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Summary: The article examines how seventeenth-century Ukrainian Orthodox intel-
lectuals creatively defined, appropriated, and popularized the doctrine of Mary’s Im-
maculate Conception, looking at the different religious, political, and ecclesiastical
interests that intersect in their textual and visual representations of the Immaculate
Virgin. What can the use of this controversial doctrine tell us about the broader
changes in religion and theology that pervaded the territories of the Kyiv Metropoli-
tanate during the second half of the seventeenth century, changes that historians of
other regions have examined from the perspective of “confessionalization”? In tra-
cing the varied contours of the discourse of immaculacy, the article tests the explana-
tory possibilities of two propositions. First, it argues that the idea of purity encapsu-
lated in the doctrine is to be interpreted in a larger political frame – as a reflection of
the Kyiv Metropolitanate and the Hetmanate as political entities deeply entangled in
religious, confessional, and political problems. Second, it argues that in the last dec-
ades of the seventeenth century, there is a transference of Immaculist iconography
and symbols to subjects other than the Virgin Mary. This shift invariably takes place
in rhetorical contexts charged with political meanings, bringing together abstract
theological propositions, devotional practices, and local and supernational politics.
This speaks to the existence of what the author terms a Pietas Kiovensis.
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1 Introduction

In a sermon on the Conception of the Theotokos, published in Kyiv in 1676, Antonij
Radyvylovs′kyj (d. 1688), one of the most prolific preachers of early modern Ukraine,
offered a passionate defense of the Immaculate Conception. Theologians, he states
bluntly, can discuss Mary’s Immaculacy as long as they want (“ѩкѡ хочутъ теоло-
гіове о том дишкуруютъ”): he believes along with the Church – and will believe
until death – that Mary was born without original sin (Radyvylovs′kyj 1676: 551).

The fact that this sermon vociferously supports the doctrine of the Immaculate
Conception and considers it a belief commonly held by the Orthodox Church, of
which Radyvylovs′kyj was a member, is no small matter, especially if we consider
that the Eastern Orthodox Church never recognized the idea that the Virgin was
conceived free from original sin. Even across Catholic Europe, this was a hotly de-
bated issue. Before being pronounced a dogma of the Catholic faith by the 1854 Bull
Ineffabilis Deus, the Immaculate Conception was a doctrine lacking papal definition,
fervently defended by many and stormily contested by some, with the Franciscans
and the Jesuits championing Mary’s exemption from sin and the Dominicans ar-
guing that Mary must have been subject to original sin like any other human being.
During the seventeenth century, an unprecedented volume of literature of all kinds
was written on the subject, in a polemical campaign that generated mutual accusa-
tions of heresy and placed great stress on visual representation (Johnson 2007: 373).2

In Spain, the debate attained “an impressive quasi-political status,” as King Philip III
(1578–1621) relentlessly lobbied the papacy to elevate the doctrine to dogma, trans-
forming the defense of the Immaculate Conception into a dynastic crusade (Stratton
1994: 4).

In a European context in which the defense of the doctrine of immaculacy had
become highly politicized, many Ukrainian Orthodox religious writers presented
themselves as enthusiastic defenders of Mary’s exemption from original sin before
her conception. While they were not quite as prolific as in other parts of Europe, the
texts they produced reveal a fervent devotion to Mary’s eternal purity and a high
commitment in propagandizing the doctrine. In so doing, they raise crucial ques-
tions about the origins and functions of this devotion in the East Slavic region. Why
is the Immaculate Conception such an important symbol for Ukrainian early mod-
ern religious culture?

On a superficial level, the fact that Ukrainian literature and art in the seven-
teenth century had become increasingly focused on Immaculist notions is not parti-

2 On the historical controversy surrounding the Immaculate Conception, see Mayberry 1991; and
Sebastian 1958.
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cularly surprising for a territory with close cultural ties to Catholic Poland-Lithua-
nia and, by extension, to Western Europe. Sermon collections by Franciscans, the
main advocates of the doctrine since the late Middle Ages, were widely popular
among Kyivan preachers. Many Ukrainian Orthodox intellectuals studied at Polish-
Lithuanian Jesuit Colleges, which were a hotbed of Immaculist thinking. For in-
stance, it was under the influence of Jesuit Marian sodalities that in the 1690 s, stu-
dents of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy (the major Orthodox educational institution in
the East Slavic lands during the seventeenth century) founded a congregation in
which members had to dedicate their lives “to the Virgin Mary, conceived without
original sin” (Višnevskij 1903: 237).

That said, we cannot dismiss the Immaculist leanings of most Ukrainian writers
as simply a mere instance of the Westernization of Ukrainian culture – a passive
imitation of an early modern Catholic Europe saturated with Immaculist theology
and imagery.3 The Immaculate Conception appealed so intensely to these writers –
and Radyvylovs′kyj swears loyalty to the Immaculist cause “until death” – because it
meant something to them. A rallying point for Counter-Reformation religiosity, in
Orthodox Ukraine this non-official (though widely accepted) doctrine became a lo-
cus for spiritual, ecclesiastical, and political developments, reflecting the “local
knowledge” (in Clifford Geertz’s term) and devotions of different members within
the Kyiv Orthodox Church (Geertz 1983). Nonetheless, the few studies that have fo-
cused on the Immaculate Conception in Ukraine (Senyk 1984; Jakovenko 2017: 293–
300) present these ideologically interwoven aspects as separate trends, focusing al-
most exclusively on the theological dimensions of the issue and their allegedly deri-
vative nature.

Building on Rosilie Hernández’s recent study of how Mary’s Immaculate Con-
ception shaped cultural identity in early modern Spain (Hernández 2019), I will ap-
proach this little-known topic via a different interpretative avenue. Instead of con-
sidering the enthusiastic support of the doctrine by Ukrainian Orthodox writers as
an example of West-to-East cultural transfer, I will examine how they defined, ap-
propriated, and popularized Mary’s exceptionality, turning her into a site of reflec-
tion for notions such as confessional purity, Church and State authority, and the
unity of the political body. I will suggest that the arguments in support of the doc-
trine of the Immaculate Conception offer us a glimpse not only of the history of
theological doctrines and Ukrainian Orthodox religiosity in the seventeenth and
early eighteenth centuries, but also a portrait of the process of identity construction
during the early modern age. The Immaculate Mary was, in this respect, a particu-

3 This is, for instance, the position of the renowned Russian Orthodox theologian Vladimir Lossky
(Losskij 1975).
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larly useful symbol to “think with” – an ideological space in which individuals and
communities could articulate their Orthodox identities, often in opposition to an
“other” perceived as irredeemably impure.

In tracing the varied contours of this discourse of immaculacy, I will first chart
how the doctrine was explained and supported, and which biblical and liturgical
texts were used to provide a scriptural backing, setting it within the wider context
of medieval and early modern Mariology. With this larger theological framework in
mind, in the second part of the article, I will explore how the theological complex-
ities of immaculacy intertwined with politics, looking at contemporary political and
confessional conflicts as the very problems that Mary’s purity needed to confront. In
doing so, I will formulate two propositions. First, I argue that the idea of purity (and
its tightly related opposite, “contamination”) encapsulated in the doctrine is to be
interpreted in a larger political frame – as a reflection of the Kyiv Metropolitanate
and the Hetmanate (the semiautonomous Cossack state that existed in the terri-
tories of Ukraine from roughly 1648 to 1783) as political realities entangled in reli-
gious, confessional, and political problems. In a historical moment of social and
political turmoil, Mary’s pure body reflected the sense of anxiety about how the
boundaries of the Hetmanate and its Church were threatened. More importantly, it
indicated the need to recompose a fragile political body into an entity that, like the
Immaculate Virgin, conceived its identity as “impermeable” to external contamina-
tions.4 In this respect, the phenomena observed in this paper can be properly under-
stood only in the context of the broader changes in religion that pervaded Europe
between the second half of the sixteenth century and the mid-seventeenth century,
which historians of other regions have examined from the perspective of “confes-
sionalization” – the process by which, after the Reformation, all the major Christian
denominations endeavored to develop well-defined doctrinal and ritual identities
that would distinguish them from their rivals. Like Catholics, Lutherans, and the
Reformed, Kyiv Church elites also participated in this larger process of distinguish-
ing Christian denominations from each other, aiming at confessional homogeneity
within the Hetmanate.5

Second, I argue that Ukrainian intellectuals drew on Marian Immaculist ima-
gery and iconography to generate their political language. As a symbol, Mary’s im-
maculacy was highly productive, allowing different symbolic structures to be
formed from its original nucleus. Thus, in the verbal and visual texts examined in
this article, the attributes of the Immaculate Mary are extended to other concrete

4 On the social implications of the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception in other areas of Europe,
see, for instance, Ruiz-Gálvez Priego 2009.
5 For an analysis of the social, cultural, and political transformations that invested early modern
Ukraine from the perspective of confessionalization, see Plokhy 2002.

New Orthodox Piety in Early Modern Ukraine 151



and abstract subjects – the Muscovite tsar, the Hetman, and the Kyiv Church – that
come to incarnate the drive for “purity” that was at the heart of immaculacy dis-
courses, which then became a vehicle for competing ideologies.

These propositions will allow me to speak on the existence of what I term a
Pietas Kiovensis (Kyivan piety), a specific moral and religious code promoted by
Kyiv Orthodox elites to foster confessional cohesion and create an Orthodox iden-
tity that differed not only from Catholics and Uniates (Greek Catholics) but also from
Muscovy and other Eastern Churches. I model this term on the notion of Pietas
Austriaca first elaborated by Austrian historian Anna Coreth in a seminal work that
appeared in German in 1959 (Coreth 1959).6 Coreth describes as Pietas Austriaca the
devotional practices – devotion to the Eucharist, faith in the Cross, Marian piety,
and veneration of the saints – that characterized the Habsburg dynasty during the
early modern period. Similarly, I argue that Kyiv religious elites elaborated a speci-
fic set of beliefs, doctrines, and rituals that was distinctive of Kyivan Orthodoxy, and
in which the Immaculate Conception played an important role. As I will show, the
belief in Mary’s exemption from original sin was so deeply ingrained in the reli-
gious imagination that it propagated to other areas of social and cultural life, such
as politics and political theology, influencing their symbolic articulation.

