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Foreword

The present volume is the result of a successful collaboration between the De-
partment of Religious History of the Leibniz Institute of European History in
Mainz (IEG) and the Chair of Religious Studies (Orthodox Christianity) at the
University of Erfurt. The volume goes back to an international conference held at
the IEG from 24 to 26 April 2018, which was supported financially by the German
Research Foundation (DFG) and institutionally by the IEG. Stefanie Mainz from
the Department of Public Relations at the IEG came to our rescue in helping to or-
ganise this conference. In addition, the contribution of the Leibniz Science Campus
Mainz Byzantium between Orient and Occident and of the research unit Historical
Cultural Sciences at the University of Mainz for funding our project should not go
unrecognised. We are deeply indebted to all of them.

This volume includes most of the papers presented during the conference. We
also strove to include additional contributions to the broad and multifaceted topic
of Orthodox Christian political theologies, covering various aspects that were not
specifically addressed at the conference. We are grateful to those who were willing
to contribute to our project and sent their contributions at a later stage. Despite
our intention and concerted efforts, we regret that we were not able to cover some
undoubtedly fascinating aspects of the topic, which could have rounded up the
entire volume thematically. This is because some conference participants and other
invited scholars, in spite of repeated reminders, for various reasons were unable
to submit their contributions for inclusion in the volume: for example, on the
political theologies of Eastern Orthodox and Oriental Churches in the Middle East
(Karl Pinggéra), the Armenian Orthodox context (Sargis Melkonyan), or the Greek
Orthodox milieu of the USA (Elizabeth Prodromou). Despite these limitations,
we still think that the present anthology is quite representative of the broad scope
and richness of Orthodox Christian political theologies, both historically and in
the present.

Such an extensive and complex project was made possible thanks to generous
institutional and personal support, for which the editors would like to express their
sincere gratitude. First and foremost, our thanks go to the former director of the
Leibniz Institute of European History in Mainz, Irene Dingel, who provided the
institutional support for our project and approved the inclusion of this volume in
the prestigious series Verdffentlichungen des Instituts fiir Europdische Geschichte
Mainz. We also owe a special debt of gratitude to Benjamin Fourlas, the coordinator
of the Leibniz Science Campus Mainz Byzantium between Orient and Occident,
who spared no effort in guiding us through the thicket of various formal and
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bureaucratic challenges. Among other things, he kindly allowed us to use the image
for the cover of this volume. It should also be mentioned here that additional
financial support for this publication came from the Chair of Religious Studies
(Orthodox Christianity) at the University of Erfurt. We would also like to thank Joe
Paul Kroll for proofreading the entire volume, and Friederike Lierheimer, Vanessa
Weber and Christiane Bacher of the IEG for their editorial support. Last but not
least, all those who supported us and who are not mentioned here by name should
know that they are not forgotten and that our thanks go to them as well.

Mainz and Erfurt, in January 2024

Mihai-D. Grigore and Vasilios N. Makrides
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Mihai-D. Grigore, Vasilios N. Makrides

Mapping Orthodox Christian Political Theologies

An Introduction

Political Theology and its Orthodox Christian Versions

The expression or term »political theology« encompasses two basic meanings: one
broader, one narrower. In its broader sense, it has a long historical background and
relates to specific discourses (ideas, visions, verbal and non-verbal articulations,
practices, etc.) about religion and political power and their multiple interferences;
for example, concerning the political valence of religious life and activities and
their role in maintaining specific political orders, the fusion between religion and
politics, and the interference of political reason in the management of religious
communities — all of which are dimensions of politico-theological relevance. The
term »political theology« is not always used explicitly in past sources, in some
cases being replaced by »political philosophy«!, with varying conceptualisations
in each specific case. Even so, it is still possible to locate related and sometimes
well-formulated discourses about this connection already in Greek and Roman
antiquity - consider, for example, the role of theology and religion in the political
philosophy of Plato® or the »tripartite theology« of the Roman polymath Marcus
Terentius Varro, which included, among other things, »civil theology«®. Later
on, the new religion of Christianity, both in East and West, drew on this pre-
existing rich background, yet it unavoidably introduced various changes due to
the transition from polytheism to monotheism and the novel religious frame of
reference. It comes as no surprise, then, that issues related to political theology were
consequently deeply reflected upon and discussed in both Christian traditions,
despite the unavoidable differences that arose as a result of the distinct development
of each Christian world.

In fact, by its very claim to universality, Christianity facilitated the emergence and
ordering of communal life. From the beginning, Christian instances saw themselves

1 Francis DvoRrNIK, Early Christian and Byzantine Political Philosophy: Origins and Background,
vols. 1-2, Washington, D.C. 1966.

2 Carl Eugene YOUNG, Platoss Cretan Colony: Theology and Religion in the Political Philosophy of the
Laws, PhD thesis, Duke University, Chapel Hill, NC 2016. See also Spyridon D. KyRiAZoPoULOs,
‘H noAwtikn) 6pnoxeia tfig EAAGS0g, Ioannina 1970.

3 Jorg RUPKE, Die Religion der Romer. Eine Einfithrung, Munich 2001, pp. 121-125.
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as ecclesiastical, i. e., communal, dimensions of gathering believing church mem-
bers, who were at the same time state citizens in different forms of political bodies.
Their theology represented the civil relevance of the religious existence in the man-
ner of a Ogodoyia moAttikij or theologia civilis. By its very nature, Christianity thus
was and still remains political?. Accordingly, the point of departure for political
theology are the universalist and communal accents of the Christian religion itself.
Political theology informs the language of human plurality in relation to God the
Creator, if we are to maintain Hannah Arendt’s distinction between man, in the
singular, as God’s creation, and human beings, the plural form of socio-political
community on earth and in history”. Political theology also means enacting this
plurality with all its expectations, excuses, fears, convictions, justifications, reasons,
attitudes, actions, and concepts in religious life.

The narrower sense of the term, on the other hand, concerns specific discourses
that arose and were formulated in various constellations within the Western re-
ligious and broader intellectual realm during the 19th and 20th centuries. These
were aimed at a deeper analysis of the complex interface between religion and
politics, particularly within the modern frame, without definitively abandoning the
historical projection. Given that they were seriously challenged by modern secular
and liberal projects, this was most urgently felt by the Roman Catholic Church and
the wider Protestant realm, as these had to struggle with modern politics in order
to articulate their respective political visions and strategies anew, either in relation
or in contrast to the past. However, it also pertained to other religions, such as
Judaism, which also faced dramatic challenges from socio-political developments
(e. g., totalitarian regimes)®. In these contexts, the concept of political theology
also related to a specific (theological) trend that was critical of political authority,
society, and even the church itself.

Aside from this, political theology also became an important part of modern
political philosophy, examining the patent and latent influences of theological ideas
and concepts upon political theory, practices, state structures and language — in
other words, a »secularised theology of politics« or a »religionised politics«. In this
respect, it is about a particular theory of state, society and law aimed at legitimising
a related symbolic imaginary of the social - all in the wake of the ground-breaking,
much-discussed and much-debated work of the controversial German jurist and

4 Leo KARRER, Wieviel Offentlichkeit vertragen die Religionen?, in: Mariano DELGADO et al. (eds.),
Religion und Offentlichkeit. Probleme und Perspektiven, Stuttgart 2009, pp. 79-98, at pp. 80-82.

5 Hannah ARENDT, Der Liebesbegriff bei Augustin. Versuch einer philosophischen Interpretation,
Hildesheim 22006, pp. 77-79.

6 Miguel VATTER, Living Law: Jewish Political Theology from Hermann Cohen to Hannah Arendt,
Oxford 2021.
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political theorist Carl Schmitt (1888-1985)”, whose relevance remains undimin-
ished to this day®. The same applies to other important theorists (e. g., Eric Voegelin,
1901-1985%), who explored the religious dimensions underlying the apparently
secular agenda of modern politics. As a result, political theology has often been
transformed today into a distinct academic specialisation or even discipline, albeit
in different contexts.

Needless to say, many scholars often use other expressions or terms to demarcate
the two trajectories of political theology discussed above. They usually reserve the
term »political theology« itself for the modern, narrower category, while preferring
to designate related past cases by other terms (e. g., as theology of politics, theolog-
ical politics, religious politics)!’. It is more than obvious, however, that there are
numerous connections and overlaps between these terms and expressions. Without
denying or glossing over potential differences, political theology may thus include
both the political consequences of theological principles and concepts (e. g., derived
either from polytheistic or monotheistic visions and ideas), as well as those political
agendas containing elements of theology.

The concept of political theology that informs this volume, aside from a few
chapters, has, however, little to do with that of Carl Schmitt. We take it to mean
neither a theological vindication of politics nor simply the task of social and political
criticism that the churches sometimes level against what they perceive to be un-
Christian about society and state, as suggested, albeit based on fundamentally
different premises, by Johann Baptist Metz!! and, in his work on Orthodox Christian
anarchism, by the Orthodox theologian Davor Dzalto'?. Nor do we take political
theology to be a mere aspect, a particula, of theology in general. On the contrary, it
represents a distinct dimension of a complex and intertwined way of addressing
politics, policy, and the polity from the perspective of revealed truth filtered through
a community’s faith. In this sense, our concept of political theology envisages
all the mentioned dimensions as objects of study through the prism of critical
analysis and historical contextualisation. Following Manfred Walther’s definition,
we understand »political theology« in terms of » [the relations] between religion and

7 Carl ScamITT, Politische Theologie. Vier Kapitel zur Lehre von der Souverdnitit, Miinchen 1922;
id., Rémischer Katholizismus und politische Form, Hellerau 1923.

8 Mitchell DEAN et al. (eds.), Political Theology Today: 100 Years after Carl Schmitt, London 2023.

9 Eric VOEGELIN, Die politischen Religionen, ed. by Peter Opitz, Munich 2007.

10 Carsten BAGGE LAUSTSEN, Studying Politics and Religion: How to Distinguish Religious Politics,
Civil Religion, Political Religion, and Political Theology, in: Journal of Religion in Europe 6/4 (2013),
pp. 428-446.

11 Johann Baptist METZ, Zum Begriff der neuen Politischen Theologie, 1967-1997, Mainz 1997.

12 Davor DZarTo, Anarchy and the Kingdom of God. From Eschatology to Orthodox Political Theology
and Back, New York 2021.
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politics, church(es) and state, which derive from a theological interpretation and
permeation of a religion or of its basic heuristics - rules, that is, in which religion
is the controlling force and which hence are laid down by theologians«!?.

Turning our attention specifically to Orthodox Christianity, it is possible to realise
from the outset a striking asymmetry, especially in relation to the wide and creative
Western preoccupation with political theology, academic or not. In the past, this
domain has been largely neglected in the Orthodox Christian realm, which did not
sufficiently reflect upon it. In fact, the entire topic of political theology, historically
speaking, has been much more comprehensively, systematically and theoretically
elaborated in Western Christian discourse, theological and otherwise, and has
been promoted by various actors in numerous constellations, both individually
and institutionally. This holds true not only for the past, but especially for modern
times and into the present.

There are several reasons for these differences between East and West!'*. Truth
be told, reflection on the many entanglements between politics and theology is
certainly not absent from the long and varied history of Eastern Orthodox Chris-
tianity. After all, it is exactly in this particular area where the first Christian political
formations officially appeared in the context of the Roman Empire during the
4th century, starting with the radical changes and reforms implemented by Em-
peror Constantine I. These were especially praised by Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea
in Palestine, a most influential »political theologian« in his day and still a relevant
figure!®. However, despite its enormous influence, Eusebian political theology -
with its emphasis on the close, God-sanctioned relation between the emperor and
the church - was not the only approach even at the time. One may find a different
trajectory, formulated by Ignatius, Bishop of Antiochia, in which the church re-
mains the centre of attention and reference without any mundane preoccupations'®;
or more extensively, by Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria'’, in which the focus

13 Manfred WALTHER, Luthers dualistische politische Theologie der zwei Reiche und zwei Regimente -
Das Problem der Lokalisierung der sichtbaren Kirche, in: Id. (ed.), Religion und Politik, Baden-Baden
2004, pp. 105-112, at p. 106 (emphasis in original).

14 Vasilios N. MAKRIDES, Political Theology in Orthodox Christian Contexts: Specificities and Particu-
larities in Comparison with Western Latin Christianity, in: Kristina SToECKL et al. (eds.), Political
Theologies in Orthodox Christianity: Common Challenges — Divergent Positions, London/New
York 2017, pp. 25-54.

15 Devin SINGH, Eusebius as Political Theologian: The Legend Continues, in: The Harvard Theological
Review 108 (2015), pp. 129-154; Michael J. HoLLERICH, Making Christian History. Eusebius of
Caesarea and his Readers, Oakland, CA 2021.

16 Andrew LouTh, Ignatios or Eusebios: Two Models of Patristic Ecclesiology, in: International Journal
for the Study of the Christian Church 10/1 (2010), pp. 46-56.

17 Sophie CARTWRIGHT, Athanasius’ »Vita Antonii« as Political Theology: The Call of Heavenly Citi-
zenship, in: The Journal of Ecclesiastical History 67/2 (2016), pp. 241-264.
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is rather placed on a notion of the church as a »hermit in the desert, strongly
oriented towards the divine world and clearly detached from the worldly affairs of
emperor and state. This notion owes its most striking modern elaboration to the
Russian Orthodox theologian Georges Florovsky'®. All this points to various con-
ceptions of political theology among early Christian thinkers, who left their mark
on later developments. Even so, the long-term differences between East and West
in this very domain are still conspicuous and undeniable, as they principally reflect
different relations between church and state/politics in their respective worlds.
This notwithstanding, a fresh Orthodox interest in this topic has been triggered
by the radical socio-political changes at the end of the 20th century, especially in
the wake of the fall of communism in many predominantly Orthodox countries of
Eastern and Southeastern Europe. As a result, Orthodox theologians, intellectuals
and other thinkers have started to reflect more thoroughly on issues pertaining to
political theology while trying to articulate a specifically Orthodox one, not least
in critical discussion with related Western discourses'®. Aside from various older®
or more recent sourcebooks?! related to (Orthodox) Christian political theologies,
recent years have also seen the publication of conference papers and other edited
volumes, either specifically on this topic?? or on related questions*, which have
gone a long way towards filling the gap. Relevant attempts to approach »typical«
Orthodox political theologies in the historical perspective of Byzantium, the Slavia

18 Georges FLorROVSKY, Antinomies of Christian History: Empire and Desert, in: Id., Christianity and
Culture, Belmont, MA 1974, pp. 67-100.

19 Pantelis Kararrzipis, Orthodoxy and Political Theology, Geneva 2012; Aristotle PAPANIKOLAOU,
The Mystical as Political: Democracy and Non-Radical Orthodoxy, Notre Dame, IN 2012; see also
Paul Nadim Taraz1, Land and Covenant, St Paul, MN 2009; Cyril Hovorun, Political Orthodoxies:
The Unorthodoxies of the Church Coerced, Minneapolis, MN 2018.

20 Ernest BARKER (ed.), Social and Political Thought in Byzantium: From Justinian I to the Last
Palaeologus, Oxford 1957.

21 Oliver O'DoNovAaN/Joan Lockwoop O’DoNOVAN (eds.), From Irenaeus to Grotius: A Sourcebook
in Christian Political Thought 100-1625, Grand Rapids, MI 1999; Adolf Martin RITTER, »Kirche
und Staat« im Denken des frithen Christentums. Texte und Kommentare zum Thema Religion und
Politik in der Antike, Bern 2005; Philip Woob, »We Have No King But Christ«: Christian Political
Thought in Greater Syria on the Eve of the Arab Conquest (c. 400-585), New York 2010.

22 George E. DEMAcopouLOs/Aristotle PAPANIKOLAOU (eds.), Christianity, Democracy, and the
Shadow of Constantine, New York 2016; STOECKL et al. (eds.), Political Theologies in Orthodox
Christianity.

23 Mihai-D. GrRIGORE/Florian KUHRER-WIELACH (eds.), Orthodoxa Confessio? Konfessionsbildung,
Konfessionalisierung und ihre Folgen in der 6stlichen Christenheit Europas, Gottingen 2018 (VIEG
Beiheft 114), URL: <https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666570780> (10-12-2023); Kostas SARRIS et al.
(eds.), Confessionalization and/as Knowledge Transfer in the Greek Orthodox Church, Wiesbaden
2021; Hans-Peter GRossHANS/Pantelis KALATTZIDIS (eds.), Politics, Society and Culture in Orthodox
Theology in a Global Age, Paderborn 2023.
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Orthodoxa or in post-Byzantine paraenetic literature have already been made and
constitute noteworthy contributions®*. All this signifies a welcome addition of
Orthodox voices to a politico-theological discourse that has long been dominated
by Roman Catholic and Protestant perspectives, with the purpose of enabling a
more ecumenical discussion about politics and Christian theology®.

However, there are still many research desiderata; for example, an examination of
the politically relevant aspects of the theology of the Greek Fathers in the manner of
the Western Latin analyses of Tertullian or Augustine. An important attempt was,
for example, taken by a scholar who was neither Orthodox nor a theologian: the legal
scholar, political philosopher, and diplomat Stephan Verosta (1909-1998), who in
1960 published an unequalled monograph on John Chrysostom’s political theology
of the state?®. Furthermore, the Bases of the Social Concept, officially promulgated
by the Russian Orthodox Church in 2000, a document which drew quite large
international attention, also amounted to a political theology of Russian Orthodox
provenance — one that, moreover, was thought to constitute some kind of »Political
Hesychasm«*’. Aside from this, numerous scholars of various backgrounds and dis-
ciplines have dealt with specific aspects of Orthodox political theology in its diverse
manifestations (written, visual, practised), either in the Byzantine period?®, the

24 Dimiter ANGELOV, Imperial Ideology and Political Thought in Byzantium, 1204-1330, Cambridge,
MA 2007; Ivan BILIARSKY et al. (eds.), Religious Rhetoric of Power in Byzantium and South-Eastern
Europe, Briila 2021; Mihai-D. GRIGORE, Neagoe Basarab — Princeps Christianus. The Semantics of
Christianitas in Comparison with Erasmus, Luther and Machiavelli (1513-1523), Oxford 2021.

25 Jonathan CoLg, The Addition of Orthodox Voices to (Western) Political Theology, in: Studies in
Christian Ethics 33/4 (2020), pp. 549-564; Sotiris MiTRALEXIS, On Recent Developments in Schol-
arly Engagement with (the Possibility of an) Orthodox Political Theology, in: Political Theology 19/3
(2018), pp. 247-260.

26 Stephan VEROsTA, Iohannes Chrysostomus. Staatsphilosoph und Geschichtstheologe, Graz 1960.

27 Vladimir V. PETRUNIN, IToJTUTHYeCKHI HCUXasM U €ro TPaJUIIUNU B COITUATbHON KOHIIEIIIMH
MockoBckoro IlarprapxaTa, St Petersburg 2009. See also Antoine LEVY, »Political Hesychasm«
and the Foundational Structure of the Russian State, in: Analogia. The Pemptousia Journal for Theo-
logical Studies 5 (2018), pp. 57-81. See also Kristina Stoeckl’s contribution on »Political Hesychasm«
in this volume.

28 Gerhard PopskaLsky, Politische Theologie in Byzanz zwischen Reichseschatologie und Reichside-
ologie, in: Cristianita d'Occidente e cristianita d’Oriente (Secoli VI-XI), 24-30 aprile 2003, vol. 2,
Spoleto 2004, pp. 1421-1434; Petre GURAN, Eschatology and Political Theology in the Last Centuries
of Byzantium, in: Revue des études sud-est européennes 45 (2007), pp. 73-87; Dan Ioan MURESAN,
The Hesychasts: »Political Photianism« and the Public Sphere in the Fourteenth Century, in: Augus-
tine CASIDAY (ed.), The Orthodox Christian World, London/New York 2012, pp. 294-302; Ioannis
BEexkos, Nicholas Cabasilas’ Political Theology in an Epoch of Economic Crisis: A Reading of a 14th-
Century Political Discourse, in: Markus VINZENT (ed.), Studia Patristica, vol. 63: Papers Presented
at the Sixteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies held in Oxford 2011, Leuven 2013,
pp. 405-412; Ashley M. PURPURA, God, Hierarchy, and Power: Orthodox Theologies of Authority
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post-Byzantine era?’ or the modern and contemporary world, and in a wide variety
of contexts®’; for example, focusing on the political theology of the well-known
Greek theologian and philosopher Christos Yannaras (*1935)3!. Comparisons were
also frequently made between Eastern Orthodox and Western Latin? or Islamic
political theologies*. In fact, it would not be inappropriate to speak here of diverse
forms of Orthodox political theologies (in the plural), both historically and more
recently. Hence, despite its overall underdevelopment in comparison to the West,
the Orthodox case has its own merits and deserves scholarly attention, comparative
examination, suitable contextualisation, and adequate evaluation.

The present volume attempts to contribute to this goal by examining this topic
from a broader perspective that is both systematic and interdisciplinary. Given that
most previous studies examined it from a perspective interested mainly in theology,
dogmatics, and moral and socio-ethical questions, this volume focuses especially
on the historical evolution of Orthodox Christian political theologies across time,

from Byzantium, New York 2017; Tristan SCHMIDT, Politische Tierbildlichkeit in Byzanz — Spites
11. bis frithes 13. Jahrhundert, Wiesbaden 2020.

29 Nikolaos Panou, How to Do Kings with Words: Byzantine Imperial Ideology and the Representation
of Power in Pre-Phanariot Admonitory Literature, PhD thesis, Harvard University 2008; Petre
GURAN, God Explains to Patriarch Athanasios the Fall of Constantinople: I.S. Peresvetov and the
Impasse of Political Theology, in: Olivier DELOUIS et al. (eds.), Héritages de Byzance en Europe du
Sud-Est a I’ époque moderne et contemporaine, Athens 2013, pp. 63-78.

30 Nikolaos AsPROULIS, Pneumatology and Politics: The Role of the Holy Spirit in the Articulation of an
Orthodox Political Theology, in: RES - Review of Ecumenical Studies Sibiu 7/2 (2015), pp. 184-197;
Pantelis KaLaITZIDIS, Eastern Orthodox Thought, in: William T. CAvANAUGH/Peter Manley ScoTT
(eds.), The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Political Theology, Hoboken, NJ 22019, pp. 97-110;
Nathaniel Woop/Aristotle PapaNiKoLAOU, Orthodox Christianity and Political Theology: Thinking
Beyond Empire, in: Rubén Rosario RODRIGUEZ (ed.), T&T Clark Handbook of Political Theology,
London 2020, pp. 337-351; Alexandra MEDzIBRODSZKY, Orthodox Political Theologies: Clergy, In-
telligentsia and Social Christianity in Revolutionary Russia, PhD thesis, Central European University,
Budapest 2020.

31 See the special issue on »Christos Yannaras and Political Theology« of the journal Political The-
ology 20/4 (2019), which includes the following articles: Jonathan CoLE, Personhood, Relational
Ontology, and the Trinitarian Politics of Eastern Orthodox Thinker Christos Yannaras, pp. 297-310;
Sotiris MiTRALEXIS, The Eucharistic Community is Our Social Program: On the Early Development
of Christos Yannaras’ Political Theology, pp. 311-330; and Dionysios SKLIRIS, Aristotelian Marxism,
Critical Metaphysics: The Political Theology of Christos Yannaras, pp. 331-348.

32 Aristotle PAPANIKOLAOU, Love, Life and Politics: Comparing Lutheran and Orthodox Political
Theologies, in: RES - Review of Ecumenical Studies Sibiu 10/2 (2018), pp. 257-265.

33 Johannes NIEHOFF-PANAGIOTIDIS, Avoiding History’s Teleology: Orthodox and Islamic Political
Philosophy, in: Regula FORsTER/Neguin YAvARI (eds.), Global Medieval-Mirrors for Princes Recon-
sidered, Cambridge 2015, pp. 112-121; Vasileios SYros, O Ev6Td010¢ Oe00aA0viknG L Tig AapyEg
700 KovwvikoD Biov kal TV EEEALEN TOD MOALTIOUOD: EnUela GUYKALONG UE TOV TTOALTIKO GTOXACHO
700 AuTikoD Meoaiwva, in: ©gooyia 91/3 (2020), pp. 251-285.
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following a chronological thread from early Byzantium until today — an ambitious
task for sure, but, given the tremendous backlog in the field, a necessary one.
However, even this volume is hardly exhaustive of the immense richness of the topic.
It should instead be understood as providing encouragement for further studies.

As for the goals of this volume: First, the contributions it gathers examine and
compare the historical background and numerous forms and articulations of Or-
thodox political theologies in various local contexts, both past and present. Second,
they consider and analyse the specific parameters and factors that gave rise to these
political theologies or have shaped them across time. Third, they try to locate and
critically evaluate the reasons for the specificities and particularities of these politi-
cal theologies across history. Finally, some contributions also try to contextualise
the entire issue more broadly, especially by comparing Orthodox with Western
Christian political theologies and at the same time looking for specific historical
constellations and contingencies. Given that the topic of political theology enjoys
significant popularity and currency among various scholarly disciplines today; it is
hoped that the present volume will contribute to the rich literature in the field. It
may also help widen the academic discourse on political theology — which, in the
last two centuries, evolved on multiple levels primarily within Western scholarship -
by including in it the until now mostly ignored Eastern Orthodox Christianity with
its modes of thinking about man, time, history, humankind, political forms, and
their raison détre in terms of the divine.

A further important goal of this volume is to break some widespread clichés and
stereotypes. For instance, scholarly concern with political theology from a historical
point of view usually attends only to the late antique or Byzantine heritage before
leaping to modernity, thereby ignoring the fertile political thought in various
local Orthodox traditions after 1453. On the other hand, there is an irritating
tendency to reduce all politico-theological traditions of Eastern Christianity to the
so-called Byzantine »symphony« between church and state, a diagnosis which has
lost value by having been made too often. Not everything was, or still is, arranged
symphonically in the »body politic« of the entire and multiform Orthodox world.
Important dissident discourses of political theology against the state and secular
power, in the Byzantine and post-Byzantine era, are drowned out by such frequent
and unnuanced references to Emperor Justinian’s establishment of »symphony«.
A mythology of symphony and its re-establishment persists among numerous
Orthodox cultures today®*. This makes it high time to counter such simplistic
reductionism and show the different contexts of Orthodox political theologies in
their multifaceted complexity.

