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Although principles were, as a rule, not a matter of debate in Muscovite political culture,
experiences of crisis, such as the Smuta or the conflict between Patriarch Nikon and Tsar
Aleksei Mikhailovich, did instigate pertinent fervent discussions on how the God-given order
was best to be perceived and restored. This paper outlines the debate on the relationship
between and the mutual dependency of secular and ecclesiastical power that erupted after
Nikon’s ambiguous abdication in 1658 and culminated at the Moscow Church Council of
1666/67. It focuses on a crucial but somewhat enigmatic episode during the Council, when
two Russian bishops, Metropolitan Pavel of Krutitsy and Bishop Ilarion of Riazan, protested
against the formulation included in the Tomos of the four Eastern patriarchs (1663)
concerning the primacy of the emperor. Their objection led to the Council issuing a revised
statement, reformulating the classical notion of symphonia (the emperor is responsible
for political matters, the patriarch for spiritual ones), although the two prelates had to
face disciplinary sanctions. The paper draws mainly on the writings of the debate’s main
protagonist, the infamous Metropolitan of Gaza, Paisios Ligaridis, in order to clarify what
we may reasonably deduce from the account of the self-righteous Greek prelate and certain
further evidence concerning, on the one hand, the protagonists’ motives, and on the other,
the whole episode’s actual significance.
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Principles were, as a rule, not a matter of debate in Muscovite political cul-
ture.? Experiences of crisis, such as the Smuta or the conflict between Pa-
triarch Nikon and Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich, did, however, instigate perti-
nent fervent discussions. Even if collectively accepted axioms were never
questioned, there was enough ground for controversy on how the God-given
order was best to be perceived and restored. Such was the debate on the re-
lationship between and the mutual dependency of secular and ecclesiastical
power that erupted after Nikon's ambiguous abdication in 1658 and culmi-
nated at the Moscow Church Council of 1666/67. In what constitutes a some-
what enigmatic episode during the last stage of the Council, when it came
to ratifying the definite deposition of Nikon, two Russian bishops - Metro-
politan Pavel of Krutitsy, locum tenens of the patriarchal throne, and Ilarion,
bishop of Riazan - unexpectedly objected. Their protest was in regard to the
formulation included in the written answers, the Tomos of the four Eastern
patriarchs (1663) concerning the primacy of the emperor, or, at least, in re-
gard to its translation into Russian. This objection led, after lengthy disputes
moderated by the protagonist of the Council, the infamous Metropolitan of
Gaza, Paisios Ligaridis, to the patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch issuing
a revised statement reformulating the classical notion of symphonia (the
emperor is responsible for political matters, the patriarch for spiritual ones),
although the two Russian prelates had to face disciplinary sanctions. The
first part of the paper provides an overview of the historiographical discus-
sion regarding the inherited Byzantine and Russian traditions as well as the
Nikon affair. The second, taking into account the various interpretations of
the incident in historiography, attempts its own interpretation, on the one
hand of the protagonists’ motives, and on the other, of the whole episode’s
actual significance. There is a special focus on terminological aspects, since
faulty translation of Greek terms, whether deliberate or not, seems to have
played a not insignificant role in the whole affair.

It is a common insight that the Byzantine ideal of concord and harmony
or symphonia between the Empire and the Church is not to be interpreted as
an elaborated, coherent constitutional theory or as a single doctrine. Byz-

2 ALFONS BRUNING, ,Symphonia, kosmische Harmonie, Moral. Moskauer Diskurse liber ge-
rechte Herrschaft im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert®, in Gerechtigkeit und gerechte Herrschaft
vom 15. bis zum 17. Jahrhundert. Beitrdge zur historischen Gerechtigkeitsforschung, ed.
STEFAN PLAGGENBORG (Berlin-Boston: De Gruyter-Oldenbourg, 2020), 23-52, here 25. STE-
FAN PLAGGENBORG, ,Gerechtigkeit und gerechte Herrschaft in Flirstenbelehrungen Al-
trusslands®, in Die gute Regierung. Fiirstenspiegel von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart, eds
MARIANO DELGADO and VOLKER LEPPIN (Fribourg/Stuttgart: Academic Press/Kohlhammer,
2017), 141-161, here 144.
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antine political culture relied much less on abstract theoretical texts than
on practices and representations.? In other words, “Political Orthodoxy”, as
Hans-Georg Beck termed the complex, unstable and ambivalent relation be-
tween the Christian Emperor and the Church,* remained notoriously unde-
fined and conditioned more by personal constellations and ad hoc arrange-
ments than by normative prescriptions. Nevertheless, a delineation, even if
only “a slight legal distinction” was drawn between empire and priesthood
(imperium and sacerdotium, basileia and hierosyne), otherwise the unend-
ing debates on their relation and mutual interdependence would have been
pointless.® To be sure, from the classic formulation in the Preamble to Jus-
tinian’s Sixth Novel, which introduced the notion of an “excellent harmony”
between basileia and hierosyne, to the “hierocratic” theories of self-confi-
dent late Byzantine churchmen,” the emphasis was always on unity and syn-
ergy, not on separation and rigid demarcation. It was primarily in cases of
dissension that the distinction was articulated and debated. Nonetheless,
one may roughly distinguish pertinent Byzantine literature into one strand
promoting ecclesiastical autonomy, most prominently represented by Patri-
arch Photios’ Eisagoge (886) with its quasi-diarchic assertions, and another
strand favouring imperial prerogatives, whose most articulate spokesman
has been the 12t"-century canonist Theodore Balsamon.? For the context
of this paper it is important to bear in mind that both strands provided au-
thoritative texts or rather available passages for later, post-Byzantine uses.

3 MARIE THERES FOGEN, ,Das politische Denken der Byzantiner®, in Pipers Handbuch der
politischen Ideen, ed. IRING FETSCHER, HERFRIED MUNKLER (Munich-Zurich: Piper, 1993), vol.
2, 41-85, here 15. PAUL MAGDALINO, “Basileia: The Idea of Monarchy in Byzantium, 600-
1200", in The Cambridge Intellectual History of Byzantium, ed. ANTHONY KALDELLIS, NIKET-
AS SINI0SSOGLOU (Cambridge: CUP, 2017), 575-598, here 576.

4 HANS-GEORG BECK, Das byzantinische Jahrtausend (Munich: C.H. Beck, 19942, 87-108. JOHN
A. MCGUCKIN, “The Legacy of the 13t Apostle: Origins of the East Christian Conceptions
of Church and State Relations”, St Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 47, no. 3—-4 (2005):
251-288.

5 DONALD M. NicoL, “Byzantine Political Thought”, in The Cambridge History of Medieval
Political Thought c. 350-1450, ed. ). H. BURNS (Cambridge: CUP, 1988) 51-79, here 67.

6 FOEGEN, ,Das politische Denken®, 65.

7 DIMITER ANGELOV, Imperial Ideology and Political Thought in Byzantium 1204-1330 (Cam-
bridge: CUP, 2007), 351-416. Angelov defines “hierocratic” in the late Byzantine context
as follows: “The hierocratic thesis at the core of all these ideas, no matter how different
they were in origin and specific argumentation, was a simple one: the church held supe-
rior position in regard to the emperor and the imperial office.”, ibid. 351.

