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Liturgical Reform and Christian Devotion: Standardization and the Divine Office in East and West

In A History of the Dominican Liturgy, William Bonniwell says that, before the “meticulous rubrics” of modern times, Christians’ “devotional spirit logically sought to express itself in the liturgy;”[footnoteRef:1] “in the Middle Ages, the Ages of Faith . . . the people had a deeper knowledge and a better understanding of the liturgy of the Church” with the mixture of circumscription and flexibility of the “plain, unadorned Roman Rite.”  In a similar vein, Lizette Larson-Miller claims that “nowhere is [Christendom’s] marriage of culture and liturgy more evident than in the church of the medieval West.”[footnoteRef:2] Both Bonniwell and Larson-Miller describe the “Roman,” “Western,” and “medieval” facets of the liturgy as remarkable social phenomena of Christian life throughout the centuries. [1: William Bonniwell, A History of the Dominican Liturgy, 1215-1945 (New York: J.F. Wagner, Inc.: 1944), 8.]  [2: Lizette Larson-Miller, ed., Medieval Liturgy: A Book of Essays (New York: Garland Publishing, 1997), xiv.
] 

However, a glance at various liturgical practices in the Christian East suggests that the medieval West might not be an anomaly in premodern Christendom.  The fact that the late fourth century saw “a well-established cursus of cathedral offices celebrated by the whole community—bishop, clergy, and people”[footnoteRef:3] in Palestine, Syria, Asia Minor, and Constantinople is one such example that lies outside the bounds of the medieval Western world; and especially given that Nikon’s seventeenth-century liturgical reform in Russia “served as the trigger for the Old-Believer Schism (1667) and set off a debate within the Russian Church which continues to this day,”[footnoteRef:4] it is safe to say that liturgical reform in the Christian East had a profound connection to both devotional spirit and the life of the laity similar to that of the medieval West. [3: Robert F. Taft, The Liturgy of the Hours in East and West: The Origins of the Divine Office and Its Meaning for Today (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1986), 55.]  [4: Paul Meyendorff, Russia, Ritual, and Reform: The Liturgical Reforms of Nikon in the 17th Century (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1991), 28.] 

The purpose of this thesis is to test Bonniwell’s statement against liturgical reform in the Christian East, particularly Eastern Orthodoxy.  In addition to the famous (or infamous) Nikonian reforms in Russia, were there liturgical reforms parallel to the Carolingian, Tridentine, or Vatican II reforms of the West, influencing whole churches and erasing elements that, at one time, may have been considered definitive?  I will argue that, though the East tends to integrate [popular?] devotional spirit and practice into its formal practices more than the West, its liturgies undergo significant reform nonetheless; and I will attempt to identify patterns in the rationale behind standardization, as well as the popular reaction to it, both in the life of lay people, and in the life of monks and the recitation of the Divine Office.
[bookmark: _Int_dpxw8p7k][bookmark: _Int_8UQH7Gtf]The first premise of this thesis which I should state explicitly is the premise that, just as the unique connection between life and worship in the medieval West as a “marriage of culture and liturgy” that is “evident,” to use Larson-Miller's words, so too in the East there is a perfectly comparable marriage of culture and liturgy; one that determined how each came to appear the way it did, and, for that matter, does.  The second premise is that the liturgical reforms which took place were similarly comparable to Western reforms; but here there is, admittedly, a more noticeable difference in process, especially in the centuries after the fall of Constantinople.  The third premise is that the Divine Office, or Liturgy of the Hours, played a crucial role in the formation of various liturgies and the implementation of standardization; furthermore, such knowledge of the Divine Office is a testament both to the involvement of the laity in the life of the Church in East and West, and to the role of spirituality and devotion in determining the order and events of the liturgy.  The final premise implicit in my thesis is that there is evidence for all the statements above: firstly, in the rationales behind liturgical standardization; and secondly, in the reactions to standardization on the part both of monastic and clerical groups and of the laity.  	This thesis will be roughly comprised of four parts: first, a series of examples justifying the first premise, and addressing the notion that Constantine’s emancipation of Christianity was the primary, lasting, or sole determinant of Byzantine liturgical standardization.  In the second part I will examine the characteristics of the Byzantine Liturgy, as its prominence and influence in the life of Eastern liturgies is comparable to that of the Roman rite, and will serve as a further substantiation of my first premise, as well as an explicit defense of the second.  The third part will contain an analysis, like the second part, but of the Divine Office in the East and in the West, and of its degree of involvement with the liturgy and with culture.  The fourth part will be a case study of the aforementioned Nikonian reform and its lack of the essentially Eastern principle of monastic and popular involvement in the liturgy, with the result of the ongoing schism.
In keeping with scholarly convention, the term “Christian East” will refer to all non-Latin forms of Christianity—Eastern Orthodoxy, Oriental Orthodoxy, the Church of the East, the Armenian Christianity alike.  While such a substantial grouping may seem arbitrary or reductive, Alexopoulos and Johnson say that “While the Eastern Christian traditions are not identical with one another, and each has its own emphasis defined by its history, culture, and theological approach, all share in what we would call a common liturgical ethos and spirituality, a certain common denominator that unites these traditions in spite of their different liturgical traditions, history, and culture.”[footnoteRef:5] This “certain common denominator” is certainly not limited to the rejection of the papacy and the Filioque.  As the discussion of liturgical standardization shall reveal, the passing on of ritual, lectionaries, scripture, and scriptural emphases from common sources—not all of them just Byzantine, or just Miaphysite—is something that continues to foster ecumenism among the various Eastern churches. [5: Stefanos Alexopoulos and Maxwell E. Johnson, Introduction to Eastern Christian Liturgies (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2022), 356.] 

To justify the first premise mentioned, a few examples of life in the Christian East are necessary.  Bonniwell and Larson-Miller have the “medieval West” in mind as a sort of archetypical union of religious and political Christendom; and while a parallel model for Eastern Christianity appears in the notion of “the Constantinian period”[footnoteRef:6] (however long that may be), that period within the history of Eastern Christianity is less suited than most that exemplify a union of liturgy and culture.  Having mentioned Constantine’s reign, it may be worthwhile to first address the dearth of notable material on the union of liturgy and common life of the “Constantinian period.” [6: cf. Régine Pernoud, Those Terrible Middle Ages! Debunking the Myths, trans. Anne Englund Nash (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000), 82.] 