2 The doctrine of the Immaculate Conception in
Ukrainian Orthodox writings: theological
landscapes

The doctrine of the Immaculate Conception declares that the Virgin Mary is unique,
in that she was shielded from the stain of sin from the very moment she was con-
ceived in her mother’s womb. Although by the early eighth century a feast-day dedi-
cated to the Conception of Mary was being celebrated in Constantinople every 9 De-
cember, theological developments on the issue were mainly confined to the Latin
West (Pelikan 1996: 189; Rubin 2010: 161; Warner 1976: 239). In fact, the Eastern
Church used terms such as immaculate (amiantos) to define the Virgin, but they
implied moral and physical purity and not freedom from original sin (Warner
1976: 243). The idea that Mary was conceived without original sin circulated widely
in the West through the second-century apocryphal Protoevangelium of James (also
known as Gospel of the Infancy of the Virgin and Christ), which posited that Mary
had been miraculously conceived without sexual intercourse by her parents Anne

6 Coreth’s work has been recently translated into English (Coreth 2004).
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and Joachim. The first known treatise in defense of the doctrine, the Tractatus de
conceptione B. Mariae Virginis [Treatise on the Conception of the Blessed Virgin
Mary] by Eadmer of Canterbury (1064–1124), was written in England, where the
Feast of the Immaculate Conception had been unofficially celebrated on December
8 since the early eleventh century. Immaculist ideas gradually took root at the
turn of the fourteenth century, when the English Franciscan John Duns Scotus (ca.
1266–1308) became their strongest advocate.7 According to Scotus, Christ’s purity re-
quired a perfectly pure source for His human form. God prepared Mary as a fitting
mother for Christ by infusing her natural humanitywith exceptional grace. Themost
perfect method of redemption was to preserve her from original sin rather than res-
cue her from it, thus setting her apart from all other human beings. To the arguments
of Dominican philosopher and theologian Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274), who argued
that Mary must have been subject to original sin “since she was conceived by way of
fleshly concupiscence and the intercourse of man and woman,” Scotus replied by
defining original sin as a lack of justice in the soul rather than as an inheritance sexu-
ally transmitted all the way from Adam. Since original sin was not transmitted in the
seed or the flesh, it was possible for God to give Mary this special exemption at the
moment of her conception (Warner 1976: 242; Lamy 2000: 42–53).8 Scotus’ typically
Franciscan emphasis on God’s voluntarism – God is omnipotent and, therefore, has
the power to exempt His son’s mother from original sin – along with his view of ori-
ginal sin as a deprivation of grace rather than aphysiologicalmarkerwould becomea
pillar of the subsequent defense of the doctrine (Hernández 2019: 26), one that Ukrai-
nian Orthodox writers wholeheartedly appropriated.

By the fifteenth century, the doctrine of Mary’s Immaculate Conception had
become highly contentious. The Franciscans stood in theological opposition to the
Dominicans, who followed Aquinas in declaring that Mary was subject to original
sin in the same way as all humans. Pope Sixtus IV (1414–84), himself a member of
the Franciscan order, strongly encouraged the Immaculist cult and devotion. A spe-
cial devotee of Mary, in 1476 he approved a liturgical office for the feast (Officium
Immaculatae Conceptionis), newly written by the Franciscan Leonardo Nogarolo (d.
1486). In 1480, he sanctioned a second office and mass of the Conception, composed
by the Milanese Franciscan monk Bernardino de’ Busti (ca. 1450–ca. 1513), which
remained in use throughout the eighteenth century and relied heavily on imagery
from the Song of Songs (Rubin 2010: 304).9 When the Jesuit order was founded in

7 On themedieval history of the doctrine, see Lamy 2000.
8 Thomas Aquinas rejectsMary’s exemption fromoriginal sin in SummaTheologica, question 27, art.
2–3.
9 De Busti’s office was reprinted in a volume entitledMariale, a major compendium ofMarian theol-
ogy that first appeared in 1483 andwent through several reprintings.
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1534, the Franciscan defense of the Immaculate Conception gained powerful allies.
Although the Jesuits joined the debate later than the other two mendicant orders,
they soon became the doctrine’s most enthusiastic supporters (Warner 1976: 253),
propagandizing it through a range of verbal and visual media as well as their ex-
panding network of colleges, which reached as far as Polish-Lithuania and Ukraine.

Although the doctrine did not have any Biblical foundation, Immaculists cited
several Scriptural texts to create a fitting theological framework for the theme of
the Virgin’s purity – a framework that, as we will soon see, Ukrainian Orthodox
intellectuals actively reused and adapted. Biblical verses such as Genesis 3:15, Song
of Songs 4:7, Ecclesiasticus 24:9, Proverbs 8:22, and Revelation 12:1 were used to
prove that Mary was exempted from original sin ab initio, existing as a fully-fledged
concept in the mind of God before the creation of the world (Hernández 2019: 28).
The most important verse for defining the Immaculate Conception is Genesis 3:15, “I
will put enmities between thee and the woman, and thy seed and her seed: she shall
crush thy head, and thou shalt lie in wait for her heel,” which sets the stage for an
interpretation of Mary as the woman who crushes the head of the serpent and gives
rebirth to humankind through Christ. Its use as proof of the Immaculate Conception
became standard by the late sixteenth century, when it was interpreted as a sure
sign that Mary was predestined to escape the devil’s powers (Hernández 2019: 28;
Twomey 2008: 73–74).10 Proverbs 8:22 (“The Lord possessed me in the beginning of
His ways, before His works of old”) and Ecclesiasticus 24:9 (“Before all ages, in the
beginning, he created me”) were other common allegories for Mary’s predestination
and conception in the mind of God before the inception of original sin.11

Song of Songs 4:7 (“Thou art all fair. There is no spot in thee”) became identified
with the Immaculate Conception in the twelfth century, when the French Scholastic
philosopher Peter Abelard (1079–1142) referred to it to describe Mary’s exemption
from sin in his treatise on the doctrine (Twomey 2008: 107). After Abelard, the verse
“thou art all fair” (tota pulchra) became an “Immaculist refrain” (Stratton 1994: 17).
In the late sixteenth century, it became the foundation of the iconographic composi-
tion known as Tota pulchra (Stratton 1994: 39–46), which portrayed the Immaculate
Mary surrounded by symbols of her purity and miraculous virginity drawn from
the Song of Songs (the lily among thorns, the tower of David, the garden enclosed,
the fountain sealed, the sun and the moon) and other Biblical books (the spotless
mirror described in Wisdom 7:26).

10 All Biblical quotations are from the King James Version except for those fromEcclesiasticus (Book
of Sirach), which are from the New Catholic Bible.
11 On the textual tradition supporting the argument of theVirginbeing created from thebeginning of
time, see Levi D’Ancona (1957: 50–53).
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Of the scriptural texts interpreted as prefiguring the Virgin Immaculate, Reve-
lation 12 was, however, undoubtedly the most popular throughout the early modern
period. This passage was first applied to the Virgin Mary and her defeat of the devil
by eighth-century English theologian Alcuinus in his Exegetica. According to the
later interpretation of Cistercian abbot and mystic Bernard of Clairvaux (1090–
1153), the Apocalyptic woman described in verse 12:1 was the Virgin herself, tri-
umphing over sin (Levi d’Ancona 1957: 24). For Immaculists, the association of Mary
with the Apocalyptic Woman expressed her most pure condition, functioning as a
sign of her eternal fellowship with the Trinity before the Fall. Therefore, in the early
seventeenth century, the iconographical details described in Revelation 12 (the
crown of twelve stars, the moon under the woman’s feet, and the radiance of her
being) were conflated with the Virgin tota pulchra to provide what would become
the official iconography of the Immaculate Conception after the Council of Trent –
Mary crowned with twelve stars, the moon under her feet, trampling the serpent or
dragon. First developed in Spain and popularized across Europe by the dissemina-
tion of Flemish prints, this iconography came to encapsulate the essence of the doc-
trine, offering a striking visual formula for the idea of a woman eternally protected
by God from the snares of sin (Stratton 1994: 60).12

Ukrainian Orthodox discourse took part in this prolific religious imagining
that bolstered and reinforced the mystery of Mary’s immaculacy, producing a ser-
ies of texts that actively and explicitly engaged with these theological notions and
figurative symbols. Authored exclusively by male authors, this constellation of
texts on Mary’s immaculacy includes miracle collections, sermons, lives of saints,
and book illustrations. In particular, sermons delivered on the Nativity and the
Conception of the Theotokos offer us important evidence of the popularity of the
doctrine among Ukrainian religious writers, who gave both feasts unequivocal in-
terpretations of the Virgin’s immaculacy, making this complex and abstract doc-
trine comprehensible to larger audiences. Ukrainian preachers followed early
modern Mariologists (especially Franciscans) in arguing that Mary was predestined
to be the Mother of God before the beginning of time and thus had to be preserved
from original sin.

