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THE DISCURSIVE SCHEME OF THE LIVES OF SAINTS
OF THE 15™ — 17™ CENTURIES

SUMMARY. The paper considers the canonical discourse scheme of Russian lives of saints
from the point of view of semiotics. The transcendent contract and the anti-contract are the
main stages of the scheme. The main element of the competence of the Subject in the
hagiography is the modality of knowledge, which allows to correctly interpret the manipulation
of anti-Sender and Sender. The modality “to be able” is necessary, but it is derived from
knowledge. Thus, the basis of the competence of the saint is a communicative competence,
which is formed in polemical confrontation with the anti-Sender. In contrast with the tales in
the lives of saints we observe a more complex relationship of actants and actors: in the fairy
tale one actor always stands in the same role. In the lives of saints the same actor can play
different roles, even oppositones. If in the tale the hero is always immaculate and static, then
in lives of saints the evolution of the hero is possible, the hero can make mistakes. The miracle
is a necessary component of lives of saints as an element of glorifying test. If the qualification
or the decisive test can be implicit in life, the glorifying test is always present in the story, for
the hortatory purpose, since it is presupposed by the genre.

KEY WORDS. Contract, anti-contract, religious discourse, manipulation, discursive
scheme, life of a saint.

This article deals with the discursive scheme of Russian hagiography (Russ.
‘zhitiye’). The absence of works on this topic indicates the relevance of this
research.

We are going to examine the discursive schemes developed by A.J. Greimas, as
aresult of analyzing V. Ya. Propp’s research, and set forth by J. Fontanille [1; 109-125].
Two canonical schemes are distinguished: the test scheme and the search scheme.
The complete test scheme has the following structure:

Confrontation — Domination — Appropriation/Deprivation [2; 110].

We can see that this scheme is not appropriate for hagiographies.

The search scheme puts four types of actants into operation: Sender and Recipient,
Subject and Object. A search, as a matter of fact, is a transition of values from one
instance to another. As J. Fontanille says, the matter is not the conflict of two actants,
but the definition of values which may give meaning to the transition of Subject [2;
112]. The transition of Sender/Recipient is the following:

Contract (or Manipulation) — Action — Sanction
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The transition of Subject and Object:

Competence — Performance — Consequence

The second transition is included in the first one, as these three stages are equal
to the second stage (Action) of the first scheme:

Action = Competence — Performance — Consequence [2; 112].

It is supposed that the canonical discursive scheme is not appropriate for analyzing
hagiographies. We propose a discursive scheme of the narrative transition of
hagiographic character (asceticism). It supposes the transitions of Sender/Recipient
and anti-Sender/anti-Recipient:

Initiation — Competence [anti-Contract — Interpretation — Consequence] —
Contract — Interpretation — Performance — Sanction

In our analysis of the Kiev-Pechersk patericon, we mentioned that the anti-Sender
is dependent on the Sender [2], thus a Subject’s sanction can only be performed by
the Sender.

We consider the anti-Contract as a necessary narrative element of the scheme,
since a Subject’s competence without this experience is insufficient, as, for example,
in the case of Jesus’ temptation in the desert.

The basic element of a Subject’s competence in hagiography is the modality of
knowledge, which allows to interpret the Sender and anti-Sender’s manipulation
properly. The modality of ability is necessary, although it is derivative from knowledge.
Thus, the basis for a saint’s competence is communicative competence, which is
formed in polemical confrontation with the anti-Sender.

Now we are going to examine the hagiography of Nicetas of Novgorod.

The space of the hagiography, like that of a fairy tale, consists of familiar
space/strange space. The hero, Nicetas, asks the Father Superior of the Kiev-
Pechersk Monastery for permission to go into seclusion in a cave. The author
compares this seclusion to an epic hero being in the open field. The door of the
cave marks spatial discontinuity: the centre of the holy space is in the minster, by
the sanctuary, and the cave, the periphery of the monastery, is “the strange space”,
which is secular, subterranean. The space of hagiography is marked by the
following terms:

E'h MEYEPCKOME CRATOMS MOHACTRIPER, B'h 3aTROP'E, KO kHAZI0 HzacharY
(Bier), & 3aronovin, Hogropos. Consequently, the “familiar” space of the Kiev-
Pechersk Monastery is opposed to the “strange” space.

