bulgarian, in order of the liturgical year, with a collection of Lives
and encomia], note on the passing of Maksim of Moscow fol. 358 v—359 1,
https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/256/1-256-397/ (retrieved April 2024).

@.304/1 Ne618. Tpedomnor pycckum cBsteiM [Calendar of Russian saints], sluzhba for
Isidor of Rostov fol. 1 r — 17 r (followed by his zhitie), https://lib-fond.ru/lib-
rgb/304-1/f-3041-618/ (retrieved April 2024).

@.304/1 Ne619. Tpedomor pycckum cBsatbiM [Calendar of Russian saints], sluzhba for
Prokopii of Ustiug fol. 254 v — 266 v, https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-1/-3041-619/
(retrieved April 2024).

@.304/1 Ne622. Tpedomnor pycckum cBstbiM [Calendar of Russian saints], sluzhba for
Maksim of Moscow fol. 57 v — 67 v, sluzhba for Mikhail of Klopsko fol. 153 r —
170 v, https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-1/-3041-622/ (retrieved April 2024).

@.304/1 Ne624. Tpedomor pycckum cBsaTeiM [Calendar of Russian saints], sluzhba for
Nikolai Kochanov of Novgorod 509 r — 520 1, sluzhba for Vasilii of Moscow 621 r
— 633 1, https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-1/f-3041-624/ (retrieved April 2024).

@©.304/1 Ne630. CitykO0bI U )KUTHSI pOCTOBCKUX CBATHIX [S/uzhby and zhitiia of Rostov
saints], sluzhba for Isidor of Rostov fol. 238 v — 261 v (followed by his zhitie),
https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-1/f-3041-630/#1mage-255 (retrieved April 2024).

@.304/1 Ne761. Coopuuk [Collection], entry for Isidor of Rostov fol. 279 r, https://lib-
fond.ru/lib-rgb/304-1/f-3041-761/#image-5 (retrieved April 2024).
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