[bookmark: _Int_q6h6u9kK]In Byzantine Liturgical Reform, Thomas Pott mentions briefly that “the main change that was brought to the liturgical life of the Church by the Peace of Constantine” was a “paradigm shift,” or “a change in the constellation of views, values, and of a certain conception of the world which a group shares in common, and which, in the realm of liturgy, typically leads to liturgical reform.”[footnoteRef:7] But Pott abruptly moves on from Constantine’s Peace to discuss “various generations of Typika” (books of cycles for materials for the Divine Office) used to trace “the evolution of the monastic rites of Holy Friday and Easter”[footnoteRef:8] in contemporary scholarship, and the kinds of changes which Pott subsequently outlines take place, for the most part, in the tenth and eleventh centuries.[footnoteRef:9] The only other mention of Constantine (the First) and his effect on the liturgy—other than that he and St. Helen are mentioned in liturgical prayers as other rulers would have been[footnoteRef:10]—is that the Peace of Constantine ”added political demands”[footnoteRef:11] to the other components of liturgical formation in the early fourth century.  Both these examples, as well as the very early dating of Constantine’s Peace (312) with respect to the history of the Byzantine liturgy, suggest that if there is a Constantinian Period of liturgy, it is a period not as much of development as of the introduction of generic sociopolitical factors, some of which had long-term ramifications. [7: Thomas Pott, Byzantine Liturgical Reform (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2010), 172.]  [8: Pott, 172.]  [9: Cf. Pott, 175.]  [10: Cf. Ibid., 218.]  [11: Ibid., 50.] 

[bookmark: _Int_TdvaAqZD]This rather cursory account of liturgy in Constantine’s time may require some substantiation.  In describing what he calls “Phase 1” of Byzantine liturgical development, Robert Taft says that “the liturgy of Byzantium was a typical late Antique, Antiochene-type rite with no especially distinguishing traits.  The same was apparently the case with the early churches of Constantinople: neither the shape nor the symbolism of the rite or its buildings were distinguishably ‘Byzantine,’”[footnoteRef:12] at least until the last two decades of the fourth century, during the reign of Theodosius I (379-395).  Hence, the formative aspects of Constantine’s reign reached fruition at a later point. [12: Robert F. Taft, The Byzantine Rite: A Short History (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1992), 19.] 

[bookmark: _Int_4u96nAWG]If Byzantine liturgy and culture in Constantine’s time were in a more preliminary stage of entanglement, when and where do we see an entanglement comparable to that of the Western Middles Ages?  One prime example would be the Stational Liturgy, which developed in the second half of the fourth century and remained a hallmark of the Byzantine rite “even well into the ninth century.”[footnoteRef:13] They were ”outdoor processions”[footnoteRef:14] along the four main arteries of Constantinople that usually ended in a church.  The purported reasons for the development of the Stational Liturgy were ”[natural] disasters and heresies—both of which plagued the early Christian history of this city . . . with equally portentous liturgical results.”[footnoteRef:15] Debates with Arians, Nestorians, and Monophysites all lent themselves to public liturgies; besides which were more practical occasions, such as ”church dedications, the transfer of relics, and funerals (especially imperial.”[footnoteRef:16]  The earliest record of a stational liturgy is during the time of Gregory Nazianzen, bishop of Constantinople from 379 to 381;[footnoteRef:17] thus, continuing into the ninth century as mentioned above, heresies, natural disasters, and divers other religious events proved to be a defining element of Constantinopolitan life which, according to the standards of their witnesses and participants, necessitated physically proximate liturgical involvement.  The “Constantinopolitan stational services left an indelible stamp on the Divine Liturgy and other rites of the Great Church.  Entrances, processions, and accessions came to characterize all Byzantine liturgy.  The enduring symbolism of these rites is demonstrated by their central place in the works of classic liturgical commentators, beginning with Maximus Confessor (c. 630).”[footnoteRef:18] [13: Taft, The Byzantine Rite, 30. ]  [14: Ibid., 33.]  [15: Ibid., 30.]  [16: Ibid., 31.]  [17: Cf. Ibid. ]  [18: Ibid., 31.] 

A second, and more ubiquitous, scenario of liturgy and life side by side is the nature of the liturgy itself, or rather, the liturgies.  As Galadza says, “it is perhaps not as obvious that particular eucharistic liturgies were inherent—and strictly connected—to specific local churches.  For example, the anaphora of CHR [the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom] had its origins in Antioch, while the local eucharistic liturgy of Alexandria was once the Liturgy of St. Mark.  Similarly, the local eucharistic liturgy of Jerusalem was JAS [the Liturgy of St. James].”[footnoteRef:19] In addition to this distinct localization of worship, “There were local redactions of certain liturgies”—that is, for example, that “one can speak of a Syrian JAS as distinct from a Greek JAS or Georgian JAS.”[footnoteRef:20] [19: Daniel Galadza, Liturgy and Byzantinization in Jerusalem. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), Chapter 3, Section ”Eucharistic Liturgies.”]  [20: Galadza, Chapter 3, Section ”Eucharistic Liturgies.”] 

If this example from Galadza appears to be limited to the roots or antique history of Eastern Christianity, the history of the more local Syriac liturgy throughout the centuries may help to confirm the lasting impact of liturgical localization.  On their own, “West Syrians have an impressive number of anaphoras (more than seventy) of which 23 have been edited with critical apparatus”[footnoteRef:21]—a testament to the importance of local liturgies in the early days of Syriac Christianity—but while most of the prayers of these anaphoras are of later origin than the twelfth century,[footnoteRef:22] there are older prayers, such as the anaphora attributed to Gregory of Nazianzus which “contains elements of Syriac origin”[footnoteRef:23] as well as of Greek origin.  The Breviary of the Syrian Orthodox Church also ”is said to have been collated by Jacob of Edessa at the end of the seventh century;”[footnoteRef:24] and ”It is believed that many of the prayers devoted to Mary, to the apostles and saints, to penitents, and to the deceased were composed by earlier authors, such as Ephrem and Balai from the fourth century, and Jacob of Serugh and Simon the Potter from the fifth century.”[footnoteRef:25] As if the range of ancient (or allegedly ancient) materials is not enough, the Anaphora of St. Gregory of Nazianzus ”was probably translated from a Greek original and the Bible quotations do not always correspond to the Peshitta or the Harclean [Syriac translation from the third and sixth centuries, respectively];”[footnoteRef:26] consequently, the anaphora’s materials from the Bible ”have probably been borrowed from the existing [contemporary and Greek] anaphoras, rather than from the Bible itself.”[footnoteRef:27] Thus, the existence of the liturgies of the Syriac church are an example, and a living example at that, of the long-term effects of an emphasis or culture of localization, and how ingrained it is in one of the smaller of Eastern Churches, with its remnants of ante-Chalcedonian Greek Christianity alongside poems written after the twelfth century. [21: R.B. ter Haar Romeny, ed. The Peshitta: Its Use in Literature and Liturgy (Leiden: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2006), 379.]  [22: Haar Romeny, 380.]  [23: Ibid., 388.]  [24: Ibid., 351.]  [25: Ibid.]  [26: Ibid., 388.]  [27: Ibid., 389. Whether this inclination to use existing materials of ancient origin is due to the scarcity of scriptural materials following the spread of Islam, or to a suspicion of Chalcedonian corruptions of newer materials by the mostly non-Chalcedonian Syriacs Christians, is not mentioned in Haar Romeny’s volume on the subject.] 

