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also critical studies of these OUTCCS In Darrouzes, Le regıstre synodal du patrıarcat Dy-
zantın IVe s1ecle. paleographıque el diplomatıique, Parıs 1971, and (Ifor the
per10 1315-1331) . Hunger —- O. Kresten, Das Register des Patriarchats VOIl Konstan-
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and Poland In the 14th and 15th CC.) Sobranıie gosudarstrennykh gramot dog0ovOrOV,
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The eccles1astical relations between Byzantıum and Russıa In the 14th Century
covered in J. Meyendorff, Byzantıum and the Rıse of Russıa, ambridge 1981; TCDT.
Crestwood, 1990; SCC also TIhe Byzantıne LegaCcy ıIn the Orthodox Church, Crest-
WwOod, 9082 The classıcal comprehensıve histories of the Russıan Church those
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The iıdea of symphony between unıversal empire and unıversal church remaıned the
basıc V1IS1ON of the Chrıistian WOT'! in Byzantıum, ng down the fall of Constantinople
in 453 However, that V1Is1ıon Was not suppose contradıct elımınate the primiıtıve
eccles10log2y, 1C remaıned »eucharıst1c«, maıntainıng, d have shown earlıer, the
catholic ı1dentity of each ocal church, headed Dy ıts bıshop, who in turn Wäas member of
the WOTr. episcopate. The unıty of the ep1scopate, In each geographıc reg10n, Was manı-
fested at synods of bıshops, 1C WEIC Suppose: meeft regularly around the
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»metropolıtan« of each province. On the unıversal scale, however, the CINDCIOI Was the
recognized coordinator and the of ecumenıical councıls, 16 requıred e_
sentatıon of 1ve patrıarchs At least In princıple, the »symphony« exclude'‘
»Caesaropapısm«, because the CHIDCIOI dıd NOL claım doctrinal ınfallıbılıty. TIhe church
kept V1IVv1d 1NOTY of heretical (Arıan, Monothelıite, Iconoclastıc) and later
opposed for canonıcal C4asSsonNs (the OU: marrıage of Leo NVJL, 886—912) and
for promoting unacceptable ormulae of unıon wıth Rome (  i1chae. JII Palaeologus,
1261—-1282).

However, thıs Byzantıne SySstem of church government W ds challenged Dy historical
realıtles. Siınce the fifth CenNLurYy, Eastern Christians lıyving beyond the mperl1al borders,
partıcularly those who WeEeIC threatened Dy Persıia (Armennans, yrıans, Georglans), had

choice but organıze theır ıfe independently, and IManYy of them preferre Nesto-
ran, OT Monophysıite, option rather than Pers1i1ans 0)8 T9 A the emperor's
agents. Wıth the slamıc seventh cen the lımıts of the Orthodox empıre of
Byzantıum WEeIC urther reduced, but SOOIL, startıng In the nınth CenturYy, the church of
Constantinople expande 1ts M1SS10NarYy reach throughout Eastern Ekurope.

The princıple, accepted Dy Byzantıne mi1ss1onarles, translate Scripture and lıturgıical
into the vernacular, Was necessarıly conducıve the creation of natıonal churches.

ctually, St. Constantıne, Cyrıl and t. Methodios, the mM1ss1ONArIESs the avs,
when they WeTC gglıng wıth German clerics and had defend theır translatıons from
Tree into Slavonic, WEOIC eferring the example of the INanıy Eastern natıons, who IC-

presented ancılent natıonal Chrıistian cultures wıth 1turgy In theıir OW languages: the AUpS
men1ans, the Pers1ans, the Abasgılans (or Abkhazıans), the Sougdalans (ın the Crımea),
the S7 the Avars, the » Turks« (1:6 Hungarıans), the Khazars, the Arabs, the
Egyptians, the yrlans and others\. Some of these examples INAaYy SCCIN rather obscure, but
SOMIC WeIC VC relevant the eiende. by Sts Cyrıl and Methodios The Casec of
the Georglans in particular, natıon 1G possessed eccles1astıcal independence (Or
autocephaly) since the Century, 1C Wäas Orthodox-Chalcedonıian (at least SINCe
00-—601) and 1C had CVCI eventually adopted the entire Byzantıne lıturgıical tradıtion
(in Georglan translatıon)2, COUuU be SCCI1 d> the clearest example follow by the newly
baptıze: Slavıc nat1ons. The latter, therefore, dıd have the mMO proviıde: by ancıent
Christian kıngdoms IN for theır OW polıtical self-determinatıon. But they WeTe also
inspıred by the Byzantıne SySstem tself, whose princıples WCIC made avaılable them in
translatiıon: the princıple of unıversal Christian empire and the idea of dyarchy of the
CINDCIOT and the patrıarch, rulıng soclety in »symphony«. The diıfference, however, Was

| ( Life of Constantine, 16; ci. g00d discussıon of hıs {eXT ın vornik, Les le  des de Constantın de
Methode ucs de Byzance, Prague 1933, 207

The CONversion of Kıng Miırıam of Kastern Georgla Occurred, through the preachıing of St Nıno, around 33()
Assoc1ı1ated originally ıth the Armenıian catholıcosate of Dvın, the Georglans ODfiaıne: the consecration of

independent »cathol1cos« (or patrıarc| of Mitskheta Dy the patrıarc of Antıoch ın 486—488 It 15 the athol1i1-
COS Kyrıon 590—604) who placed Georgla, in definıtive WdY, wıthın the Chalcedonıian Camnp Its eccle-
s1astıcal independence Was confirmed repeatedly DYy SUCCESSIVE Orthodox patrıarchs of Antioch ag

Toumanoff, Caucasıa and Byzantıum, Tradıtio (1971) 167—169; Tarchnisvili, Die Entstehung und Ent-
wicklung der kırchliıchen Autokephalıe Georglens, Kyrios 177-193: reprinte« in Museon (1960)
107126
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that the Roman empıre of Justinian WäSs, al least In princıple, universal, whereas the HE  <

Slavıc empiıres WCIC, in fact, natıon-states.

The Churches 0} Balkans

The CONversiıon of tsar OTI1S of ne1ghboring Bulgarıa appeared maJor Victory
spırıtual, cultural, and also polıtical for Byzantıum But it SOONMN became chal-
enge 4S ell On the OIMC hand, Bulgarıa welcomed the dıscıples of Sts Cyrıl and etho-
dıos St. Clement of Ohrıd, St. Naum who WeIC expelle: from Oravıa Dy the
ranks, and continued translatıons from the ree. that Bulgarıa became the maın
cCenter for the expansıon of Slavıc Chrıistianıty. On the other hand, tsar 5Symeon
(893—-927), SOM and SUCCESSOT of Borıs, bılıngual 1in culture, but Irue Byzantıne In polıti-
cal VIEWS, egan cherısh the dream of becomıng CIMNMPCIOL In Constantinople. He
assumed the mperı1al tıtle, and took control of mMoOost of the an penıinsula, but he faıled

Caplure the CIty itself. As alternatıve hıis or1ıginal plan, he establıshe: patrı-
archate in h1s ast Bulgarıan capıtal of Preslav, 1C became the capıtal of empıre
»of Bulgarıans and the Romans«23. Hıs polıtıcal 1deology thus remaıined unıversalıst, but
polıtic. realıty educed hım eing the fırst natıonal Slavıc-Chrıstian ruler. The atrı-
archate of Preslav WOU be recognized Dy Byzantıum only under the reign of Symeon's
SON, [Ssar eter (927—-969), who had adopted a LNOIC peacefu attıtude towards the egıit1i-
mate empıre of Constantınople. Emperor John Tzımısces, however, WAas eventually able

destroy the Bulgarıan challenge altogether. Bulgarıan patrıarch Damıan Wäas eihrone:
in 0’7714 However, Bulgarıan primate, eferred d> »archbıshop« In Tee OUTCCS, and
d »patriarch« in the Slavıc documents, eventually ettled ın Ohrıd, in Western Bulgarıa
today's ugoslav Macedonıia), under the auspıces of the resurrected Bulgarıan empiıre of
tsar amue er the crushing of the latter by the armı1es of Byzantıne CIMPCIOI ası I1
(1014) the »archbıishopric« of hrıd Wäas maılntaıned d »autocephalous«, but wıth
TeC incumbent, appominted ırectly by the CINDCIOTL, and Jurisdıction extending OVeTLr

the Eastern parts of the penınsula, e E} terriıtories inhabited Dy erbs, Bulgarıans,
Albanıans, » Vlachs« the future Romanıans), AS ell d Greeks and agyars (Or unga-
rMans, often esigne A4Ss » Turks«) Thıs »archbıshop of Bulgarıa« also began IN the
rather fictiıonal tıtle of archbıshop of Justiniana Prıma, dASs devıce ustiıfy nH1s auto-

cephaly from Constantinople. Indeed, in 535 CMPCIOI Justinian had establıshe'
under that autocephalous archbıshop In the place of hıs birth NC  > oplıje in
Macedonia©. mM1ds Varıous hıstorical vic1ssıtudes, the autocephalous arc  1shoprIic,

Symeon’'s W ds nOoL the 1rS! attempt establısh nother »Rome«. harlemagne had also SCCIH d Kome«
ın h1s capıtal of Aachen Such inıtlatıves, in »barbarıan« ands, 11l be repeated, OWN the eOTYy of MOscCow,
the »third Rome«, {O be mentioned eI0W.