Although any direct influence of specific texts is difficult to detect or recon-
struct, we must keep in mind that most of these sermons were written in the
late 1650s and early 1670 s, in the immediate aftermath of a massive wave of Imma-
culist debates and Spanish papal missions that culminated in Pope Alexander VII
(1599–1667) mandating universal observance of the feast in 1661 with the bull Soli-

12 OnWestern, and especially Flemish Marian prints travelling to Ukraine via Gdansk and Cracow,
see Deluga 2000.
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citudo omnium ecclesiarum.13 Echoes of the fervor surrounding the doctrine could
have reached Ukrainian Orthodox literati via Poland, most probably through the
sermons of Franciscan preachers, the theological disputations held in the many Je-
suit colleges of Poland-Lithuania, and the widely disseminated treatises on the topic,
which together constituted a corpus of theological discourse on Immaculacy.14

For instance, the miracle collection Nebo novoe [New Heaven, 1665] by Ioanykij
Galjatovs′kyj (d. 1688) reports a well-known Immaculist miracle involving the med-
ieval English theologian Alexander Neckam (named “Alexander Niklus” in the Uk-
rainian text) falling ill after denying the Virgin’s Immaculate Conception. Predicta-
bly, this miracle is quoted in a late medieval Franciscan sermon collection, the ex-
traordinarily popular Dormi secure [Sleep Well, 1475], by the German Franciscan
Johannes von Werden (Galjatovs′kyj 1665: 5v).15 The Ukrainian Uniate (Greek Catho-
lic) Church, which, following the Solicitudo omnium, officially adopted the feast in
1661 (Galadza 1997: 15), was another likely channel for this “stream” of immaculacy
discourse. Unlike Catholic Europe, where the controversy over the Immaculate Con-
ception was a matter of ecclesiastical politics marked by a heated theological and
political confrontation between orders – and especially between Franciscan and
Dominican institutional identities – Ukrainian Orthodox writers display a remark-
able consensus, lacking the characteristic battles between Maculists and Immacu-
lists. A careful examination of the sermons delivered by Lazar Baranovyč (ca. 1620–
1693), Ioanykij Galjatovs′kyj, and Antonij Radyvylovs′kyj on the feasts of Mary’s Na-
tivity and Conception reveals three men deeply engaged with Immaculism to the
point of fashioning themselves, as we saw at the beginning of this article, as the
self-appointed guardians of the incontestable truth of the doctrine against those
theologians who sought to deprive the Virgin of exceptional grace. If a Maculist dis-
course existed at all, it remains in the background – “let the theologians dispute as
much as they want,” concedes Radyvylovs′kyj – as a distant and elusive echo of the

13 On this debate, see González Tornel 2019.
14 For anoverviewof the doctrine in Poland in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, seeMisiurek
(1994: I, 407–418).
15 For Neckam’s miracle, see the “Sermo de conceptione b[eatae] Mariae Virginis” in von Werden
(1507: 35–45). Galiatovs′kyj also reports what was probably the most popular miraculous account to
beusedas propaganda for thedoctrineof Immaculate Conception throughout theMiddleAges and the
Renaissance – the miracle of Helsin, Abbot of Ramsay (1080s), who instituted the feast of the Concep-
tion of the Virgin after being rescued from shipwreck thanks to his appeal to Mary. A regular compo-
nent of Western Conception liturgies, this legend was attributed to Scholastic theologian Anselm of
Canterbury (1033–1109), whom Galjatovs′kyj mentions in a marginal gloss. That these stories found
their way in an Orthodox miracle collection suggests that Galjatovs′kyj considered the belief in the
Immaculate Conception as coextensive with salvation, using it as a dividing line to draw boundaries
between the blessed and the unholy.
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fierce polemics that took place across other parts of Europe. Enthusiastically cohe-
sive in their belief in Mary’s Immaculate Conception, these three writers variously
appropriated and elaborated upon Mary’s status as “all fair,” the conditions of her
exemption from original sin, and her eternal existence before the Fall.

In Baranovyč’s sermon on the Nativity of the Theotokos, the notion of Mary’s
Immaculate Conception is figuratively evoked by the image of the “lily among
thorns” (Song of Songs 2:2) in the engraving prefacing the sermon.

Figure 1: Engraving preceding the Sermon on the Nativity of the Theotokos, 1674

A part of the tota pulchra iconography in Western art and literature, the lily among
thorns had an important role in Nogarolo’s Conception office, because it figured in
the opening antiphon at first vespers (Twomey 2008: 163). The remainder of the text
contains several other fundamental scriptural and theological tenets upheld by Im-
maculists as proof of Mary’s purity, elaborating on Scotus’ idea that Christ’s perfect
humanity could only be possible because Mary was exceptional in her spotlessness.
A deft juxtaposition of Biblical quotations containing the term “sin” makes the no-
tion of immaculacy more concretely visible for the audience, calling attention to the
opposition between purity and impurity that is central to these texts. All human
beings have to speak of themselves using the words of Psalm 50:7 (“Behold, I was
shapen in iniquity and in sin did my mother conceive me”); Mary, by contrast, was
promised that “There shall no evil befall thee, neither shall any plague come nigh
thy dwelling” (Psalm 90:10) (Baranovyč 1674: 9 r, 11r). In the Christian interpretation
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of Psalm 90, Christ treads upon the dragon as a metaphor for His destruction of evil,
which echoes Mary’s own defeat of original sin in the Immaculist exegesis of Gen-
esis 3:15 and Revelation 12. Equally central to Immaculist discourse is Psalm 50,
which was first used by Ambrose of Milan in his Commentary on Psalm 37:5 as a
proof text arguing that since Christ had been conceived by a virgin, His flesh could
not have been corrupted by original sin like other human beings. Building on Am-
brose’s exegesis, Scotus and the other Immaculists used precisely this psalm to de-
fend the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception, and posited that Christ’s exemp-
tion from original sin made a special treatment of Mary necessary in the scheme of
sin and salvation (Pelikan 1996: 191). It was not convenient (non decuit) for the
Mother of God to have been in the grip of sin for even a single moment; therefore,
God had to intervene by anticipating the merits of His redemption of all humanity
(Pelikan 1996: 191; Lamy 2000: 468–471). The idea of God’s anticipation of Mary’s
redemption clearly resonates in Baranovyč’s Sermon on the Conception of the Theo-
tokos (1674: 101r), which states that God could not allow Mary to be “a slave of ori-
ginal sin even for a short time” (“рабою грѣха и на малое времѧ и первагѡ
быти”). Throughout the sermon, the powerful, if visually elusive, notion of the Vir-
gin’s immunity to sin is made more easily accessible through the image of the sun, a
metaphor fundamental to Conceptionist iconology and liturgical language. Mary,
“fair as the sun” (a verse from Song of Songs 6:9 that regularly appears in the tota
pulchra iconography), is the light that can dispel the darkness of original sin (“раз-
сыпа тму грѣха первородна” [Baranovyč 1674: 102r]).16

If Baranovyč’s defense of Mary’s immaculacy focuses on her privileged status
as God’s mother, Radyvylovs′kyj’s sermons on the Nativity and Conception of the
Theotokos elegantly build on the equally common Immaculist topos that identifies
Mary with Wisdom (sapientia) – a divine attribute existing in God’s mind from be-
fore the creation of the world. Treading on Franciscan theological ground, he ties
his defense of Immaculacy to the logic of God’s omnipotence, developing a descrip-
tion of Mary as a fundamentally distinctive entity. Since the beginning of time, he
writes, God had a portrait of Mary, who was the most beautiful of all creatures. For
this reason the Holy Spirit said to Mary “thou art fair” (Song of Songs 4:1), a verse
that by the end of the seventeenth century had become inseparable from the Con-
ception doctrine (Radyvylovs′kyj 1676: 428). When Mary was created in God’s mind
(“творѧчи Марію в мысли своеи Бозкои”), she was unstained by sin (“жаднымъ
грѣхомъ не мѣла буты змазанаѧ”) “from the very first moment of her conception”

16 On the image of light in connection to the Immaculate Virgin, see De Busti’sMariale (1502: II, iii, 1):
“God said, ‘let there be light’ and the blessed virgin was given to the ages in a glorious light, as the
church sings, and the completely shining light Mary was made without original sin.” I quote the Eng-
lish translation in Butler 2009: 264.
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(“в первомъ пунктѣ зачатиѧ еи” [Radyvylovs′kyj 1676: 441]). An unmistakable Im-
maculist declaration, this expression refers to the Franciscan argument that Mary’s
soul was pre-redeemed by Christ in the very instant of generation, in opposition to
the Dominican belief that she was sanctified later in Anne’s womb. Indeed, an em-
phasis on expressions such as “from the point that she [Mary] began to be in the
womb,” “at the very moment,” “in the first instant” is a recurring feature of Latin
and vernacular Immaculist texts, one that is deliberately echoed in Radyvylovs′kyj’s
choice of words.17 In this passage, the idea of Mary’s spiritual creation in the mind of
God is a reference to Proverbs 8:22 (“The Lord possessed me in the beginning of His
ways”) and Ecclesiasticus 24:9 (“Before all ages, in the beginning, he created me”),
two scriptural verses that, as we saw at the beginning of this section, were touch-
stones for Immaculist exegetical discourses. Both Nogarolo’s and De Busti’s Concep-
tion offices used Proverbs 8:22 as their readings.18 In the early seventeenth century,
this interpretation was widely propagated in the influential Bible commentaries of
the Flemish Jesuit Cornelius a Lapide (1567–1637), a theologian well known among
Ukrainian Orthodox intellectuals: God, he wrote, “created and possessed the Blessed
Virgin, the Mother of Christ, in the beginning of His ways, that is, of His works.”19

Documentary evidence that Ukrainian Orthodox literati followed this exegetical tra-
dition includes the Catechism compiled by Kyiv Metropolitan Peter Mohyla in 1645,
known as the Sobranie korotkoj nauki (Collection of Short Instruction), which de-
scribes Mary as chosen by God “from eternity” to be Christ’s mother (“привѣкы
выбрана и назначена будучи, абы маткою сына божого была” [Mohyla 1645:
20r]).

In placing Mary’s purity at the junction between time and eternity, Radyvy-
lovs′kyj’s sermon enriches the line of argument adopted by Scotus and later Fran-
ciscans with parallels with the traditional topos of God as artist (1676: 545). Repropos-
ing a claim made by many theologians before him, he refers to God as to a famous
painter (“славныималѧр”) who paintedMary as themost beautiful of His creations;
as heavenly architect, he built Mary with the best foundations – that is, without the
stain of original sin (“піекніи фундаментъ чистого зачатиѧ”). This was not an un-
common argument among Immaculists: a twelfth-century pro-Immaculist treatise by
Nicholas of St Albans (Liber de celebranda conceptione) described God as a “good
craftsman preparing a room for His son,”while sixteenth-century Italian theologian

17 See, for instance, the expression “in primo instanti Conceptionis Virginis” (‘in the first instant of
the Conception of the Virgin’) in Scotus’s Ordinatio (III, d. 3, q. 1) (Scotus 1968: IX, 91).
18 The first reference toMary as “concepta inmente divina” [‘conceived in God’smind’] is found in a
fourteenth-century treatise on the Conception by Pseudo-John of Mandeville (Lamy 2000: 167).
19 “Dominus creavit et possedit B. Virginem, utpote Christimatrem, quasi principiumviarum, id est,
operum suorum” (a Lapide 1663: 515–516).
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Cesare Calderari (d. 1588) discussed the creation of the Immaculate Virgin in a com-
parison between thework of the artist and the creation of God, the perfect painter: “It
is as though she [Mary] had said: I was conceived from eternity in the mind of God,
that supreme painter” (Twomey 2008: 201; Calderari 1601: 26).20