These four examples from Pott, Taft, Galadza, and Haar Romeny are intended to comprise a varied argument for the marriage of liturgy and culture in the East.  This argument will hopefully serve as a healthy starting point from which to address more specific questions of similarity between Western and Eastern liturgies.  One such question, related to the second premise stated above, is: If Eastern and Western patterns of liturgical reform are more similar than certain recent scholarship would claim, what are their differences?  And where do their similarities end, especially when civic and daily life is involved?
[bookmark: _Int_FQYyLJBz]The role of the various emperors in the formation of the Byzantine rite is, contrary to the notion of the “Constantinian Period,” a factor that distinguishes it from most of Western history.  Taft says that “By the sixth century, especially under the influence of Justinian I (527-565) who constructed the new Hagia Sophia, the Byzantine rite became ‘imperial.’  Its eucharistic service in particular acquired greater ritual splendor and theological explicitization, especially as a result of the christological controversies.”[footnoteRef:28] The Cherubikon, so famous and popular in the East that ”it was prescribed for every Mass [Divine Liturgy], even on Good Friday and in Masses for the Dead,”[footnoteRef:29] is mentioned earliest in reference to his “introduction of the hymn in the sixth century.”[footnoteRef:30] Besides this, Justinian’s public appearances for liturgies affected the architecture of ”Justinianic” churches as well as the form of the liturgies: one of the conceptions of Justinian’s day was ”a sheltered place for the Patriarch and his escort,”  to, among other things, ”await and greet the emperor before the Introit on days when the imperial party participated in the liturgy publicly” and ”to perform the rites that preceded the patriarch’s solemn entrance into the church: hence the monumental narthex,”[footnoteRef:31] an architectural innovation that remains in the West as well as the East fifteen hundred years later.  Even the Liturgy of the Hours was not unaffected by his efforts: “By a decree of Justinian I in 528 the daily singing of the three main offices”—Matins, Lauds, and Vespers—“was made compulsory for all the clergy who were attached to a church.  The obligation was confined to the sanctuary alone.  Neither a monk outside his monastery nor a member of the clergy outside his church was obliged to say the prayers of the Horae diurnae.  This rule remained in force in the Eastern Church from the sixth century to the present day.”[footnoteRef:32] [28: Taft, The Byzantine Rite, 28.]  [29: Marian Bennett Cochrane, ”The Alleluia in Gregorian Chant,” Journal of the American Musicological Society 7, no. 3 (1954): pp. 213-220, doi: https://doi.org/10.2307/829498.]  [30: Galadza, Chapter 3, Section ”The Origins and History of the Liturgy of St. James.”]  [31: Taft, The Byzantine Rite, 34.]  [32: Egon Wellesz, A History of Byzantine Music and Hymnography, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961), 125-26.] 

Nor was Justinian the only influential emperor: Theodosius played a relatively minor role, liturgically speaking, when, after the ”Arian ascendency,” he ”restored the churches to the Orthodox in 380;”[footnoteRef:33] but by the time of Basil I in the ninth century and Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus in the tenth century developed the beloved stational liturgies into a kind of imperial procession through the capital, ”in which the cortege [of allegedly 55,000 imperial officials] moved from designated spot to designated spot, with a set ritual order for each stop along the route.”[footnoteRef:34] That this procession was not unique to the ninth and tenth centuries is evident from the account of a ”Russian pilgrim, Ignatius of Smolensk, who was present at the crowning of Manuel II Paleologus . . . in Hagia Sophia on 11 February 1392”[footnoteRef:35] and gives such an exaggerated description of the ceremony as to incur skepticism from Taft. [33: Taft, The Byzantine Rite, 31.]  [34: Taft, The Byzantine Rite, 35.]  [35: Ibid.] 

An example of the emperors’ sphere of influence outside of the proximate Greek culture—and, for that matter, outside of Constantinople—can be found in “The mandate of Patriarch John of Antioch ‘to bring order [rattaba] to the church of Cassian in Antioch, based on the model [mithāl] of St. Sophia in Constantinople”[footnoteRef:36] which “shows how Byzantinization was imposed during the reign of Basil II at the end of the tenth century.”  And far from being an isolated cultural center, Antioch was ”on the front line of political contact with the eastern patriarchates,”[footnoteRef:37] and ”was a bridge from which liturgical influence could spread southward, to Palestine and Jerusalem;” and so the imperial processions, architecture, and many other elements of imperial liturgical sensibilities were impressed on Palestine, with its culture of local liturgies and redactions.  The development that arose from imperial influence is almost all pre-medieval and Eastern, and its cultural dimension is evident from the interaction of the custom of stational liturgies with imperial practice. [36: Galadza, ”Conclusion: Worship in Captivity.”]  [37: Ibid.] 

These examples of imperial influence highlight the differences between the East and the West, insofar as they point out that culture and liturgy were inseparably intertwined in the East long before the Middle Ages, especially the High Middles Ages, which so many of the essays
compiled by Larson-Miller describe.  But it is worthwhile to address the potential similarity of the Carolingian reforms with these Eastern examples, in order to highlight their differences.  Charlemagne, who is perhaps the only figure in the West comparable to the Byzantine emperors in terms of his dual involvement in civic and religious authority, attempted something of a liturgical centralization project upon embracing Christianity more fully: “After Charlemagne was crowned ‘Emperor of the Romans’ by Pope Gregory III in the year 800, however, he attempted to impose uniformity of ecclesiastical and liturgical practice throughout his empire, i.e., Western Europe, and naturally used the Roman liturgical books as the basis of the reform.  Absolute uniformity was never achieved, but the prestige that Rome enjoyed meant that little opposition was encountered to the spread of those Roman texts throughout the West, although they also absorbed many local elements wherever they went, some of which made their way back to Rome itself.”[footnoteRef:38]  [38: R.C.D. Jasper and G.J. Cuming, Prayers of the Eucharist: Early and Reformed, 4th ed. (Collegeville: Liturgical Press Academic, 2018) 192-93.] 

The differences, however, appear to be starker than the similarities.  The first is that Charlemagne’s imposition, like most things Charlemagne did, was more forceful than the actions of the Byzantine emperors.  While attempts to Byzantinize Antioch, Jerusalem, and other cities were deliberate, they were spearheaded by local authorities like Patriarch John of Antioch, as mentioned above, rather than just the emperor and the Patriarch of Constantinople.  Secondly, the imposition of Byzantinization did not impose one rite, or even either of the liturgies of St Basil or St. John Chrysostom, on the people of the empire or the people of Palestine; for one thing, “Jerusalem was definitively lost to the Byzantines [to the Saracens] in the seventh century,”[footnoteRef:39] and neither the emperor nor the Patriarch of Constantinople had power or authority to affect it legally.  For another thing, the culture of espousing local practices was still at that point a part of Byzantine policy and culture as well as a part of Palestinian, Egyptian, or Syrian policy and culture: the development of the Gallican rites prior to Charlemagne’s reforms would be more of a parallel to the East, though they could not claim to use the same rites in their entirety as the East.  And while Charlemagne used liturgical books as the basis of his reform, "in the East there is no such thing as a ‘typical’ liturgical book, i.e. an official liturgical text obligatory on all.  Nor did the advent of printing mark the end of growth and local adaptation.”[footnoteRef:40] Moreover, upon incorporating Saxon territory into his kingdom, ”Charlemagne issued the notorious Capitulatio de partibus Saxoniae in which the death penalty was threatened for refusing baptisms, for destroying churches, for plots against Christians . . . and for violations of the requirements to pay tithes and to fast.”[footnoteRef:41] From this, two things seem conclusive: Charlemagne’s liturgical standardization was enforced top-down by a secular ruler; and, unlike the spontaneity of the Studite-derived monastic and liturgical reform (which shall be discussed in greater detail below), it was not spurred on by popular or monastic piety. [39: Galadza, ”Conclusion: Worship in Captivity.”]  [40: Taft, Beyond East and West, 205.]  [41: Matthias Becher, Charlemagne (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), 67.] 