Gelzer, Ungedruckte und ungenügend veröffentlichte JTexte der Notıtıae episcopatum, 1n Abhandlungen
der bayerıschen ademıe der Wiıssenschaften, Phıl XXI, 1901
( D. Döppman, Zur Problematı VO!  —_ Justiniana Prima (Miscellanea Bulgarica Vıenna 1987,
D SA
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occasıonally tıtled also d patrıarch, of Ohrıd, urvıved untıl 1767, when ıts autocephaly
Was suppressed and it W as submıiıtted Constantinople®.

The Byzantıne mper1al and eccles1astical control, establıshe Dy ası 1L, OVvVer the
entire penıinsula, WOU eg1ın dısıntegrate In the late twelfth Century and dıs-
appeared completely, d the imper1al capıtal ıtself Was sacked Dy the ('rusaders 1ın 1204
In the CYCS of IManYy polıtical eaders of the CId, the Byzantıne olkoumene Was definıtıvely
overpowered Dy monolıthıc Latın Chrıstendom, headed Dy the DODC However, In the
mıdst of thıs polıtical collapse, the ecumenıcal patrıarchate, ex1iled in Nıcea, adopted
polıcy of realısm and flex1bility, 1C llowed it keep and VEn reinforce ıts
posıtıon as center of revived Orthodox WOT.

Already In 1185, Bulgarıan revolt led the establıshment of independent
»tsardom of ulgarıans and Vlachs« wıth capıtal 1ın INOVO in Eastern Bulgarıa Fol-
lowıng the examples of 5Symeon and Samuel, the 11ICcC  < tsar Peter Asen presided, that
SaImne VCAalL, OVECTI the establıshment of patrıarchate 1n Itrnovo Sınce thıs aCcft W ds

naturally rejected In Constantınople, {Ssar Peter's SUCCCSSOL, {Ssar Kaloyan, began chrew.
dıplomatıc SaMlC, ınvolvıng the PAaDaCY and almed al obtainıng the Jegıtiımızatıon of h1Is
mper1al tıtle, d ell d the recognıtıion of hIs independent church SO0n after the Capture
of Constantinople Dy the Crusaders, Roman ardınal crowned Kaloyan, anoınted the
Bulgarıan 1shops’ and establiıiıshe. patrıarch ası of Irnovo d »primate« of the ulga-
rı1an church (Nov 8, However, Latın SUPICMACY dıd noTt last in Bulgarıa Orthodox
tradıtions WCIC strong enough rovoke quI1c. reversal back Orthodoxy. In the fol-
lowing YCAal, the Bulgarıan tsar SaVC refuge the ecumenı1cal patrıarch John Kamateros,
expelle Dy the Latıns. Rejecting papa. appeals submiıssıon, he attacked the Crusaders
and took Latın emperor Baldwın prisoner.

By 235 all ambigulty concerning the relatıons between the Bulgarıan church and
Rome Wäas en! matrımon1al allıance between the of Nıicea and Irnovo Was
concluded and the Bulgarıan patrıarchate oachım Was recognized Dy Constantinople In
the succeedıing CeNLUurYy and half, untiıl the capture of ITrNnNOvo by the ur (1393); the
»SECONd« Bulgarıan empiıre and the restored patrıarchate contrıbuted ımmensely the
development of Slavıc T{NOdOX culture in the Balkans and in Russıa.

The verall polıtical and rel1g210us 1C determined the EMETSCNCEC of the Bul-
garıan patrıarchate of Irnovo, Was also dec1isıve in the CadsSc of Serbıa The reg10n known

On ıts history, SCcEC H. Gelzer, Das Patrıarchai VO!  — Achrıda, Le1ipz1ıg 1902, and I. Snegarov, Istorıya
khriıdskata arkhıepıkopiya E Sofia 9024 The hıstory of the J4 of T1 11l the ulgarıans aSs arg Uu-
ment 1n elr CONntroversies ıth the Greeks The establıiıshmen! of the autocephalous Bulgarıan church ın 870
11l SCCH DYy hem as »restoration«, NOL NC  S foundatıon (T, tudıes In eV ed.) Bülgarskata patrı-
arshıya PICZ vekovete, Ool1a

Thıs anolıntment of Bulgarıan Orthodox bıshops by the ardınal 15 mentioned by DODC Innocent 1881
Potthast, Regesta pontificum TOIMNAaNOTUIMN VII, Z15: 282 It wıtnessed dıstrust 1n the valıdıty of

Eastern ordınatıons, In 1C| anolıntment 18 practised, it indeed 15 ın the atın rıte
On ese proceedings SCC AF Tachiaos, Dıie ufhebung des bulgarıschen Patrıarchats VOIN Irnovo, Balkan

Studies (1963) Tsankova-Petkova, Vosstanovlenie Bolgarskogo Patrıarshestva 1235 mezhdunarod-
NO polozhenie Bolgarskogo gosudarstva, Vizantiiskı Vremennik 28 (Moscow 136—150; Tarnanıdıs,

ÖLXLOPÖWOWOLG TOUV QUTOKEOOHAOU INC BOvAYApıKTIG EKKANOLAC, Thessalonıkı 1976, pp. 132—-177;
N. Krustev, Turnovskata Patrıarshıiya, 1N; T. Sabev ed.) Bülgarskata Patrıarshıya PICZ vekovete, Olla 1980,
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d as south of elgrade Was christianızed under the reign of Byzantıne CMPCIOI
ası (867-8806), poss1bly d CO  CC of the mi1ssıon of Sts Cyrıl and etho0od10s

central Europe. On the Adrıatıc the of eta (Gr.-Dioclea, also known
later d erna Gora, »Black Mountaıin«, Montenegro Wäas under the Christianiızing 1N-
fluence of the TeCC episcopal SCC of Dyrrhachium. In the eleventh CEeNLUTrY, it Was sub-
mıiıtted the Latın arc.  ishopric of Bar (Or ntıbarı ruler (or »Great ‚upan« of
askKa, Stefan Neman]a, eing himself or1ginally firom Zeta, succeeded in unıtıng the {[WO

countries under hıis rule Havıng rece1ved Latın baptısm in h1s youth ın Zeta, he COIN-

verted Orthodoxy in 190
In the mıdst of VE confused polıtical and rel1g10us sıtuatiıon, the dec1isıve role in

determinıng the pirıtual fate of Serblia Was played Dy ONC of Nemanja’'s three SONS,

as  O, who in 1191, aged 18, eft hıis father's COUrt become monk al the Russıan
of Mt OS, under the Namle of Sava (Sabbas). Neman]ja himself abdıicated In

1196, eft as and eta respectively h1is other [WO SONS, Stefan and Vukan, and

jJoımed St Sava Mt.( Father and SOM ogether establıshe:| there the mM of
ılendar, 4C WOU. become maJjor cCenter of Serbıan, but also generally Slavıc
monastıcısm and spirıtualıty.

Returning home in 1207 irom Mt. (9N (where hIs father had 1e St Sava ace: hıs
[WO brothers, who, followıing the Latın of Constantinople (1204) WEIC COIM-

peting for papa. favors. He diıd NOL protest agalnst the crownıng of Stefan of as Dy
legate of PDPOPC Honorius 111 (125/); but himself SOON eft for Nıcea, where CIMNPCIOT Theo-
dore Lascarıs (1204-1222) and ecumenıical patrıarch anuel Sarantos (1215-1222)
granted Serbla the Status of »autocephalous arc.  1Sshopri1c« wıth St. Sava d> fiırst arch-
bıshop (1219) er vacıllatıng between ast and West, AS Bulgarıa dıd, Serbla OUuUnN! ıts
place wiıthın the Orthodox WOT. thanks the leadershıp of St Sava, but alsSo the 1plo-
matıc skıll of the ex1iled patrıarchate in Nıicea?. uıldıng 918 the 191%  < church, St. S5ava, wıth
ıts SCC set in Zica: remaıned Ial of unıversal V1S10N: he avelle‘ agaın Nıcea, where
he had kept fIrıends and A ell d Jerusalem, and ıt 15 ONEC of hıs trıps
the hıgh places of Eastern hrıstendom, after resignıng h1Is SCC monastıc lıfe,
that he died in TINOVO (1257); where the 1IC  S patrıarchate had Just obtaıned recognıiıtion
irom Constantinople.

