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PREFACE

To the best of my knowledge, the following is the first
work of its kind, that is, an analysis of Church-state rela-
tions in Kyyiv-Rus’, Some Jjustification is required for
such an undertaking.

As is the case of most historical works it must serve
some purpose. There 1is the antiquarian aspect, knowledge
for the sake of knowledge. There is the other aspect of the
historian’s desire of making some breakthrough, adding to
our knowledge on a certain subject. With this the immediate
guestion is why has this subject never been pursued. I must
confess that there have been times when I have questioned
the validity of such a study. Nonetheless, my prime consid-
eration in undertaking on this task was justified by the new
political reality in Eastern Europe. The dynamic changes
that have occurred since 1985 have delivered new nations on
to the political world stage, nations that heretofore had
their self-determination hindered and their respective his-
tories nearly stripped away.

Thus this thesis is written with the intention of pro-
viding a new understanding of medieval Eastern Europe. The
aftermath of August 1991 has left the peoples of the former
Soviet Union searching for their past with a sense of mis-
trust towards the history forced upon them. The Soviet sys-
tem has damaged many aspects of life, its greatest effect
being upon the individual. When a society is formed by lost

individuals who are searching for something concrete they

I



usually start their search with their earliest recorded his-
tory. The answers that are commonly asked are '"how is it we
have come to this point?" and "where do we go from here?".
Perhaps this work will be able to provide some answers to
such questions.

This study is especially important to the Churches in
Eastern Europe. Controlled for years by the tsarist and
communist regimes, the Church is also searching for answers
since it faces new challenges. Most important is its role
in respect to the newly formed states. We can only hope

that the search leads to some workable arrangement.

Note on Transliteration

With regards to transliteration of Slavic words I have
tried to remain consistent, using the Ukrainian pronuncia-
tion of names, places and terms with a few exceptions. TFor
example: Kwuie (Ukrainian) and KwueB (Russian) has been
transliterated as Kyyiv (KwuiB). In the past the usual prac-
tice has been the application of the Russian pronunciation
and transliteration. My reasons for opting for the Ukrain-
ian does not require justification for it is just as valid
as the previously held practice. Also the soft sign (») has
been transliterated with the use of an apostrophe (example,

Onera - Ol’ha).

II1
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

The period of history that has come down to us known as
Kyyiv-Rus’ (988-1240) has been, to a large degree, thor-
oughly examined. The two events that historians and even
the average reader of history usually make reference to are,
the Baptism of Rus’ (988) and the destruction of Kyyiv by
the Mongols (1240). Are we to imply then that in the two
hundred and fifty years nothing else happened between these
two dates? Or, are we to conclude that these 250 years do
not merit examination?

Investigation of the period has been, by-and-large,
left to Russian and Ukrainian scholars -- both home and
abroad. Their forays are, however, usually replete with
general comments and observations, an outcome largely due to
fulfilling political needs and sentimental desires. For the
most part Russian historians view this period as but a
preamble to the rise of Muscovy. Ukrainian scholars by con-
trast, while glorifying the age of the Kyyivan knyazi,! tend
to skirt this epoch in order to pay more attention to fash-
ionable issues of Kozachyna (the Kozak period), the nine-
teenth century national revival and twentieth century Soviet

Ukraine.

L Twill use the term knyaz’ to designate the kings of Rus’. The word knyaz’ is the reference made to
these kings in the chronicles. The commonly used translations for knyaz’ (i.e., prince, duke) are in-
appropriate. The word knyaz’ originates from the Scandinavian word kuning (king). Knyaz’ is the
singular while knyazi is the plural. When discussing the civil discord that existed between the knyazi
the term "inter-princely war® will be used,



In the field of Rus’ Church history the best survey
thus far is that of E.E. Golubinsky.? This work is vital
because it contains much primary source material translated
into the Russian vernacular.3 However, noteworthy as this
work is, it is more a narrative history as is the Metropoli-
tan Makarii’s.?¥ In both one notes an occasional bias to-
wards certain questions. For example, the guestion of the
appointment of the Metropolitan of Kyyiv by the Patriarch of
Constantinople, or, more precisely, the notion that foreign
metropolitans, Byzantine-Greek for the most part, occupied
that office.’

We are also indebted to M. Hrushevsky$ for his careful
examination of this period. To date the first two volumes
of his history are an exemplary ingquiry into the Kyyivan pe-
riod. But, he too tends to overlook the ecclesiastical as-
pect of Ukrainian history, a defect which arises from his
political disposition which was, to a large degree, anti-

clerical.

2 E.E. Golubinsky, Istoria russkoy tserkvi. Volume. 1. Edited by C.H. Van Schooneveld. The
Hague, Slavistic Printings and Reprintings, 1969.

3 Pamiat’ i pokhvala ravhoapostol’nomu kniaziu Viadimiru (4 Eulogy and Praise of the Equal-to-the
Apostles, Prince Volodymyr), ibid., pp. 238-245,

4 Makarii, Metropolitan of Moscow. Istoriia russkoi iserkvi. 1. Second edition. Revised. St. Peters-
burg, 1868.

5 op. cit, pp. 257-332.
6 M. Hrushevsky, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy. Volumes I-1I. New York, Published by Knyho-Spilka, 1954.



Although remarkable for their insights into the period,
all three tend to ignore the relation between Church and
State and largely for the reasons cited.

Historians have in the past tended to focus their at-
tention on such questions as to who was the first metropoli-
tan of Rus’, and, where the first metropolitanate was lo-
cated? On the other hand such questions are not part of the
scope of the Povist’ vremennykh 1it (PVL). The au-
thors/editors of this work state their intention in the
preamble, namely: i) from whence did the Rus’ polity origi-
nate; ii) who first began to rule as knyaz’ in Kyviv, and;
iii) how did the Rus’ polity come into being.? The single-
minded pursuit of these over-worked issues has largely dis-
placed any minute examination of the Church-state relation-
ship. Moreover, the scope of their analyses have focused on
the questionable Rus’ political and ecclesiastical depen=-
dency upon the Byzantine Empire. Many nineteenth century
writers took on this question because of their particular
sense of "nationalism". Consequently it would be culturally
distasteful for them to write anything that depicted their
ancient forefathers as being politically or ecclesiastically
dependent upon the Empire. The irony is that Western schol-
arship has in the main merely been to reinterpret the same

questions posed by Slavic historians.

7 PSRL, 1, col. 1. See The Russian Primary Chronicle -- Laurentian Text. Translated and edited by
S.H. Cross & O.P. Sherbowitz-Wetzer. Cambridge, Mass., The Medieval Academy of America,
1953, p. 51, hereafter to be referred to as the RPC.



Twentieth century scholars have preferred to focus on
particular problems of this period, specifically upon, the
questions of what occurred in 988, the political background
to the conversion of Rus’, and, political ties with Byzan-
tium among others. All of these are vital avenues of de-
bate. Unfortunately they are examined ad nauseam.

With the rise of the newly-independent states of the
former Soviet Union, we stand at a historiographical cross-
roads. The old Soviet historiography will have to undergo
drastic reevaluation and reinterpretation. Soviet ideology
which dictated the lines and interpretation of historical
study will also require to be arduously scrutinized. Cau-
tion must needs be exercised when inspecting the Soviet work
so as not to label all of it complacent or, to overlook real
historical breakthroughs that have been achieved. We in the
Western world have also been influenced by the Soviet and,
prior to that, pro-Russian historiography. For the most
part, we have looked at the Kyyiv-Rus’ history exclusively
as an introduction to Russian history. To a great degree
all historical works have been coloured by the contemporary
political environment. Now that the "Russian” bias has been
somewhat identified and extracted from this period, it will
perhaps be approached with a clearer understanding.

The immediate impression that materializes when dis-
cussing Church-state relations is that of conflict. As in
the case with journalists, many historians’ tend to report

or analyze only those events where altercations occur. If



there are few or no conflicts, is the period worth atten-
tion? In Kyyiv-Rus’ the political conflicts have been ex-
ceedingly well delineated even while the role of the Church
during the inter-princely warfare has been largely ne-
glected.

In short, there has been a want of attention to a pe-
riod that is vital to East European history. Fregquently
various groups within these nations argue that their nation
has a stronger claim. Such ideas or claims are not part of
this work. My task here is not to put forth any new theo-
ries or to repudiate past interpretations, but, to portray
as clearly as possible a period that has been long neglected
although, that portrait may at times appear somewhat nebu-
lous, it will be firmly anchored in the available evidence.

Upon examination of this work the reader may wonder
what is meant by the word "Rus’." The word itself has a
number of meanings, political, ethnic, geographical and ec-
clesiastical. It is a term that changes or expands its
meaning from decade to decade. The first understanding of
the words refers to the Varangian (Norse) invaders who es-
tablished colonies in Ladoga.?® Other references to the word
"Rus’/" implies nation, an East Slavic nation. The geo-po-
litical implies the territory over which the knyazi held po-
litical preponderance. By the late tenth century Rus’ takes

on the meaning of the assimilated nationes of Slav and

8  The.dnnales Bertiniani gives it an ethnic connotation, specifically, Swedish.



Varangian. Finally, the ecclesiastical meaning of Rus’ is
the Church which encompassed the territory of old imperial
Rus’ with its primate in Kyyiv.? When reading this thesis,
the reader must keep in mind these various comprehensions of
Rus’, depending upon the time frame and the context in which

it is used.l0

9  PSRL]I, cols. 11, 28-29; RPC, pp. 55, 63. The chronicler lists the Christian rationes that belong to
the Slavic rite community of Rus’ and which pagan nasiones were politically subordinate to Rus’.

10 See G. Knysh, Rus and Ukraine in Mediaeval Times. Winnipeg, Published by the Ukrainian Acade-
my of Arts and Sciences in Canada (UVAN), pp. 7-24.



Chapter Two

THE SOURCES

The problem facing the historian when dealing with any
facet of medieval history is the reliability of the sources
at his disposal. These may vary in the amount and view of
their information because the compilers/editors were faced
with the problem of selectivity. With hagiography the
choices were simple and straightforward. However, the genre
of chronicle writing demanded greater attention. Greatly
influenced by hagiography, because the compilers were cler-
ics, chronicle writing assumed a genre all its own.

The same problem emerges with the history of Kyyiv-
Rus’/. There is an added problem, however, that being, what
constitutes a source? Historians have pointed to various
materials in their works and have identified them as
sources. Even sixteenth century chronicles (e.g., The Niko-
nian Chronicle) have been so designated.

The chronicles at our disposal: the Povist’ vremennykh
1it!, the Hypatian?, the Nikonian® and the Novgorodian® all

contain the same basic information with alterations and

1 Hereafier to be referred to as the PVL. See PSRL, 1. The Russian Primary Chronicle -- Laurentian
Text. Translated and edited by S.H. Cross & O.P. Sherbowitz-Wetzer. Cambridge, Mass., The Me-
dieval Academy of America, 1953. Hereafter to be referred to as the RPC.

2 PSRL, 1L Litopys Rus’kyi. The Hypatian Text translated into Ukrainian by Leonid Makhnovetz.
Kyyiv, Published by "Dnipro", 1989,

3 The Nikonian Chronicle. Translated by Serge A. and Betty J. Zenkovsky. 3 volumes. Princeton,
New Jersey, The Kingston Press, Inc., 1984, Hereafter to be referred to as Nikon.

4 The Chronicle of Novgorod, 1016-1471. Translated by R. Michell & N. Forbes. New Introduction
by W.K. Hanak. Reprint, Hattiesburg, 1970. Hereafter to be referred to as Novgorod.



additions. All stem from some original source now lost and
they contain accurate information. But for the longest time
philologists were sceptical about their reliability. Recent
studies have shown much of the information contained in thenm
to be accurate, although transmitted in a poetic style. It
is this poetic style that has often confused historians and
prompted them to disregard the authenticity of the informa-
tion gathered in them.

The importance of the chronicles is that they provide
us with our basic information on the what, where, when and
who of events. The "hows" and "whys" are usually omitted
or, given a religious interpretation. But one thing must be
kept in mind when reading these chronicles. They were writ-—
ten by monks who were not concerned with historia per se but
with events they considered to be important and which satis-
fied the goal of the PVL as stated in its preamble. Despite
these limitations and, often limited information, we are
still able to illustrate a picture of the age they embraced.

The main difficulty with our chronicle sources, with
regards to Church-state relations, is that their purpose is
not concerned at all with that issue. Their goal is to re-
late only what is proclaimed in its preamble. Therefore, it
follows that most of our primary source material is not rel-
evant to the relationship between the clergy and the ruling
dynasty. At times this leaves one grasping at straws for

information about the subject being examined.



Doubtless the lack of primary source information re-
garding Church-state relations is the main reason why histo-
rians have tended to skirt this issue. Nonetheless a minute
examination of the materials available can lead the student
to certain conclusions. We must remain cautious however, so
as not to arrive at some fantastic theory or self-indulgent
supposition. It is better and safer to attempt to speculate
based merely on what our sources provide and not to extrapo-
late through the application of conjecture. Conjecture is a
useful tool that should only be used when all else fails --
and even then, it must be applied moderately.

Any understanding of the Kyyivan period must begin with
an analysis of the available primary sources. These include
chronicles, political-religious polemics, hagiography, law
codes, and church statutes. The obstacle here is that one
must struggle through a seemingly endless sea of disinforma-
tion, or, more precisely, information written with a reli-
gious purpose. Moreover, without being acquainted with the
sources the average reader could very well find himself
trapped in a labyrinth where fact and fabrication are diffi-
cult to distinguish. The major failing of the chroniclers is
that they viewed events from a Kyyiv-centered perspective.
This places the historian in a difficult position of having
to discover what was transpiring in other parts of Rus’
since what occurred in Kyyiv was not always reflective of

affairs in the rest of Rus’.
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Povist’ vremennykh lit (PVL)

The chronicles contain a profound admixture of tradi-
tion, legend, didactic, moralization and even historical
facts. In fact, there is a "snow-ball" method of compila-
tion, each author/editor adding and deleting where his pre-
decessor left off. 1In most cases authorship is difficult to
determine and, conventional titles have been substituted to
distinguish them (e.g., Laurentian Text, Hypatian Text).
The greatest tragedy is that none of the component parts
have survived in the original. The earliest copy that has
survived is the Lavrents‘’kyj (Laurentian Text) or "copy",
named after the monk Lavrentij who copied it and ascribed
his name to it at the end (c. 1377). The second oldest
source is the Ipats’‘kyj (Hypatian Text) found in a monastery
near Kostroma. The Hypatian text dates from the end of the
fourteenth or beginning of the fifteenth century. The main
part of both these chronicles is the PVL (moswucrs Bpemermmix sur) .
The date of the PVL’s composition is supposed to have been
between 1113 and 1116. As it appears in the Laurentian text
it is known as the Codex of Sylvester. In this codex the
chronicle ends in 1110. At that point a paragraph is in-
serted with Sylvester’s colophon (Hegumen of the Church of
St. Michael in Kyyiv, 1116). This insertion is written in
the first person singular. It appears that the Abbot
Sylvester took the PVL, copied and edited it and brought the

chronicle up-to-date.
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The PVL is a work that has been considerably altered.
The editors made extensive use of several sources, both Rus’
and non-Rus’. The non-Rus’ sources include the Chronicle of
George Hamartolos, the Life of St. Basil the New (a tenth
century Byzantine work), the Revelation of St. Methodios of
Patras, the so-called Pannonian Lives from which the editors
derived knowledge of SS. Cyril and Methodios and the Holy
Scriptures. The Rus’ sources utilized were the texts of
treaties between the Empire and Rus’ (tenth century), a se-
ries of traditions dealing with the migration of the Slavs,
Slavonic customs, a narrative about the Avars {Obry), the
legend of St. Andrew, the Kyj tradition, the legend of
Knyaz’ Oleh (which has its counterpart in Norwegian),
Knyahynya Ol’ha’s act of vengeance upon the inhabitants of
Iskorosten (which also has counterparts in various litera-
tures), the account of the founding of Pereyaslav, and a re-
port of the siege of Bilhorod by the Pechenegs. Lastly, the
editor was able to give his own personal description of the
events between 1093 and 1113.

The Kyyivan authors were notwithstanding able to add
their own versions. In the conversion story, the Slavonic
rite in Rus’ is ignored. But a later entry in the PVL (A.M.
6545 -- A.D. 1037) pictures Yaroslav the Wise as a supporter
of the Slavonic rite. The Cyrillo-Methodian origin of the
Slavonic rite 1is described in another context of the PVL

(A.M. 6406 -- A.D. 898).
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The Hypatian Chronicle

This work is divided into three parts: i) PVL (Povist’
vremennykh 1it) (Tale of Bygone VYears); ii) Kyyivs‘kyj
litopys (Kyyivan Chronicle), and; iii) Halyts’ko-Volyns’ky]j
litopys (Galician-Volynian Chronicle). There is a problen
in attempting to pinpoint its date and compilation. Most
have it originated at the beginning of the fourteenth cen-
tury. An allied issue is the "when" and "how" each part of
the chronicle was compiled.

With the advent of Volodymyr Monomakh the chronicles
take on a new perspective. Henceforth they were written un-
der royal patronage.

The years encompassing 1117-1199 form the second part
of the Hypatian text =-- The Kyyivan Chronicle. This part
was compiled and completed in Kyyiv by the hegumen Moses {C.
1199} who used various materials from previous decades in-
cluding an entire group of princely and monastic-clerical
writings. The central part of these writings concerns the
account of "Mstyslav’s clan" (c. 1146-1168). The likely au-
thor was the Kyyivan noble, Petro Boryslavych, who concur-
rently appears on the pages of the chronicle as a character
well informed concerning princely affairs and as an diplo-
matic officer. The chronicle was continued probably by the
archimandrite Polykarp of the Crypt Monastery. In the Kyyi-
van redaction there was also material from the Chernihiv and

Vliadimir-Suzdal Chronicles.
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The third part of the chronicle is the Galician-Voly-
nian Chronicle. The first part of the Galician-Volynian
Chronicle (up to 1260) deals with events primarily in Haly-
chyna (Galicia) and knyazi of that area. The second part
(1261 and on) deals with Volynia and the respective knyazi
of that province.S

The chronicles also provide us with propaganda supplied
by the warring Rus’ dynasties. The senior members of each
princely branch would engage in having "personal" chronicles
written concerning their military campaigns and diplomatic
missions. When a knyaz’ conquered Kyyiv, he would deliver
his "personal" materials to the Pechers‘ka Lavra or the Vy-
dubychi St. Michael’s Monastery for inclusion into the Kyyi-
van Chronicle. Thus the years 1146-1157 are looked upon
from three different perspectives, namely, from the perspec-

tive of the three warring dynasties.®6

The Chronicle of Novgorod

The Chronicle of Novgorod contains of extensive refer-

ences to Church affairs. Its Synodal Version reports events

5 Unfortunately the Galician-Volynian Chronicle omits events from 1199-1204 and in its place dis-
cusses the death of Knyaz’ Roman Mstyslavych. The chronicle ends in 1292. This was a totally sep-
arate compilation. No less than five authors/editors worked on this section. The first redaction (c.
1255) is the narration up to 1234; the second continuation up to 1265(6) but written c. 1269; the
third written up to 1285 and written in 1286; the fourth up to and written in 1289; the fifth in 1292
The first two parts deal with Knyaz’ Danylo Romanovych and his deeds in Kholm. In the third and
fourth redactions Volodymyr Vasyl’kovych is the main character perhaps written in Peremyshyl’ or
by a native of Pins’k. See Litopys Rus’kyi, pp. vii-viii.

6 Two examples may illustrate this point: One successful candidate, the Monomakhovych Vsevolod
Yuriyovych (who later made a career in the north and received the surname "Great-Nest") was al-
lowed to rule in Kyyiv for only five weeks in 1173; a representative of the Ol'hovychi, Svyatoslav
Vsevolodovych, lasted only twelve days (1174) in his first tenure as knyaz’.
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from 1016-1471 and it is almost certain that it was compiled
by clerics. Monasticism played a strong role in this area
and many references are made to the founding of monasteries
by knyazi, merchants or hegumens.

Unlike the PVL the Synodal Text of the Chronicle of
Novgorod does not begin with the dispersal of Noah’s sons or
the origin of the Rus’. Absent also is the early East
Slavic regional history as also contacts with Scandinavia
and Byzantium, the missions of SS. Cyril and Methodius, the
Rurikide foundation of the Kyyivan state and, the acceptance
of Christianity by Volodymyr the Great. However, a portion
of these events were included in the Commissioned Text of
the First Chronicle of Novgorod. The Chronicle of Novgorod
is at pains to stress Novgorod’s independence from Kyyiv. A
number of passages attest to this (e.g., anno 1245, Michael
of Chernihiv going to the Mongol Khan Batu), especially
those dealing with ecclesiastical matters.

The Chronicle of Novgorod also underlines this indepen-
dence in reference to Novgorodian contacts with Byzantium.
For instance, the religious hierarchy of Novgorod eventually
became independent of the Kyyivan Metropolitanate and by
1165 elected its own archbishop. The confirmation of this
office was usually obtained from the Patriarch of Con-

stantinople or by his successor. To further Novgorod’s con-
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tact with the Empire references are made to gifts presented
to Novgorod from the imperial city (anno 1186).7

The fall of Constantinople to the Latin Crusaders
(1204) 1is given substantial attention in the Chronicle of
Novgorod, much of which is borrowed from a Byzantine work
by Nicetas Choniates. Constantinople’s fall was important
to Novgorod for it meant that the disruption of Novgorod-
Byzantine relations might could bring about Novgorod’s ec-
clesiastical submission to Kyyiv.

The Nikonian Chronicle, composed in the sixteenth cen-
tury, may have used earlier manuscripts that were, as Zernov
states, Yequal or of greater authority than the
...[Laurentian Text]... but which have since been 1lost."8
But the compilers of the Nikonian Chronicle also incorpo-

rated narratives of doubtful origin.

Sermon on Law and Grace

Metropolitan Ilarion’s Sermon on Law and Grace,? dedi-
cated to Volodymyr, is the oldest form of a Rus’ vita, being
one of the earliest original Rus’ compositions. It, too, is
a vital historical document for it gives one of the earliest
views of a Rus’ cleric concerning the nature of Church and

State in Rus’.

7 Novgorod, p. 32.
8 N. Zernov, op. cit., p. 124.
®  See Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’. Translated with an introduction by Simen Franklin.

Cambridge, Mass., Distributed by Harvard University Press for the Ukrainian Research Institute of
Harvard University, 1991, pp. 17-26.
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For the purposes of our study Metropolitan Ilarion’s
(1051-547?) Sermon on Law and Grace is a most vital source.
It may be considered as a Rus’ political ideological trea-
tise. I do not contend that Ilarion proposed some political
ideology as to the proper relationship between the secular
and ecclesiastical authorities. That was unnecessary be-
cause Rus’s embracement of Byzantine Christianity also de-
noted the partial adoption of the Byzantine blueprint for
the delineation of Church and state. Granted that the Ve-
lyki knyazi, Volodymyr Svyatoslavych and Yaroslav Volodymy-
rovych, applied their own innovations (i.e., tithe systen
and the Church Statutes), but the evidence in the PVL and
other sources do not disclose anything that would suggest an
attempt to create some political innovation and, rejection
of the Byzantine model.

What is the main thesis of Ilarion’s Sermon? It is
simply that Rus’s free acceptance of Christianity from
Byzantium made it a part of the community of Christian na-
tions -- a more western concept -- "in which all nations
were equally chosen, regardless of when and from whom they
received their Christian faith."10 Thus, according to
Ilarion, Rus’ too became an equal with the other Christian

nations by its conversion.

10 A. Baran, "State and Church Ideology in Ilarion’s Sermon," in O.W. Gerus and A. Baran (eds.),
Millennium of Christianity in Ukraine, 988-1988. Winnipeg, The Ukrainian Academy of Arts and
Sciences in Canada (UVAN), 1989, p. 75.
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The other theme running concurrently through the Sermon
is the concept of Isoapostolos ("Equal to the Apostles"} and
its association with Volodymyr. In medieval Christian tra-
dition the Iscapostolos was the highest attainable position
of importance one could achieve of Christ’s Grace. The
Isoapostolos was not converted by a clergyman or missionary
but by a personal calling or miracle of Christ Himself.
Ilarion was anxious to link Volodymyr with Constantine Jjust
as Eusebius linked Constantine with Augustus. This explains
why Ilarion calls Volodymyr the "Second Constantine". It
also explains Ilarion’s reasoning to Volodymyr’s right to
exercise authority. 1In the Encomium this authority is also
extended to Volodymyr’s descendants.!! Thus, like the em-
peror in Constantinople, the Velykyj Knyaz’ also claimed the
right to rule his subjects as Christ’s vicar and earthly ad-
ministrator and who is responsible only to God.

The Sermon!? is divided into four constituent parts:
(1) On Law and Grace; (ii) How Grace spread and reached
Rus’; (iii) the Encomium to Volodymyr, and; (iv) the prayer.

"The aim of the sermon is to explain and celebrate

the status of the newly converted Rus’ in sacred

and temporal history, and to proclaim the miracu-

lous achievement of Volodymyr. Ilarion takes the

argument through three stages, narrowing the focus
at each stage: first the theoretical, then the

W Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’, p. 17.