34 Cyril Hovorun, Is the Byzantine »Symphony« Possible in Our Days?, in: Journal of Church and
State 59/2 (2017), pp. 280-296.
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Last but not least: Considering the ongoing war in Ukraine after the Russian
invasion of February 2022, in which Orthodoxy is a factor to be reckoned with on
both sides, political theology - to think of the Moscow Patriarch Cyril’s rhetoric and
statements in favour of the invasion and the war®® - has taken on an unexpected
relevance. Many analyses in this volume anticipate the potential for conflict latent in
the problematic connection between state, politics, nation, and church in Orthodox
Europe. As history rushes ahead in its most violent form and irrupts into the meta-
history of the Christian ideal of peacefulness and the divine commandment of
love, these diagnoses seem almost prophetic. In such troubled times, the need for
the Orthodox Christian mind to make sense of death, bloodshed, and fratricide
elevates political theology to a meaning-giving dimension that church and state
alike cannot ignore. The question of legitimation is of more existential importance
than ever, while in the context of the Ukrainian conflict political Orthodoxy almost
assumes the character of a critical infrastructure of war.

The Contributions: A Short Overview

In order to do justice to the pluriform nature of the topic, the contributions to this
volume have been written by scholars working in a variety of disciplines, thereby
highlighting Orthodox political theologies from diverse, albeit often interconnected,
angles. In this way, perspectives from religious studies, late antique, medieval, early
modern or contemporary history, theology and church history, political philoso-
phy, and political science combine to attest to the richness of political theologies
during the centuries of evolution of the Orthodox Christian East. Because of the
complexity of the interdisciplinary approaches, and because none of them remains
in disciplinary isolation, the contributions can be arranged according to multiple
overlapping patterns.

Different fields of inquiry preoccupied the respective authors, starting of course
with the discussion of the basics, i. e., the Byzantine paradigm of symphony between
the spiritual (sacerdotium) and the temporal power (imperium), its boundaries and
deficiencies (Daniel Benga) as well as its persistence, and its unavoidable transfor-
mations within Russian political autocracy in early modern times (Jan Kusber).
By affirming a translatio imperii from Jerusalem to Ethiopia and by employing
narratives analogous to Russian political theology, Ethiopian political glorification
theology, although non-Chalcedonian, was an equally indispensable topic for this

35 Alar Kirp, Patriarch Kirill and Metropolitan Hilarion on Religious Conflict and Secular War in
Ukraine: A Diachronic Study of Religious Leaders’ Messages, in: Sojateadlane. Estonian Journal of
Military Studies 20 (2022), pp. 141-174; Cyril HovoruN, Russian Church and Ukrainian War, in:
The Expository Times 134/1 (2022), pp. 1-10.
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volume (Stanislau Paulau). This contribution displays a continuity - grounded
mainly in certain politico-theological arguments held in common - with other
studies on the theocratically-founded Russian autocracy of the tsars, which has
been strongly connected with messianic imperial and neo-imperial agendas from
the sixteenth to the nineteenth century, such as »Moscow, the Third Rome«, »Pan-
Slavisme, and »Pan-Orthodoxism« (Nikolas Pissis and Lora Gerd).

Theological speculation on the role of the Christian state and ruler at the apex of
God’s creation, or the reasons for the very existence of a political order analogous to
that creation, continue to offer much material reflection, ranging from the Byzantine
political theology of Photios I, Patriarch of Constantinople (Anthony Kaldellis)
through the history of the Danubian Principalities (Mihai-D. Grigore) to the Russian
monarchism, socialism, fascism, historiosophy, sophiology, and Messianism of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Regula M. Zwahlen and Evert van der
Zweerde). The controversial concept of »Political Hesychasm« and its ideologically
integrative function in earlier epochs or as an interface for contemporary anti-
Western Russian philippics (Kristina Stoeckl) offers an indispensable case study in
this regard.

Over the last centuries, the very principles and ideals of a Christian order in
history and in the world led to perpetual bargaining over influence and power
between secular and ecclesiastical instances, also considering the simple fact that
state subjects were at the same time the flock of Christ under the care, supervision
and control of the church. Such turmoil was experienced especially in the context
of the late mediaeval or early modern Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantino-
ple’s politics under Ottoman rule, but also in the context of the national revival,
nationalist exclusivism, modernity, and state emancipation in Southeastern Europe
from the eighteenth century to the present. Modern state institutions struggled
bitterly for emancipation, both from foreign Ottoman rule and, internally, from
the jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and its historical control of the Or-
thodox Rum millet. Local churches wrestled with Constantinople for autocephaly
and identity, thereby feeding into strong nationalist and emancipative narratives
(Dimitris Stamatopoulos on the Ecumenical Patriarchate in the late Ottoman pe-
riod, Daniela Kalkandjieva on Bulgaria, Marian Patru on Romania, Ioannis Zelepos
on Cyprus). This tension is also masterfully explicated by Efstathios Kessareas with
regard to the tenuous relations between the Patriarchate of Constantinople and the
autocephalous Church of Greece and their respective universalist and ethnocentric
discourses, despite the ethnic and historic closeness of the two churches.

Such emancipatory ideals often gained legitimacy by symbolic communication
and reference to emblematic holy figures and their relics, whose perpetuation over
centuries gave fundamental impulses to cultural identity, political independence,
and national pre-eminence. The contributions of Boris Todorov and Vladimir
Cvetkovi¢ on Saint-Savahood testify to the durability of such motives, the former
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referring to the late Middle Ages and the latter to twentieth-century Serbia. A sim-
ilar argument is pursued by Mihai-D. Grigore, who assesses the importance for
emerging local Orthodoxies - like those of mediaeval and early modern Hungro-
Wallachia and Moldavia - of »possessing« national saints in order to efficiently
secure their political aspirations in the international context.

Finally, Alexander Ponomariov critically evaluates — in a welcome corrective to
the idealising mainstream of our days - the Ukrainian way of theologically articu-
lating the country’s desire for a distinct political, religious, and cultural identity as
a means of setting itself apart from the Moscow Patriarchate and its expansionism.
This ties in with the broader topic of the specific situation of »smaller Orthodoxies«,
such as the Baltic, Polish, or Georgian ones, whose desire for affirmation is often
threatened with suffocation by »larger and stronger Orthodoxies« - in this case,
the Russian Orthodox Church (Sebastian Rimestad and Sophie Zviadadze).

We hope that, in view of the renewed academic interest in political theology
and its topical relevance today, this volume will be of interest to an international
scholarly readership beyond the limits of Eastern Orthodox Christian studies.
Any examination of the different political theologies in their respective historical
environment ought always to bear in mind a point emphasised by Quentin Skinner:

We shall do well to concentrate in particular on the concepts we employ to describe and
appraise what Hobbes called our artificial world, the world of politics and morality. This
in turn means that we shall need to focus on the various terms — the entire normative
vocabulary - in which such concepts are habitually expressed. [...] These terms, the
paradigms of which are the names of the virtues and vices, are those which perform

evaluative as well as descriptive functions in natural languages™.

In sum, the conceptualisation of political theology in general unfolds in two main
directions: On a systematic level, it may be understood as a dialectical positioning of
the political as idea, politics as practice, and politicians as institutionally organised
actors in God’s relations with human beings in particular and in God’s creation
more broadly. On a historical level, political theology can also be regarded as the
dialectical location of the political as idea, politics as practice, and politicians as
institutionally organised actors in the history of humanity with reference to God.
Political theology is thus a matter of approach and perspective, as well as of finality
and telos. The case of Orthodox Christian political theologies, on its own merit and
as evidenced in the various contributions of this volume, is of eminent relevance to
the above conceptualisation.

36 Quentin SKINNER, Visions of Politics, vol. 1: Regarding Method, Cambridge ©2009, p. 175.
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Daniel Benga

»Political Theologies« from Constantine to Justinian -
some Key Aspects and Main Changes

The present contribution comes as a response to the invitation I received from the
organisers of the conference to prepare a short article containing some central ob-
servations on the »political theologies« from Constantine I (306-337) to Justinian I
(527-565). This topic requires some clarifications from the very beginning due to
the fact that not only does the expression »political theology« have a multitude of
meanings in contemporary research, but also the interpretation of the motivations
behind Constantine’s religious policy is until today a still highly debated issue!.
Against the background of this complex reality and on the basis of contemporary
research, I shall use the next few pages to briefly answer the following question
by means of some concrete examples: What were the politico-ecclesiastical conse-
quences of the religious convictions of the emperors Constantine I (r. 306-337),
Theodosius I (r. 379-395) and Justinian I (r. 527-565) or, in other words, how did
their religious convictions influence the agenda of their religious policy? In addition
to these questions, I shall explore the manner in which the so-called »symphony«
between the emperor and the Christian Church in Byzantium manifested itself.

1 In 2013, on the occasion of the 1700-year anniversary of the so-called Edict of Milan, I was a member
of the organising committee for a large international conference in Bucharest attended by a large
number of distinguished European historians (including church historians). In the debates that
unfolded, I was able observe directly that there was hardly any consensus on the interpretation of
Constantine the Great’s actions. What exactly did Constantine see on the eve of the battle of the
Milvian Bridge? The interpretations range from a solar eclipse to the sight of the Holy Cross in
the sky. Can one talk about the emperor’s conversion to Christianity? The answers differ greatly.
Historians often discuss the vexing coexistence of and parallelism between Christianity and paganism,
for instance on the coins issued by Constantine. Scholars approach these theological and historical
debates from their various cultural and religious backgrounds, which, in turn, produce different modes
of inquiry and analysis. In my view, a more precise definition and description of the terms and concepts
with which we operate would bring about a better understanding and consensus with regard to the
actions and decisions of world’s first Christian emperor. The contributions of the above conference
have been published in Emilian PopEscu/Viorel IoNITA (eds.), Cruce si Misiune. Sfinii Impérati
Constantin si Elena — promotori ai libertatii religioase si aparatori ai Bisericii, vol. 2, Bucharest
2013. On the difficulties and challanges of contemporary Constantine research see also the chapter
»Drei Mauern: Wege und Abwege der Konstantinforschung« in Martin WALLRAFE, Sonnenkénig der
Spatantike. Die Religionspolitik Konstantins des Grofen, Freiburg im Breisgau 2013, pp. 7-33.
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Constantine the Great - How the Christian God Influenced his
Political Agenda

I have always been impressed by how Constantine is always portrayed as looking
skyward?. Jacob Burckhardt’s portrayal of Constantine as a great unreligious politi-
cian, who made use of the different ancient religions in order to support his own
political power, influenced historical research for a century and a half’>. Modern
research has replaced this vision with a profoundly religious one, which has revealed
the important role that the first Christian emperor’s religious beliefs played in his
political-religious decisions. Alexander Schmemann, the Russian Church historian,
offers an accurate summary of Constantine’s religiosity: »He always had mystical
interests, a faith in dreams, visions, and illuminations. He firmly believed in his
election, and his whole political career was marked by his personal contacts with
heaven«*.

Modern historiography has left behind the one-sided views generated by an
over-emphasis on the political aspects of Constantine’s personal ambitions in his
religious policy and has come to acknowledge a religious evolution of the em-
peror in his sincere search for the true God. Volkmar Keil, an important editor of
sources on Constantine’s religious politics, has thus observed: »The gradual jour-
ney from the god of sun conceived monotheistically to Christianity is a lifelong
conversion which came to its true end in the baptism performed on his deathbed«°.
Considering the very limited space allotted to the presentation of the political-
theological convictions of the first Christian emperor, I shall analyse, drawing upon
the latest interpretations by Klaus Martin Girardet and Hans Christoph Brennecke,
the manner in which Constantine’s religious beliefs permeated some of his main
political-religious decisions.

Freedom of Christian faith and worship was attained gradually and by different
means across the Roman territories at the beginning of the fourth century. In 306,
already under the rule of Constantine, the wave of liberty swept from Gaul, Britain
and Spain to Italy, the Balkans, Asia Minor and the Orient. However, it was not
until the summer of 313 that Christians were granted complete freedom throughout

2 See the coins reproduced in WALLRAFF, Sonnenkonig der Spatantike, p. 8 and in Klaus Martin
GIRARDET, Der Kaiser und sein Gott. Das Christentum im Denken und in der Religionspolitik
Konstantins des Grof3en, Berlin 2010, p. 57, 94.

3 Ibid., pp. 5-7.

4 Alexander ScHMEMANN, The Historical Road of Eastern Orthodoxy, New York 2003, p. 64.

5 Volkmar KeI1L (ed.), Quellensammlung zur Religionspolitik Konstantins des Grossen, Darmstadt
1995, p. 19.
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the entire Roman Empire®, while persecutions in the East continued for several
more years.

The decisive point, which essentially influenced the Emperor Constantine’s en-
tire political outlook, was the famous and yet (as far as historians are concerned)
vision he had at the Milvian Bridge on the eve of the battle against the usurper
Maxentius on 28 October 312. After all, this battle was pivotal for his conversion to
the Christian God. One fundamental element, though, has not been yet sufficiently
stressed in historiography, namely the fact that Constantine converted to Chris-
tianity as emperor and not as an ordinary individual. The faith in the Christian
God »had not come to him through the Church, but had been bestowed personally
and directly for his victory over the enemy - in other words, as he was fulfilling
his imperial duty«’. This fundamental element of being directly chosen by God
without undergoing baptism determined Constantine to act independently of the
Church, and the Church in its turn accepted and acknowledged him in loyalty.

Following his victory over Maxentius, Constantine became ruler of the entire
Roman West, granting freedom to the Christians and taking direct, personal action
in Africa Proconsularis for the restoration of goods confiscated during earlier
persecutions, allotting a significant amount of money to the clergy and exempting
it from public service. The emperor also wrote to his co-regents in the East urging
them to grant the same freedom to Christians. Licinius agreed to do so, in the
autumn of 312 or in February 313 issuing the so-called »Edict of Milan«, which he
co-signed with Constantine®. Maximinus Daia, however, continued his persecutions
up to the summer of 313, when, fleeing from Licinius, he committed suicide at the
Cilician Gates. It was only at this moment that the edict granting freedom to the
Christians of the Roman Empire was actually implemented in its Eastern part as
well. In fact, the libertas religionis guaranteed to all represents the first formulation
of this principle in history’.

Between November 312 and February 313, the new emperor composed a number
of letters, two of which were addressed to Anulinus, proconsul of Africa, and one to
Caecilian, bishop of Carthage'®. From these, Constantine’s political stance towards

6 For a detailed description, see Klaus Martin GIRARDET, Von der Verfolgung zur Anerkennung.
Rom und die Christen in dioklezianisch-konstantinischer Zeit, in: PopEscu/IoNITA (eds.), Cruce si
Misiune, pp. 83-96, at pp. 85-87.

7 ScHMEMANN, The Historical Road, p. 66.

8 On the present state of research referring to the Edict of Milan, see Adrian MARINEscU, Edictul de
la Milan. Scurta schita a stadiului actual al cercetérilor, in: Emilian Porescu/Mihai Ovidiu CATor
(eds.), Cruce si Misiune. Sfintii Imparati Constantin si Elena — promotori ai libertatii religioase si
apdratori ai Bisericii, vol. 1, Bucharest 2013, pp. 87-150.

9 GIRARDET, Von der Verfolgung zur Anerkennung, pp. 90-92.

10 A new commentary on these letters is offered by GIRARDET, Der Kaiser, pp. 125-128; cf. Hermann
DORRIES, Das Selbstzeugnis Kaiser Konstantin, Gottingen 1954, pp. 16-19.
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the Christians may be deduced. Beside the general religious freedom, the emperor
also adopted the following measures for Africa Proconsularis:

1. The restoration of goods confiscated in the course of previous persecutions
(churches, gardens, houses);

2. The granting of considerable financial support to the clergy of the catholic
(i. e., universal) church along with an offer of any further assistance required;

3. The exemption of the clergy from public duties and obligations (including taxes)
in order that they may practice the cult of the »Christian God« unhindered''.

Klaus Martin Girardet interprets Constantine’s attitude and statements in his letter
to Anulinus as follows:

Likewise, the emperor did not present himself in the letter to the pagan proconsul as
an advocate of the abstract (summa) divinitas/mens divina of the pagan-philosophical
henotheism that had no cult, order and ministers for its exertion: He speaks very clearly
about the monotheistic religion and its specific cult (as well as about its ministers). There-
fore, the divinity worshipped in the Christian cult, which is to say the Christian God as
»the holiest God, called thus and otherwise by Christian writers, is to him not the head
of a »hierarchy of the gods« or a defining concept of the divine lacking any cult, but rather
the only true God, to be worshipped in precise forms'?.

The Emperor Constantine was preoccupied to the point of obsession with the unity
of the Christian Church and its cult. Therefore, the cult was for Constantine the
surest way to preserve the empire and its unity. Nevertheless, Constantine did not
accept any cult, but trusted only that of the »catholic churchg, to which he gave
his whole support. This also explains why Constantine imposed uniformity in the
celebration of Sundays and Christian feasts like Easter. Klaus Martin Girardet has
recently proved that

the establishment of the dies solis as a regular day of rest by Constantine is absolutely
a novum in antiquity. The text of the law is not preserved, but two texts of the year
321 (Codex Theodosianus 11,8,1 and Codex Iustinianus 11 12,2 [3]) hint at the fact that
Constantine established the dies solis in connection to the laws about the clergy and the
building of churches in 312/313. It follows that the character of the dies solis cannot be

11 Daniel BENGa, Politica lui Constantin cel Mare fata de crestini intre octombrie 312 si februarie 313,
in: PopEscu/IoNITA (eds.), Cruce si Misiune, pp. 237-247, at p. 243.

12 Klaus Martin GIRARDET, Die konstantinische Wende. Voraussetzungen und geistige Grundlagen
der Religionspolitik Konstantins des Grofen, Darmstadt 2006, p. 97 (my translation).
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considered as pagan or syncretic, but as an early step towards the Christianisation of
the Roman Empire. Even the Roman army had to observe the dies solis in a Christian
manner [cf. Eusebius, Vita Constantini, IV], from 311/312 onwards. In this early time, of
course, the new rules were only realised in the Western part of the Empire, only from 324
onwards did the Eastern part accept the new rhythm of time. Early Egyptian papyri show
that the Christian name of the day (dies dominicus, dominica) is used even in documents

written by pagan administrators from 325 onwards'’.

Thus, if one were to synthesise what has been discussed above from the perspective
of the so-called »Byzantine symphony«, one might conclude with the words of the
Church historian Cyril Hovorun: »Thus, symphony in its original Constantinian
form had a decidedly ritual dimension. From his perspective, it strengthened the
integrity of the empire and enhanced his own legitimacy«'4.

From another point of view, however, Constantine’s decisions of 312-314 to
intervene in the Donatist controversy by virtue of his imperial function — uncon-
tested by any of the rival Christian groups'® and in fact made at their request'® -
and the repeated interventions later in the Arian disputes established a model of
state-church relations that had substantial effects on the subsequent history of the
church and on what is labelled today as political theology. Rather than accepting the
decision of the church to condemn Donatism, which was made independently of
him, he accepted the request for a new investigation of the facts, thus - in the words
of Alexander Schmemann - »inaugurating the tragic misunderstanding between
the theocratic empire and the Church which was to last for many centuries«!”.

The institution of the synod, which up to this point had been an exclusively
ecclesiastical one, now became an institution through which relations between
church and emperor were mediated, and by means of which the latter maintained
the unity of belief across the empire and the true cult due to the true God. The
emperor was interested in harmony (oudvota, concordia) as a condition of public
safety (salus rei publica) and was convinced that he had received directly from

13 Klaus Martin GIRARDET, Kaisertum, Religionspolitik und das Recht von Staat und Kirche in der
Spitantike, Bonn 2009, pp. 214f. (my translation).

14 Cyril Hovorun, Is the Byzantine »Symphony« Possible in Our Days?, in: Journal of Church and
State 59/2 (2016), pp. 280-296, at p. 284.

15 Constantine convoked two synods in Rom in 313 and Arelate in 314.

16 This is in fact no novelty, but rather a Christian attitude in evidence even during the persecutions,
when the Christians never denied the role of imperial power: »For from the age of the apostles
onwards, Christians had believed that Roman emperors were appointed by God to judge all disputes
among their subjects«, Timothy D. BARNES, Emperors and Bishops of Constantinople (324-431),
in: George E. DEMACOPOULOS/Aristotle PAPANIKOLAOU (eds.), Christianity, Democracy, and the
Shadow of Constantine, New York 2016, pp. 175-201, at p. 175.

17 SCHMEMANN, The Historical Road, p. 68.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0

27



28

‘ Daniel Benga

God the assignment to preserve oudvota in the Christian church or to enforce it by
the means at his disposal as emperor'®. The opening discourse at the Ecumenical
Council of Nicaea (325), recorded by Eusebius (Vita Constantini, I11, 12), reveals
the emperor’s most ardent desire in clear terms: the re-establishment of oudvota in
the entire church!.

A further relevant issue regarding Constantine’s direct involvement in ecclesiasti-
cal affairs was his presiding over the Synod of Nicaea (325), which had fundamental
politico-ecclesiastical consequences. In this respect, Girardet argues:

The historical fact of Constantine’s pontifical practice towards the church and its bishops
under the form, among other things, of his presidency of the council, means that Chris-
tianity found a visible head for the first time in its history. Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea,
accounted for this state of affairs through his conception about the Christian-theological
ruler, attributing to Constantine a specifically Christian high priesthood based on the
model of Christ, which spiritually placed the emperor, as the personification of the unity
between imperium and sacerdotium, above the church and its ministerial priesthood.
During the fourth century, it seems that this conception gained currency in both the East
and the West®.

Constantine’s theological and political views as well as those of the succeeding
emperors were marked by an element insufficiently considered up to now, namely
the role played by various influential counsellors at the imperial court. This is
why the models of political theology implemented by emperors can be deemed
contextual and sometimes subjective. According to Eusebius, Constantine invited,
right after his victory over Maxentius, many Christian priests to join his imperial
suite, so that they might advise him on church politics and Christian practices. Thus,
the quick assignment of Osius of Cordoba as his ambassador to Africa, mentioned
in the letter to the bishop Caecilian of Carthage, attests to the presence of Christian
ministers in his entourage and explains why the emperor was so well informed, for
example, about the troubles caused by the Donatist disputes in Africa?!. Moreover,
it is obvious that Eusebius of Caesarea and Eusebius of Nicomedia, two semi-
Arian hierarchs, were in favour with the emperor after 326-327. Their influence

18 Hans Christoph BRENNECKE, Constantin und die Kirche nach dem Konzil von Nicaea (325-337),
in: PorEscu/IoNITA (eds.), Cruce si Misiune, pp. 375-394, at p. 379.

19 Ibid., pp. 379-382.

20 GIRARDET, Kaisertum, p. 105 (my translation).

2

—

On the Emperor Constantine’s implication in the Donatist controversy and the measures adopted
by him in this context, see Daniel BENGA, Threskeia si coercitio. Gandirea religioasa constantiniand
oglindita in scrisorile imperiale privitoare la controversa donatistd, in: Anuarul Facultatii de Teologie
Ortodoxa Bucuresti, vol. 6 (2006), pp. 207-217.
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can be seen in the fact that Arius was granted permission to return from exile,
while Eustacius of Antioch and Marcellus of Ancyra, his fiercest adversaries, were
banished, as was later Athanasius of Alexandria??. Hence, one encounters politico-
religious decisions made under the influence of Christian hierarchs who enjoyed
Constantine’s trust over the years.

In the following, I wish to emphasise some elements related to the manner in
which Constantine’s »political theology« is described in the hymnography of the
Orthodox Church?®. A powerful influence over the people in Orthodox traditions
is exerted today by the cult of the Church, while the Emperors Constantine, Theo-
dosius and Justinian are acknowledged as saints in the Orthodox Church and are
worshipped accordingly through divine services dedicated to them. The discovery
of the Holy Cross in Constantine’s time led to a high symbolic correlation between
the first Christian emperor and the Christian sign of God’s love for the world. This
is clearly expressed in the Kontakion of his feast, on 21 May, which reads: »Today
Constantine and his mother Helen / reveal the precious Cross, / the weapon of the
faithful / against their enemies. / For our sakes, it has been shown to be a great sign,
and fearsome in battle«**.

This exceedingly strong symbolic link makes the memory of Constantine return
in the living memory of the church each time a feast dedicated to the Holy Cross
is celebrated during the liturgical year, i. e., the Exaltation of the Holy Cross on
14 September and the third Sunday of Lent. Constantin’s veneration as a saint is
first mentioned in texts by fifth-century Church historians and gradually became a
generalised practice over the centuries. In the hymns dedicated to him, the church
praises him for codifying the Creed and drawing the line between right belief
and heresy, as well as for the discovery of the Holy Cross and the promotion of
Christianity throughout the empire®.

Elements of a political theology may also be found in the Troparion of the feast,
which emphasises the fact that the imperial city was given by God into the hands
of Constantine, who led it in peace:

22 BRENNECKE, Constantin und die Kirche, pp. 388f.

23 For a general presentation of the way in which the personalities of the Emperor Constantine and
his mother Helen are reflected in the services of the Orthodox Church, see Ion Vicovan, Sfintii
Impirati Constantin si mama sa Elena reflectati in slujbele Bisericii Ortodoxe, in: PopEscu/CATo1
(eds.), Cruce si Misiune, pp. 487-505.

24 OCA.ORG, s.V., Kontakion tone 3, URL: <https://oca.org/saints/troparia/2014/05/21/101452-equal-
of-the-apostles-and-emperor-constantine-with-his-mother-he> (08-31-2023).

25 On the worship of the Emperor Constantine and his mother Helen in the Orthodox Church, see
Viorel IoniTA, Die Verehrung der Heiligen Kaiser Konstantin und seiner Mutter Helena in der
Orthodoxen Kirche, in: Martin ILLERT/Martin SCHINDEHUTTE (eds.), Theologischer Dialog mit der
Ruminischen Orthodoxen Kirche. Die Apostolizitét der Kirche. Heiligung und Heiligkeit, Leipzig
2014, pp. 213-218.
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Having seen the figure of the Cross in the heavens, / and like Paul not having received his
call from men, O Lord, / Your apostle among rulers, the Emperor Constantine, / has been
set by Your hand as ruler over the Imperial City / that he preserved in peace for many

years, / through the prayers of the Theotokos, O only lover of mankind®.

This synthetic interpretation of his memory has remained in the cult of the Ortho-
dox Church. However, Schmemann underscores »the radical distinction« between
St Paul’s conversion and that of St Constantine:

What Paul experienced on the road to Damascus was a real and profound crisis, a »transval-
uation of all values«. Between the old and the new lay an impenetrable line which changed
everything in the apostle’s life and psychology. This was not true of Constantine. However,
it was not by chance that his conversion occurred at the most critical point in his political
and imperial career. It was not a matter of political calculation or »Machiavellianism,
as some historians have asserted; yet neither was it a transformation of personality, as it
had been for Paul. The explanation of Constantine’s conversion must be sought in his
psychology and religious and political ideology, which alone will furnish clues for an

understanding of his place in Christian history*’.