eing personal HeEGESS of St S5ava, the establiıshment of the erbıan arc  ishopric
Was NOL uncontrovers1al aCL. Indeed, the terrıtory of as Wäas in the Jurisdıction of
the archbıshop of Ohrıd, who protested the LMOVC Dıd the ecumenıcal atrıarch have the
rıght establısh 181  < church the terrıtory of another autocephalous hurch? The
challenge Was made Dy Demetrio0s Khomatıanos, earne: TrTee canonıst who occupled
the SCC of Ohrı1 challenge 1C had a1sSO polıtic background and implicatiıons.
Demetrios Was NOL challengiıng the legıtiımacy of the ecumenical patrıarchate, ex1iled in
Nıcea, but that of the Nicean CINDCIOTL, SINCE he Was supporting another claımant the

On thıs polıcy of the patrıarchate, 1C} NCIuUudE:| 1so the appomıntment, In 12406, of Russıan, Cyrıll,
metropolıtan of Kiev, sponsored Dy prince Danıiıel of alıcıa, actıon 1C| prevented the latter from entering
the papal orbıt, cf. Ideologica!l CYIISIS, 1-1 1nN: X VE Congres des etudes byzantınes. CrIisis
Ideolog1iques, Athens 1976 repr. in The Byzantıne Legacy in the Orthodox Church, Crestwood, 1982,
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mper1al throne, eodore Angelos of ‚DIrus, who controlled the Cıty of hrıd The
argument of Khomatianos Was that only legıtimate CINDCIOTF COUuU modiıfy the orders
of churches ega) princıiple stated Dy the code of Justinıian. Neıther eodore Ange-
los whom, however, he WOU eventually CINPDCIOI hımself In Thessalonica
(1224) NOT eodore Lascarıs of Nıcea, 1NOT the ecumenıcal patrıarch, WeTiIC entitled
nirınge uDON the Jurisdiction of the archbıshop of Ohrı1d 19

The hıstorıcal future, however, elonge Serbıa, NOTL hrıd Actually, the {WO SCECS
WOU SOON be reconcıled, under erbıan aeg1s, and erbıan empıre WOU. for tiıme,
dominate the Balkans and nclude Macedonia and northern Greece. In 1345, {Ssar Stefan
Dusan 133 1—-1355), dreaming, d 5Symeon of Bulgarıa, Capture Constantinople tself,
Was proclaımed »CIMNDCTIOT and of er! and Romans«. In 1346, wıth the
operatıon of the patrıarchs of Irnovo and the archbıshop of Ohrıd, the archbıshop of Pec,
oannık1je, SUCCESSOT of St Sava, Wäds establıshe' d »patrıarch of er and Greeks« and
crowned Dusan CINDCIOTF in oplıje. As In the Case of the Bulgarıans, thıs aCT provoke
sch1ısm wıth Constantinople, 16 lasted untıl 13415 when Constantinople recogn1ized
Sava 1 4S atrıarch of Pec 11

Besıides Greeks and aVs, the Balkan penıinsula Was inhabıted Dy [WO other ethnıc
SIOUDS, the yrlans (or future Albanıans) and the » Vlachs«. The latter OUD, by far the
largest, Wäas spread oughout the territorlies of the Bulgarıan and Serbıan empires, and
spoke language derıved from Latın In fact, the Vlachs WeTC descendents of the ancılent
Dacıans and the Latın colonists, who 1ve: In the Balkans before the Slavıc Invasıons of
the seventh Century. They played eadıng role In the »SECONd« Bulgarıan empıre of
Peter Asen and hıs SUCCESSOTS, and, in the second of the fourteenth Century deve-
ope: independent princıpalıties in the reg10ns the north of the Danube Concerned
wıth protecting these populatıons Irom Strong PICSSUTICS of the Latın church, comıng irom
ungary and Poland, and also desirous lımıt the W of the patrıarchate of Irnovo,
the ecumenı1cal patrıarchate establıshe: metropolıtanate of »Ouggrovlachia«, wıth SCC
in rges (1359) er the northeast, In oldavıa, also designated A4Ss
»Mavrovlachila« (>»  aC alach1a«), »Rossovlachla«, the eccles1astıical sıtuation
remaıned flu1d longer. Polısh suzerainty OVCTI the 0Ca princes made it cConvenlent for the
metropolıtan of Galıcıa who, siınce 137/14. Was the only Orthodox authorıty in Polısh-con-
trolled territories, ordaın bıshops and clergy for the reg10n. er Varıous epısodes 1nN-
volving the 0Ca princes, Kıng agıello of Poland, Metropolıtan yprıan of KIleVv, settle-
ment Camme wıth the recognıtion of the Galıcıan-appointed candıdate, Joseph Musat, d

»metropolıtan of Mavrovlachla« wıth SCC in Suceava (1402)

On thıs interesting debate, SCc«C Karpozilos, The Ecclesiastical Controversy Between the ingdom of Nicea
and the Principality of Ep1ırus (1217-1233), Thessalonikiı 1973; cf. Iso Ostrogorsky, Pismo Dımitrija Kho-
matjana SV Savı, Svetosavskı Sbornıik I} elgrade 1936; and Erickson, Autocephaly In Orthodox Canonical
Lıterature the ırteenth Century, SE Viladımıur"s Theological Quarterly (1971) 2847

On ese event(s, SCC Soulis, The er! and yzantıum Durıing the eıgn of 1sar Stephen Dusan
(1331—-1355) and Hıs Successors, Washıiıngton, 1984, 29-32, —106; SCC Iso V.Moshin, SV patrıarkh
1S'! srpska tsrkva, Glasnik Srpskoi patriarshije (1946) 196, and V.Laurent, L/’archeve&que de PecC el le tıtre
de patrıarche apres l'unıon de L373: Balcanıa VIIL, (Bucharest 303310

For IMOore etaıle« hıstory of these event(s, SCC storia Bisericiu Romiuine, uchares! 195 7, 144—162,
171—190; Arseny, Izsledovanıya ı monografil 1Stor11 Moldavskoi tserKv1ı, Petersburg 1904:;: Nastase, Les
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Survıving d sem1-ındependent principalıties, Valachıa and Oldavıa WeIC rich enough
patronıze Orthodox monasterı1es and institutions in all Turkish-dominate Ad1Ccas Wıth

theır [WO metropolıtan SCCS of rges and Suceava, usıng Church Slavonıc 4S the language
of and ıturgy, they WeTEC eferred Dy Romanıan hiıstori1an 1CANO0las orga A4Ss

»Byzantıum after Byzantıum«.
In terms of eccles1astıcal and theır development, it 1s clear that the per10

between the nınth and the fiıfteenth Century Sda  S the disintegration of the old mperı1al
SyStem, 16 Wäas taken for ranted urıng the per10 of the first ecumenı1cal
councıls. However, the idea itself of WOT. Christian »Roman« empiıre remaıned VE
much alıve. ctually, it Wdas used Dy Slavıc rulers iıke Symeon of Bulgarıa, Stephen
Dusan of Serbia, and others in theır opes ASSUIINC the unıversal mperı1al throne of
Constantinople. Faılıng In that, they establıshe' »ımperlal« capıtals in Preslav, Ohrıd,
TNOVO OT oplye, and appoıminted theır OW patrıarchs, because the imperl1al and patrı-
ar digniıties WeTIC SCCI1 A4S inseparable In virtue of the Byzantıne politic
theory The Byzantınes WEIC, of COUTISC, reluctant recognıze such developments, and
dıd only under polıtıcal OT miılıtary However, the Roman mperı1al tradıtiıon
WAas, SInCe Diocletian’'s tetrarchy, compatıble wıth the ex1istence of several
wıthıin sıngle empıre, that acceptable mMmOdus vivendi COU be establıshe'l between
the legiıtimate CMDCIOI and the patrıarch ın Constantinople the OMNC hand, and the
»CMPCIOIS« of ulgarıans 0)8 er! and theır patrıarchates the other. Thıs MOdus
vivendiı Was noL DUIC fiıctıon, however. The Balkan natı1ıons WeIC Orthodox Liturgically,
spirıtually, artistically, and culturally, they WeTiTC admıiırers and heırs of Byzantıum, IC-

cogn1izıng 1ts primacy and prestige. It Was natural for them, therefore., constitute, what
has been called »Byzantıne Commonwealth« 4S workıng alternatıve monolıthıc
mperı1al SySstem.