The Immaculate Virgin being predestined to be spotless from before the foun-
dation of the world is an idea also prominent in Galjatovs′kyj’s sermons, which
compare Mary’s exemption from original sin (“грѣхомъ первороднымъ проклѧ-
тымъ незмазанаѧ”) to Noah’s ark and Adam’s pure, prelapsarian flesh; two popu-
lar images among the apologists of the Immaculate Conception (Galjatovs′kyj 1659:
172v–173r).21 Remarkably, although his sermon collection Ključ razuminija [The Key
to Understanding, 1659] does not contain any sermons on the Conception of the
Theotokos, the topic of Mary’s immaculacy is explicitly articulated in the sermons
on her Nativity and Dormition. For instance, in the sermon on the Dormition, he
interprets Mary triumphally assumed into Heaven as the Woman of Revelation 12,
specifying that she was granted the privilege of sitting next to Christ on the hea-
venly throne (“на Маестатѣ небесномъ”) because she was never touched by origi-
nal sin (Galjatovs′kyj 1659: 153 r, 162r). The conflation between theWoman of Revela-
tion 12 as a symbol of Mary assumed into Heaven and her Immaculate Conception
was common throughout early modern Europe. In fact, in the Latin West, the As-
sumption of the Virgin was commonly understood in the framework of the theology
of Immaculacy, deriving from the idea that the Virgin could not have been assumed
into Heaven corporeally if her flesh had not been pure. Readings from Revelation
12:1 were included in Nogarolo’s and De Busti’s office, in the sixth response in
Matins and the first lesson in None.22 It is thus no coincidence that the book’s title
page shows the coronation of the Virgin assumed into Heaven by the Trinity – an
unusual iconography for Eastern Orthodoxy – accompanied by a quotation from
Song of Songs 4:8 (“Come from Libanus, [my] bride, come from Libanus: thou shalt
be crowned”) that was used by Immaculists as proof of Mary’s privileged condi-
tion.23

20 I quote the English translation in Stratton (1994: 43).
21 On these symbols, see Levi D’Ancona (1957: 66). De Busti’s Conception office reiterates the idea,
first formulated in the twelfth century by French theologian Peter Comestor (d. 1178), that Adam and
Evewere the only other persons beside Christ and the Virgin to be born free of original sin (1502: I, vii,
1).
22 On the connection between the Immaculate Conception and the Assumption, which was already
articulated in Eadmer’s Tractatus de conceptione B. Mariae Virginis, see Levi d’Ancona (1957: 28); and
Stratton (1994: 58–66).
23 On the Coronation of the Virgin and Song of Songs 4:8 as Immaculist symbols, see Levi d’Ancona
(1957: 29, n. 67).
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Figure 2: Detail of the title page of Ioanykij Galjatovs′kyj′s Ključ razuminija, 1659

Here, it is important to note that Song of Songs 4:8 reads differently in the Greek and
Slavic Bibles, which, unlike Jerome’s Vulgate, contain no reference to the bride’s
coronation and follow the Hebrew text in using a verb of motion: “Come from Liba-
nus, [my] bride, come from Libanus: thou shalt come [ἐλεύσῃ in Greek; прiиди in
Church Slavonic].” The reference to the coronation in Galjatovs′kyj’s rendition of
this verse should therefore be considered a borrowing either from the Vulgate
(“veni de Libano...coronaberis”) or the Polish Bible (“pójdź z Libanu...będziesz koro-
nowana”), which deliberately call attention to the theme of Mary’s divine election.
Galjatovs′kyj constructs his Immaculate Virgin as a textual and visual image that
combines the icons of the tota pulchra and the Woman of the Apocalypse, giving
elegant visual form to subtle theological distinctions. If from a purely theological
perspective the mystery of the Immaculate Conception is difficult to grasp with hu-
man understanding, the translation of the Virgin from immaterial concept to almost
pictorial symbol encourages the audience to carve its own imaginative relationship
with Mary, using the bride of the Song of Songs and the Woman of Revelation as
convenient signposts for her immaculacy.

The most important visual document conflating this imagery from Revelation
and the Song of Songs to convey Mary’s exemption from original sin is the engrav-
ing on the title page of Baranovyč’s sermon collection Truby sloves propovidnych
[Trumpets of Preaching Words, 1674], which, it should be noted, was denied print-
ing in Moscow allegedly because of its Catholic-tinged views on the Immaculate
Conception (Rolland 1992: 211). Like the other Eastern Churches, the official Musco-
vite position vis-à-vis Mary’s immaculacy was one of denial. For instance, in the
Skrižal′ [Tablet], a compendium of Church doctrine translated from Greek and pub-
lished in 1656, Russian patriarch Nikon (1605–1681) affirmed that Mary had been
conceived in sin; in 1667, the Muscovite monk and translator Evfimij Čudovskij
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(1620–1705) wrote that the doctrine was against the beliefs of the Eastern Orthodox
Church (Korzo 2011: 140).24

While the causal link between the Truby’s nonprinting in Moscow and Barano-
vyč’s Immaculist leanings remains a moot point, the book’s illustrations do little to
hide his support for the doctrine, of which, as Kyiv-educated intellectual and court
poet Simeon Polockij (1629–1680) once wrote to him in 1669, Baranovyč was “a most
zealous promoter” (zelotissimus propugnator) (Rolland 1992: 211). The image is di-
vided into three parts, with Mary at the center as the Woman of Revelation 12, with
the crescent under her feet that was the standard feature of Immaculist iconogra-
phy across Western Europe. A quotation from Song of Songs 4:7 (“thou art all fair”)
is placed over her head in an ideal recreation of the tota pulchra iconography. On
either side of the Virgin, her parents Joachim and Anne hold a grape and a vessel,
which symbolize their daughter as a vessel for the human Christ – the true vine of
John 15:1. The doctrine of the Incarnation – the image seems to suggest in accor-
dance with Scotus’s thought – is the basis of the belief in the Immaculate Concep-
tion: Mary must have been without original sin to be worthy of bearing Christ, to
whom the grape held by Joachim clearly alludes. Moreover, Mary and the crescent
are placed on the book with the seven seals of Revelation 5:1, further underlining
the “cosmic” nature of the Immaculate Virgin, existing before and after the end of
time as the carrier of the Logos made flesh.

The similarities of these texts and their arguments – God’s decision to create a
most purehumanmother forHis Son,Mary’s spotless existence since thebeginning of
time, her representation through a conflation of verbal and visual emblems from
Revelation 12 and the Song of Songs – speak of a coherent effort to create a standard
narrative for the doctrine that was easy to grasp and remember for popular audi-
ences. By hearing the same strings of Biblical quotations spoken aloud in explicitly
Immaculist contexts, Kyivan Orthodox congregations would have connected the pas-
sages to this important Marian mystery, interiorizing the doctrine as vivid, almost
emblematic images. In turn, these images would become an integral part of the set of
shared beliefs that characterized the Kyiv Church –what I propose calling Pietas Kio-
vensis–differentiating it fromMoscowandother EasternOrthodoxChurches,which,
as we saw, never accepted the doctrine of Immaculacy. And while the exact moment
in which Mary was exempted from original sin probably meant little for popular de-
votion, her victorious fightwith theDevil – and the ensuing possibility that one’s own
carnality could be redeemed and transformed –must have appealed much more in-
tensely to the emotions of thosewho attended sermons on the day of her Nativity and

24 For a general accountof theOrthodoxrejectionof the ImmaculateConception, seeBulgakov (2009:
15–63).
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Conception or looked at the images of the triumphant Virgin standing over the cres-
centmoon.Hence these texts’ recurring focus on the vocabulary of purity, articulated
in expressions such as “without stain” (bez zmazy), “spotless” (nezmazanaja), and
“unblemished” (bez poroka); and their emphasis onobjects and spaces (the lily among
thorns, the perfectly sealed Noah’s ark) that call attention to the opposition between
impermeable and porous borders. The larger implications of this concentration on
the symbolismofMary’s purity and its contrary, contamination, andhow thedoctrine
of immaculacy as articulated in the Pietas Kiovensis trickled down to politics and po-
litical theology, will bemade clear in the following section.

Figure 3: Detail of the title page of Lazar Baranovyč′s Truby sloves propovidnyx

3 Militant immaculacy and the body politic

As I intimated at the beginning of this paper, the Ukrainian literati’s enthusiastic
adherence to the doctrine of Mary’s immaculacy begs an additional and funda-
mental question: what does it reveal about the relationship between religion and
the broader cultural and political circumstances in which these texts were pro-
duced? In pursuing possible answers to this question, we should consider two
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closely related issues: the political situation in the Ukrainian lands in the second
half of the seventeenth century, and the way Orthodox religious writers under-
stood and interpreted it. After the Cossack uprising led by Bohdan Xmelnyc′kyj
(1648), a period of conflict marked by foreign invasions, civil war, and peasant
revolts – described in Ukrainian history as the Period of Ruin – lasted almost
uninterruptedly until 1711. During these decades, which represented a local var-
iant of the social and political turmoil referred to by historians as “the crisis of the
seventeenth century” (Trevor-Roper 1968) the Cossack state was divided between a
Polish sphere of influence on the Right Bank of the Dnipro River and a Muscovite
sphere of influence on the Left Bank (which extended across the river to the city
of Kyiv as well), each with its own hetman.25 Hetmans often clashed with the Otto-
mans, (who were in control of large parts of the Right Bank), with Poland and
Muscovy, and with each other. Faced with a generalized collapse of social and
political order, Kyiv Church elites, formally under the suzerainty of Moscow,
looked to the Muscovite Tsar as the protector of Orthodoxy against the Ottoman
and Polish (Catholic) threats and the guarantor of the rights and privileges of their
Church, which depended on the Patriarchate of Constantinople and enjoyed rela-
tive autonomy. It is during this period of constant turmoil that we see a transfer-
ence of Immaculist iconography and symbols to subjects other than the Virgin
Mary. This shift, as I will soon demonstrate, invariably takes place in rhetorical
contexts charged with political meanings, bringing together abstract theological
propositions and local and supernational politics.