Theodosius the Great - Bringing People to Christ by Law

The death of the Arian Emperor Valens in the war against the Goths in August 378
led his co-emperor Gratian to ask for the support of the Spanish General Theodosius,
who became co-emperor of the East in 379. Choosing as his residence the city of
Thessaloniki, where the anti- Arian bishop Acholius, a close friend of Pope Damasus,
was in office, the Emperor Theodosius I (r. 379-395) became an advocate of Nicene
orthodoxy like no one before him. The baptism that he received from Acholius in
380 after falling ill severely and his subsequent recovery obviously influenced his
later politico-religious decisions. Whether the interpretation of Valens” death in
the battle against the Goths as a punishment for the Arian heresy - as some Nicene
groups claimed - really played a role in the decisions of Theodosius is difficult
to prove?®. The need to continue the war against the Goths, the fact that he was
coming from the West, as well as that he was a man of action and stood under the

26 OCA.ORG, 5.V, Troparion tone 8, <https://oca.org/saints/troparia/2014/05/21/101452-equal-of-the-
apostles-and-emperor-constantine-with-his-mother-he> (08-31-2023).

27 ScHMEMANN, The Historical Road, p. 63.

28 For details, see Wilhelm EnssLiN, Die Religionspolitik des Kaisers Theodosius des Grofien, Munich
1955; Richard Malcolm ERRINGTON, Roman Imperial Policy from Julian to Theodosius, Chapel Hill,
NC 2006, pp. 212-215.
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influence of Bishop Acholius - all these motivated him to promote the Nicene faith
through a first edict, Cunctos populos, issued on 28 February 380:

We wish the citizens of all cities that the moderation of Our Clemency rules to practice
that form of religion which, as the religious tradition introduced by himself and reaching
out until the present day maintains, Holy Peter the Apostle brought to the Romans,
and which it is evident that Bishop Damasus and Peter, bishop of Alexandria, a man of
apostolic holiness, follow: that is, that we should believe, in accordance with apostolic
teaching and the doctrine of the evangelists, in the single divine being of the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, within an equal majesty and a Holy Trinity. We command
persons accepting this rule to embrace the name of catholic Christians; but the rest,
whom we judge to be out of their minds and insane, shall suffer the disgrace attached to
heretical dogma, their meeting places shall not bear the name »church, they are first to
be stricken by punishment from God, but later by the vengeance of our passion, which we
shall have assumed in accordance with the judgment of heaven (quem ex caelesti arbitrio

sumpserimus)”.

This edict, initially addressed to the people of Constantinople, is the first law intro-
duced by a Byzantine emperor that contains in its preamble a definition of what
Theodosius considered to be »religious orthodoxy«. This decree was obviously a
confession of faith proclaimed by the emperor, but it is worth remembering that this
decision was based only on a Nicene minority in Constantinople, while the overall
majority was held by the Arians®®. At the end of the edict, the emperor emphasises
that his inner religious attitude towards God and his belief (ex caelesti arbitrio) led
to the decision described above. Both Constantine’s and Theodosius’ decisions to
favour and promote religious minorities at the moment of their accession to the
throne debunks the idea of what one may call political opportunism, showing that
it was above all their religious convictions that strongly influenced their political
decisions.

29 »Cunctos populos, quos clementiae nostrae regit temperamentum, in tali volumus religione ver-
sari, quam divinum Petrum apostolum tradidisse Romanis religio usque ad nunc ab ipso insinuata
declarat quamque pontificem Damasum sequi claret et Petrum Alexandriae episcopum virum apos-
tolicae sanctitatis, hoc est, ut secundum apostolicam disciplinam euangelicamque doctrinam patris
et filii et spiritus sancti unam deitatem sub parili maiestate et sub pia trinitate credamus. Hanc
legem sequentes Christianorum catholicorum nomen iubemus amplecti, reliquos vero dementes
vesanosque iudicantes haeretici dogmatis infamiam sustinere nec conciliabula eorum ecclesiarum
nomen accipere, divina primum vindicta, post etiam motus nostri, quem ex caelesti arbitrio sumpser-
imus, ultione plectendos« (Codex Theodosianus, 16. 1. 2). The English translation is by ERRINGTON,
Roman Imperial Policy, pp. 217f.

30 Ibid., p. 218.
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In his recent analysis of the relations between the Byzantine emperors and the
bishops of Constantinople between 324 and 431, Timothy Barnes proved the abso-
lute power of emperors in the election or deposition of bishops, especially in the
context of the dispute between Arianism and Nicene orthodoxy that erupted after
the death of Constantine, albeit through the approval of the councils of bishops.
Theodosius was the first emperor to violate a rule observed by Constantine when
he »unceremoniously expelled Demophilus from Constantinople without waiting
for him to be condemned by a council of bishops«®!.

Considering this Theodosian decision within the politico-religious development
of the empire after Constantine the Great, one can state that already under his
sons, between 337 and 361, the freedom of belief that he had upheld was gradually
restricted through anti-pagan and anti-heretical legislation. The rule of Theodosius I
definitely marks the end of libertas religionis for the people of Antiquity: Any sort of
witchcraft was prohibited in 379 (Codex Theodosianus, 16. 5. 5.), Nicene Christianity
was declared the state religion in 380 (Codex Theodosianus, 1. 2. and 25), and as
of 391-392, performing pagan rites became punishable by law and even entering
temples was forbidden (Codex Theodosianus, 10. 10 and 12). Only the Jews were
exempted*?.

In his doctoral thesis on religious intolerance in the Byzantine Empire, Philip
Tilden points out that Theodosian anti-pagan legislation was in fact milder than
that against Christian heresies:

The punishments for heretics were also worse than for pagans; consistently the legislation
sought to place heretics beyond the bounds of society, either physically through expulsion
or exile or more symbolically (though no less practically) through depriving them of
testamentary power. Again, no such punishments were levelled against pagans. As such,

it should be concluded that heretics were considered to be worse than pagans®.

Schmemann construes the theologico-political resolutions of Emperor Theodosius
in the following manner:

It must be frankly admitted that the Church demanded of the state that it combat paganism
and itself denied the principle of toleration. [...] But the minds of Christians, in which
the evangelical ideal of religious freedom had flared up briefly during the experience of

martyrdom, were blinded for a long time by the vision of a Christian theocracy that would

31 BARNES, Emperors and Bishops, p. 187.

32 GIRARDET, Von der Verfolgung zur Anerkennung, pp. 93f.

33 Philip TILDEN, Religious Intolerance in the Later Roman Empire. The Evidence of the Theodosian
Code, Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Exeter 2006, p. 281.
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bring men to Christ not only by grace but by law as well. Much time passed before the pagan
nature of this theocracy was recognized. State sanctions gave the Church unprecedented
strength, and perhaps brought many to faith and new life, but after Theodosius the Great
it was no longer only a community of believers; it was also a community of those obliged
to believe™.

By endorsing the Orthodox faith and proscribing anyone who believed otherwise,
in his political agenda,

Theodosius interpreted church-state symphony as the ouévota (like-mindedness) of his
subjects on matters of faith. This was a reduction of the Eusebian vision of the empire
and of the very notion of faith, which was downgraded to what one believed about the
Trinity and the Incarnation. Under Theodosius, symphony became a doctrinal and ethical

category and turned into a precondition for the salvation of the state and individuals®.

This reality is not to be interpreted according to the norms of the present modern
secular state. At the time, emperor and church alike sincerely believed in the truth
they were defending, just as the »heretics« believed in the truth for which they
were ready to die. The idea of a religiously neutral state was completely alien to the
mentality of the age*®. The concept of »political Orthodoxy«, understood as the
adoption and propagation of the Nicene-Constantinopolitan dogma by political
power as a means of defining cultural and political identity, which was recently pro-
posed for the post-iconoclastic period by James Skedros, can be already identified
in the time of the Emperor Theodosius I*7.

Justinian and the Concept of Symphony

Remembered in the history of humankind particularly for two extraordinary ac-
complishments - his legislation compiled in Corpus Iuris Civilis and the cathedral
of Hagia Sophia in Constantinople — the Emperor Justinian I (r. 527-565) practiced
a religious policy that could be reduced to the formula »One state, one law, and one
church«®. His simultaneously political and religious programme was underpinned
not by the dialectic between religio licita or illicita, as it had been at the time of

34 ScHMEMANN, The Historical Road, pp. 110f.

35 Cyril Hovorun, Is the Byzantine »Symphonyx, p. 285.

36 ScHMEMANN, The Historical Road, pp. 117f.

37 James C. SKEDROS, » You Cannot Have a Church Without an Empire. Political Orthodoxy in Byzan-
tiumg, in: DEMACOPOULOS/PAPANIKOLAOU (eds.), Christianity, pp. 219-231, at pp. 222f.

38 Alexander A. VASILIEV, History of the Byzantine Empire (324-1453), Madison, WI 1952, p. 148.
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Constantine, but by a fundamental conviction about religio vera according to his
understanding of the right faith®”. Being certain, like other emperors before him,
that the imperial office was entrusted to him by God, he relied on his faith in the
Holy Trinity that created and ruled over the entire cosmos®.

Just as Marcus Aurelius was seen as a philosopher on the throne, so Justinian
can be regarded as a »theologian« on the throne. On the one hand, he involved
himself in the theological controversies related to the Chalcedonian formula and
its reception, in the debate over Origen’s theology and in the well-known dispute
over the »three chapters« trying to reconcile the miaphysite and dyophysite groups
by promoting the famous neo-Chalcedonian theology, while on the other hand, he
initiated the construction of many new churches and monasteries.

Justinian’s politico-religious vision continued and deepened that of Theodosius.
At the beginning of his long reign, he passed several edicts, in which the Orthodox
faith proclaimed by the first four Ecumenical Councils was decreed as normative
within the entire empire*! and the canons of the Ecumenical Councils were declared
»imperial laws«*2. Novel 32 of 4 April 544, reveals his politico-religious views:

We believe that the first and greatest good of all people is the right confession (6p6rv
ouoroyiav) of the true and immaculate faith of the Christians, such that it has to be
strengthened in all respects, and all the holy priests of the inhabited world (tfjg oikov-
pévne) in unanimity (eig 6uévotav) must come together (cuvadBijvar) and in one voice
(opodwvwe) confess and preach the right faith of the Christians, and any reason invented

by heretics must be removed, as is shown both in my various writings and in my edicts*.

The famous sixth novel from his Corpus Iuris Civilis epitomised the concept of
symphony as it had developed in the 530s:

There are two greatest gifts which God, in his love for man, has granted from on high: the
priesthood and the imperial authority - hierosyne and basileia, sacerdotium and imperium.
The first serves divine things, while the latter directs and administers human affairs; both,

however, proceed from the same source and adorn the life of mankind. Hence, nothing

39 For Justinian’s religious legislation, see Hamilcar S. ALivisatos, Die kirchliche Gesetzgebung des
Kaisers Justinian I., Aalen 1973.

40 Mischa MEIER, Justinian. Herrschaft, Reich und Religion, Munich 2004, p. 7.

41 Teodor TABUS, The Orthodoxy of Emperor Justinian’s Christian Faith as a Matter of Roman Law
(CJ 1, 1, 5-8), in: Studia Patristica 92/18 (2017), pp. 411-422, at p. 415.

42 John MEYENDOREF, The Byzantine Legacy in the Orthodox Church, New York 1982, p. 47.

43 Rudolf ScoLL/Wilhelm KRroLL (eds.), Corpus Juris Civilis: Novellae, vol. 3, Berlin 1895, pp. 665f.;
Samuel P. ScorT, The Civil Law, vol. 17, New York 1932, p. 132, quoted by TABus, The Orthodoxy of
Emperor, p. 411.
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should be such a source of care to the emperors as the dignity of the priests, since it is
for their imperial welfare that they constantly implore God. For if the priesthood is in
every way free from blame and possesses access to God, and if the emperors administer
equitably and judiciously the state entrusted to their care, general harmony (symphonia
tis agathi) will result and whatever is beneficial will be bestowed upon the human race,

Although this preamble is often quoted, it has to be interpreted in the context of
Novel 6 as a whole, the real aim of which is »to legislate on the marital status of
the clergy, on church property, on episcopal residence, on clergy selection and
education, on obstacles to ordination, and on the legal status of the clergy«*. In this
context, the expression »human affairs« refers to all the legal aspects of the ecclesi-
astical structures that are within the emperor’s power and jurisdiction. The »divine
things« belonging to the jurisdiction of the priesthood included the liturgy and the
administration of the sacraments. Through the importance given to divine worship,
Justinian continued and developed the perspective of Constantine the Great. To
the present day, the Orthodox Holy Liturgy shows Justinian’s influence. During
his time, essential doctrinal elements were introduced into its structure, includ-
ing the Creed and the hymn »Only - Begotten Son«, which were meant to offer
a correct expression of Chalcedonian theology in the context of the miaphysite
disputes and to affirm the link between lex orandi and lex credendi necessary to its
comprehension®.

It is worth noting here that both powers, the temporal and the ecclesiastical,
share the same origin and purpose. They are connected by their divine origin and
their purpose, since for Justinian the well-being of humankind was related not
only to earth, but also to heaven, having as ultimate goal the salvation of souls.
This Novel does not, therefore, refer to distinct entities, imperium and sacerdotium,
but, as Georges Florovsky has pointed out, to one society: »There was but One
and comprehensive Christian Society, which was at once a Church and a State«*’.
Treitinger has also argued that this theory was not new, but was taken over from
Ancient Israel, which had been »a Kingdom and a Church« at the same time, as well
as from the pagan Roman Empire, which had always been »a politico-ecclesiastical
institution« and remained so even after being »christened«*®. The consequence

44 Quoted by MEYENDORFF, The Byzantine Legacy, p. 48.

45 Tbid., p. 49.

46 Cf. Karl Christian FELMY, Vom urchristlichen Herrenmahl zur Géttlichen Liturgie der orthodoxen
Kirche. Ein historischer Kommentar, Erlangen 2000, pp. 85-93.

47 Georges FLOROVSKY, Antinomies of Christian History. Empire and Desert, in: Id., Christianity and
Culture, Belmont, MA 1974, pp. 67-100, on p. 75.

48 Otto TREITINGER, Die ostromische Kaiser- und Reichsidee nach ihrer Gestaltung im hofischen
Zeremoniell, Jena 1938, p. 44.
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was quite simple: Only Christians could be citizens of the empire, and they were
compelled to be orthodox in their faith and demeanour®.

Although many aspects of the Byzantine symphony did undergo changes and
adaptations in the course of history, this reality based on »the idea of a single
theopolitical body in which the church and the state are inseparable from each
other« remained a constant in the Byzantine political theology. Nevertheless, this

understanding is missing in modern interpretations of the symphony,

which presupposes that the church and the state are two entities that interact with one
another. This presupposition, however, does not apply to Byzantium. After the conversion
of the Roman Empire to Christianity, the church and the state merged for the majority of

the Byzantines into a single theopolitical entity>’.

What has to be mentioned at this point is Schmemann’s critique of Justinian and of
any Byzantine theopolitical conception that, in his opinion, stifles the freedom of
the church and leads to the fact that »religion itself has the state as the goal of its
functions, and in this sense is subject to it as the final value, for the sake of which it
exists«®!. For the Christians of the first centuries, the church was not a reality of
this world. They were a new people that was not bound to any human, earthly state.
For them, the absolute values of history were God and human beings, while the
state was constrained by its very nature, as it pertained solely to this world. Instead,
as Schmemann puts it, »in Justinian’s synthesis, the Church appears to dissolve,
and the awareness that it is radically alien to the world and the empire disappears
once and for all from state thinking«*2.

Some final Remarks

Since Byzantium did not possess a fully-fledged constitution to concretely describe
the powers and competences of the emperors, the way the state related to the church
differed from one emperor to the other. Systematic political treatises that defined
the theoretical basis for political legitimisation did not exist in Byzantium, political
power being always in the hands of the imperial office. The complex nature of the
Byzantine political theology has been fittingly encapsulated by Hans-Georg Beck:

49 Ibid,, p. 75.

50 HovorunN, Is the Byzantine »Symponyx, pp. 288f.
51 ScHMEMANN, The Historical Road, p. 152.

52 Tbid., p. 153.
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Because there was no written imperial constitution, but also because canonical law never
provided a clear distinction between emperor and church [...], the problem can be reduced
per se to a question of principles and person. With the former, one must consider that in
theological and political thought, the Byzantine state and church are not separate or even
separable institutions, but rather modes of appearance of one and the same Christianity,
modes of appearance of which one would be unimaginable without the other. Hence, a

two-power theory would have been inconceivable in Byzantium®?,

Therefore, the libertas religionis promoted by Constantine cannot be understood in
today’s sense of religious freedom and separation between church and state. Such a
separation would have been inconceivable to a worldview in which the religious and
political spheres were constantly intertwined. Although Constantine had intended
freedom for all in his political-religious programme beginning in 312-313, the
destruction of many temples by his orders as well as the de-paganisation of public
life indicate his preference and support for Christianity and the Christian cult.
From Constantine’s decisions and documents, it can thus be inferred how his
religious evolution influenced his political decisions in the last two decades of his
rule. He traced the outlines of a vision that the Emperors Theodosius and Justinian
transformed into the prohibition of any form of religious organisation outside
Chalcedonian orthodoxy.

During the rule of Theodosius, the Byzantine state and church constituted not
only the community of believers, but rather the community of those obliged to
believe in a certain way, thus inaugurating what James Skedros called »political
Orthodoxy«. This direction, set by the integration of the right faith into the political
agenda of the emperors, was followed by numerous Byzantine autocrats, even
though many of them failed to realise their religiously founded political vision.
Interestingly enough, the new historical reality in which the Orthodox Churches
in the states of the European Union find themselves today tends to conform to
a paradigm that resembles the first Christian centuries rather than the paradigm
supported by Theodosius and Justinian. I would argue that these churches would do
well to search for inspiration in the first Christian centuries marked by confession
of faith and martyrdom rather than in the Eastern Roman Empire of Late Antiquity
with its established »political Orthodoxy«.

53 Hans-Georg Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich, Munich 1977, p. 36
(my translation).
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Anthony Kaldellis

Three Byzantine Theories on the Origin of
Political Communities

Introduction

How did the first political communities at the dawn of human history come into
being? What forces induced and enabled primitive people to build cities, lay down
laws, and establish complex political regimes? These questions were a blind spot of
Byzantine thought and received little attention, most of which was incidental to
other intellectual problems. The Bible glosses over these questions in a manner so
notorious that its account of human origins continues to elicit scepticism among
the faithful. After Adam and Eve were expelled from Eden, they had two sons,
Cain and Abel. Cain kills Abel, but Cain is then said to have a wife, who appears
out of nowhere, and with her he has a son, Enoch. Cain then builds a city that he
names after his son (Genesis 4). The text does not explain where these other people
came from, why they came together to form a city, or by what mental, social, and
intellectual resources they put this project into motion. Some Byzantine chronicles,
relying on apocryphal sources, explained that Cain’s wife was his sister Azoura,
but this still left unanswered the question of where all the other people came from
who populated the first cities, and what dynamics enabled them to create cities in
the first place. The same was true of apocalyptic texts, such as Pseudo-Methodios
(late seventh century), which sketches the early days of human history down to the
establishment of the first kingdoms, but still does not explain how any of this took
place: The people and the cities simply appear, and that text focuses instead on the
sexual immorality of Adam’s descendants'.

It was possible to approach the problem from the opposite direction and trace
back to its origins the history of the longest-lived state in world history, i. e., the
Roman polity. This was done, for example, by the statesman and philosopher
Theodoros Metochites (early fourteenth century), but it did not result in a general
anthropological model that accounted for the whole of human development from

1 For chronicles, see Georgios the Monk, Chronicle, in: Carl Gotthard de Boor (ed.), Georgii Monachi
Chronicon, rev. Peter WIRTH, 2 vols., Stuttgart 1978, vol. 1, pp. 6f.; cf. Georgios SYNKELLOS, Georgii
Syncelli Ecloga chronographica, ed. by Alden A. MOSSHAMMER, Leipzig 1984, pp. 8-10; PSEupo-
MEeTHODIOS, Die Apokalypse des Ps.-Methodios, in: Anastasios C. LoLos (ed.), Meisenheim am Glan
1976.
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primitive times to advanced civilisation. In his essay on how Rome grew to such
great power from so small a beginning, Metochites merely relied on the ancient
historians to recount the tale of Aeneas and Romulus, and how the latter especially
gathered his band of outcasts and laid the foundation of Rome’s future greatness?.
This was the tale of one city, not a leap in human development as such. The latter
was neither explained by the Bible nor covered by the ancient historians. A num-
ber of ancient thinkers, for example Plato, had presented imaginative models to
explain the origin of cities and civilisation in prehistory, yet it does not appear that
Byzantine thinkers relied on them in developing their own®.

In fact, Byzantine writers did not develop a coherent or self-conscious tradition
of thought on this question, a consolidated anthropological discipline that dealt
with the origins of civilisation. The focus here will be on a handful of thinkers of
the middle and late Byzantine periods who happened, in the course of answering
other questions, to veer into this territory. The survey will avoid the early period, as
the lingering traces of classical anthropology complicate its intellectual scene. The
focus will also be on Orthodox writers (not, therefore, on Psellos, Plethon, and the
like), in order to understand how their analysis engaged with the broader issues
of »political Orthodoxy«. Specifically, the thinkers who will be discussed here are
Photios (ninth century), Eustathios of Thessalonike (twelfth century), and Manuel
Moschopoulos (early fourteenth century). They wrote without knowledge of each
other’s works and in different genres. Responding to a different set of concerns,
each touched on the question of how civilisation began and by what mechanisms
or values it was originally and subsequently sustained. A number of them wrestled
with the further question of whether those mechanisms were Christian or even
compatible with Christianity. This created an intellectual space where the political
sphere could be seen as essentially secular and all-too-human, in striking contrast
to the way in which contemporary imperial panegyric depicted the Roman political
order as a divine institution for propagating Christian values. Was the message of
Christianity superimposed on a political world that had already been devised by
mere mortals, or was it somehow baked in from the start?

If asked about the origin of political communities, most Byzantines would likely
have said that God had something to do with it, that he instituted them for the good
of mankind. St Paul had implied as much in Romans 13. These banal assumptions
are expressed, for example, in a letter of Maximos the Confessor (d. 662), which
he addressed before 642 to an official, loannes koubikoularios, who had posed the
question: »Why has God judged it right that men be ruled by other men, given that

2 Theodoros METOCHITES, Kephalaia, in: Theophilus KiessLING (ed.), Theodori Metochitae Miscel-
lanea, Leipzig 1821, pp. 699-703.

3 For example, PLaTO, The Laws. Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought, ed. by Malcolm
ScHOFIELD/Tom GRIFFITH, Cambridge 2016, in book 3.
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they all share the same nature?«. The Fall, Maximos responds, introduced disorder
and immorality into the lives of men, who were mired in the material life. God
accordingly instituted »the law of kingship among men« in order to prevent them
from sinking to the level of animals and killing each other like the fishes in the
sea. Kings are meant to restrain the abuses that the powerful visit upon the weak
(a traditional refrain of Roman imperial propaganda). That is, kingship is meant
to ensure justice. Righteous rulers are those who acknowledge their dependence
on God and follow his commandments, whereas those who rule for their own
benefit are tyrants. Maximos briefly raises the possibility of human self-governance,
or kingship independent of God: When people separate themselves from God’s
kingdom, he still allows them to be governed by their own kings, lest the ensuing
anarchy or polyarchy bring destruction to the whole of mankind. This is perhaps a
necessary concession to history, as most monarchies in history were not Christian.
But generally, Maximos can imagine good kings only as enforcers of God’s decrees,
probably having in mind the controversy over Monothelitism that he had stirred up.
In sum, Maximos offers a theological and not anthropological account, inscribing
it within a moral framework defined by the fall of man and an association of evil
with materiality. Maximos claims that he received this account from wise men
of the past, and will stick with it even though he knows of alternatives, which he
does not divulge*. But later Byzantine thinkers would deviate greatly from this
approach.

Photios

Like Maximos, Photios also fielded philosophical questions from correspondents
who were court officials. One Christophoros protospatharios and protasekretis
set Photios off by asking him about Luke 12:33: »Sell your possessions and give
[the money] to the poor«. It is not clear what Christophoros’ precise question was,
but it reminded Photios of an anti-Christian argument made by the Emperor Julian
the Apostate (r. 361-363) on precisely this point. If everyone did this, who would
be left to buy? And how could any city, nation, or household continue to function?
Jesus’ commandment undermined the foundation of the social and political order.
In a long letter that is also a mini-treatise and diatribe, Photios set out to refute the

4 Maximos THE CONFESSOR, Letter 10, in: Patrologia Graeca 91: 449A-453A; for self—governance, see
452C. Concerning the date, see Marek JaANkow1aK/Phil BooTH, A New Date-List of the Works of
Maximus the Confessor, in: Pauline ALLEN/Bronwen NEIL (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Maximus
the Confessor, Oxford 2017, pp. 19-76, at p. 38; brief discussion in: Phil BooTH, Crisis of Empire.
Doctrine and Dissent at the End of Late Antiquity, Berkeley 2014, pp. 222f.
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hated pagan emperor; in the process, he grappled with the dynamics that created
and sustained political communities from the start®.

Photios’ response hurls many insults at Julian, which need not detain us. Neither
should another problem with which he wrestles, namely the degree to which Jesus’
commandments were meant to be universalised, or, in modern terms, whether they
should be treated as Kantian categorical imperatives, which is what Julian seems to
have been doing. Photios does not think that they were meant to be universalised.
People being what they are, Jesus’ commandments would likely be followed by only
a few, making political orders »safe« from excessive compassion and philanthropy.
Nevertheless, in Photios’ view, their universal application would lead to a utopia
that strongly resembles some twentieth-century communist ideals. Be that as it may,
Photios expects that most human beings will choose to remain selfish, amassing
their private fortunes by exploiting the labour of others®. In sum, Photios displays a
rather negative estimation of human nature in its exercise of free will. In fact, he says
that free will makes it extremely unlikely that all will follow Jesus’ commandments,
»no matter what threats he used, even if he were to have buttressed his words with
thunder and lightning and cracks in the earth«. People are always going to be both
good and bad. To be sure, it would have been absurd for Jesus not to impart his
moral advice just because not everyone would follow it, but Photios essentially
(if tacitly) concedes that a Christian moral order encompassing the majority of
humanity is an impossibility’.

It is only at the end of the letter that some hope appears: The Christian message
has spread throughout the world and it is possible that more people will take it up.
Photios points to monasteries as places where Jesus’ commandments are literally
applied to human communities as a whole. However, monasteries do not prove that
Christian principles can underpin an entire political order, as they are small and
situated within and sustained by surrounding political societies®.

In order to respond to Julian, Photios dissociates Jesus’ commandments from the
(exploitative) modes and orders that have governed political societies essentially
since the dawn of human history. Photios concedes those modes and orders to

w

PHoOTIOS, Letter 187, in: Vasileios LAOURDAS/Leendert Gerrit WESTERINK (eds.), Photii Patriar-
chae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Amphilochia, 3 vols., Leipzig 1983-1987, vol. 2, pp. 76-87;
Christophoros also received Letter 129 on Matthew 6.17: »But thou, when thou fastest, anoint thine
head, and wash thy face«. For the fragments of Julian’s work to which Photios may have been respond-
ing, see Anthony KaLDELLIS, The Byzantine Republic. People and Power at New Rome, Cambridge,
MA 2015, pp. 183f.