To complete this section, the one other example of a Western emperor’s marked interest in the liturgy I found pertained to the liturgy of Jerusalem: “In the ninth century, in the letter of the Holy Roman Emperor Charles the Bald (823-77) to the clergy of Ravenna, JAS is the quintessence of the Jerusalem rite, while Constantinople is connected to BAS [the Liturgy of St. Basil the Great].”[footnoteRef:42] As I will conclude in the third section of this paper, the rites and rituals of the East continually extend outside of their perceived sphere of influence. [42: Galadza, Chapter 3, section ”The Origins and History of the Liturgy of St. James.”] 

The development of the Divine Office took place partly alongside that of the Divine Liturgy or the Mass, and partly prior to it: that is, though the liturgy existed before the Office—if one is thinking in terms of the Last Supper as its starting point—the lives of religious communities and their cycles of prayer were significant enough in the liturgy’s development, and their changes implemented far more quickly among the communities of religious than among the laity, so as to precede liturgical standardization, sometimes by a few centuries.  In this third section, I will attempt to provide evidence for such prior development in the East and West, especially if it appears conspicuous before seemingly subsequent liturgical standardization.
Let us start in the East, with the rite with which we are thus most familiar: the Byzantine.  The Studites, looming ever large in Greek life of late antiquity and the early Middle Ages, had the benefit of drawing from a more ancient form of prayer: “The office the Studites brought with them to Constantinople was an office, still being formed and developed, that they inherited from Palestinian monasticism—or rather, whose evolution they shared with the Palestinian monks.”[footnoteRef:43] The ”Byzantine synthesis,” namely, ”the encounter and gradual osmosis of the Palestinian monastic office with the cathedral office of Constantinople that began early in the ninth century,”[footnoteRef:44] took a long time to reach fruition; so, when the Studites brought the office inherited from or shared with Palestinian monks, it was an office that first required an urban presence, and then contact with the urban hierarchy, to make large-scale changes.  In this way, the role of Theodore the Studite—the movement’s most well-known and effective figure—is similar to that of Constantine, in their shared introduction of new elements to Byzantine society, with a delayed outcome.  But unlike Constantine, Theodore was directly involved in the life of the liturgy and of the office.  Responding to the two great waves of iconoclasm, Theodore took a small group of monks from Sakkoudion in Asia Minor to Constantinople, out of ”the desire to settle in the capital city,”[footnoteRef:45] and the healthy monastic movement, which he and his family had a pivotal role leading, ”soon reached a thousand”[footnoteRef:46] in the space of seven years (ending in 806).  ”Prolific hymnography”[footnoteRef:47] was one of the many merits of Theodore and his brother Joseph; besides this, a move away from decadence and towards orthodoxy was their goal.  In one of his catecheses, Theodore says, ”I seek the divine or human assistance which will allow me to save myself ( . . . ) and which will be capable of renewing [ἀνανεώσασθαι] the life that brings salvation, of marking our path, of restoring order to our affairs, and of return to the ancient way of life.”[footnoteRef:48] [43: Pott, 138.]  [44: Pott, 115.]  [45: Pott, 121.]  [46: Ibid.]  [47: Ibid., 123.]  [48: Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ed., Τοῦ ὁσίου Θεοδόρου τοῦ Στουδίτου μεγάλη κατήχησις (St. Petersburg: 1904), 173.] 

Among the many facets of Studite identity, the qualities of an ascetic Palestinian spiritual heritage, an evangelical decision to move to the capital of the Eastern Roman Empire, and the proliferation of hymnography stand out in Pott’s account of the early Studites.  The latter two suggest the presence of rigorous devotion and an active piety; but at this point, what the Palestinian spiritual heritage entails, or what it looked like in a monastic setting, is unclear; thus it is time to turn to the Divine Office and monasticism, in order to better understand what exactly the Studites were bringing with them to Constantinople.
Speaking of the Byzantine synthesis which Taft describes earlier, Egon Wellesz says that this mixed rite “has come down to us in the eleventh- or twelfth-century Typikon of the Euergetis Monastery in Constantinople.”[footnoteRef:49] [But] also, “The fully developed new composite rite occurs first in the Typikon of the St. Sabas-Lavra, representing that type of the liturgy ‘which was celebrated at the tomb of St. Saba by the Palestinian monks in the ages of the Crusades.’”[footnoteRef:50] Thus, even though the synthesis was initiated by Chalcedonian (Studite) monks in the stronghold of Greek Orthodoxy, it is in the monastery of St. Sabas-Lavra in Jerusalem that the new and developing liturgy is first recorded to have taken place. [49: Wellesz, 134.]  [50: Ibid., 135.] 

An added element of non-Byzantine influence, and, indeed, non-Chalcedonian influence, is in the forms that certain liturgical books took.  Wellesz says of the Prophetologion, for example, that “The reading of lessons from the Old Testament is a direct continuation of the practice of the Synagogue by the Early Christian Church and the Incipits of lessons from the Pentateuch, the Prophets and Proverbs are attested in the Old Armenian, the Syro-Palestinean, and Georgian lectionaries in Jerusalem in the late fifth century.”[footnoteRef:51] Lest there be any ambiguity, the Prophetologion with these blended elements took shape in uniformity at a “centre [which] must have been the Studios monastery in Constantinople.”[footnoteRef:52] [51: Ibid., 137.]  [52: Ibid.] 

A less ancient example of non-Chalcedonian influence—or rather, of contemporary non-Chalcedonian contribution—is the Oktoëchos, “a collection of songs for a cycle of eight consecutive Sundays, [which] was already in use in the days of Severus, the Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch (512-19).  From the sixth century onwards the repertory of hymns which Severus had introduced was in use in the [Monophysite] Church of Antioch.  From the Syriac Church the great Byzantine hymn-writers, Andrew of Crete and John Damascene, took over the repertory of songs, collected in the Oktoëchos, and adapted it for use in Byzantine monasteries and churches.”[footnoteRef:53] Hence the acknowledgement of some sort of common spiritual inheritance between certain Eastern Orthodox and Oriental Orthodox churches seems to be a defining element of the formation and content of the Old Testament lectionary, the Prophetologion. [53: Ibid., 140.] 