Unlike the works examined in the previous section, none of the texts I will
explore in the following pages functions as a deliberate theological defense of the
Immaculate Conception. Nonetheless, I contend they appropriate and reinvent the
repertory of Immaculist symbols (the moon, the serpent, and the Woman of Revela-
tion 12 crushing evil) that was so vigorously propagated in contemporary religious
writings, adapting them to serve the purpose of political and confessional propa-
ganda.26

In particular, in the verbal and visual texts produced in the Orthodox terri-
tories of Ukraine during the last three decades of the seventeenth century, the Im-
maculist theological discourse I examined in the previous section interacts with a
nexus of scriptural quotations to liken Mary’s pure body to the corpus mysticum of
the Kyiv Church, describing her as the exceptionally brave defender of this mystical

25 For a characterization of seventeenth-century Ukrainian history as part of this larger phenomen-
on, see Magocsi (1996: 218).
26 On the use of a “Marian vocabulary” for expressing political notions in early modern Europe, see
Luebke 1997.
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body. For instance, in Galiatovs′kyj’s sermon on the Dormition of the Theotokos, the
ethereal image of a spotless Virgin, created ab initio as the most beautiful of all
creatures, morphs into that of the Virgin warrior who has power over Satan – a
strong woman whose exceptionality is intimately connected to the masculine vir-
tues of strength and heroism. The Woman of Revelation 12, he explains, represents
the Church as well as the Virgin Mary. Just as the Apocalyptic Woman tramples the
moon under her feet, the Church crushes heretics (“допчетъ всѣхъ еретыковъ
ногами своими”), while Mary will cut off the head of the Antichrist at the end of
time, reenacting her primeval victory against the serpent of sin (Galjatovs′kyj 1659:
153 v, 158v). Sharing Christ’s pure flesh, Mary is legitimated to act as the protector of
both individual bodies and the mystical body of the Church, over which she extends
her miraculous and purgative powers. Similarly, the Jesuit-educated Ukrainian
Orthodox preacher and poet Stefan Javors′kyj (1658–1722) transposes the well-
known Old Testament accounts of Judith, the deliverer of Israel from the army of
Holofernes, onto the allegorical symbolism of Genesis 3:15, portraying the Virgin as
a heroic slayer of sin – a new Judith killing the infernal Holofernes (“мужества
сила, побѣдившая, аки вторая Юдиѳ, адскаго Голоферна”) with her man-like
strength (Javors′kyj 1691: 295v). Not insignificantly, this image already appears in
Nogarolo’s Conception office, in which it equally describes the Virgin’s supremacy
over the bestial forces of sin (Armamentarium 1649: 71).27

The Virgin’s military strength in the fight against sin is also at the center of
Baranovyč’s Sermon on the Nativity of the Theotokos. In a further instantiation of
the militant rhetoric inherent in Immaculist discourse, two traditional symbols of
the Virgin’s immaculacy in the Marian Litany and the tota pulchra iconography –

“the tower of David built for an armory” of Song of Songs 4:4, and the horns of the
moon of Song of Songs 6:9 – become the weapons with which she vanquishes both
“the serpent of original sin” (“убоѩсѧ змии грѣха первороднагѡ”) and the ene-
mies of the Church Militant (“Церковь воюющаѧ”). In a striking blurring of the
lines between masculine and feminine, Mary is then described as the dove who can
lovingly hide the faithful under her wings but also crush the serpent’s head (“по-
пираетъ главу змиѩ”) during the “ferocious time” described by John in Revelation
6:15–16, a likely allusion to the turmoil brought by the Ruin to the Ukrainian lands
(1674: 11 v, 12r). This paradoxical coexistence of military and maternal characteris-
tics – of masculinity and tenderness – reappears in the context of Immaculacy in
Dymytrii Tuptalo’s Runo orošennoe [The Bedewed Fleece], a collection of Marian
miracles first published in Černihiv in 1683 and reprinted five times between 1683

27 On Judith as a Marian type in Immaculist contexts, see Ciletti 2010.
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and 1700. In the section “Dogmat presvjatoj Bohorodycy” [The Dogma of the Most
Saintly Theotokos], which opens the 1696 edition of this work (Tuptalo 1696: 1r–2v),
Immaculist attributes from Song of Songs and Revelation merge to create an image
of spiritual and physical refuge: Mary is given “the wings of a great eagle” (Revela-
tion 12:14) and “a thousand bucklers” (Song of Songs 4:4) to protect sinners, for she
herself could escape from the macula of sin (“ѿ грѣха возлѣтѣвша”). On the title
page, the image of a tree springing from Anne’s and Joachim’s breast and culminat-
ing in a lily holding up Mary further confirms the Immaculist orientation of the
collection, for it reproduces an iconography of the Immaculate Conception that was
common in Western Europe in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries – what Mirella
Levi d’Ancona calls “the Immaculist Tree of Jesse,” with Mary instead of Christ, and
Anne and Joachim instead of Jesse.28

Figure 4: Detail of the title page of Dymytrii Tuptalo’s Runo orošennoe, 1696

Significantly, the 1696 edition of this book also features an engraving by Lavrentij
Krščonovyč (1653–1703), in which the traditional Ukrainian Orthodox icon of the
Virgin of Pokrov – with Mary stretching her miraculous veil (pokrov in Church Sla-
vonic) to protect the faithful – merges with that of the Woman of Revelation stand-
ing on the crescent.29

28 On the tree of Jesse as “a standard feature in representations of the Immaculate Conception,” see
Levi d’Ancona (1957: 47–49); and Stratton (1994: 16).
29 On this engraving and its attribution, see Deluga (2003: 83).
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Figure 5: Lavrentij Krščonovyč, Virgin of Pokrov, 1696

This again points to a connection between the Immaculate Virgin and (military) pro-
tection that is central to the discourse of these writers on immaculacy. Since Mary
was shielded from original sin, she can in turn shield the faithful under her mantle.

Arguably, these passages reflect a concern with porous boundaries that
Mary’s own purity and impenetrable virginity anticipates. This is especially evi-
dent if we consider that during the years in which they were written, some of
their authors repeatedly petitioned the Tsar not to return Kyiv to the Catholic
Poles and to protect it from Turkish and Tatar incursions (Sumcov 1885: 108). For
instance, the Orthodox liturgical book Anfolohion, published in Novhorod-Sivers′
kyj in 1678 under Baranovyč’s supervision, opens with a dedication to Tsar Fedor
Alekseevich (r. 1676–1682) that enjoins him to defeat the Turks. In keeping with
this semantics of confessional antagonism, the book’s Conception liturgy contains
an image of Mary as the one who “crushed the idols” (“идолскаѧ капища
сокруши”) that is drawn from the Conception Canon of eight-century Byzantine
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hymnographer and theologian Andrew of Crete, and which was likely to intimate
a parallelism between Mary’s victorious fight against sin and contemporary mili-
tary and confessional battles. Interestingly, the idol-destroying Mary does not fea-
ture in the Conception offices found in liturgical books printed in Moscow during
the same period; it is a regular component of those printed in Ukraine, however,
where it would have resonated deeply with audiences that had to face the reli-
gious turmoil and military confrontations of the Ruin (Anfolohion 1678: 233r).30

Similarly, in the Akathist printed in Kyiv in 1693, the sixth ikos (a Byzantine litur-
gical hymn) celebrating Christ repelling “the flattery of the demons” (“отогнасѧ
лѣсть бѣсовскаѧ”) is accompanied by an illustration that portrays the Virgin, ra-
diant with solar rays as the Woman of Revelation 12, standing in front of statues
of bisected idols in the background.

Figure 6: The Virgin with shattered idols. Akafysty s styxyry i kanony, 1693

This rare iconography possibly combines the Conception Canon imagery with a tale
from the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew about how hundreds of Egyptian idols sponta-
neously shattered when Mary and the baby Jesus entered a temple. Notably,
although the hymn concerns Christ, its visual embodiment deliberately uses an im-
age of the “militant” Virgin, drawing on an established connection between Mary
and the vanquishing of evil, incarnated here by non-Christian gods.31

The contrast between Mary’s immaculate body and symbols of religious alter-
ity allows me to introduce a central element of the broader cultural and political
implications of immaculacy as elaborated by Kyiv intellectuals: the extension of

30 Theverse is absent in the FestalMenaions and theMenaions for themonthofDecemberprinted in
Moscow in 1636, 1645, 1674, and 1690.
31 For the episode of the falling idols, see chapter 23 of the Pseudo-Matthew (The Apocryphal New
Testament 1993: 96).
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Immaculist attributes and symbols to subjects other than the Virgin Mary but
sharing with her a role as defender of the Church and vanquisher of heresy. This
is most evident in the title page of Lazar Baranovyč’s Meč duxovnyj [The Spiritual
Sword, 1666], a sermon collection printed in Kyiv and dedicated to Tsar Aleksei
Mikhailovich (r. 1645–1676). A look at its iconography helps to shed further light
on the confessional anxiety lurking behind Immaculist imagery as well as what
we may call the “expansive logic” of this imagery. In the central part of the com-
position, the Romanov eagle stands over a crescent, accompanied by a quotation
from Revelation 12 (“and the moon under her feet”). Ideally patterned after the
motif of Mary standing on the moon and serpent, this image draws on Immaculist
typology to represent the fight against the “confessional others” that threatened
the Ukrainian lands, here symbolized by the crescent, a traditional emblem of
Turkish power and of Islam in general. Like the Woman in Revelation 12, the
Muscovite tsar is expected to crush the Turkish moon – the quintessence of evil –
under his feet.

Figure 7: Detail of the title page of Lazar Baranovyč’s Meč duxovnyj, 1666

But why add a Marian and Immaculist tinge to the tsar’s self-image as champion of
Christianity? In his sermon on the Nativity of the Theotokos, Baranovyč provides
important theological background for this association of the tsar with the Apocalyp-
tic Woman overthrowing Satan. In the concluding section, he invites Tsar Aleksei
Mikhailovich to rejoice at Mary’s birth because she gave birth to Christ, who is God
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incarnated as man (“человѣка б[о]га”). In a play on words that is typically Baroque,
he reminds the tsar that his patron saint is the fourth-century monk Saint Alexius of
Rome, known as “Man of God” (“человѣк б[о]жии”); this, in turn, makes him a
participant in the redemptive scheme for which Mary is integral (Baranovyč 1674:
16r). As we may remember from the previous section, in this very sermon, Barano-
vyč uses Scotus’s argument that in order to be worthy of birthing Christ, Mary had
to be free of original sin. Therefore, as a “Man of God,” the tsar partakes of the
Virgin’s purity, which provides him with the spiritual legitimacy to vanquish evil –
that is, the enemies of Orthodoxy.