It Was the mM1ssıon of the patrıarchate of Constantiınople particularly d>, in the thır-
teen-fifteenth centurlies, the empıre Was becoming cshadow of itself maıntaın nOot

only eccles1astıical unıty, but also the cultural and pirıtual identity of the
»Commonwealth«. It dıd successfully. But 1t remaıns that the CMCISCNCC of the 11Cc  <

national churches Ollowe: 1C  < hıstorıical pattern. In the past, »the autocephalous
churches2  John Meyendorff  Surviving as semi-independent principalities, Valachia and Moldavia were rich enough  to patronize Orthodox monasteries and institutions in all Turkish-dominated areas. With  their two metropolitan sees of Arges and Suceava, using Church Slavonic as the language  of state and liturgy, they were referred to by Romanian historian Nicholas Iorga as  »Byzantium after Byzantium«.  In terms of ecclesiastical structures and their development, it is clear that the period  between the ninth and the fifteenth century saw the disintegration of the old imperial  system, which was taken for granted during the period of the first seven ecumenical  councils. However, the idea itself of a world Christian »Roman« empire remained very  much alive. Actually, it was used by Slavic rulers like Symeon of Bulgaria, Stephen  Dusan of Serbia, and others in their hopes to assume the universal imperial throne of  Constantinople. Failing in that, they established »imperial« capitals in Preslav, Ohrid,  Trnovo or Skoplije, and appointed their own patriarchs, because the imperial and patri-  archal dignities were seen as inseparable in virtue of the common Byzantine political  theory. The Byzantines were, of course, reluctant to recognize such developments, and  did so only under political or military pressure. However, the Roman imperial tradition  was, since Diocletian's tetrarchy, compatible with the existence of several emperors  within a single empire, so that an acceptable modus vivendi could be established between  the legitimate emperor and the patriarch in Constantinople on the one hand, and the  »emperors« of Bulgarians or Serbs and their patriarchates on the other. This modus  vivendi was not a pure fiction, however. The Balkan nations were Orthodox. Liturgically,  spiritually, artistically, and culturally, they were admirers and heirs of Byzantium, re-  cognizing its primacy and prestige. It was natural for them, therefore, to constitute, what  has been called a »Byzantine Commonwealth«!3, as a working alternative to a monolithic  imperial system.  It was the mission of the patriarchate of Constantinople — particularly as, in the thir-  teen-fifteenth centuries, the empire was becoming a shadow of itself — to maintain not  only ecclesiastical unity, but also the cultural and spiritual identity of the  »Commonwealth«. It did so successfully. But it remains that the emergence of the new  national churches followed a new historical pattern. In the past, »the autocephalous  churches ... were part of one empire and achieved juridical confirmation of their status  by the unilateral decree of an emperor, or an ecumenical council. The new foundations  came into existence as part of bilateral treaties between two civil governments. This re-  flects a tendency to regard autocephaly chiefly as the sign of an independent national  state«!4, They were certainly not cases of »phyletism« yet, but would be used as pre-  cedents, when in modern times secular nationalism (»phyletism«) unfortunately became  widespread in the Bflkans and the East European societies.  debuts de l'Eglise moldave et le si&cle de Constantinople par Bajazet I°, ZUuuIKTO 7 (1987) 205-213. For the  connections with Galicia, see also J. Meyendorff, Byzantium and the rise of Russia, Cambridge 1981, repr.  Crestwood, NY 1990, pp. 249-251.  13 Cf. D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, London 1974; repr. Crestwood, NY n.d.  14 J. Erickson, Autocephaly in Orthodox Canonical Literature to the Thirteenth Century, p. 40.WeIC p of ONC empire and achleved Juridica. confirmatıon of theır Status

Dy the unılateral decree of CIMNPCIOT, OT ecumenical councıl. The LG  S foundatıons
Camne into ex1istence d> of bıilateral treaties between [WO C1vıl governments. Ihıs
flects tendency regar! autocephaly chiefly ASs the sıgn of independent natıonal
state« 14 They WeTiIC certamly not of »phyletism« yel, but WOU be used as PIC-
cedents, when in modern times secular natıonalısm (»phyletism«) unfortunately became
wiıdespread In the Balkans and the ast European socletles.

debuts de l’eglıse moldave le s1ecle de Constantinople Bajazet Jer, ZUULLKTE (1987) 205213 For the
connections ıth alıcıa, Nr 1so J. Meyendorff, Byzantıum and the rse of Russı1a, Cambriıdge 1981, TCDL.
Crestwood, 1990, E

C4 olensi Ihe Byzantıne Commonwealth, London 1974:; rCDT. Crestwood, n.d
Erickson, Autocephaly ın Orthodox Canonical L.ıterature {o the Thirteenth Century,
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The » Tourkokratia«

The cCapture of Constantinople by the Ottomans In 1453 Was the ına blow inflıcted
uDON 16 had arely urvıved In the preceding decades cırcle of offi-
Clals, responsıble for the empıre and the patrıarchate In embattled and half-deserted
CIty, had made last and desperate attempt gaın Support from the West Dy 1gning the
Union decree of the Councıl of Florence (1439) The result Was only internal discord and

majJor loss of prestige, d the church of Russıa eceded irom Constantinople's Jur1S-
dıctiıon (see below). Thıs sad experience of Florence increased the church''s defensiveness
towards Western Christendom But al the SadIille tiıme, the church of Constantinople
acquıred, wıthın the framework of Islamıc law and the Ottoman mperı1al SYyStem, 81  <

posiıtion 16 wıll leave Strong imprint uUuDON all the Orthodox churches of the 1ddle
ast and the Balkans

Following the CONqUESTIS of the seventh CenturYy, siamıc rulers developed tradıtıon In
admınıstering rel1g10us mi1inorities. Sınce, in slam, real dıstınction Was poss1ıble
between »Church« and »State«, between secular and rel1g10us affaırs, and SINCEe the
Qurran provıde: the only guldıng princıiple for the slamıc soclety tself, the Christian (or
Jewısh) communities WeTC HNowed admınıster theır internal ffaırs themselves, wıth
the clear requırement of loyalty and obedience the paramount W of the slamıc
Khalıfe They constituted bodies of second-class cıtızens, payıng pecıal addıtıonal LaXes,
wearıng dıfferent and distinctive CosStume, lowed rıde donkeys, but NOL horses, and
INOTC than often prevented worshı1p in churches 1C- presented tradıtional external
Cof Christianity. In Constantinople and other maJor cıties, the old Byzantıne
temples, including particularly the ghıa Sophıa, WeEIC transformed into INOSQUCS. New
Chrıstian churches WEeIC ul but they looked externally 1ke ordınary houses. However,
wıthın the confinement of humıiılıated and submissıve mi1norIity-status, desıgnated d

separate milet, »Natıon-commuUnNIty«, the patrıarch of Constantinople Wäas invested wıth
WIC extended NOTL only uDON the territories IC WEIC tradıtionally of hıs

realm, but upoNn al] the Orthodox Christlans of the Ottoman empire. As ruler of the milet,
OT »ethnarch«, he possessed personal inviolabılıty and, ogether wıth SYNO! of O_
polıtans, controlled the admınıstratıve, udiıcıal, and eCONOMIC 1ıfe of the church And
since other admınıstrative ex1isted wıthin the Chrıistian communıty, CEXCEDL
that of the patrıarchate, hıs posıtion COU be and indeed Was quas1ı-ımperi1al, althoug
thıs W! Was 110 bestowed upOon hım Dy the sultan. In the CYCS of Orthodox Greeks, he
W äds SCCI dSs substitute-emperor and egan WE and vestments reminiscent
of the mperlal dress !> Although the canonıcal STatus of the ecumenıcal patrıarch, In
relatiıon the other patrıarchal SCCS of the East, OT the Slavıc patrıarchates 1n the
Balkans, remaıned the SaJmne ıIn princıple, the polıtical W involved in hIs posıtion d
head of the entire Chrıistian milet Was overwhelming. He alone had direct ACC°c8SS the
ublıme Porte, and the other patrıarchs COU solve theır problems wıth the authorities

For modern discussions of the documents descrıbing the Status of the patrlarc under Turkısh rule, SC
Eleutheriadis, Ta NPOVOLLO TOUV OLKOULEVLKOU NATPLAUPYELOV, myrna 1909, and Papadopoulos,

Les privileges du patrıarcat oecumen1que ans I' Empire Ottoman, Parıs 1924, KT ZN:
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only through hım Patrıarchal vacancıes for Alexandrıa, Antioch, Jerusalem, LNOTC

often than nNOL, WEIC filled hrough elections held in Constantinople !6 The patrıarchs of
Alexandrıa and Jerusalem gener.  Y esided nNOoTt in their SCC5S, but In the capıtal, and theır
W! Was almost exclusıvely tiıtular. The atrıarch of Antioch 1ve: in Damascus SINCE
the time of the Crusades: hıs flock, made of Orthodox Tra in Syrıa, Iowed hım
INOTEC eCONOMIC independence, but he also Was of the SaImnle milet SySstem.