8 GILBERT DAGRON, Emperor and Priest: The Imperial Office in Byzantium, transl. JEAN BIR-
RELL (Cambridge: CUP, 2003), 229-235 (on the Eisagoge), 255-267 (on Balsamon’'s Commen-
taries).
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Equally important is what kind of issues were actually contentious. Without
oversimplifying overtly complex material, it is safe to assert that it was nev-
er the emperor’s sole responsibility for “secular”, i.e., political, worldly mat-
ters, that was seriously questioned. What was debatable was his right or ob-
ligation to intervene in ecclesiastical affairs, as in the administration of the
Church (e.g., the question whether an emperor was authorized to depose an
intransigent patriarch) as well as his exclusion from regulating “spiritual,”
i.e., dogmatic issues. The “quasi-sacerdotal” status of the emperor in Byz-
antine ecclesiology drew on the Old Testament tradition of imperial priest-
hood. According to Balsamon - the foremost champion of this “rhetoric of as
if” — it was further legitimized by the power of sacred unction.’ Thus, it was
precisely this “double occupation of and claim on religion by Church and
emperor”™ upon which both synergy and dissent rested. However, even if
the emperor’s challenges to the independence of the Church used to cause
dispute, it is equally important to keep in mind that, as Gilbert Dagron has
noted, it was actually the position of the patriarch that was ill-defined in the
context of Byzantine ecclesiology."

As for the Russian adaptations of Byzantine models, research has long
moved away from an essentialist understanding of this legacy. Scholars in-
sist on the selective partaking of Muscovy in the Byzantine political tra-
dition as well as on the functional and flexible appropriation of available
models.” It is probably fair to say that, in terms of power politics, in Musco-
vy the grand prince/tsar enjoyed an even more enhanced position vis-a-vis
the church than had been usually the case in Byzantine times. However, in
terms of textual tradition it was rather the “hierocratic” strand that was
known via translations into Church Slavonic. The most telling passages of
Photios’ Eisagoge as included in the widely diffused Syntagma of Matthew
Blastares (1335) were received in Muscovy not as parts of a distinct work,
let alone as representing a certain, controversial strand, but as part and

9 DAGRON, Emperor and Priest, 259, 281.

10 FOEGEN, ,Das politische Denken®, 59.

11 DAGRON, Emperor and Priest, 310.

12 EDGAR HOSCH, ,Byzanz und die Byzanzidee in der russischen Geschichte”, Saeculum 20
(1969): 6-17; HELMUT NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher. Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Au-
tokratie in RuBland (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1964), 140; ALEKSANDR LAVROV, “Le Tsar,
le patriarche et les autres. Les relations entre 'Etat Moscovite et I'Eglise russe au XVlle
siécle dans la perspective de la réforme pétrovienne”, Istina 50 (2005): 163-181; OLGA
TSAPINA, “The 1721 Church Reform and Constructing the Orthodox Tradition of Church-
State Relations in Russia”, in The State in Early Modern Russia: New Directions ed. PAUL
BUSHKOVITCH (Bloomington, IN: Slavica Publishers, 2019), 305-334, here 331-333.
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parcel of a coherent sacred tradition of laws, canons, axioms and prece-
dents.” The fourteenth-century Serbian redaction of the Kormchaia Kniga
(Pilot Book) presented, moreover, a version of Justinian’s formula on sym-
phony (soglasie) that favoured a pro-priesthood interpretation.” It was this
version that dominated manuscript circulation and that was finally printed
in Moscow in 1653. On the contrary, Balsamon’s Commentaries were not
part of this translation corpus and practically unknown in Muscovy. They
were translated as late as the last decade of the 17" century, so to say post
festum for our concerns, by Evfimii Chudovskii. It is therefore no surprise
that the entire theme of imperial priesthood was largely absent in Russian
perception.”

Yet, in any case, symphonia, the ideal of harmonious and complemen-
tary coexistence and interaction between sviashchenstvo (or sviashchen-
nichestvo) and ts[cJarstvo was indeed an undisputed axiom, all the more so,
since it was the Russian churchmen who almost exclusively undertook the
task of articulating the legitimization of the Muscovite ruler, “fashioning”,
in Donald Ostrowski’s words, “the Khan into Basileus”.® In official works,
such as the mid-sixteenth century Stepennaia Kniga (Book of Degrees),
the ideal of symphonia constituted more or less a golden thread running
through the narrative offered.” As a central postulate, in formulations that
recall but also transcend those of the Eisagoge, it is referred to in the
introductions of the key publications printed in Moscow under patriarch
Nikon in 1655 and 1656 (the Acts of the 1654 Council, the Sluzhebnik (Missal)

13 LAVROV, “Le Tsar”, 167. E. B. CKPUNKWHA, «,AndasnTHas CuHTarma” Matdes Bnactaps
KaK NCTOYHMK NO UCTOPUN LEPKOBHO-TOCYAAaPCTBEHHDbIX OTHOLIEHWI BO BTOpOI;I nonosu-
He XVII B.», BecmHuk Tomcko2o [ocydapcmeeHH020 YHusepcumema. icmopus 19, no. 3
(2012): 64-68. A translation of Blastares’ Syntagma was printed in Moscow in 1661 that is
anything but in tempore non suspecto. See NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher, 148.

14 T. B. BEXXAHUA3E, «[peambyna wecTon HOBensnbl cB. OCTUHMAHA Bennkoro B pycckom
MUCbMEHHOI Tpaauuuny, Becmuuk MNCTIY ser. |, 80 (2018): 26-36; LAVROV, «Le Tsar», 170.

15 LAVROV, “Le Tsar”, 175; E. B. CKPUMNKWHA, LlepkogHO-20cydapcmeeHHble 83aUMOOmMHouwe-
Hus 8 Poccuu 80 emopoti nonosuHe XVl 8. (C.-MeTep6ypr: M3patenbctso C.-MeTepcbypr-
cKoro frocyaapcTBeHHOro IKOHOMIUYECKOro YHuBepcnuTeTa, 2018), 135, 140-141; BNIAAUMUP
BANbAEHBEPT, [lpegHepycckus yuyeHus o npedenax uapckol enacmu (MeTtporpag, 1916),
395.

16 DONALD OSTROWSKI, Muscovy and the Mongols: Cross-Cultural Influences on the Steppe
Frontier, 1304-1589 (Cambridge: CUP, 1998), 164-218; BRUNING, ,,Symphonia, kosmische
Harmonie”, 30.