M. Eliade presents “familiar/strange” as holy/genuine; secular/ingenuine. This
proportion negatively estimates “strange”, equating it to deception [3; 32-38].

1. Solution

The hero of the hagiography, Nicetas, is viewed as a “searching Subject” before
he performs his feats. Being the immanent Sender, the Father Superior does not permit
Nicetas to seclude himself, saying: w 4a30, HECTh TH NOARZhI OHY c¥IpY cpakTH
npasany. OVHE TH €CTh, Ad MPEEYAEWH Ch BPATIEW PABOTAA TEMB, H HE
Nor¥BHIWH MZABI CROEA. Gams BHARAT €cn BpaTa Hawero Icakia newepnnka,
KaKw B'h 3aTEOp'R npeapens BuicTh T B'RCOR™, AlfI€ HE Ebi BEAIA BAAroAATH
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BXIRIA CNACAA €EM0 MOAHTE'R PAAH MPEMOAOEHLIXS OLRE HAWHXE AHTWHIA H
Qeopocia [4].

Here, the Father Superior represents the transcendental Sender, God. He uses
provocation and states the Subject’s incompetence for his seclusion: lack of experience
and “juvenility”, i.e. the absence of actualizing modalities: /knowledge/ and /ability/.
Then he resorts to temptation and promises a reward for working within the fraternity.
The Father Superior predicts forthcoming events, which are connected to spatial
characteristics: he sees an immediate connection between sloth and demonic
temptation and looks for another way. Out of two ways, the Subject chooses the first
One: HHKAKOXKE OMERE MPEALINCA TAKOBOKW BELi0, HO KpENkw cTaTH XKeaaw
NPOTHEY KoZHer E'RCOBCKHYL, H YARBRERKOAELA BriRa moAnTH HMAMB, A4 H
Mk nopAACTL MYAOTROpEHIA Adp, KoxkE [caKilo 3aTROPHHKY, HXKE H A0 Huwk
Y¥AECA MHOTA TROPHT .

The Subject misestimates his competence (knowledge) and supposes that he has
a right to the gift of working wonders. Thus, the Subject’s aim is to work wonders,
not serve God. Consequently, the recipient of the Subject’s narrative program is not
God, but secular world, society. In other words, the Subject initiates a transcendental
contract, considering it auxiliary to the social contract. In reply to his persistence, the
Father Superior says: BhILLIE CHABI )KEAQNIE TROE, EAAH 4AA0, AQ HE EOZHECCA
HHZMNAAELWH, aZh MOREAREAI TH Nave CAYXKHTH HA BPATiio, H 34 noca¥uiatie
TROE B'EHMaHs U Brima Hmawn EwiTH.

There is direct evidence of the Subject’s desire without ability and knowledge.

Being a “searching Subject’, Nicetas should act according to the canonical
narrative scheme, i.e. he should pass a test in three forms: qualifying test, final test,
and glorifying test [5; 131]. The qualifying test presupposes acquiring competence
(or the modalities knowledge and ability). The final test results in performance. The
glorifying test leads to the acceptance of the hero. Apparently, in the Father
Superior’s mind, “seclusion” correlates with the final test, which requires a sufficient
level of competence.

The Father Superior is guided by the modality knowledge, obliging the Subject
to choose between temptation and provocation.

The persuasion of the Father Superior is presented as a contract of command: the
Subject is opposed to the manipulator, whose axiology is inimical to him. Such a
contract is based on the contact of genuineness, which determines the modality faith
in genuineness from both communicative points of view. The Subject’s positive
response to the persuasion to act would mean accepting ungenuine values. The
Subject’s unwillingness to follow the will of the manipulator indicates divergence of
their axiologies and modalities.

The episode “Solution” introduces the old narrative scheme suggested by
V. Ya. Propp, the antinomy “prohibition — breaking prohibition” in the form of
“manipulation/countermanipulation”:

1) the Father Superior’s proposal of the contract of genuineness — refusal of the
contract;
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2) the proposal of the contract of command — the refusal of the contract (the
Subject withstood the temptation, as well as the provocation). Thus, the Subject breaks
the manipulator’s prohibition obligation not to do, having entered the conjunction
with credit. This motif of breaking the prohibition is more typical for warriors, epic
heroes, than for monks.