For categorical imperative, see PHOTIOS, Letter 187, lines 105-165; for utopia, see lines 36-65; for

o)

labor of others, see lines 67f.
Ibid., lines 209-221.
Ibid., lines 275-325.
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Julian and claims for Christianity the precepts that will improve human life. The
latter include not only »Sell your possessions«, but a host of others too, such as
»give and you shall receive«, »love your enemies«, and so on. The strong implication
is that human societies were not originally founded on or subsequently sustained
by Christian principles, which only made their appearance during Christ’s ministry.
Even eight hundred years later, in Photios” time, they had still not managed to
create a political order that could override the all-too-human orders championed
by »Julian«.

But we do not need to rely on implications only. Photios makes this radical
disjunction explicit in lines 176-206. He accuses Julian of mistakenly assuming
that the Saviour intended to impart anything of significance regarding »the political
art«. Photios concedes, that the Saviour had nothing to say about strategy, armies,
soldiers, supplies, market-controls, judges, and lawgivers:

You idiot, do you not realise that our Saviour and God was not chiefly concerned about
political forms (politikoi typoi) and their orders (taxis)? For he knew that human beings
would make sufficient provision for all that through their experience, as need and necessity
instructed them efficiently on a daily basis, and later generations would examine the

mistakes of the previous ones and make all course-corrections.

The Saviour’s primary concern was not with such »political conduct or bodily
wellbeing«, but with »the salvation of souls and the introduction of a higher and
more philosophical way of life«. This is not to say that the Saviour was indifferent
toward politics or that he did not help human beings along the way, but that this was
not his primary goal. The world of politics emerged from the bottom up, through
human trial and error.

Have we uncovered a truth about Photios’ political thought here? Can we say
that this patriarch believed that political communities emerged through largely
worldly efforts of human trial and error? Or that Christianity appeared only later
to add a spiritual, salvific layer on top of them, but was not terribly concerned with
how they operated on the ground? Not necessarily. In other works, for example in
homilies before the emperor or in the legal text that scholars often attribute to him
(the Eisagoge), Photios ascribes to God a much deeper role in the creation of the
Roman political order, as well as in supporting, maintaining, and even regulating it
on the more granular level of its laws’. Letter 187 should not be taken to override
those texts, but it should caution us against taking them at face value at the letter’s

9 See especially the proem of the Eisagoge in: Andreas SCHMINCK, Studien zu mittelbyzantinischen
Rechtsbiichern, Frankfurt am Main 1986, pp. 4-11; see also Cyril A. MaNGo, The Homilies of Photius,
Patriarch of Constantinople, Cambridge, MA 1958.
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expense. Each of Photios’ pronouncements was stamped by its specific rhetorical
circumstances. In Letter 187, Photios had to contend with the powerful claims
made by Julian on behalf of pagan antiquity as the creator of the world’s political
institutions. In that context, it served the patriarch well to renounce Christian
claims to them and stick to salvation as Jesus’ goal. Political regimes thereby appear
as secular, all-too-human, and basically un-Christian both by origin (in historical
time) and by nature (at all times). Speaking before the emperors, by contrast, Photios
could dispense with the claims of antiquity and could make grander ones on behalf
of his faith.

Eustathios of Thessaloniki

Eustathios wore many hats during the course of his career, being at various times
professor of rhetoric, classical scholar and commentator on Homer, court orator,
and bishop of Thessaloniki. In addition to his orations, massive commentaries,
letters, homilies, and his famous account of the capture of Thessaloniki by the
Normans in 1185, he also wrote a number of what we can only call essays on a
range of topics, though these have received little attention, in part because they are
written in maddeningly obscure prose. One of the most interesting and least studied
of these essays bears the title On the Proper Obedience that is Owed to a Christian
Government'. If it is about that topic, however, it is only indirectly. The first half of
it contains a long discussion of the emergence of civilisation in the period between
Adam and Moses (sections 1-22), followed by briefer accounts of the irruption
of Mosaic and then Christian law (sections 22-25 and 26-34 respectively) and a
recapitulation of the story thus far (sections 35-44). The second half of the text
(sections 45-89) is a rambling effort to persuade the audience to adopt civilised
standards of behaviour, as Eustathios believed that his society had again become
crude and immoral.

It is impossible to give a proper close reading of this text here, but (pending future
studies) the main argument of its first part can be presented and analysed. The
narrative that interests us takes place between Adam and Moses, which is why its
protagonists are called Adamiaioi, but is not set in any specific location or culture.

10 Eustathios of THESSALONIKE, On the Proper Obedience that is Owed to a Christian Government, in:
Gottlieb Lukas Friedrich TAFEL (ed.), Eustathii metropolitae Thessalonicensis opuscula, Frankfurt
am Main 1832; reprinted Amsterdam 1964, pp. 13-29; reprinted (and easier to read) in: Patrologia
Graeca 136, pp. 301-358; discussion by Paolo CESARETTI, The Exegete as a Storyteller. The Dawn
of Humanity according to Eustathios of Thessalonike, in: Panagiotis Ro1Los (ed.), Medieval Greek
Storytelling. Fictionality and Narrative in Byzantium, Wiesbaden 2014, pp. 131-140. For Eustathios
in general, see Filippomaria PONTANTI et al. (eds.), Reading Eustathios of Thessalonike, Berlin 2017.
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Jews as such are absent from the text, as are the Patriarchs of the Old Testament.
The tale is set in the context of the Biblical narrative, but it is generically human.

There was a time before law and the proper shepherding of human affairs, be-
fore order, governance, assemblies, society, or civilisation itself (hemerotes), the
distinctive mark of humanity (1). Unlike Photios, Eustathios sees human beings as
rational and divine by nature, as second only to the angels, but in the evil days after
Cain and Abel they became irrational and beastly by choice (2). But there were a
few good seeds scattered among these violent beasts who wanted to improve the
rest, because they realised that this beastly behaviour was a deviation from human
nature, which was inherently divine (3-6). They prayed to God for assistance and
God did indeed show them favour, facilitating the assembly of people into groups,
»a populous synodos for the common good« (6-7). The good people, whom Eu-
stathios emphatically and frequently calls »teachers«, reminded all the others of
the punishments that God could visit upon them (»he left Paradise empty, what
makes you think he won’t do the same to the entire earth?«) (8). This stands in
contrast to Photios’ view that even Christ could not threaten mankind enough to
change its ways for the better. Moreover, Eustathios alternates between attributing
the success of these teachers to God and to their own efforts. In one place he calls
them »self-taught wise teachers« (9), but then he ascribes their wisdom to the fear
of God (10). These teachers were inspired both by looking to the heavens and by
their own natural reasoning. They were aware of no communication by God since
the days of Adam in Paradise; they had not met Abraham or knew about him.

To make a long story short, these wise teachers gathered the people and made
them more truly human. They instituted feasts, assemblies, festivals, singing, and
dancing, and even persuaded the »solitaries« to join these group activities (10-11);
this may reflect Eustathios’ general criticism of the monasticism of his period,
especially of hermits and other exotic types, whom he attacked in other works'!.
The religion (threskeia) of this »archaic« society was »correct and learned« (13).
It could not by definition have been Christian, which makes this an endorsement
of »natural« religion by Eustathios. Aphrodite stopped being so indiscriminate
and marriage was instituted in one-to-one relationships, with each family in its
own tent; children were no longer of ambiguous parentage. »And so now man
was truly man« (14). The »most God-loving chief counsellors and arch-teachers«
and »self-made deacons of the Good« were now praised and made into rulers
(archons) (15-16). Their societies grew and became more complex, and at some
point, they also invented letters. This elicits a long panegyric of the written word by
Eustathios, in part because letters enabled the laws to be written down, and thus

11 Anthony KarLpeLLis, Hellenism in Byzantium. The Transformations of Greek Identity and the
Reception of the Classical Tradition, Cambridge 2007, pp. 253f.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0

45



46

‘ Anthony Kaldellis

recently-formed custom gave way to fixed rules (17-18). Under these conditions,
people returned to the original form of human nature, which was simple, peaceful,
and calm (21). This way of life was founded on the »common counsel of the wise
men« and gave rise to »a law that was natural (physikos) and common to all peoples
(ethnikos)«, a translation of ius naturalis and ius gentium. This utopia was not
Christian, for all that God lurked behind it somewhere.

All this, the account continues, happened a long time ago. At some point God
decided to contribute a Second law on top of the first and Natural law, and this was
Mosaic law (22). Eustathios is evasive about what Mosaic law actually prescribed
and what good, if any, it did. He stresses that it was obscure and mysterious and only
hinted at what was to come, namely the Incarnation, or Third law, which resolved
the hazy mysteries of Mosaic law (22-25). We have by now entered historical time,
though the tale does not become more concrete: It remains an abstract sequence of
moral phases. After explaining, in frustratingly vague terms, the moral contributions
of the Third law (25-34), Eustathios decides to recapitulate the achievement of the
first men and especially of their wise teachers (35-44), thereby squeezing his brief
survey of the Mosaic law and Christianity between two longer and more specific
sections on Natural law. The latter thereby emerges as the true protagonist and
focus of his account. Guided by their teachers, the first men developed pastoralism
and stopped killing each other (35); they left the caves, built houses, and instituted
marriage (36); developed agriculture, as »Mother Earth provided honeyed milk
for men, her children, a fitting image for a natural system (37); and their daring
gave rise to overseas trade, hunting, and fishing (37-40). Many other arts were
also invented that »gave a political organisation to men who had previously been
artless and unable to live politically« (42). Eventually, this resulted in the making of
cities (43).

It should be noted that Eustathios’ recapitulation of life under Natural law omits
the religious dimension: Human evolution becomes a purely secular process. Nei-
ther does God himself intervene nor are these feats accomplished out of respect
for him and his Creation. The Patriarchs of the Mosaic law improved upon those
foundations and then Christianity filled the world with churches and the correct
form of worship (43). It does not seem, from Eustathios’ recapitulation here, that
the Second and Third laws added much to the fundamental components or basis
of human civilisation. They added organized religion, but civilization was prior
to that.

The remainder of the treatise excoriates Eustathios’ contemporaries for sliding
back into the savage and uncivilised ways that preceded the making of the Natu-
ral law, and exhorts them to rise back up to the standard that it had set. Eustathios
also accuses his contemporaries of falling short of Christian morality, but it seems
that the focus of his critique is elsewhere:
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The cause of the current pathos is as follows: we love the arts that were invented after the
first taming - the one that took place according to human standards. We love those arts
as if it were impossible to live without them. But we are reluctant to obey the good orders
and laws that went with them (51).

Eustathios is judging the Roman Empire of the twelfth century by the standards
of humanity during the period of Natural law. And this perhaps explains the em-
phasis that this work as a whole places on that first period of human development,
especially on the fact that its accomplishments were pioneered by teachers (or di-
daskaloi, as he calls them repeatedly). Eustathios, a professional didaskalos in both
the Church and the secular schools, is about to set himself up as a teacher for a new
age of evil. He hopes, through »pedagogical reproaches« (didaskalikoi oneidismoi),
to reinstate the natural order and »incite mankind to seek higher things« (56).
He is doing exactly what the original »noble Adamiaioi« had done in the original
environment. It is likely that Eustathios entire presentation of the accomplishments
of the primal teachers was designed to create a model for his own pedagogical goals
in the second half of the treatise and in his career as a whole. In a later section (59),
he compares God to a supreme instructor who assigns subordinate teaching roles
to his assistants. Eustathios thus implicitly casts himself as a teaching assistant of
God, who will replicate the achievement of the Adamiaioi.

There are two more reasons why Eustathios chose to emphasise the First law
in his moral history of mankind and to separate it from explicit connection with
both Jews and Christians. The first is that he wanted to talk about teachers who
could function as a template for himself within the logic of the text and it would
have been presumptuous, and possibly blasphemous, to compare himself to the
introducers of the Second and Third laws. The second is that Eustathios may well
have been a proponent of Natural law. He certainly was a Christian proponent of it,
but one who was willing to recognise a system of ethics and civilisation that had
predated direct divine interventions in the laws that governed men. Let us also not
forget that Eustathios was, above all, a classical scholar with a deep love for the
literature of Greek antiquity and an appreciation for all that could still be learnt
from it. The Greeks for him were paragons of natural virtue, just as ignorant of
divine revelation as his Adamiaioi, and Homer in particular was for him the one
great teacher of mankind, a »teacher of every theorised art of learning, from whose
Ocean all rivers and all methods of knowledge flow«'2. Someone who believed that

12 Eustathios of THESSALONIKE, Commentary on the Odyssey, in: Gottfried StALLBAUM (ed.), Eustathii
archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam, 2 vols., Leipzig 1825-1826;
reprinted Hildesheim 1970, vol. 1, 2; for discussions, see KALDELLIs, Hellenism in Byzantium,
pp. 314f,; id., Classical Scholarship in Twelfth-Century Byzantium, in: Charles BARBER/David JENK-
INS (eds.), Medieval Greek Commentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics, Leiden/Boston 2009, pp. 1-43,
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would structure his model for the evolution of human culture around the advances
made by unaided natural wisdom, whose knowledge of God was limited to what it
could infer from looking at the cosmos.

Manuel Moschopoulos

Late Byzantium produced a wild profusion of political discourse and theory, as
the increasingly complicated history of the beleaguered empire elicited an ever
greater diversity of responses by its intellectuals. Eventually, Byzantium even pro-
duced a pagan-Platonic theorist of society and the state in the person of Georgios
Gemistos Plethon (d. 1452). Less radical thinkers drew attention to various ele-
ments of society that, in their view, provided the formative principles of the state
and political sphere. Each of course was writing with an eye on specific interests.
For example, shortly before he ascended to the throne, the Emperor Theodoros II
Laskaris (r. 1254-1258) wrote a brief work identifying and extoling friendship as the
main bond holding societies together, with the more specific interest of promoting
personal loyalty to himself. The fourteenth-century theologian Nikolaos Kabasilas
wrote what amounted to a paean to private property as the foundation of society,
though his proximate goal was to attack those who were appropriating monastic
lands (possibly imperial officials)'®. Both of those writers could have constructed a
narrative that showed how friendship or private property was the driving force that
led to the emergence of complex political societies from a less structured original
environment — some of their arguments point in that direction -, but they chose
not to go there. However, one scholar who did, at the beginning of the fourteenth
century, take his argument right back to the dawn of human civilisation was Manuel
Moschopoulos, and he made oaths his foundational principle.

Specifically, Moschopoulos’ work on the topic begins precisely by saying that »in
the beginning, man was forced to come together into partnership and to live in
groups for this reason, namely that he was not self-sufficient in providing for his

on pp. 34-36; and Baukje van den BERG, The Wise Homer and His Erudite Commentator. Eustathios’
Imagery in the Proem of the Parekbolai on the Iliad, in: Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 41
(2017), pp. 30-44.

13 For Georgios Gemistos Plethon, see Niketas SINtossoGgLou, Radical Platonism in Byzantium. Illu-
mination and Utopia in Gemistos Plethon, Cambridge 2011; Theodoros II Laskaris, To Georgios
Mouzalon who asked how servants ought to behave toward their masters and the reverse, in: Aloy-
sius TARTAGLIA (ed.), Theodorus II Ducas Lascaris. Opuscula rhetorica, Miinchen/Leipzig 2000,
pp- 120-140; discussion by Dimiter ANGELOV, Imperial Ideology and Political Thought in Byzan-
tium, 1204-1330, Cambridge 2007, in chapter 7; for a specific view on Kabasilas, see IThor SEvEENKO,
»Nicolas Cabasilas’ »Anti-Zealot« Discourse. A Reinterpretation, in: Dumbarton Oaks Papers 11
(1957), pp. 79-171.
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needs«. For how could he be a farmer, bronzesmith, potter, builder, cook, shepherd,
baker, worker, and generally make all the things that people need?

Therefore many people came together out of necessity, so that each could offer up his
own product and receive those of the others. But they had different opinions and they
disagreed about their transactions, which led to battles, and this was inappropriate for an
intelligent animal such as man. It was therefore necessary to find one man who surpassed
the others in wisdom and experience and make him the judge over all, indeed a ruler,
or to find many such men. The first would be monarchy and the second aristocracy, but
monarchy is vastly superior to aristocracy, for where there is more than one there is always
suspicion of a plot. However, a further problem appeared in resolving disputes. Those
things that are done openly are known to all, but those that are invisible, which are hidden
in the mind of each man, are known only to God. Thus, for such matters it was decided
that each man would swear an oath to God that he was dealing properly with others,
so that all might get along together in confidence. Moreover, plots against the common
good or against the ruler himself also occurred in monarchies, so the oath countered this

problem too in the name of security (asphaleia): And I call this the »political oath«™*,

Moschopoulos does not link these developments to any time or place and wishes
to present them as situated at the origin of political communities. But he did have
an eye on contemporary realities. For example, those who swear the political oath
do not receive a salary for so doing. They are permitted to emigrate and join
other polities, even to enlist in foreign armies that wage war against their original
homeland, but they are not permitted to reveal the secrets of their original polity,
such as where the hidden water sources are. When a foreign ruler wants to employ
such men as his soldiers, to have friends and enemies in common, he cannot force
them to join his side, but must pay them, and the oath that they swear to him is
the »imperial oath« (or »royal oath«)!'”. The difference might be understood as that
between an oath of loyalty to the nation and a feudal oath of service.

Having established his theory of oaths, Moschopoulos now turns to address the
religious objections that someone might bring against it, and his tone becomes
polemical. Specifically, »someone« might object that God prohibited the swearing

14 Manuel MOSCHOPOULOS, Letter 5, in: Lionello LEvI (ed.), Cinque lettere inedite di Emanuele Mosco-
pulo (Cod. Marc. CLXI, 15), in: Studi italiani di filologia classica 10 (1902), pp. 55-72, at pp. 64f. (my
translation); discussions by Thor SEvEENKO, The Imprisonment of Manuel Moschopoulos in the Year
1305 or 1306, in: Speculum 27 (1952), pp. 133-157; ANGELOV, Imperial Ideology, in chapter 10; Petre
GURAN, Une théorie politique du serment au XVI€ si¢cle. Manuel Moschopoulos, in: Marie-France
AuzEpy/Guillaume SAINT-GUILLAIN (eds.), Oralité et lien social au Moyen Age (Occident, Byzance,
Islam). Parole, donnée, foi jurée, serment, Paris 2008, pp. 169-185.

15 Levi (ed.), »Cinque lettere, p. 65.
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of oaths (Matthew 5:33-37), and indeed many Byzantine churchmen disapproved
of the practice. Moschopoulos considers such objections »irresponsible«. He goes
on to argue that the constitution of political communities was essentially a secular
business that did not and should not heed such religious scruples. This is a radical
argument for a Byzantine to make. After all, he says, Jesus also enjoined keeping
the peace (Mark 9:50), not casting the first stone (John 8:7), and not judging lest
you be judged (Matthew 7:1). Yet even so men make war and sinful judges pass
judgment on others. No one accuses soldiers of killing others or judges for passing
sentence on criminals. Thus, religious scruples should not get in the way of oaths,
for »they hold polities together and sustain the peace (for who would trust a man
who will not swear?)«. The Church itself requires oaths in certain context, so if
it is permitted in such »minor« cases how can it not be in this »major« case, on
which everything else depends'®? Moschopoulos essentially articulates a concept of
»reason of state« overriding and transcending particular religious commandments,
even those stated in explicit terms by the mouth of Jesus himself. Whereas Photios
viewed the original environment as a state of sin and exploitation that could be
escaped if only people accepted Jesus’ commandments, Moschopoulos argued that
people had raised themselves out of savagery through their own institutions and
that they were duty-bound to maintain those institutions even in the face of Jesus’
commandments to the contrary. If the latter were enforced absolutely, as some
seemed to want, they would undermine social stability and political survival.

As with Laskaris and Kabasilas, Moschopoulos’ immediate context shapes the
formulation of his theory. Moschopoulos was an expert classical scholar, who in
ca. 1305-1306 was imprisoned by the government of Andronikos II Palaiologos
(r. 1282-1328) on suspicion of treasonous activity. We do not know which plot he
was implicated in, but those years were turbulent for the regime, including both
domestic challengers and foreign enemies on all sides. In 1305, the emperor had
sought to buttress his rule by requiring the population of Constantinople to swear
an oath of loyalty to him, with his officials going door-to-door with copies of Gospel
to extract it. Loyalty oaths were a staple of imperial politics in Byzantium, used in
both routine contexts (e. g., in the army) and in extraordinary moments of political
instability'”. Moschopoulos’ work was therefore not taking a subversive position
by emphasising the priority of political stability over religious scruples. Instead, he
was advocating on behalf of the emperor’s legitimacy in a fraught context, clearly in
order to find favour and pardon. Andronikos himself and the Palaiologan dynasty

16 Ibid., pp. 65f.; for ecclesiastical disapproval, see ANGELOV, Imperial Ideology, p. 318.

17 Georgios PACHYMERES, History, in: Albert FAILLER (ed.), Georges Pachyméreés. Relations historiques,
5 vols., Paris 1984-2000, vol. 4, pp. 597-599; for oaths, see KALDELLIS, Byzantine Republic, pp. 40f.
(and the notes there); Claudia Rapp, Brother-Making in Late Antiquity and Byzantium. Monks,
Laymen, and Christian Ritual, Oxford 2016, pp. 27f.
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generally had numerous critics on the religious side, so this approach would have
endeared Moschopoulos to the regime. In fact, it appears that the work in question
was addressed to Moschopoulos’ disciple Matarangides, who refused to swear on
precisely such grounds, and Moschopoulos prepared another version of the work
that he addressed directly to the emperor with all the requisite flattery:

I say that it is necessary and advantageous for all of your subjects to swear loyalty to
your regime. How might cities and villages hold together, containing so many countless
different opinions as they do, if they are not constrained by a bond securing their loyalty

to the republic and to its protector'®?

Conclusions

It was not easy for Byzantine scholars to talk about the dynamics that gave rise
to the first human societies. The Bible was supposed to be authoritative about the
Creation, but offered little to clarify, and much to confuse, this particular point.
Byzantine scholars also knew from their historical education that civilisations had
emerged outside the Bible’s limited geographical horizon and, more importantly,
also outside the narrative of salvation and election that it contained. But beyond
those parameters lay only the swampy terrain of pagan myth. To be sure, there were
more anthropological and less mythological theories to be found among the ancient
writers, but there is no evidence that the Byzantines formed a coherent tradition for
their study and analysis. The three thinkers examined here — Photios, Eustathios,
and Moschopoulos — were not part of a common discussion that stretched across the
centuries. Each took up the question along quite divergent interpretive lines in order
to achieve different rhetorical goals. Photios was called upon to refute a powerful
challenge from the long-dead emperor Julian the Apostate. Eustathios devised a
myth to bolster his efforts at moral reform in Thessaloniki. And Moschopoulos was
under pressure to prove his loyalty not just by swearing an oath, but by arguing that
the oath being demanded by the emperor was the very cornerstone of civilisation
and the political order. These texts aimed, therefore, not so much at answering
timeless questions for posterity than at addressing an immediate concern, a specific
rhetorical situation that has been called the »hidden face« of the Byzantine text".

Even so, a perennial question does emerge to form a thread that links all three
texts. Do human societies form on the basis of religious principles, possibly even

18 MOSCHOPOULOS, Letter 5 annex, in: LEVI (ed.), Cinque lettere, pp. 66f.
19 Paolo Oporico (ed.), La face caché de la littérature byzantine. Le texte en tant que message immédiat,
Paris 2012.
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Christian ones, or are they instead the product of secular forces and impulses?
Contrary to a misconception that is common among scholars, the Byzantines were
perfectly capable of thinking in secular terms and frequently distinguished between
»worldly« (or »profane«) and »religious« (or »sacred«) matters. These categories
often overlapped, were blurry, or changed depending on perspective and rhetorical
moment, but they do that in all periods, including our own, so this is no argument
against their very existence in the Byzantine intellectual landscape®®. They form,
in fact, a prominent driving anxiety or focus of the texts examined here. Were the
operations that gave rise to the first societies in accordance with the precepts of the
Gospels, at variance with them, or neutral with regard them? Did the first societies
form in secular ways, that is without divine intervention or without much human
regard for God’s will? Did Christianity come along to perfect a trajectory that had
been leading towards it all along (Eustathios)? To censure and correct the worldly
vices that underpinned the first states in a way that might lead to their abolition
as states (Photios)? Or were nations founded on institutions that flouted Jesus’
commandments, and did they need to continue to flout them in order to survive
(Moschopoulos)? We need to distinguish between the secular and the religious in
order to understand what is going on in their texts because their authors did too,
and did so in explicit terms.

One final observation: The question about the emergence of civilisation in pre-
historical times took our authors outside the comfort zone of the banalities of
»Byzantine political ideology«, the name that scholars give to court propaganda
about God favouring the emperor and the emperor imitating God. It was, in part,
precisely because they had to step outside that space and think about the issues anew
and on a fundamental level that Photios, Eustathios, and Moschopoulos produced
such interesting and original theories?!.

20 KALDELLIS, Byzantine Republic, pp. 185-194.

21 For Byzantine originality, see now Apostolos SPAN0s, Was Innovation Unwanted in Byzantium?, in:
Ingela N1LssoN/Paul STEPHENSON (eds.), Byzantium Wanted. The Desire for a Lost Empire, Uppsala
2014, pp. 43-56.
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Relics and the Political

Late Mediaeval Bulgaria and Serbia

St Sava, the first archbishop and spiritual patron of the thirteenth-century Serbian
Church, son of the canonised Serbian Prince Stefan-Simeon Nemanja, spent the last
few weeks of his earthly life in the capital of the Second Bulgarian Empire, Trnovo.
In 1235-36 the Bulgarian Tsar Ivan Asen II (r. 1218-1241) was at the height of
his power, dominating much of the peninsula. The head of the Bulgarian Church
had just been granted the title of Patriarch at the Eastern Orthodox Council of
Lampsakos (1235) and Sava’s visit may very well have been a show of respect and
good will at a time when dynamic developments in the Bulgarian, Serbian and
post-conquest Byzantine ecclesiastical hierarchies opened the ground for disputes
over dioceses. Sava died on 14 January 1236, and his body was quickly buried with
all due honours in the church of the Forty Holy Martyrs of Sebasteia on the banks of
the Yantra, between the twin fortified citadels of Trnovo. The site had only recently
been chosen as a royal burial ground and built, or substantially renovated, by Ivan
Asen, who used it to commemorate his victory over Theodore Komnenos Doukas,
the Emperor of Thessaloniki (Klokotnitsa, 1230). In the words of Domentijan,
one of two hagiographers writing only a few years after the events: »The Tsar,
upon hearing of the holy man’s demise, sang the praises of God, who had sent
this saintly man as a gift to him: to bless him, to bless his house and to bless his
city too«!.