17 ENDRE SASHALMI, Russian Notions of Power and State in a European Perspective, 1462-
1725: Assessing the Significance of Peter’s Reign (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2022),
193; H. B. CUHULbIHA, «OCHOBHble eTanbl CMM(OHMM CBALLEHCTBA U LapcTaa: XV-XVII BB.»,
B Bonpochl peniueuu u penuzuogedeHuu Bbim. 2, kH. 1 (Mocksa: Megualpom, 2010), 77-89.
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and the Skrizhal (Tablet):"® The “all-wise dyad” (premudraia dvoitsa) con-
sists of two “great sovereigns” (velikie gosudari), Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich
and Patriarch Nikon, two great gifts God bestowed to his faithful people for
their leadership.”®

This is not the place to discuss the split of the dvoitsa, the conflict
between Tsar Aleksei and Patriarch Nikon, its contingent causes and its
structural origins, as well as the various, controversial historiographical
interpretations. The patriarch and the tsar actually shared the vision of
reclaiming the Byzantine imperial heritage in Moscow as well as the im-
perial scenarios they put forward to legitimise this vision of an orthodox
utopia shaped by the notion of symphonia.?® Moreover, court and church
faced similar challenges and espoused agendas of reform which to some
extent overlapped, at times ran in parallel and occasionally clashed, as
was the case with the founding of the Monastyrskii Prikaz in 1649 and the
controversy about its jurisdiction over churchmen.?' Historians disagree on
whether Nikon held hierocratic views incompatible with any understanding
of symphonia from the very beginning or whether his later most explic-
it statements about the supremacy of the ecclesiastical over the secular
authorities were the results of a radicalisation after 1658 due to the vari-
ous harassments and growing isolation. In other words: was it Nikon who
“stretched the elastic notion of symphonia beyond the breaking point”?

18 CATHY JANE POTTER, The Russian Church and the Politics of Reform in the Second Half
of the Seventeenth Century (PhD, Yale University, 1994), 139, 140, 161; G. V. VERNADSKY,
,Die kirchlich-politische Lehre der Epanagoge und ihr Einfluss auf das russische Leben
im XVII. Jahrhundert” Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher 6 (1928): 119-142, here 127,

133-135.
19 H. ®. KANTEPEB, lTampuapx HukoH u Llapb Anekceli Muxatinosuy (Ceprues Mocaa, 1909-
1912), v. Il, 127.

20 KEVIN M. KAIN, “Before New Jerusalem: Patriarch Nikon's Iverskii and Krestnyi Monaster-
ies”, Russian History 39 (2012): 173-231, here esp. 179-182, 212, 229; JAN KUSBER, “Autocracy
as a Form of Political Theology? Ruler and Church in Early Modern Muscovy (1450s-1725)",
in Orthodoxy in the Agora: Orthodox Christian Political Theologies Across History, ed.
MIHAI-D. GRIGORE, VASILIOS N. MAKRIDES (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2024), 83-
100, here 98.

21 PAUL BUSHKOVITCH, Religion and Society in Russia: The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries
(New York and Oxford: OUP, 1992), 51; POTTER, The Russian Church, 19, 184-185; DAVID GOLD-
FRANK, “Probing the Collapse of Nikon’s Patriarchate”, in Russia’s Early Modern Orthodox
Patriarchate, vol. Il. Foundations and Mitred Royalty, 1589-1647, ed. KEVIN M. KAIN, DAVID
GOLDFRANK (Washington: Academica Press, 2020), 97-127. WOLFRAM VON SCHELIHA, Russland
und die orthodoxe Universalkirche in der Patriarchatsperiode 1589-1721 [Forschungen zur
Osteuropdischen Geschichte, 62] (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004), 89-94.

22 ROBERT O. CRUMMEY, “The Orthodox Church and the Schism”, in The Cambridge History of
Russia, vol. I: From Early Rus’ to 1689, ed. MAUREEN PERRIE (Cambridge: CUP, 2006), 618-
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or was he simply attempting to defend the traditional balance against as-
saults of an “absolutist” reforming state?

Most significant for the context of this paper is the observation that the
crisis after Nikon’s ambiguous resignation in 1658 was initially not about a
‘constitutional’ conflict of “church vs state.” To be sure, opponents of the
Nikonian reforms had implicitly raised the power issue in seeking the tsar’s
support, as had the Council of 1660. But it was especially the (ex-) metropol-
itan of Gaza, Paisios Ligaridis, from the island of Chios, an expert on Canon
Law and Byzantine history, who after his arrival in Moscow in 1662 and his
ascent to the “principal promoter”? of the tsarist agenda, attempted and
succeeded in shifting the whole dispute onto ‘constitutional’ terrain, a trap
Nikon fell into immediately, even if the bulk of his fatal Vozrazhenie (Refu-
tation) deals rather with the patriarchs’ power within the Church.? Ligaridis
was also the one who, in line with the standard tendency of Greek prelates
in their dealings with Moscow to render themselves as indispensable as
possible, suggested entrusting the verdict to the Constantinopolitan pa-
triarch or to the four patriarchs of the Eastern Church as a whole. Tangible
outcomes of these suggestions were, on the one hand, the Tomos, the writ-
ten answers of the four Eastern patriarchs (1663) to a Muscovite catalogue
of questions prepared by Ligaridis,? and, on the other hand, the Council of
1666/67 with the participation of two patriarchs, Paisios of Alexandria and
Makarios of Antioch, as well as Ligaridis acting as their counsellor.?®

639, here 635. For an overview of the contesting interpretations see POTTER, The Russian
Church, 6, 121-131.

23 LAVROV, “Le Tsar”, 175. For the main data and bibliography on Ligaridis’ works and days
see OvIDIU OLAR, “Paisios Ligarides”, in Christian-Muslim Relations: A Bibliographi-
cal History, vol. 10, ed. DAVID THOMAS, JOHN CHESTWORTH, (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2017),
282-291; GERHARD PODSKALSKY, Griechische Theologie in der Zeit der Tiirkenherrschaft
(1453-1821). Die Orthodoxie im Spannungsfeld der nachreformatorischen Konfessionen
des Westens (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1988), 251-258.

24 POTTER, The Russian Church, 127, 164-166, 190-200. For the Greek original of Ligaridis’
letter to Nikon (July 12, 1662) with explicit pertinent statements (“The Emperor judges
the ecclesiastical affairs”) see KALLINIKOS DELIKANIS, Ta £v ToIG KW8IEL Tou MaTplapyikol
ApXelouAaKiou owlopeva emionpa €kkAnolaoTikd £yypawa, vol. 3 (Istanbul, 1905),
73-87.

25 Sobranie gosudarstvennykh gramot i dogovorov = SGGD 1V, 84-117. Other editions: DE-
LIKANIS, Ta v TOIG KWwSIEL, vol. 3, 93-118; MANOUIL GEDEON, Kavovikai Atatdagerg, vol. | (Is-
tanbul, 1888), 341-368.

26 E. V. BELJAKOVA, “Synod of Moscow 1666-1667", in The Great Councils of the Orthodox
Churches: Decisions and Synodika. From Moscow 15571 to Moscow 2000, ed. ALBERTO MEL-
LoNI [Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Generaliumque Decreta 1V/2] (Turnhout: Brepols,
2016), 689-693; ead., «K usyuenuto uctopun Co6opa 1666 1 1666-1667 rr.», icmopuueckul
Kypbep, no. 2 (2019), art. 5: https://istkurier.ru/data/2019/ISTKURIER-2019-2-05.pdf
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During the last stage of the Council, after the condemnation of Nikon
at the session of January 14, 1667 when the prelates assembled in the Pa-
triarchal Palace in order to sign the official act of Nikon’s deposition, the
incident occured that is said to “have brought forth a kind of an ecclesias-
tical-political constitution” in Muscovy.?” The debate that erupted after the
protest of certain Russian bishops against the formulation included in the
act - in fact a citation from the second chapter of the Tomos, concerning
the relationship between emperor (tsar) and patriarch — did not enter the
official decrees of the Council. This is hardly surprising, given the rath-
er embarrassing impressions it would have evoked. Thus, the practically
unique source for the reconstruction of the debate remains its narration in
the “Report” (ExBeaig) or “History of the Condemnation of Patriarch Nikon”
by Ligaridis, in particular the sixth chapter of the third book.?®