12 Tts authentic title is Concerning the Law Given to Moses and the Grace and Truth Which Came by
Jesus Christ, and How the Law Departed and Grace and Truth Filled All the Earth and Faith Spread
Forih to All Nations Even unto Our Nation of Rus’, and an Encomium to Our Kagan Volodymyr by
Whom We Became Baptized, and a Prayer fo God from All Our Land. Tlarion’s Sermon was proba-
bly written while Ilarion was still a priest, sometime between 1047 and 1050.
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historical, then the personal; from theology,
through history (universal>local), to biogra-

phy. "1

The Sermon has been construed to be anti-Bulgarian and
anti-Byzantine in nature. Priselkov holds this interpreta-
tion because Bulgaria is not mentioned in the Sermon.® Be-
cause Bulgaria is not mentioned, the "freedom" proclaimed by
Ilarion meant its "slavery" or subordination to the See of
Ohrid. The argument is difficult to refute, but most proba-
bly false.

The anti-Byzantine thesis is the more popular interpre-
tation of the Sermon. This thesis unfolds the notion that
Ilarion is "promoting the concept of equality for the Rus’
among Christian nations =-- surely a challenge to Byzantine
imperial ideology, according to which the Byzantines re-
garded themselves as superior to, and the rightful rulers
over, everybody else."l5 Those that hold the premise that
Ilarion was anti-Byzantine in his Sermon have oversimplified
Byzantine imperial ideology, Ilarion’s Sermon, and its rela-
tionship to Byzantine tradition. It would be incorrect to
believe that the Empire was determined to subject every na-
tion including Rus’. Byzantine imperial ideology was more
for those who lived within the Empire and those nations that

had settled onto previously held imperial territory (i.e.,

13 op. cit,, p. xxxi.

13 M.D. Priselkov, Ocherki po tserkovno-politicheskoi istorii Kievskoi Rusi X-XII vv. St. Petersburg,
1913, p. 97-98.

15 Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’, p. xxxiv.
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Bulgarians, Serbians, Croats, Lombards, Franks). No Byzan-
tine source mentions any attempt to subject the Rus’ Church
in any way. Besides, Constantinople openly aided Yaroslav
in his cultural program. The standard was the Constantinop-
olian model. TIlarion’s exegesis is Byzantine in tradition.
Rus’, in contrast to Bulgaria, does not demand a separate
patriarchate.

The Sermon was not written for a Byzantine audience but
for the converted of Rus’. Ilarion was writing to the
"people of God", to the Kyyivan elite who ruled a state that
was still largely pagan, exonerating them for having ac-
cepted Jesus Christ. The daily problem that faced the
knyaz’ and the priest was not Byzantine ideology, but the
paganism that largely dominated the periphery of Rus’ soci-

ety.
Pateryk of the Pechers’ka Lavra (Paterikon)

Another source which is often overlooked is the Pa-
terikon of the Kyyivan Pechers’ka Lavra.l6 The Paterikon
(Pateryk) is a collection of vitae. The Pateryk is taken
from translated literature, denoted from a Church Slavonic
translation of a Greek work described by Patriarch Photius
as Andron hagion biblos (The Book of Holy Men). Unlike its
prototype the Pateryk deals only with members of the Pech-

ers’ka lLavra.

16 The monastery of the Dormition of the Theotokos. Antony, a native of Rus’, who lived on Mt.
Athos (Studite monk), returned 1o Rus’ and began a colony of monks living under the Studite rite.
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The authors/editors of the Pateryk included Simon,
later bishop of Vladimir-Suzdal’, and Polikarp (both early
thirteenth century compilers). The Paterikon (Pateryk) does
not contain full texts of Lives, but only segments that pro-
vide examples of Christian devoutness. Its style is based
on earlier Paterikons,!” that is, tales of devout saints
ending in a strong moral statement. The two authors of the
Kyyivan Paterikon, Bishop Simon and the monk Polykarp, mod-
elled their work on those prototypes. They also used
sources which have since disappeared.!®

The contents of the Pateryk deals with the founding of
the monastery, miracles, translation of relics, and lives of
the individual monks. However, there are also segments
which deal with contacts between leading members of the
cloister and the knyazi of Kyyiv. Whether the discourses
are factual is not as important as the ideas presented in
the discourses (i.e., the views held by certain members of
the cloister in regards to Church-state relations).

The important feature of the Pateryk is the number of
monks of the Pechers’ka Lavra that later became bishops.
But none became metropolitan of Kyyiv. We are not informed
how candidates were chosen as bishops. We do know that the

metropolitan of Kyyiv was formally appointed by the Patri-

17 Specifically, the Paterikon of Sinai (fourth century), Paterikon of Skefe (seventh century) and the
Paterikon of Rome (seventh century).

18 Specifically, the Rostov Chronicle, Chronicle of the Kyyivan Caves Monastery, Life of Antony, and
others).
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arch of Constantinople -- the exceptions being Ilarion and
Klyment Smolyatych. 1In the case of those monks of the Lavra
who later became bishops, we do not know whether their con-
secrations were at the instigation of the knyazi or by the
request of the populace. The logical answer is that when a
bishopric was vacant a reguest was sent to the Velykyj
Knyaz’ and the metropolitan to £ill the vacancy. The Ve-
lykyj Knyaz’ would then allocate a candidate or leave it to
the discretion of the metropolitan to find a suitable candi-
date. The best source pool for candidates was the Pech-
ers’ka Lavra. The monks maintained a higher cultural-educa-
tional standard than anyone else in Rus’ and were members of
the indigenous population. Requests coming to Kyyiv seem
very plausible considering that it was the metropolitan See.
This practice of using Kyyiv as a source pool for bishops
probably continued until the respective bishoprics had can-

didates worthy of consecration.
Hagiography

Recent scholarship has shown that hagiography possesses
different genres. But hagiography is also based on bio-
graphical fact. Whether the narratives were absolutely ac-
curate did not enter into question at the time of their com-
position. Reznowski states:

[The medieval reader accepted the ILife of the

Saint as] an exemplum illustrating the heroic imi-

tation of Christ. The Saint’s life was in fact a
combination of entertainment in the proper sense
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of the word, instruction, hope and an ideal of

heroic action. The medieval reader was quite

undisturbed to see or hear the saint imitating the
miracles of Christ or undergoing exactly the same
trials as other saints.!

Other works such as the Pamiat’ i pokhvala ravnoapos-
tol’nomu kniaziu Vladimiru (A Eulogy and Praise of the
Equal-to-the-Apostles Prince Volodymyr)? provides informa-
tion concerning the early Rus’ Church and the nature of
Volodymyr’s power. This eulogy is attributed to the monk
Yakiv (c. 1074), a member of the Pechers‘ka cloister in
Kyyiv.

It is difficult to determine the circumstances that
promoted the cult of SS. Borys and Hlib. However, it devel-
oped between 1015 and 1072, that is between the date of
their martyrdom and the time of the translation of their
relics. We are informed that the ruling dynasty played an
important role in the development of this cult. In the
10620s Yaroslav Volodymyrovych translated the relics of Hlib
from Smolensk to Vyshhorod. In 1072 Izyaslav Yaroslavych
along with his four brothers, metropolitan George of Kyyiv,

the bishops and monastics translated the relics into a

wooden church in Vyshhorod. Later, Volcdymyr Monomakh

19 YLorne Reznowski, "The Paterikon of the Kievan Caves Monastery." In Millennium of Christianity
in Ukraine, 988-1988. Edited by Oleh W. Gerus and Alexander Baran. Winnipeg, Ukrainian
Academy of Arts and Sciences in Canada (UVAN), 1989, p. 82,

20 Pamiat i Pokhvala Ravnoapostol’ nomu Kniaziu Viadimiru, cited in B. Golubinsky, Istoria russkoy
tserkvi. Volume I. Edited by C.H. Van Schooneveld. The Hague, Slavistic Prinfings and Reprint-
ings, 1969, pp. 238-245. See Hagiography of Kievan Rus’. Translated with an introduction by Paul
Hollingsworth. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press for the Ukrainian Research Institute
of Harvard University, 1992, pp. 165-181.
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translated them into a stone church in the same city
(1115) .21

Speculation as to the reason why the ILives were com-
posed, and the cult’s eleventh century popularity and origin
has been interpreted in various fashions. Some argue that
Yaroslav was using the cult for a political purpose; either
to strengthen his position on the Kyyivan throne,?? others
claim he wished to legitimize his dynasty,? or to maintain
Rus’ ecclesiastical autonomy vis-a-vis Byzantine cultural
hegemony. Still others maintain it was to strengthen Chris-
tianity in Rus’.

What is often overlooked by these scholars is that the
such cults must be placed in their historical and social
context. Their vitae were written primarily to serve a re-
ligious purpose. Their style is Byzantine hagiographic be-
cause the writer knew no other. The vitae were not written
to serve any political purpose, their composition was to

serve a religious goal. Doubtless a political purpose might

21 PSRL, 1, col. 154 and PSRL, 11, col. 208; RPC, p. 154.
22 SeeJ. Fennell & A. Stokes, Early Russian Literature. London, 1974, p. 28.
23 Q. Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’. Volume One. Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1981, p. 37.
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be found in this Encomium if one searches long and hard

enough.?
Rus‘ka Pravda

Prior to the codification of Rus’ laws, there developed
some concept of law and justice. Rules of social behavior
based on tribe, community and guild and, especially after c.
988, the Church evolved. There seems to have been a simi-
larity in the evolution of law in medieval Rus’ and what had
earlier occurred in Germanic lands, in that, once coming
into contact with the more civilized Christian-Mediterranean
world there arose a need to coordinate old tribal custom and
to compile legal manuals.

Under Yaroslav the Wise (1015-1054) a revised compila-
tion in Rus’ emerged -- the Rus’ka Pravda (RP). Scholars
have pointed out the resemblance between the Rus’ka Pravda
and Western Germanic law codes (i.e., Lex Salica and King
Alfred’s Wessex Laws). Some twenty years after Yaroslav’s
death, his sons issued additional ordinances to reinforce

their authority. This version of the RP is known as the

24 If the Tale and Passion and Encomium of the Holy Martyrs Borys and HIib was written with a politi-
cal purpose then that purpose would be to discourage civil war between the knyazi. The idea of di-
vine retribution falls upon knyaz’ Svyatopolk for the murder of his brothers. However, Borys and
Hlib are praised for their peaceful resistance to their brother, Svyatopolk, and that they readily
handed themselves over knowing that they would be killed. A twelfth century sermon about the
saints reinforces the same idea: "For these saints [Borys and Hlib] ... did not desire power or tran-
sient glory, nor to oppose their brother, the accursed Svyatopolk. These two saintly brothers ac-
complished God’s commandment. When their accursed brother Svyatopolk longed to seize their
power and end their lives, they did not resist him, [but] imitated the Lord not only in their life of in-
nocence, but also in truth, purity, mildness, humility, and patience." This can hardly be construed as
a political treatise. See P. Hollingsworth, The Hagiography of Kievan Rus’. Cambridge, Mass.,
Harvard University Press, 1992, p. 222-223.
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Short Version while the latter is called the Expanded Ver-

sion.2s
The Short Version consists of two parts: Yaroslav’s
Pravda and the Pravda of his sons. The chronicles state

that Yaroslav granted the city of Novgorod an important
charter (1016 and 1019).?% Whether these charters were sim-
ilar to the Pravda is not known. However, the Rus’ka Pravda
and the Novgorod Charter must be connected in some way for,
in Article 1 of the Pravda, guarantees are granted for equal
consideration to both Kyyivites and Novgorodians.??

The three main factors in the development of Rus’ leg-
islation were the knyazi, the Church and the people (viche).
Vernadsky states: "The influence of these three factors may
be felt -- to a different degree in regard to each -- both
in the organization of the courts and in the court proce-
dure."?® In the Short Version we find a cooperation between

the princely courts and the people’s institutions. Within a

25 There are eleven existing manuscript copies of the Short Version of the Rus’ka Pravda. Most of the
known copies date from the eighteenth century, and they all seem to reproduce the text from an
identical earlier copy. Thus only two copies from the fifteenth century need to be taken into con-
sideration. These are known as the Academy Copy and the Archaeographic Copy is the closest to
the original. There are over ninety existing manuscripts of the Expanded Version. The earliest is
the Synodal Copy (dated 1282). However, It is the Trinity Copy (Troyits'kyj spisok) of the fourteenth
century which is considered closest to the original by a majority of scholars. The copies differ in
content, vocabulary and spelling.

26 Yaroslav’s victory over his brother Svyatopolk greatly depended upon the assistance of the
Novgorodians. The Novgorodians naturally expected some reward for their services (i.e., political
and civil guarantees).

27 G. Vernadsky, Medieval Russian Laws. New York, Octagon Books, 1965, p. 26.

8 ibid, p. 9.
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generation after Yaroslav (d. 1054) the Expanded Version and
the princely courts have become the dominant institution.?
The Pravda of Yaroslav’s sons was a work intended to
supplement their father’s legislation. The new code was ap-
proved at a meeting of the three knyazi and their counci-
lors.30 The object of the new legislation was to enforce
the authority of the knyazi. So, the Pravda of Yaroslav’s
sons is not a general code of law but a series of princely
ordinances issued for a specific purpose. The compilation
and declaration of these ordinances must have been generated
by opposition to princely authority in Kyyiv and other dis-

tricts.3!
Church Statutes of Volodymyr and Yaroslav

The Rus’ka Pravda is not the only legacy of legislation
left by the knyazi of the Kyyivan period. There are various
charters, statutes, and ordinances issued by various knyazi
of various principalities. Unfortunately, the only ones of

this latter category are statutes issued for the benefit of

29 There is evidence to suggest that Pravda dates to earlier than the first-half of the eleventh century.
Although it is true that Yaroslav codified the old customary laws and added a few ordinances of his
own. However, the Rus’ Customary Law (Zakon Russkii) is mentioned in the PVL in regards to the
Russo-Byzantine treaty of 945. Therefore, the customs themselves date prior to 945. See PSRL, ],
cols. 50-52; RPC, pp. 73-78. Cf. Leonid Biletsky, Rus’ka pravda j istoriya ii tekstu. Edited by
George Knysh. Winnipeg, The Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in Canada (UVAN),
1993.

30 PSRL, 1, cols. 181-182; RPC, pp. 154-155.

31 There were riots in Kyyiv in 1068. As a result of this revolt, Izyaslav Yaroslavych, Grand Prince of
Kyyiv, was forced to briefly relinquish his throne. The issuing of the Pravda may have been an at-
tempt on the part of the knyazi to ensure that the events of 1068 would not repeat themselves. See
RPC, pp. 146-149. In the Pravda of Yaroslav’s sons greater attention is paid to the protection of
knyaz’s servitors and estates. For this reason it has been compared to the Capitularia of the Frank-
ish kings.
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the Church, bishops and mohnasteries. The cornerstone of
these statutes are the Church Statutes of Volodymyr and
Yaroslav.® Under these statutes certain groups of the pop-
ulation were placed under the exclusive authority of the
Church courts.

In Rus’, all peoples were subject to the Church courts
in ecclesiastical affairs. Church people, as defined in the
Church Statute of Saint Volodymyr and the Church Statute of
Yaroslav,® included not only clergy but every type of at-
tendant, as well as peasants and labourers on Church es-
tates. All of these people were subject to the litigations
of the Church courts. Cases involving churchmen and laity
were jointly tried by Church and civil authorities.

At first glance of the Rus’ka Pravda and the Church
Statutes one would generally conclude that two sets of laws
had been issued for the secular and ecclesiastical members
of Rus’ society. However, upon closer inspection, one sees
that the formulation of these two law codes were made at the
instigation of the ruling Velykyj Knyaz’. Keeping in mind
Ilarion’s Sermon and the authority designated to Volodymyr
and his descendants, the purpose of the Church Statutes be-
comes apparent. In both cases the Velykyj Knyaz’ acts as

lawgiver. 1In the Church Statutes where it refers to what is

32 8.V. Iushkov (ed.), Pamiatniki russkogo prava. Volume I. Moscow, 1952, p. 237-46. See Appen-
dices Il and IV.

33 B. Dmytryshyn (ed.), Medieval Russia: A Source Book 900-1700. New York, Holt, Rinehart &
Winston, Inc., 1967, p. 51-54.
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proper conduct in Church matters and the turning over of
certain cases to the Church courts is indicative of the type
of position Volodymyr endeavoured to occupy. It is
Volodymyr (the Velykyj Knyaz’) that determines "what is
proper conduct" in Church affairs and that the allocation of

certain cases to the Church courts was totally at his dis-

cretion. It would be erroneous to assume that the Velykyj
Knyaz’ was the source of law =-- the composition of the RP
contradicts this assertion -- but what is certain is the ad-

ministrative role of the Velykyj Knyaz’. His office as ad-
ministrator included the right to codify existing laws and
to enact new laws (i.e., Church Statutes) for the benefit of
his subjects. His concern for and right to interfere in
secular and ecclesiastical matters is indisputable. In

other words, he fulfills the duty of Christ’s vicar.



Chapter Three

CHRISTIANITY 1IN RUS’ PRIOR TO OFFICIAL CONVERSION

Before discussing Church-state relations in Rus’ a look
at the pre-conversion Church is necessary. For this purpose
an analysis of the Byzantine sources is vitally important.
Most of our knowledge of Christianity in Rus’ prior to the
official conversion stems from thesé sources. These sources
shed some light on the nature of the pre-conversion Rus’
Church.

During the Middle Ages, the Crimea was the Mediter-
ranean world’s bridgehead to Eastern Europe. More impor-
tantly, it served as the Empire’s listening-post on the
Eurasian steppe. Christianity may have spread to the Jewish
communities there as early as Apostolic times.! Further-
more, during the early Middle Ages the Crimea served as a
place for exiles fleeing persecution.? Sevcenko postulates
the possibility that Christianity may have spread north from
the Crimea before the ninth century. The hinterland of
Ukraine could only have come into closer contact with Byzan-
tium by the existence of a force that could control the
Dnieper waterways. The Rus’ could very well have been one
of the agents which permitted Christianity to make inroads

into north-eastern Europe.

1 Thor Sevcenko, "The Christianization of Kievan Rus’." PR V, no. 4, (1968), p. 29.

2 Exiles such as Pope Martin I and iconodule monks.
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At some time prior to 833, the Khazars sent an embassy
to the Emperor Theophilos (829-842) requesting the Byzan-
tines to build for them a fortress on the left bank of the
Don River.3 Theophilos sent Petronas the camateros to build
this fortress, which was completed in 833 and was named
Sarkel (‘white-house’). On Petronas’ return to Constantino-
ple he advised Theophilos to convert Kherson (the Byzantine
outpost in the Crimea) into a thema (military district gov-
erned by a strategos -- military governor). Indeed the
Byzantines and Khazars had good reason to militarize the
Crimea and the lower Don regions. The fortification program
implied an impending threat. The Magyars could not have
been this potential enemy because they were the subordinate
allies of the Khazars. Among the peoples who could have
possibly posed a danger at this time were the Rus’.4

In the Annales Bertiniani,’ under the year 839, refer-
ence is made to Byzantine envoys and Rus’ representatives
together at the court of Louis the Pious:

There came the Greek envoys sent by Emperor

Theophilos...He also sent with them certain men

who said that they ([their tribe] were called Rhos,

and that their king, known as "chacanus" [khagan],

had dispatched them to him [the Byzantine Emperor
Theophilos), for the sake of friendship, as they

3 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio. Greek text edited by Gy. Moravesik.
English translation by R.J.H. Jenkins. Washington, D.C., Dumbarton Oaks Center, 1967, Chapter
XLIIL, p. 183. Hereafter to be referred to as DAIL

4 Tuse the term Rus’ in this sentence to mean Varangians (Vikings, Norsemen, Northmen).
5 _Annales Bertiniani. Edited by G. Waitz (MGH), Hanover, 1883, 20,, cited in D.J. Geanakoplos,

Byzantium: Church, Society, and Civilization seen through Contemporary Eyes. Chicago & London,
University of Chicago Press, 1984, p. 349-350,
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had asserted. He ([Theophilos] asked...that the

emperor [the western emperor, Louis the Pious) al-

low them to return home across his possessions

since the roads by which they had come to Con-

stantinople were cut by wild and ferocious tribes

and he [Theophilos] did not want them to face dan-

ger in case of returning by the same route. The

emperor [Louis] investigated diligently the cause

of their coming and discovered that they were

Swedes by origin.

So, the first contact between Byzantium and the Rus’ was
probably prior to the raid on Constantinople (860). The fe-
rocious people reported in the Annales Bertiniani were in
all likelihood the proto-Hungarians, because the Pechenegs
only appeared circa 896 when they finally drove the Magyars
and Onogurs out of the steppe region.

The PVL describes the settling of the Varangians in
Eastern Europe.S They first established colonies in the
north amongst the Finns and Slavs of that area and as a re-
sult Ladoga’s importance began to take shape in the first
half of the ninth century.

As trade with Byzantium increased, the Norsemen
(Varangians) found it imperative to establish fortresses
further south along the Dnieper (i.e., Kyyiv). Kyyiv al-

ready became an important commercial centre prior to the

Varangian arrival.”

6 PSRL, 1, cols. 19-21; RPC, p. 59-60.

7 See N.K. Chadwick, The Beginnings of Russian History. Cambridge, 1946, pp. 12 ff. Chadwick
rightly points out that the centres where the Norsemen settled must have been prospering prior to
their advent; therefore the reason why they were attracted to these areas.
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The story related in the PVL on the coming of "Askold
and Dyr" to Kyyiv rests on solid ground, even though it
claims that they had first settled in Novgorod.

The earliest conversion of the Rus’ is usually at-
tributed to either Patriarch Photius or Ignatius. Photius,
in a homily, notes that the Rus’ were "an obscure nation, a
nation of no account."8 This homily was inspired by the
Rus’ raid on Constantinople in 860.9 The PVI records this
attack and avers that a number of the raiders accepted bap-
tism.!® This connection between the Empire and the Rus’ is
also related in Photius’ encyclical letter to the eastern
patriarchs. In his words:

...the Rus’ (in Greek Rhos), a nation famous for

its inhumanity and warlike spirit, left their pa-

gan ways for Christianity, accepted a bishop and

those who were once enemies became friends of the

Empire; that is to say they became allies and

pledged military aid.ll
In the Vita Basilii, the biographer, Constantine Porphyro-

genitus, claims that it was the Emperor Basil I who per-

suaded the Rus’ into concord.!? It also adds that Ignatius

8 Photius, The Homilies of Photius Patriarch of Constantinople. English translation by Cyril Mango.
Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1958, Homily no. IV, p. 98.

9  The raid appears to have been an attempt on the part of the Rus’ to force the Empire into a trade
agreement favourable for the Rus’. The devastation recorded by Photius may have been exagger-
ated, but from what we know of Viking raids, and that the Empire did enter into a trade agreement,
it must have been very persuasive.

10 pSRL, 1, col. 21; RPC, p. 60.

11 Migne. Patrologia Graeca. Volume cii, cols. 736-37, cited in M Hrushevsky, Istoriia Rusy-Ukrainy.
Volume I. New York, Published by Knyho-Spilka, 1954, p. 405. [trans. O.S.]

12 .the nation of the Rus’ being barbaric and pagan, gave him [Basil] clothing of gold, silver and silk,
and established with them concord and friendship, and instigated a conversion to Christianity.”
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sent the Rus’ an archbishop. This seems to indicate that
Ignatius continued the work that Photius had initiated.

The next raid on the Empire is reported to have oc-
curred some time between 907 and 911.13 It is reported to
have been led by Knyaz’ Oleh (Helgi). Once again a peace
agreement was reached wherein the Rus’ appear to have dic-
tated the terms.¥ But another raid led by Knyaz’ Thor
(Ingvar) in 944-945, was not so successful.lS A new treaty,
dictated by the Byzantines, is noteworthy for the vital new
element it introduces. A clause stipulates that a number of
Ihor’s representatives swear to uphold the treaty by the
Christian God:16

If any inhabitant of the land of Rus’ thinks to

violate this amity, may such of these transgres-

sors as have adopted the Christian faith incur

condign punishment from Almighty God in the shape

of damnation and destruction forevermore. If any

of these transgressors be not baptized, may they

receive help neither from God nor from Perun {[the

Slavic god of thunder]: may they not be protected

by their own shields, but may they rather be slain

by their own swords, laid low by their own arrows

or by any of their own weapons, and may they be in
bondage forever.

Theophanes Continuatus, Book V, chapter 97, pp. 342-43, cited in M. Hrushevsky, ibid., p. 404,
[trans. O.5.]

13 PSRL, I, col. 31; RPC, p. 64-65; R.J.H. Jenkins, "The Supposed Russian Attack on Constantinople
in 907: Evidence of the Pseudo-Symeon." Sp XXIV (1949), 403-406.