Soon after, however, the Serbian King Vladislav, a nephew of Sava’s, decided
otherwise and, »steeling himself with the help of the Holy Spirit, he took the long
road from the West (Serbia) to the East (Bulgaria), because he could not suffer
the sight of his true shepherd in a foreign land« arriving in Trnovo to petition
for the dead body of Sava?. Since the locals expected various benefits from the
presence of such worthy relics, the tsar was reluctant to give them up but eventually
succumbed to Vladislav’s entreaties. Sava’s relics were raised (elevatio) from his

—_

Djura DaNICIC (ed.), Zivot svetoga Simeuna i svetoga Save. Napisao Domentijan, Belgrade 1865,
p- 333: »Car’ ze slySav’ o préstavljenii svetaago, i proslavi boga pos’lav$aago jemou sveta mouza na
blagoslovenije jego i domou i grada jego«.

)

Ibid., p. 334: »sam’ s’ nimi opl¢iv’ se doukhom’ svetyim’ nacese $’stvije tvoriti ot’ zapada v’ v’stokoux.
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grave and carried (translatio) to the monastery of Mileseva, where Vladislav himself
would later choose to be buried®.

This episode in Bulgarian-Serbian political and ecclesiastical exchanges is signif-
icant first for being quite certainly a true event rather than a later hagiographical
fabrication, since the hagiographer who reported it wrote only a few years after the
events and the audience he addressed would have consisted largely of direct or in-
direct witnesses to the solemn procession of Sava’s body from Trnovo to Milegeva*.
Second, it connects in a single narrative long-term practice, observable in ample
alternative evidence, that Bulgaria and Serbia followed over the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries (and in the Serbian case, even much later) and that built up
concurrent (and contrasting) views regarding the significance of holy relics in
perpetuating a vision of the political.

The Nemanji¢i dynasty, which ruled and indeed built Serbia, from the 1180s
(the ascent of Stefan Nemanja) to 1359 (the death of the Stefan Uro$ V, the last of
the line), consistently pursued the tradition of venerating their deceased royalty as
saints and establishing local cults in different monastic foundations that became the
focus of pilgrimage and the accumulation of pious donations®. The Bulgarian tsars
of various dynasties were no less consistent in upholding the tradition of collecting
relics of various saints for the many churches of the royal city of Trnovo®. Just as Ivan
Asen regarded Sava as one more case of a saint adorning the religious institutions of
his city, Vladislav regarded the translation of Sava’s remains to the zaduzbina (pious
foundation) of Mile$eva as one more case of a Nemanji¢ being incorporated into
the growing network of such foundations in the territorial nucleus of the expanding
Serbian Kingdom. Vladislav immodestly had himself buried even closer to the altar
of the same church, but this may also be a reason why he was of the few Nemanji¢i
to be excluded from posthumous veneration.

Serbs and Bulgarians constructed their political and ecclesiastical institutions
within roughly the same cultural and theological framework — Eastern Orthodox
Christianity in the Slavonic language. Both countries produced relatively little of
their own theological and less still legal or political scholarship that could testify
to theoretical approaches, intellectual debates and traditions, or clearly conceived
visions of the political in terms both of prescribing norms for and of justifying

w

Sima Cirkovi¢, The Serbs, Malden, MA 2004, pp. 45f; on Sava’s and Vladislav’s graves, see Danica
Poprovié, Srpski vladarski grob u srednjem veku, Belgrade 1992, pp. 46-49.

'S

Radoslava STANKOVA, »Zhitiiata na hilendarskite monasi Domentiian i Teodosii vuv vienskite rukopisi
i vuprosut za poiavata na stila »pletenie sloves« v srubskata agiografiia ot XIII veks, in: Wiener slavis-
tisches Jahrbuch 50 (2004), pp. 153-170, at p. 154.

CirkovIG, The Serbs, pp. 34-76.

A »

Boris A. TopOROV, »Trnovog, in: David WALLACE (ed.), Europe: A Literary History, 1348-1418,
vol. 2, Oxford 2016, pp. 405f.
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governmental action. It is disputable whether the very concept of political theorising
would have been accessible to monarchical or ecclesiastical decision-makers in
the medieval period. This is what makes the adopted traditions of contextualising
holy relics into the framework of political decision-making a useful marker and
reference: It made possible the formulation and communication of alternative and
complementary visions of earthly and abstract hierarchies, including constructed
identities and acceptable policymaking. Their use and treatment of relics is what
set Bulgarians and Serbs apart from one another in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries. The policy-building implications of the essentially theological framework
of the cult of saints and the veneration of relics were fundamentally different and
reflected the territorial and institutional expansion or decline of the Bulgarian and
Serbian medieval polities.

At the same time, medieval Serbs and Bulgarians shared a common trend in
their adoption of Christian practices — they both looked for surreptitious ways
to avoid supervision and interference in their internal affairs, including the ec-
clesiastical organisation and the related control of tax collecting, endowments,
appointments, and spiritual control over political affairs. Holy relics, most im-
portantly the bodily remains of new, or newly invented saints, gave freedom that
other religious practices blocked. For complex reasons, the veneration of relics was
among the least debated and least strictly regulated aspects of Christian theology.
Relics were a central concept in the view of the world adopted by all churches
before the Reformation in the West and they continue to be an integral part of
the Christian experience in the Eastern Orthodox world. The incorruptibility of
the holy man’s (or woman’s) body was evidently related to the belief in the Christ’s
resurrection and his victory over death as celebrated in the Christian liturgy as
well as a sign of the godly life of the venerated saint. Just as martyrs of the faith
that fell to persecution in late antiquity emulated Jesus Christ’s suffering on the
Cross and testified to His victory over death, both the miracles performed by the
saints in their lifetime and the mysterious power of their mortal remains to perform
miracles and affect the living, reconfirmed the Christ’s promise of salvation and
eternal life.

Not until relatively late did it occur to the Orthodox Church to turn relics into one
more instrument of integration and control: Only at the Second Nicaean Council
in 787, when the veneration of the icons was re-established for the first time,
did the synod stipulate (in Canon VII) that new churches required holy relics

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0

55



56

‘ Boris A. Todorov

to be enshrined somewhere in the altar’. This was an obvious move to prevent
the indiscriminate foundation of new Christian churches, and gave the existing
Byzantine eparchies important leverage over Christian missions in newly converted
countries. A new church needed not only the word and blessing of the previously
established hierarchy, but the actual granting of a material token. The expanding
Christian areas in Eastern and Northern Europe depended on several important
sources of legitimacy: catechetical instruction that could be brought only by learned
and ordained priesthood, canonical discipline that had to comply with the decisions
of the councils, and ordination of the local priesthood by a bishop. Yet in time all
these might escape the control of the metropolis, since over the generations the
local priesthood could instruct and co-opt more and more locals, ordaining them
more or less independently.

Relics provided a means of slowing down this emancipation of local churches,
since regardless of local resources and the demographic situation in the newly
converted lands, the ultimate decision to build new foundations and to turn them
into instruments of social cohesion, along with control over the circulation of goods
and the accumulation of resources, remained dependent on the good will of Con-
stantinople (in the Serbian and Bulgarian case) to provide new and new relics for
the churches. There was one more, and seemingly formidable, check on the auton-
omy of young churches - the holy chrism used for the sacraments of confirmation
and ordination. One of the important questions addressed by Boris-Michael, the
Bulgarian King, to Pope Nicholas IT was in fact whether the Greeks were correct
in claiming the chrism could come only from them®. Five hundred years later, in
the 1360s, the issue of the proper chrism used in Bulgaria came once more to the
fore with renewed urgency. The Bulgarian hesychast Teodosii (Theodosios) made a
public display of loyalty to Constantinople by willingly receiving a second confir-
mation in the city, thereby pointedly defying the usages of the Bulgarian Patriarch
of Trnovo’. The problem, however, from the point of view of the missionary centres
like Constantinople, was precisely that there was never a clear and permanent
definition of relics. It would be inconceivable for the Christian mindset to presume
that sainthood and miracle-performing relics could be restricted to just the early

~N

Erich LAMBERTZ (ed.), Concilium Universale Nicaenum Secundum. Concilii Actiones VI-VIIL, Berlin
2016, pp. 908f.
Responsa Nicolai I papae ad consulta Bulgarorum, chapter 94, in: Ernst PERELS (ed.), Monumenta

e

Germaniae Historica. Epistolae VI. Karolini aevi IV, Berlin 1925, p. 597: »Graecos dicere perhibetis,
quod in illorum patria chrisma oriatur et ab illis per totum mundum tribuatur.

o

Vasil N. ZLATARSKI (ed.), Zhitie i zhizn’ prepodobnago ottsa nashego Theodosia... izhe v Tr’nove
postnich’stvovavshago s”pisano sveteishim’ patriarkhom’ Konstantina grada kyr’ Kalistom, in: Sbornik
za narodni umotvoreniia i kultura 20 (1904), pp. 1-41, at p. 32; Konstantin RADCHENKO, Religioznoe
i literaturnoe dvizhenie v Bolgarii v epokhu pered turetskim zavoevaniem, Kyiv 1898, pp. 179-184.
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centuries of the church. Divine Grace continued to operate through time and there
was a growing number of saints who were beyond the effective control of the older
churches. Moreover, some of these relics might well ooze myrrh (it was believed)
and break the monopoly over it claimed by the Eastern Patriarchs.

The cult of relics has prompted a lot of interesting and thought-provoking re-
search when it comes to late antiquity and the Middle Ages in Latin Christendom.
The miraculous intervention in the worldly affairs of the living by saints whose relics
were preserved, or believed to be preserved, in particular religious foundations
have been of interest first for researchers intrigued by the fundaments of medieval
mentalities and popular culture. Since the 1970s, however, a number of Western
medievalists have discussed, and hotly debated, the place of rituals in marking
identity, building social networks, conflict management, property disputes and
property consolidation, and as substitutes or support for political institutions. Relics
were often the focal point in ritualised acts: sometimes dramatic events, like their
theft (attempted or successful), their public humiliation through removal from
altars or reliquaries, or their solemn and victorious procession, which could serve to
confirm spatial boundaries or threaten feuding parties with calamity and destruc-
tion'?. Relics proved important in providing social cohesion and functional public
exchange in times of weak or non-existent governmental institutions. They enabled
the consolidation of the territorial domains of the reformed monastic communities
of the tenth and eleventh centuries and allowed ecclesiastical foundations to exert
pressure on lay transgressors and royal and feudal power holders. Anthropological
approaches focusing on the ceremonial, visual, or textual aspects of the veneration
of saints and their relics provide ample evidence for the gestation of social order
and balance, and the growth and expansion of ecclesiastical foundations in the
feudal age.

Much less research has been done on possible relic-centred ritualised acts in the
South Slavic area, yet the hagiographic evidence hints at a possible anthropological

10 Most importantly: Patrick J. GEARY, Thefts of Relics in the Central Middle Ages, Princeton, NJ
1978; id., Humiliation of Saints, in: Id., Living with the Dead in the Middle Ages, Ithaca, NY 1994,
pp- 95-115, initially published in French in: Annales: Economies, Sociétés, Civilisations 34 (1979),
pp- 27-42; Geoffrey Kozior, Monks, Feuds, and the Making of Peace in Eleventh-Century Flanders,
in: Thomas HeaD/Richard LANDEs (eds.), The Peace of God. Social Violence and Religious Response,
Ithaca, NY 1992, pp. 239-259; Steven D. WHITE, Custom, Kinship, and Gifts to Saints. The Laudatio
Parentum in Western France, 1050-1150, Chapel Hill, NC 1988.
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analysis of the veneration of saints. A key source on the Serbian tradition of vener-
ating the relics of royal saints and building a politically meaningful tradition over
the decades is Archbishop Danilo II's Lives of Serbian Kings and Archbishops''. The
work is intended as a continuation of the earlier Lives of the three great early royal
saints: Stefan-Symeon Nemanja and his sons, Archbishop Sava and King Stefan the
First-Crowned. As will be reiterated below, the work testifies to a crystallised intel-
lectual interpretation of the dynastic continuity as the expression of Divine Will,
focused on the concept of the vineyard bearing holy fruit (svetorodna loza). Danilo’s
project to write extensive hagiographical or quasi-hagiographical accounts of the
reigns of the less significant members of the dynasty may be interpreted within a
purely literary context: He knew of no other narrative genre and constructed the
history of Serbian Kings as lives of saints for lack of a better model?.

The work contains little historical content - a few selected events of significance
are mentioned, yet they are sufficient to suggest a historical context that Danilo
can hardly have constructed from scratch. An interesting case is the emphatic if
somewhat redundant story of the elevation of the body of King Stefan Uros I's
spouse, Helen of Anjou, from the sarcophagus in which she had been buried in for
several years, in the narthex of her own pious foundation at Gradac. The ceremony
served as the background for the reconciliation between her two sons, Dragutin
and Milutin. Although Dragutin was the elder, he had been forced to relinquish the
kingdom to his younger brother and move to a large principality as a vassal of the
Hungarian King. The elevatio of Queen Helen had been preceded by preliminary
shows of respect to the deceased by her daughters-in-law, Queens Katalina and Si-
monida, and since Danilo most probably orchestrated the ceremony himself, we can
discern the real crucible of political decision-making through the hagiographical
discourse'?.

The theological implications of attributing to a deceased queen’s remains the
power to produce social cohesion are somewhat disputable since the queen’s claims
for sainthood were weak. She had not performed miracles when alive or dead, she
had been no martyr, hermit or recluse, nor could she could boast of any deed that
would have gained her a place among God’s chosen. It is the response of the church
to her death that placed her in the centre of hagiographical discourse and liturgical
practices. Queen Helen died a nun in 1314, in the nunnery of St Nicholas near
Scutari and close to the Adriatic, but was buried in her zaduzbina at Gradac, at the
end of a long and solemn procession that Danilo consciously likens to that of a holy
woman. The same meagre dossier of sainthood proofs applied to her late husband

11 Djura DANICIC (ed.), Zivoti kraljeva i arhiepiskopa srpskih, Zagreb 1866.

12 On Danilo most importantly: Francis J. THOMsON, Archbishop Daniel II of Serbia: Hierarch, Ha-
giographer, Saint, in: Analecta Bollandiana 111 (1993), pp. 103-134.

13 DANICIC (ed.), Zivoti kraljeva i arhiepiskopa srpskih, pp. 98-100.
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Stefan Uros$ I, who had similarly died as a monk somewhere in Hum (modern
Herzegovina), yet was loyally taken to Sopocani, the monastery he founded in the
Nemanji¢ heartland in 1277'*. Dragutin, the couple’s eldest son, was laid to rest in
his personal pious foundation, Purdevi stupovi, in the city of Ras, the dynasty’s
ancestral home!®.

All these were consistent imitations of the example of Stefan Nemanja, the forefa-
ther who had spent several years in the monastic community of Hilandar on Mount
Athos and whose myrrh-oozing relics were taken to Studenica at the insistence of
King Stefan the First-Crowned. As a scholar of Danilo’s work, Stanislaus Hafner,
remarked half a century ago, the Nemanji¢i consistently mixed Heiligenverehrung
and Ahnenverehrung - the veneration of saints with that of ancestors'®. There was
nothing unusual about the practice, since it was the common-sense decision of any
generous ktitor to choose for his final resting place an institution they had founded
or supported in their lifetime.

The peculiar coincidence confirmed by the case of Sava’s demise in Trnovo was
that all these sanctified members of the royal dynasty seem to have chosen to die far
from their foundations, thereby necessitating a procession over several days to their
final resting place. In the absence of written treatises on the nature of royal authority,
dynastic continuity and territorial cohesion, the procession carrying the relics of the
deceased merged the theological concepts of sainthood and divine grace with the
developing ideas of statehood based on bloodline. It also emphasised filial piety, the
conciliation of brothers whose rights on the succession were never clearly defined,
and the consolidation of family property across territorially dispersed foundations,
which eventually blurred the distinction between private and ecclesiastical domains
and the kingdom proper. It is therefore striking that the practice of associating
royalty with holiness and with a specific pious foundation was broken by the self-
proclaimed Tsar Stefan Dusan, whose empire had extended to such a degree that
he expected to gain nothing from such an association.

The veneration of relics and — for lack of true martyrs” or miracle-performing
saints’ relics — the mortal remains of kings and queens gradually expanded into a
consistent ideological framework focused on the concept of svetorodna loza. It is
referred to in the iconography of the cathedral church of Pe¢, where the hagiog-
rapher Danilo was Archbishop. Danilo commissioned a building and an iconic
programme in which the images of the canonised descendants of Stefan Nemanja
were connected in an intricate web of vines'”. Imagery and text in Danilo and his

14 Ibid., p. 19.

15 Ibid., p. 52.

16 Stanislaus HAFNER, Studien zur altserbischen dynastischen Historiographie, Miinchen 1964, p. 37.

17 Dragan Vojvopi¢, Ot horizontalne ka vertikalnoj genealogkoj slici Nemanjica, in: Zbornik radova
vizantoloskog instituta 44/1 (2007), pp. 295-312.
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continuators and emulators built up a consistent ideological framework that served
a number of mutually complementary purposes: legitimation of the ruling dynasty,
sanctification of the Serbian Church as both part and recreation of the Orthodox
canonical and institutional tradition, affirmation of the symphony between church
and state'®. There is rich and comprehensive scholarly work on the ideological
dimensions of Serbian literature and iconography of the fourteenth century that
tends to emphasise the Byzantine, Orthodox and intellectual dimensions of the
phenomenon' and to overshadow or practically neglect the gradually expanding
practice of worshiping the royal relics in the darker thirteenth century. They also
tend to overlook the all-important practical aspect of Nemanja’s myrrh-oozing
graves, both at Hilandar and Studenica: Although the Serbian Church, until the
short imperial period of Dusan, typically stayed loyal to Constantinople and hence
was never in need of its own supply, to draw its holy unction drawn from the relics
of its own holy King Nemanja was a trump card worth having in case relations
should be strained or severed.

IV.

This is the proper place to turn our attention to the Bulgarian approach to relics
and myrrh. Bulgarian rulers adopted and continuously repeated the old practice
of discovering (inventio) and moving to their capital city (translatio) the relics of
various saints from lands they conquered and held for longer or shorter periods.
On at least one occasion, they pressured another power - the Latin Empire of
Constantinople - to let them have the relics of a particular saint. The practice of
bringing precious relics to the city was very Byzantine, but from an earlier period -
in the tenth century successive emperors brought to the City important relics related
to Christ, such as the Mandylion or the Holy Lance®. The accumulation of relics
proved to be one of the major incentives for the Latin conquest of the city, but even
after the sack of 1204 enough remained to capture the admiration of travellers,
many of them Russian, visiting in the course of the fourteenth century?!.

18 Bosko Bojovi¢, Lidéologie monarchique dans les hagio-biographies dynastiques dans le Moyen
Age serbe, Rome 1995, p. 9.

19 Radmila MARINKOVIC, Svetorodna gospoda srpska. Istrazivanja srpske knjizevnosti srednjeg veka,
Belgrade 1998.

20 Sysse G. ENGBERG, Romanos Lekapenos and the Mandilion of Edessa, in: Jannic DuRAND/Bernard
FLUSIN (eds.), Byzance et les reliques du Christ, Paris 2004, pp. 123-142.

2

—_

George P. MAJESKA, The Relics of Constantinople after 1204, in: DURAND/FLUSIN (eds.), Byzance,
pp. 183-190.
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The first Bulgarian tsar attested to have captured and moved a saint’s relics was
Samuel who, in the early eleventh century, punished the citizens of Larissa in
Thessaly by claiming for his royal residence the remnants of St Achilles?. Yet it is
questionable whether tsars of the Second Bulgarian Empire knew anything of that
story; more likely, they renewed the practice because they saw similar profits in it.
Ivan Asen I (r. 1185-1196), the founder of the second empire, brought the relics of
the tenth-century anchorite John of Rila from Sredets (present-day Sofia)?*. This
is the clearest case of the relics of a previously well-attested and venerated saint
being captured by the rulers of Trnovo: John lived in the tenth century, became
the model of anchoretic life in the southwestern Bulgarian lands and founded the
opulent and influential Rila monastery. His body had been translated to Sredets in
the eleventh century by the Byzantine governor George Skylitzes, brother of the
famous historian, who had been personally convinced of the healing powers of
the holy hermit?. In an interesting episode, the relics were stolen by the invading
Hungarians but then returned because Hungarian clergy refused to acknowledge
John as a true saint.

Asen’s younger brother Kaloyan obtained the relics of Hilarion, Archbishop
of Moglena, somewhere in Macedonia®. In the prolonged vita (prostrannoe Zitie)
Evtimii (Euthymios) of Trnovo dedicated to him in the last quarter of the fourteenth
century, he is presented as a defender of the faith and a strict judge of heretics, whom
he relentlessly brought back to the Orthodox flock. The vita proved a relative success
in Russian lands and it was a frequently included in menologia®®. Yet, going back in
time, there is no alternative source on Hilarion’s historicity, or even any clear idea
when approximately he might have lived. Kaloyan reportedly carried a few other
relics to Trnovo in the booty of his successful raids in Thrace in the years 1204-1207:
the late antique female hermit Philothea (Evtimii names her origin as Molyvotos
but it seems this is an invented location); of John, an eighth-century bishop of
Polyvotos, in Phrygia, who had struggled against the iconoclasts, from the city of
Mosynopolis on the Thracian Aegean coast; and Michael, a mysterious military
saint from the unidentified location of Potuka?’. The remains of St Paraskevi (Petka

22 Klimentina IvANOVA, »Vuzpiavam te, otche Ahilie, na arhiereite ukrasa« (izdanie na teksta na
srubskata sluzhba za sv. Ahil), in: Arheografski prilozi 24 (2002), pp. 143-176, at p. 145.

23 Emil Karuzniacki (ed.), Werke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius (1375-1393), Wien 1901,
pp. 23-25.

24 Vasil N. ZLATARSKI, Georgi Skilitsa i napisanoto nego zhitie na sv. Ivana Rilski, in: Izvestiia na
Istoricheskoto druzhestvo v Sofiia 13 (1933), pp. 49-80.

25 Karuzniackl, Werke des Euthymius, pp. 56f.

26 Klimentina IvANOVA, Bibliotheca hagiographica balcano-slavica, Sofia 2008, pp. 260f.

27 Survey of the hagiographical tradition of the listed saints, in: Ibid.: 19 October (John of Rila),
21 October (Hilarion), 22 November (Michael the Soldier), 4 December (John of Polybotos), 28 May
(Philothea).
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in South Slavic), a holy woman whose local cult in the town of Epivatos, on the
Marmara Sea close to Constantinople, had developed more than a century earlier,
were the fruit of diplomacy: Ivan Asen II obtained them as a gift on behalf of the
Latins and had the miraculously preserved body encased in the Patriarchal church
of the Ascension of God in Trnovo?. Her cult grew most impressively over the
centuries, as attested by seven different redactions of liturgical texts dedicated to
her between the thirteenth and fifteenth centuries. Unlike most of her peers, her
journey continued long after the fall of Trnovo to the Ottomans: in western Bulgaria
(Vidin)®, then in the late Serbian Principality under the Hrebeljanovi¢ dynasty,
then in Iasi, in Moldavia.

We owe this detailed sequence of holy men and women brought to the Bulgarian
imperial residence of Trnovo to the existing list of Patriarch Evtimii’s hagiographical
and homiletical works. Evtimii carefully composed a short account of the invention
and translation of each saint’s relics, quite probably because his works were intended
for reading at the location where each particular saint reposed. That he included all
in the same contextual, historical and topographical framework is evident from his
address to the audience in the Homily of St John of Polyvotos:

But come forth ye, Christian tribe, and rejoice today! [...] Stir up for prayer the father
whom we commemorate today, and let him call upon his neighbours lying around. Entreat
the saint whom we are celebrating today to pray, so that he, on his part, entreats to pray all
his neighbours and close ones: the blessed Hilarion, once shepherd of Moglena [...] and
John the dweller in the Rila desert, the venerable Paraskevi and Theophano the queen who
reigned here and still reigns in the kingdom to come, and the anchorite Philothea, etc.
[...] some being his co-citizens, others members of his community, others his peers in
[godly] life, others, finally, his friends’°.

Some of these commemorations and celebrations of saints may have been complete
innovations on Evtimii’s part. This is hinted at by the account of the translation of
John of Polyvotos, where Evtimii confuses locations within the wider Byzantine
sphere: Amorion in Phrygia (where the historical John may well have died) with
the region of Morea (the last remaining Byzantine enclave in the Peloponnesus at
the time of Evtimii), and Mosynopolis in Byzantine Thrace (where Tsar Kaloyan
plausibly invented the relics) with Messina in Morea. Still, most of the other listed
saints had been included in the liturgical calendar of the Bulgarian Church much
earlier, as shown in the short (prolog) vitae or in the troparia in the liturgical canons

28 Karuzniackl, Werke des Euthymius, pp. 70f.
29 Tbid., pp. 432f.
30 Ibid., pp. 201.
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for particular feast days. In this sense, the cult of the relics of the Trnovo saints
was much older than Evtimii’s literary programme and reflects the mentalities,
ideological frameworks and urban traditions of the darker thirteenth century, just
as we have seen it to be the case with the canonised Serbian Kings and queens.

The recurrent theme in the hagiographical texts related to Trnovo, whether by
Evtimii or his predecessors or continuators, was that the saints provided the city
with divine protection against enemies and confirmed the supremacy of Bulgarian
tsars over their neighbours. Evtimii emphatically called upon the greatness of
Kaloyan, who proudly captured and plundered Greek cities before inventing and
translating to his city the miraculous relics of the saints. The practice of obtaining
relics by force from the Byzantines dated back to the very first years of the Second
Bulgarian Empire, when Kaloyan’s elder brother Asen I defeated Emperor Isaac
Angelos and captured his treasury including reliquaries containing pieces of the
True Cross and drops of the Virgin’s milk. These sacred objects became the focus
of processions on the feast of Epiphany observed by the Nicaean diplomat and
historian George Akropolites in 1261. The captured relics had thus become proof
of political power and imperial sovereignty®!. Furthermore, the very topography of
Trnovo consistently emulated Constantinople and provided a tangible framework
to a vision of divinely ordained world where the empire on earth reflected the
transcendent celestial powers.