There is no need to recount it here, since this has been already done in
extenso in older Russian publications,? apart from the available English
translation by William Palmer.®° In brief: Ligaridis introduces the incident
as a regrettable misunderstanding caused by “some minor words” (tivé
pnuaTtiokia).? Pavel, the metropolitan of Krutitsy and locum tenens of the

27 NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher, 172. Cf. KANTEPEB, lampuapx HukoH, 11, 207-208.

28 State Historical Museum, Moscow (Gosudarstvennyj Istoricheskij Muzej=GIM), Vlad. 409
(=Sinod. 469). Cf. b. /1. DOHKUY, «[peueckoe KHUronucanme B Poccuu B XVII B.», in: idem,
[peueckue pykonucu u dokymeHmsl 8 Poccuu 8 XIV-Hauane XVIII 8., ((MockBa: NHAPUK,
2003), 275-322, here 301; M. A. Pbinuk, «Counnenue Mancusa NMurapuaa O Cyde Had Ma-
mpuapxam HukoHom: Mpo6nembl nepeBoaa, B VI. MexxdyHapooHas HayyHas KOHgepeH-
yua no anauHucmuke namsmu W. W. Kosanesod. Te3uckl u mamepuanbsl KOHGepeHuuu
(MockBa: MIY, 2021), 54-61; C. K. CEBACTbAAHOBA, M. A. Pbinuk, A. I. BOHAAL, «CounHeHne
Fazckoro mutpononuTa Maucusa iurapuaa o cyge Hag natpuapxom HUKOHOM: Npo6nembl
MccneaoBaHus 1 nepesofar», Cubupckul umonoauyeckul xypHan, no. 3 (2022): 65-78;
C. K. CEBACTbSIHOBA, «PykonucHas uctopus pycckoro nepesoga Knurn o Co6ope lascko-
ro mutpononuta Naucus Murapuaa», Kanmepesckue Ymerus 21(2023): 127-149.

29 KANTEPEB, Mampuapx HukoH, vol. Il, 227-250; id., «CyxxaeHne 60nbliaro MOCKOBCKOrO CO-
60pa 1667 roga 0 BNACTU LAPCKOW M naTpuaplwein (K Bonpocy o npoe6pasoBaHun Bbic-
Waro LepKoBHaro ynpasneHus NMetpom Benuknm», bo2ocnosckuli 8ecmHuk, no. 6 (1892):
483-516, 8:171-190, 10: 46-74, here:esp. 189, n. 1; M. LUAPOB, bosbwol Mockosckuli Co6opb
1666-1667 22. (Kueeb, 1895), 173-194; H. [WBBEHET, icmopuyeckoe u3cnedosaHue desa na-
mpuapxa HukoHa, 2 vols. (C.-MeTep6ypr, 1881-1884), here vol. Il, 440-449; MUTPONONUT
MAKAPWUIA (BYNTAKOB), Mcmopus Pycckoli uyepkeu, vol.12, (C.-MeTepbypr, 1883), 754-759.

30 WIiLLIAM PALMER (ed.), History of the Condemnation of the Patriarch Nikon by a Plenary
Council of the Orthodox Catholic Eastern Church held at Moscow A. D. 1666-1667, written
by Paisius Ligarides of Scio (=The Patriarch and the Tsar, vol. 3] (London, 1873), 207-251.

31 GIM 409, f. 304v. («TIV& pnuOTIOKIO KEIPEVA EV TN AVOQOPE, KOKWS VOOUHEVA TE KO TTOPO-
AapBavopevar) Palmer translates the phrase as “certain little expressions contained in
the report, which were misunderstood”: PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 207.
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patriarchal throne, together with Ilarion, the archbishop of Riazan, as well
as “some other bishops who followed them”, refused to sign the act, be-
cause they misinterpreted the phrase in question about the patriarch be-
ing obedient to the emperor. They “feared not a little” that in future a less
pious tsar than Aleksei Mikhailovich might take advantage of the conten-
tious formulation.

These prelates’ boldness and firmness distressed both the tsar and the
two patriarchs. Hence, it was decided that all the bishops should examine
the pertinent phrases “in their several cells, and an answer be given by
each in writing as succinctly as possible after two days.”* It appears that
most of the answers “seemed to favour the honour and reverence of the
episcopate.” Ligaridis countered with loquacious exegeses analyzing one
by one the hierocratic statements of church fathers invoked by the Russian
bishops, first and foremost John Chrysostom’s verdict on priesthood being
greater than royalty.’* He also delved extensively, if unnecessarily, into
the subject of imperial priesthood, only to conclude that the dilemma of
priesthood vs empire is actually a false one, as are those between logic vs
rhetoric, art vs history, letters vs arms, agriculture vs livestock, praxis vs
theory. Both are to enjoy the greatest honor, the priesthood in ecclesiasti-
cal matters, the empire in the political domain. That was also the essence
of the subsequent declaration by the two patriarchs that rounded out the
debate and was received with unanimous enthusiasm by the Council. Pavel
and llarion repented, if not honestly and sincerely; they signed the act, but
this did not rescue them from disciplinary sanctions, although they had
visited the patriarchs separately in order to beg them to intercede with the
tsar and ask him to pardon their audacity.

Regardless of the plausibility of Ligaridis’ account and the readability of
his reflections, a few aspects are worth mentioning in passing, especially
when bearing in mind that his work was addressing both Greek- and Rus-
sian-speaking audiences,* and that it is not devoid of interest in terms of
the multiple processes of knowledge transfer during the last years of Alek-
sei Mikhailovich’s rule. In the exegetical field, Ligaridis offers his readers a
demonstration of non-literal interpretation. He opts to neutralize patristic
hierocratic statements using hermeneutics of contextualization: “We must

32 «T0 SOKOUVTO GUVTEIVELY TTPOG TO GEUVOAOYNHA KOt KAAAOG TNG TIAVIEPOU OPXIEPWOUVNGY,
GIM 4009, f. 305; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 208.

33 GIM 409, f. 322; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 213.

34 See NicoL, “Byzantine Political Thought”, 70.

35 Forthe history of its translations in Russian see CEBACTbSIHOBA, «PyKOMNMUCcHas ncTopus».
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first examine what was in the mind of that great master [Chrysostom], and
to what purpose he was speaking when he said this and then proceed to
the examination of the words themselves.”*® When rejecting Nikon’s argu-
ment that the anointing of the emperor by the patriarch demonstrates the
latter’s supremacy, Ligaridis shows remarkable historical accuracy and in-
sight, since he correctly dates this Byzantine unction ceremony to the time
after the Fourth Crusade and attributes it to Latin influence.”