The shared heritage was not merely perceived or fabricated.  Another, and far more famous, liturgical book of the Byzantine rite was the Euchologion, or, as Wellesz calls it, Euchologium.  Regarding its significance—the Constantinopolitan Euchologion and the Palestinian Horologion are usually cited by liturgiologists (the ones I have read, that is) as the two primary texts of the Byzantine synthesis.[footnoteRef:54] There are two versions of the Euchologion: the “Great Euchologium” and the abridged “Little Euchologium.”  “The prayers of the Euchologium represent the oldest layer of Christian liturgy; they can be traced back to those which are written on Papyrus as can be seen from [a] fragment . . . dating from the seventh century.”[footnoteRef:55] In other words, the Euchologion, which is supposed to be the “prayer book of the Great Church of Constantinople”[footnoteRef:56] in contrast with the distinctly Palestinian Horologion, has a parallel origin with the Horologion in the same way that the Studite order has a parallel heritage with the monastery of St. Sabas. [54: Cf. Taft, ”Mount Athos,” 180; Pott, 123; Anton Baumstark, Comparative Liturgy (Westminster: The Newman Press, 1958), 64, 97.]  [55: Wellesz, 135.]  [56: Pott, 123.] 

But, as we see the effects that emperors, heresies and popular practice had on the liturgy, is it fair to say that the Palestinian element perhaps died out, or was swallowed by a more post-Hellenistic or Eastern Roman identity?  The answer appears to be yes: “With respect to the history of the Byzantine prayer of the hours, the horologion of the Harvard Psalter [copied in 1105] documents a process of evolution within the Stoudite Liturgy of the Hours.”[footnoteRef:57] And “Hourly prayer is not only a question of pensum, of quantity . . . . The daily repetition of hymns formed the spiritual character and psychology of the monk and, as a consequence, of the homo byzantinus”[footnoteRef:58] (ibid., 351).  But evolution is not the only traceable fact, though it is relevant in showing that the developing Liturgy was dependent on the developing Office; the more vital fact is that, “According to the incisive witness of the Strategikòn of Kekaumenos (d. after 1070) the hagiopolite Liturgy of the Hours mediated by the Stoudites eventually became the norm even for the laity of the capital and a century later the patriarch Luke Chrisoberges (d. 1170) explains to a hermit that his prayer in his cell must be ‘the same as that carried out by the Christians [that is, laity] [sic.]: mesonyktikon, matins, hours, vespers, and compline.’”[footnoteRef:59] So great was the (eventual) influence of the Studites, that the capital of the Byzantine Empire was brought closer to the more primitive Christian practice of the first through third centuries after Christ: that all Christians prayed the hours, as we shall see below, though not as consistently nor always, for the laity, in common or in public.  This, along with Anderson and Parenti’s comment about hourly prayer and the repetition of hymns shaping the spirituality and psychology of the monk and the “homo byzantinus,” seems to be conclusive testimony to the influence of Studite and Palestinian monasticism on the Office of the Byzantine Empire. [57: Jeffrey C. Anderson, and Stefano Parenti, A Byzantine Monastic Office, 1105 A.D. (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2016), 349-50.]  [58: Anderson and Parenti, 351.]  [59: Ibid., 352.] 

In summary, this analysis of various aspects of the Eastern Office has revealed and emphasized a few characteristics: first, the shared lineage of Palestinian monasticism, described above as being received or possessed by the monks of Sakkoudion monastery, i.e., the future Studites: all the elements of the Typikon of St. Sabas-Lavra are derived from a monastic rite, which is not only Palestinian, but which was central to the identity of Studite monasticism, which became "the center of Byzantine hymnography” with the composers “Theodore, Joseph, [and] Theophanes.”[footnoteRef:60] Second, there is a sort of proto-ecumenism present in the fact that hymns were shared between Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian churches—and, more significantly, that many hymns were composed by non-Chalcedonian Christians.  Third, it is the monastic spirituality, in all its Palestinian antiquity, that formed the Byzantine Office, as well as the liturgical rite itself.  The final characteristic could be grouped with the third; but I would like to separate it by reiterating Anderson and Parenti’s comment about the “hourly prayer” and “daily repetition of hymns” as forming “the spiritual character and psychology of the monk and, as a consequence, of the homo byzantinus.”  This may seem to be a truism; but what I would like to emphasize is that the popular participation in prayer was, essentially, popular participation in monastic prayer.  All subsequent development of the Byzantine Liturgy and Office, including the imperial changes to the stational liturgies and the gradual Byzantinization of Palestine (and the erasure of the Liturgy of St. James), took place amid a popular piety that was closely related to that of Palestine itself.  Maybe this could help explain the easy integration of the Byzantine rite in non-imperial churches and monasteries like that of St. Sabas-Lavra that Wellesz mentioned earlier. [60: Wellesz, 447.] 

Now of the Divine Office in the West, Fassler and Baltzer say that “Any debate about the centrality of the Office to defining life and learning in the Middle Ages would be easy to win.  Yet surprisingly, the Office has been very little studied in our own age, and this in spite of the great explosion of scholarly work on the medieval period in this century.  The Office is, when one considers the Latin West at least, the last great relatively unexplored frontier.”[footnoteRef:61] Yet though this statement rightly balances Larson-Miller's emphasis on the “marriage of liturgy and culture,” it retains the undue emphasis on “the Latin West” that effaces the identically abundant, if not stronger, evidence that Wellesz, Pott, and others provide on “the centrality of the [Eastern] Office to defining life and learning in the Middle Ages” (to paraphrase Fassler and Baltzer).  And, as we have seen from a brief overview of the Byzantine rite’s history and development, the Eastern Office’s influence not only transcends the Middle Ages, but, as we shall see, it transcends the East, and defines the West. [61: Margot Fassler and Rebecca A. Baltzer, ed, The Divine Office in the Latin Middle Ages: Methodology and Source Studies, Regional Developments, Hagiography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), Preface.] 

Fassler and Baltzer sketch a thorough picture of how and why the Office had such a big effect.  To begin with, speaking of the cursus, or the Office’s cycle of readings and prayers, there is a monastic cursus used, of course, in monasteries, and “The Roman cursus [which] is used in cathedrals, secular and parochial churches, and by some religious orders, such as the friars and canons, and is also known as the secular cursus, the cathedral cursus, or the canons’ cursus.  The main elements of the Office are the same in both cursus [the monastic and the Roman], but the number and arrangement of these elements is different.”[footnoteRef:62] The daily office may follow either cursus, erasing the gap between what the monks pray and what the laity and secular priests pray.  In certain hours also, even in the non-daily, i.e. Sunday and Saturday evening Office, the differences are mitigated.  In Vespers, for example, “the Roman and monastic cursus differ only in the number of psalms (and consequently antiphons): the Roman cursus has five while the monastic cursus has only four.[footnoteRef:63] [62: Fassler and Baltzer, Prelude.]  [63: Ibid., Prelude; Section ”Vespers.”] 