One of these miracle-performing saints was missing from Evtimii’s work: the
myrrh-oozing saint Varvar (Barbaros) Mirotochets, also known as Varvaros the
Brigand, a holy man whose cult was attested first in the region of Dyrrhachion, or
even further south in continental Greece. A practical explanation for this omission
is that a long life of the saint had been already composed in Trnovo a little before
Evtimii; still, this does not explain he is not mentioned together with the other
local saints in the passage cited above. Evtimii had more important serious theo-
logical reasons to overlook Varvar: According to an official encyclical by Patriarch
Kallistos I of Constantinople, the relics of Varvar, together with a myrrh-oozing
icon of St Demetrios that Bulgarians claimed had miraculously chosen to leave
Thessaloniki for Trnovo back in 1185, had been used for decades by the Patriarch of
Trnovo for sacraments®?. This was a practice that Evtimii and his teacher Teodosii
of Trnovo may have objected to, since they both made clear their loyalty to the
Ecumenical Church in Constantinople and had spent years in the city>; for the
sake of Orthodox unity and the observance of the canons, the cult of Varvar could
be ignored at least for a while. From the perspective of the pragmatic claims of the

31 August HEISENBERG/Paul WIRTH (eds.), Georgii Acropolitae opera, vol. 1, Stuttgart 1978, p. 20.

32 Klimentina IVANOVA, Zhitieto na Varvar Mirotochets Pelagoniiski (Bitolski), in: Palacobulgarica 24/2
(2000), pp. 40-60, at p. 47.

33 See footnote 9 above.
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Bulgarian Church for autonomy set out above, Varvar’s miracle-performing relics
were in fact the most valuable: They made possible the observance of Christian
rites even during prolonged periods in which relations with the Patriarchs of Con-
stantinople, who had consistently downplayed the autocephaly claims of Trnovo,
were virtually severed.

V.

To sum up this essay’s argument so far: Both Serbs and Bulgarians each developed
rather different strategies for the use of holy relics — whether of their own royal
personages or saints captured from the enemy - to make ecclesiastical institutions
independent in their administration of the divine mysteries and in the accumulation
of domains and resources. These practices thrived, regulating the liturgical calendar
and political processes even without a canonical theological justification: Serbs
simply knew that their kings were all saints, just as Bulgarians knew that their
capital city was the true seat of divinely ordained authority. Over time, however,
Danilo and his disciples in Serbia, Evtimii, in Bulgaria, constructed sophisticated
ideological edifices that enshrined the local traditions in a universal Christian
theological discourse and associated power with Orthodoxy.

In the Serbian case, the unbreakable chain of royal sainthood made visual in the
iconographic composition of the svetorodna loza was reconsidered as the proof
of harmonious existence over the centuries of authority and Orthodoxy. Serbian
Kings were guarantors of Orthodoxy, just as the divine miracle associated with their
incorruptible bodies were proofs of supreme guarantees of their legitimate power.
The monastery reflected the kingdom, the kingdom extended the monastery>*. At
the same time, this monastery-kingdom fitted into the framework of Byzantine
Orthodoxy perfectly and without any palpable friction, since the forefather Stefan
Nemanja had strictly observed Orthodox practices, had chosen Mount Athos as
the proper location for his hermitic retirement, and had placed the monasteries
of Hilandar and Studenica under well-balanced and theologically sound regula-
tions (typika) in the Byzantine fashion. Gradually the monasteries grew to become
episcopal sees and thus the Serbian Kingdom developed its own ecclesiastical or-
ganisation — not through contesting or taking over older dioceses but by building
new ones. The harmony between local and universal church was further confirmed
by the principle of symphony between imperium and sacerdotium enshrined in
St Sava’s Nomokanon: the relics of Sava and all his kin merely confirmed the divinity

34 Léonis MAVROMATIS, Le monastére reflet du royaume, in: Branislav CvETKOVIC (ed.), Huit siecles
du monastere de Chilandar au Mont Athos, Belgrade 2002, pp. 5-8.
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of his canon law treatise®. The Serbian diocese extended the area administered
by Constantinople rather than diminishing it: Clergy and royalty co-operated and
were mutually useful.

This was not obviously the case for the Second Bulgarian Empire. The collection of
relics was the least offensive aspect of the Bulgarian political expansion under Asen I
and Kaloyan into the Orthodox dioceses in the Central Balkans, in Macedonia and
Thrace. The Bulgarian tsars not only chased the Greek bishops from the north of
the country where they initially ruled, but continued the process of displacing the
bishops in the provinces conquered later. This created long-term frictions that canon
law was unable to smooth: Some texts written in the 1220s Demetrios Chomatenos,
Archbishop of Achrida, make it explicit that with every change of sovereignty
over the disputed areas entailed a change of bishops*®. With the exception of the
Lampsakos Synod of 1235, which bestowed the venerable title of Patriarchate on
the see of Trnovo, the Bulgarian Church was more often than not at odds with
Constantinople, which may help explain why the Bulgarian intellectual revival of
the second half of the fourteenth century did not produce clear ideological tenets
for the legitimacy of Bulgarian imperial institutions and the symphony between
divine and worldly authority. In fact, the hagiographical programme of Evtimii
harked back, consciously or not, to late antique models of associating sainthood
with the political, that completely ignored, even resisted, the imperial principle.

The practice of inventing, elevating and solemnly translating holy relics to their
imperial cities (e. g., Constantinople, Trnovo or Kyiv) may have been appropriated
by emperors and tsars in the middle and later Byzantine period, but its roots go
back to late antiquity, when it was used to bolster the civic unity of the polis as a
strategy for defence and survival in a period of upheaval, change and catastrophe®’.
The issue was raised by Claudia Rapp in relation to her study of late antique bishops.
The Syriac Life of St Symeon the Stylite explains why the holy man’s body was carried
to the city of Antioch: »Because our city has no wall as it fell in anger, we brought
him to be for us a fortified wall that we may be protected by his prayers«*®. There
are explicit connotations to the same effect in late medieval Bulgarian hagiography.
How was it possible that the invaders had broken through the protection granted
to Trnovo by the relics of St Petka? Because God wanted it so. Grigorii (Gregory)
Tsamblak puts it in his account of the translation of Petka from Trnovo to Vidin.

35 Bojovig, Lidéologie monarchique, p. 319.

36 Giinter PRINZING (ed.), Demetrii Chomateni Ponemata diaphora, Berlin 2002, pp. 423-428.

37 Petre GURAN, Invention et translation des reliques — un cérémonial monarchique?, in: Revue des
études sud-est européennes 36/1-4 (1998), pp. 195-229.

38 Claudia Rapp, City and Citizenship as Christian Concepts of Community in Late Antiquity, in:
Ead./Harold E. DRAKE (eds.), The City in the Classical and Post-Classical World: Changing Contexts
of Power and Identity, New York 2014, pp. 153-166, at p. 158.
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»Leave this city<, God ordered Petka, »because your prayers are like bronze walls
defending it against my wrath«’.

This invocation of the saint’s power may be clearly understood both in the physical
sense of protecting the city from invasion and plunder, and in the spiritual sense of
instilling fortitude and virtue among the faithful, but the overall message is clear:
The saint’s body comes in where civic and imperial institutions fail. Rapp points out
to three characteristics which were typical for the ancient city: the delineation of its
territory by walls, the observance of a common set of rules, and the community’s
shared participation in religious cults. These were expressed through three concepts
of the same derivation: polis, politeuma and politeia*®. Gradually, late antique cities
managed to re-contextualise all three within the discourse and practices of the
Christian communities — more specifically, the growing monastic communities. At
the same time, as Rapp puts it with reference to the Life of St Anthony, »the desert
was made a polis because it housed a community of good men and women who
followed their conscience and the call to asceticism and thus were inevitably led to
the observance of the same way of life, a shared ascetic politeia«*!.

In his hagiographical and homiletic programme, dedicating works to most of the
saints housed in the churches of his city, Evtimii was refurnishing with meaning
the three late antique concepts of the city: The body of the saint (martyr, anchorite
or defender of the faith) gave walls to the city, turning it into a polis. The life of the
saint — the Greek concept of politeia was translated into Slavic as Zitie — provided
the unshakeable ethical foundations of the Christian community of the city. Finally,
the miracles that God allowed to be performed in defence of the city were the divine
sanction of the spiritual fortitude of the faithful - the politeuma. The invocation of
John of Polyvotos, urging the other saints to pray with him, thus receives a much
deeper meaning. It is not a simple rhetorical device, but a conscious development
of the concepts describing the citizens’ community: The saints are edinogradniky
because they dwell in the same city and build the same city walls as in the polis;
they are sobestniky because they share the same ethical and community values
and experiences as in the politeia; they are ravnoZiteli because they build up the
same spiritual community of God’s elect and are equally able to perform God-
granted miracles, as in the politeuma. Instead of adding to a traditional ideological
framework in which the tsar figured as guarantor of order and hierarchy, Evtimii was
turning back to late antique concepts joining together the desert and the city. In so
doing, he was contributing to a novel theological vision of Orthodoxy and staunch

39 Karuzniackr, Werke des Euthymius, p. 433.

40 Claudia Rapp, The Christianization of the Idea of the Polis in Early Byzantium, in: Iliia G. ILIEV et al.
(eds.), Proceedings of the 227 International Congress of Byzantine Studies (Sofia, 22-27 August
2011), vol. 1: Plenary Papers, Sofia 2011, pp. 263-284, at pp. 267-269.

41 Rapp, The Christianization, p. 283.
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monasticism, maintained by the miraculous power of the city’s relics, to provide the
new foundations of a community that, in the last quarter of the fourteenth century,
faced the grim peril of conquest and destruction by the »infidel«. From expressions
of the growing imperial power of the Bulgarian tsars in the thirteenth century, the
relics in Trnovo grew to become the hope of the city’s survival.

This essay thus concludes with the observation that relics remained central to
both Serbian and Bulgarian medieval polities because they allowed for flexible
interpretation and for constructing and contextualising different ideological frame-
works. In the case of Serbia, relics provided instruments for political conciliation
and dynastic continuity, for smooth adaptation of new ecclesiastical hierarchies
to the body of Orthodox Christianity, and for the conceptualisation of a perma-
nent cooperation (symphony) between worldly and spiritual authority. In that of
Bulgaria, they stood for imperial claims, ecclesiastical independence and defence
of the Christian community as such. The lack of strict canonical regulations in
the conception and use of those powerful assets of divine authority - the miracle-
performing holy relics — made possible a rich and mutually complementary local
theology that suited local churches and alternative sources of power and goes a long
way towards explaining the inherent paradox of Eastern Orthodox Christianity:
How a common faith can produce independent and even hostile religious and
political communities.
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Politics, Theology, Political Theologies

Three Examples of Practical Political Theology in the
Danubian Principalities (Fourteenth to Sixteenth Centuries)

Introduction

This chapter will deal with the close entanglement of theological discourse and
political action in pre-modern Wallachia - in other words, the focus is on practical
political theology. On the one hand, political theology is the dialectical anchoring
of the political as an idea, of policies and politics as practice, and of politicians as
institutionally organised individuals, in man’s history with God. On the other, it
is the way observers discuss and describe it. Political theology takes always place
concurrently in, and with regard to, both church and state. Political theology cannot
be independent of institutional symbolisation.

Institutions are concrete symbols mediating and imparting cultural meaning -
kulturelle Sinnproduktion, in Karl-Siegbert Rehberg’s phrase —, which are effective
by imposing binding values and norms, offering a »synthesis of ideal and practical
orientations«!. Because some (though by no means all) Christian Churches are at
the same time confessions, such institutions are concerned with and combine both
the secular and the religious dimensions of institutionally symbolised (i. e., em-
bodied) orders?. In pre-modern and early modern history, they exist in permanent
interdependence with the body politic. In this sense, all political theology must be
practice; it cannot remain mere dialectical speculation and idealism.

Taking mediaeval Wallachia as a case study, and based on three examples of well-
known personalities in the Orthodox Commonwealth — Nikodemos of Tismana
(c. 1320-1406), Nephon II of Constantinople (c. 1440-1508), and Neagoe Basarab
(c. 1480-1521) - I here suggest a related if less familiar perspective on the concept
of »political theology«. In order to do so, I will begin with the theological-systematic
discourse, which will reveal the discrepancies between the (Christian moral) ideal
and political and historical reality.

1 Karl-Siegbert REHBERG, Symbolische Ordnungen. Beitridge zu einer soziologischen Theorie der
Institutionen, Baden-Baden 2014, p. 54.

2 Ibid,, p. 55: »Institutionen erbringen symbolische Ordnungen, genauer gesagt: Das Institutionelle an
einer Ordnung ist die symbolische Verkérperung ihrer Geltungsanspriiche; see also ibid., pp. 152f.
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As the title of this contribution suggests, I describe political and historical cir-
cumstances in order to see which politico-theological discourses - ideas, policies,
actors and media — were deployed for the legitimation and explanation of political
action. My starting point is the process of state formation in Wallachia, beginning
in the fourteenth century, consolidating during the fifteenth century, and com-
ing to completion at the beginning of the sixteenth century. On this basis, I shall
examine how theological discourses determined or followed political transforma-
tions.

What I am trying to reach is therefore less an ethical theology of politics than
a perspective on practical political theology and communication. The temporal
power elites, the lords of Wallachia, were led in their political action primarily
by political reason (not uncoupled, to be sure, from religious considerations),
while the ecclesiastical actors involved in the political process were guided by
a theological and moral value system. That is why the collaboration sometimes
succeeded flawlessly and sometimes erupted in conflict between politeia (moAireia)
and basileia (BactAeia). My analysis considers three important parameters of what
I call politico-theological practice: first, the historical and political context, second,
religious policy in the ecclesiastical and secular spheres, and, third, the theological
dialectics concerning political power.

The goal of this study is to reveal the three most important functions as-
sumed by political theology in relation to temporal power in the pre-modern
Orthodox world: first, to discursively reinforce and support it; second, to actively
complement and symphonically cooperate with it; and, finally, to critically
observe, admonish and amend it. What kind of political theology is activated
by the different political-historical constellations is interesting and instructive
to observe.

To this end, I will follow four steps: After a discussion of the three personalities
mentioned above, I conclude with brief theoretical considerations. I argue that po-
litical theological discourse, which is strictly connected with and even dependently
on political practice, takes on the unmistakable characteristics of a theology of his-
tory when trying to understand, explain and amend historical events in the light of
revelation and theological argument. In conclusion, I argue that political theology
is nothing, but a historical approach to practices concerned with the ahistorical
finality of man’s salvation in eternity.

Nikodemos of Tismana on the Eve of the Wallachian Principality
The area between the Lower Danube, the Carpathians and the Dniester is increas-

ingly mentioned in the sources after the sack of Constantinople by Latin crusaders
in 1204. An entangled religious and political situation in the region emerge from the
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textual evidence, testifying to the importance of this area occupied at the junction
of the Assenid Bulgarian Empire, the Cuman dominion, the later Golden Horde,
the Hungarian Crown and, of course, the successor Byzantine states of Nicaea and
Epirus’.

A predominance of the Byzantine-Orthodox rite may be assumed in the terri-
tories north of the Danube. This troubled the Latin missionaries sent by the Curia
and was a stubborn obstacle to the Hungarian Kingdom’s territorial expansion,
which used Latin religious propaganda in order to promote the confessional in-
corporation of these territories*. The strong attraction exerted by the Byzantine
rite through dioceses along the Danube in the imperial province Paradounavon
(ITapaSovvaBov or Iapiozpiov), all of them under Constantinople’s jurisdiction®,
was evident in the presence of numerous schismatici, eretici or infideles — to use
the terminology of Papal, Hospitaller, Teutonic, Minorite or Dominican sources® —
north of the Danube. These »schismatics« were presumably under the pastoral care
of itinerant bishops (ywpemiokomot, chorepiscopi) or priests and frustrated both the
missionary policy of the Curia as well as the expansionist policy of the Hungarian
Crown. This relied on Latin centres such as the Cistercian monasteries in Carta
(monasterium beatae Mariae virginis in Candelis de Kerch) in Transylvania and
its mother-house Egres (monasterium de Egres) in Fagaras — other centres were in
Banat, and those of the Dominicans in Siret (east of the Carpathians) and in the

w

Angeliki Latou (ed.), Urbs capta. The Fourth Crusade and Its Consequences, Paris 2005. On the
geopolitical situation in the region: $erban PAPACOSTEA, »Prima unire romaneasci«. Voievodatul de
Arges si Tara Severin, in: Studii si materiale de istorie medie 28 (2010), pp. 9-24; Alexandru SIMON,
Intre coroanele Arpadienilor si Asinestilor. Implicatiile unui document de la Bela IT1, in: Studii si
materiale de istorie medie 28 (2010), pp. 127-136.

Krista ZacH, Konfessionelle Diversitit und Dynamik im donaukarpatischen Raum und die Ruméanen
11.-14. Jahrhundert, in: Mihai-D. GrRiGORE/Florian KGHRER-WIELACH (eds.), Orthodoxa Confessio?

I

Konfessionsbildung, Konfessionalisierung und ihre Folgen in der éstlichen Christenheit Europas,
Gottingen 2018 (VIEG Beiheft 114), pp. 205-245, URL: <https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666570780.
205> (09-05-2023).

Emilian PopEscu, Configuratia religioasa la Dunarea de Jos in ajunul si dupé cruciada a IV-a, in:

v

Id./Mihai Ovidiu CATo1 (eds.), Istorie bisericeascd, misiune crestind si viatd culturald. Crestinis-
mul romanesc si organizarea bisericeasca in secolele XIII-XIV. $tiri si interpretéri noi, Galati 2010,
pp. 139-165, at pp. 144-146, 151, 153.

Harald ZiMmMERMANN, Der Deutsche Orden im Siebenbiirgen. Eine diplomatische Untersuchung,
Kéln 22011.
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Banate of Severin (terra Ceurin)’

Carpathians®.

We hear, for instance, Pope Gregory IX complaining in his letter from Perugia
of 14 November 1234 about the Latin Church’s difficult situation in the territories
east of the Carpathian Mountains, where the Dominicans had just created a new
bishopric for the newly Christianised Cumans’. In the Bishopric of the Cumans, the
pope wrote, lived a people called Wallachians (Walat[h]i), who committed many
injuries to the true faith, although they called themselves Christians. They had they
own rite, the Greek (Graecorum ritus), and did not turn to the Latin bishop for litur-
gical services. Moreover, they had their own »false bishops« (pseudoepiscopi), who
provided them with pastoral care. To make matters even worse, the Latin believers
in the area - the Hungarian, German and Cuman subjects of the Hungarian Crown,
who were nominally of the Latin faith (orthodoxi) — despised the Latin bishop and
had joined the schismatici. They were adopting the customs, religious practices and
the liturgies of these schismatici with their false bishops, thereby forming a single
people (populus unus facti)'.

The deed of donation - to give another example — issued in 1247 by the Hungarian
King Bela IV (r. 1235-1270) to the Knights Hospitaller'!, who were to be settled in
southern Transylvania for purposes of defence, conquest and mission, referred to
archiepiscopi and episcopi in the Wallachian territories south of the Carpathians.
Since they are not mentioned in the Byzantine sources of Nikaia, these dioceses

- in order to spread the Latin faith south of the

7 Géza ENTz, Le chantier cistercien de Kerc (Cirta), in: Acta Historiae Artium 9/1-2 (1963), pp. 3-38;
Ivan S. Dujcev, Il francescanesimo in Bulgaria nei secoli XIII e XIV, in: Id., Medioevo Bizantino-
Slavo I, Rome 1965, pp. 395-425, at pp. 413-415; Kristo GYULA et al., Korai Magyar Torténeti Lexi-
con (9-14 szézad), Budapest 1994, p. 219; Viorel Acaim, Ordinul franciscan in Térile Romane in sec-
olele XIV-XV. Aspecte teritoriale, in: Revista Istorica 7/5-6 (1996), pp. 391-410, at pp. 399f.; Christo-
pher MIELKE, No Country for Old Women. Burial Practices of Hungarian Queens (975-1301),
College Park, MD 2010, pp. 28-30; Emil DumMEa, Catolicismul in Moldova in secolul al XVIII-lea,
Tasi 2003, pp. 35-38.

8 Serban Turcus, Sfantul Scaun si roménii in secolul al XIII-lea, Bucharest 2001, pp. 251-276.

9 Viorel AcHim, Politica sud-estica a regatului ungar sub ultimii arpadieni, Bucharest 2008, pp. 56-60.

10 »In Cumanorum episcopatu, sicut accepimus, quidam populi, qui Walati vocantur, existunt, qui etsi
censeantur nomine christiano, sub una tamen fide varios ritus habentes et mores, illa committunt,
que huic sunt nomini inimica. Nam Romanam ecclesiam contempnentes, non a venerabili fratre
nostro [...], episcopo Cumanorum, qui loci diocesanus existit, sed a quibusdam pseudoepiscopis,
Grecorum ritum tenentibus, universa recipiunt ecclesiastica sacramenta, et nonnulli de regno
Ungarie, tam Ungari, quam Theutonici et alii orthodoxi morandi causa cum ipsis transeunt ad
eosdem et sic cum eis, quia populus unus facti cum eisdem Walathis eo contempto, premissa recipiunt
sacramenta, in grave orthodoxorum scandalum et derogationem non modicam fidei christianex,
Academia Republicii Socialiste Romania (ed.), Documenta Romaniae Historica. D. Relatiile intre
Térile Romane I (1222-1456), Bucharest 1977, No. 9, p. 20.

11 Ibid., No. 10, p. 22.
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must have been under the jurisdiction neither of Rome nor of Constantinople.
Liturgically they were, however, presumably of the Greek rite.

Beginning with 1351, we can observe an intensification of Latin missionary ef-
forts. Wallachia’s Princes had to react. Nicholas Alexander strengthened the close
familial and dynastic ties with the Orthodox countries of Bulgaria and Serbia, giving
his daughters in marriage to the rulers of these countries'?. The Wallachian Prince
also wrote to Patriarch Kallistos I of Constantinople (1350-1353, 1354-1363) to
ask him for permission to move the important metropolitan centre of Vicina to the
Wallachian capital of Curtea de Arges. This move led, in 1359, to the foundation of
the Metropolis of Hungro-Wallachia. It immediately enjoyed the official recogni-
tion of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, which also sent the first Greek hierarchs to
Wallachia'®. Wallachia’s decision to opt for Constantinople was the princes’ first
step in their religious policy of building a strong Orthodox identity for their country
in order to ensure its political autonomy.

The second step was the creation of an efficient institutional infrastructure. The
princes created new bishoprics within their metropolis to enhance the episcopal
coverage of the territory, but — and this is important — also revived and organised
the monkish tradition by a stringent programme of founding monastic centres
throughout their territories'*. The main figure of this monastic reform as instrument
of political stabilisation was the monk Nikodemos (c. 1320-1406).

We have no contemporary sources concerning Nikodemos (Nicodim) of
Tismana, who was probably Serbian by birth. There is the travelogue of the Syrian
deacon Paul of Aleppo (post-1657), the synaxarion on Nicodemos’ feast day on

12 Stefan ANDREESCU, Alliances dynastiques des princes de Valachie (XIV¢-XVI€ siécles), in: Revue
des études sud-est européennes 23/4 (1985), pp. 359-368; Mihai Florin HAsAN, Aspecte ale relatiilor
matrimoniale dinastice munteano-maghiare din secolele XIV-XYV, in: Revista Bistritei 27 (2013),
pp- 128-159, at pp. 148f.

13 Academia Republicii Populare Romane (ed.), Documente privind Istoria Roméaniei. Veacul XIII, XIV
si XV. B. Tara Roméaneasca (1247-1500), Bucharest 1953, No. 9, pp. 13f.; No. 10, pp. 14-16; Franz
MikrosicH/Joseph MULLER (eds.), Acta et diplomatica Graeca medii aevi. 1: Acta patriarchatus
Constantinopolitani 1315-1402, vol. 1, Aalen 1968, No. 171/1, pp. 383-386; No. 171/2, pp. 386-388.
See Alexandru MoraRu, Intemeierea Mitropoliei Ungrovlahiei (1359) receptati in istoriografia
roméneasca, in: Porescu/CATo1 (eds.), Istorie bisericeascd, misiune crestina si viatd culturala,
pp- 306-334, at pp. 309-314; Matei Cazacu/Dan Ioan MURESAN, loan Basarab. Un domn roman la
inceputurile Tarii Roménesti, Chisinau 2013, pp. 162-167; Lidia CoTovaNu, Deux cas paralleles
doikonomia byzantine. Appliquée aux métropolites Anthime Kritopoulos de Sévérin et Cyprien
de Kiev de Petite-Russie et des Lituaniens (Deuxiéme moitié du XIV® siécle), in: Revue roumaine
d’histoire 42 (2003), pp. 19-60; HasAN, Aspecte, pp. 128-148.

14 Mihai-D. GriGORE, Ein Glaubensgutachten fiir Neagoe Basarab (1512-1521). Jurisdiktion und
Glaube in der Walachei bis Anfang des 16. Jahrhunderts, in: GRIGORE/KUHRER-WIELACH (eds.), Or-
thodoxa Confessio?, pp. 247-263, at pp. 256-258, URL: <https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666570780.
247> (09-05-2023).
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26 December (post-1767), and the saint’s vita, composed in 1839 by the monk
Stefan from Tismana Monastery'®. Nikodemos was monk for a time on Mount
Athos, in the hesychastic centre of Chilandar, which also produced Chariton, the
Metropolitan of Hungro-Wallachia. After that, Nikodemos spent a short time in
the Kingdom of Vidin, where he founded a number of Orthodox monasteries.
Vidin was across the Danube from the Banate of Severin, a fief of the Hungarian
Crown. From here started the Hungarian offensive south of the Danube in 1366.

Nikodemos fled to Wallachia in the retinue of the Metropolitan Daniel of Vidin,
who was held in high esteem there and had almost been appointed metropolitan of
Severin'®. Here, Nikodemos acted on the basis of his experience in founding monas-
teries on behalf of the country’s ruler, Prince Vladislav Vlaicu I (r. 1364-1377), for
the development of a monastic infrastructure, since the governing elite had decided
in 1359 in favour of the Eastern Rite and against the Latin faith. In 1372 and 1376,
Nicodemus founded as coenobitical samovlastia (gr. avtroSeonoteia, atavponi-
ytov) — which means they were exempt of local obligations and stood under direct
patriarchal authority — the monasteries of Vodita and Tismana, on the border of the
Kingdom of Hungary and the aforementioned Banat of Severin. In the foundation
of these two centres, we encounter a fascinating entanglement of religious practice
and political finality: The monasteries were built in the wildness of the Carpathians,
isolated from human habitations, in keeping with the principle of monastic seclu-
sion. On the other hand, they were built on problematic borders and along routes
frequented by Latin missionaries. Maintaining and radiating Orthodoxy, with their
fortified walls the monasteries served as border citadels as well religious centres.