14 PSRL, 1, cols. 32-37; RPC, p. 65-68.
15 The defeat was largely due to the Byzantine use of the "Greek fire".

16 PSRL, 1, cols. 47-48; RPC, p. 74
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The true founder of the Kyyivan imperial state was
Oleh. His elimination of earlier dynasts united the north
and Kyyiv. He also continued the "fusion of the Varyag
[Varangian]) upper class and the Slavonic elements along
friendly lines."!” The process of conversion was introduced
slowly through Rus’ commercial ties with Byzantium, the West
and Khazaria. The peace treaties of 0leh (911) and Ihor
(944) established a peaceful way for Knyahynya 0l‘ha
(Helga), TIhor’s widow, to travel to Constantinople to re-
ceive baptism.l18

0l’ha, it is clear intended to spread Christianity
throughout Rus’ by her personal example and not by royal
edict. But her attempt to convince her son Svyatoslav to
accept Christianity was unsuccessful. The PVL records Svya-
toslav’s refusal: '"How shall I alone accept another faith?
My followers will laugh at that."!® Svyatoslav’s rejection
of Christianity may be interpreted in two ways: (i) his ac-
ceptance of the new faith might have jeopardized his posi-
tion with his druzhyna (retainers, personal retinue)} who
were, for the most part, made up of pagans, or; (ii) because

to their previous contacts with the Byzantine Empire, the

17" F. Dvornik, "The Kiev State and its Relations with Western Europe." Transactions of the Royal
Historical Society. Fourth Series. Volume XXIX, 1947, p. 33.

18 Her baptism is attested 100 by both the Povist’ and the Book of Byzantine Ceremonies. See PSRL, I,
cols. 60-61; RPC, p. 82; De Caerimoniis aulae Byzantinae. Book 1I. Edited by LI. Reiske, Bonn,
1829-30, p. 571. cited in A. Toynbee, Constantine Porphyrogenitus and His World. London, Oxford
University Press, 1973, p. 499,

19 PSRL, 1, col. 64; RPC, p. 84. Svyatoslav is reported not to have discouraged anyone from accepting
Christianity but mocked those who did.
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Rus’ understood what the acceptance of baptism implied po-
litically. The PVIL asserts that Svyatoslav may have real-
ized or knew of the Byzantine "world-view", that is, that
the they viewed their emperor as Christ’s Vicar. If Svya-
toslav had completely understood this principle he would
certainly not want anything or anyone to minimize his au-
thority, especially when there is evidence in the PVL to
show that Christians in Rus’, prior to Volodymyr’s conver-
sion, looked upon the emperor as their protector.

Svyatoslav’s unwillingness to compromise his power by
accepting Christianity was a futile attempt to turn back the
wheels of time. Toynbee points out:

Evidently, in the last guarter of the first mil-

lennium of the Christian Era, the inhabitants of

the Steppe and of its barbarian hinterlands were

feeling that, in order to hold their own among

their more highly civilized neighbours, they must

adopt one or other of the higher religions that

these impressive neighbours of theirs professed.

The nomads and the sedentary barbarians felt this

whether they were still on the warpath or had suf-

fered a recent military reverse (as the Rus’ had

in 860 and 971, and the Magyars in 955) or had

settled down and gone over to the defensive (as

the Khazars had by the 860s and the Volga Bulgars

by 922) .20

Byzantium was not the only state which established con-

tacts with the fledgling Kyyivan empire. The first fully

20 A. Toynbee, op. cit,, p. 437. Toynbee feels that the conversion of the Khazars and the Uigurs to Ju-
daism may have been a shrewd ploy to consolidate their political independence, for both peoples
converted 1o a religion that was not as established religion of any great political power. With the
establishment of Judaism in Khazaria and Christianity in Rus’ (definitely in the latter half of the
ninth century), the Volga Bulgars were left with no other choice but to adopt Islam so as to
"maintain their separate identity vis-a-vis two adjacent powers which were each more powerful than
the Volga Bulgars."
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recorded contacts between the Kyyivan state and Western Eu-
rope occurred during Ol’ha’s regency. O0l’ha appears to have
sent an embassy to Otto I of Germany with a request to send
a bishop to Kyyiv.

Otto too had designs on extending his power eastward
into Slavic territories. We have to recall only the reason
for Otto’s foundation of Magdeburg to understand his Slavic
policy. Ol’ha’s embassy must have appeared to 0Otto as a
Godsend, bringing him one step closer to the accomplishment
of his ambition.22

Before Otto’s envoy, bishop Adalbert, could reach Ky-
yiv, Ol’ha was forced, according to some historians, to hand
over the reins of power to her son Svyatoslav who was not
inclined towards either Byzantine or Western Christianity.
During his reign a new danger in the shape of Islamic cul-
ture and faith began to emerge in the north. Svyatoslav’s
campaigns against the Volga Bulgars brought him into direct
contact with Islamic civilization and he is said to have

been so charmed by their culture that he was prompted to

21 Dvornik points out that many Russian historians have scoffed at the authenticity of the Annals that
report this episode. However, the report is genuine. As Dvornik states: "...this move becomes un-
derstandable if we remember that the Scandinavian elements in Kiev [Kyyiv] were suspicious of
Byzantium’s political and religious influence, and that Olga [Ol’ha] tried to allay their apprehen-
sions and intended to neutralize Byzantine interference by closer contact with the Roman Empire
as renewed by the king of Germany, Otto L" ibid.

22 See F. Dvornik, "The First Wave of Drang nach Osten." Cambridge Historical Journal, V11, 1943,
pp. 129 ff.



37

move his capital to Bolgar (located in the middle Volga
area).? This danger was, however, averted by Byzantium.

Rather than rule from a throne, Svyatoslav attempted to
govern from a saddle. Thus began a long series of campaigns
against the Silver Bulgars in the Upper Volga region, the
Khazars and eventually the Empire. The PVL states that he
undertook to establish his capital at Preslav on the Danube,
but that his efforts were thwarted by the Byzantines and the
Pechenegs.? He then ventured to rule without trying to
unite the heterogeneous elements within his control and it
too failed. His death at the hands of the Pechenegs brought
a formal end to these plans.? His passing also signified
the last of the true "Viking" kings to sit upon the Kyyivan
throne.

At the time of Svyatoslav’s death in 972 his three sons
ruled Rus’ as his lieutenants. Yaropolk, the eldest, held
Kyyiv, Oleh the Derevlian land, while Volodymyr held Nov-
gorod. The PVL records that war broke out between the
brothers at the instigation of their uncle Sveineld who en-
ticed Yaropolk to attack his brother Oleh. Oleh perished in
the ensuing battle and when Volodymyr heard of his brother’s
death he fled to Scandinavia and returned the next year with

a mercenary force. By treachery Volodymyr had his brother

23 See A.P. Smirnov, "Ocherki po Istorii drevnikh Bulgar." Trudy Gosud. Istor. Muzeya, X1, Moscow,
1940, pp. 55-136.

24 PSRL, 1, cols. 69-74; RPC, pp. 87-90.
25 PSRL, 1, col. 74; RPC, p. 90.
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murdered at a peace conference and established himself as
sole ruler of Rus’ (980) .2

After the assassination of Yaropolk, Volodymyr’s merce-
naries (Varangians) demanded tribute from the city of
Kyyiv.? Volodymyr rejected this importunity and instead
chose from among them men he could trust who he appointed as
governors of cities. The unplaced Varangians left for Con-
stantinople to offer their services to the emperor. Concur-
rently, Volodymyr sent word to Constantinople warning the
emperor of the Varangians and the threat they posed to the
Empire.?® Two interpretations may be put upon this communi-
cation: (i) he was actually warning the Empire of an im-
pending danger, thereby maintaining good relations with the
Empire, or; (ii) he wished to make sure that these
Varangians, whom he considered as undesirables, were unable
to return to his domain.

Whatever Volodymyr’s reasons, his domestic policy vis-
a-vis Christianity was not, initially, favourable. The PVL
claims that he erected pagan idols in Kyyiv and Novgorod.
Indeed his actions seem to indicate that he was intent upon
instituting paganism as a state religion. There were move-

ments against Christians -- the martyrdom of the Varangian

26 PSRL, 1, cols. 74-78; RPC, pp. 90-93.
27 PSRI, 1, col. 78; RPC, p. 93.

28 jbid. Perhaps this is a confusion of the events of 980 and 988,
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Christian and his son,? being one such manifestation, while
Volodymyr’s disposition towards Christianity was not ini-
tially receptive. Elsewhere in the tenth century paganism
was slowly losing out to Christianity. By the 980s Rus’ was
surrounded by nations that adhered either to Christianity,
Islam or Judaism.

Volodymyr’s expansionist program may have made him re-
alize the importance that a religion might have in the pro-
cess of unification. The story in the PVI concerning
Volodymyr’s search for a religion for his people may, it
seems, only be legend as most scholars now tend to believe.

His attempt to consolidate his realm by gathering all
the gods of Rus’ and establishing a pantheon in Kyyiv3® was
doomed and he then resolved to try monotheism. There is, as
Grekov states, "a clear-cut expression of the class attitude
towards the old and new religion." This refers to the much
later incident in Novgorod [c. 1068] when pagans attempted
to kill the bishop. But the bishop confronted the crowd
along with the knyaz’ and his druzhyna (retainers) and said:
"He who wishes to place his faith in the soothsayer, let him
follow him and whosoever believes, let him come to the
Cross."3! The knyaz’ and his druzhyna sided with the bishop

while the people sided with the soothsayer. Even the chro-

22 PSRL, 1, col. 83; RPC, pp. 95-96. There were even reported instances of human sacrifice. However
this is more a Norse pagan element than Slavic,

30 PSRL, T, col. 79; RPC, p. 93.
31 PSRL, 1, col. 179-181; RPC, pp. 153-154.
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nicler admits that Christianity took 60-70 years after 988
to make deep inroads into Rus’ peripheries.3?

The PVL presents a very thorough account of Volodymyr’s
conversion. Under Volodymyr Rus’ begins to take shape as a
state. What activates this statehood is Volodymyr’s conver-
sion.®

What conclusions can we draw from these events. First,
the origin of the imperial Rus’ state was a merchant ori-
ented one. The Norsemen were Europe’s most renowned plun-
derers as their expeditions attest (Ireland in 820, Iceland
in 874 and Normandy in 911). Their movements into Eastern
Europe were also devastating, but they soon learned that
more could be gained through trade than by force of arms.
The Varangian chieftains, along with their druzhyna, imposed
public order according to their own as well as local customs
and laws. These leaders remained relatively independent of

one another and Varangian administration was usually carried

32 For the disintegration of Kyyiv see B.D. Grekov, Kiev-Rus. Translated by Y, Sdobnikov. Edited by
Dennis Ogden. Moscow, Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1959, pp. 642-649.

33 The PVL states that Volodymyr accepted baptism in Kherson by a Byzantine bishop. Some argue
that the hierarchy of Kyyiv was established by Rome rather than Byzantium. The main argument
for this theory is derived from the Annals of Lampert. The Annals of Lampert relate that in 973 a
Rus’ embassy attended the last diet of Otto 1 in Quedlinburg. This is perhaps a reopening of nego-
tiations on the part of Yaropolk, Svyatoslav’s eldest son and successor. In the Nikonian Chronicle
mention is made to a embassy from the pope to Volodymyr. The theory that Rome was the bap-
tizer of Rus’ is absurd. The Roman embassy to Kyyiv at the time of Volodymyr’s expedition against
Kherson is probably factual. However, the embassy was not sent by the pope but by the Empress
Theophano, wife to Otto II of Germany. Otto II was in Rome at this time and had special interest
in Volodymyr’s conversion since his wife was a Byzantine knyahynya and cousin to the Porphyro-
genita, Anna, Volodymyr’s future wife. Since Theophano had experience in marrying a semi-bar-
barian her sympathies extended to Anna. Hence she sent Anna relics of saints and words of con-
solation. "If the pope had anything to do with the embassy, it was only to send his blessing to the
[Rus’] duchess and her husband and to endorse the message of the Empress Theophano.” F.
Dvornik, "The Kiev State and its Relations with Western Europe." Transactions of the Royal His-
torical Society. Fourth Series. Volume XXIX, 1947, p. 35.
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out in a casual fashion. The winter months witnessed the
knyaz’ and his druzhyna travelling through the countryside
collecting tribute, arranging delivery of tradeable commodi-
ties and dispensing justice. Pipes summarizes the situa-
tion: "Authority was exercised on the model of a pre-modern
commercial enterprise, subject to restraint neither by law
nor popular will."34

The Varangian knyazi failed however to work out an or-
derly system of succession. In the ninth and tenth cen-
turies the problem was resolved by force: knyaz’ fell
against knyaz’ with no regard for kinship. After the death
of Yaroslav the Wise in 1054, his heirs, for a brief period,
maintained the system left to them?, but were unable to re-
solve its flaws at the council of Liubech in 1097.36

Whichever lands the Norsemen journeyed to, and in vari-
ous instances conquered, there was an initial reluctance to
fully assimilate with the local population. Nevertheless,
within two to three generations they tended to acquiesce in
the ways of the indigenous society. By the vyear of
Yaroslav’s death the Varangian signatories had become Slavi-
cized.¥ A vital factor in this process of assimilation was

the Rus’ adoption of Byzantine Christianity. With it came

34 Richard Pipes, Russia under the Old Regime. New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1974, p. 31.

35 Specifically, the words attributed to Yaroslav the Wise to his sons on his deathbed.

3¢ In Europe at this time, primogeniture was a system that was only in practice in the Byzantine Em-
pire and in some areas of France. See Hans Eberhard Mayer, The Crusades. Translated by John
Gillingham. Oxford, University Press, 1985, p. 23.

37 The Normans of France at this same time had adopted Frankish customs, speech and religion.
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the liturgical use of Church Slavonic which became the lit-
erary language of Rus’. The use of Slavonic crept into all
documents whether clerical, lay or judicial. The Scandina-
vian signatories of the treaties between Rus’ and the Empire
(i.e., 912 and 944) were later Slavicized in the chronicles
(c. 1116) .38

Very little is known of the pre-conversion Rus’ Church.
We do not know its organization nor do we know of any bish-
ops by name who served her faithful nor is it known for cer-
tain where the episcopal See was located. All we have in
terms of information is that Photius sent Rus’ a bishop.
Moreover, it is not known whether other bishops were sent
after the first bishop’s death. However, we can come to
certain conclusions: i) the process of Christianization was
slow and sporadic; ii) the constant contact between Byzan-
tium and Rus’ brought on the slow infiltration of Christian-
ity into Rus’; iii) conversion in Rus’ remained solely on a
personal level not on a official one; iv) Christianity lived
side-by-side with Rus’ paganism in relative peace prior to
the official conversion; v) the political forces in Rus’
(i.e., the druzhyna and the viche) had drastically changed
in favour of official Christianity by Volodymyr‘s time.

The changes in the druzhyna played a decisive role in

the Christianization of Rus’. The first conversion of the

3 Thus Helgi becomes Oleh, Ingvar become Thor and so on. Two other factors in the Slavicization of
the Varangians was intermarriage with the Slavic population and allowing Slavs into the ranks of
the druzhyna.
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Rus’ (860) brought a small Christian element into the
druzhyna. By Ihor’s reign the number of Christians in the
druzhyna must have been substantial enough to have received
mention in the Rus-Byzantine treaty of 944, The regency of
Ol’ha continued this process of Christianizing the druzhyna.
Ol’ha’s diplomatic mission to Constantinople? unquestion-
ably augmented the Christian faction’s influence. It is
possible that Svyatoslav’s accession to the throne altered
the official attitude towards Christianity since it appears
he recruited his druzhyna from the pagan Varangian element.

A power vacuum was created with Svyatoslav’s death
(972/3). The pagan Varangians were either in Novgorod or
killed in Svyatoslav’s Bulgarian campaign. Kyyiv and the
other southern centres already boasted a substantial Chris-
tian population. When Volodymyr came to power about 980 he
had a considerable problem. His supporters in the civil war
were mostly pagan Scandinavian mercenaries who had reached a
largely Christian Kyyivan region.

By the time of Volodymyr’s rise to power, Rus’ had been
dangerously polarized. 01’ha championed the Christian cause
while her son, Svyatoslav, adopted the opposite course.
This polarization manifested itself by a more Christianized

southern area to the more rural pagan north. The retainers

39 Her entourage consisted of over 100 people consisting of members of Svyatoslav’s druzhyna, one
cousin of Olha’s, eight other of her kinsmen, twenty diplomats (apokrisiarioi), forty-three commer-
cial counsellors (praghmateftai), the priest Gregory, two interpreters, six servants of the diplomafs
and Ol'ha’s personal interpreter. See De Caerimoniis aulae Byzantinae, p. 594-598 cited in A.
Toynbee, Constantine Porphyrogenitus and his World, p. 504-505, footnote 6.
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who had helped Volodymyr placed their hopes in him who would
bring back the "good days" and restore their former estate.

Volodymyr’s policy was unlike that of his predecessors.
An acceptance of the true situation was essential. The tra-
ditional relationship of Varangian versus Slav needed to be
altered. The process of Varangian assimilation, as well as
the spread of Christianity was long underway. The expansion
of the Rurikide state needed something to unify this largely
heterogeneous society. Volodymyr had long decided to unite
his state. The question remained by what means? Military
conquest was an option that had proven unreliable and unpro-
ductive. Initially an attempt at official state paganism
was tried but failed. Monotheism was the only other course
left.

The political circumstances in Rus’ had greatly changed
between the early ninth century and Volodymyr’s rise to
power. Rus’ power had been consolidated into a single
polity, much to the credit of Svyatoslav’s military ex-
ploits. The forces of Kyyiv’s druzhyna and viche had by
this time been infiltrated by a pro-Christian element.
Whether or not this faction represented a substantial number
we have no way of ascertaining. However, we do know that
its influence upon Volodymyr pushed Rus’ into the Christian
oikumene and, more importantly, onto the stage of European

politics.



Chapter Four

VOLODYMYR AND YAROSLAV

Scholars have pointed to various reasons why Volodymyr
accepted Christianity. Their explanations vary from the po-
litically pragmatic to the religious. The hagiographers of
the eleventh century have compared Volodymyr to Constantine
the Great. The historian may also compare them, for both
remain and shall always remain enigmas.

Some writers have attempted to prove the legendary
story of Volodymyr dispatching envoys to the various centres
of monotheism. It is not important for our study to deter-
mine whether the account in the PVIL has an historical basis.
What is essential is to delineate the reasoning behind
Volodymyr’s opting for the Byzantine form of Christianity,
and his plans to make Rus’ a part of Christian Europe.
Christianity of course was the vehicle employed to reach
that objective. The course of Rus’s relationship with the
Empire brought the issue to the forefront of his attention.
Opting for Judaism or Islam would have brought Rus’, econom-
ically and culturally, into the Asian sphere of influence.
Volodymyr decided long before Rus’ official conversion the
road he would take. The choice remained -- Byzantium or
Rome? But was there a real choice to be made? Rus’ had
continuous contacts with the Empire from the ninth century
and, the sporadic influence of Byzantine refugees in the
Crimea had made an impression upon Rus’/; an impression that

was decisive in its choice of Byzantine Christianity. More-
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over, the type of state that he was attempting to create
sealed the decision.

In Europe, at this time, three ideologies regarding the
temporal and spiritual relationships won varying degrees of
support within the eastern Empire, among the Carolingian
successor states and by the papacy.

To illustrate Byzantine political ideology it must be
remembered that the Byzantines did not refer to themselves
by that name, save the citizens of Constantinople, any more
than Americans call themselves Washingtonians. They were
Romans, and believed firmly that their Empire stood in di-
rect succession to that of ancient Rome.l

The East Roman Empire was the sole keeper of Christian
state ideology until the coronation of Charlemagne which
created a "parallel" empire. But Byzantium alone preserved
the Augustan notion of "Eternal Rome" later replaced by the
Eusebian concept of "the Empire blessed by God". Eusebius
expressed his position in a Helio-Platonic system, wherein
the Kingdom of Heaven and its earthly reflection were both
ruled by God, the Supreme Monarch with the earthly Christian
emperor acting as God’s temporal vicar.

Byzantine imperial theory was based on the historical
fact of the union of the Roman world-state with the Chris-
tian belief in the redemption of the world through Jesus

Christ. This union of Roman power and Christian belief was

1 See R.J.H Jenkins, Byzantium the Imperial Centuries, pp. 106-107.
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actualized by Constantine the Great -- the successor of Au-
gustus and Christ’s elect -- the Isoapostolos who possessed
both supreme earthly power and Heaven’s sanction. This

grandiose theory included several indisputable axioms.

First, there could be only one emperor on earth as there is

only one Ruler in heaven. Second, no legitimate earthly
power could exist without the emperor’s sanction. Third,
the emperor’s sanction was divine. In other words, any

challenge to his authority was not only rebellion but blas-
phemy. Fourth, the emperor’s subjects were the Chosen Peo-
ple of the New Covenant, entrusted by God with the election
of His earthly regent, who was to spread His authority to
all ends of the earth until the Second Coming. These were
not mere theoretical concepts but principles that governed
day-to-day imperial policy.

Within the Empire the Church enjoyed the emperor’s pa-
tronage and was subject to him as its head. Conseqguently,
the Church was within the state and, part of the state orga-
nization. In theory there existed a "harmony" between the
secular and ecclesiastical authorities which manifested it-
self by the emperors participation in certain church func-
tions, including the formulation of canon law, the convoca-
tion of church councils and, the appointment of bishops. As
political head, the emperor used his power to uphold the de-

cisions of the synods and to maintain catholic orthodoxy
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within his territory. The idea of the Church existing in
the absence a state was inconceivable to the Byzantine.?

In the West struggles ensued between the clerical and
secular authorities. Each attempted to control the other.
At first the successor kingdoms of the Roman Empire domi-
nated the Church by coercing it into submission, the acme of
which control occurs during the reign of Charlemagne. How-
ever, even as Western Europe was unified, by Charlemagne’s
interminable wars, a movement within the Church strove to
free itself from its subjection. Eventually the West was
split into two ideological camps which collided in what his-
torians have labelled the "Investiture Controversy". The
two powers of imperium and sacerdotium were, however, never
able to achieve a final victory and merely exhausted one an-
other.

To establish the real motive behind Volodymyr’s conver-
sion is not the sole purpose of this survey, even though the
consequences of his conversion are fundamental to this work.
What is clear and striking in all the sources is Volodymyr’s

free acceptance of Christianity. No external pressure

2 The patriarchs of Constantinople were by-and-large relegated to the position of chief priest or
"minister of religious affairs". There were instances when, and rarely at that, the patriarch did
achieve the upper hand on certain issues over the imperial authority (e.g., Nicholas Mysticus,
Polyeuctos, Michael Kerularios). However, these instances were sporadic and they left the general
situation unaltered.
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influenced his decision.3 In the case of Volodymyr and
Yaroslav special attention is required. Both rulers estab-
lished the framework for the Rus’ Church within the confines
of a state. Scholarly debate rages still over the scope of
their powers vis-a-vis the Church and, the Byzantine
"hierarchy of nations".

The Rurikides of Rus’ readily used coercion. The
Varangian state they had built and the economic ties they
had arranged with Byzantium were established largely by
force. In effect they created a merchant oriented state
largely wanting any real cohesion. The inhabitants were
separated geographically, linguistically and ethnically.
What developed then was a primitive state which encompassed
some complex elements of structure.

If Volodymyr was to be accepted into the European fam-
ily of nations, or as Obolensky was pleased to call it, into
the "Byzantine Commonwealth", then an adoption of the Chris-
tian state-structure was obligatory. During the Middle Ages
there existed two types of Christian state: (1) the West-
ern, so-called "Dominial State", and; (ii) the Eastern, so-
called "Patrimonial State". These types have been defined

in the following manner:

3 See Ilarion’s "Sermon of Law and Grace," in Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’, p. 21: "But you,
O blessed one, with any of this, you came running to Christ: you understood, through good sense
and discernment alone... And you pondered these things; and so entered the holy font of baptism."
In the Tale and Passion and Encomium of the Holy Martyrs Borys and HIib it states thai Volodymyr,
"also enlightened this whole land of Rus’ through holy baptism.” See P. Hollingsworth, The Hagiog-
raphy of Kievan Rus’, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1992, p. 97.
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The ruler of the Dominial State was responsible

for his realm and his subjects in accordance with

the law. His rule, depended upon his observance

of the law. The ruler of the Patrimonial State,

according to the Eastern mentality, considered

himself a Vicar of Christ, who held his realm with

all its lands and the people as his personal pos-

session, and could dispose of them at his own

will. On the other hand, he was responsible be-

fore God for the spiritual well-being and salva-

tion of all his subjects. Therefore, the ruler of

the Byzantine type of state (patrimonial) had to

be a convinced Christian, with a highly developed

sense of moral responsibility for the spiritual

welfare of his subjects.4
Volodymyr attempted to create a state that had both patrimo-
nial and dominial components, not in the sense that he was
creating a ‘"parallel" Empire, but a state where his
sovereignty over his subjects and the Church was undisputed.

Once Volodymyr had obtained for himself and his realm a
Christian status, the next question was where did this new
Rus’ Church fit into the Byzantine "world hierarchy"? To
answer this question an examination of Volodymyr’s ecclesi-
astical policy is required.