The Sdallle milet STatus covered the Orthodox Christian populatıon of the Balkans, where
the patrıarchates of INOVO and PeC AS ell d the arc.  i1shopric patrıarchate of hrıd had
been in ex1istence., d autocephalous church bodies, al the time of the Turkısh of
the AiICcCa The patrıarchate of Irnovo dısappeared already in 1393, when the CIty WdsS

captured by the urks, and the SCC Was occupled Dy Tee bıshops appomlnted from Con-
stantınople. Ohrı  F and Pec kept nominally autocephalous STatus wıth incumbents
appoımnted by Constantınople, in aCCcordance wıth the milet SySstem. In 766 and 1767,
however, the autocephalous Status of both SCCS Was formally suppressed by ecumeniıcal
patrıarch amue Hancherli. ONMNC of the most prominent patrıarchs of the per10|

Thıs practically total centralızatıon of eccles1astıcal W in the patrıarchate of Con-
stantınople ıIn the seventeenth and, particularly, the eighteenth CenNtury rece1ved ıts ega
foundatıon Iirom the W OVeTr the entire Chrıstian milet, bestowed Dy the sultan upOoN
the ecumenı1cal patrıarch. But it W äas expressed In Man Yy patrıarcha aCTIS, dS ıf they IC-

presented canonıcally normal definıtion of primacy of the patrıarch of Constantinople
ıIn the Orthodox Church Thus, for instance, In the OITNICIa: act of election of the patrıarch
of exan  a, Pa1isıo0s IL, Dy the yno of Constantinople ın 1746, the »holy Great
Church« of Constantinople 15 esCcr1DE! dAS »possess1ing, in addıtion ıts other privileges,
that VC fırst privilege of carıng for all the churches, ASs the COININON lovıng mother and
head of ıts members and Darts IC both close by and far AWAaVY, exerc1sıng ıts prOoVI-
dence OVCI them wıth w1ısdom and authority« l Obvıously, the lımıts of the patrıarchate's
Jurisdıiction became practically indıstınguıshable from that of the Christian milet in the
Ottoman empıre. ven when the instiıtutlons of the other autocephalous churches WeIC

8{011 suppressed dAS became the MN wıth the Balkan patrıarchates but maıntaıned, d

vestiges of the old pentarch,y, they en]Joyed practically real W of influence eXcept
In the of personalıties wıth personal prestige 1ke Meletios egas of Alexan-
drıa (1590-1601), Dosıtheos otaras of Jerusalem (1669—-1707)

In practice, thıs SUDICINAC Y of the ecumenıi1cal patrıarchate mplıed that, INOTEC often than
nOL, the posıtion ofW Was OcCcupled Dy Greeks, CVCN In where the 111455 of
theal Was of Slavıc, Romanıan, anlan, OT rab orlg1n.

Sultan Mehmed, the Conqueror of Byzantıum, had cshown interest and ympathy for
TrTee ec1vılızatiıon. The orma investiture 1C he ranted patrıarch Gennadios uUuDON
h1ıs election In 453 and h1ıs meetings wıth the prelate undoubtedly nOot only 1n-

Numerous of this SOTT lısted in Maxımos Sardıis, ToO OLKOULEVLKOV NATPLAPYELOV EV
0PO0oS0EQ NOUX, Thessalonıkı 1972, 296—305

I1p0C TOLCG OXAAOLG NNOVOLULOLC KL INV TOV OT OGOV TOV EKKANOLOV WEPLUVOLV NPOTLOTOV NOOVOLLOV
EXOVOCO 01107  S KOLVN OLAOGTOPYOC UNTNP Ka KEOOLAN 0180 LOVOV TOOV EYYOC, AAC Ka TOV TOPPO WEAOQV
Ka WENOV OUTNC, ed Delikanes, I 1aTtpıLApYLKA Eyypada 1L, Constantinople 1903, p;: 39 Such formu-
atl1ons dIiIC tandard In the patrıarchal CIS of the peT1O!
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stitutional recognıtion of the patrıarchate, but also acknowledgement of the role be
played Dy Greeks wıthın Muslım empıre, d pecıal miınorTty. As the patrıarchate, de-
prıve of 1ts earher residence al the of the Pammakcarıstos (1586) Was ebuiılt
In the known d the »Phanar«, the Tee eCONOMIC and intellectual elıte became
known AS the Phanariots. 10 large degree, thıs elıte monopolızed9 gaıne:

ealth, and obtaiıned eadıng al the sultan's COUTT itself. ÖOne Phanarıot,
exander Mavrocordatos (1642—-1709) Wäas made >CGirand Dragoman«, OT actıng head of
the empire's foreign polıcy Related Dy marrıage rincely amıliıes of Oldavıa and
alachıa, the Phanarıot arıstocracy WAas entrusted by the sultans wıth rulıng the Oma-
nıan princıpalıties under Turkısh suzeraınty. Of COUISC, the rich and well-educated Pha-
narıots also exercıised dominant influence in the ifaırs of the patrıarchate

Sıince, 4S instıtution, the patrıarchate of Constantinople Was integrated into the
of the empıire, ıt also SuTIiere reatly NOL only from Occasıonal arbıtrary and IC-

pressive actıons of the Turkısh rulers, but also from the corruption 1e infected the
Ottoman admıiınıstration. In the seventeenth and eighteenth CENLUTY, the requırement 1M-
pose uDON each newly-elected patrıarch DaYy the peshkesh, OT eaVy and ever-risıng
(aX, obtaın the herat (imper1a decree) confiırmıng hım In hIis office, led almost
belıevable abuses. Between 595 and 1695, there WEeIC S1Xty-one changes the patrı-
arc throne 20 The famous atrıarch Cyrıl Lucarıs Was patrıarch times, eing de-
pose: then reinstated, before yıng vliolent death The un! NECCSSATY for the [ax WEeIC

often obtaıned from fore1ign embassıes, wıth French and Austrıan dıplomats supporting
candıdates favorable Roman Catholicısm, and utc and British ambassadors assurıng
the confirmatiıon of atrıarchs who, 1ıke Lucarıs, WeTITC sympathetic Protestantism 2l In
general, it 1s the Phanarıot Tee. establıshment 1{83 supporte: the Orthodox and
resisted Western proselytism, but al VE hıgh COSL.

Interventions of Western polıtical and rel1210us interests WeTiIC NOoTL lımıted Constan-
ınople Thus, SInNCe the creation of the Congregatıon De Propaganda el in Rome
(1622) network of French chools In 5yrıa served dSs tool for the creatiıon of PTO-
Roman Darty wıthın the Orthodox Tab communıtıes of the reg10n. Following the eal
of the atrıarch of Antıoch Macarıus 111 aım (1647-1672), each patrıarchal election INn-
volved struggle between val candıdates supporte: respect1vely Dy the Propaganda
and the » Phanarıo0t« W of the patrıarchate of Constantinople. In practically each CasSC,
the pro-UOrthodox claımant the throne Was ree. Jected in the capıtal, whereas 0Ca
PICSSUICS WeTC able promote rab candıdates, dependent uDON French SUuppOrt The IC-

On thıs ep1ısode, Ya resten, Das Patrıarchat VO  — Konstantınopel 1mM ausgehenden 16. Jahrhundert,
Wıen öln Giraz 1970

For recent comprehensive study of the »Phanarıots«, SCC Runciman, The TE Al Church ın Captıvıty.
udYy of the Patriıarchate of Constantiınople from the Eve of the Turkısh ONnquest the TeeC Wars of Inde-
pendence, Cambrıidge 1968, 360—384

Runcıman, CIE: 201
Ihe Casc of patrıarc Cyrıl Lucarıs ıllustrates ell the tragıc condıtiıons of Orthodox survıval 1n the ttoman

empire, N partıcularly N. Karmıirıs, Op9odolia Ka IIPOTEGTAVTLOLOG 1, en 937 193—-237:;
A. Malvy and Viller, La confession Orthodoxe de Pıerre Moghıla (Orientalıa Chrıstiana Rome 1927,

AVIN-XXXIX; Rozemond, Cyrille I ucar. Sermons Leiden 1974, 1C includes references
{O other tudies
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sult, In L/7284 Was the rmschısm between the openly »un1at« rab atrıarch Cyrıl
I consecrated ocally, and Orthodox 160 Sylvester, Jlected in Constantinople.
Eventually, atrıarch Sylvester, supporte: by the anar and confiırmed by hberat of the
sultan, succeeded in OCCupyıng the patrıarchate in Damascus 22 Siınce Ea and untiıl
1898, the Orthodox patrıarchs of Antıoch WOU be Greeks, Jected in Constantıinople,
whereas the French-educated »Melkıte« 1erarchy and leadershıp WOU be of rab
background.

ese events WeIC cContemporary wıth the development In the Phanarıot cırcles of what
W d called the »Great Idea« WEYOAN E of TEeE revıval »ON [WO continents and

SCadsS« It lashed wıth other natıonal revivals that of the ne1ghboring peoples
The prevaılıng role of TrTeeC ep1scopate controlling the Serblan, Bulgarıan, and
Romanıan Orthodox populatıon 1n the Balkans explaıns the fact that the CINCISCHNCC of
nationalısms 16 Ollowe: the French Revolution WOU. be diırected nOTL only agaılnst
Turkısh W  9 but also, 1n the Casec of the Balkan aVvs, the Romanılans, and the rabs,
agaılnst the eccles1astical W of Constantıiınople. Thıs led the establıshment of auto-
cephalous natıonal churches In the Balkans and the end of ree monopoly In the 'atrı-
archate of Antıoch In the nıneteenth CenturYy.