The monastic infrastructure begun by Nikodemos was expanded by the
Princes Radu I (r. 1377-1385), Dan I (r. 1385-1386) and Mircea I (r. 1386-1418)
with further monasteries: Nucet, Cozia (pre-1383) and Snagov (1408). These
and later similar monasteries in Wallachia enjoyed the princes’ full economic
support, including rich estates, donations of money and jewellery, permission
to collect taxes, and tax exemptions. Of 38 deeds of donation issued by the
voivode’s chancellery between 1372 (the founding year of Vodita) and 1418 (the
year of Mircea I's death), 22 are in favour of the five monastic centres named
above!”.

In 1375, Nikodemos took part in a delegation aiming to effect a reconciliation
between Orthodox Churches of Serbia and Constantinople, which had been divided

15 Emil LAzZAREscU, Nicodim de la Tismana si rolul sau in cultura veche roméaneascéd I (pana la 1385),
in: Romanoslavica 11 (1958), pp. 237-285, at pp. 238-253.

16 CorovaNu, Deux cas, pp. 50-52.

17 Documente B. Tara Romaneasca, pp. viii-x.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



Politics, Theology, Political Theologies ‘

since 13468, This dispute had been triggered in 1346 by the Serbian Tsar Stefan
Uro$ IV Dusan (r. 1331-1355) who, in order to emphasise his imperial ambitions,
had decided to declare the Serbian Church a Patriarchate, thereby violating the
Ecumenical Patriarchate’s jurisdiction'®. The delegation, which included among
others Nikodemos of Tismana, Isaiah of Chilandar and Theophanos Protos, the
head (np@to¢) of the monastic community of Athos, was sent to Constantinople
by Lazar Hrebeljanovi¢ (r. 1371-1389) of Serbia®®.

The delegation’s internationality shows how monastic and ecclesiastical as well as
political factors were interwoven, leading to a complex entanglement of strategies,
goals and reasons. For the Serbian ruler came under pressure from the Ottomans
and urgently needed the support of all Orthodox rulers in the region. This, how-
ever, was prevented by his schismatic status, the Serbs being anathematised by the
Ecumenical Patriarch. Hence the urgency to settle the dispute with the Patriarchate.
The Patriarchate and the Princes of Wallachia had an interest, on the other hand,
in promoting a strong Orthodoxy against the Latins, the former for jurisdictional
reasons, the latter for political reasons, in their conflict with the Hungarian Crown.

The establishment of a monastic infrastructure went hand in hand with the
reinforcement of Orthodox dogma and with moral reform of clergy and laymen.
Two recently discovered letters from Patriarch Euthymios of Tarnovo (1375-1393)
to Nikodemos - who was in charge of the religious integration of the country into
the Orthodox Commonwealth - confirm this. In these letters, the patriarch clarified
some dogmatic points against the Bogomil heresy, which seems to have spread
among the people. On this anti-heretical basis, Euthymios proclaimed the urgent
necessity of reforming the Wallachian clergy in accordance with a high standard of
pure Orthodox doctrine, morality and liturgical life. In response to Nikodemos,
the patriarch pleads for strict hierarchical structures in the church, reflecting the
strict hierarchy of angels discussed by Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite. In this
hierarchical thinking, the authority of the patriarchs of Constantinople as spiritual
and ecclesiastical guide and as administrator of the Seven Ecumenical Councils’
Orthodox normativity is strongly accentuated. In another letter to the Metropolitan
of Wallachia, Antimos Critopoulos, Euthymios explains his opposition to second

18 Nicolae CHIFAR, Contextul politico-religios sud-est european privind intemeierea Mitropoliei
Tiérii Roménesti, in: PopEscu/CAToI (eds.), Istorie bisericeascd, misiune crestind si viatd culturald,
pp- 286-305, at p. 293.

19 Constantin REZACHEVICI, Istoria popoarelor vecine si neamul roménesc in Evul Mediu, Bucharest
1998, p. 368; Giinter PRINZING, Langeschnitt — Kirchengeschichte, in: Konrad CLEwING/Oliver Jens
ScHMITT (eds.), Geschichte Stidosteuropas. Vom frithen Mittelalter bis zur Gegenwart, Regensburg
2011, pp. 61-65, at p. 65; Stefan ROHDEWALD, Gotter der Nationen. Religiose Erinnerungsfiguren in
Serbien, Bulgarien und Makedonien bis 1944, Kéln 2014, pp. 126-128.

20 LAzAREscu, Nicodim, pp. 267-270.
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and third marriages®!. While this was not of much concern for the common people,
problems occurred when princes or other political magnates married several times,
thereby giving rise to internal and international succession and dynastic disputes.

In Nikodemos of Tismana’s example, we see transregional hesychastic networks
at work, exerting influence on apparently unpolitical issues like monastic life, the
Bogomil heresy and moral reform - issues which, however, turn out to be political
when we consider the wider geopolitical situation®?.

Nephon Il, Patriarch of Constantinople and Metropolitan of Wallachia

The main source for the life of Nephon II of Constantinople is his Vita, written by
Gabriel, the protos of Mount Athos between 1517 and 1519?%, approximately ten
years after Nephon’s death?*. According to the Vita, Gabriel met Nephon person-
ally and had seen him in a number situations, and may therefore be said to have
known him well enough?®. Of course, the Vita is always a difficult literary genre?®,
with its required panegyric tone always at risk of sacrificing historical reality for
hagiographical enthusiasm. Still, the Vita Nephonis, as I shall call it here, grants
significant insights into the history and religious policies of Southeastern Europe
under Ottoman rule, especially those of Wallachia under the reign of four rulers®’.
Furthermore, other Ottoman or Christian sources confirm the historical informa-

2

—_

Gheorghitd Crocror (ed.), Sfantul Eftimie Patriarh de Tarnovo. Corespondenta cu Sfantul Nicodim
de la Tismana, Mitropolitul Antim al Ungrovlahiei, Monahul Ciprian viitorul mitropolit al Kievului
si al intregii Rusii, Bucharest 2014.

22 Flavius SoLoMoN, Politicé si confesiune la inceput de Ev Mediu moldovenesc, Iasi 2004, pp. 148f.;
Mihai-D. GRIGORE, Neagoe Basarab - Princeps Christianus. The Semantics of Christianitas in Com-
parison with Erasmus, Luther and Machiavelli (1513-1523), Frankfurt am Main 2015, pp. 152-156.

23 On Gabriel Protos, see Nicolae M. Popescu, Nifon II Patriarhul Constantinopolului, in: Analele
Academiei Roméane. Memoriile sectiunii istorice 36 (1914), pp. 731-798, at pp. 748-751.

24 The edition of the Old Romanian redaction is: Tit SIMEDREA (ed.), Gavriil Protul, Viata si traiul
Sfantului Nifon patriarhul Constantinopolului, Bucharest 1937 (cited here as »Protul [TS], Nifon«).
This redaction is more comprehensive on the history of Wallachia than the Greek redaction edited
by Vasile Grecu: Vasile GREcU (ed.), Gavriil Protul, Viata Sfantului Nifon. O redactiune greceasci
inedita, Bucharest 1944 (cited here as »Protul [VG], Nifon«).

25 ProtuL (VG), Nifon, p. 32.

26 Stephanie HAARLANDER, Vitae episcoporum. Eine Quellengattung zwischen Hagiographie und
Historiographie, untersucht an Lebensbeschreibungen von Bischofen des Regnum Teutonicum im
Zeitalter der Ottonen und Salier, Stuttgart 2010, pp. 1f.

27 Dumitru MaziLu, Contributiuni cu privire la studiul vietii Sf. Nifon, Patriarhul Constantinopolului,

in: Dumitru StmoNEscu/id. (eds.), Contributii privitoare la istoria literaturii romane, Bucharest

1928, pp. 21-36.
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tion contained in the Vita. In fact, the Vita Nephonis is the first historiographical
work on Wallachia?®. For all these reasons, it merits consideration here.

Nephon, whose baptismal name was Nicholas, was born in the Peloponnese in
1440. Nicholas received the tonsure and the associated monastic name Nephon quite
early, after completing his novitiate in a variety of monastic settings (monastery
schools, private lessons with monks, or even as pupil of a hermit)*. Before going to
Mount Athos, he had to earn his living with calligraphy, as a copyist of books®’. He
drew attention to himself with his intransigent propaganda against the so-called
latinofrones, the adepts of the church union signed at the council of Ferarra and
Florence, which took place in 1438 and 1439°!. Nephon became Metropolitan of
Thessaloniki in 1483 and participated at the Constantinople Council from 1484,
signing the tomos against the union of Florence®?. In 1486, he was elected Ecumeni-
cal Patriarch of Constantinople — with the aid, as Steven Runciman supposes, of the
Lord of Wallachia, Vlad the Monk (r. 1481-1495, with interruptions), who used
his influence at the Ottoman Court®.

Nephon’s first term of office as patriarch lasted only until 1488, when Sultan
Bayezid II (r. 1481-1512) deposed and exiled him for interfering in inheritance
disputes between the Patriarchate and the Ottoman administration of Constantino-
ple**. Recalled from exile on the initiative of the Prince of Wallachia, Radu the Great
(r. 1495-1508), he returned as Patriarch of Constantinople in 1497, but again only
for a short time. In 1498 he was once more sent into exile, this time to Adrianople,
where he was placed under house arrest®. It was here in 1502 that the Prince asked
him to come to Wallachia as the country’s metropolitan, which he accepted after
turning down a final appointment as Ecumenical Patriarch. Prince Radu therefore
obtained permission from the Sublime Porte and Nephon became the Metropolitan
of Hungro-Wallachia™.

Nephon'’s biographer, Gabriel Protos, cites the words of Prince Radu inviting the
holy man to become metropolitan: »From now on, dear Father, we possess in you
our very mentor and shepherd. I will reign over external affairs (ta éowtepikd),

28 Ibid., p. 21.

29 ProtuL (TS), Nifon, pp. 2f.

30 Protur (VG), Nifon, p. 43.

31 Ibid., p. 47.

32 Porescu, Nifon II, pp. 738, 771.

33 Steven RUNCIMAN, The Great Church in Captivity. A Study of the Patriarchate of Constantinople
from the Eve of the Turkish Conquest to the Greek War of Independence, Cambridge 1968, p. 195.

34 PopEscu, Nifon II, pp. 774f.

35 Protul (VG), Nifon, p. 75.

36 Ibid., pp. 77-79; PopEscu, Nifon II, pp. 780f.
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while your Holiness will take care of the church’s internal affairs«*’. This functional
division is not new in Christian political theology. It begins with Eusebius, occurs
in a well-known letter of Charlemagne to Pope Leo III, and is also mentioned by
Emperor John Tzismiskes in the tenth century?®.

Radu’s goal was to bring Wallachia under ecclesiastical authority in order to
implement Orthodox conformity. For Radu, this meant first of all the stabilisation
of his own princely power in the country in attempting to counteract the centrifugal
tendencies of the high boyars. Nephon’s first act was to organise a local council of
the Wallachian Church, which implemented the decisions of the Holy Synod of
Constantinople in matters of canonical law, liturgical services, monastic rule and
the moral life of the faithful. The synod created new bishoprics as well in order to
improve the territory’s ecclesiastical administration and pastoral coverage. What is
important is that this local synod not only regulated ecclesiastic internal matters,
but also clarified political structures. It included in its canonical ordinances that
the prince was the country’s only legislative authority and highest administrator of
justice®®. This way the synod interfered in public life in order to support the prince
in his centralisation policy.

The supposition that Radu had problems with the local aristocracy is strength-
ened by the observation that he tried to rely on foreign boyars. One of them was
Bogdan, a Moldavian who, promoted by Prince Radu, occupied at one time or
another most prominent functions in Wallachia. Bogdan was a fugitive from Mol-
davia, where he left his wife. His asylum in Wallachia added to political tensions
between the two Danubian Principalities. Maybe in order to keep him in Wallachia
and also maybe because Bogdan himself wanted to put down roots in his adoptive
country, Radu organised a new marriage for the foreign boyar, this time to his own
sister, Caplea. Nephon opposed this strongly because — as mentioned — Bogdan
was already married in Moldavia, making the marriage with Caplea bigamous. This
caused a harsh quarrel between Radu and Nephon, culminating in the latter’s ex-
ile??. The symbiosis between temporal and spiritual power was, because of Bogdan,
destroyed.

This example demonstrates that the political intentions of the temporal power
could collide with the theological and moral framework of ecclesiastical institutions

37 Protul (VG), Nifon, pp. 79-81.

38 Mihai-D. GRIGORE, Der Mensch zwischen Gott und Staat. Uberlegungen zu politischen Formen
im Christentum, in: Studii Teologice. Revista Facultitilor de teologie din Patriarhia Roména 6/1
(2010), pp. 105-175, at pp. 164f.

39 Nikos PaNou, Greek-Romanian Symbiotic Patterns in the Early Modern Period. History, Mentali-
ties, Institutions. Part I, in: The Historical Review/La Revue Historique 3 (2006), pp. 71-110, on
pp. 62-83.

40 ProtuL (VG), Nifon, pp. 81-93; Porescu, Nifon II, pp. 783f.
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and persons. Underneath the argument for Christian moral renewal and reform,
Radu’s ostensible reason for bringing Nephon into the country, lay the prince’s
desire to check centrifugal tendencies in the high nobility and to discipline his
subjects both low- and high-born. However, this moral reform — which implied,
among other things, patriarchal canons against bigamy - became a weapon against
the voivode’s policy.

Furthermore, the Ecumenical Patriarchate had no interest in the political dispute
between Moldavia and Wallachia, intensified by Radu’s patronage of the fugitive
boyar Bogdan, because both Danubian Principalities were important pillars of the
Orthodox Commonwealth. Late Byzantium experienced a growth of ecclesiastical
power and the political influence of the patriarchs, inverting the classical division
of roles: The emperor was only the symbolic head of the church, while the patriarch
assumed the active role of guarantor of the emperor’s secular power*!. Like his
predecessors, Nephon expected unconditional obedience from secular magnates in
both religious and secular matters. This may also explain Nephon's short periods of
office as patriarch as a result of clashes with the Ottoman authorities.

Interestingly, the first decision of Neagoe Basarab (r. 1512-1521), Lord of Wal-
lachia after Radu the Great, was — as Gabriel Protos informs us - to execute Bogdan.
This comes as little surprise if we consider that, on the one hand, Neagoe Basarab
was rooted in the local Wallachian high nobility and that, on the other, he was an ap-
prentice of Nephon and cultivated close relations with the Ecumenical Patriarchate.
Gabriel Protos demonises Bogdan, presenting him as a factor of satanic dissent
and the disturbance of social and political harmony, as an instrument of the devil
because of his immoral life and as a foreign body in the socio-political organism of
Wallachia. As far as Neagoe Basarab was concerned, Bogdan’s execution was fully
legitimate and an act of pastoral care for the integrity of the Christian flock*?.

Neagoe Basarab and the Usurper’s Legitimation Trouble

Historians have long debated whether the twenty-fifth ruler of Wallachia, Neagoe
Basarab, was a dynastic successor from the old Basarab lineage or a usurper who
acceded to the throne from the Wallachian aristocracy. The body of evidence shows,
as I have discussed at length elsewhere*?, that he was not descended from the
princely dynasty and occupied the throne by usurpation. Neagoe Basarab removed

41 Petre GURAN, Lorigine et la fonction théologico-politique de la couronne patriarcale, in: Dos-
siers byzantins 7. Le Patriarcat (Ecuménique de Constantinople aux XIV¢-XVI€ siecles. Rupture et
continuité, Paris 2007, pp. 407-427, at pp. 4091, 415.

42 GRIGORE, Neagoe Basarab — Princeps Christianus, pp. 46f.

43 Tbid., pp. 32-50.
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his predecessor from the throne using Ottoman troops and executed him. However,
his contemporaries knew that he had no claim on the throne, and this is evident
in the fate of his son, Theodosius, who was removed from throne after only a
few months.

Neagoe Basarab is the author of a unique mirror for princes (speculum principis).
This lengthy moral and political treatise, the so-called Teachings of Neagoe Basarab
to his Son Theodosius**, written around 1519-1520, is a work of great theological,
political, military and diplomatic erudition. It was first printed in Bucharest in
1843, having previously existed only in manuscript form. The Slavonic original is
preserved in fragments, and we possess nine complete or partial manuscripts of the
Old Romanian translation as well as a Greek translation from about 1525-1530. This
testifies to a broad reception, not only in the Greek and Wallachian area, but also
in the Grand Duchy of Moscow. The work is in two parts. The first is a theological
and theoretical deliberation on the political order in the cosmos, the likeness of the
prince to God and the illumination of the ruler in a hesychastic manner. The second
is the practical part, which deals with the selection of counsellors, diplomatic affairs,
military strategy, philanthropy and the protocol at official occasions®.

The interesting point for the present analysis of applied political theology is
that Neagoe Basarab, conscious of his precarious claim to the Wallachian throne
and anticipating difficulties for his successor, tries to offer Theodosius a manual
of rulership. We should note that in Wallachia, dynastic continuity and affiliation
were much more important than, for instance, in the Byzantine Empire, where
some authors have seen the imperial dignity as »open« on merit*. To go back to
the Teachings, the human coordinates of rulership — such as dynastic succession or
elective procedures — are minimised as far as possible, whereas the transcendental
aspects of God’s absolute will and providence are maximised.

Throughout the treatise, Neagoe Basarab emphasises that only God makes rulers
and that no human criteria - whether dynastic lineage, election or personal merit -
are legitimate qualifications for the supreme duty of leadership. The only legiti-
mation comes from God himself as an act of pure will and benevolence. In this
anti-meritorious acceptance of leadership, Neagoe Basarab seems almost to an-
ticipate Lutheran ideas?”. For him, the ruler is neither a representative of God
on Earth nor his substitute. The relation of the Christian ruler to God was one

44 Neagoe Basaras, Invititurile lui Neagoe Basarab citre fiul sdu Theodosie, ed. by Florica Morsiv/
Dan ZAMFIRESCU, Bucharest 1984.

45 GRIGORE, Neagoe Basarab - Princeps Christianus, pp. 69-130.

46 Alexandru I. Buzescu, Domnia in Térile Roméne pana la 1866, Bucharest 1943, p. 67; Karen
PIEPENBRINK, Konstantin der Grofle und seine Zeit, Darmstadt >2010, p. 62.

47 Mihai-D. GRIGORE, Reformatorische Ideen in der Walachei und der Moldau zwischen 1519 und
15212 Mogliche Transferwege von reformatorischem Gedankengut siidlich und 6stlich der Karpaten,
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of likeness (0uoiwatg): »You are [as ruler] exactly like Him, declares Basarab in
his Teachings*®.

In a manner similar to Martin Luther, Basarab believes that the ruler does not
need to justify his position by philanthropy or good works. His leadership is the
exclusive favour of God’s grace, gratia Dei. Moreover, exactly like Luther, Basarab
stipulates that any meritorious works performed by the Christian ruler are not what
makes a ruler, but only the fruits of the effective operating grace of God. Good
deeds are neither cause nor reason, but consequences of divine favour?’. Basarab
thus advises his son Theodosius: »That is why you shall praise Him who raised you
from the ground and made you His son; He made you emperor of heaven and of
the peoples, He made you vanquisher and great commander of men, He instituted
you as dominus on earth [...]«*.

Neagoe Basarab was especially concerned to create a theoretical and theological
framework for the ruler’s autonomy from any human instances. The Christian
ruler’s authority is immediately connected to God; he is God’s Synbasileus or co-
ruler®. Not even the church is needed in this argumentative framework: Basarab
makes no reference at all to any intercession on the part of the clergy, granting it
only the function of officiating at liturgical services. The sovereign is responsible
only to God, because only God makes rulers on earth®2. In spite of his personal
piety, Basarab was not prepared to concede any political prerogatives to the church.

In short, the Teachings to Theodosius are an example of what is widely understood
by the term »political theology«: a scholarly text citing traditional arguments from
the Holy Scriptures and the Fathers and interpreting them in its own historical
context. I have tried to show the interconnection with the concrete situation of
Neagoe Basarab which reveals the Teachings as an instance of applied political
theology. It is not pure political expediency and propaganda, because of the deep
and ardent faith of the author who is honestly convinced that he rules because,
despite all human logic, God wants him to. On the other hand, it is not just a
politico-theological speculation of a high scholarly standard. It is also deeply rooted
in immediate historical reality, which is seen as the manifestation of God’s will on
earth through specific historical agents.

in: Jahrbuch des Bundesinstituts fiir Kultur und Geschichte der Deutschen im Ostlichen Europa 22
(2015), pp. 189-212, at pp. 193-202.

48 »(C)and ai cap pre Hristos, candu din trupul lui te pricestuiesti, candu esti frate lui si mostean §i
intocmai cu dansul«, BAsaras, Invititurile, 13 (emphasis added).

49 GRIGORE, Reformatorische Ideen, p. 202.

50 Basaras, Invataturile, 9.

51 GRIGORE, Neagoe Basarab — Princeps Christianus, p. 145, fn. 591.

52 Ibid., p. 75.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, I gave three samples of politico-theological practice. In so doing,
I attempted to throw new light on political theology beyond the common under-
standing of it as a scholarly discourse and speculative exercise. In the interpretation
I suggest here, political theology is a framing category, one that includes agency and
communication between the temporal and ecclesiastical dimensions of pre-modern
human socialisation. Postulating political theology as a communication process,
I had to relate it closely to persons, to human agency and to constellations of power,
all of which are constantly shifting. This liveliness of political transformation, with
all its changes, circumstances, negotiations and reversals, makes politico-theological
communication a process simultaneously of action, reaction, and synergy. In this
process, political reasons are interwoven with theological significance in a complex
web of factors determining human agency.

Moreover, all this makes applied political theology — understood as communica-
tion and practice - not historically contingent, but historically relative, by relating
transcendental ahistorical truth to historical existence in the world.
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Jan Kusber

Autocracy as a Form of Political Theology?

Ruler and Church in Early Modern Muscovy (1450s-1725)

My intention in this chapter is to discuss a period crucial for the religiously
grounded idea of Autocracy in Muscovy and Russia after the fall of Byzantium
in 1453. The question concerning the respective realms of church and ruler had
already been the subject of negotiations in 1448, after Iona, the Metropolitan of
Muscovy, claimed to be the head of a de facto »autocephalous« church!. These more
or less open and ongoing discourses on political theology in pre-modern Russia
will be discussed for crucial moments of the relationship between church and
autocrats up to the dissolution of the Moscow Patriarchate under Peter I in 1721.
The actors and the facts are, of course, not new to historians. There is a long and
ongoing debate on church-state-relations in mediaeval and early modern Russia,
on the theological traditions from Byzantine and autochthonous sources, and on
whether the church became a handmaiden of the state or not. One thing is certain:
The whole development cannot be understood without the state and the rule of
the Tsar. This necessitates reiterating some turning points in the development
of a Muscovite Orthodox political theology. Although these are quite widely
known, they are mostly discussed by theologians or historians with regard to their
specific research interests. This chapter aims at bringing together the disciplinary
viewpoints of political history and the history of ideas with the help of the concept
of political theology, which is at the centre of this volume.

Of course, if one had asked a contemporary actor whether there existed a political
theology in fifteenth- or sixteenth-century Muscovy, he or she would not have
understood the question. The chronicles and other depictions of the most Orthodox
ruler, who was carrying out his duties in defending his subjects and the right faith
against the infidels in East and South (mostly the Tatars) and those in the West (the
Latin Church and the Latin powers) defined the whole topic?. This is not surprising
for the chronicles of the sixteenth and seventeenth century — the famous and in

1 Polnoe Sobranie Russkikh Letopisei (henceforth PSRL), vol. 25: Moskovskii letopisnyi svod kontsa
XV veka, Moscow/Leningrad 1949, pp. 248-270.

2 On the example of the conquest of Kazan 1552, see Michael KHODARKOVSKY, The Non-Christian
Peoples on the Muscovite Frontiers, in: Maureen PERRIE (ed.), The Cambridge History of Russia, vol. 1:
From Early Rus to 1689, Cambridge 2006, pp. 317-337, at pp. 319f.; Richard WORTMAN, Scenarios
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many ways unreliable Nikon Chronicle®, but also the Muscovite Chronicle from the
last third of the fifteenth century, edited and translated by Peter Nitsche brilliantly
some fifty years ago* - are full of such characterisations of the Grand Dukes of
Muscovy. The authors, learned clergyman of course, left only the slightest hints
whether each ruler, beginning with Vladimir the Saint, fulfilled his duty before God
and the Orthodox faith®. Instead, they justified the translatio imperii from Kiev via
Vladimir in the thirteenth century, after the sack of Kiev in 1241 by the Mongols
and the migration of the metropolitan of the Rus from Kiev to Vladimir, and then
in the fourteenth century to Moscow®.

The founding of the Sergei-Troitsky-Lavra near Moscow as a spiritual centre
nearly as important as the Monastery of the Caves in Kiev was a visible sign for
this. The famous Sergei of Radonezh blessed Grand Duke Dmitrii Donskoi before
fighting the Tatars led by Emir Mamai in the well-known battle of 13807. Thus, the
protection and well-being of the Christian (Orthodox) state and protection of the
church in his branches created a win-win-situation. This symbiosis - or symphonia,
to use a more controversial term — was not described in terms of political theology
or policy, but was conceived as ongoing discourse on the right and true Christian
faith. Contemporaries — those, for example, who prepared Ivan Groznyi for his
famous debate with Antonio Possevino — thought and wrote of religiosity and

of Power. Myth and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy, vol. 1: From Peter the Great to the Death of
Nicholas I, Princeton, NJ 1995, pp. 29f.

Russkaia letopis’ po Nikonovu spiku. Izdannaia pod smotreniem imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk
(St Petersburg 1767-1792), URL: <https://dlib.rsl.ru/viewer/01004095257#?page=1> (09-14-2023).
The chronicle contains a large number of facts not found in earlier sources. Some of these interpolations

w

are thought to reflect a political ideology of the nascent Tsardom of Russia, see: Donald OsTrROWSKI,
Muscovy and the Mongols. Cross-Cultural Influences on the Steppe Frontier 1304-1589, Cambridge
2002, pp. 147-149.

PSRL, vol. 25: Moskovskii letopisnyi svod kontsa XV veka; Peter N1TscHE, Der Aufstieg Moskaus.
Ausztige aus einer russischen Chronik, vols. 1-2, Graz et al. 1966-1967.

'S

w

The authors of the Moscow chronicle, for example, quite openly criticised Dmitrii Donskoi for leaving
Moscow in 1382, when the Tatar horsemen were advancing in revenge for the defeat of 1380. Dmitrii,
they argued, was not acting as a Christian ruler, cf. PSRL, vol. 25: Moskovskii letopisnyi svod kontsa
XV veka.

Ekkehard Krug, Wie entstand und was war die Moskauer Autokratie?, in: Eckhard HOUBNER et al.