Fassler and Baltzer say, regarding both the East and the West, “The Office is a creation of the fourth century; it came about by a merger of the morning and evening services of the urban cathedral with the daily round of monastic offices to create a horarium roughly commensurate with the medieval Western Office.  It has a prehistory, however, of considerable interest, even if one of the most interesting questions of that prehistory—the question of synagogue origins—must be answered in the negative.”[footnoteRef:64] However, whereas Fassler and Baltzer are content to say that, after Constantine’s emancipation of Christianity in 312, “it became the custom to celebrate morning and evening prayer (referred to hereafter as Lauds and Vespers) in the presence of the local bishop,”[footnoteRef:65] Taft generalizes by saying that, as Christian prayed at regular intervals throughout the day, “Whether they did it alone or in company depended not on the nature of the prayer, but on who happened to be around when the hour for prayer arrived.  The various ‘rubrics’ about praying facing East, or with hands raised . . . when to kneel and when not to; were equally observed alone or in company.”[footnoteRef:66] Two sides of the coin in the formation of the Office thus seem to be evident: in the “merger of morning and evening services of the urban cathedral with the daily round of monastic offices,” there is the monastic element alongside the jurisdiction of the episcopate; and in the spontaneity of “who happened to be around when the hour for prayer arrived,” there we find the more haphazard (so to speak) cultural element of Christian spirituality and devotion, as described by Clement and Origen,[footnoteRef:67] and the subsequent rubrication of the preexistent practices. [64: Ibid., Chapter 3.]  [65: Ibid., Chapter 3; Section ”The Change from Private to Public Prayer Hours.”]  [66: Taft, The Liturgy of the Hours in East and West, 29; cf. 15 (Clement’s Stromata VII, 7, 43:6-7) and 16 (Origen’s treatise On Prayer 32).]  [67: Ibid.] 

The Eastern Office transcends the “East” in this sense: in the eighth century, under Chrodegang, bishop of Metz, “there was a progressive monasticization of the clergy,”[footnoteRef:68] in which, according to Chrodegang’s new Breviary, “whoever cannot be in church for the hours in common must say them in private.”  The earliest prior mention of any sort of obligation is in Gaul in the fifth century, when the Council of Vannes (465) “[obliged] priests to be present for the ‘morning hymns (matutini hymni)’”[footnoteRef:69] though “morning hymns” rather than psalmody and “priests” rather than all religious can scarcely be called definitively monastic.  Ancient Theologians of both East and West discuss a general obligation for all the faithful to pray[footnoteRef:70] but a standardization and monasticization of the hours takes place in the East long before the eighth century.  There was already a perceived obligation, or question of obligation, for the recitation of the Office or of psalmodic prayer for the non-laity specifically: in her often-quoted visit to the Holy Land in the 380s, Egeria says that, at the earliest hour of the Office or proto-Office (“before cock-crow each day”) of the Cathedral of the Anastasis in Jerusalem, the “monazontes [monks] and parthenae [virgins/nuns, in Taft’s language]” in particular are present; but as for the laity, “also some lay men and women, at least those who are willing to wake up at such an early hour,”[footnoteRef:71] are present.  The key phrase here, as it seems to me, is “at least those who are willing” among the laity: for the religious, the non-laity, there appears to be an obligation to appear before sunrise, as well as for the other hours at the Cathedral.  Moreover, “Chrysostom writes of his monastic brothers in Antioch: ‘As soon as they are up, they stand and sing the prophetic hymns [per Fassler and Baltzer, psalmody and other Old Testament hymns]... Neither cithara, nor syrinx, nor any other musical instrument emits such sound as is to be heard in the deep silence and solitude of those holy men as they sing.’”[footnoteRef:72] If it were standard practice for the laity in the second half of the fourth century to attend every hour of the Office, it would be meaningless for Chrysostom (347-407) to mention it; s example should hopefully give credence to the proposition that the “Hagia Polis” of Jerusalem was not an anomaly in the East. [68: Ibid., 299.]  [69: Ibid., 145.]  [70: Ibid., 19-22.]  [71: Ibid., 49.]  [72: Fassler and Baltzer, Chapter 3; Section ”The Monastic Office.”] 

Similarly, the ruled appearance of the monazontes and parthenae at daily prayer shows the indispensable monastic and anchoritic side of the fourth-century hagiopolitan cathedral hours; but the brief mention of some lay people being present at the earliest hour belies the cultural contribution to this public Office, and vice versa.  According to Egeria’s experience in the Holy Land, as described by Taft, there were not only monks and nuns but “ascetics and pilgrims of every sort whose only aim in being there was to visit and pray at the shrines;”[footnoteRef:73] the environment of Palestine with its pilgrims and ascetics created an ideal atmosphere in which to both standardize a stricter routine of the hours, and to cause the presence of the laity to be the default of the scene of the Divine Office. [73: Taft, The Liturgy of the Hours in East and West, 48.] 

There is a second, more specific but more robust sense in which the Eastern Office transcends the East, and that is in Irish monasticism: “The Irish liturgy is full of striking parallels to Eastern Christian practices, which surely appealed to the love of the exotic and apocryphal that is so evident in medieval Ireland.  Yet many of these can be shown to be derived from Western European sources rather than Eastern contacts . . . . [It is also] difficult to establish which sources are genuinely Irish.”[footnoteRef:74] The similarities include, for example, the recitation of an identical psalm cycle and the regular insertion of the Our Father in identical places in the Office.  Though the “claim that a single uniform tradition, going back to the earliest days of the Church, was followed in Rome and Egypt and Palestine and [Western] Gaul and Ireland” is “preposterous,”[footnoteRef:75] as it singles out Ireland alongside Eastern lands (ignorant of the rites involved), it is nevertheless true that “The path by which any foreign element found its way into the Irish liturgy could often have been equally circuitous and fortuitous”[footnoteRef:76]—equally circuitous and fortuitous, that is, that is, to a “seemingly accurate description of the churches and shrines in the Holy Land” by Adomnán (d. 704), “abbot of the island monastery of Iona in Scotland,” who “derived his information from a returning pilgrim who just happened to have been shipwrecked near Iona.”[footnoteRef:77] In short, the debate about Irish monasticism and its resemblance to Eastern monasticism and the Office is not over whether Ireland has a connection to the East; it is more over whether Ireland’s connection to the East was facilitated by Western practice closer to Rome and such fortuitous incidents as the story of the shipwrecked, rather than an ancient connection that faded from other rites and Offices before it faded from those of Ireland. [74: Fassler and Baltzer, Chapter 5.]  [75: Fassler and Baltzer, Chapter 5; Section ”The Coming of the Roman Office.”]  [76: Ibid., Chapter 5; Section ”The Bangor Antiphoner and Its Allies.”]  [77: Ibid.] 