Figure 8: Frontispiece of Lazar Baranovyč’s Truby sloves propovidnyx
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The frontispiece of the Truby represents an ideal visual gloss on this argument,
further building on the spiritual contiguity between the Tsar and Mary. The Vir-
gin, accompanied by an Immaculist verse from Song of Songs 4:4 (“Thy neck is
like the tower of David”), is shown standing behind the Romanov eagle, her body
merged with the Muscovite body politic represented by the eagle, whose wings
are thus ideally turned into the “wings of a great eagle” given to the Apocalyptic
woman in Revelation 12:14. In the upper part of the image, the winged apocalyptic
woman appears standing beside a winged Christ – her prelapsarian incorruptibil-
ity protecting the tsar and his family and, by extension, the lands over which they
rule.

This point requires attention. As has been observed by Serhii Plokhy (2002:
319–320), the winged Theotokos that appears so often in Ukrainian book illustra-
tions from this period represents an attempt to combine the cult of the Virgin of
Pokrov with the quest for protection by the Muscovite tsar, visually translating the
allegory (which was extraordinarily popular in educated Kyivan circles during the
mid-seventeenth century) of the Romanov eagle spreading its wings to protect its
eaglets, that is, the Cossacks and the Ukrainian lands. In turn, and this has not been
previously noted, the eagle symbolism of Revelation 12:14 was already particularly
important in sixteenth-century Muscovite ecclesiology, which regarded the Apoca-
lyptic Woman as the Church and Moscow as her sanctuary (Kriza 2022: 38). None-
theless, it is crucial to keep in mind the theological underpinnings of the Ukrainian
version of this image, which make the very protective powers of the Apocalyptic
Woman a consequence of her exemption from original sin. As noted by Tuptalo in
the Runo orošennoe, Mary could shield others from sin because she was herself
exempted from original sin, when “were given her the wings of a great eagle”
(1696: 1rv). The merging of the Virgin of Pokrov with the Apocalyptic Woman stand-
ing on a crescent in one of the book’s illustrations perfectly encapsulates this idea.
Thus, for those readers and viewers sharing the religious imagination of these wri-
ters, Mary’s representation as the winged woman of Revelation 12 could not be se-
parated from the awareness of her eternal preservation from sin and her martial
masculinity in crushing the dragon’s head.

The immaculacy subtext of the Woman of Revelation 12 also helps explain why,
as noted by Natalia Pylypiuk (2004), Kyiv-educated artists and intellectuals often
used the Apocalyptic Woman to represent various allegories of Wisdom, possibly
infusing an Immaculist symbolism into the traditional Russian Wisdom iconogra-
phy created for the Novgorod Sophia Cathedral in the fifteenth century, which re-
presented Divine Wisdom as a winged woman.
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Figure 9: Sophia, the Divine Wisdom, icon, second half of the fifteenth century.

As I showed earlier, Ukrainian writers concurred with Immaculists in considering
the Virgin an incarnation of Wisdom existing in the mind of God before the begin-
ning of time and used sapiential passages such as Proverbs 8:22 and Ecclesiasticus
24:9 as proofs of her predestination to be free from original sin. Not insignificantly,
early modern biblical commentaries such as a Lapide’s Commentaria in Apocalypsin
(1627) interpreted the wings in Revelation 12:14 as a symbol of wisdom, which points
to a web of mutually reinforcing Marian, immaculist, and sapiential perspectives
within this image (a Lapide 1672: 211).

Far frombeing exclusively a symbol of protection, the fusion ofMary’s bodywith
the Romanov’s body politic complicates, I argue, the traditional idea that tsars rule
through divine election and mimicry of Christ. Instead, it invests it with a new and
crucial Marian dimension by virtue of the tight connection, in Ukrainian Orthodox
theology, between the doctrine of Mary’s immaculacy and the incarnation. Mary is
the immaculate human source and earthly dwelling place of Christ’s immaculate sa-
cramental body – her purity inextricably entwined with Christ’s purity – and there-
fore has the miraculous ability to protect the Christian body politic over which the
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tsar rules by divine election. In turn, the tsar could find inMary an apt embodiment of
his political mission, particularly of his defense of Orthodoxy, as the association be-
tween him and the woman crushing all evil under her feet makes clear. Despite not
being uncommon in other areas of medieval and early modern Europe, this associa-
tion between Mary and the male monarch represents an undoubtedly rare phenom-
enon in the East Slavic context, where itmayhave been influenced by themanyCoun-
terreformation intersections between Marian and political iconography and their
dissemination among Ukrainian Orthodox writers.32 Take, for instance, the associa-
tion of the Virgin with the Habsburg double-headed eagle on the title page of the col-
lection of Marian sermons Aquila mystica [Mystic Eagle], which represents an intri-
guing typological parallel for the iconographies I examine here.

Figure 10: Titlepage of Maximilian Sandeus, Aquila mystica, 1645

32 In a recent monograph onMary as a figure of warfare in medieval and early modern Iberia, Amy
G. Remensnyder (2014: 38, n. 50) observes that while historians have considered Mary’s role as an
exemplar for queens, much less work has been done onMary’s importance to kings.
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Published in Cologne in 1645 by the German Jesuit Maximilian Sandeus and dedi-
cated to Holy Roman Emperor Ferdinand III, it equally inscribes the Virgin within
the body politic, suggesting a close relationship between Mary and the male mon-
arch who, in the Habsburg scheme of theological politics, considered himself God’s
delegate on earth, a trope also found in the Byzantine and Muscovite coronation
ceremony. In this respect, the typically Western (Catholic) emphasis on the role of
Mary as “ruler” and “queen” – with Mary’s regality itself a consequence of the pri-
vilege of her immaculacy – should be considered another crucial influence behind
the connection between the Virgin and the themes of the tsar’s political legitimacy
and patronage that are central to late seventeenth-century Ukrainian religious dis-
course. As we saw in the previous section, Ukrainian intellectuals were well ac-
quainted with this aspect of Latin Mariology: in Galjatovs′kyj’s Dormition sermon,
Mary as the Apocalyptic Woman sits next to Christ on the heavenly throne by virtue
of her spotlessness.33 Clearly, some audiences could have read the Woman of Reve-
lation 12 simply as a prefiguration of the end of time when Satan will finally be
defeated. What I want to stress, however, is that the creators of these visual and
verbal texts inhabited a cultural and theological space that openly recognized the
connection between chapter 12 of Revelation, Mary’s Assumption and Coronation in
heaven, and her exemption from original sin, drawing freely on this imaginary to
celebrate a model of sacral kingship.

The importance of reading these political images (also) through a Marian and
Immaculist lens becomes clearer if we look at other illustrations from the last dec-
ades of the seventeenth century and the beginning of the eighteenth that elaborated
on the coextension between Mary’s pure flesh and the tsar’s political body. Created
in Kyiv and Černihiv by men associated with the major religious and cultural insti-
tutions in the Hetmanate, they are symptomatic of the religious beliefs and political
ideology of the ruling elites – the brand of Orthodox piety I defined as Pietas Kio-
vensis – during a period characterized by multiple conflicts: the Ruin, Muscovy’s
struggle against the Ottoman Empire, and the first stages of the Great Northern War
(1701–1721). In the frontispiece of theMineja obščaja [General Menaion] published in
Kyiv in 1680, the Romanov eagle stands over a broken crescent, reproducing with
only slight variations the iconography created by Meč duxovnyj in the late 1660 s to

33 Notice also that Radyvylovs′kyj (1676: 535, 545) comparesGod’s choice ofMary as Christ’smother to
David’s election as king of Israel, describing the Immaculate Mary as the biblical queen Esther who
was exempted by King Ahasuerus from his edict of the slaughter of all his people (Esther 15:13). God
exempted Mary from the common law regarding all humans, just like a king extends his rights to a
queen (“привилеевъпозволѩетъцарицисвоеизаживати”). A traditionalMarian type, Estherwas
used todefine the ImmaculateConceptionof theVirgin inNogarolo’s andDeBusti’s Conceptionoffices
(Lamy 2000: 483).

174 Maria Grazia Bartolini



propagandize an idea of Christian kingship actively engaged in the fight against
confessional diversity. The theological background of this symbolic composition is,
again, the discourse of immaculacy, and, more specifically, the established tradition
of exegetical commentary on Revelation 12 that opposed the Virgin’s purity with the
moon’s corrupt form. As one seventeenth-century bible commentator wrote:

The moon, because it has certain blemishes on its body, and undergoes eclipse, and scatters
darkness here and there, signifies the failings and faults of corrupt [human] nature. Therefore,
the victorious Virgin rightly crushes the moon beneath her feet, because she has triumphed in
glory over every vice... [and] she is unable to be touched, even ever so lightly, by any defect (da
Sylveira 1681: II, 23).34

Accordingly, the verses accompanying this frontispiece identify the moon with the
Turks (“луна бѣсурманскаѧ”) whom the tsar should crush under his feet (“под
ногама стерти”), using Revelation 12 and Genesis 3:15 to express the idea of an
anti-Muslim Christian unity that was dominant at the time and occurred throughout
the writings of Kyivan religious writers.35

The frontispiece of the 1702 edition of the Kyivan Paterik [Patericon], lavishly
engraved by the prominent Ukrainian engraver Leontij Tarasevyč (1650–1703) and
dedicated to Peter the Great, builds on this iconography to create a new and striking
Marian image dominated by military and apocalyptic motifs.