More significantly, Ligaridis’ justification of imperial prerogatives and
of Tsar Aleksei's immaculate conduct in particular, concludes with the
asseveration that the tsar is only aiming for the “common good” (mpog
maykotvov 6@peA0g).? On this occasion Ligaridis provides his readers with
a brief introduction to Classical Greek political concepts, quoting Aristot-
le’s definition of a “polity” (“the order of a city or state”), Plato’s concept
of “democracy” as “a polity constructed for the common weal” as well as
Thucydides’ distinction of “tyrant and tyranny from a kingship or king-
dom.” The latter “look to the common good, while tyranny looks to its own
interest.”*

Returning to the debate and to the question, what are we to deduce
from its account in the “Report™: nearly every scholar who has dealt with
this source has expressed warnings about Ligaridis’ reliability, given the

36 GIM 409, f. 324; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 215. Ligaridis had displayed a simi-
lar method in his “Book of Prohecies” (1655) dedicated to Tsar Aleksei. For the pertinent
passage see NIKOLAS PissIs, “Epistemic Entanglements in Seventeenth Century Books of
Prophecies”, in Wissensoikonomien. Ordnung und Transgression vormoderner Kulturen,
eds. NORA SCHMIDT, NIKOLAS PIssIS, GYBURG UHLMANN [Episteme in Bewegung. Beitrage
zur einer transdisziplindren Wissensgeschichte, 18] (Wiesbaden: Harassowitz, 2021),
301-320, here 307. In the “Book of Prohecies” he opted to interpret the double-headed
eagle as a symbol of universal imperial rule over East and West, while in the “Report” -
as well as in his answers to the questions of the boyar Streshnev - he interpreted it as
“implying” (“o 8ikéaAog agTog TOUTO LTTaViTTETAL”) the priestly and royal quality of the
imperial office. See, Pissis, Russland, 281-283.

37 GIM 409, f. 319-321 v.; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 212-213. For the imperial
unction in Byzantium see ANGELOV, Imperial Ideology, 384-392.

38 GIM 409, f. 365; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 250. The concept of the “common
good” was evoked also in the Tomos, in a quotation from the Eisagoge (definition of the
imperial office). For its conventional, not revolutionary, content see TSAPINA, “The 1721
Church Reform”, 317 and for its function in the context of Greek encomia to the tsars see
Pi1ssiIs, Russland, 372-373.

39 GIM 409, 347v; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 236-237. Ligaridis had touched upon
the distinction between tyrant and true ruler in his epistle to Nikon: DELIKANIS, Tal £V TOIG
Kwb1El, vol. 3, 83. On the introduction in Russian of the Aristotelian concepts of “monar-
chy” and “aristocracy” by Nikolai Spafarii, a collaborator of Ligaridis see PAUL BUSHKO-
VITCH, “The Vasiliologion of Nikolai Spafarii Milescu”, Russian History 36 (2009): 1-15.
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apologetic or rather self-adulating and narcissistic character of his writ-
ing.“® However, in my view, only Cathy Jane Potter has in fact provided a
plausible alternative reconstruction of the incident, exposing the author’s
contradictions. In reality, Ligaridis created a smokescreen of eloquence
only to cover his culpability for the faulty Russian translation. Pavel and
Ilarion did not repent; they persisted and sought an interview with the pa-
triarchs not in order to beg for forgiveness, but only in order to persuade
them of the fatal error. In sum: faced with the danger that the traditional
balance, the symphonia, might suffer irreversible demolition, owing to the
Greeks’' imposing their definition of the conflict between Nikon and Aleksei
and some of the boyars embracing it out of self-interest, two of the lead-
ing, most learned Russian churchmen, who were supporters of the Niko-
nian reforms and loyal to the tsar, defended the inherited order. Instead
of Ligaridis acting as his master’s, the tsar’s, voice, “it is likely that the
Tsar supported his bishops and was as displeased as they that the issue
had been raised in such a fashion”.*' It is no coincidence that the interdict
imposed on the two bishops by the foreign patriarchs was immediately
annulled by the new patriarch of Moscow, loasaf.*

This interpretation has the merit of being a critical revision of the ev-
idence and of a raised awareness concerning anachronisms and precon-
ceived stereotypes. It also accords with the current tendency in Early Mod-
ern Russian Studies that stresses the complementary functions of state
and church, tsar and patriarch, as the two arms of the body politic, com-
mitted to shared projects such as “prosveshchenie”, instead of sharp de-
marcations and the narrative of the church becoming “the handmaiden of
the state.”® However, a number of remarks with regard to a scrutiny of the
available sources is in order.

The first concerns the Tomos.** It is generally held to present a radical
position favoring imperial prerogatives, if not giving the tsar a free hand

40 Ligaridis’ immodesty provokes the indignation of the copyist in a marginal note to the
Moscow manuscript: “The author praises himself in several places and here even more.
Is he not to be blamed for his naivety?” (AuTdg 0 GUYYPOYEVG EQUTOV TTIOAAOXOU ETTONVEI
KavTaUOa & paAloTa. NMwg ol pepmTaiog TNG aweleiag”), GIM 409, f. 460.

41 POTTER, The Russian Church, 214.

42 POTTER, The Russian Church, 213.

43 DONALD OSTROWSKI, Russia in the Early Modern World: The Continuity of Change (Laham
et al.: Lexington Books, 2022), 313-359.

44 “Tomos” bearing not the later connotations of book/volume, but of a variant of a synodi-
cal letter, one that “resolves doubts and contestations”, according to the Prooimion. See
APOSTOLOPOULOS, To Méya NOMIUOV. SUUBOAR 0TNV Epeuva TOU PETARBUTAVTIVOU dnpoaciou
Sikaiou (Athens, 1978), 25-26.
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in order to deal with Nikon as he pleased. Aleksei must have shied away
from this enhanced empowerment and preferred to convoke a council.*®
This may explain the decision of Nektarios, the patriarch of Jerusalem, who
had signed the Tomos, to send a separate letter to the tsar in March 1664,
recommending his reconciliation with Nikon.*® It is known that the actual
author of the Tomos was loannis Karyophyllis, a lay official, theologian and
a pivotal figure at the Patriarchate of Constantinople for decades.” He was
also a confidant of Ligaridis and the person who had helped him out of
several troubles and who had promoted his effort to attain the appoint-
ment as exarch (an authorized representative) of the Ecumenical Patriarch
in Moscow.*® It is likely that he had made sure that the answers accorded
with Ligaridis’ wishes. Dositheos, later on patriarch of Jerusalem (1669-
1707), who was bound to Karyophyllis in life-long enmity, commented in his
DodeRavivlos or History of the Patriarchs of Jerusalem (written in the lat-
ter part of the 1680s) that in composing the answers Karyophyllis “argued
with a fighting spirit and rambled on a lot.”® However, Dositheos was more
annoyed about the anticanonical elevation of the Constantinopolitan see
over the other patriarchates.

In any case this reading of the Tomos as overtly tendentious is favored
by the heading accompanying the Russian edition of the patriarchal an-
swers: “on the infinite power of the tsar and the limited one of the Patri-
arch.”® This heading, which has been interpreted as anticipating the fol-
lowing content,” stems nonetheless from the 19t"-century editors and is
naturally missing in the Greek original. Indeed, the controversial second
chapter, both in the question posed and the answer given, states the ob-
vious when declaring that what is debated is the patriarch’s obedience

45 BANbAEHBEPT, [JpesHepycckus yyeHus 392-395; NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher, 159-
160, VON SCHELIHA, Russland, 108.