The First Chronicle of Novgorod provides us with the
most information about Volodymyr’s ecclesiastical policy.
Where the PVL is filled page after page with events dealing
with Volodymyr’s conversion, scarcely any mention is made of
his ecclesiastical policy. The last reference to an eccle-

siastical matter is in 996, almost a score years before

Volodymyr’s rule ended. It is for this reason that the

4 Alexander Baran, "The Motivations for Volodymyr’s Acceptance of Christianity," Analecta
O.5.B.M. Rome, 1988, p. 376. Also see Richard Pipes, Russia under the Old Regime. New York,
Scribner’s Sons, 1975, pp. 27-58.
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Chronicle of Novgorod is of such paramount importance. In
one place it relates:
Volodymyr and the whole land of Rus’ were baptized
and the Metropolitan was appointed in Kyyiv, and
an Archbishop in Novgorod, and priests and dea-
cons, and there was Jjoy everywhere. And Arch-
bishop Joachim Khersonin came to Novgorod and de-
stroyed the heathen temples.’
This is a vital statement for a number of reasons. In the
first place no bishop is mentioned by name in the PVL until
Theopemptos, who is said to have been the first metropolitan
of Kyyiv. Secondly it refers to the first bishop of Nov-
gorod by name and asserts that he was a Khersonite (a native
of the Crimea). Finally it asserts that Kyyiv had a
metropolitan bishop prior to Theopemptos.6

Throughout the earliest record of the Rus’ Church, the

name of Anastasios of Kherson is mentioned time and time

5 Novgorodskaia Letopis, St. Petersburg, 1888, p. 68, cited in N. Zernov, op. cit,, p. 132; M. Hru-
shevsky, op. cit, Volume I, p. 517; N.D. Chubaty, op. cit, p. 239.

6 There is great debate over who was the first bishop of Kyyiv. The Nikonian Chronicle names
Michael as the first metropolitan of Kyyiv (until 992), Leo as the second and Ivan (John) as the
third (before 1008). A Byzantine polemic states that Leo was metropolitan of Perejaslav. Vernad-
sky concluded that the first Rus’ eparchy was Tmutorokhan. Sce G. Vernadsky, "The Status of the
Russian Church During the First Half-Century Following Vladimir’s Conversion." SEER XX
(1941), pp. 297-302. The Russian historjan Priselkov has conjectured that the Rus’ Church was un-
der the authority of the Archbishop of Ochrida, in Bulgaria. See M.D. Priselkov, Ocherki po tser-
kovno-politicheskoi istorii Kyyivskoi Rusi, St. Petersburg, 1913, p. 72.
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again.” He, along with Joachim, are the only ones mentioned
by name, as having any involvement in ecclesiastical organi-
zation. Zernov describes him as "“the mystery man of
Volodymyr’s Empire."® Anastasios is first mentioned in the
PVL in the account of Volodymyr’s siege of Kherson. He ap-
pears for the last time in the PVL under the year 1018 when
he was identified as one of the train which retreated with
the Polish king Boleslav.? Anastasios’ next mention in the
PVL, after the Kherson incident, is his role as a dignitary
at Volodymyr’s court. Further references describe Anasta-
sios as head of the Kyyivan clergy, responsible for the

maintenance and finances of the Desyatynna church.® In 992

7 Volodymyr’s capture of Kherson was aided by Anastasios. This Anastasios informed Volodymyr of
the underground water system that ran into Kherson and how Volodymyr could stop the flow.
Kherson surrendered soon after Volodymyr cut the water lines. Volodymyr twisted the lion’s tail
and offered to return Xherson to Basil in exchange for the Porphyrogenita’s hand in marriage. The
conquest of Kherson had ecclesiastical implications. The control of the Crimea meant the control
of a number of episcopal Sees: Kherson (Korsun), Doras (the metropolitan city), Phullae, Sugdaca
(Surozh), the Bosporus (Kerch) and probably Tmutorokhan. However, when the Porphyrogenita
Anna arrived in Kherson, Volodymyr restored Kherson and all the Crimea 1o the emperor as part
of the wedding dowry. In the Nikonian Chronicle (989), during Volodymyr's stay in Kherson,
Volodymyr is said to have been visited in Kherson by papal eavoys. It is possible that Volodymyr
did request an embassy from Rome so as to ascertain which See would grant him greater autonomy
for the newly established Rus’ Church. Since nothing came about from this embassy, we can as-
sume that either the papal envoys did not possess the authority to make concessions or what they
offered was not pleasing to Volodymyr. But, since the Nikonian Chronicle dates from the sixteenth
century, it may be a later addition that reinforces anti-Latin sentiment. See Nikon, Volume I, p.
107. See Carl de Boor, Machtrage zu Notitine Episcopatum, "Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte,”
X1, 1891, p. 520, cited in N.D. Chubaty, op. cit, p. 98-99. On Volodymyr’s return to Kyyiv from
Kherson, he ordered the destruction of the shrines and idols, and that churches be built where these
pagan shrines once stood. The story related in the PVL tells of Volodymyr’s mandate where the
people of Kyyiv were to assemble by the banks of the Dnieper to receive baptism. This may be a
story created by the chronicler to moderate Volodymyr’s use of coercion. This same style is used
later by the chronicler when he states that Volodymyr "invited” people from other towns to accept
the new faith. PSRL, I, col. 117; RPC, p. 117.

8 N. Zernov, op. cit, p. 132.

9  PSRL, 1T, col. 109, 144; RPC, p. 112 & p. 132,

10 Desyatynna -- The Church of the Blessed Virgin Mary of the Tithe. See S.H. Cross, "The Earliest
Churches in Kiev," Sp XTI (1936). This church was damaged by fire in 1017 and was rebuilt and

rededicated in 1039. It was destroyed during the Mongol capture of Kyyiv in 1240, It was never re-
built after the Mongol takeover.
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Anastasios received the Desyatynna church and in 996 he was
made recipient of the tithe. Strangely Anastasios’ hierar-
chical position is never disclosed in the PVL. He is re-
ferred to as a tithesman but there was no such position
known in the Rus’ Church.!! Whatever his real capacity, the
vital factor is the appointment of Khersonites to important
Church positions in Volodymyr’s realm. In other words, Vo-
lodymyr may have offered high ecclesiastical posts to those
who would serve him faithfully. Zernov suggests that:

Volodymyr appears...as a ruler who was determined

to keep the Church under his unchallenged control,

who wanted to remain an autocrat not only in the

sphere of politics and military matters, but also

in the administration of ecclesiastical affairs.!?

Certain writers have attempted to establish the view
that if Rus’ was religiously dependent upon the Empire, then
a virtual political dependence must have existed. Dvornik,
for one, observes that:

The relationship that existed was based on [Rus’]

free acceptance of Byzantine political philosophy.

Like the Byzantines, they looked upon the basileus

as the representative of God on earth, and there-

fore as the supreme head of all Christians and

sole legislator in matters concerning Chris-
tians.!B3

11 Three different theories have been proposed regarding Anastasios’ position: (i) he may have been

a layman placed in charge of the church’s finances; (ii) he could have been the presiding priest of
the Desyatynna church, or; (iii) he could have been the leading bishop of the Rus’ Church. See N.
Zernov, op. cit,, p. 133.

2 big, p. 135.
13 jbid.
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The Byzantine Church was closely associated with the
government administration of the Empire. The emperor
(basileus) was considered to be Christ’s viceroy who re-
ceived his power directly from God. The power the emperor
wielded, depicted in some polemical literature, assumed his
right +to interfere in Church affairs because he was
"Christ’s own anointed", the "New David", and "Christ’s
Viceroy".

The Empire from the time of Constantine the Great at-
tempted to centralize, by law, the two powers of imperium
and sacerdotium. The acceptance of Byzantine Christianity
would also have to encompass some acknowledgement of Byzan-
tine canon law. The recognition of the Byzantine Nomocanon
is attested to in Volodymyr’s Church Statute where Volodymyr
states that he received baptism "from the Greek Emperor
[Michael III] and from the Patriarch Photius of Constantino-
ple."¥ The preamble here makes reference to the so-called
first conversion of the Rus’ and the establishment of a Rus’
eparchy in 867. The location of this first eparchy is not
recorded and scholarly views vary as to its site.ls

It is imperative for us here to illustrate the type of

semi-patrimonial authority Volodymyr and Yaroslav strove to

14 The Church Statute of Saint Viadimir, cited in G. Vernadsky (ed.), A Sourcebook for Russian His-
tory from Early Times to 1917, Volume I. New Haven & London, Yale University Press, 1972, P
39. See Appendix IIL

15 See E. Golubinsky, op. cit, p. 133; G. Vernadsky, Kievan Russia, p. 67; N.D. Chubaty, op. ciz, p. 97-
100; E. Honigmann, "Studies in Slavic History; The Foundation of the Russian Metropolitan
Church According to Greek Sources,” Byz XVII (1945), pp. 128-162.
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orchestrate. The following remarks are intended to depict
this patrimonial authority and its implications.

In Ilarion’s Sermon on Law and Grace the Church Statute
of Volodymyr and Yaroslav are remarked upon:

Your devotion is well witnessed and faithfully

proved by Georgij [Georgij was the baptismal name

of Yaroslav the Wise], your son, whom God made

heir to your rule after you; who does not demolish

what you established, but rather strengthens it;

who does not diminish your deeds of devotion, but

rather embellishes them; who does not impair

[kassgma] but repairs; for he finished your unfin-

ished works, as Solomon David’s: for he built the

great temple of God’s Holy Wisdom, to sanctify and

consecrate your city; and he adorned it with every

adornment: with god and silver and precious

stones, and holy vessels.l6

Byzantine canon law was set down in the Church Statute
of Volodymyr, the Church Statute of Yaroslav, and the Korm-
cha Knyha (The Pilot’s Book). The PVL does not expatiate
upon Volodymyr’s relationship to the Byzantine "world hier-
archy" of nations. Nor does it address the nature of
Volodymyr’s own power. There exists, however, other infor-
mation that may illustrate the type of power Volodymyr was
attempting to wield. 1In the PVL, his grandmother, Knyahynya
Ol’ha, urged her son, Svyatoslav, to accept baptism. He re-

fused saying, "How shall I alone wish to accept another

16 Tlarion, "Sermon of Law and Grace" in Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’. Translated with an
introduction by Simon Franklin. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press for the Ukrainian
Research Institute of Harvard University, 1991, pp. 23-24. The sermon makes reference to the
confirmation of Volodymyr’s Church Statute and Yaroslav’s own Church Statute (or expansion of
Volodymyr’s statute). The comparison to Solomon and David is in reference to Yaroslav’s building
of the St. Sophia Cathedral.
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faith, when my retinue will begin to ridicule this."!7 fThe
0ld Slavonic word used for "faith" is zakon. The word it~
self can have a double meaning, it can mean faith (logos) or
law (nomos). Hanak observed:

Zakon thus implies that should Svyatoslav consent

to accept baptism from the Byzantines, in effect

he could negate his nation’s laws by acknowledging

Byzantine civil law and religious laws as para-

mount within his own realm.!®
Rus’ suspicions were no doubt aroused by the existence of
the Nomocanon in Bulgaria in the 860s, and that similar re-
ligious and political policies might manifest themselves in
Rus’. Svyatoslav and his druzhyna understood the ramifica-
tions of accepting Byzantine Christianity and so their at-
tempts were directed to safeguarding their political and re-
ligious principles and practices. Svyatoslav’s mother Ol’ha
attempted to convert her son by example, the influences of
which were only to be truly realized in the succeeding gen-
erations. The Kniga Stepennaia tsarskogo rodosloviia, a
sixteenth century source, articulates the religious legal
tradition of Basil II‘s time, but both the Stepennaia and
the PVL specify that Volodymyr accepted baptism for his na-
tion without however diminishing its integrity or indepen-

dence, and, preserving his own sovereignty.!® This is not

17 PSRL, 1, col. 63; RPC, p. 83-84.

18 'W.K. Hanak, The Nature and Image of Grand Princely Power in Kievan Russia (988-1054), Indiana
University, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1973, p. 73-74. See above p. 8-10.

19 PSRL, T, col. 124; RPC, p. 120-121.
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to say that Byzantine canon law did not have any influence
upon Volodymyr. The knyaz’ admits, in the fourth article of
his Church Statute, that he referred to the Nomocanon:
Then, having opened the Greek Nomocanon, we found
in it that it is not proper for either the prince,
or his boyars (nobles), or his judges to conduct
these [church] courts and lawsuits. And I, having
consulted the princess Anna and my sons, granted
[the administration of] these courts to the
metropolitan and to all bishoprics [in some vari-
ants, "bishops"] throughout the [Rus’] land.20
In this passage, Volodymyr affirms what should be the proper
relationship between the secular and spiritual authorities.
Hanak observes: "...by merely consulting the ~Nomocanon
Volodymyr minimized its overall impact upon the Rus’ and re-
fused to recognize its paramountcy within his principate."2!
He was willing to concede the immunity of the Church courts.
Still his introduction of the tithe system? was a deliber-

ate attempt to counter Byzantine ecclesiastical influence.23

In other words Volodymyr claimed for himself the same right

20 See Appendix I1I.
21 W.K. Hanak, op. cit, p. 77.

22 F. Dvornik feels that the use of the tithe in the Rus’ Church was not adopted from Rome nor
brought in by the Scandinavian clergy. Dvornik’s allernative explanation runs as follows:
Volodymyr’s influence spread westward with the occupation of cities such as Peremyshl (Przemys!).
Here he came into contact with the Poles who only in 966 accepted Christianity under Duke
Mieszko I. This area had been disputed over between Czechs, Poles and Rus’. Thus three Slavic
kingdoms met at the Carpathians and Volodymyr met that western Roman influence which he in-
corporated into his Church. See F. Dvornik, "The Kiev State and its Relations with Western Eu-
rope." Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, Fourth Series. Volume XXIX, 1947, p. 35

23 Volodymyr established the tithe with the Desyatynna church. Volodymyr donated one-tenth of his
yearly revenues to this church. See RPC, p. 120-121.
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the Byzantine emperor claimed over his Church.? In other
words he had the right to employ constraint to enforce secu-
lar and ecclesiastical laws.

To fully understand this form of rule one must return
again turn to the PVL. 1In the very year that Volodymyr be-
gan his sole rule (c. 980), he chose from amongst his
Varangian mercenaries men who were "good, wise, and brave"2?s
and appointed them to govern cities. These belonged to
Volodymyr’s druzhyna. The druzhyna was the source of the
knyaz’s personal power. They protected the knyaz’ from his
enemies, put down insurrections and performed administrative
and judicial functions in outlying areas. The druzhyna was
also influential in Volodymyr’s acceptance of Christianity
and he consulted with them to obtain their approval and sup-
port.26

Similarities are drawn between the Biblical king

Solomon and Volodymyr in the PVIL, a parallel drawn up to the

24 G. Vernadsky, "Status of the Russian Church during the First half-century Following Vladimir’s
Conversion," SEER XXVIII (1949-50), p. 308-309; E. Golubinsky, op. cif,, pp. 616-627; N. Zernov,
op. cit, p. 433.

25 PSRL, 1, col. 79; RPC, p. 93.

26 jbid. After Volodymyr’s conversion he began to replace the druzhyna governors and chief boyary
(nobles) with his sons. The appointment of his sons to various cities was to emphasize the impor-
tance of certain designated cities; Kyyiv being the most important and Novgorod the second. Not
too much should be read into this move. Svyatoslav also placed his sons as governors over the most
important Rus’ centres. The precedent had already been set generation prior to Volodymyr; he was
merely continuing his father’s policy of "keeping it in the family". We are not informed by our
sources whether insurrections were led by the governors (boyary). Therefore, the replacement of
the boyary with Volodymyr’s sons may have been a peaceful transition. The move was an assurance
that no noble (boyar) could firmly establish himself as a Count Palatine, thus disrupting the already
loose Rus’ confederation and the claims of the legitimate heirs. PSRL, I, col. 121; RPC, p. 119.
The following are the sons and the respective cities they were appointed to: Vycheslav (Novgorod);
Izyaslav (Polotsk); Svyatopolk (Turov); Yaroslav (Rostov). Upon Vycheslav’s death Yaroslav was
sent to Novgorod, Boris to Rostov, Gleb or Hlib to Murom, Svyatoslav to Dereva, Vsevolod to
Vladimir and Mstyslav to Tmutorokhan.
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time of Volodymyr‘s conversion. In the post conversion
years of his reign (989-1015) he is compared to Constantine
the Great:

He [Volodymyr] is the new Constantine of mighty

Rome, who baptized himself and his subjects; for

the Prince of Rus’ initiated the acts of Constan-

tine himself.?%
The Encomium for Prince Voledymyr concludes in the following
words:

O holy emperors (tsars) Constantine and Volodymyr,

help your kinsmen against their enemies and de-

liver your people, both Greek and Rus’, from every

misfortune! Because you have license to speak to

the Savior, pray to God also for me, a sinner, so

that I may be saved through your prayers.2?8
Volodymyr is depicted as equal to Constantine in religious
matters, and both are referred to as tsar (Caesar, emperor),
although, no priestly powers are attributed to either one.

The PVL relates that during the time Volodymyr is pre-
sumed to have lived in the "fear of God", the number of ban-
dits in his realm increased. The bishops enquired why
Volodymyr had not taken any measures to punish these crimi-
nals and he replied that he feared divine retribution for

the killing of robbers. The bishops pointed out to him that

he was the

27 PSRL, 1, cols. 130-131; RPC, p. 124.

28 Cited in The Hagiography of Kievan Rus’, translated by Paul Hollingsworth. Cambridge, Mass.,
Harvard University Press, 1992, p. 181.
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appointed of God for the chastisement of malefac-
tion and for the practice of mercy toward the
righteous, so that it was entirely fitting for him
to punish a robber condignly, but only after due
process of law.?

The rest of the episode includes Volodymyr’s abolition of
wergild (vera) so that the punishment of the robbers could
be considered. Notwithstanding, the bishops brought to
Volodymyr’s attention the beneficial use of wergild for the

purchase of military arms. Hanak suggests that,

This admonition is an assertion that Volodymyr s
princely sovereignty was exclusive, since he was
the elect of God and therefore his powers could
not be divided. Further, once Volodymyr had come
to power, the ecclesiastics recognized that there
was no constitutional means to dispose of him for
lack of fitness as a ruler, because his sovereign-
ty descended directly from God. The churchmen
sought then to introduce rhythm and order in his
princely rule, hoping through harmonious coopera-
tion with the grand prince to find a firm civiliz-
ing bond to hold the Kyyivan state together and to
admit that the unified rule of his predecessors
upon the Kyyivan seat was sufficient precedent and
testament of his power...30

Another concrete expression of Volodymyr’s rule was his
association with the Emperor Basil II through his marriage
to the Porphyrogenita Anna. In the PVL Anna is always re-
ferred to as tsaritsa (empress) in contrast to the Rus’ born
wives of knyazi who were called knyahini (queen). The ter-

minology used in reference to Anna indicates that the Rus’

were aware of the honour bestowed upon Volodymyr by his

% PSRL, 1, cols. 126-127; RPC, p. 122.
30 W.K. Hanak, op. cit, p. 36-37.
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marriage. The marriage to a Byzantine Porphyrogenita was
unique in kind, and as an honour, permanent. One contempo-
rary underscores the approbation: "Even in death, Volodymyr
and the tsaritsa lay side by side in the Church of the
Mother of God at Kyyiv, a permanent expression of love and
honour. "3t

One may posit the question here about the relationship
between the Kyyivan title of Velykyj Knyaz’ and the Byzan-
tine basileus and autocrator. The Byzantine title basileus
meant that the ruler was the "embodiment of law incarnate
and his supreme political authority as the terrestrial mir-
ror of divine wisdom and power",3? which later was given a
Christian interpolation wherein the basileus assumed the
likeness of God‘’s Vicar on earth.

The status of Rus’ vis-a-vis the Empire sheds some
light on the Velykyj Knyaz’s place in the Byzantine world
hierarchy and, simultaneously, on Volodymyr’s and Yaroslav’s
authority. Historians have argued whether Rus’ was in any
way politically dependent upon the Empire. By all accounts
relations between the Empire and Rus’ changed almost from
decade to decade. This is explained by the fact that who-
ever held the upper hand at the close of a military con-
frontation between the two powers determined the course of

affairs so long as it remained in the ascendant. From its

31 Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon. Edited by R. Holtzmann, in MGH, 1935, p. 488, cited in J.
Shepard, "Some Problems of Russo-Byzantine Relaiions c. 860-1050," SEER LII (1974), p. 29.

32 'W.K. Hanak, op. cit, p. 86.
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foundation in the ninth century to Volodymyr’s conversion,
Rus’ was certainly independent of the Empire: The treaties
between the two powers, preserved in the PVL, clearly demon-
strate Rus’s status as an independent state. At the time of
these treaties Rus’ was not officially Christian, and yet
both Rus’ and the Empire were on a relatively equal standing
with one another; each pledging to uphold the articles of
the treaties by their respective faiths. In the Byzantine
Book of Ceremonies, Knyahynya Ol’ha is referred to as ar-
chontissa Rhosias, and her reception was arranged on the ex-
act same pattern as that of an Arab envoy. Thus the recep-
tion given to Ol’ha and her retinue indicates no apparent
political dependence.3?

The Byzantines used two different formulae of address-
ing independent and dependent rulers. Before Volodymyr’s
conversion, the knyazi of Rus’ were addressed as archon and
the emperor as basileus. Such was the formula used in the
Empire to indicate independent rulers. The Byzantine ad-
dress to vassal or dependent rulers ran as follows: "Order
[or command] of the Christ-loving despots (not basileis) to
such and such."3 The rulers of Rus’ were always referred
to as archon even after the conversion, thus implying that
the Empire viewed them as an independent realm. Such a

statement may be misleading: the notion that the emperor

33 A.A. Vasiliev, "Was Old Russia a Vassal State of Byzantium?" Sp VII (1932), p. 351.
34 De Ceremoniis aulae Byzantinae, pp. 690-691, cited in A.A. Vasiliev, ibid.
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was an autocrator meant that the Byzantine rulers considered
themselves Roman emperors, men who were conscious of their
historical source of power and what that power entailed.3s
Other Christian knyazi were seen by the Empire as mere
deputies of the emperor. Hanak states:
Thus, while the Byzantines were conscious of the
historical antecedents of their imperial powers,
their application of these theoretical specula-
tions in imperial relations with the Rus’ grand
princes from Volodymyr to Yaroslav met with resis-
tance.36
Nowhere in the PVL does it allude to Volodymyr’s depen-—
dency upon the Empire nor any willingness to subordinate
himself or his people to the temporal and ecclesiastical
sovereignty of the Empire. Volodymyr needed a unifying fac-
tor that would work simultaneously on a political and reli-
gious level. There already existed such a system, what D.
Obolensky has termed the "Byzantine Commonwealth".37 How-
ever, there are a number of inconsistencies and contradic-
tions found in the De Ceremoniis formulae of addresses to

foreign rulers.38 Besides which, this vagueness made it

possible for the Rus’ knyaz’ and the emperor, who possibly

35 F. Dvornik, Early Christian and Byzantine Political Philosophy: Origins and Background, Volume
II. Cambridge & Washington, Dumbarton Oaks Studies, p. 839. The emperor was seen as an uni-
versal ruler who wielded absolute and unlimited power in the regulation of human affairs. He was
simultaneously the regulator of divine matiers and the universal ruler of all Christendom.

36 W.K. Hanak, op. cit., p. 66.

37 D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth: Eastern Europe 500-1453, London, Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1971, pp. 223 ff.

38 J. Shepard, op. cit,, p. 30.
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had different views concerning their relationship, to be on
friendly terms. In the writings of Metropolitan Ilarion,
Nestor, Yakiv the monk and the PVL, allusions are drawn to
illustrate the freedom granted to Rus’ from devils by their
acceptance of Christianity. No doubt these allusions were
borrowed from Byzantine literary models as is found in Pa-
triarch Photius’ encyclical letter wherein mention is made
regarding the Rus’ and how they were once bound to their pra-
gan beliefs and were now free of them.3 As Shepard as-
serts: "It seems that the educated Rus’ in the eleventh
century regarded Byzantium as a means of liberation from old
superstitions and ignorance and of catching up with other
Christian nations."? Rus’ was to be an exception to the
idea of "Byzantine Commonwealth". In the encyclical letter
of Photius (867), it is asserted that the Rus’, by their ac-
ceptance of Byzantine Christianity, had become subjects
(hypekooi) and friends (proxenoi) of the Empire. However,
this is not indicative of the Rus’ attitude.

Dvornik points out that attempts to make the connection
between Rus’ religious dependence upon the Empire and vir-
tual political dependence would be an over-exaggeration.

The relationship that existed was based on [Rus’]

free acceptance of Byzantine political philosophy.