The accomplıshments of the ecumenı1cal patrıarchate of Constantinople and of the Pha-
narıot establıshment urıng the Turkısh rule incalculable in of preserving
Orthodox integrity. But the VE nature of the milet-reg1ıme imperceptibly led the
CINCISCIHCEC of what 15 called »phyletism«, eccles1atical natıonalısm, 1Cl be COIMN-

emne'! 1n 1872, but 1C remaıns the MOST negatıve legacy of the » Tourkokratia« and
1ts aftermath

Iwo Orthodox churches only remaıned outside of Muslım Occupatıon. The first 15 the
ancıent church of Georgla, led by the autocephalous Catholicos of Mitskheta Surrounded
and threatened from all sıdes, the kıngdom of Georgla urvıved until 1ts annexatıon bDy
Russıa in 1801, and provıde and help INanYy Orthodox monasterıies and 1N-
stitut10ns, particularly In Jerusalem and Mt. thos The second 15 the Church of Russıa.

Orthodox Russ1ia

Since the adoption of Byzantıne Orthodox Chrıistianıty d the relıgz10n of the prin-
C1palıty of Klev In 088 OT 989, under prince adımır, the entire »land of the Rus« (in
Tee Pocia and 1ın Latın Russia), extending from the arpathıan mountaıins the
olga and irom OVg0Tr0 the Steppes, had become eccles1iastical proviınce of the
patrıarchate of Constantinople. It Was headed (at least SINCEe by »metropolıtan of
Klev and all Russ1a«. Before 1240, and wıth only [WO exceptlons, the metropolıtans WEIC

Greeks, appomnted from Byzantıum and exerc1sing VE wıde DOWCIS ın appomtıing all the

FoOor recCent aCcCCount of the OTg1NSs of the »Melkıte« schıism (the term Melkıte SCI VCS generally oday de-
sıgnate the Trab Trıstıan communıty of Byzantıne rıte, unıted ıth 0me), SCC esey, Introduction
histoire el l’ecclesiologıe de l’eglise melchıte, Beyrouth-Jounieh 1986, 1/7—-38: for the soclal, polıtical, and
Cultura background, SCC Robert Haddad. yrıan Chrıistians In uslım Society. An Interpretatıon, Princeton
9/0
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0Ca bıshops of the j{e) Was polıtically dıvided into independent PrIINC1-
palıtıes, led by Tamıly of princes, descendents of uzı1ı and ad1ımIir.

The sack of Kıev Dy the ongol Khan atu (1240) and the establıshment of ongol,
OI JT artar, rule OVeT MOST of Russıa created 191  S condiıtions, j (6) further nhanced the
role of the ecumenıcal patrıarchate, in spıte of the of Constantınople Dy the
Crusaders (1204) and the exıle of the patrıarch Nıicea (1208-1281). Indeed, the
Byzantınes, whether in the Nıcean exıile, OT when theır W Was restored ın (Constan-
tinople, entertaıned g00d polıtical and commercıal relatıons wıth the huge ongol
empire, extendıing OVeTr Eastern Europe and MOoOStT of Asıa. ctually, the Mongols, Dy
threatenıng the Turkısh sultans of Asıa Miınor, WCIC reatly helping Byzantıum's urvıval.
The metropolıtan of Kılev often acted A the Byzantıne emperor's dıplomatıc I1-
tatıve In Mongol-occupile Russıa. He often travelled Saray, the lower olga, where
the regional ongol Khan (who hıimself Was under the authorıty of the »Great Khan« of
Karakorum In Mongolıa) had estabiıshe. hıs residence. An Orthodox bıshop, suffragan
of the metropolıtan, esided in Saray SINCE 126123 Thus, the church, under Constan-
tinople's leadershıip, remaıned 4S the ONEC sıngle admıinıistratıve iructure extendıing OVCI

the entire »land of the Rus«. It also possessed spiırıtual prestige, WEeAa. and polıtical
leverage, 1C enhanced 1ts role in COUNIIFY humilıated by the CONQUCTIOIS.

Sınce the estroye ancıent capıtal of Kiev had ceased SCIVC dS the metropolıtan's
perm: residence, metropolıtan Cyril Russıan appoımted the SCcCC by the Nıcean
patrıarch (1242-1281) avelle! wıdely throughout the metropolıtanate. oug the
Mongols exerc1ıised sovere1i1gnty OVCI the entire COUNIIY, the southwestern princıpalıties of
Galıcıa and olhynıa WeTiIC maintainıng close t1es wıth Western Europe, and in 1253
grand-prince Danıiel of Galıcıa EVCN rece1ved kıng's firom the PDODC The
northeastern great-princ1ipalıty of Vladıiımir-Suzdal WAäs, the9 under much
ı1ghter ongol rule The domiınant personalıty there Was Alexander Nevsky, successively
prince of OVg0Tr0 (1240-1252) and grand-prince of Vladımır (1252-1263), who had
distinguıished himself In ı1ghting agaınst the Teutonic ıghts and the Swedes, but
showed himself later 4S VE OoYya) the Mongols Metropolıtan Cyrıl, ıle maiıntalinıng
1g connection wıth Galıcıa (he Wäas A  ‚eb Galıcıan hımself) MOoOSstT of hıs time in the
northeast. It Was already clear In hıs Casec that the OX Church, led Dy Constan-
tinople, Wäas much LINOIC SUSPICIOUS of the danger comıing from the West A danger
the Orthodox al represented by miılıtant crusaders and the Latın PAaDaCY than of
Mongol rule, tolerant of Chrıistianıty, where the Byzantıne influence and admınıstration
COU continue wıthout maJor obstacles.

Cyrıl's SUCCCSSOUI, the ree metropolıtan aX1mos (1283—1305) transferred hıs DCTI-
anent resiıdence, d head of the church, the northeast, ıle keeping the tradıtıonal
tıtle of »metropolıtan of Kiev and all Russ1i1a«. All hıs SUCCESSOTS ollowe: hI1s example,
wıth the continuous Support of the patrıarchate and in spıte ofr centrifugal trends
developing in the southwestern and estern parts of the ancıent »land of Rus'«.

On ese developments, SCC Meyendorff, Byzantıum and the Rıse of Russıa, ambridge 1981, TCDT. Crest-
WOOd. 1990, 36—4



18 John Meyendorff
Indeed, d the northeastern grand-princıpalıty of Vladımıir Was gradually centralızed Dy

the kıllful polıcıes of the princes of MOoscow that the »metropolıtans of Klev«
WOU also reside in that CIty, destined become the capıtal of empiıre the PIINCI-
palıties of the West, includiıng Kıev tself, fell wıthın the rule of the Lithuanıan
grand-princes Gedymin (3 S 1) and Olgerd (1345-13D Galıcıa meanwhıle Was

annexed by Kıng Casımır the Great of Poland (1333-1370). Ecclesiastical centralızatiıon
under metropolıtan residing In Mongol-dominate: MOoscow became increasıngly 1ffı-
cult. Local polıtical and eccles1jastıical authorities secured the establıiıshment of a separate
metropolıtanate of Galıcıa (1303-—-1305), 16 Was later suppressed, reestablıshe In
1370, and suppressed agaın by 414 separate »metropohtanate of the Liıthuanlians«,
also ex1isted episodically wıth OMNC of the incumbents, Roman (1354-1362), GVER claımıng
the N of Klev, Since the CIty Wäas under Liıthuanian rule urıng thıs entire per10d, the
SUpport gıven Dy Constantinople the metropolıtans of Kıev and all Russıa, residıng in
MOosScCow Peter (1308—-1326), the Tree Theognostos (1328—-1353), and Alexı1s 4—

Wäas continuous, and contrıibuted reatly the rse of OSCOW'S W Thıs
Support wavered only when external PICSSUICS WeIC (070 (1352-1363; 1370-137/5),
0)8 when eneral polıtical confusıon interrupted normal polıcıes (1378—1389) Z