46 SGGD 1V, 134-141 (March 20, 1664) and again six months later (September 20, 1664): PANA-
GIOTIS TZOUMERKAS, O KwS8I§ ut'aptOp. 393 Tng AAe§avdpivrg Matplapxikng BIBALOOY KNG
0 Aeydpevog Tou aTplapxou AAegavdpeiag Maioiou (Alexandria: Library of the Patriar-
chate of Alexandria, 2010), 172-174.

47 PODSKALSKY, Griechische Theologie, 305-311.

48 RICHARD SALOMON, ,Paisius Ligarides”, Zeitschrift fiir Osteuropdische Geschichte 5 (1931):
37-65, here 54-55.

49 “OyWVIOTIKWTEPOV SlaAEYOpEVOG TIOAAG eppawwdnoe” 235. DOSITHEOS, PATRIARCH OF JE-
RUSALEM, loTopia Tepi TWV €V 1EpOCOAUHOIG TTATPIOPXEVCAVTWY, SINPNHEVN €V dwdeKA
BiBAioIg. AAMAWG KaAoupévn AwdekaBiBAog AoaiBéou [Bucharest 1715 (= 1722)] (repr. Thes-
saloniki: V. Rigopoulos, 1983), vol. 6, 235.

50 “oBnacTu Lapckon 6e3npenenHbHon, a NMatpuaplen orpaHuderon”, SGGD 1V, 84.

51 CKPUNKWHA, «An¢gpasumHas Cunmaama MaTdhes Bnactapsa», 65.
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to the emperor “in political affairs and judgements”. In the contemporary
translation, which was possibly quoted in the act of Nikon’s deposition,
this clarification is disguised as “veshchi blagodostoiny” as well as “vseia
veshchi blagougodnyia.” Directly beneath this passage it is said that the
patriarch is not allowed to act contrary to the emperor’s will “in political
matters”, which is now rendered as “v’ veshchekh mirskikh.” A second con-
temporary translation, published by Gibbenet, renders the terms in ques-
tion instead much more aptly as “vo vsiakikh’ grazhdanskikh’ veshchekh’ i
preniikh,”>? while a third one, kept in RGADA, reads “vo vsiakie grazhdan-
skie dela i sudy.” During the debate it was disclosed that the translation
of the Tomos had been conducted in the rather awkward manner of Lig-
aridis translating the Greek original into Latin and an unknown Russian
interpreter, perhaps a certain Lucian,* translating the Latin into Russian.
All the while the work could have been assigned to none other than Pavel
and llarion, the two learned bishops who had mastered Greek and were
assigned by the tsar as official interpreters to the two patriarchs.*® It was
therefore to be expected that they would scrutinize the translation with
a critical eye.

What had happened? Ligaridis, who had insisted on the laborious trans-
lation procedure in order to retain control, had either deliberately distort-
ed the original meaning, trusting that no one would notice, or perhaps he
had translated “political matters” with the Latin in rebus civilis, which the
Russian interpreter miscomprehended and conveyed as “veshchi blago-
dostoinnye.”® Unless in the translated version the crucial phrase “in all
political matters” was simply omitted, as Ligaridis’ apologies appears to
suggest: “For such interpreters generally leave out here and there words
which are of importance, as not knowing how to render exactly into anoth-
er tongue expressions which have not their exact equivalents.”’ Ligaridis

52 TWBBEHET, Mcmopuueckoe u3cnedosaHue Il, 669-697. Gibbenet asserts that Pavel and Il-
arion had access to both translations but without providing any evidence, ibid., 446.

53 Russian State Archive of Ancient Documents = RGADA f. 52, op. 1, 1663, d. 20, L. 2-29,
as quoted by A. b. IveOBUUKNNIA, «[Mancun Niurapug n ero yyactue B gene Matpuapxa
HukoHa» BecmHuk Mockoecko2o YHusepcumema, cep. 8, no. 3 (2001): 88-111, here 105.

54 TUBBEHET, Micmopuyeckoe usciedosgaHue ll, 453, n. 3; POTTER, The Russian Church, 211, n.
50.

55 POTTER, The Russian Church, 207. On Pavel of Krutitsy see also BusHKOVITCH, Religion and
Society, 207, n. 42, 43.

56 Palmer suggests that the Latin might have been secundum rationem et res condecentes
for «xatd maoag Tag MOAITIKAG UTTOBETELG Kal Kpioelgy, which implies Ligaridis’ culpabil-
ity, PALMER, History of the Condemnation, liv, n. 65.

57 PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 252.
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blamed on several occasions the incompetent Russian translators, but this
is far from a proof of his innocence.*®

Assessments of the incident and generally of the Council’'s outcome re-
garding the relationship between Church and tsar vary considerably. While
some scholars deem the effective resistance of Pavel and Ilarion as well
as the abolition of lay jurisdiction over churchmen great, albeit temporary,
victories for the Church,* the interpretation of the Council as a major step
on the way to the subordination of the Church to the State prevails.®® For
the context of this paper it appears more promising to undertake an inter-
pretation of the motives of the debate’s protagonists.

The motives of Pavel and Ilarion, as well as the other two Russian bish-
ops who agreed to sign the act of Nikon’s deposition only with the telling
addendum “for the deposition of Nikon, conducted according to the holy
Canons, | signed,” (Lavrentii, metropolitan of Kazan and Sviazhshk and Ar-
senii, archbishops of Pskov and Izborsk),*" do not really pose a riddle. In the
context of the ongoing tensions concerning the MonastyrsRii Prikaz and
the jurisdiction of state officials over churchmen, it is hardly surprising that
certain Russian bishops would grow suspicious over a dubious formulation
that could create a pretext. Besides, the existence of a faction of self-confi-
dent Russian bishops advocating hierocratic views or insisting on enhanced
ecclesiastical autonomy before and after Nikon — those whom Kapterev
termed “svobodnye arkhierei” - is more than a historiographical myth.

58 GIM 409, 366v; IHOR SEVCENKO, “A New Greek Source concerning the Nikon Affair: The
Sixty-One Answers by Paisios Ligarides given to Tsar Aleksej Mixajlovic”, in TENNAAIOS.
K 70-nemuto akagemuka I I, NlutaspuHa (MockBa: WHapuk, 1999), 237-263, here 243-245;
CHRYSOSTOMOS PAPADOPOULOS, Ol TATPLAPXAL IEPOCOAUHWY WG TIVEUHATIKOL XElpaywyol
NG Pwaoiag katd tov 1Z' awva (Jerusalem, 1907), 102. Patriarch Nektarios of Jerusalem
had also accused Ligaridis of deliberate mistranslations of his letters to the tsar, Tzou-
MERKAS, O KwdI§ ut'aptOy. 393, 52.

59 KANTEPEB, Mampuapx HukoH, vol. Il, 249-250; A. B. KAPTALWEB, O4yepku no ucmopuu Pyc-
ckoll Llepksu (MockBa-bepnuH: DirectMedia 2020), vol. II, 186-187; CKPUNKUHA, Llepkos-
HO-20CcydapcmeeHHble 83auMmoomHoweHus, 183-184.

60 NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher, 178; VON SCHELIHA, Russland, 116. SASHALMI, Russian
Notions, 229-235. Cf. the balanced assessment of POTTER, The Russian Church, 222.