Like the Byzantines, they looked upon the basileus
as the representative of God on earth, and there-

3 Migne. Patrologia Graeca, Volume cii, cols. 736-37, cited in M Hrushevsky, Istoriia Rusy-Ukrainy,
Volume 1. New York, Published by Knyho-Spilka, 1954, p. 405,

40 7. Shepard, op. cit, p. 31.
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fore as the supreme head of all Christians and
sole legislator in matters concerning Christian-

From what we have noted it might be surmised that
Volodymyr‘’s primary motive for accepting Christianity was to
improve the status of his realm in relation to other Euro-
pean states. Contacts between Rus’ and the Empire had a
long preamble up to the time of Volodymyr’s conversion. It
is reasonable to assume that Volodymyr was aware of the re-
lationship that had existed between the Empire and his do-
main before his advent to power. It is possible moreover
that he had some understanding of the Byzantine view of
themselves and their emperor, and where the Rus’ stood
amongst the other nations in the Byzantine order of nations.

Hanak claims that the,

[De Administrando Imperio and De Ceremoniis aulae
Byzantinae] established a system of grading all
rulers in a hierarchy and of determining their
places in this organization by the degree of
affinity to the autocrator and by his award of
Byzantine court titles to them. This system of
imperial organlzatlon created the fiction of a
world government in which kings and princes were
subordinated to the supremacy of the Byzantine em-—
peror. If [Volodymyr] was aware that [Rus’] occu-
pied an inferior rank in the Byzantlne grading of
states, his conversion and marriage to Anna with-
out doubt could improve his nation’s standing.
But in seeking to elevate the relative place of
his principate, did {Volodymyr] also alter the na-
ture of his grand princely powers and further ac-
cept a title, implying a subordinate rank in the
autocrator’s hierarchy of dependent rulers?+

41 F. Dvornik, op. cit, p. 35.
42 W.K. Hanak, op. cit, p. 71.
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The answer is no. In political matters there is no ev-
idence that the knyazi of Rus’ acted as subjects of the em-~
peror. On this point Obolensky points out: "...nor is it
likely that they [the Rus’] would ever had tolerated, except
in ecclesiastical matters, his [the emperor’s] intervention
in the internal affairs of their principalities."4

It is certain that the emperor lacked the military and
political resources to impose dominion over Rus’. Nor was
it possible for the Metropolitans of Kyyiv, who were Byzan-
tines and agents of the emperor, to impose direct
sovereignty on behalf of the emperor. The geographical dis-
tance, the growing weakness of the Empire, and the power of
the Rus’ knyazi precluded the possibility of political de-
pendency on the Empire. The Byzantines may indeed have con-
sidered the Rus’ as dependents, for, theory and reality are
frequently at wvariance. We only need to observe other
Slavic peoples who accepted Christianity from Constantinople
to understand the relationship between the Empire and for-
eign peoples. The Bulgarian acceptance of Christianity is a
case in point. When Boris of Bulgaria accepted baptism in
865 and became godson to Emperor Michael III, the acceptance
of the concept of a universal Empire was palpable. The wars
of Boris’ son, Symeon, against the Empire as also those of

Samuel, were not intended to destroy it, but to claim it for

43 D. Obolensky, "The Relations between Byzantium and Russia (XIth - XVth ¢.)," XIith Interna-
tional Congress of Historical Sciences, Moscow, 1970, p. 6, cited in D. Obolensky, The Byzantine In-
heritance of Eastern Europe, London, Variorum Reprints, 1982.
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themselves. The military and political realities would not
allow either the Byzantines or Bulgarians to dominate and so
the two people were forced, on several occasions, into nego-
tiations.

Rus’ was in a category all its own. Geographically it
was out of Byzantine military reach, and historically was
never part of the Empire. It accepted Christianity by its
own volition and, together with that acceptance, the notion
of the Byzantine "world-view" and Constantinople’s cultural
leadership. Byzantium’s "conquest" of Rus’ was accomplished
without the use of military intervention and without notions
of political dependence. It was carried out almost exclu-
sively by the Church. In point of fact the only Byzantine
official in Rus’ with any form of power was the metropolitan
of Kyyiv. Meyendorff affirms that: "...He [the metropoli-
tan of Kyyiv] controlled the only administrative structure,
dependent upon Byzantium, which encompassed the whole of
Russia [Rus’] in the period between 989 and 1448. Clearly,
the cultural, religious and political consequences of that
fact were considerable."¥ Rus’s sovereignty was, notwith-
standing, never undermined.

Rus’ religious dependency upon the Empire manifested
itself in the form of its metropolitan and suffragans being,
for the most part, of Byzantine stock and sent by the Patri-

arch of Constantinople. This should not be considered

4 John Meyendorff, Byzantium and the Rise of Russia, Cambridge, University Press, p. 14.
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unusual, either politically or ecclesiastically. Rus’ was
in no position to take on the task of transforming itself
into a Christian state. No preparations had been made for
the transformation from a polytheistic to a monotheistic so-
ciety. This too meant a definition of Rus’ as a Christian
state. The definition had to be vis-a-vis the Empire and
clarified, at first, by representatives of the Empire. The
shift was drastic in its implementation and consequences.4%
When the process of Christianization took root, bishops be-
gan to be chosen from the indigenous population. This prac-
tice this did not, however, include the appointment of the
metropolitan of Kyyiv. Although Rus’ was a sovereign state,
and the Byzantines accepted the fact, a metropolitan of na-
tive origin was not in the Empire’s interests. A metropoli-
tan of Byzantine stock was the only sure contact between the
Empire and Rus’ and a staunch reminder of the Empire’s in-
terests.

Due to its geography, Rus’ occupied a pivotal role in
Byzantine politics. Rus’ became the Empire’s listening-post
for any nomadic movement across the Eurasian steppe. Having
a Byzantine as metropolitan at Kyyiv assured the Empire of
solid, regular information and a friendly ally against any

potential threats.%

45 Volodymyr’s forcible baptism of the Kyyiv populace is but one example.

46 This point can be illustrated with the appointment of Klyment Smolyatych. At the time of Kly-
ment’s appointment, Hungary was making incursions into Serbia -- a territory traditionally under
Byzantine influence. Moreover, Izyaslav of Kyyiv was the Hungarian king’s son-in-law. Byzantine
political hegemony in the Balkans was threatened by Hungary and Kyyiv was dynastically tied to the
Empire’s competitor. With Klyment as metropolitan the Empire was left without a spokesman in
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As when other rulers accepted Christianity, political
ramifications more often than not, outweigh religious ones.
Volodymyr’s conversion is not unlike that of other major po-
litical figures in the middle ages. Borys Michael of Bul-
garia, Clovis of Francia, Stephen of Hungary and Constantine
the Great accepted Christianity largely because of the po-
litical conditions each faced. It is not important that
these men adopted Christianity out of purely religious rea-
sons. Rather, what is vital is the influence of Christian-
ity upon the social, economic and political life of these
principalities. How does the Church alter, or does it al-
ter, the life led prior to conversion? Does the Church dom-
inate the society? If so, when and why? These are the
guestions that need to be answered. Whether a definitive
answer can be given is uncertain. Due to the nature of our
sources one is largely forced into conjecture.

The Patrimonial system was accepted in part by those
nations that adopted Christianity from Byzantium, namely,
Bulgaria, Serbia and Rus’. This order assumed that the
Church was a part of the state administration and that the
sovereign was protector and head of the local Church just as
the emperor was in Byzantium. In the Bulgarian case the hi-
erarchs were mostly Byzantines who acted as agents for the
emperor. The Empire still viewed Bulgaria as one of its

provinces and, Byzantine policy in the tenth and eleventh

Rus’. It becomes obvious why the Empire considered Klyment’s appointment uncanonical, even
though canon law sided with Izyaslav and Klyment,
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centuries attest to this conviction.4 The Byzantine hier-
archy in Rus’ faced a totally different situation. No impe-
rial tradition existed in Rus’ and, thus, the Empire could
make no claim concerning its sovereignty. Likewise, the
Rus’ Church had to be conformable to the state structure
since the existence of the Church in Rus’ depended solely on
the consent of the Velykyj Knyaz~’. This reality must be
placed in its proper perspective.

The conversion of many of the Slavic nations was a
point of conflict between the sees of Rome and Constantino-
ple. The Balkan peoples, Bulgars, Serbs, Croats often
shifted allegiances between Eastern and Western Christendom
when they found the ecclesiastical situation intolerable to
their sovereignty. Borys Michael of Bulgaria oscillated at
various times between Rome and Constantinople until Byzan-
tine diplomacy and military force finally sealed Bulgaria’s
fate.

Volodymyr’s conversion was a conscious effort to make
his state a part of Christian Europe. His actions suggest
that he intended to unify Rus’ through an organized state
religion. His first attempt, -- through organized paganism
—-- did not succeed because no clear definition of his power
and status could be achieved within it. His only other op-
tion was Christianity, specifically Byzantine Christianity.

This did not mean that Volodymyr could not do some shopping

47 SeeR.JH. Jenkins, Byzantium: The Imperial Centuries, London, 1966, pp. 241-315.
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around for an arrangement that suited his needs. In a word,
Volodymyr had already made a conscience decision to convert
to Christianity; it only remained to wait for the best op-
portunity to do so.

The Rus’ definition of itself vis-a-vis the Empire is
posited in the PVL:

The Most High appoints emperor (tsesarya) and

prince (knyazya), and gives authority to whomso-

ever He wishes... Thus did Isaiah say: ‘They have

sinned from head to foot’, that is from the em-

peror to the common people.48
The emperor’s universal sovereignty is, be it noted, not put
into question. In fact it was further enunciated in the
Byzantine canon law which survived in its Slavonic version
and was well known in eleventh century Rus’. Written by the
deacon Agapetos for Justinian I in the sixth century, it is
basically a didactic treatise. It describes the emperor as
"lord of all men™. It also postulates that: "the emperor
is equal to all men in the nature of his body, but in the
authority of his rank he is similar to God, who rules all.
For there is no one on earth higher than he."¥  Acknowl-

edgement of this imperial supremacy was never explicitly

made by the knyazi.

48 PSRL, 1, col. 95; RPC, p. 130.

49 Agapetos, Expositio capitum admonitoriorum, xxi, MPG [Migne Patrologie Graeca] vol. 86 (1),
cols. 1164-74, cited in Deno John Geanakoplos, Byzantium: Church, Society, and Civilization Seen
through Contemporary Eyes, Chicago, University Press, 1984, pp. 19-20,
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The type of power that Volodymyr wanted to wield is de-
scribed in Metropolitan Ilarion’s Sermon on Law and Grace.
An examination of this work has shown it to be more than a
sermon, that it is in fact an ideological homily of Chris-
tian Rus’/. It is, moreover, a treatise on the whole Chris-
tian world perception. 1In it the type of patrimonial power
that Volodymyr already exercised is articulated. The author
was not writing a theoretical treatise but merely placing
the already existing situation in religious-political terms.
Significantly too, that power was now being exercised by
Volodymyr’s successor, Yaroslav, and was hereditary and im-
mutable.

The reign of Yaroslav the Wise is a period that has re-
ceived much attention. Certain historians have interpreted
his reign as an attempt to free Rus’ from the political and
ecclesiastical hegemony of the Empire. But is this the
case? We have noted that Volodymyr was neither politically
nor ecclesiastically subservient to the Empire. The oppo-
nents of that view assert that Yaroslav was in a less
favourable position than his father. The basis for their
contention is fixed on four factors: i) the appointment of
Tlarion as metropolitan; 1ii) Ilarion’s composition of the
Sermon on Law and Grace; iii) Yaroslav’s cultural programn,
and; iv) Yaroslav’s attempt to take the notion of "empire"
to himself. Each claim requires comment so as to illustrate

the type of power Yaroslav wished to wield.
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Before becoming metropolitan, Ilarion served as priest
in Berestove, a town on the southern outskirts of XKyyiv.
There he served as priest at the Church of the Holy Apos-
tles. The Church of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople was
built by Constantine the Great and was the traditional
burial place for emperors. Berestove was Volodymyr the
Great’s place of residence and Yaroslav is said to have been
a dgreat patron of the Berestove church. It seems certain
that the Berestove church was part of Yaroslav’s architec-
tural program, and one which ventured to replicate the fea-
tures of Constantinople. Prior to his elevation to the
metropolitanate, Ilarion was probably a member of Yaroslav’s
cultural program.5¢

Insofar as Ilarion’s appointment is considered, we know
only its date, precisely 1051. No notice of the length of
his episcopate has been uncovered. There is a school of
thought that insists that Ilarion’s appointment was contro-
versial. This view is based on the idea that it did not
conform to the accepted practice, that is, the metropolitans
of Kyyiv were to be appointed by the Patriarch of Constanti-
nople.S!

It is noteworthy however that Ilarion himself is not

condemned by any Byzantine writer. It is also significant

30 Tn the Pateryk Bishop Simon of Vladimir writes that Harion was tonsured by the blessed Antony.

1 The main arguments put forward to support this view are: Ilarion’s "nationality"; his method of ap-
pointment; the historical context of the appointment; Ilarion remained unacceptable to Con-
stantinople; Yaroslav’s cultural program and Ilarion’s role in the execution of that program, and;
that Ilarion’s Sermon is anti-Byzantine in nature,
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that at the time of his appointment, Michael Kerularios was
the patriarch of Constantinople. Kerularios was probably
one of the most powerful clerics to occupy that office.5?
Byzantine sources inform us about his character and objec-
tives. We know, for instance, that near the time of Ilar-
ion’s consecration, Kerularios was attempting to subject all
the '"national" churches that lay within the boundaries of
the Empire to his authority. If the Ilarion appointment was
not agreeable to Kerularios, then surely Rus’ would have
been so informed. But the event is passed over in silence.
The entry in the PVL simply reports that Yaroslav sum-
moned the bishops of Rus’ and appointed Ilarion as
metropolitan.53 It is true that Ilarion is mentioned in the
Byzantine diptychs, a fact which suggests that at some
point, 1if not from the beginning, Ilarion’s term as

metropolitan was considered canonical.

52 Kerularios’ confrontation with Cardinal Humbert and his support for Isaac Komnenos, which
secured his elevation as emperor, attest to his power.

53 PSRL, 1, col. 155; RPC, p. 139.

34 Historians have questioned the canonicity of Ilarion’s appointment because of to the title of
Michael Psellos gave to a chapter in his Chronographia entitled "On the Revolt or Rising of the
Rus™ (peri teis fon Roson epanastaseos). See Michael Psellos, The Chronographia of Michael
Psellos. Translated by ER.A. Sewter. New Haven, 1953, pp. 147-150. However, from what we
know of this affair, a number of Rus’ merchants were harassed and killed in Constantinople which
provoked Yaroslav’s retaliation. Yaroslav sent his son Volodymyr along with an army of 6,000 to
avenge the outrage. Volodymyr met with defeat but a peace ireaty was soon accomplished by the
marriage of Yaroslav’s son, Vsevolod, 1o a princess. Speculation has mounted over the identity of
this Byzantine princess. Some have theorized that she was the daughter of the emperor, Constan-
tine IX Monomachos. However, there is no evidence to point to this although Vsevolod's son re-
tained his mother’s maiden name -- Monomakh. This Byzantine bride was more likely 2 member of
the Monomakhoi clan; perhaps cven from the female side. See Alexander Kazhdan, "Rus’-Byzan-
tine Princely Marriages in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries," HUS XII/XIII, 1988/1989, pp. 414-
429,
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A question that offers itself here is whether the Rus’
attack of 1043 and Ilarion’s appointment as metropolitan are
somehow connected. If Yaroslav did attempt to establish
greater autonomy for his Church it was short-lived because
the next metropolitan of Kyyiv mentioned in the PVL (anno

1055) was Ephraim, who was appointed by the Patriarch of

Constantinople. In sum, there appears to have been no ir-
regularities in Ilarion’s appointment. We possess other
fragmentary pieces concerning Ilarion. A fifteenth century

source preserves his colophon, at the end of a set of works
attributed to him. In his confession of faith (Ispovedanie

Very), he deposes:

I, Ilarion, through the mercy of God who 1loveth
man, a monk and priest, was through His good plea-
sure consecrated by the God-loving bishops and en-
throned (svyashcen bykh i nastolovan) in the great
and divinely protected city of Kiev, there to
serve as metropolitan, pastor, and teacher. These
things came to pass in the year 6559 [1051], dur-
ing the reign of the pious khagan Yaroslav, the
son of Volodymyr, Amen.3

It has been argued that Yaroslav attempted to usurp the
role of emperor. However, the evidence for this is superfi-
cial. Some have pointed to Yaroslav’s building projects

(i.e., the Zoloti Vorota -~ Golden Gates of Kyyiv and the

35 Moscow, GIM, Syn. Sobr. no 591, fol. 203a. See T.A. Sumnikova, ed. "Proizvedenija Ilariona po
spisku ser. XV v. GIM SIN. No. 591," in Idejnofilosofskoe nasledie, 1:41 (text), 64 (Russian trans.),
171 (photocopy of MS) cited in Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’, p. xvii. Pamyamiki drevne-
russkogo kanonicheskogo prava, 11, 1, ed. V.N. Beneshevich: Russkaya Istoricheskaya Biblioteka,
XXXVI (1920}, p. 103, cited in D. Obolensky, "Byzantium, Kiev and Moscow: A Study in Ecclesi-
astical Relations," DOP X1, 1957, p. 60-61.
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building of St. Sophia Cathedral in Kyyiv) as an attempt to
copy the Empire. The fact is that the building of St.
Sophia Cathedral cannot be considered to be any different
than the practice of other Slavic peoples who accepted
Christianity from the Empire. The Bulgars and Serbs too
built cathedrals dedicated to St. Sophia. This was natural
since the architects and artists who planned, erected and
beautified the cathedrals were undoubtedly Byzantines. The
converted people had only the Byzantine model to follow.
Since the greatest church in Christendom at that time was
Hagia Sophia in Constantinople, what would be more natural
than to copy and dedicate cathedrals after the Constantinop-
olitan prototype. In this way the newly converted peoples
attempted, not to surpass the Byzantines in splendour --
which would have been impossible --but to create a facsimile
of the original and in some way associate themselves with
and partake of the greatness of the Empire.

In the Bulgarian case there was an attempt not to de-
stroy but to usurp the Empire. They wanted to become part
of the Empire by installing a Bulgarian on its throne. 1In
the fourteenth century the Serb, Stephan Dushan also at-
tempted to achieve that goal. In Yaroslav’s case we have no
evidence of an attempt to take on the title of emperor
(tsar). Such a coup would have been most favourable during
the period from 1043 to 1054, that is between the time of
the Byzantine war, Ilarion’s appointment to the metropoli-

tanate and, Yaroslav’s death. Some have argued that
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Yaroslav ventured to usurp the notion of "empire" during the
war of 1043. Equally it may also be conjectured that
Yaroslav was subject to the will of the Empire. For exam=-
ple, according to some, the interior of St. Sophia in Kyyiv
embodies a fresco featuring Yaroslav and his family standing
before the enthroned emperor Constantine IX Monomakhos.
Moreover, the political system usually associated with em-
pire is a strong, unified monarchy. Yaroslav, by contrast,

promoted an "appanage system".56

56 The knyazi appear to have considered Rus’ to be personal patrimony to be passed on to their
next of kin. After Yaroslav the Wise two principles, seemingly at odds with one another, regulated
succession: genealogical seniority and popular election. The latter remained dormant as long as
the former ran smoothly. The former ran until the middle of the twelfth century. There appears 1o
have been an order of importance in regards to cities (e.g., Kyyiv being the most important). There
was a formality of approval by the Kyyivan notables and the viche for each succeeding Kyyivan
knyaz’. However, there were instances when the knyaz’ would be ousted by the populace for some
disaster or offence against the people. For example, Izyaslav Yaroslavych was deposed in 1068 for
being unable to defend the Kyyivan territory from the Kumans. In his place Vseslav of Polots’k was
elected as Velykyj Knyaz'. However, when Vseslav was unable to live up to the people’s expecta-
tions they were forced to admit Izyaslav back on the throne.

From the 1140s on the viche played a greater role of "king-maker”. The Kyyivans had a greater
loyalty to the Monomakhovychi but when it suited them they would readily accept a member of the
Orhovychi. Unfortunately, we have no surviving written agreements between the knyazi and the
viche, neither do the chronicles provide any assistance. All we know is that when an agreement was
reached between the two parties, both sealed their pledge by "kissing the cross".

The principle of genealogical seniority was established in Yaroslav’s will. The will itself firmly
established the notion of dynastic interests. The right to rule Rus’ was not the prerogative of any
single knyaz’, however powerful, but to the entire house of Ruryk. Each knyaz’ was allotted a pat-
rimony according to the place where they fell on the genealogical tree. Thus, Izyaslav, being the el-
dest, was given Kyyiv and morally the other brothers were to abide by his decisions and live in
amily. The patrimonies were rated in this order: Kyyiv, Chernihiv, Pereyaslav, Smolensk,
Volodymyr-Volyns’k. Adjustments were later made in the rating system since certain cities such as
Pereyaslav lost much of their importance and were replaced.

The passing of any knyaz’ automatically affected all the other knyazi since a redistribution of
thrones was in order. With the passing of a knyaz’ the remaining knyazi would climb further up the
ladder to a more important patrimony. But with each generation the situation grew more compli-
cated and it became difficult to establish or determine genealogical seniority. For example, in
many instances nephews were much older than their uncles.

Despite all of these complications there is evidence to indicate that the knyazi still believed that
they belonged to one family. However, by the mid-twelfth century, loyalties were drawn along clan
lines and local loyaities became prevalent. What occurred is the loss of the genealogical succession
as each knyaz’ became more interested in securing his patrimony and passing it on to his descen-
dent. Such a system was conducive to civil war which drained the strength of Rus’. As a whole Rus’
became unable to defend itself from foreign invaders (i.e., Kumans and later the Mongols).
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Suggestions that Yaroslav attempted to usurp the notion
of "empire" are farfetched. His building project and state-
craft were in reality an attempt to copy the Byzantine mod-
els, thus associating the meagerness of Rus’ with the
grandeur of Byzantium. References to Yaroslav’s arduous
"book-learning" -- that he read and studied "day and night"
== was surely an attempt to compare Yaroslav to Justinian
the Great who was distinguished by the name of "the emperor
who never slept". Justinian was renowned for his "“book-
learning” and for his building projects. The references and
similarities to Yaroslav have a political purpose, namely,
to exemplify the idea of the "good ruler". Who better to
copy than Justinian? As Justinian codified Roman law, so
Yaroslav digested the law of Rus’. The similarities are no
more than analogies. A nation (i.e., the Rus’) that had
only recently officially accepted baptism must take on the
models of her baptizer in expressions of faith, culture, ar-
chitecture and learning. The emerging Rus’ state needed
something or someone to give it direction and form.
Volodymyr brought Christianity to Rus’ thereby giving it di-
rection, Yaroslav’s codification gave it its form. Once the
Christianizing process was underway, Yaroslav could imple-
ment those features which defined a Christian state, pre-
cisely the codification of law, church building and schools.
Yaroslav’s law code, the Rus’ka Pravda, was not issued by a
basileus deemed to be the source of law, but by a ruler who

gathered together and tabulated the existing customary laws.
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If Yaroslav aimed at usurping the title of emperor for
himself there must have existed a larger danger to cause hinm
to take such a drastic course. But what danger and from
whom? A nation reacts when confronted by a force threaten-
ing its security and sovereignty. Certainly no threat ex-
isted to Rus’ from the Empire, Rus’ never having been a part
of the Empire. Byzantine foreign policy towards Rus’ was
never expansionist. For which reason her dealings with Rus’
remained, by=-and-large, friendly.

Here three associated questions might be put forward.
First, what would Yaroslav have gained by usurping the Em-
pire’s position? Second, could he have achieved such a
goal? Third, did he truly understand the concept of
"Empire" and the Christian oikumene?

The response to all three questions would be an em-
phatic "no". If he had tried his hand as a basileus the
anti-absolute monarchist forces within Rus’, that is the
Varangians, druzhyna, the viche and the native Slavic popu-
lation would have interpreted such a move as contrary to and
repressive of their respective traditions and privileges.

His position as Velykyj Knyaz’ would have been put in
jeopardy. Beyond which his knowledge of the notion of
"Empire" and the Christian oikumene was superficial if non-
existent. Yaroslav, if we are to believe the chronicler,
was literate. And, the materials he read, in all certainty,
would have been Byzantine works translated into Slavonic.

These doubtless included the Scriptures, the Lives of the
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Saints, a few chronicles and, excerpts from law codes. From
such a meagre source Yaroslav could hardly comprehend the
all-encompassing dynamics of “Empire". Furthermore,
Yaroslav lacked the all important constituent in discerning
the notion of "Empire", that is, direct personal contact and
experience with the Empire. Symeon of Bulgaria had such ex-
perience because he was educated at the famous Academy in
Constantinople. Symeon’s plans to usurp the Empire came to
nought but he, at least, understood fully the complexities
of the situation.’” Yaroslav could not have undertaken such
an experiment; external and internal factors would have
thwarted such a plan.