TIhe polıtical leverage IC elonge: the grand-princes of Liıthuania in claımıng a

separate metropolıtan dısappeared in 1386, when the grand-prince aglello marrıed the
Polısh Queen Jadwiga, and became Roman Catholic TOM NO 0) the estern parts of
the »land of the Rus'« that 1C ın modern times 15 known as the Ukraine and
Byelorussıa WOU. fınd themselves under ‚- OoOman Catholıc monarchy The metropo-
lıtans residing in MOoscow the Bulgarıan yprıan (1389—-1406) and the TrTee Photios
(1408-1431) WOULU be clearly SCCH d the unımpeachable single eaders of the
Orthodox church ın MuSCcOovy, 4S ell as In Poland-Lithuanıia Characteristically, they
demanded Irom theır Russıan flock be loyal NnOoTt only the canoniıcal authorıty of the
patrıarch, but also the largely nominal, but »God-established« unıversal W of the
Byzantıne »CMPpCITOT of all Christians«. » For Christians«, patrıarch Anthony ın
famous letter grand-prince ası of MOSCOW, »1t 18 not possible have Church and
NOoTL ave CINDCIOI18  John Meyendorff  Indeed, as the northeastern grand-principality of Vladimir was gradually centralized by  the skillful policies of the princes of Moscow — so that the »metropolitans of Kiev«  would also reside in that city, destined to become the capital of an empire — the princi-  palities of the West, including Kiev itself, fell within the rule of the pagan Lithuanian  grand-princes Gedymin (1316-1341) and Olgerd (1345-1377). Galicia meanwhile was  annexed by King Casimir the Great of Poland (1333-1370). Ecclesiastical centralization  under a metropolitan residing in Mongol-dominated Moscow became increasingly diffi-  cult. Local political and ecclesiastical authorities secured the establishment of a separate  metropolitanate of Galicia (1303—-1305), which was later suppressed, reestablished in  1370, and suppressed again by 1414. A separate »metropolitanate of the Lithuanians«,  also existed episodically with one of the incumbents, Roman (1354-1362), even claiming  the see of Kiev, since the city was under Lithuanian rule. During this entire period, the  support given by Constantinople to the metropolitans of Kiev and all Russia, residing in  Moscow — Peter (1308—-1326), the Greek Theognostos (1328-1353), and Alexis (1354-  1389) — was continuous, and contributed greatly to the rise of Moscow's power. This  support wavered only when external pressures were too strong (1352-1363; 1370-1375),  or when general political confusion interrupted normal policies (1378—-1389)2%  The political leverage which belonged to the grand-princes of Lithuania in claiming a  separate metropolitan disappeared in 1386, when the grand-prince Jagiello married the  Polish Queen Jadwiga, and became a Roman Catholic. From now on, the western parts of  the »land of the Rus'« — i.e. that which in modern times is known as the Ukraine and  Byelorussia — would find themselves under a Roman Catholic monarchy. The metropo-  litans residing in Moscow — the Bulgarian Cyprian (1389—-1406) and the Greek Photios  (1408-1431) — would be clearly seen as the unimpeachable single leaders of the  Orthodox church in Muscovy, as well as in Poland-Lithuania. Characteristically, they  demanded from their Russian flock to be loyal not only to the canonical authority of the  patriarch, but also to the largely nominal, but »God-established« universal power of the  Byzantine »emperor of all Christians«. »For Christians«, wrote patriarch Anthony in a  famous letter to grand-prince Basil I of Moscow, »it is not possible to have a Church and  not to have an emperor ... Christians reject only the heretical emperors, who were raging  against the Church and introducing doctrines which were corrupt and foreign to the  apostles and the fathers ...«25  These ideological — both religious and political — principles would be put to the test  in 1441, when metropolitan Isidore, successor of Photius, would return to Moscow with  the rank of a Roman cardinal, having been one of the main architects of the Union of  Florence, signed by the Byzantine bishops. Was not the emperor now »heretical« and  could the canonical dependence upon a patriarchate, headed by a »uniat« patriarch, be  maintained? A negative answer was suggested not only by the principle, enunciated by  patriarch Anthony in 1393, but also by information coming from Constantinople, where  resistance to the decree of Florence, headed by Mark of Ephesus, was gathering strength.  24 Cf. Meyendorff, op. cit., pp. 145-260.  25 Miklovich-Müller, Acta patriarchatus Constantinopolitani II, Vienna 1862, pp. 188-192.Christians reject only the heretical,who WeTe ragıng
against the Church and introducing doctrines 1C WeTIC and foreign the
apostles and the athers B  «2

These ideologıcal both rel1g10us and polıtical principles WOU be put the test
In 1441, when metropolıtan Isıdore, SUCCESSOT of Photius, WOUu Moscow wıth
the rank of Roman cardınal, havıng been ONC of the maın archıtects of the Union of
orence, sıgned by the Byzantıne bıshops Was not the CIMPCIOT ‚9{0} »heretical« and
COU the canonıcal dependence upOoNn patrıarchate, headed by »un1at« patrıarch, be
maıntaiıned? negatıve answerTr Was suggested notL only Dy the princıple, enuncıated by
patrıarch Anthony in 1393, but also by informatıon coming from Constantinople, where
resistance the decree of Florence, headed by Mark of Ephesus, Wäas athering strength.

(<E: Meyendorff, eit; —260
Miklovich-Müller, cta patrıarchatus Constantinopolitani IL, Vıenna 1862, 188—-192
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Were the Russıans acCcept orence, when the majJorıty of the Greeks themselves Wäas

rejecting ıt
The Russıan grand-prince took decisıve actıon in the personal CdSC of sıdore the

metropolıtan Wäas deposed, arrested, and allowed »ESCADC« into Western exıle.
er dec1isions wWeIe delayed for YCalS, urıng 1C the Moscoviıte authorities,
expecting perhaps the restoration of normal of ffaırs in Byzantıum, acted d if
unıon wıth RKRome Wäas only personal inıtlatıve of Isıdore, and requested permi1ss1ıon
elect 11Cc  < metropolıtan Jocally 26. Not rece1ving repIY, they proceeded wıth the
electiıon of bıshop Onas of Ryazan d »metropolıtan of Kıev and all Russ1i1a«
However, thıs actıon Wäas nOot interpreted 4S fiınal assertion of eccles1iastical inde-
pendence, d Wäas the Casc ıIn the estabhlıshment of the Bulgarıan and Serbiıan patrı-
archates, In defiance of Constantinople. TIhe Russıan grand-prince promised the O_
ratıon of normal canonıcal dependence, ONCE there WOU be agaın Orthodox patrıarch
in Byzantıum?”7,

TIhe independent election of Jonas met opposıtion and Was wıthout elay recognized
CVCN In the A1Cas belonging Oolan! The 191  < metropolıtan rece1ved investiture irom
Polısh Kıng Casımiır I who at that OmMent Wäas a of the Councıl of ase
agaılnst Oome But the COMNSCHSUS dıd not last. In 1453, Constantinople fell the UurKs,

1C Was interpreted ıIn Russıa as a dıvine punıshment for the »betrayal« of
Florence, and ın 1458 DODC Calıxtus I1 issued decree, 1vidıng ecclesiastically
»super10r Russl1a«, overned »bDy the schismatıc monk Jonas, SONMN of IN1quıLy«, and
»inferı10r Russ1a«28, where another »metropolıtan of Kılev and Russı1a«, Gregory
Bolgarın, Was consecrated by the unılat patrıarch of Constantinople, Gregory Mammas,
exıled in ome Gregory Bolgarın WAäas, of COUTSC, recognized by the Polısh kıng, who
had made hıs wıth the papaCcYy By 1470, however, Gregory, followıng the mood of
h1is Orthodox flock, eiecte! firom Roman obedience, and placed hımself under the
ecumenıiıcal patrıarch in Constantinople, e 9 In the sıtuatıon 1C Wäas that of the entire
Russıan church before 144  — In practice, since MOosScow Wäas NO  S »autocephalous«, thıs

the dıvısıon of the old »metropolıtanate of Kiıev and all Russ1i1a« into {[WO eccle-
s1astıcal provinces, separated Dy the polıtiıc borders of olan and Muscovy In
MOSCOW, Jonas’ SUCCESSOI Theodosius (1461—14659) s{i1 held the tıtle of »Kiev«, Dut thıs
nomiınal desıgnatıon Wäas dropped by Phillıp (1467-1473).
er Polısh rule, moral and socılal Wäas cConstant, in favor of unıon wıth

Rome, In accordance wıth the decree of orence and the orıgınal Status of Gregory
Bolgarın. But it Wäas only in 595 that all the bıshops eXCepL {WO accepted unıon in Brest-
Litovsk The Orthodox church Was outlawed by the Polısh although the majJorı1ty of
the populatıon remaıned al An Orthodox jerarchy Was restored only in 1620 Dy

Letter of Aasıl. patrıarch Metrophanes ın Pavlov (ed. usskaya Istoriıcheskaya Bıblioteka VI,
St Petersburg 1880, cols. 525—-536