61 SGGD, 1V, 182-186. The crucial quotation from the Tomos is, expectedly, not included
in the document. The date of its issuing (December 12, 1666) precedes its signing by
more than a month, at least according to Ligaridis’ account, TMBBEHET, Vicmopuyeckoe
u3cnedosaHue I, 441-448.

62 KANTEPEB, Mampuapx HukoH, vol. 11, 209-223; id., «CyxaeHue», 67-71; BANbAEHEEPT, [lpes-
Hepycckus yyeHus, 391. Cf. SVETLANA K. SEVASTYANOVA, “The Newly Discovered Treatise on
Patriarch Nikon in the Cultural and Historical Context of Its Epoch”, Scrinium 12 (2016):
126-179.
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By comparison, the role of the Greeks or, to be more accurate, the for-
eign representatives of the Eastern Church, constitutes a more complex
issue, since, as Paul Bushkovitch has noted, “the story of the Greeks’ par-
ticipation in these events is poorly known and almost entirely from the
Russian side.”® Although Vladimir Solov'ev had already observed that the
Greeks who judged Nikon condemned him for his “un-Byzantine ways”
(questioning the tsar’s authority) but exculpated him for following “Byzan-
tine” customs,®* in other words they displayed a certain consistency, this
insight has not been pursued further.®® As a result, contradictory inter-
pretations such as that of Kapterev and Kartashev, who on the one hand
blamed the arrogance of the Greeks and their contempt for the Russian
Church for the decisions of the Council, while on the other they denounced
their servility towards the tsar and their willingness to anticipate his will
and impose it on the Russian bishops,® remain unresolved.

Ligaridis is not unreasonably the usual culprit, although historiographi-
cal revisions of the typical charges, albeit contradicting each other,* are to
an extent convincing. Whether he was a persuaded advocate of the ruler’s
primacy (the Balsamon stance) or he simply played his cards skillfully, or
both at once, he followed through with it, until the point of resistance.®® In
fact, it seems that his predilection for the subject of imperial priesthood -
not unlike other Greek ideological offers to Tsar Aleksei — did not pass un-
noticed, judging by the tsar’s depiction in a quasi-priestly function in the
contemporary icon Tree of the Muscovite State by Simon Ushakov.®® Similar
considerations apply to Ligaridis’'s staging of the Palm Sunday Ritual in

63 BUSHKOVITCH, Religion and Society, 203, n. 40.

64 As quoted by SEVCENKO, “A New Greek Source”, 246.

65 See, however, NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher, 178.

66 KANTEPEB, lampuapx HukoH, vol. Il, 263-264, 406-407, 458-464; KAPTALLEB, Oyepku, vol.
11, 151-157; 178-187.

67 SALOMON, ,Paisius Ligarides”, 46 (Ligaridis was not simply the tsar’s instrument, he was
far too intelligent, learned and unscrupulous for such a humble role); H. M. YECHOKOBA,
«lasckun mutpononut Mancui B Poccum: 3ameTkun K 6uorpadun», BecmHuk MCTTY ser.
11, 96 (2020): 11-28, here 12-15 (Ligaridis cannot be blamed for decisions and judgements
predetermined by the tsar).

68 CHARALAMPOS K. PAPASTATHIS, “Paisios Ligaridis et la formation des relations entre l'eg-
lise et I'état en Russie au XVII¢ siécle”, Cyrillomethodianum 2 (1972/73): 77-85. For Lig-
aridis’ theories one does not have to assume neither a Western nor an Ottoman model,
as supposed by MATTHEW SPINKA, “Patriarch Nikon and the Subjection of the Russian
Church to the State”, Church History 10 (1941): 347-366, here 366 and LAVRov, “Le Tsar”,
174, respectively.

69 SASHALMI, Russian Notions, 229-235. On the context of ideological offers by the Greek
clergy to the Russian tsars and their eventual adoptation, see Pissis, Russland, 229-231.
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spring 1667.7° But even Ligaridis, as Aleksandr Lavrov has observed, did not
push his argument to the point of an explicit recognition of the tsar’s right
to depose the patriarch, since this would eventually curtail his and the
Greek prelates’ precious mediatory and advisory function.”

The final statement of the two patriarchs on the relations of emper-
or and patriarch, in fact an explicating comment on the Tomos’ second
chapter, is indeed a remarkable document.”” Regardless of who its actual
author or authors have been - certain passages are strongly reminiscent
of Ligaridis’ style, others not at all’”® - it summarizes notions included in the
latter’s Report, with a stronger accent towards enhancing the prerogatives
of the patriarch. The latter is called - as in Photios’ Eisagoge — “animate
law” and “living voice of the canons.” The text also evokes the figure of
the two luminaries, sun and moon, but without defining the attribution to
each office. It explicates further the distinction introduced with the phrase
“in all political matters,” setting apart ecclesiastical, dogmatic issues as
well as issues of canon law from political, secular and moral ones.” The
patriarch should not meddle in the affairs of the latter, which pertain to
the good government of the polity, while he must not obey the emperor in
the former domain. What is more, he is obliged to resist a heretic emperor
and indoctrinate him, since in matters of faith, every person no matter
how great or minor, should be censured without any hesitation. Only under
these terms is the “much-desired concord and peace that unites earthly
and heavenly, divine and human things”,> to be preserved. The explicit
justification of resistance in matters of faith responded, to be sure, to the
anxieties expressed by the Russian bishops. However, it also conformed
with both the ecclesiastical understanding of Byzantine history (prece-

70 OviDIu OLAR, “The Father and his Eldest Son. The Depiction of the 1667 Muscovite Palm
Sunday Procession by the Metropolitan of Gaza Paisios Ligaridis and its Significance”,
Revue de ['histoire des religions 235 (2018): 5-36.

71 LAVROV, “Le Tsar”, 174.

72 TZOUMERKAS, O KwdI§, 115-117; TMBBEHET, icmopuyeckoe uscnedoaaHue 11, 1039-1041.

73 The writer of the Alexandrine codex, belonging to Patriarch Paisios of Alexandria has
been identified as loannis Sakoulis, who stayed in Moscow from 1666 to 1669, attached
to the two patriarchs and Ligaridis, TZOUMERKAS, O kw&1§ ut'aptBy. 393, 35. On Sakoulis
see b. 1. ®oHKNY, «MoanH Cakynuc. (CTpaHnuKa 13 NCTOPUU y4acTus rpekos B Jese na-
mpuapxa HukoHa)», in: idem, lpeyeckue pykonucu u dokymeHmbl 8 Poccuu 8 XIV-Hauasne
XVl 8., ((MockBa: WHapuk, 2003), 323-332.

74, GANO JEV €101 TO EKKANGCIOOTIKA, TO SOYHOTIKG Kot TA VOULUO, GAA 6€ €101 T TTIOAITIKG,
To €EWTEPIKA Kal T NOIKA”. TZOUMERKAS, O Kw8I1§ um'aptBp. 393, 116.

75 810 TNV TPIMOONTOV TAUTNV OUOVOLAV KAl EIPHVNY, OTIOU KPOTEl AVTAMA Ta £TyEld OAX
KOl TO 0UPavIa”, TZOUMERKAS, O Kw&1§ ut'aptBy. 393, 116.
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dents such as Iconoclasm or Church Union) as well as with the prospects
and aspirations of Greek prelates in Russia. From a “heretic” tsar who
would, e.g., impose Union with Rome or a protestant confession of faith
onto a defenseless Russian Church, they would have nothing to expect.