Alternatively, was there danger to Yaroslav's
sovereignty from within Rus’? The druzhyna 'was, in large
degree, dependent upon Yaroslav for its status and protec-
tion. It had no legal means of ousting the ruling Velykyj
Knyaz’. The Rurikides were firmly entrenched as the only
ruling dynasty. It is significant here that during the
reigns of Volodymyr and Yaroslav, there existed a very
strong loyalty to the Velykyj Knyaz’. This 1loyalty was
founded on tradition and implied in the text of the Rus‘’ka

Pravda. Yaroslav’s sons confronted the first 1local

57 Symeon was known as the "Half-Greek® because of his vast Byzantine education. Symeon under-
stood what "Empire" truly entailed and attempted to usurp the Empire by making Bulgaria part of
the Empire. This goal was to be accomplished by the military conquest of Constantinople and
placing himself, a Bulgarian, at its head. Centurics later Stephan Dushan of Serbia attempted the
same, however, both never saw the realization of their objective. Byzantine diplomacy stymied
Symeon’s plans by granting him an imperial title ("Emperor of the Bulgars") and the offer of a dy-
nastic marriage. However, the Empire refused to accept the Byzantine-educated barbarian even
though he was probably more Byzantine than Bulgar. The DAI also attests to placating the claims
of barbarians with anything save the imperial title, insignia or a dynastic marriage.
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disturbances and the state was soon torn by patrimonial
wars. By that time too the traditional loyalty to the
knyazi was offset by a counter-force, the aspirations of the
viche. Until well into the fourteenth century the chroni-
cles report several instances in which knyazi were deposed
by the viche. Many of the former moved to other principali-
ties and while others subseguently were invited to return to
their original patrimony.38 Yaroslav’s sons realized the
danger to their authority by these developments and expanded
the ordinances of the Rus’ka Pravda to augment their author-
ity. Notwithstanding, the laws were not sufficient to
counter the authority and power of the viche. It is clear
that the longevity of a knyaz’s reign depended, for the most
part, upon his personal ability to control the viche.

The Rus’ Church was not only a wvast land holder but
also organized many works of charity, such as pastoral and
medical care for the ill, and shelter for travellers among
other activities. The Church Statutes of both Volodymyr and
Yaroslav not only extended exclusive authority to members of
the ecclesia, but, especially to the people at large on is-
sues of morality and religious observance. The Church’s
overall impact on Kyyivan society and life is difficult to
determine. Our sources make few references to the religios-
ity of society. Christianity is described in the PVI as a

joyous liberation from the powers of darkness, but we cannot

58 In the case of Ruryk Rostyslavych, he reigned as Velykyj Knyaz’ of Kyyiv on nine different occasions
between 1173 and 1210.
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underestimate the affect Christian principles had on Kyyivan
life. The last words attributed Yaroslav to his sons, in-
clude an order to love one another so that God will bless
them. At the same time, in the Testament of Volodymyr Mono-
makh, the concept of the good knyaz’ is emphasized in tandenm
with the virtues of alms-giving and various other signs of
Christian behavior.

In the Kyyivan period there were three main bodies of
law: The Church Statute of Volodymyr, The Church Statute of
Yaroslav the Wise, and, the Rus’ka Pravda. The former two
had a distinct influence on the content of the latter. 1In
the Church Statutes® certain cases are delegated to the ju-
risdiction of the bishop’s court and others to the knyaz’s
court. 1In both instances they were to be based on the rules
set forth in the Greek Nomocanon and, local custonms.

The intention of the Church Statutes was to minimize
the possibility of future contentions between the civil and
ecclesiastical authorities over the question of Jjurisdic-
tion. Offences of a moral and religious nature were left to
the jurisdiction of the bishop unless the particular offence
had been customarily under the knyaz’s jurisdiction. In the
Rus’ka Pravda none of the articles of law dealt with cases
that involved ‘church people’ since the Church Statutes re-
served them to the jurisdiction of the bishop. Within sev-

enty years of official conversion, boundaries had been

59 See Appendices III & IV.
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established for the civil and ecclesiastic authorities. The
foresight of both Volodymyr and Yaroslav, for the most part,
assured the peaceful relationship between the two spheres of
authority. For this reason Rus’ did not see a situation
arise as in England between a Thomas Becket and Henry II
concerning the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical courts and of-
fences committed by members of the clergy.

In conclusion then there existed in Rus’ no system or
institution comparable to the "proprietary church" that ex-
isted in the West. The bishops of Rus’ appear to have been
elected canonically, -- the one exception being the
metropolitan of Kyyiv who was appointed by the Patriarch of
Constantinople. Additionally, the power of the Velykyj
Knyaz’ was not restrained in any way by the ecclesiastical
authorities, the Church had neither the means nor, it ap-
pears, the desire to limit that power. Indeed it can be ar-
gued that the presence of the clerics enhanced the knyaz’s
power and prestige. Some understanding had been reached be-
tween Volodymyr and the Church during or soon after his con-
version permitting the Church to evangelize Rus’. For the
Church to have any impact on Rus’ society it first required
a faithful following. It seems clear that an arrangement
was formulated during the reigns of Volodymyr and Yaroslav;
wherein the traditional authority of the knyaz’ and the

moral authority of the Church were preserved.



Chapter Five

THE BONDS OF UNITY AND ITS DEMUR

Until the death of Yaroslav the Wise (d. 1054) Rus’
stood, more-or-less, as a unified state and the Velykyj
Knyaz’ of Kyyiv controlled it. Yaroslav’s policy or lack of
policy, however, brought on the political demise of Kyyiv
and of the Rus’ state. Dividing his realm amongst his five
surviving sons, Yaroslav ensured that sovereign authority
would remain vested in the three main knyazi of Rus’ proper.
His only command expression in this regard was that they
were to love one another and listen to the authority of the
Velykyj Knyaz’.! Such vagueness was a recipe for trouble.
Yaroslav had not learned from his father’s experience or in-
deed from his own knowledge, both having had to fight for
the throne against their siblings. He obviously expected
greater wisdom from his descendents than he or his father
had shown.

As elsewhere the Appanage "system" was detrimental to
the unity of Rus’. Each of Yaroslav’s sons and their de-

scendants would divide their patrimonies amongst their

1 PSRL, I, col. 161; RPC, p- 142. The Testament of Yaroslav the Wise reveals that the only special
power allocated to the Velykyj Knyaz’ was to assist the younger brothers should they come into con-
flict with their older siblings. Between 1054 and 1113, Rus’ appears to have been ruled by a tri-
umvirate consisting of the knyazi of Kyyiv, Chernihiv and Pereyasiav. The rotating system of suc-
cession appears to have worked for the first nincteen years and reached its apogee in 1072 with the
translation of the relics of Borys and Hiib. The event was a manifestation of filial love and unity.
The events that followed are lamented upon by the chronicler and culminated in the precarious ruie
of Vsevolod Yaroslavych, the sole survivor of the first triumvirate. The second triumvirate was
composed of Svyatopolk Izyaslavych of Kyyiv, Volodymyr Monomakh of Chernihiv and his younger
brother Rostyslav Vsevolodych of Pereyaslav. Problems with the succession culminated again in
fratricidal civil war. Attempts at solving this question were made at the council of Luibech (1097).
In other words the continued existence of the triumvirate was seen as essential to the stability and
existence of Rus’ as a polity.

84
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survivors. Within decades the number of principalities in-
creased rapidly. The consequence was that a more pronounced
sense of localism soon manifested itself. Knyazi developed
a greater sense of loyalty to the neighbouring principality,
ruled by either father, brother or cousin, than to the Ve-
lykyj Knyaz’, also a relation, but more distant in kinship.
Concurrently, there also existed a confused mobility amongst
the princely class.?

After the death of Yaroslav in 1054 the sources pay
little attention to Church affairs and concentrate mainly on
the inter-princely feuds between his sons and grandsons.
Attempts at reconciliation were initiated by knyaz’
Volodymyr Monomakh and his son, Mstyslav Monomakhovych, the
first of which took place at an all-princely conference at
Liubech in 1097. There the participants assayed to resolve
the problem of patrimonial claims and to establish solidar-
ity amongst the knyazi against the Polovtsi (Kumans), the
latest Turkic people to invade Rus’. In the long run the
council proved a failure for it did not abrogate the princi-
ple of seniority in its decision. It did call for an end to
inter-princely feuds. But, Rus’ remained plagued by civil

discord.3

2 Prime example of this confused mobility is Oleh Svyatoslavych, prince of Volodymyzr-Volyns’k
(1073-76), son of Velykyj Knyaz’ Svyatoslav Yaroslavych (1073-76). After his father’s death he was
driven from his principality and took over Tmutorakhan in the Caucasus. In 1079 the Byzantines
instigated his capture by the Khazars, handed him over to the Byzantines and interned him on the
island of Rhodes. He returned to Rus’ in 1094 and captured the city of Chernihiv where he ruled
for two years. He ended his days in Novgorod-Severs’k.

3 PSRL, 1, cols. 239-277; RPC, pp. 187-200.
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One cannot consider Rus’ a fully cohesive single polity
after the death of Yaropolk Volodymyrovych in 1139 and most
political ties were drawn on kinship. If that be so the
guestion then is did this political rupture also include an
ecclesiastical rupture? The short answer to that is an em-
phatic no. Yet, some ecclesiastical fragmentation did oc-
cur. A number of incidents in the twelfth century point to
this development. These include: the attempt to appoint
Klyment Smolyatych to the metropolitanate of Kyyiv; knyaz’
Andrei Boholjubs’kyj’s attempt to <create a separate
metropolitanate in Vladimir-Suzdal’, and; the Leo-Nestor
controversy in Vladimir-Suzdal’.

During the decades of political fragmentation, the one
centralizing factor was the principle of an indivisible Rus’
metropolitanate, subordinate to the patriarchate of Con-
stantinople, the church of the basileus and autocrator of
the Romans -- that is, of "all Christians". Concurrently,
the Eastern Church’s estrangement from the West also had
repercussions in the Slavic world.

The most significant consequence of this development
was the termination of Kyyiv’s political authority over the
more northern principalities. The political structure
within these northern principalities also differed and, the
power of the knyaz’ varied from principality to principality

even though they were from the same dynasty.4 In some areas

4 In the territory of Vyatich there was apparently a princely family not connected with Yaroslav's
descendants.
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there developed a strong landed aristocracy or merchant oli-
garchy which inhibited the knyaz’s power as at Kyyiv and
Novgorod. Kyyiv’s political importance shortly became a
glory of the past. Still the power of Vladimir-Suzdal’
needed to be consolidated even after the successes of Andrei
Boholjubs’kyj and Vsevolod "Great-Nest".

The Pateryk relates the story of Svyatoslav Yarosla-
vych’s visit to the elder Feodosij of the Pechers’ka Lavra.
The visit supposedly took place soon after Svyatoslav’s
usurpation of the Kyyivan throne from his brother Izyaslav.S’
The Pateryk records that Svyatoslav sent an invitation to
Feodosij to be his guest at a banguet. Feodosij emphati-
cally refused and wrote a letter reproaching Svyatoslav com-
paring him to the Biblical Cain.¢ Angered by the criticism
Svyatoslav threatened to imprison the pious elder. Members
of the Pechers’ka Lavra pleaded with Feodosij to cease his
criticisnm. But he continued to upbraid Svyatoslav’s ac-
tions, having, it is said, no fear of imprisonment. Svya-
toslav took no measures against him, realizing no doubt the
delicacy of his own situation as a usurper. In addition to
which, Feodosij’s popularity among the Kyyivites was, pre-
sumably, a powerful incentive, allowing him to remain free.

Eventually Feodosi]j ended his public chiding "but thought to

5 Svyatoslav Yaroslavych (of Chernihiv) and Vsevolod Yaroslavych (of Pereyaslav) joined forces to
depose their brother Izyaslav (1073). The PVL states that Svyatoslav was the instigator of the
usurpation while Vsevolod is represented as being more reluctant. See PSRL 1:182,2:172.

6 The Paterik of the Kievan Caves Monastery. Translated by Muriel Heppell. Cambridge, Mass.,
Harvard University Press, 1989. Discourse no. 8, p. 74-75.
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himself that it would be better to beseech him by prayer to
restore his brother to his territory."’ Finally Svyatoslav
requested a meeting with Feodosij, the report of which is

carried in the Pateryk:

The great Feodosi) came out of church with the
brethren, and when he saw the prince [Svyatoslav]
he prostrated himself in the customary way, as is
fitting before a prince; the prince for his part
kissed the blessed one. Then the pious prince
said to him, "I dared not come to you, father,
since I thought that you would be angry with me
and not admit me to the monastery." The blessed
one said, "Good lord, what has my anger availed
against our power? Yet it is right for us to ac-
cuse you and to speak to yvou about the salvation
of your soul, and it is right for you to obey."8

The entry also describes Feodosij’s visit to Svyato-

slav’/s court:

He [Svyatoslav] would say to the blessed one
[Feodosij), since he was feeling glad, "I tell you
truly, father, even if I were told that my father
had risen from the dead, I should not rejoice so
much at your arrival, and I should not feel so
much fear or misgiving before him as I do in the
presence of your venerable soul." The blessed one
said, "If you fear me, then do my bidding and re-
store your brother [Izyaslav] to the throne which
your pious father [Yaroslav] entrusted to him"
But the prince [Svyatoslav] fell silent at this,
since he did not know what to answer, for the en-
emy [Satan] had so inflamed him with anger against
his brother that he did not even want to hear his
name mentioned. Our father Feodosij prayed to God
daily and nightly for the Christ-loving prince
Izyaslav, and also ordered his name to be renmem-
bered in the 1litany, as he was the chief prince
and the most senior of them all, whereas he said
that the one who was sitting illegally on the

7 ibid, p.76.
8 ibid, p.77.
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throne was not to be remembered in his monastery.
It was only when the brethren begged him to do so
that he told them to remember the latter together

with the former -- however the Christ-loving one
[Izyaslav] first, then the pious one [Svyato-
slav].?

Relations between Svyatoslav and Feodosij appear to
have been very cordial, and reverence was demonstrated for
their respective offices. Svyatoslav feared that his rule
would be undermined by Feodosij’s moral influence. For his
part, however, Feodosij admitted that his influence had not
hindered Svyatoslav’s power in any way. And, while he adds
that he had the right to speak on religious matters that
pertain to Svyatoslav’s salvation, he makes no mention of
his influence in the political arena. However, Feodosij did
address the reinstatement of Izyaslav to the Kyyivan throne
as a Christian, moral issue noting, specifically, that the
command of Yaroslav the Wise had not been executed. Feo-
dosij’s order that 1Izyaslav’s name be mentioned in the
litany!® exclusively may have been an attempt to intimidate
Svyatoslav into restoring his brother, Izyaslav. Members of
the Pechers’ka cloister encouraged Feodosij to mention both
Izyaslav and Svyatoslav in the litany, doing so out of fear
of denunciation and possible banishment.

The discourse itself may very well be a total fabrica-

tion on the part of the monks of the Pechers’ka Lavra. Even

9 ibid, p. 77-78.

10 The ektenia (exTenis) was a litany recited by a deacon during the liturgy while the celebrant prayed
secretly; it consisted of nine petitions, each of them answered by the choir with a threefold kyrie
{"Lord have mercy").
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80, there are two points of interest. The one is the order
of Yaroslav the Wise which entrusted Izyaslav with the rule
of Kyyiv; the other, that the person of the knyaz’, although
morally criticized, is not politically subject or obligated
to the will of the Church, or its most influential represen-
tatives.

Episcopal and monastic influence in political matters
was often considerable. Bishops frequently interceded with
warring knyazi with an eye to preserving the unity of the
realm. Each knyaz’ was acknowledged to possess the right of
protection and supervision over the church within his patri-
mony. Unlike Byzantine emperors, the knyaz’ never attempted
to devise doctrine. But more, the clergy’s authority over
matters relative to doctrine and private and public morality
was undisputed and absolute. On several occasions clerics
and monks admonished knyazi for their moral frailties.

Later royal statutes, principally from the twelfth cen-
tury, also touch upon the jurisdiction of church courts.
The preamble to these begin with the knyaz’ identifying him-
self and tracing his lineage back to Volodymyr the Great.ll
The preamble is important in the sense that the knyaz’ asso-
ciates himself with the dynasty of the Rurikides and, conse-
gquently, has the right to issue church statutes as did his
ancestors. In most instances such statutes are in the tra-

dition of those issued by Volodymyr and Yaroslav and are

11 Example: "I, Volodymyr, son of Vsevolod, grandson of Yaroslav, great-grandson of Volodymyr,
baptizer of Rus’...".
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intended to define the relationship between the ecclesiasti-
cal and royal courts. Certain matters are handed over to
the church courts and other responsibilities such as living
conditions for the poor and the collection of tithes, etc.

In the Expanded Version of Rus‘ka Pravda and in the
Statute of Volodymyr Monomakh, no article of law is directed
to offences against or perpetrated by "Church People.
Clearly the Church Statutes of Volodymyr and Yaroslav were
recognized as a different code for the "Church People". It
is identified as such in the aforementioned statutes and,
remained the law for all the different principalities of
Rus’/.

The controversy over the appointment of Klyment Smoly-
atych as metropolitan of Kyyiv stands out in history. He is
the only medieval metropolitan of Kyyiv whose appointment
was systematically questioned.

Klyment Smolyatych was elected metropolitan of Kyyiv in
1147. The legalities of his election remain in question.
Only one fragment of his work has come down to us, a letter
to a priest named Thomas. Kiyment was, the chronicles
state, "such a philosopher there has not yet been in the

Rus’ land,%iz

12 "Some students of Russian literature have imagined to have found in it proof that Klyment had read
Homer, Plato, and Aristotle -- of course in Greek, for no Slavonic translations of these authors ever
existed. Upon closer examination, however, one sees that this supposed acquaintance with Greek
classics is only attributed to Klyment by his adversaries, obviously an indication of his profane sec-
ularism." G.P. Fedotov, The Russian Religious Mind: Kievan Christianity, the Tenth 1o Thirteenth
Centuries. Volume I. Cambridge, 1946, p. 64.
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In the Epistle to the Presbyter Foma (Thomas), Klyment
attempts to put to rest the accusations about his irreli-
giousness:

You [Foma] say to me: "You write so as to glorify

yourself, making yourself out to be a philoso-

pher." Yet the fault is primarily your own! As

if I ever wrote any such thing to you! But nei-

ther did I write or would I write thus! And yet

you say: "You write philosophically," while in

fact you yourself wrote most falsely, as though I

had abandoned the revered Scriptures and had in-

stead written using Homer and Aristotle and Plato,

who were renowned in the colonnades [or "among the

rhetoricians"] of the Hellenes. But if I did so

write, then it was not to you but to the prince,

and even thus not readily.13

Under the year 1147 [A.M. 6655] it is recorded that Ve-
lykyj Knyaz’ Izyaslav of Kyyiv summoned six bishops and ap-
pointed the monk, Klyment Smolyatych, to be metropolitan.
The reason for this extraordinary appointment is asserted in
the Nikonian Chronicle, to have been "...owing to the feuds
and many difficulties, it was impossible to go to con-
stantinople to the patriarch in order to have a metropolitan
of [Rus’] consecrated there, "l

What actually took place at this meeting will never be
known. We do know that there were both supporters and, op-

ponents to Klyment’s appointment. The bishops assembled

were: Onufrij of Chernihiv, Feodor of Bilhorod, Evfymij of

13 Kiyment Smolyatych, "Epistle to Foma", in Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’. Translated with
an introduction by Simon Franklin, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press for the Ukrainjan
Research Institute of Harvard University, 1991, p. 31.

14 Nikon, p. 28.
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Pereyaslav, Demyan of Jur’ev, Feodor of Volodymyr-Volyns‘k,
Nyfont of Novgorod and Manuel of Smolensk. The chronicler
epitomizes bishop Onufrij’s inclination in the following

fashion:

I consider it proper for the bishops to meet and
appoint the metropolitan.!s

Apprehensions about the appointment were entertained

and the Hypatian text further relates:

[The bishops said] that it is not in our laws, for
a bishop to appoint a metropolitan without a pa-
triarch, but a patriarch must appoint a metropoli-
tan. And we [the bishops] will not pay homage to
you [Klyment] or hold church services with vyou,
since you have not received a blessing from St.
Sophia nor from the patriarch. If you correct
this, we will pay homage to you. We received a
notice from Metropolitan Michael that it is not
proper for us to hold services in St. Sophia with-
out a metropolitan. He is heavy at heart against
us because of this.l6

The circumstances of the mid-twelfth century stand in
sharp contrast to the situation which existed at the time of

Ilarion’s appointment (1051). In the mid-twelfth century,

the o0ld imperial Rus’ was no longer a united realm.

15 PSRL, 11, col. 340-341.

16 PSRL, II, col. 341. Those who opposed Klyment’s appointment were the Greek bishop of Smo-
lensk, Manuel and archbishop Nyfont of Novgorod (perhaps a Greek). It isn’t clear how many bish-
ops attended the Kyyiv conference. If Nyfont and Manuel were present, it would make five or se-
ven. The Laurentian text reports that six bishops were present, the sixth being bishop Ioakym of
Turiv, whom Grand Prince Izyaslav Mstyslavych brought to Kyyiv in 1146, Onuftij’s argument that
the bishops had the right 1o choose their own metropolitan was based on solid canonical grounds;
but it was not the practice in the Rus’ Church. Moreover, Metropolitan Michael left for Con-
stantinople in 1145, where he died in 1147. He placed a ban on anyone serving in St. Sophia in his
absence. This ban remained in effect and no new metropolitan from Constantinople was despatch-
ed.
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Instead, it consisted of several independent jurisdictions,
some of which still recognized Kyyiv’s political supremacy.
That this was case is to be seen in the diverse foreign
policies that a number of them undertook. All the while the
emperor Manuel Komnenos attempted to draw Rus’ into his

diplomatic network against Hungary and Norman Sicily.Y?

17" 'The situation in Rus’ takes on a more international nature. The chronicle states that Izyaslav was
hostile to the Empire because of his alliance with Hungary. An alliance existed between the
Byzantine emperor, Manuel Komnenos, and the German king, Conrad Hohenstaufen, which was
directed against Hungary for control over Serbian affairs, as also against the Normans in Sicily who
threatened Byzantine commercial and strategic interests in the Mediterranean. The Normans sup-
ported Welf interests in ltaly. King Vladislav of Bohemia along with princes Viadymyrko of Haly-
chyna (Galicia) and Yurij of Suzdal’ sided with the Byzantines. The other alliance consisted of
Louis VII of France, Roger of Sicily, King Geza of Hungary and Izyaslav of Kyyiv. See M. Hru-
shevsky, op. cit, Volume 11, pp. 152-154, and G. Vernadsky, op. cit,, p. 219.
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The Klyment episode provoked schisms within the Rus’/
and Constantinopolitan Churches.!8 By that time the Rus’
Church possessed ten bishops, four of whom were Byzantines.
Tensions arose between Klyment, Manuel of Smolensk and Ny-
font of Novgorod, these reach their apex with the arrest and
imprisonment of archbishop Nyfont in 1149. During his im-
prisonment in the Pechers’ka monastery, Nyfont is reputed to

have suffered physical mistreatment. A letter of Patriarch

18 The appointment of Klyment needs to be placed in its historical context. The Byzantine Empire
was experiencing a brief period of resurgence under the Komneni -- specifically, during the reign of
Manuel Komnenos. Manuel’s diplomatic intrigues touched most areas of Europe. His diplomacy
was aimed primarily at Hungary and Norman Sicily. Velykyj Knyaz’ Tzyaslav was the son-in-law of
Geza Il of Hungary. Thus the realm of Kyyiv was hostile to Manuel. By this time, Rus’ was divided
into several virtually independent patrimonies, each adhering to its own foreign policy. Izyaslav’s
appointment of Klyment was judged to be uncanonical and invalid by a minority of bishops, most of
whom were Byzantine citizens, The same view was held by those knyazi who were allies of the Em-
pire or those generally opposed to Izyaslav. Tensions between Kyyiv and Empire proliferated dur-
ing the reign of Velykyj Knyaz’ Rostyslav Mstyslavych. Rostyslav refused to accept the new
metropolitan, loann 1V, who was sent by Manuel Komnenos. At a meeting with the Byzantine em-
bassy Rostyslav demanded the reinstatement of Klyment Smolyatych, stating that it was the duty
and right of the bishops to choose their own primate. This insertion in the Hypatian Chronicle is
indicative of the attitude of a section of Rus’ society; specifically, that the appointment of foreign
primates was an infringement on the sovereignty of the Velykyj Knyaz’. Moreover, the diplomatic
intrigues of Manuel Komnenos only augmented Rus’ suspicions. The incident caused a temporary
rift between Rus’ and the Empire. Ioann was eventually installed as metropolitan, however, ifs
long-term affect caused feelings of resentment. Manuel Komnenos’ plots divided Rus’ into pro and
anti-Byzantine camps. In the 1140s three knyazi competed for political hegemony over Rus”:
Izyaslav of Kyyiv, his uncle Yurij Dolhorukyj of Suzdal’ and his cousin Vladimirko of Halychyna;
the latter two being allied with Manuel. The contemporary Byzantine historian described Yurij as
the emperor’s "ally" (symakhos) while Viadimirko is denoted as his "vassal” (hypospondos).
Vladimirko’s successor, Yaroslav, moved towards an alliance with Geza 11 of Hungary, while Kyyiv
moved into the Byzantine orbit with Yurij’s capture of Kyyiv in 1154. However, Rostyslav’s out-
burst threatened Manuel’s ambitions. Further events complicated matters when Manuel’s rebel-
lious cousin, Andronikos Komnenos, sought refuge in Halychyna. Manuel feared a political al-
liance between Hungary and Halychyna that could possibly support his outlaw cousin. The situa-
tion forced Manuel to pardon Andronikos and in the same year (1165) he sent an embassy to Ros-
tyslav. Rostyslav signed a peace treaty wherein he was to supply auxiliary troops to Manuel and ac-
cept Ioann as metropolitan; in return he received unspecified gifts and possibly a promise that he
or his successor would be consulted regarding the appointment of the next primate. The Byzantine
embassy then travelled to Yaroslav of Halychyna. Yaroslav was persuaded to renounce his Fun-
garian alliance and pledge loyalty to the Empire. Manuel’s political intrigues were the last in which
the Empire was to influence Rus’ foreign and internal policy. The military disasters that befell the
Empire in the latter stages of Manuels reign and the Crusader capture of Constantinople in 1204,
effectively ended any future Byzantine collusions. After these events our sources are silent. We
may assume that relations remained cordial.
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Nicholas Mouzalon of Constantinople to Nyfont, adverts to

Nyfont’s plight:1°

In the Name of the Holy Spirit [we address] the
son and the fellow worker of our humility, the
virtuous shepherd of Christ’s flock of rational
sheep, Nyfont, lord bishop of Great Novgorod. Re-
joice in the Lord!