Inspired by an icon created for Sof’ja Alekseevna in 1686, at the beginning of the
Russo-Turkish war, and known as the Azov Icon of the Mother of God, the engraving
portrays the Virgin uncannily fused with the Romanov eagle to the point of becom-
ing a most eloquent incarnation of theWoman of Revelation 12, as an accompanying
quotation from Revelation 12:14 also makes clear.36 Mary is represented as in the
icon of Our Lady of the Sign (Theotokos Znamenie), with her hands outstretched in
prayer and the figure of the Child Jesus placed on her breast, which again calls
attention to the Virgin as the dwelling place of the incarnated Christ.37

34 This passagewas brought tomy attention by Reeves (1997: 140), whose translation I cite. The tradi-
tion of interpreting the Apocalyptic moon as a symbol of all that is corrupt and mutable goes back to
Gregory the Great’sMoralia.
35 The association of the crescentmoon below the Virginwith the Turks is alsomade by da Sylveira’s
Commentarii in Apocalypsim (1681: II, 230).
36 On the Azov icon, see Pogosjan & Smorževskix (2002: 12–14).
37 On the Theotokos Znamenie iconography, see Evangelatou 2019.
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Figure 11: Frontispiece of Pateryk, 1702

The lower part of the composition shows an earthly army defeating a serpent and a
lion. The serpent represents the Turks, whom Peter had recently defeated in the
Azov campaign, and the lion, the Swedes, whom the tsar was battling in the Great
Northern War. Thus, the tsar’s terrestrial campaigns against the enemies of (Ortho-
dox) Christianity fuse with the Virgin’s celestial battles against the forces of evil in
the book of Revelation. The traditional nexus between Mary’s fight against original
sin and confessional otherness is made explicit in the book’s introduction, penned
at the Kyiv Caves Monastery by Archimandrite Ioasaf Krokovs′kyj (1648–1707), who
describes the Swedes as Lutherans (Ljuty), possibly punning on the Slavic adjective
ljutyj, “ferocious.”38 In another frontispiece, that of the Alfavit [Alphabet], a compila-

38 On the political significance of this frontispiece, see Marker 2007.
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tion of pious readings published in Černihiv in 1705 by local archbishop Ioann Mak-
symovyč (1651–1715), so intense is this blurring of the lines between the Virgin and
the Muscovite body politic that the medallion on the Romanov eagle’s breast por-
trays Mary enclosed in a solar disc and not, as was usual, Saint George killing the
dragon.

Figure 12: Frontispiece of Ioann Maksymovyč, Alfavit, 1705
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Although here the image of Mary does not show any explicit Immaculist symbols,
the fact that she replaces a dragon-killing saint and is accompanied by a quotation
from Revelation 12 suggests strong Immaculist undertones, linking the tsar’s mili-
tary strength to Mary’s purity and victory over sin.

As was often the case with Baroque imagery and symbols, these images com-
bined different levels of literal and symbolic meanings and held polyvalent readings
for contemporary audiences. On the one hand, they presented a divinely sanctioned
model of kingship, refashioning apocalyptic motifs that were popular in sixteenth-
century Muscovy (Rowland 1994). On the other, they invested this Christ-centered
apocalyptic mode with a Marian symbolism virtually unknown to the Muscovite
tradition, in which Mary was normally associated with royal women and not the
Tsar (Thyrêt 2001). Significantly, the woman of Revelation 12 did not feature in any
pre-seventeenth-century Muscovite visual works featuring apocalyptic themes,
which instead focused on Christ and the archangel Michael as the heads of the hea-
venly host engaged in a cosmic battle against the dragon in Revelation 19 (Pogosjan
& Smorževskix 2002: 12). As I have shown, this Marian language has its theological
roots in the immaculacy discourse that was so vigorously and pervasively main-
tained by Ukrainian religious writers, and which possibly innovates the traditional
Russian iconography of Divine Wisdom as a winged creature. Within this new Mar-
ian-tinged apocalyptic discourse of Ukrainian import, the Woman of Revelation 12
represented a symbol of individual wholeness, promised through Christ’s redemp-
tion and Mary’s exemption from sin, as well as of communal wholeness, through the
defeat of the Antichrist.

A further detail deserves to be noted regarding the Marian orientation of these
illustrations. In all these images, the Romanov eagle cum Apocalyptic Woman is
placed on the upper part of a vertical axis whose lower end coincides with the
defeated dragon/enemy. Besides being informed by the Virgin trampling the moon
iconography, this structure reproduces the visual grammar of contemporary po-
lemical Marian prints produced in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, such as
Leontij Tarasevyč’s 1688 engraving announcing the defense, in Vilnius, of a philo-
sophical disputation against the Protestant deniers of Mary’s privileges, the Theses
Marianae Philosophicae, by Vilnius Academy graduate Rafael-Michael Olechno-
wicz.39

39 On this engraving, see Stepovyk 2013: 284.
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Figure 13: Leontij Tarasevyč. Engraving announcing the defense in Vilnius of Rafael–Michael
Olechnowicz’s Theses Marianae Philosophicae, 1688

In a striking display of the rhetorical intimacy between the ImmaculateMary and the
language of war, the Immaculate Virgin – a crescent under her feet, a whole contin-
gent of angels shielding her from the darts of an army of (presumably Protestant)
devils – is placed above the archangelMichael, ideally supervising and facilitating his
killing of the infernal dragon. Thus, in the iconography ofMary as Romanov eagle, the
militant Immaculacy discourse that was so closely associated with the Counterrefor-
mation is specially translated for the Orthodox environment, reassembling its origi-
nal components to reflect a different set of political and confessional concerns. Audi-
ences equipped with different levels of theological and visual literacy would have
grasped these many strains of intersecting meanings with varying degrees of preci-
sion, although the connection between the Theotokos, the Romanovs, and their mili-
tary leadership against other non-Christian (or non-Orthodox) polities would have
been clear even to the least theologically educated.

In the political theology of Ukrainian Orthodox writers, however, kinship with
the Immaculate Virgin was not exclusive to the tsar but could be extended to the het-
man as well. In the last decades of the seventeenth century, Kyiv-educated intellec-
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tuals faced a complex political and cultural landscape in which the tsar, the hetman,
and the church represented different and sometimes conflicting sources of power
and authority. It is unsurprising, therefore, that these texts also reflect the competing
interests and different identity mechanisms of their authors vis-à-vis these issues.
The emblematic panegyric Echo głosu wołającego na puszczy [Echo of One Crying in
theWilderness, 1689] is an important case in point.Written in Polish by Stefan Javors′
kyj, it is dedicated to IvanMazepa (1639–1709), undoubtedly the most influential Cos-
sack leader next to Bohdan Xmel′nyc′kyj. The book opens with an engraving of Maze-
pa’s coat of arms, known as Krucz, which features a cross with a bident, an anchor at
thebasis of the cross, anda star anda crescent respectively on the right and left side of
the cross. In the tradition of Renaissance and Jesuit heraldic poetry, the image is fol-
lowed by heraldic verses that use some of theKrucz’s visual components to celebrate
the “Most pure Virgin fair as the moon” of Song of Songs 6:9 and, crucially, her proxi-
mity toMazepa’s patron saint – John the Baptist.

Drawing on the same metaphorical procedure that allowed for the conflation of
the Romanov eagle with the Apocalyptic Woman, Javors′kyj interprets the sun and
moon in Mazepa’s coat of arms as a symbol of Mary and her purity, in accordance
with the Immaculist exegesis of Song of Songs 6:9 and Revelation 12 that was wide-
spread at that time. This in turn allows the transference of Immaculist symbols into
the political sphere. The final verses elegantly evoke this contiguity between the
Hetman and Mary with the expression “it is nothing new that the Virgin stands with
John,” an allusion to the Deesis scheme in which the Virgin and John the Baptist
flank Christ enthroned in Majesty, and to Mary and John the apostle (understood as
the author of the Gospel of John and the Book of Revelation) at the Crucifixion,
flanking he cross:

Piękna jak jasny księżyc, jest Panna Przeczysta,
Bo ją tak w Piśmie zowie jej panegirista.
Jutrzence zaś Jan Święty, pięknie figuruje,
Gdy przedwiecznemu Prawdy Słońcu marszałkuje
Tu pod Krzyżem obojgu stać co za przyczyna
Niedziw: Bo tam stać Pannie z Janem nie nowina.

[Fair as the bright moon is the Purest Virgin,
for so she is called in Scripture by her panegyrist.
While Saint John figures beautifully like the Morning Star,
When he heralds the eternal sun of righteousness. [John 3:28–30]
Here, beneath the Cross, they both stand. For what reason?
No wonder: it is nothing new that the Virgin stands there with John]
(Javors′kyj 1689: 1v).40

40 The translation is mine.
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Accordingly, the many astronomical epithets used in the panegyric to celebrate
Mazepa include such traditional Marian attributes drawn from the Akathist as
“the star that precedes the sun” and “the moon that reflects the sun” (Javors′kyj
1689: 7v). As noted by Giovanna Brogi Bercoff (2004: 422–423), the book’s leitmotif
is the need to wage war against Turks and Tatars, which again calls attention to
the use of Immaculist imagery in the context of the fight against “confessional
others.” For instance, one of the emblems in the book shows a supernatural light
shining from the star and the moon in Mazepa’s coat of arms and killing the
Turkish dragon.

This is clearly another variation of the Virgin trampling the dragon iconogra-
phy, with the star and moon simultaneously evoking Mary’s purity and Mazepa’s
military force, and thus suggesting a coextensive relationship between the hetman
and the Virgin. To make the Marian and Immaculist subtext even more discernible,
the accompanying verses state that “The Holy Virgin, fair as the full Moon, heralds
the victory of the Roxolans [the inhabitants of Ukraine] over the Thracian Dragon
[the Ottomans]” (Javors′kyj 1689: 4r). Significantly, after the battle of Poltava (1709),
the image of the apocalyptic serpent was used as part of a broader strategy to dis-
qualify Mazepa as a traitor and enemy of the Orthodox and erase him from the
cultural memory of Imperial Russia, which underscores the remarkable fluidity of
this imagery (Pogosjan 2004: 315–332).

Figure 14: Emblem celebrating Mazepa’s victories over the Turks, 1689
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In the years following, this imagery was adapted and expanded by other artists in
Javors′kyj’s circle to explore the association between the militant Virgin and the
Cossacks, as is the case with the panegyrical engraving Prognostyk szczęśliwy [Hap-
py Prophecy, 1693], engraved by Ivan Ščyrs′kyj for Danylo Apostol (1654–1734). In the
1690 s, Apostol was Colonel of the Cossack Myrhorod regiment; in this capacity, he
successfully repelled the Tatars in several battles, which the engraving duly cele-
brates. In this little-known but powerful image, the Virgin, accompanied by the Im-
maculist verse from Song 6:9 “who is she that looketh forth as the morning,” is
shown throwing arrows from heaven at a dragon equipped with a crescent – a
symbol of the Muslim threat – over its head.