What is more striking is that, as is manifest in the final passages, the
declaration actually addresses the tsar.’”® He is, as a matter of fact, in-
structed about the resolution of the dispute. This instance raises the
question of how the tsar actually perceived the episode. Was he insulted
by the Russian bishops’ protest or did he as a matter of fact support their
views? A piece of evidence, long ago published but recently unearthed by
Nadezhda Chesnokova, might shed some light on this, though not provid-
ing definitive answers:”” Artamon Sergeievich Matveev’s petition from his
exile to Tsar Fedor Alekseevich, where he evokes his past services to the
late Tsar Aleskei Mikhailovich. Matveev, who had been attached as some-
thing between an assistant and a guard to the two patriarchs during their
stay in Muscovy,’® declares that the patriarchs had introduced together
with the bishops “two articles” bearing content harmful to the tsarist au-
thority and that he, Matveev, did his best not to let them be signed and is-
sued, efforts that earned him the enmity of Pavel and Ilarion. Finally, it was
the tsar, who, informed about their content, ordered their suppression, in
other words their removal from the official Acts.”

As evidence for the biased or unbalanced character of the Tomos it has
been observed that the patriarchal answers nowhere evoke the concept
of symphonia.t® Nevertheless, precisely this instance allows a more per-
ceptive approach to the Greek prelates’ stance. Symphonia should actu-

76 The patriarchs declare that despite all the difficulties they obediently conformed to the
tsarist order and travelled to Moscow for the settlement of paramount Church issues.

77 YECHOKOBA, «l[a3ckum mutpononut Mancumy, 14.

78 TWBBEHET, Micmopuyeckoe uscnedosaHue Il, 962-963.

79 For what it is worth, it should be noted that Dionysios Iviritis, one of the key figures at
the Council, close collaborator of the patriarchs and of Ligaridis, in a letter (April 1670)
addressed to the latter from Bucharest (where he settled after leaving Moscow, even-
tually becoming metropolitan of Wallachia) asks Ligaridis to pass on his greetings to
their common “friends”, naming first Metropolitan Pavel of Krutitsy and Bishop Ilarion
of Riazan (!). (He then goes on to mention loakim, the future patriarch of Moscow, then
still archimandrite of the Chudov Monastery, Epifanii Slavinetskii, Simeon Polotsky, the
“most gentle and prudent” Artamon Matveev, Meletios the Greek as well as his ex-col-
leagues at the Pechatnyi Dvor), b. /1. ®oHKUY, «Mucbmo AuoHncusa Weuputa Mancuio
Nurapupy», in: idem, peyeckue pykonucu u 0okymeHmsl 8 Poccuu 8 XIV-Hauane XVl e.,
((MockBa: napuk, 2003), 433-445, here 438, 442.

80 BANbAEHEBEPT, [IpesHepycckus y4yeHus, 392; CKPUMKWUHA, «AncasumHas CuHmazma
MaTdes Bnactapsa», 68.
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ally describe the ideal relation between the Russian tsar, as head of the
Orthodox confessional community and the Eastern Patriarchs as spiritual
leaders - not their colleague in Moscow, whom they never really regarded
as equal. If one may discern in their policies vis-a-vis Moscow a long-term
political agenda, this would then foresee a kind of condominium of the
temporal power of the Muscovite tsar and the spiritual guidance of the
Greek hierarchy by totally circumventing the Russian Church.®” When the
second chapter of the Tomos urges the patriarch to be obedient to the
Emperor and to ecclesiastical tradition and the canons, this could be read
as a reminder of to whom the patriarchs of Moscow owed their elevation
and whose tutelage they were expected to acknowledge.®? The exaltation
of the tsar as the heir of the Eastern Roman emperors did not in any way
imply an elevation of the status of the Russian Church - this was the actual
source of the Greek prelates’ discontent with Nikon® - nor of Moscow as
a new capital of Orthodoxy. It is therefore no wonder that the two patri-
archs rejected the proposed labeling of the Moscow Council of 1666/67 as
ecumenical.®

Occurrences during the Council, as recorded or even invented by Lig-
aridis, further illustrate this stance. When, e.g., the two patriarchs pun-
ished Pavel and Ilarion for their disrespect, the two “not without tears,
went out of the patriarch’s apartment,” leaving the other Russian bishops
“struck with fear at their unlooked-for punishment (...) then they learned
that they now had heads and superiors over them, to rule them.”®> Even
Ligaridis’ exclamation that the Russians are not worthy of such a great
emperor as Aleksei Mikhailovich should be read not just as one (more)
piece of flattery addressed to the tsar, but also as an illustration of the
discrepancy between the status of the tsar and the Russian bishops in the
Eastern Church.s®

81 NIKOLAS PissIs, “The Image of the Moscow Patriarchate in the Eastern Church: Status and
Legitimacy”, in Russia’s Early Modern Orthodox Patriarchate, vol. 1. Foundations and
Mitred Royalty, 1589-1647, ed. KEVIN M. KAIN, DAVID GOLDFRANK (Washington: Academica
Press, 2020), 49-69.

82 Nektarios of Jerusalem referred to this precondition as well as to the precondition that
Nikon respect the directives of the Tomos in his two letters advising Tsar Aleksei to make
peace with Nikon, SGGD, 1V, 136; TZOUMERKAS, O Kwd1§ ut'apiOp. 393, 173.

83 VERNADSKY, ,Die kirchlich-politische Lehre*, 141; KAIN, “Before New Jerusalem”, 229-230.

84 NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher, 177.

85 ,...01 5& Aotrtoi AANoL EoPol yeyovaaot T TN ampoodoknTw motvr (...) ANV oAN €uabov
auTol Te Kat AAAOL WG EXNKAGCL KAl TIPOTOTAPEVOUG KOl opXNYOUG KAl UTIEPTEPOUG TIPOE-
oTWTAG, TIPOEXOVTAG...” GIM 409, 370v; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 256.

86 GIM 409, f. 346; PALMER, History of the Condemnation, 235.
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However, the best expression of this attitude, as well as of the per-
ception of symphonia in the context of early modern Orthodoxy, stems
from Dositheos of Jerusalem. Dositheos’ testimony is also indicative of the
interpretation of the Nikon affair that would eventually prevail, contrary
to the actual accusations raised during the Council: namely, that Nikon
had “aspired to meddle in the ruler’s affairs”.®” Already in a letter to Tsar
Fedor Alekseevich in May 1682 — written in the context of Nikon’s posthu-
mous rehabilitation, conducted primarily by Dositheos himself - he had
advised the young tsar to delegate only minor affairs to the local, Russian
Synod, and for major issues always to seek the opinion and consent of the
Eastern patriarchs.®® In one of his last letters to Moscow in June 1706, ad-
dressed to Chancellor Fedor Alekseevich Golovin, Dositheos stated: “If the
divine emperor [i.e., Peter I.] wishes to ask something in such great things
[i.e., breaking oaths in foreign affairs] here he should ask, those who have
spiritual knowledge and political praxis, and principally those who know
the symphonia between the state and the church.”®®
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