We have heard, my lord, about your righteous suf-
fering, which you are enduring for God’s sake be-
cause of your opposition to Metropolitan Klym, who
by his own arbitrary will has assumed the office
of metropolitan of Kyyiv without our blessing.
But you, honoured father, refuse to allow him such
extreme boldness in respect of the priestly office
and will not concelebrate with him or mention his
name in the divine service. You have endured many
evil insults and suffered many reproaches from
him, O holy man of God. For the sake of God’s
righteousness, O sufferer, continue to persevere
and do not succumb to this evil serpent Klym and
his wicked counsellors. And you, brother, will be
numbered by God among the saints of old who suf-
fered steadfastly for the Orthodox faith, and so
that you will show yourself as an example of per-
severance to those who later became ecclesiastics
in the land of Rus’.

In the same year Izyaslav was defeated by his uncle
Yurij of Suzdal’ and fled to Volodymyr-Volyns‘k taking
metropolitan Klyment with him. This schism within the Rus’
Church was not healed until the death of Izyaslav and the
removal of metropolitan Klyment. What happened to Klyment
after he was deposed is not known. In all 1likelihood he

ended his days as a monk. Although the schism was healed

19 Text in Makarij, Istorija russkoj tserkvi. Third edition, vol. 3 (St. Petersburg, 1888), Appendix 1,
297, cited in The Paterik of the Kievan Caves Monastery. Translated by Muriel Heppell. Preface by
Sir Dimitri Obolensky. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1989, Appendix II, p. 223.
Patriarch Nicholas IV Mouzalon (ca. 1070-1152) occupied the see of Constantinople from 1147 to
1151, This letter is attested to by the Hypatian Chronicle, see PSRL, 11, col. 483-485,



97

temporarily it left, in Obolensky’s words, "an aftermath of
bitterness."20

The Chronicle of Novgorod reports that in the year
prior to Nyfont’s arrest, he had travelled to Suzdal’ and
was reconciled with knyaz’ Yurij, Izyaslav’s enemy. Appar-
ently Izyaslav’s arrest of Nyfont was motivated not only by
the desire to achieve recognition of Klyment’s appointment
but also directed at removing a very dangerous individual,
who Jjeopardized Izyaslav’s northern prospects. The arrest
and transport of Nyfont from Novgorod to Kyyiv was intended
to remove one of the leading members of the northern coali-
tion (i.e., Novgorod-Suzdal’).

Unguestionably Klyment owed his appointment to the in-
fluence of Izyaslav. Notwithstanding, he was not a "king’s
man” and did fulfill his episcopal duties. Thus he inter-
vened vigorously, but in vain, to stop a mob in Kyyiv from
murdering the former Velykyj Knyaz’ Ihor Ol’hovych who had
taken monastic vows. Klyment was aware, moreover, of the
serious repercussions should IThor 0Ol’hovych be mnurdered.2!
His prediction, that Ihor’s kinsmen, the 0l’hovychi, would
exact vengeance, came true. Even after Klyment’s deposi-

tion, the Hypatian text praises his character; a sentiment

20 D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, Washington & New York, Praeger Publishers, 1971,
p. 228.

21 The murder of Thor Ol'hovych (1147) immediately raised suspicions regarding the complicity of
Izyaslav Mstyslavych. The account in the Hypatian Chronicle appears to be reliable; that is, Izyaslav
had nothing to do with the murder. Thor OFPhovych was at the time a monk in the Pechers’ka
monastery and, therefore, posed no threat 1o Izyaslav’s government. The account in the Hyparian
text states that the mob in Kyyiv murdered Thor out of frenzy and hatred towards the Ol’hovychi.
See PSRL, 11, col. 351-360.
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which even his enemies shared. Still, the Klyment episode
severely threatened the unity of the Church of Rus’ and car-
ried political repercussions as well.

The greatest threat to Kyyivan ecclesiastical unity was
mounted by knyaz’ Andrei Boholjubs’ky] of Vladimir-Suzdal’.
This knyaz’ inherited from his father, Yurij Dolhorukyj, the
same ambition and drive but different goals. Yurij shared,
in large degree, the same aims as all the previous knyazi of
Rus’, that is the control of Kyyiv and control of the Rus’
political scene. His son Andrei, on the other hand, seems
to have been the first to realize that Kyyiv had lost its
political significance for the north. His policy, from all
appearances, was to minimize Kyyiv status and, all the
while, enhance the prestige of Vladimir-Suzdal’.

The first act in the undermining of Kyyiv was the re-
moval of the icon of the Theotokos from Vyshorod to Vladimir
in 1155. Two accounts of this incident are reported, the
one in the Kyyivan (Hypatian) and the other in the Vladimir-
Suzdal’ (Laurentian) text.2?

The two accounts are identical except for the addition

in the Hypatian (Kyyivan) text which adds that Andrei’s

22 Kyyivan Chronicle: The same year [1155]} Prince Andrej went from his father from Vyshorod to
Suzdal’ without his father’s permission [ital. J. Pelenski], and he took from Vyshorod the Icon of the
Blessed Mother which was brought from Cesarjagrad on the same ship with the [Pirogoshchal
[Icon]. And he had it framed in thirty-grivny-weight-of gold, besides silver, and precious stones, and
large pearls and having thus adorned [the Icon], he placed it in his own church of the Mother of God
in Vladimir. PSRL, vol. II, col. 482. Viadimir-Suzdal’ Chronicle: The same year [1155] Prince An-
drej went from his father from Vyshorod to Suzdal’, and he brought with him the Icon of the Blessed
Mother which was brought from Cesarjagrad on the same ship with the [Pirogoshcha] [Icon]. And
he had it framed in thiriy-grivny-weight-of gold, besides silver, and precious stones, and large pearls
and having thus adorned [the Icon], he placed it in his own church of the Mother of God in Viadi-
mir, PSRL, vol. ], col. 346.
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action was committed without his father’s permission.
Clearly the compiler of the Hypatian text regarded the re-
moval of the icon as an illegal act. To justify his ac-
tions, Andrei required another account of the event which
placed his actions in a more favourable light. The Skazanie
o0 chudesakh Vladimirskoj Ikony Bozhiej Materi (Account of
the Miracles of the Vladimir Icon of the Mother of God),
composed in Andrei’s lifetime or shortly after his death

(1164-1185), reads as follows:

Prince Andrei wanted to be prince (knyazhiti) in
the Rostov land. He began to inquire about icons.
He was told of the Icon of the Most Holy Mother of
God in the Nunnery of Vyshorod - how it departed
from its resting place three times. It happened
the first time when they [the witnesses] entered
the Church and beheld it standing by itself in the
middle of the Church; they replaced it. The sec-
ond time they saw it with its face turned toward
the altar. They said, "It wishes to stand in the
altar place." And they placed it behind the altar
table. The third time they saw it standing by it-
self on the side of the altar table, and then they
saw a mnmultitude of miracles. When we heard of
these tidings the Prince [Andrei] was gladdened
and went into the Church. He began to look over
the icons. Now the aforesaid Icon excelled over
all the others. When he saw it, he fell upon his
knees and prayed, saying, "0 Most Holy Virgin and
Mother of Christ Our Lord, Thou shalt be my de-
fender (zastupnitsa) in the Rostov land. Come and
visit the newly enlightened people so that all
this may happen according to Thy will." And he
took the Icon and went to the Rostov land. He
took some clergy with him.23

23 Translation in E.S. Hurwite, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij: The Man and the Myth. Florence, 1980, p.
56. The term newly enlightened people is most probably taken from Tlarion’s Sermon of Law and
Grace and may also be indicative of the time it took Christianity to make inroads into the Rostov
region,
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The tale of the transfer then takes on a completely
different tone. The icon is represented as having a
"desire" to move to the northern principality thereby leav-
ing the impression that Kyyiv had lost its sacral position.
The story is anti-Kyyiv in nature, rather than anti-Byzan-
tine, and offers us some insight into Andrei Boholjubs’kyj’s
ecclesiastical-political policy.

Accompanying the transfer of the icon was the enormous
building project undertaken by Andrei immediately after his
seizure of the Rostov-Suzdal’ lands. The centre piece of
this work was the erection of the Mother of God Church in
Vladimir and the Golden Gates into that town in 1164. These
last were modelled after Kyyivan and Byzantine prototypes.
During the early 1160s Andrei built a new town -- named sym-
bolically Boholjubovo =- which became his second residence.
The erection of such edifices was a slow but sure attempt to
replace Kyyiv’s grandeur, in the eyes of northerners, with a
new religious-political centre, Vladinmir.

Boholjubs‘kyj’s boldest endeavour, however, involved
the creation of a separate metropolitanate in Viadimir, in-
dependent of Kyyiv but subordinate to Constantinople. We
know of this plan from the Nikonian Chronicle. Caution is
recommended when analyzing this source, however, since it
represents, to a large degree, sixteenth-century Muscovite

political-ecclesiastical ideology. Evidence of Andrei’s



101

objective in this respect appears in a letter of Patriarch
Lukas Chrysoberges to Boholjubs’kyj.%

Andrei seems to have made his request after the comple-
tion of his building program. Both petition and response
are to be dated between 1166 and 1168, because the negative
response it elicited, to all appearances, influenced his
campaign against Kyyiv in March of 1169.

Andrei’s appeal appears to have been both to establish
a new metropolitanate in Vladimir and the approval of his
candidate, Feodor. Patriarch Lukas categorically rejected
the request on the grounds that Vladimir could not be re-
moved from the jurisdiction of Rostov and Suzdal’.2s

However, the real reason for the rejection of Bo-

holjubs’kyj’s request was most probably the patri-

arch’s strict adherence to the traditional Byzan-

tine doctrine of the unitary and indivisible char-

acter of the Metropolitanate and the polity of

Rus”’ .26
It was only after the fall of Kyyiv to the Mongols in 1240
that Boholjubs’kyj’s scheme aided Vladimir, and later
Moscow, acquire its own metropolitanate.?’” The patriarch’s

one concession was his consent to moving the bishop of Ros-

tov=-5Suzdal’ to Vladimir to be in the same city as Andrei.

24 For the text see Makarii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi, Volume IIL St. Petersburg, 1868, pp. 298-300 and
Nikon. Volume 1, pp. 116-127.

25 Patriarch Lukas’ rejection is most probably based on canon law; specifically the indivisibility of a
bishopric or metropolitanate. The canon may be in reference to Canon 12 of Chalcedon. See E.S.
Hurwitz, op. cit, p. 31.

26 J. Pelenski, op. cit,, p. 771.

27 See J. Meyendorff, Byzantium and the Rise of Russia, Cambridge, University Press, 1981, pp. 73-96.
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This really amounted to very little and proved to be a stum-
bling block to all of Boholjubs’kyj’s plans.

Andrei’s second request has to do with the controversy
over Leon, bishop of Rostov. Here the patriarch proposed a
compromise. The patriarch believed that such internal mat-
ters should be left to the metropolitan of Kyyiv, the final
authority on theological and disciplinary matters in Rus’
just as the Kyyivan knyaz’ was the highest secular authority
before whom other important conflicts should be adjudi-
cated.?® At every turn Boholjubs’kyj’s plans were stymied
by the patriarch’s response.

Andrei’s activities subsequently take on a more violent
character. Manifestly, the capture of Kyyiv in 1169 was in-
tended as an attempt to destroy any sort of prestige and
sacral identity which remained to the city, in Suzdalian
eyes, and included the spoliation of churches and monaster-
ies. The Laurentian text (Vladimir-Suzdal’ text) speaks of
this sack in religious-ecclesiastical terms being regarded
as Jjust punishment for metropolitan Constantine’s unlawful
interdiction of Polikarp, hegumen of the Pechers’ka monaste-
ry.2

Finally, Andrei took action against his one-time pro-

tege, Feodor. Feodor was accused of certain heresies3 and

28 Nikon, op. cit.

2% This was a controversy over fasting on Wednesdays and Fridays whenever those days coincided with
major holy days of the Lord. It is alleged to have begun in Suzdal’ in 1164.

30 See previous footnote.
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anti-monastic policies which culminated in the confiscation
of monastic properties. He was handed over to metropolitan
Constantine for judgment. This surely was meant to appease
the metropolitan for the events of 1169. Feodor’s condemna-
tion and death as a heretic is the first recorded execution
ordered by the metropolitan.3!

Boholjubs’kyj did not claim the Kyyivan throne after
his pillage of the city. Rather he permitted the installa-
tion of his brother, Hlib, as Velykyj Knyaz’. The arguments
usually put forward, especially by Russian historians, re-
garding the consequences of the sack of Kyyiv is that it in-
augurated the transfer of the capitals from Kyyiv to
Vladimir.3? This view assumes that Rus’ was a homogeneous
principality before 1169. This also assumes that the
Rus’ians understood the notion of capital, where the central
government is fixed and where is formulated matters pertain-
ing to foreign policy, the economy and laws for all. While
it is true that all of Rus’ had the same laws and religion,
there is no evidence to support the assumption that Kyyiv
acted in such capacity after 1139 for all the lands of the
old Rus’ empire or that Vladimir took on the role after
1169. It is to be noted too that the knyazi were more anx-

ious to enhance the prestige of their respective patrimonies

31 PSRL, 1, cols. 551-554.

32 See N.M. Karamzin, Istoriia Gosudarstva Rosiiskogo. Volume I, p. 208; MLF. Florinsky, Russia, A
History and an Interprefation. New York, 1953, p. 40; V.O. Kliuchevsky, Kurs russkoi istorii. Vol-
ume I. Moscow, 1956, pp. 288-291; M. Hrushevsky, Istoriia Ukrainy Rusy. Volume III pp. 222-
223.
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than bent on conguering their traditional capital, Kyyiv.
In the many instances when Kyyiv changed hands (12th c.) the
conquerors were more interested in placing a member of their
own clan on the throne, thereby insuring control over the
Kyyiv region. The title Velykyj Knyaz’ did not include any
special powers in respect to the other knyazi because no
constitutional executive power was specified either by
Yaroslav the Wise or the Council of Liubech. Had that been
the case the main military objective of every inter-princely
war would have been Kyyiv. So too Boholjubs’kyj’s desire to
establish a metropolitanate did not imply the transfer of
the metropolitanate from Kyyiv to Vladimir, but to create an
independent one in his own patrimony. This conclusion is
supported by Serbyn who states that:

This policy shows that his [Boholjubs’kyj’s] ambi-

tion, which after all was in line with the politi-

cal realities of the day, was to set up a new and

independent state and not to remodel the old, as a

policy of transfer of centres would imply.33

Although Boholjubs’kyj’s plans met with failure at ev-
ery point, his actions and life, in the chronicles, are glo-
rified at the expense of Kyyiv. The full impact of Bo-
holjubs’kyj’s actions were not, at all events, to be felt

until after 1240 with the emergence of Moscow. Andrei Bo-

holjubs’kyj created a type of northern spirit or pride. He

3 Roman Serbyn, "Some Theories on the Question of the Rus’ Unity (1140-1200) Re-examined.” In
Millennium of Christianity in Ukraine, 988-1988. BEdited by Oleh W. Gerus and Alexander Baran.
Winnipeg, Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in Canada (UVAN), 1989, p. 121,
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realized that Kyyiv had lost its "primacy" in the north.
Later, rivalry would erupt among the northern principalities
in their aspirations to succeed Kyyiv’s past greatness.
These struggles, needless to say, greatly damaged the al-
ready tenuous bonds of unity.

What should be kept in mind is that during the inces-
sant civil wars the authority of the knyaz’ in regards to
the domination of church affairs was not drastically trans-
formed. As patrimeonial rulers, they still retained the
power to formulate laws regarding church order, so long as
they conformed to the basic principles of the Church
Statutes of Volodymyr and Yaroslav. Their authority and
power was not Jjeopardized even by the most influential mem-
bers of the Church. While the moral authority of prelates
was indisputable and public opinion could be swayed by them
in the Church’s favour, it did not affect the knyaz’s

sovereignty.



Chapter S8Six

CONCLUSION

After the death of Boholjubs’/ky]j one encounters a blank
page in Church-state relations in Rus’. The chronicles
deal, for the most part, with the inter-princely feuds that
continued to plague Rus’ until the Mongol conguest in 1240.
A few observations can be made, however. First, that the
knyazi continued the process of consolidating power in their
respective principalities. The northern principalities in
particular, to wit, Suzdal, Vladimir, Rostov exhibited a
measure of healthy political stability especially under Vse-
volod III "Great-Nest" of Vliadimir (1176-1212) who dominated
the northern Rus’ political scene.

In the south, a three-cornered struggle for power de-
veloped between the descendents of Rostyslav Mstyslavych of
Smolensk (the Rostyslavychi), the decendents of Oleh Svya-
toslavych of Chernihiv (the 0Ol’hovychi) and Roman Mstysla-
vych of Volyn’.

Can we truly say then that during this period of polit-
ical fragmentation, Church-state relations remained unaf-
fected? The silence of our sources leads us tentatively to
hold to the affirmative. It appears that the normal day-to-
day functions of the Church, the Church courts and the civil
courts proceeded without serious conflict. The absence of
issues between civil and Church authorities, does not neces-

sarily mean they did not exist. Nevertheless, it would be

106
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improper to begin to make such suppositions without any evi-
dence.

With respect to the Church hierarchs one is also want-
ing information. Our sources, monastic in origin, only pe-
ripherally or indirectly comment on prelatical activity.
Such views they do carry is only general information. Dates
of installation, appointment, death, ethnic origin, and/or a
few specific gualities constitute the sum of it. We are not
informed about their defects or their pastoral, administra-
tive or religious values. It is notable that, although the
vast majority of the metropolitans of Kyyiv were Byzantines
and, a number of bishops were of Byzantine stock, the
sources do not contain any anti-Byzantine bias. Are we to
imply from this that these bishops, although being foreign-
ers who either did not know or spoke Slavic poorly, were not
cut off from the concerns of their flock? Surely these
Byzantine bishops worked with translators who were Greeks
who knew Slavic and/or Slavs who knew Greek. It appears,
however, that their work was not hindered by the language
barrier. The bishops were familiar figures to the people as
is clear from the confrontation between the bishop of Nov-
gorod, the soothsayer and the mob.! Bishops, moreover, ac-
cording to the Church Statutes of Volodymyr and Yaroslav,
were to preside at and administer just punishment for crimes

that fell under their jurisdiction.

1 PSRL, 1, cols. 179-181; RPC, pp. 153-154.
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It has often been asserted that the Greek metropolitans
of Kyyiv were agents of the emperor in Constantinople. Of
course there was correspondence between Constantinople and
Kyyiv; the Rus’ colony in Constantinople would certainly
confirm that fact. The normal sort of correspondence be-
tween a bishop and his patriarch, including letters to the
emperor were a part of it. Likewise, the metropolitan of
Kyyiv who was a foreigner kept in contact with his homeland.
Embedded in these communications one would probably find re-
ports about any new developments in Rus’. During the in-
ternecine strife after Yaroslav’s death it is a virtual cer-
tainty that the metropolitan, given the knowledge that the
Byzantines had about Rus’, would have kept the Empire well
informed of the goings-on.

The fact that many of the bishops were ethnically
Byzantine-Greek should not be considered as something unnat-
ural or regressive. The Rus’ state largely needed to be
evangelized for a long period after 988. The local pool of
candidates for the episcopacy was severely limited because
of the population’s rudimentary comprehension of Christian-
ity. Moreover, potential bishops also needed administrative
skills and, an ability to combat the pagan superstitions.
Consequently the best possible aspirants for the prelacy
were the Byzantine-Greeks. At the Synod of Kyyiv in 1147,
the transactions of which are related in the Kyyivan Chroni-
cle, nearly half of the bishops in attendance were ethni-

cally Byzantine-Greek. S50, even after over 150 years of
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official Christianity, Rus’ remained largely dependent upon
the Empire to provide bishops.

The presence of these foreign prelates on Rus’ soil may
have been favorably looked upon by the knyazi. Since these
Byzantine bishops had to work through translators, having
little or no knowledge of the local language, their influ-
ence would be extremely limited, providing 1little or no
threat to the knyaz’s sovereignty. The inability to speak
the local language also diminished their chances of becoming
popular figures among the masses. The silence of our
sources concerning the character of many bishops leads one
to conclude that many of them were distant figures with 1lit-
tle to no contact with the populace.

One of the few character sketches of a bishop of Rus’/
is that of Metropolitan Iocann II (1076-1089). In the PVL he
is characterized in the following words:

In this year, [Ioann] the Metropolitan passed

awvay. [IToann] was a man versed in books and

study, denerous to the poor and to the widows, af-
fable to both rich and poor, calm-tempered and

mild, reticent yet eloquent, and able to console

the sorrowful with words of Holy Scripture. There

never was his like in Rus’ before him, nor will

there be in later days.?
While this statement gives us indirectly a brief description
of the role bishops played in Rus’, it reveals that they, or

at least some of them, led lives of learning. We know also

that Metropolitan Theopemptos, the "first" metropolitan of

2 PSRI, T, col. 208; RPC, pp. 169-170.
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Kyyiv, also endeavoured to bring learning to Kyyiv and that
the people of Kyyiv protested against this "study of books"
(na uchenye knizhnoe) because it was not in their tradition.
Nevertheless, it does give us an idea of what the main pur-
pose of the Byzantine bishops was; that is, the transplanta-
tion of Byzantine religion and culture to Rus’. The PVL
also offers the story of the founding of the Pechers’ka
Lavra by St. Theodosius. 1In the story it relates that the
book of the rule of the Studite monks was brought to Kyyiv
translated into Slavic. It seems then that there was a plan
to transplant Studite monasticism into Rus‘’.

The appointment of Byzantine-Greeks as metropolitans of
Kyyiv suited the Rus’ situation. Had a native Slav been ap-
pointed, he could hardly remain indifferent to the rivalries
and intrigues that characterized Rus’ politics.3

Compared to Western sources, our sources leave us at a
grave disadvantage on the subject of Church-state relations.
The historian has a wealth of primary source material to an-
alyze the subject in the West. There they exist because of

the controversies that arose between the Church of Rome and

3 On one occasion the metropolitan of Kyyiv was asked to take part in a Western European Church-
State encounter. The anti-Pope, Guibert of Ravenna, wrote to Metropolitan John (Ioann) II of
Kyyiv requesting recognition and support (c. 1085). Rather than writing directly to the Patriarch of
Constantinople, Guibert attempted a backdoor approach by writing 1o Metropolitan John. John
replied listing the errors of the Latin Church (i.e., filioque, azymites, improper Lenten and bap-
tismal practices). Also in the letter, John expressed his views concerning sharing sacraments with
Latins, including marriage. The statement concerning marriage was a criticism of Yaroslav's dy-
nastic ties with Latin potentates. John was probably concerned with the possibility of Latin influ-
ence in Rus’. The practice was long continued despite John’s sharp criticism. See B. Leib, Rone,
Kiev et Byzance a la Fin due XI° siecle. Paris, 1924, pp. 32-37; A Pavlov, A Critical Essay on the His-
tory of the Ancient Greco-Russian Polemic against the Latins. (In Russian). St. Petersburg, 1878,
pp- 167-186; S. Runciman, The Eastern Schism. Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1955, p. 70-71,
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the kingdoms that lay within its ecclesiastical Jjurisdic-
tion. The larger the issue the more information the histo-
rian has at hand. The situation in medieval Rus’ is very
different. The sources, which are primarily chronicles, do
not inform us of any "“great" heresies or conflicts that
emerged or anything that might be compared to the investi-
ture controversy that was waged in the West. How to account
for this is a difficult and important question.

The Germanic kingdoms had a longer contact with Chris-
tianity than the Eastern Slavs, although Christianity re-
guired a long time to take root. Why is it then that the
Rus’/, a people who officially accepted Christianity much
later than any other European people (c. 988), had less
problem in resolving relations between the spiritual and
temporal authorities. The answer lies in the fact that Rus’
acceptance appeared much later than most other European na-
tions.