In what are now respectively France and Spain, the Gallican and Mozarabic liturgical rites “tend to show more Eastern influence than does the native Roman rite . . . . Some of the prayers are clearly of great antiquity, predating the Roman canon in its historic form.”[footnoteRef:78] Though they are slightly closer to Rome and its intermittent dispersion of divers Eastern elements, and though Jasper and Cuming do not discuss at length the ancient prayers mentioned, this appears to be a corroboration, albeit a vague one, of the “striking parallels” found in Ireland by Fassler and Baltzer. [78: Jasper and Cuming, 216.] 

In any case, while I have not given much evidence of the “centrality of the Office to defining life and learning” in the medieval West, the goal has been rather to describe the East with that statement, as well as with samples of the Office in the East; and to point out the dependence of the Office’s Western centrality on its chronologically and intellectually prior Eastern centrality; and to ask the question of Why, when it comes to the integration of cultural elements into the liturgy and vice versa, the distinguisher of “West” as opposed to “East” or any other extant term is still used at all.
In this final section of the paper, I would like to briefly examine a liturgical standardization which is Eastern but that seems to distinguish itself from other Eastern reforms substantially.  The reform of Patriarch Nikon in the seventeenth century caused a rift between Eastern Orthodox Christians: the Russian Orthodox Church recognizes, and continues to recognize, Nikon’s reform—although, in 1971, it “completely rescinded all the anathemas of the 17th century and recognized the full validity of the old rites”[footnoteRef:79]—and the Old Believers, who to this day number in the hundreds of thousands,[footnoteRef:80] recognize neither the reform nor the Russian Orthodox Church.  The question of how the Nikonian reform differed from other developments we have discussed so far will underlie the following account of the situation. [79: “Old Believers,” Encyclopedia Britannica online, July 12, 2024, Old Believer | Russian Orthodoxy, Schism & History | Britannica]  [80: Semyon Kvasha, “Discovering Russian Orthodoxy: The Old Believers,” Российская Газета online, March 29, 2013.] 

Before Nikon’s reforms, there were minor differences between the Russian and Greek liturgies; up until the reforms of the seventeenth century, the “Greeks were consistently using three alleluias to conclude psalmody in the office and the Cherubikon at the liturgy, while the Russian generally sang only two;”[footnoteRef:81] and the word “true” was added to the eighth article of the Creed (“I believe in the true Holy Spirit”).[footnoteRef:82] The alleged impetus behind the reform was that “Over a long period of time, errors in translation from the Greek and other mistakes had crept into some Muscovite religious texts and rituals...But in the face of general ignorance, inertia, and opposition, little was done until Nikon became patriarch.”[footnoteRef:83] However, “Nikon began his reform not with the textual corrections of the books, but with changes in concrete ritual practice.”[footnoteRef:84] After changing the number of customary prostrations to be made during the “Prayer of St Ephrem,” “Nikon did not offer any explanation for this sudden change,”[footnoteRef:85] nor for changing the way of making the Sign of the Cross or the number of Alleluias said concluding the Cherubikon. [81: Meyendorff, 46.]  [82: Cf. Ibid.: istinnago.]  [83: Ibid., 29.]  [84: Ibid., 39.]  [85: Ibid., 40.] 

To the “provincial zealots,” “these changes were an assault on the Russian faith.  The use of two fingers to make the sign of the Cross had been decreed by the Stoglav Council in 1551, with corresponding anathemas against any other practice.”[footnoteRef:86] Ivan Neronov and Avvakum Petrov were the chief opposition to Nikon’s changes, though Nikon had formerly been their friend; but the fact that Nikon first implemented his changes in Neronov’s church (Kazan Cathedral on Red Square) “indicated that this was an open declaration of war.  Since becoming patriarch, Nikon had indeed broken relations with the ‘provincial zealots,’ one of whom he had formerly been.” [86: Ibid.] 

Though Nikon’s emendations and adjustments had some precedent in the errors in translation he found, his seemingly hostile implementation of those changes were not the only reason for why “traditionalists” (or, espousers of the more recently developed Russian practices) like Neronov and Avvakum opposed his apparent novelty.  There are two aspects of Slavic Orthodoxy that appear to be relatively constant throughout its history: a reliance on custom in the absence of priest and bishop; and comparatively little innovation.  As to the first of these aspects, there is explicit evidence from the tenth century that “a presanctified communion service designed to permit solitaries to partake of the eucharist outside the liturgy and in the absence of a priest” was “a possibility still envisaged by Slavonic Orthodox sources right through the nineteenth century [emphasis mine].”[footnoteRef:87]  For some key context, “lay home-communion lasted much longer in the East than in the West, where, by the end of the Golden Age of the Fathers, home-communion seems to have died out;”[footnoteRef:88] St. Augustine is probably our last Western witness to the practice.  In the East as well, Taft knows “of no witness to that practice [permission to take communion outside of the liturgy and the presence of a priest] after the medieval Byzantine monastic rules,”[footnoteRef:89] which leaves the Slavonic practice as the sole location of reliance on liturgical custom in the absence, or perhaps even the presence, of an ecclesial hierarchy until the nineteenth century. [87: Clare V. Johnson, ed., Ars Liturgiae: Worship, Aesthetics and Praxis (Chicago: Liturgy Training Publications, 2003), 12.]  [88: Johnson, 3.]  [89: Ibid., 12.] 

As to the lack of innovation in Slavic Orthodoxy—deliberate innovation, that is, bearing in mind the “errors in translation and other mistakes” that Nikon found, and the other minor differences in practice mentioned—the Slavic reception of Eastern Orthodoxy and its liturgy from Constantinople gives a good idea of what that means.  When pupils of the famous “Apostles to the Slavs,” Cyril and Methodius, brought the two saints’ Slavic books with them to the Bulgarian Tsar Boris, these “written books in Old Bulgarian language became an equivalent of the . . . literature in the three sacred languages—Hebrew, Latin and Greek.  As such the Old Bulgarian language managed to become a basis for the religious culture of the other Eastern countries that accepted Christianity a little bit later and used the Slavic language[s]—Russia, Serbia, Walacho-Moldavia.”[footnoteRef:90] The linguistic heritage that Bulgaria passed to these other Slavic countries—the liturgical and literary language of Old Church Slavonic is also known as “Old Bulgarian”[footnoteRef:91]—was the sole vehicle, linguistic, liturgical, or otherwise, that carried Eastern Orthodoxy to the newly Christian Slavs, as “Bulgaria was the first Slavic state in the East adopting Christianity in 864” and “also was the state saving the Slavic literary heritage of the two holy brothers Cyril and Methodius after their death, respectively in Rome and Velehrad.”[footnoteRef:92] “Bulgaria accepted the Eastern Christian liturgical model from Byzantium,” as “The liturgical books designed for chanting are evidence of how all this [Byzantium’s musical styles, notation, composition techniques, etc.] was accepted”[footnoteRef:93] by Bulgaria.  This statement is underwhelming, since “this means the acceptance of the following: monophonic vocal music (it remains a basic one up to the middle of the nineteenth century), liturgical books with hymnographic texts, musical styles (syllabic, syllabo-neumatic and melismatic), musical kinds (psalmody and hymnody), musical genres (troparion, sticheron, koinonikon, kontakion, kanon, etc.), way of performance (choral, soloistic, antiphonal, responsorial, etc.), notational systems (recitative of Lectio solemnis and melodic), musical theory with its most important component of the oktoechos system, intonational vocabulary of which the chants were compiled (figuras-formulas or theseis), compositional techniques (centon and melody type), musical terminology, and last but not least, some poet-composers (John of Damascus, Andrew of Crete, Theodore the Studite, Joseph the Hymnographer, Theophanos Graptos and many others).”[footnoteRef:94] [90: Svetlana Kujumdzieva, Studies on Eastern Orthodox Church Chant (Abingdon: Routledge, 2024), 163.]  [91: Alexander M. Schenker, The Dawn of Slavic: An Introduction to Slavic Philology (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 71.]  [92: Kujumdzieva, 163.]  [93: Ibid., 164.]  [94: Ibid., 163-64.] 