We should mention that the Subject does not have a Sender, referring to the
transcendental universe. His refusal to act according to the narrative program of the
Father Superior, the delegate of the transcendental Sender, shows us that he is Sender
for himself.

2. Qualifying test

In G. Dumézil’s “Mythe et Epopée”, a priest participates in two contracts of
different levels [6]. In the social contract, the priest addresses the immanent Recipient
(i.e. the entire society). Here we can define his activity as education. In the
transcendental contract, the priest addresses God. The communicative initiative can
come from the transcendental Sender, as well as from the priest. The priest prays to
address God. The discursive program “to pray” makes the priest the speaker, the initial
Sender-manipulator: ze pray — to speak to God in order to ask for help or give thanks
[Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English)].

The recluse participates in both contracts: he prays, apprehends the Lord’s word,
and enlightens society. It should be pointed out that it is not divine grace but the social
contract that attracts the Subject of this text. We should remind the reader that the
social contract is secondary and derived from the transcendental one — a priest cannot
educate without transcendental communication.

OBav€e HE MO MHOTHXB AHEX® CRTEN ATAROACKHY® HE HZE'RXKE, RO RPEMA
B0 mEHiA CROErW CARLIUAILIE FAACE MOAALICA KXTIHW Ch HHMh, H WEOHALLE
BAArO¥XAHIE HENZPEMENHO, H CHM'B MPEACTHRUIHCA FAArOAA B'h CEE'R: alpe He
Ebl CEN ArTERAR EhiAh, HE Ehl MOAHACA CO MHOIK, HHXKE AXIRA CTERArO WEOHANIE
EhIAO Eht 37°k.

We can see that the Subject intends to participate in a transcendental model of
religious practice, therefore he implements the discursive program “to pray”. Having
caught the voice and the smell, the first symptoms of an epiphany, the Subject prays
to God for His appearance.

Torpa raacs BbICTh Kh HEMY: HE BAKCA TEEA, 34HE OHH ECH, AA HE
BOZHECCA HHZMAAEWIH. 3ATEBOPHHKL KE CO CAEZAMH PeME: HuKakoxe I'ach
NPEALPYCA, HAXMH EO MA HISMH'B HE EHHMATH npeaecTn E'RcorCTER#, TOROW0
XKE BCA MOREAEHHAA MH COTBOPIO.

The Subject mistakes the voice for genuine. He worships a demon as an angel.
The demon proposes him a contract: WToAR Thi 0YKE HE MOAHCA, HO MHTAR KHHIH,
H TAKO WEPALHEWHCA ¢b Brimomt EeckA¥a, H nopacn cAoRo moAezmo
NPHXOAALUBIME Kb TEEE, aZh XK€ NPHCHW E¥AY MOAHTH TEOPUA RCRXH W
CNACENIH TROEMD.

There is direct evidence of manipulation at the level of temptation, when the
recipient Subject maintains the position of desire to act. The narrative programme
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Temptation presupposes the Subject’s conjunction with a positive value — salvation.
The structure of manipulation can be presented as the modalities of persuasion to act
and prohibition (prohibition to pray). Persuasion is presented in the form of contract
of command: the Subject does not oppose the manipulator, as the axiology of the
latter, while being inimical, is modeled as not fo be + to seem at the same time. A. J.
Greimas points out that this is a case of defining a lie as an action (“to lie”) [7; 82].
The Recipient (Nicetas) misenterprets manipulation, mistaking ungenuine for genuine.
Thus, we have evidence of creating illusion from the point of view of interpretation.
The manipulator makes the Subject learn books, which is secondary, instead of praying,
the primary activity of a priest. The manipulated Subject’s having chosen the desire
to act means accepting ungenuine (false) values.

Thus, the monk fails to resist temptation. He abandons praying to learn from
books.

Gb nprgoaALpHMH K'h HEMY muorw Beckporawe T nncania w noaszk A¥wun.
Haua K€ # NPOPOMECTRORATH: H ERICTh W HEMh CAABA BEAHKA, KO BCEM™
AHEHTHCA CEBITIIO CARECH €FW.