When Christianity became the official state religion of
the Roman Empire, it was a relatively young religion. Time
was needed to iron out the wrinkles in terms of how the new
faith was to fit into the imperial Roman system. Likewise,
in the West, time was needed to work out a workable appara-
tus for Christianity to fit into the so-called developing
"feudal system". Naturally, both the spiritual and secular
powers competed for the upper hand but in the end some sort
of an arrangement was attained. In the East the Church be-

came subservient to the will of the East Roman government;
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in the West the same situation prevailed until the eleventh
century when the "Hildebrandine" reforms began to turn the
tide in favour of the Church.

By the time Christianity was officially accepted in
Rus’ (c. 988), it had been around for nearly a millennia and
part of the Byzantine imperial system for nearly six hundred
years. All the matters concerning dogma, definition, juris-
diction had been settled prior to 988; so it was only a mat-
ter of transferring the principles of Christianity to Rus’
and fitting it into the traditional political system of
Rus’. Moreover, the type of Christianity that was accepted
by Rus’ also negated any possibility of certain problems
from arising as they had in the West (i.e., simony and in-
vestiture). Therefore, there is no Rus’ equivalent of a
Henry IV going to Canossa nor is there anything that com-
pares to a "Donation of Constantine".

I do not wish to give the impression that the Rus’
Church lived in a total symphonia with the civil authori-
ties; far from it. Our intention is not to paint a rosy-
coloured picture of a Christian utopia, the evidence rejects
such a notion. Rather the lack of conflict that prevailed
between the representatives of the Church and the reigning
knyazi is a significant and unique development. The con-
flicts that one identifies, with regard to Church-state re-
lations, do not readily apply to the Rus’ model. Absent is
the struggle for superiority as in Western Europe and in

early Byzantine history. From the time of the official
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acceptance of Christianity in 988 the Church was assigned
exclusive handling of the spiritual and moral needs of Rus’
society. The Church Statutes of Volodymyr and Yaroslav did
not make the church subservient to the needs of the state
but provided a workable distribution of authority between
the spiritual and temporal powers so that the power of the
knyaz’ would not be Jjeopardized nor the prestige of the
Church compromised. This sort of relationship remained in-
tact until the end of the Kyyivan period and even beyond.

The influence the Church Statutes had on later society
can be observed by a Church ordinance dating from 1521 which
deals with physicians.* It provides: "Physician, when you
approach the afflicted, prostrate yourself, pray, then prac-
tice your art."s

The growth of the Church in the two and a half cen-
turies to 1240 was monumental. At the end of the Kyyivan
period their existed sixteen dioceses, doubling Volodymyr'’s
original eight -- an indication of the inroads Christianity
had made.

When historians examine medieval society, specifically
Church-state relations, the tendency is to always focus on
the negative aspects. In the Rus’ case there are very few
negative aspects one can explore. The skeptic could point

to the metropolitans of Kyyiv being ethnically Byzantine-

4 According to the Church Statutes physicians also belonged to category of church people.

5 Cited in Metropolitan Ilarion’s Tserkovne pravo (L{epxosre nipaso). Unpublished. From Rev. Dr,
S. Jarmus’ notes (November 1961), p. 101.
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Greek who served a Slavic church. But is this a negative
predicament? Certainly the chroniclers, who were undoubt-
edly native Slavic clerics, did not envision it as something
improper. Moreover, these foreign clerics are frequently
praised. The problem with this period of study has largely
been the historians who have examined it. They have focused
their attentions largely on to problems or controversies
that did not exist. In other words, historians have created
much of the controversy.

Rus’ was certainly not a Christian utopia. However, in
the study of Church-state relations, it was a phenomenon
that cannot be compared with any other Christian state sub-
sequent to its foundation. The relative peace that remained
between the representatives of the Church and State has not
been thoroughly explored. Why is it that this period is
distinguished by peaceful cooperation and continues so in
southern Rus’ (i.e., Ukraine) while the north (i.e., Muscovy
and later Russia) was harassed by competition between the
hierarchy and the princes of Moscow? This phenomenon needs
to be explained historically, culturally, psychologically,

anthropologically and sociologically.

The states that have emerged from the ashes of the So-
viet empire (i.e., Ukraine, Russia, Belorus) have inherited
a portentous legacy. The Church suffered greatly during the
seventy years of official atheism. It will be most inter-

esting to examine what course they take in attempting to
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establish Church-state relations and what they shall use as

a blueprint.
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APPENDIX 1

METROPOLITANS OF KYYIV

992 (?) - 1008 (?7)
1008 (?7) - 1036 (?)
1037 (?) - 1039 - 1051
1051 - 1052 (1053?)
? -1055-7?
? -1072-1073-7
1077 - 1089
spring (7) 1090 - spring (?) 1091
? -1096-1101-?
18.XI1.1104 - April 1121
1122 - 91111126
1130 - 1145
27.VIIL.1147 - 1155(?), with interruptions
January 1156 - 22.X11.1158
August 1160 - June 1162
1164 - 12.V.1166

1167 - 1171 - ?
? -1183-1198 - ?
7.9
? .9

? - 1210 - 26 (199).VIIL1220
6.1.1225 - 27.X1.1233
1236(1237) - 6.X11.1240

fall/winter 1246/7 - 6. X11.1281 (1280), from fall of 1250
resided in Suzdal intermittently
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APPENDIX 1I
VELYKI KNYAZI OF KYYIV

Oleh Vishchyj

Ihor Rurykovych

OP’ha, wife of Thor Rurykovych (regent)
Svyatoslay Thorovych

Yaropolk Svyatoslavych

Volodymyr Svyatoslavych (the Great)
Svyatopolk Yaropolkovych Okayanyj
Yaroslav Volodymyrovych (the Wise)

Svyatopolk Yaropolkovych (second time)

Yaroslav Volodymyrovych (second time)
Izyaslav Yaroslavych

Vseslav Briachyslavych

Izyaslav Yaroslavych (second time)
Svyatoslav Yaroslavych

Vsevolod Yaroslavych

Izyaslav Yaroslavych (third time)
Vsevolod Yaroslavych (second time)
Svyatopolk Izyaslavych

Volodymyr Vsevolodovych Monomakh
Mstyslav Volodymyrovych (the Great)
Yaropolk Volodymyrovych

Vyacheslav Volodymyrovych

Vsevolod Ol’hovych

Thor OPhovych

Izyaslav Mstyslavych
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882(?) - 912
912 - 945
945 - 957
957 - July 969 (March 972)

July 969 - 11.VI.978; from July 969
- March 972 his father’s lieutenant

11.VI.978 - 15.VIL.1015
15.VIL.1015 - 26.X1.1015
26(27).X1.1015 - 14.VIII.1018
14.VIIL.1018 - winter 1018/19
winter/1018/19 - 20.11.1054
1054 - 15.1X.1068
15.IX.1068 - mid April 1069
2.V.1069 - 22.111.1073
22.111.1073 -27.X1I. 1076;
1.1.1077 - 15.VIL1077
15.VIL1077 - 3.X.1078
3.X.1078 - 13.1V.1093
24.IV.1093 - 16.1V.1113
20.IV.1113 - 19.V.1125
20.V.1125 - 15.1V.1132
17.1V.1132 - 18.11.1139
22.11.1139 - 4.111.1139
4.111.1139 - 1.VIIL.1146
1.VIIL.1146 - 13.VIII.1146
13.VIIL1146 - <1.IX>1149
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Yurij Volodymyrovych Dovhoruky;j
Vyacheslav Volodymyrovych (second time)
Izyaslav Mstyslavych (second time)

Yurij Volodymyrovych (second time)
Izyaslav Mstyslavych (third time)

Vyacheslav Volodymyrovych (third time)

Rostyslav Mstyslavych

Izyaslav Davydovych

Yurij Volodymyrovych (third time)
Izyaslav Davydovych (second time)
Mstyslav Izyaslavych

Rostyslav Mstyslavych (second time)
Izyaslav Davydovych (third time)
Rostyslav Mstyslavych (third time)
Volodymyr Mstyslavych

Yaropolk Izyaslavych

Mstyslav Izyaslavych (second time)
Hlib Yuriyovych

Mstyslav Izyaslavych (third time)
Hlib Yuriyovych (second time)
Volodymyr Mstyslavych (second time)
Mykhalko Yuriyovych

<2IX>1149 - 20.VIIL.1150

20.VIIL.1150 (a few hours)

20.VIIL.1150 - 27.VIIL.1150
<28.VIII>1150- <6.IV>1151

<6.IV>1151-13.X1.1154;
together with Vyacheslav
Volodymyrovych (third time)

13.X1.1154 - <8.XII>1154;
continuation of his third
reign along with Svyatoslav
Vsevolodovych from
15(16).X1.1154

<8.XII>1154 - 15.XI1.1154;
from <8.XII> to 10.XI1.1154
along with Vyacheslav Volo-
dymyrovych (end of his third
reign)

16(17?7).X11.1154 - 20.1I1.1155
(approx.)

20.IIL.1155 - 15.V.1157
19.V.1157 - 21.X11.1158
22.XIL.1158 - 12.IV.1159
12.1V.1159 - 12.11.1161
12.11.1161 - 6.111.1161
6.111.1161 - 14.1IL.1167

20.111.1167 - 9(10).V.1167
(approx.)

9(10).V.1167 - 15(12).V.1167
15(12).V.1167 - 12.1I1.1169
12.111.1169 - 20.T1.1170
22.11.1170 - 13.IV.1170
13.1V.1170 - 201.1171
5.IL1171- 10.V.1171
12(13).V.1171 - <1>.VIL1171
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Roman Rostyslavych
Mykhalko Yuriyovych (second time)

Ruryk Rostyslavych
Svyatoslav Vsevolodovych (second time)
Yaroslav Izyaslavych

Svyatoslav Vsevolodovych (third time)

Yaroslav Izyaslavych

Roman Rostyslavych (second time)
Svyatoslav Vsevolodovych (fourth time)
Roman (third time), Mstyslav,

Ruryk (second time) Rostyslavychi
Svyatoslav Vsevolodovych (fifth time)
Ruryk Rostyslavych (third time)
Svyatoslav Vsevolodovych (sixth time)
Ruryk Rostyslavych (fourth time)
Ingvar Yaroslavych

Ruryk Rostyslavych (fifth time)
Ingvar Yaroslavych (second time)
Ruryk Rostyslavych (sixth time)

Roman Mstyslavych
Ingvar Yaroslavych (third time)

Rostyslav Rurykovych

<1>.VIL1171 - mid Feb. 1173

18.11.1173 - 23.1IL.1173; in
name only - in reality his
brother Vsevolod Yuriyovych

24111.1173 - 6.1X.1173
6.IX.1173 - 18(19).X11.1173

<20.X1I>1173 - second half of
February 1174

second half of February 1174 -
beginning of March 1174
(12 days)

continuation of reign begin-
ning of March 1174 - end
of 1174

end of 1174 - 19 (?).VIL1176
20.VIL.1176 - end of July 1176
end of July 1176 - beginning

of August 1176
August 1176 - fall 1180
summer/fall 1180 - summer 1181
summer 1180 - <27>.VIL.1194
1.VIII.1194 - summer (?) 1201
summer (?) 1201 - 2(1).1.1203
2(1).1203 - mid January 1203
mid Januvary 1203 - 16.11.1203

16.11.1203 - beginning of
Feb/1204

beginning of Feb/1204 -
mid Feb/1204

second half of Feh/1204
(few days)

end of Feb/1204 - approx.
25.V1.1205
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Ruryk Rostyslavych (seventh time)

Vsevolod Svyatoslavych

Ruryk Rostyslavych (eighth time)
Vsevolod Svyatoslavych (second time)
Ruryk Rostyslavych (ninth time)
Vsevolod Svyatoslavych (third time)

Mstyslav Romanovych
Ingvar Yaroslavych (fourth time)

Mstyslav Romanovych
Volodymyr Rurykovych

Izyaslav Mstyslavych

Yaroslav Vsevolodovych

Izyaslav Mstyslavych (second time)
Volodymyr Rurykovych (second time)

Yaroslav Vsevolodovych (second time)

Mykhailo Vsevolodovych
Rostyslav Mstyslavych
Danylo Romanovych

Mykhailo Vsevolodovych (second time)
Yaroslav Vsevolodovych (third time)

* tysiats’kyj -- commander of a thousand men.

approx. 25.V1.1205 - mid
August/1206

mid August/1206 - Oct(?) 1206
Oct(?) 1206 - April/1207
April/1207 - end of Oct/1207
end of Oct/1207 - spring/1210

spring/1210 - 15.VIL.1212
(approx.)

15.VIL.1212 (few days)
(approx.)

15.VIL.1212 (approx.) - end of
July/1212

end of July/1212 - 31.V.1223

beginning of June/1223 - end
of May/1235

end of May/1235 - spring/1236

spring/1236 - <10.IV>1236
<10.IV>1236 - May/1236

May/1236 - January (?)/1238

January (?)/1238 - 10.111.1238
(approx.)

mid March/1238 - fall/1239
fall/1239 - winter (?) 1239/40

winter (?) 1239/40 -
6.X11.1240; installed his
tysiats’kyj* Dmytri

April/1241 - spring/1243

spring/1243 - 30.1X.1246;
installed his boyar
Dmytri Yeykovych



APPENDIX III
CHURCH STATUTE OF VOLODYMYR THE GREAT!

Statute of the Saint Prince Volodymyr,
Who Baptized the Rus’ Land,
on the Church Courts

1. Inthe name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.

2. 1, Prince Vasylij,? called Volodymyr, son of Svyatoslav, grandson of Thor and
of the blessed Princess Ol'ha, received the holy baptism from the Greek Emperor
and from patriarch Photius of Constantinople, along with the first metropolitan Leon
[in some variants Michael] of Kyyiv, who baptized the entire Rus’ land.

3. Within [a few] years I erected the Church of the Holy Virgin [in Kyyiv] and
granted to that church, all over the Rus’ land, the tithe of all princely court fees... of
all market sales... and of all cattle and grain [from princely and private estates).

4. 'Then, having opened the Greek Nomocanon [manual of canon and civil
law], we found in it that it is not proper for either the prince, or his boyars, or his
judges to conduct these [church] courts and lawsuits. And I, having consulted my
princess Anna and my sons, granted [the administration of] these courts to the
metropolitan and to all bishoprics [in some variants, "bishops"] throughout the Rus’
land.

5. And therefore neither my children, nor grandchildren, nor any of my de-
scendents for all time shall interfere with the church people or with their court cases.
I have turned over [to the church] all these matters in all the cities and pogosty [rural
districts] and slobody [settlements], wherever there are Christians...

6. The following are church court cases: divorces; smil’noe [perhaps meaning
adultery on the part of a husband]; adultery on the part of a wife; rape; kidnapping of
a girl; disputes over property between husband and wife; marriage between persons
closely related by blood or marriage; sorcery; use of magic drugs; preparation of such
drugs; witchcraft; soothsaying; calling [a person] by any of the three shameful epi-
thets -- whore, user of magic drugs, and heretic; biting during a fight; a son or daugh-
ter beating his father or mother, or a daughter-in-law her mother-in-law; litigations
between brothers (sons of a deceased man) over an inheritance; theft of church
property; desecration of graves; cutting down a cross; bringing cattle or dogs or fowl
[into church] except in an emergency, or doing anything else unseemly in church...

7. All these court cases have been given over to the church; the prince and the
boyars and the judges shall not interfere in these court cases. All this I have given in

1 Taken from George Vernadsky (ed.), A Sourcebook for Russian History From Early Times to 1917.
Volume I. New Haven & London, Yale University Press, 1972, p. 39.

2 Volodymyr’s Christian name.
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accordance with the enactments of the former [Greek] emperors and of the seven
ecumenical councils...

8.  Whoever breaks our law cannot be forgiven according to God’s law and
shall bring misery upon himself.

12. All these are church people: abbots [hegumens], priests, deacons, their
children, wives of priests, choir singers, monks, nuns, bakers of communion bread,
pilgrims, physicians... slaves freed by their masters and given to the church... the
blind, the lame, [the attendants of] monasteries, hospitals, inns, and places of asylum.

13. The above are church people taken care of in the name of God; the
metropolitan or bishop shall have jurisdiction over trials between them, or offences,
disputes, fights, or legacies. But if a laymen is involved in a lawsuit with one of these
men, then a joint court’s trial [by the prince’s and the bishop’s judges] shall be held.



APPENDIX 1V

CHURCH STATUTE OF YAROSLAV THE WISE!

I, Grand Prince Yaroslav, son of Volodymyr, in accordance with the wish of my
father, have conferred with Metropolitan Ilarion and have prepared [this] Church
Statute [ believe that] there are matters that belong neither to [the exclusive] juris-
diction of the prince nor to that of the boyars. I have granted this jurisdiction, as em-
bodied in the present rules of the Church Statute, to the metropolitan and the bish-
ops. [These rules shall be valid] in all towns and in all territories wherever Christian-
ity prevails.

1. Whoever shall carry away and then violate a maiden, if she is a daughter of
an [influential] boyar, shall pay her five grivnas of gold for her indignity, and the
bishop shall receive five grivaas of gold; if she is a daughter of a less [influential] bo-
yar [she shall receive for her indignity] only one grivna of gold and the bishop [shall
receive] one grivna of gold; and if is she is a daughter [only] of a distinguished person
she shall receive for her indignity five grivnas of silver and the bishop shall receive
five grivnas of silver. The kidnappers shall [in addition] pay one grivna of silver to the
bishop. The prince shall administer the justice [in these matters in accordance with
ancient customs and traditions].

2. Whoever shall violate a daughter of an [influential] boyar’s wife shall pay her
five grivnas of gold for her indignity, and five [grivias of gold] to the bishop; [violated
daughters and/or wives] of less influential boyars [shall receive] one grivia of gold
[for their indignities] and the bishop shall receive one grivna of gold; [violated daugh-
ters and/or wives] of distinguished citizens shall receive three rubles [for their indigni-
ties] and the bishop shall receive three rubles; [violated daughters and/or wives] of
commoners shall receive fifteen grivaas [for their indignities] and the bishop shall re-
ceive fifteen grivaas.2 The prince shall administer justice [in these matters in accor-
dance with ancient customs and traditions].

3. If, without any valid reason, a distinguished boyar puts his wife away, she
shall receive three gold grivnas for her indignity and the bishop shall receive three
gold grivnas; for the same action [the wife of] a distinguished citizen shall receive
three rubles and the bishop shall receive three rubles and the bishop shall receive
three rubles; for the same action [the wife] of a commoner shall receive fifteen griv-
nas and the bishop shall receive fifteen grivnas. The prince shall administer justice
[in these matters in accordance with ancient customs and traditions].

4. If a daughter who has her father and mother [still living] should give birth to
an illegitimate child, she should be reprimanded [by the bishop] and then placed in
the bishop’s court. The family may then ransom her out.

1 Taken from Basil Dmytryshyn (ed.), Medieval Russia: A Source Book 900-1700. New York, Holt,
Rinehart and Winston Inc., 1967, pp. 51-54.

2 Note those portions of the "Statute" which must belong to a later edition, since neither rubles nor
grivnas without precious metals were in use in Kyyivan Rus’ {B. Dmytryshyn].
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5. If someone should entice a maiden to his dwelling and then force her to have
sexual intercourse with others, the bishop shall receive three grivnas [for this crime]
and the maiden [shall receive three grivnas] for her dishonour. All the participants
who dishonoured her shall be fined one ruble. The prince shall administer justice [in
this matter in accordance with ancient customs and traditions).

6. If a husband should force his wife into prostitution, this is a religious crime.
The prince [however] shall administer justice [in this case in accordance with ancient
customs and traditions].

7. Should a husband marry another woman without divorcing his wife, the
bishop shall have the jurisdiction in this matter. The new wife shall be placed in the
bishop’s court and the husband shall be made to live with his [first] wife.

8. Should a wife become very ill, or become blind, or be afflicted with a pro-
longed iliness, [her husband] shall not be allowed to divorce her; the same rule shall
apply to the husband [in case of illness].

9. If the godfather should have sexual intercourse with the mother [of his god-
child], the bishop shall receive one grivna of gold and at his discretion he shall also
impose [an appropriate] penance.

10. The bishop shall receive 100 grivras as the fine from whomever sets a
dwelling, or a barn, or anything else afire. The prince shall have the jurisdiction [in
this matter in accordance with ancient customs and traditions].

11. The bishop shall receive 100 grivias as the fine from whomever shall have
sexual intercourse with his sister. The bishop shall also impose [an appropriate]
penance. The punishment for this crime shall be administered in accordance with
[the existing] laws.

12. The bishop shall receive eighty grivnas from whomever marries a close blood
relative. The bishop shall separate them and impose [an appropriate] penance.

13. The bishop shall receive forty grivnas from whomever shall live with two
wives. The second wife shall be placed in the bishop’s court and the husband shall be
made to live with his lawful wife. Should be later abuse her in any way he shall be
imprisoned.

14. If a husband and a wife decide to separate voluntarily, the bishop shall re-
ceive twelve grivhas. If they were not married legally [in the Church] the bishop shall
receive only six grivnas.

15. The bishop shall receive 100 grivnas from whomever shall have sexual inter-
course with a nun.

16. The bishop shall receive twelve grivnas from whomever shall commit
sodomy. He shall also impose [an appropriate] penance.

17.If a father-in-law should have sexual intercourse with his daughter-in-law,
the bishop shall receive 100 grivnas: in accordance with the [existing] law he shall
also impose [an appropriate] penance.
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18. The bishop shall receive thirty grivnas from whomever shall marry two sis-
ters.

19. If a brother-in-law should have sexual intercourse with his sister-in-law the
bishop shall receive thirty grivnas.

20. The bishop shall receive forty grivhas from whomever shall have sexual in-
tercourse with his stepmother.

21. Should two brothers be married the same woman, the bishop shall receive
100 grivnas and the woman shall be sent to the bishop’s court.

22. If a maiden does not want to marry and her father and mother force her into
it, and if she then does some harm to herself, her father and mother are guilty and
must pay the bishop a fine; the same applies to the young lad [she was forced to

marry|.

23. If someone should refer to the wife of an influential boyar as a prostitute, for
her dishonour she shall receive five grivras of gold and the bishop shall receive five
grivhas of gold. The prince shall have the jurisdiction in this case [in accordance with
ancient customs and traditions]. [For the same dishonour the wife] of a less influen-
tial boyar shall receive three grivnas of gold and the bishop shall receive three grivnas
of gold. [For the same dishonour the wife] of an [influential] city dweller shall re-
ceive three grivnas of silver. [For the same dishonour the wife] of a village
[commoner] shall receive one grivaa of silver and the bishop shall receive one grivia
of silver.

24. If someone should cut another’s hair or his beard, the bishop shall receive
twelve grivnas. The prince shall have the jurisdiction in this case [in accordance with
ancient customs and traditions].

25. If a man and/or his wife steal hemp or flax or any other crops, the bishop and
the prince shall exercise joint jurisdiction in such cases.

26. If a man and/or his wife steal white garments, or cloth, or clothing, or linens,
the bishop and the prince shall exercise joint jurisdiction in such cases.

27. The prince and the bishop shall equally divide fines from marriage or en-
gagement fights or killings.

28. Should two men fight like women, [that is, should they] bite and scratch one
another, the bishop shall receive three grivnas.

29.1f a man should beat a strange woman [without any cause], she shall be
compensated for her dishonour in accordance with the prevailing laws, and the
bishop shall receive six grivnas.

30. If a son beats his father or his mother, the local representative of the prince
shall punish him. The bishop, however, shall have the jurisdiction [over the son|.

31.If a maiden wants to marry someone and her father and her mother refuse
to give her their consent and if she [then] inflicts some harm to herself, the bishop
shall have the jurisdiction over her father and over her mother and also over the lad
[she intended to marry].
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32. If a monk, or a nun, or a priest and his wife, or a woman who bakes the
sacramental bread commit any crime, the bishop shall have [exclusive] jurisdiction
over them.

33. The bishop shall have [exclusive] jurisdiction over priests and monks who
become intoxicated.

34.1f a monk or a nun should abandon their vows the bishop shall have
[exclusive] jurisdiction over their cases, and he shall also impose on them an

[appropriate] penalty.

35. Local officials of the prince shall have no jurisdiction over crimes committed
by bishop’s servants, the church people, and those living within monasteries. Crimes
committed by these people shall be under the exclusive jurisdiction of the bishop’s of-
ficials as is also their property.

36. Whoever shall violate this decree of mine, be they my sons, or any grand-
sons, or my great-grandsons, or any member of my family, or any boyar; whosoever
shall infringe this order of things or shall interfere with the jurisdiction of the
metropolitan, or that of the Church, or that of the bishops in their dioceses, he shall
be subject to the rules of the Holy Fathers and shall be punished accordingly. Who-
ever shall interfere with the jurisdiction of the Church shall be excommunicated and
condemned in accordance with the decrees of the Holy Fathers and of the Council of
Nicaea.
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