The definitions of these details are, of course, insignificant: it is their quantity and their specificity that tell what sort of undertaking the Christians of Bulgaria were making (“the acceptance of this [Byzantine] model was a tremendous work”).[footnoteRef:95]  This was no “synthesis” like the adoption of monastic, cultural, or Palestinian elements into Greek worship and life; this was a superimposition of the Studite project of the time onto a ninth-century nation.  And Bulgaria, still likely a “barbarian” region according to the norms of the time, certainly did not have the advantages of the bustling imperial capital or the well-traversed Holy Land when it came to keeping up with further reforms and standardizations.  The comprehensive adoption of the sensibilities and beliefs of Greek Christianity, and the testament of the presence of such ancient, outdated practices as “home-communion” in nineteenth-century Slavic Christianity, reflects this dearth of development. [95: Ibid., 163.] 

Hopefully this cultural and historical background will help explain how very heterodox Nikon’s reforms were to Neronov, Avvakum, and the other “zealots” whom Nikon had snubbed; the Greek Christianity which Nikon chose to aggressively impose was a Greek Christianity different than that of the ninth century, antithetical to the idea of Old Church Slavonic/Old Bulgarian being a liturgical and literary language alongside Hebrew, Greek, and Latin.  
But the Old Believers, as the traditional Russians came to be called, did have a less superficial reason to oppose the standardization.  Meyendorff ultimately summarizes Nikon’s reform by saying that, rather than being its self-described “correction” and “return to the sources,” the reform “consisted simply in replacing existing Russian practice with 17th century Greek usage,” and that “no ancient manuscripts, Greek or Slavonic, were, or could have been used, for the very simple reason that none of them contained the changes which the Nikonian reformers introduced into the Muscovite books.”[footnoteRef:96] This is in spite of the fact that the 1654 council that implemented Nikon’s liturgical reforms “accepted the proposed ‘correction’ of the Russian books according to the Greek books.  Yet what the council authorized was not the use of the contemporary Greek editions, but that of ancient Greek and Slavonic manuscripts.”[footnoteRef:97] Furthermore, in the introduction to the 1655 Sluzhebnik, which provides an account of the Council, the monk and scribe Arsenii Sukhanov “brought back many Greek liturgical books, some over a thousand years old, which were used for correction,” even though “The Nikonian edition [of the Sluzhebnik, or service-book] is a word for word translation of the 1602 Venice Euchologion, down to the smallest rubric.  This . . . is the pattern for the entire reform.”[footnoteRef:98] In short, the whole standardization of the liturgy contradicted the Council that approved it, claiming to rely on the same kind of materials that had shaped Slavic Orthodoxy for its whole existence, but referring to, indeed copying, a Venetian sacramentary.  Witnessing and experiencing such lies, it is not surprising that “A large segment of the Russian Church, led by Avvakum, who earlier had himself been a member of the reforming party in the Church, went into schism.”[footnoteRef:99] [96: Meyendorff, 219.]  [97: Ibid., 235.]  [98: Ibid., 138.]  [99: Ibid., 33.] 

Nikon’s response was drastic.  “Realizing the danger to his plans caused by these zealots, Nikon decided to remove them.  By the end of 1653, most of his opponents are gone.  In July, the archpriest Loggin of Murom is tried by Nikon on charges . . . that Loggin profaned icons of Christ and Mary; he is defrocked and exiled.  Neronov comes to Loggin’s defense and ends up demoted and sent in chains to Spasokamennyi Monastery.  Avvakum, who escapes defrocking only through the Tsar’s intervention, is exiled shortly after to Tobolsk, in Siberia.”[footnoteRef:100]  [100: Ibid., 41.] 

To summarize, the Nikonian reforms were anything but a return to tradition, let alone ancient tradition, and thus provide a historically conspicuous example of top-down reform that was not only unmotivated by popular or monastic devotional spirit, but was, in fact, contrary enough to it that an enduring schism exists in the Russian Orthodox Church.  Nikon’s reform seems more like Charlemagne’s than like other reforms of the East; the only nominal difference is that Charlemagne was a strictly secular, non-ecclesiastical ruler, whereas “Nikon's authority was virtually limitless, on both the ecclesiastical and secular planes;”[footnoteRef:101] although, in this case, the Russian hierarchy was not united in the decision to implement his changes, which took place anyway.  But in short, the “marriage of culture and liturgy” (to use Larson-Miller's language) present in Russian Christianity appears to be at least as strong as that of the hierarchy and liturgy, to judge from the shock and rift it fostered. [101: Ibid., 71.] 

In absolute conclusion, I hope to have made a good argument for the four premises above.  There is at this point, hopefully, ample evidence for the strong knot that tied (and continues to tie) culture and liturgy together in the Christian East; there is also, hopefully, a clearer sense of what the genuine differences between liturgical formation in the East and West are; an appreciation for the years spent by ascetic monks who strove to model their lives after the oldest forms of Christianity they knew; and an understanding of the circumstances and consequences of liturgical standardization that is not rooted in spirituality and daily life, at least in the East.  
By way of introducing another book about reform and liturgical development in monastic life, Margot Fassler assures the reader that “Both lay and ecclesiastical leaders were aware of the historical continuity provided by their liturgies, and of the importance of the liturgy in . . . strengthening a sense of unity among their peoples, a unity not only with the earliest Christians but with the many communities which followed after them.”[footnoteRef:102] If this paper has no other capacity than to promote a similar awareness, and even a sense of unity with the multifarious Christian communities of the past, I hope it fulfills that capacity. [102: Margot Fassler, Gothic Song: Victorine Sequences and Augustinian Reform in Twelfth-Century Paris, 2nd ed. (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2011), 3.] 
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