The hagiography specifies the nature of the knowledge acquired by the Subject:
[ayte B0 Bkeh HMEparw BuiTH H He B'ECTH, HO €Xe camn coA'kA, H HAYMH
SALIA MABRB'RKH, HAH OYEHTH, HAH OYKPACTH, Cia ROZEERIAET .. ]

It is also noted that the Subject (or the anti-Subject, to be more exact) knows the
Old Testament better than anybody else: ..€VIAACKHXD KE H ANCACKHX'D CTERAIXh
KHHIb MPEAAHAIXS HAM'D BO EALRFOAATH HA HCMIPABAENIE HALUIE H O} TREPKAENIE
HHKOTAAXKE BOCXOT'R BHARTH, HAH CAAIATH, HE TOMIIO MHTATH, HHXKE HHOMY
Adaute geckporaTH kb ces'k W HORArW 3aBkTA..

Genuine knowledge was unavailable to the Subject. The activity of the Subject
as a prophet, conveying transitive knowledge, has become dangerous for him and for
society. His prophecies were not a Christian wonder, but “magic”, as any communication
with God was over. The holy fathers realized that the Subject yielded to the anti-
Sender’s temptation and relived him: ..cin Bcn B® AoRpopkTEAEX® Ciatoyin
NPHLWEAWIE, MARTELI TROPAXY kb Brixy w Nikumk, n Triawa skea T nerw,
KW KTOMY HE BHAR €rw. Take HZEEALIE €r0 ROH'B, BOMPOLIAXY, AA MOBECTH
HM'L MTO TJ BETXArW 34B'ETA. OH'B JKE KOCHALLECA, KW HHKOAHKE MTALUE ThiA
KHHPH. K€ NMPEXKAE HZ OYCTh OYMEALIE. KCHM'h XKE H HH EAHHO CAORO 3HALLE,
KW EARA Ha¥MHIIA €r0 rpammaTk.

Thus, the anti-Subject was deprived of book learning — one constituent part of
competence.

Nicetas has been preserved from fatal communication with the anti-Sender thanks
to a collective delegate Subject of the transcendental Sender. Thus, the Subject was
defeated in the first test.

3. The final test and the glorifying test

The subject passes the following tests well:

Torpa MAKRTEAMH MPENOAOEHBIXS OUER'B MPHILEAS B'h CEBE, HCNOBRRAAQ
rprEXh CEOH, H NAAKACA W TOMS FOPLKW, BAAES CEBE B'h BEAHKOE BOZAEPKANIE
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H NOCAYLIANIE, BOCTIPIEM™ YHCTOE H CMHPEHHOE KHTIE, KW NPEBZLITH EMY ECRYXD
AoBpoAkTEAi0..

.Hkkorpa 80 E€ZA0XKA0 EnEWY, nomoanca BrixY, v 30kak b HEZRCEK
CEBEAE: TAKOXKE H MOKAP'D MPAAA MABKTRAMH CROHMH OYTACH H HHA MHWIA Y¥AECA
TROPALLE.

In the final test, the Subject plays the role of “competent Subject”, due to the
knowledge that he acquired in the qualifying test.

Thus, the hagiography tells us about the creation of a saint’s competence. The
“Solution” episode is a cognitive test, in which the Subject resists the influence of the
manipulator (the delegate subject of the transcendental Sender). The subject jumps
the gun and undergoes his seclusion, the final test, as a qualifying one. It causes a
dual result: the Subject gets defeated at the level of the final test by yielding to the
temptation of the anti-Sender, but at the level of the qualifying test, he acquires a
necessary competence (the actualizing modality — the knowledge of himself and of
the demon). As aresult, from a “searching Subject” he turns into a “competent Subject”,
who has realized his identity. In this hagiography of Nicetas of Novgorod, we can
find a topical binomial: the topical role of punished ambition during the first test, and
the topical role of rewarded “goodness” in the main test, according to K. Bremond’s
model for fairy tales [8].

Consequently, this narration has the following discursive scheme:

(Initiation) —» Competence [anti-Contract — Interpretation — Consequence]
— (Contract) — Interpretation — Performance — Sanction

Therefore, the anti-Contract (explicit or implicit) is a necessary element in the
formation of a saint’s competence.
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