Thus, the same political and religious imagery that was used to associate the
tsar with the discourse of immaculacy is here transferred to the Cossacks. But in
adapting the typically Counterreformational overlapping of immaculacy and mili-
tary imagery to the Orthodox environment, Ščyrs′kyj is careful to depict the Virgin
as a heavenly helper and mediatrix with no coextensive connection with the earthly
actors she succors in the battle, most probably because Apostol was only a military
and not a political leader.

Figure 15: Ivan Ščyrs′kyj, Prognostyk szczęśliwy, 1693
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The proximity betweenMazepa and the Immaculate Virgin findsmore explicit reflec-
tion in an engraving contained in the Zercalo ot pisanija božestvennaho [Mirror of the
Divine Scripture], a compilation of theological readings published in Černihiv in 1705
by Antonij Staxovs′kyj (1672–1740), a monk and preacher in IoannMaksymovyč’s cir-
cle who would later become archbishop of Černihiv. In the dedicatory verses, the
Virgin is said to have loved the house of Mazepa “for a long time,” (“ДомъМазеповъ
издревле дѣва возлюбила”) while the city of Černihiv is compared to a New Jerusa-
lem (Zercalo 1705: 5r–6v). In keeping with the Marian apocalypticism of the book’s
dedication, the accompanying engraving, made by a certain H. Baranec′kyj, shows
Mary, in the guise of the ApocalypticWoman, standing onMazepa’s coat of arms, the
crescent under her feet merging with the cross in Mazepa’s emblem.

The book’s frontispiece knowingly elaborates on this incorporation of Marian
discourse into politics, showing a crescent and a star inscribed with the name
“Mary” surmounting Mazepa’s coat of arms. Significantly, the crescent is placed
under the star, in a position that evokes the fundamental scheme of Immaculist
iconography in which the Virgin stands on the crescent.

Figure 16: Engraving accompanying the dedicatory verses to Ivan Mazepa, 1705
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Finally, the reconceptualization of the emblems of immaculacy as weapons in the
fight against enemy forces occupies center stage in the dedication to Mazepa that
prefaces the 1696 edition of Tuptalo’s Runo orošennoe. In another striking example
of the blurring of the boundaries between the Virgin’s pure flesh and the body po-
litic, the dedicatory verses interpret Gideon’s fleece, the moon, and stars – all Mar-
ian symbols that were understood in an Immaculist way in the seventeenth cen-
tury – as symbols of the hetman’s victories over his enemies (“знакъ побѣдъ Мазе-
пи на врагы”), while the accompanying engraving incorporates Gideon’s fleece
into the Hetman’s coat of arms.41

Figure 17: Mazepa’s coat of arms with Marian emblems

41 In his Sermon on the Nativity of the Theotokos, Galjatovs′kyj (1659: 172v) writes that just as the
fleecewaswet while everything else was dry, soMarywas givenGod’s gracewhile everyone else was
stained by original sin. On Gideon’s fleece as an Immaculist symbol, see Levi D’Ancona (1957: 47).
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Figure 18: Mazepa’s coat of arms with Gideon’s fleece

Like the Romanovs’ eagle, Mazepa’s Krucz is a symbolically capacious entity, one
that can host and absorb the sacred within itself, giving us an important glimpse of
the hetman’s privileged status in the political theology of Kyiv Orthodox intellec-
tuals.

In evaluating the connection between Mazepa, Marian, and Immaculist ima-
gery, it is also important to look at the broader theological landscape. Perhaps sig-
nificantly, John the Baptist, Mazepa’s patron saint, was also thought to have been
freed from original sin in the womb of his mother Elizabeth at the time of the Visita-
tion, when “the babe leaped in her womb; and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy
Ghost” (Luke 1:41). The supporters of the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception
cited this episode, arguing that if John’s mother had been granted such a privilege,
then the Mother of God must have been granted the greater one of being preserved
from sin from the moment of her conception (Levi d’Ancona 1957: 8). John the Bap-
tist was also the only saint other than Mary whose birthday and conception were
celebrated along with his death day. This notion was well established in the Ukrai-
nian Orthodox discourse of the time. For example, Radyvylovs′kyj’s sermon on the
Conception of the Theotokos repeats the traditional idea that John the Baptist was
purified of original sin shortly after his conception (Radyvylovs′kyj 1676: 539). Given
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the porous borders between theology, politics, and visual and verbal imagery in the
early modern Ukrainian cultural system, it is not unlikely that this idea could have
favored the use of Immaculist attributes to celebrate Mazepa and his political might,
creating a complex triangulation of Marian, Johannine, and Christological symbols
to define the political persona of the hetman. As in the previous examples regarding
the tsar, underlying this symbolism is a scheme of theological politics that rested on
Christ’s human presence on earth through incarnation, with the political leader
mediating between the earthly and heavenly spheres. This explains the importance
of Mary’s immaculacy, which, as should now be clear, represents a prerequisite of
Christ’s incarnation, therefore sanctioning, legitimating, and safeguarding the very
sacrality of political power.

Within this scenario, the notion of Mary’s Immaculate Conception serves to en-
vision the possibility of an uncontaminated space – of a community of Orthodox
believers who, like Mary, are spared from corruption not at the end of time in the
Church Triumphant, but in the struggles of the Church Militant. Both being in-
scribed into the theology of immaculacy, tsars and hetmans participate in this strug-
gle for (confessional) purity, acting as the Virgin’s allies to put an end to political
and religious instability and facilitate the advent of a terrestrial Jerusalem. In this
respect, the merging of Marian, Immaculist, and apocalyptic iconography that char-
acterized this period powerfully reflects the “crisis of the seventeenth century,”
with its fear of chaos and simultaneous desire for some force that would save so-
ciety from the threat of disorder and external contamination.

In the East Slavic area, this use of a Marian language deeply resonant with
apocalyptic and Immaculist attributes to define the political body and its protection
should be considered a specific Kyivan innovation, one that, as I have demon-
strated, stems from the Immaculist reading of Revelation 12 and Genesis 3:15 that
was typical of Kyiv Orthodox literati. This suggests the existence of what I called a
Pietas Kiovensis – a specific set of beliefs, doctrines, and rituals that was distinctive
of Kyivan Orthodoxy and served to sacralize the legitimacy of the Kyiv Church
through a complex set of textual and visual representations. Disseminated from
Kyiv and other cultural centers within the Hetmanate, such as Černihiv and Novo-
gorod-Sivers′kyj, these narratives created a symbolic system that reached beyond
the borders of the Cossack state, crafting the image of rulers in Moscow so that they
could be begged for help and protection, and creating a new iconography of power.
Within this cultural framework that connected the spiritual and secular realms, the
defense and symbolic appropriation of the discourse on Mary’s immaculacy – along
with other devotions such as the cult of specific Kyivan saints – served to promote
true Orthodox faith in a territory deeply divided over political and religious mat-
ters, differentiating the Kyiv Church from Catholics and Uniates as well as from
Moscow and other Eastern Orthodox Churches. While the latter never recognized
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the doctrine of Mary’s immaculacy, Ukrainian Orthodox literati identified deeply
with the Immaculate Mary, and with the absence of sin – of contamination – that
she personifies, intertwining a defense of her exceptionality with a defense of the
Church to which they belonged. They fashioned the Virgin – human and yet im-
permeable to the ravages of sin – as a paradigm for their political project, using her
as a dividing line to draw boundaries between the pure and the unholy, and fash-
ioning a “we” defined by the Virgin’s protection.

The elimination of sin fromonehumanbeingwas apowerful and simultaneously
reassuring symbol: not only did it testify to the universality of redemption but also to
the possibility of an equally spotless Orthodox society. In fact, the homogeneous
Orthodox society aspired to by Kyiv Orthodox elites was never achieved, but the late
seventeenth-century proliferation of images and texts influenced by the theology and
iconography of the Immaculate Conception demonstrates the value that the doctrine
held for these writers, who turned it into a symbol that responded to the anxieties of
the system inwhich theywere grounded. Significantly, inmedieval and earlymodern
Europe, it was oftenmen from the Franciscan and Jesuit religious orderswho encour-
aged kings to associate their personae with Mary (Remensnyder 2014: 28). Thus, it is
not surprising that under the influence of Franciscan and Jesuit writings, Ukrainian
Orthodox churchmencreated a sophisticated symbolism that connectedMary’s integ-
rity and the integrity of the body politic, placing religious experience within a web of
concrete concerns that agitated the local and political communities of the readers,
listeners, and viewers of their texts. A complex symbol that spoke directly to the com-
peting positions that were inherent in the Ukrainian Orthodox political theology of
the time, the story of Mary’s immaculacy in Ukrainian and East Slavic early modern
culture remains to be fully unsealed.
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ka gravjura baroko. Kyiv: Klio, 281.

Figure 14 Emblem celebrating Mazepa’s victories over the Turks. Stefan Javors′kyj, Echo głosu wo-
łającego na puszczy. Kyiv: Lavra, 1689. Courtesy of Lower Silesian Digital Library https://dbc.
wroc.pl/dlibra/publication/151594/edition/109330/content (last accessed: 11.11.2025).

Figure 15 Ivan Ščyrs′kyj, Prognostyk szczęśliwy, 1693. Courtesy of Polona Digital Library. https://po
lona.pl/preview/5869f697-9dd1-4f4f-b6d3-cd4e6d0750b9 (last accessed: 11.11.2025).

Figure 16 Engraving accompanying the dedicatory verses to Ivan Mazepa. Antonij Staxovs′kyj, Zer-
calo ot pisanija božestvennaho. Černihiv, 1705. Reproduced in Pavlo Popov, Materjaly do slov-
nyka ukrajins′kyx graveriv. Kyiv 1926, 20.

Figure 17 Mazepa’s coat of arms with Marian emblems. Zercalo ot pisanija božestvennaho. Repro-
duced in Popov,Materialy do slovnyka, 137.

Figure 18 Mazepa’s coat of arms with Gideon’s fleece. Dmytrii Tuptalo, Runo oroshennoe. Courtesy
of the Vernadsky Library of Ukraine.
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