» It ll OUT duty wriıte hım and ask his essing in all things«‚ er of ‚ası CINDCIOF Constan-
tine (1451) ed Cit., col 583586

Documenta Pointificum Hıstoriam Ucrainmae us!  ntı. 82, p. 46 TIhe appoıntment of Gre-
SOTY 18 en eferred d the origin of the »Ukrainian TeEC. atholıc Church«, althoug! the term »Ukraine«
WAädS, of COUISC, 370)1 sed al the time.
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the travelling patrıarch of Jerusalem, Theophanes. It Was formally recogniızed, sıde Dy
s1ıde wıth the »Unıates«, under metropolıtan Peter Moghıla (1632-1647). In 1686, A4S

CO  CC of the eXpansıon of the Moscoviıte empıre (L the Ukraine, the ecumenıcal
patrıarchate formally transferred 1ts Jurisdiction OVeTr the metropolıtanate of Klev, the
patrıarchate of MOscCow. Thıs actiıon en! the dıvısıon of the »IW: Russ1as« by DODC
Calıxtus 111 in 1458

As these ateful events WEIC unfoldiıng In Kiev, the ancıent cradle of the Rus’, but held
by Olanı untıl the seventeenth CENLUTY, the rand-prince of MOoscow Was assumıng the
role of sole of Orthodoxy. S0oon after the election of Jonas, AaNONYIMMNOUS author
addressed ası I1 of MOoscow d the Constantine«, and »the sovere1gn, (1J0d-
crowned Russı1an tsar«29 The monk Filofe1 of OV (ca. 1510—1540), predicting the 1MM-
mınence of the second comıng, proclaımed that »both Romes (1 ome and Constan-
ınople the New ome fell, the 1T! (1 e’ MOSCOW) endures, and ou there ll
nNnOoTt be«30 sS1 irom the apocalyptıc Contex(t, 57a Wäds that of Fılofe1l, the theory of
translatio Imperil from Constantiınople »thırd« Rome, MOOSCOW, W äds endorsed for
obvıous dıplomatıc ICasSONsS bDy the Venetian Senate, the OCCasıon of the marrıage of
Ivan 111 of MOoscow wıth Z/oe-Sophıa, the niıece of the last Byzantıne CINPCIOT in 147231
Followıng the crownıng of Ivan and his ffıcı1al assumption of the tıtle of ISar., OT

CIMPCIOT (1547) the patrıarch of Constantinople, Joasaph (1555—1565) sent etters, wel-
comıing the HYa COUu. enhance the opes fOr antı- Turkis lıberatiıon campa1gn
by the Russıan SUCCESSOT of the Byzantıne emperors >2

At time, however, dıd the Muscoviıte empire Tormally AdSSUuINeE the theory of
»MOSCOW, the 1V Rome«. The Russıan tSars, ıle uildıng natıon-state, WeTiIC ubject

Strong cultural influences comıing from the West and WeTiEe interested Dy eıther
the apocalyptic hought of monk Filofe1, 0)8 the Byzantıne inherıtance d such: they

assumed the tradıtional tıtle of »Roman CINDCIOI«, 16 alone COU sıgnıfy
translatio IimperIl, and preferre the title of » of all Russ1l1a«. Ecclesiastically, they
WeIiIC ready legalıze theır relatıons wıth Orthodox Constantıinople, 1C had become
rregular al the time of the electiıon of Jonas (1448)

The OCCasıon for such legalızatıon Calllec wıth the arrıval of ecumeniıcal patrıarch
Jeremıjah 11 Iranos Moscow in 588 Deprived Dy the ur of hıs patrıarcha. res1i-
dence at the of the Pammakarıstos, Jeremiah W das seekıng moral and materıal
Support in Poland and Russıa. He Was inıtlally ffered the option of remalniıng in Russıa
1ımself and take residence ın the ancıent CIty of Vladımir, wıth ıts magnıficent welfth

OVO Izbrano, ed. A. N. Popov, Istorıko-literaturny obzor dreunerusskıkh polemicheskıkh sochinenn protiv
atınyan, Moscow 1875, 113

Text In Malinin, Starets Eleazarova MONAaSLYrIya Filofel 1 ego poslanıya, Kılev 1901., ppendix, 45
31 Quando stirps mascula deesset ımperatoria ad Vestram Mlustrissımam Dominationem Jure vestr1 faustissımı
CONJug]1 pertineret (quoted in Ya. Shpakov, Gosudarstvo tserkov' ikch vzaımnykh otnoshen1ıyakh
Moskovskom gosudarste L, KIeV 1904,
37 It 18 Iirue hat Joasaph Iso Jlaımed hat legıtımate mperlal crownıng COULU. be performed only by the PODC,
the patrıarch of Constantinople, the atter's elegate, the metropolıtan of Evr1pos, sent Russıa ıth hat
1SS10N. But the Russijans WCIC arı ready ( accept second Coronation; cft. the exX{iIs recently reprinted ıth
Nntary by 7 Tachi_aos‚ IInyec EKKÄNOLAOTLKTIG LOTOPLAC TV ÖPO0S0EOV ZAOBOV, Thessaloniki
1984, —164
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CeNLurYy cathedral f eremı1ah had accepted, »third Rome« WOU. indeed be establıshe'l
in adımır. Hıs refusal, however, raısed the question of the Status of the metropolıtan of
MOSCOW, 19({6)  < mperlal capıtal. Followıing YCaL of negotlatıons, Jeremiah enthroned
metropolıtan Job 4S patrıarch (1589) Hıs actıon Was later confiırmed by SynOods, wıth
partıcıpatıon of all the Eastern patrıarchs, particularly the influential Meletios egas of
Alexandrıa The clearly ımply that the election of the 191  < patrıarchate Wäas O-
ratıon of the ancılent »pentarchy«, IC had been transformed into »tetrarchy« Dy the
defection of Rome. ere Was reference the old Roman Justinianıic principle uldıng
the authorıty of all fiıve patrıarchs, whose Mg WOIC defined Dy councıls »fOr other
CasOonlls than theır place wıthın the mper1al system« ,6 requıred also that the Namne
of the »MOSL P10uUS basıleus of MOoscow and autokrator of all Russıa and the ern
parts be NCcCIlude': In the ıturgy everywhere 11 not only in Russı1ia; J.M at the requıred
MOMents of mperl1al COomMmmemOTat1ıons« 34 Patrıarch Job, the »Iıfth« patrıarch, Wäas be
»Counted« wıth the other four and share theıir dıgnıty, 11e recogn1ızıng »the apostolıc
throne of Constantinople d> its head and ıts prımate, d the other atrıarchs do« 35

So MOSCOW, in Wäas »thiırd Rome«, but 8(0)1 INn CVEIY reSpecCkl, SINCEe Constan-
iınople Was keeping ıts primacy Thıs paradoxıical aspect of OSCOW's Status 111 be felt
agaın In the bıg CT1SIS of the seventeenth CENLUTY. Iraıned In the 1dea that, Ssince Florence,
they WeTC alone the guardıans of irue Orthodoxy, asses of Russıan »old-believers« IC-
use: aCcept the mınor lıturgical reforms introduced Dy patrıarch on (1652-1658),
because he Was followıing the models of CONteEMPOTFarYy Greeks, who SINCEe Florence WeiIiC
SCCIH Dy the opposıtıon d traıtors Orthodoxy. For 1kon, however, eıng the »thırd
Rome« following the Greeks » ] Russ1l1an«, he Wäas sayıng, »but INY al 15
Tee BED

It 15 precıisely the Byzantıne of the Moscow patrıarchate and the entire legacy of
Byzantıum In Russıa, ; F e Peter the G’reat intended Overturn, and eplace Dy COMN-
rolled form of relıgio0n, patterned Dy the princıples of the Enlıghtenment. ıthout anı Yy
eccles1astıical sanctıon, In purely arbıtrary WAayY, the patrıarchate Was suppressed and IC-

placed al the head of the Russ1ıan church, Dy »Commıttee«, OT »spırıtual college«, whose
members WeTC appomted by the CINDCIOT (1720-1721). Eventually, the »college« adopted

INOTE tradıtiıonal des1ignation, that of Holy yNo: The Eastern atrıarchs WCIC 1N-
orme: of the reform d fait accompli and SaVC 1t perfunctory recognition. Thıs
essentlally bureaucratic sSystem lasted for almost [WO centuries.

Consıdered AS uncanonical and, therefore, proviısıonal Dy all enlıghtened churchmen,
the »synodal« regıme dıd nOot prevent the Russian Church from producing INanYy saınts
generally belonging the monastıic WOT. from developıng remarkably rich System
of theological educatıon and firom continumng the M1SS10Nary expansıon of the church
None of thıs COu In the other Orthodox churches of the 1ıddle ast and the
Balkans, whose possı1bılıties for cultural development and mM1sS10Nary expansion WCIC
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