=)

(eds.), Zwischen Christianisierung und Europdisierung. Beitrége zur Geschichte Osteuropas in Mittel-
alter und Frither Neuzeit. Festschrift fiir Peter Nitsche zum 65. Geburtstag, Stuttgart 1998, pp. 91-113.
The legend of the saint, written around 1400, also deploys a crusading rhetoric. Of the battle, it says:

~N

»God helped the great, victorious champion Dmitrii, and the pagan Tatar sons were defeated and
put to final destruction. The damned saw that God’s anger was against them and turned to flee; the
flag of the cross chased the enemies for a long time, quoted in Legende vom Heiligen Sergij von
Radonesch, in: Ernst BENz (ed.), Russische Heiligenlegenden, Zurich 1989, pp. 292-362, at p. 353.
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power®. Although they used scholarly concepts, the texts they produced were filled
less with theories than with what we might call »practices of political theology«.
The core problem that must briefly be discussed here is that of autocracy”. In its
practical manifestations, grand ducal and then Tsarist autocracy (tsarskoe samod-
erzhavie) may be understood as a form of autocracy specific to the Grand Duchy of
Moscow, which later became the Tsardom of Russia and the Russian Empire. In it,
all power and wealth were controlled (and distributed) by the Tsar, who performed
his duties with divine assistance. The Tsar’s rule was given by God, which made the
Tsar only responsible only to God!?. Tsars had more power than other monarchs,
who were usually constrained by law and counterbalanced by a legislative authority,
as was the case in England, Sweden or the Holy Roman Empire. They even had more
authority on religious issues than Western monarchs. In Russia, this phenomenon
originated during the times of Ivan III (r. 1462—-1505)'!, Vasilii III (r. 505-1533)!?
and Ivan IV (r. 1533-1582). Ideologically, autocracy in early modern Russia was
rested on a religious foundation, and Alexander Dvorkin has referred to the free
autocracy of the Russian Rulers as a »religious type«. We know that the practical
features of rule, including the title of Tsar, derived not only from religious sources,
but also from non-Christian, Tatar practices, or from texts well-known in medi-
aeval and early modern Russia, such as the Byzantine Emperor Constantine VII’s
De administrando imperii (ITpog tov iStov viov Pwpavdv) from the tenth century!?.

8 For a useful selection in English translation, see Hugh F. GRarAM (ed.), The Moscovia of Anto-
nio Possevino, S.J., Pittsburgh 1977. For the context of this debate, see Walter DELIUS, Antonio
Possevino S.J. und Ivan Groznyj. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der kirchlichen Union und der Ge-
genreformation des 16. Jahrhunderts, Stuttgart 1962; and, recently, Maike SacH, »Griechischen«
Glaubens und »Erbe von Byzanz«? Fehleinschéitzungen, kulturelle Missverstiandnisse und konfli-
gierende Konzepte iiber das Selbstverstdndnis in den Gesprachen zwischen Zar Ivan IV. und dem
papstlichen Legaten Antonio Possevino im Jahre 1582, in: Ludger KORNTGEN et al. (eds.), Byzanz
und seine européischen Nachbarn. Politische Interdependenzen und kulturelle Missverstandnisse,
Mainz 2020, pp. 151-178.

9 Apart from the literature already mentioned, see Werner PHILIPP, Die gedankliche Begriindung
der Moskauer Autokratie bei ihrer Entstehung (1458-1522), in: Forschungen zur Osteuropéischen
Geschichte 15 (1970), pp. 59-118.

10 Ivan IV feared God as judge, which did not, however, alter his politics as an autocrat: Ludwig
STEINDORFF, Mehr als eine Frage der Ehre. Zum Stifterverhalten Zar Ivans des Schrecklichen, in:
Jahrbucher fir Geschichte Osteuropas 51 (2003), pp. 342-366.

11 John L.I. FENNELL, Ivan the Great of Moscow, Cambridge 1961.

12 Jan KuUsBER, Vasilij I1I. Ivanovi¢, Grofifiirst von Moskau, Herrscher der ganzen Rus’ (1502/1505-33)
(1479-1533), in: Lexikon des Mittelalters, vol. 8, Munich 1997, pp. 1422f,; Aleksandr I. FILJUSHKIN,
Vasilii III, Moscow 2010.

13 Michael CHERNIAVSKY, Khan or Basileus. An Aspect of Russian Mediaeval Political Theory, in:
Journal of the History of Ideas 20/4 (1959), pp. 459-476.
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By around 1480, it seemed as if the position of the Grand Prince of Muscovy,
Ivan III, was unassailable. He had demonstrated his ability to cope with the declining
Tatar states, he sacked the wealthy republic of Novgorod in 1478 with its lands and
connections to the West, he »collected a good part of the Russian Soil« when he
compelled his co-princes from other branches of house of Rurik to bequeath their
realms to him, including the once mighty Grand Duchy of Tver!*. His first wife
having died in 1467, he then married Zoe Sophia Palaiologina (d. 1503), the niece
of the last Byzantine Emperor and, in the words of Hildegard Schaeder, the most
honourable Princess of Europe!”. She arrived in Moscow with an entourage of some
one hundred Greeks and Italians, among them translators, artists and architects.
These people had an enormous impact on the cultural life at the court and served
Ivan’s ambitions well'®. The rebuilding of Kremlin in Moscow, with its ensemble of
cathedrals at the core and walled with red stone, a silhouette that endures to this
day, bears witness to these ambitions. Both Sophia’s impact on politics exists and
the question of how prestigious this marriage really was for Ivan III remain the
subject of a long and ongoing debate'”.

By the end of fifteenth century, the situation of the Russian Orthodox Church
had become rather complicated. After the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople in
1453, the Russian Church finally became de facto independent and nothing could
now influence its relations with the temporal power. Some of the hierarchs of the
Orthodox Church aspired to strengthening the power of the Grand Prince and the
state, thereby laying the ground for autocracy as a religious type of rule. Among
these hierarchs was, of course, Iona, who had already been elected without the
approval of Byzantium in 1448. Letters soliciting such approval have survived, but
there seems to have been no answer!®. The symphonia between the Grand Prince of
Moscow and the church was already full in swing, and the metropolitans made sure
always to side with the winning faction. That was the case in the dynastic crisis of
the mid-fifteenth century, in which Vasilii (II) Temnyi triumphed, and with Ivan III,
the less belligerent Grand Prince of Muscovy'.

14 Ekkehard KLug, Das Fiirstentum Tver’ (1247-1485). Aufstieg, Selbstbehauptung und Niedergang,
Wiesbaden 1985.

15 Hildegard SCHAEDER, Moskau das Dritte Rom. Studien zur Geschichte der politischen Theorien in
der slavischen Welt, Darmstadt 1957; Manfred HELLMANN, Moskau und Byzanz, in: Jahrbuch fiir
Geschichte Osteuropa 17 (1969), pp. 321-344, at pp. 323-328.

16 Gustave ALEF, The Origins of Muscovite Autocracy. The Age of Ivan III, Wiesbaden 1986.

17 Isolde THYRET, Paleologue, Sophia, in: Encyclopedia of Russian History, vol. 3, New York 2004,
pp. 1131f.

18 Sergej V. TroIickiy, »O tserkovnoi avtokefalii«, in: Zhurnal Moskovskoi Partiarchii 7 (1948),
pp. 33-54.

19 »Stand at the River«, quoted in the second Chronicle of Sophia in PSRL, vol. 6, St Petersburg 1853,
pp. 225-227. For a thorough discussion on this, see Jakov S. LUR’E, Dve istorii Rusi XV veka. Rannie
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At the same time, the authority of the church inside the country was strongly
shaken by deepening social contradictions. Protest among the lower strata of the
society tended to be expressed in a religious form, with several so-called heretics
appearing in the largest Russian cities in the last third of the fifteenth century. Their
activity was perceived as especially dangerous for the church. The hierarchs were
alarmed around 1492, the year 7000 of the Byzantine calendar®® approached. It was
in this context that the idea of a translatio imperii was articulated. In 1492, when
recalculating the Easter tables, which had become necessary at the end of the seventh
millennium of the Byzantine world era, and under the impression of widespread
near-end expectations, the Moscow Metropolitan Zosima declared Grand Duke
Ivan IIT (1440-1505) the new Constantine and Moscow as Constantine’s City. This
was not mere flattery but an appeal to the Grand Duke to protect his faithful
Christian subjects®!.

A new upsurge of heretical movement took place towards the end of the fifteenth
century in Novgorod. That was due to the activity of one Skarii, a Jew, who arrived
from Lithuania in 1471. His doctrine, of which the surviving texts give only a vague
idea, was perceived as similar to Judaism. This heresy became widespread among the
lower clergy of Novgorod. The most irreconcilable persecutors of heretics were the
Archbishop of Novgorod Gennadii and an outstanding church figure, the hegumen
and founder of the Iosifo-Volokolamskii Monastery, Joseph Volotskii (Ivan Sanin)?2,
who gave his name to a religious movement — »the Josephians«.

The Moscow circle of heretics was formed of clerks and merchants headed by
Ivan Kuritsyn, who was Ivan III’s councillor and assistant as well as being a Duma
clerk. The heretics stood for strengthening of the Grand Prince’s power and the
restriction of the church’s landownership. They declared that every man was able
to address God without the mediation of the church. Even the heir to the throne
showed sympathy for this movement. A church council condemned and cursed
the heretics in 1490. Supporters of heresy were banned from Moscow; heretics
in Novgorod were strictly punished. There was no unity in the attitude towards
heretics among church circles. The opposition to the Josephians was headed by

i pozdnie, nezavisimye i ofitsialnye letopisi ob obrazovanii Moskovskogo gosudarstva, St Petersburg
1994, pp. 168-179.

20 The Byzantine calendar counts the years beginning with the creation of the world, supposed to have
taken place in 5509 BC.

21 See Mitropolita Zosimy Izveshchenie o paschalii na osmuiu tysiachu let i predislovie k samoi
paschalii, in: Russkaia istoricheskaia biblioteka 118/6 (1880), pp. 795-802.

22 See the classic article by George VERNADsKY, The Heresy of the Judaizers and the Policies of Ivan III
of Moscow, in: Speculum 8/4 (1933), pp. 436-454; Andrei PLiGUZOV, Archbishop Gennadii and the
Heresy of the »Judaizers, in: Harvard Ukrainian Studies 16/3-4 (1992), pp. 269-288.
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Nil Sorskii (d. 1508), the elder of the Kirillo-Belozersk Monastery?*, and challenged
such an intolerant approach to the heretics. They proposed instead to concentrate
on polemics and maintained that the true service of the church lay in an ascetic way
of life and the eschewal of mundane riches and possessions. Ivan III was inclined
to support »the non-possessors« for some time, although we have evidence that he
was also heavily interested in the revenues of church lands or in the land itself.

But at the church council of 1503, militant Josephians put up stubborn resistance
in the question of ecclesiastical landholdings. The following year, the council sen-
tenced heretics to death** and Kuritsyn’s circle in Moscow was broken up. These
were the very first steps in the development of an alliance between the temporal
power and the most Orthodox part of the clergy led by Joseph Volotskii**, who
proclaimed the priority of the church over the state and the principles of Orthodoxy
as the basis of autocracy. Ivan III did not accept any supremacy of the church over
his samoderzhavie, but left the it in peace to enjoy its wealth.

It was not an uncommon opinion in sixteenth-century Moscow that, after the fall
of Constantinople (1453) and the aforementioned marriage of the Ivan IIT with Zoe
Sophia about 20 years later, Moscow had become the heir to the Byzantine Empire:
the »Third Romex, after the city of Constantine on the Bosporus, the »Second
Romex« (even if the Byzantines always referred their capital as the »New Romex).
The Byzantinist Herbert Hunger came to the following assessment, following that
of his colleague Georg Ostrogorsky:

When Tsar Ivan married Zoe, the niece of the last Byzantine emperor Constantine, who
had died in the siege for Constantinople in 1453, it was a deliberate act of diplomatic
policy, which included the adoption of the imperial double-headed eagle of the Palaiologoi
and the external form of court ceremonial. The purpose was to declare Moscow the official
successor of Constantinople, or in other words the Third Rome and successor to the Second
Rome on the Bosporus. With the Byzantine eagle, the Russian Tsars also adopted the idea

2

w

Fairy von LILIENFELD, Nil Sorskij und seine Schriften. Die Krise der Tradition im Russland Ivans III,

Berlin 1963; Hans-Dieter DopMANN, Der Einfluf} der Kirche auf die moskowitische Staatsidee. Staats-

und Gesellschaftsdenken bei Josif Volockij, Nil Sorskij und Vassian Patrikeev, Berlin 1967; David M.

GOLDFRANK, Recentering Nil Sorskii. The Evidence from the Sources, in: Russian Review 66/3

(2007), pp. 359-376.

24 Jurij K. BEGUNOV, »Slovo inoe«. Novonaidennoe proizvedenie russkoi publitsistiki XVI v. o bor’be
Ivana III s zemlevladenien tserkvi, in: Trudy Otdela Drevnerussko Literatury, vol. 20, Moscow/
Leningrad 1964, pp. 251-264.

25 David M. GOLDFRANK, Old and New Perspectives on Iosif Volotsky’s Monastic Rules, in: Slavic

Review 34/2 (1975), pp. 279-301; T. Allan Sm1TH, Divine Economy and Repentance in Discourse 4

of the Enlightener by Iosif Volotskii, in: Canadian Slavonic Papers 60/1-2 (2018), pp. 7-25.
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of empire described above, its universal claim and imperial mysticism. Throughout the

centuries, the Byzantine emperors appeared as patrons of the Orthodox Church®.

Those who followed the tradition of seeing Moscow as »Third Romex« cited the
famous epistle of the monk Filofei of Pskov, written in the early decades of the
sixteenth century?’. Fearing, as many in the Byzantine world did at the time, the
impending end of the world, Filofei tried to formulate a history of salvation based
on the notion of translatio imperii. He had, however, no political translatio im-
perii in mind®®, drawing instead on the prophet Daniel. If heresy took hold in the
Moscow Empire, he warned, not only the »Third Rome, in which true Christianity
had found its home, would perish, but Christianity as a whole. Two Romes had
already fallen, and the third had to follow true Christianity if it was to save itself.
When examining the reasons for autocracy in the sixteenth century, it should be
remembered that the narrative of Moscow as the »Third Rome« was not thought of
as a political legacy®.

Soon after his death, in the first decade of his son Vasilii III’s reign, the same Filofei
wrote a letter to his provincial authorities that was de facto targeted at the Grand
Prince and his duties as an autocratic ruler. In this letter, Filofei laid ground for an
ongoing discussion, not only in theology, but in historical ideas and geopolitics
from the sixteenth century to the present. I quote the relevant passages:

Now I beg you and beg you again, please remember what I have said. For God’s sake,
please also remember that now all [Orthodox] Christian kingdoms have merged into your
tsardom. Henceforth we can expect only one kingdom to come. That kingdom is eternal.
I have written this because, admiring you as I do, I have appealed and have prayed to God
that He may bless you. Change your parsimony to generosity and your inclemency to
kindness. Comfort those who cry and wail day and night. Protect the innocent from their

26 Herbert HUNGER, Das Reich der neuen Mitte. Der christliche Geist in der byzantinischen Kultur,
Graz et al. 1965, p. 377 (my translation).

27 V.N. MALININ, Starets Eleazarova monastyria Filofei i ego poslanie, Kiev 1901; Nikolay ANDREYEV,
Filofey and His Epistle to Ivan Vasilyevich, in: Slavonic and East European Review 38 (1959),
pp. 1-31; Frank KAMPFER, Beobachtungen zu den Sendeschreiben Filofejs, in: Jahrbiicher fiir
Geschichte Osteuropas 18 (1970), pp. 1-46; Nina V. SINITSYNA, Tretii Rim. Istoki i evolutsiia russkoi
srednevekovoi kontseptsii (XV-XVI vv.), Moscow 1998.

28 Peter N1TSCHE, Translatio imperii? Beobachtungen zum historischen Selbstverstdndnis im Moskauer
Zartum um die Mitte des 16. Jahrhunderts, in: Jahrbiticher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 35 (1987),
pp. 321-338; Edgar HoscH, Die Idee der Translatio Imperii im Moskauer Russland, in: Européische
Geschichte Online, Mainz 2010, 12-03-2010, URL: <http://www.ieg-ego.eu/hoesche-2010-de> (09-
12-2023).

29 Daniel B. RowLAND, Moscow — The Third Rome or the New Israel?, in: The Russian Review 55/4
(1996), pp. 591-614, at p. 594.
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tormentors. I repeat here what I have written above. Pious tsar! Hearken and remember
that all Christian kingdoms have now merged into one, your [tsardom]. Two Romes have
fallen. The third stands [firm]. And there will not be a fourth. No one will replace your

Christian tsardom [...]*°.

This was not the first time that such an idea was articulated. Hints at and variations
on the idea can already be found in documents from Tver and Novgorod, Moscow’s
defeated rivals. But this is the first instance of the ruler of Moscow being portrayed
as heir of the first and the second Rome. The fall of Constantinople in 1453 had
left the Grand Prince and Tsar as the only rightful Christian ruler, able to defend
the Orthodox faith. It was an invocation of his might and his responsibilities in a
panegyric form>®!. The fact that Moscow had defeated the Tatars added weight to
its claims. By being tolerant towards the Orthodox Church and granting the Dukes
of Moscow the yarlyk (the grand ducal honour) and the baskak (the right to collect
tributes) in one person, the Muscovites were able to profit from Tatar rule after
1241. It was not until the times of Grand Duke Dmitrii (Donskoi) that defending
the Christian faith and fighting the Tatars became the foremost task of the Grand
Dukes and their clerical advisers®?. Before the famous stand at the Ugra, when
Ivan IIT hesitated to fight the Tatars, Bishop Vassian of Rostov urged the Grand
Duke to fulfil his duty as a Christian ruler®.

At this time, Russian sources begin to refer to the Russian people as the »New
Israel«, an idea which became subsumed into that of the »Third Rome« without ever
fading away. Even long time after, Moscow was sometimes called »New Jerusalemx«.
It was not by chance that Patriarch Nikon built a monastery bearing that very name
in the mid-seventeenth century. The New Jerusalem Monastery was founded in
1656 as a Patriarchal residence on the outskirts of Moscow. This site was chosen for
its resemblance to the Holy Land, with the River Istra standing for the Jordan and
the buildings for the »sacral space« or holy places of Jerusalem. Patriarch Nikon

30 Alar Laarts, The Concept of the Third Rome and its Political Implications, in: Alar KiLp/Andres
SAUMETS (eds.), Religion and Politics in Multicultural Europe. Perspectives and Challenges, Tartu
2009, pp. 98—113, at p. 98. For a Russian edition with comments and further references, see
Poslaniia Startsa Filofeia. Podgotovka teksta pereovo i kommentariii V.V. Kolesova, URL: <http://lib.
pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid=5105> (09-14-2023).

31 Wil van den BERCKEN, Holy Russia and Christian Europe. East and West in the Religious Ideology
of Russia. London 1999, pp. 141-144.

32 Irene NEANDER, Die Bedeutung der Mongolenherrschaft in Ruflland, in: Geschichte in Wissenschaft
und Unterricht 5 (1954), pp. 257-270; Peter NITSCHE, Mongolensturm und Mongolenherrschaft
in Ruflland, in: Stephan CONERMANN/Jan KusBER (eds.), Die Mongolen in Asien und Europa,
Frankfurt a. M. 1997, pp. 65-79.

33 Quoted in the second Chronicle of Sophia, in PSRL, vol. 6, pp. 225-227. For a discussion of the
sources, see LUR’E, Dve istorii, pp. 168-179.
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recruited a number of monks of non-Russian origin to inhabit the monastery, a sym-
bolic representation of the multi-ethnic Orthodoxy of the Heavenly Jerusalem>*.
The architectural ensemble of the monastery included the Resurrection Cathe-
dral (1656-1685) — modelled on the cathedral of the same name in Jerusalem -
Nikon’s residence (1658), a stone wall with towers (1690-1694) and the Church of
Holy Trinity (1686-1698).

In what regard did ideas about Moscow as the »Third Rome«* or the »New
Jerusalem« have relevance for political and/or theological contexts? For one thing,
they supported the claims of the Princes of Moscow to legitimacy. His marriage to
Zoe Sophia Palaiologina provided Ivan III with a pretext for adopting the Byzantine
title of »autocrat« (avTokpdTwp) and informally also that of »emperor«. Both the
envoy of Habsburg, Jorg Schnitzenpaumer, and the Nordic Kings recognised these
titles, although the Habsburg (Holy Roman) Emperors would later withdraw their
recognition. Vasilii III used this title in a treaty with Emperor Maximilian®.

The first Grand Prince to be crowned Tsar was Ivan IV, who had acceded to power
in 1533, aged three. Under the influence of the powerful Metropolitan Makarii, he
was crowned with Monomakh’s Cap at the Cathedral of the Dormition at the age
of sixteen, on 16 January 15477, As the first person to be crowned as »Tsar of All
the Russias«, the title offered him a claim to the succession of Kievan Rus®. By
being crowned a Tsar in a new ceremonial, Ivan sent a message to the world and to
Russia: He was now the one and only supreme ruler of the country, and his will was
not to be questioned. As Donald Ostrowski put it: »The new title symbolised an
assumption of powers equivalent and parallel to those held by the former Byzantine

34 Aleksandr BaLaTov/Tatiana VIATCHANINA, Ob ideinom znachenii i interpretatsii ierusalimskogo
obroaza v russkoi arkhitekture XVI-XVII vekov, in: Arkhitekturnoe nasledstvo 36 (1988), pp. 22-42.

35 See the analyses in Peter NITsCHE, Moskau — das Dritte Rom?, in: Geschichte in Wissenschaft und
Unterricht 42 (1991), pp. 341-354.

36 Aleksandr I. FiLrusukin, Titul russkikh gosudarei, Moscow/St Petersburg 2006, pp. 200f.

37 On his coronation and its implications, see David MILLER, The Coronation of Ivan IV of Moscow,
in: Jahrbucher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 15 (1967), pp. 559-584; Peter N1TscHE, Grof3fiirst und
Thronfolger. Die Nachfolgepolitik der Moskauer Herrscher bis zum Ende des Rjurikidenhauses,
Cologne/Vienna 1972, pp. 259-268.

38 Hans HECKER, Propagierte Geschichte. Die »stepennaja kniga« (Stufenbuch) und die Herrschafts-
ideologie in der Moskauer Rus’ (16. Jahrhundert), in: Johannes LAUDAGE (ed.), Von Fakten und
Fiktionen, Cologne et al. 2003, pp. 371-388; Aleksei S. USHACHEV, Stepennaia kniga i drevnerusskaia
knizhnost’ vremeni metropolita Makariia, Moscow 2009.
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emperor and the Tatar khan, both known in Russian sources as Tsar. The political
effect was to elevate Ivan’s position«.

The new title not only secured the throne but also granted Ivan a new dimension
of power, one intimately tied to religion. He was now a »divine« ruler appointed
to enact God’s will; »church texts described Old Testament kings as >tsars< and
Christ as the Heavenly Tsar«. The new title was then passed on from generation to
generation, as »succeeding Muscovite rulers [...] benefited from the divine nature of
the power of the Russian monarch [...] crystallized during Ivan’s reign, to quote the
Russian historian Sergei Bogatyrev®. For the Tsar, the text of the coronation became
the grounds on which he justified his actions. As Alexander Dvorkin explains: »The
general policy of Ivan’s rule, in the years immediately following, indicates that the
coronation provided Russia with its most important source for claiming to be the
continuator of the Roman Empire and for establishing the new ecumenical role of
the Muscovite state, church, and tsar«*°. But does it follow from this observation
that for Ivan IV, the religious concept of the »Third Rome« became an ideology
that directed his policy, both in internal affairs and in foreign policy?

What is certain is that he felt himself to be the ruler appointed and sent by
God. In 1552, the History of the Tsardom of Kazan and other chronicles use a
crusading rhetoric to justify the conquest*'. Whether he succeeded in fulfilling this
theocratic ideal is of course another question. Internally, Ivan was a real autocrat,
an absolutist ruler like the Byzantine Emperors. In the sixteenth century, Russia
was the last independent Orthodox country; all other Orthodox peoples were by
that time subjects of »infidel« rulers. This singular position made the Grand Prince
of Moscow the most eminent and perhaps the strongest defender of the Orthodox
faith. Nor was it a mere title. A large part of the political biography of Ivan IV
is covered by wars against the last Eastern dominions and the eternal Western
enemy, the Khanate of Kazan and the »heretical« Kingdoms of Poland-Lithuania
and Sweden. But the title of the Emperor of »Third Rome« was useful for Russia
in diplomatic contacts with European powers, allowing Moscow to meet them on
equal terms. The doctrine of the »Third Rome« could be interpreted as raising
Ivan IV above the Western Kings and may have given confidence to Moscow in its
interaction with the »First Rome, the Pope, and the Roman Emperor, the Habsburg

39 Both quotations in Sergei BOGATYREV, Ivan IV, 1533-1584, in: Maureen PERRIE (ed.), The Cambridge
History of Russia, vol. 1, Cambridge 2006, pp. 240-263, at p. 263.

40 Alexander DvORKIN, Ivan the Terrible as a Religious Type. A Study of the Background, Genesis and
Development of the Theocratic Idea of the First Russian Tsar, and his Attempts to Establish »Free
Autocracy« in Russia, Erlangen 1992, p. 39.

41 Frank KAMPFER (ed.), Historie vom Zartum Kasan (Kasaner Chronist), Graz et al. 1969, pp. 173f. For
the history of the text, see id., Die Eroberung von Kasan 1552 als Gegenstand der zeitgendssischen
Historiographie, Wiesbaden 1969; KHODARKOVSKY, The Non-Christian Peoples, at pp. 319f.
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monarch. However, he refused to use such an argumentation openly, especially
after the death of Metropolitan Makarii.

The doctrine of the »Third Rome« influenced church affairs as well. If it em-
boldened the state of Moscow to claim a privileged political status, then it is not
surprising that the church and especially the metropolitan should have had similarly
high pretentions. In the middle of the sixteenth century, a wave of canonisations
of Russian saints occurred. As one Russian ecclesiastical writer explained: »It was
needful to prove that although the Russian Church came forth only at the eleventh
hour of history, by her diligence she has nevertheless surpassed the workers even
of the first hour«*?. Thus, the Russian Church asserted its high status above other
churches, including the Church of Constantinople. There was a Pope in the »First
Romex, and there was a Patriarch in the »Second Rome«. However, there was a
metropolitan only in the Third Rome. Therefore, the Muscovite state and its church
made attempts at changing Moscow’s status from a metropolis to a Patriarchate. The
decision about the Patriarchate of Moscow had to be made by the other Patriarchs,
who were in no hurry to do so. When the title was finally obtained de jure in 1589, it
was by bribery: The Patriarch of Constantinople had become financially dependent
on Russia, and he would continue to receive financial support only in exchange for
the elevation of the autocephalous Russian Church to a Patriarchate*?.

»This was not only an ecclesiastical but also an ideological victory for Moscow
over Constantinople, since the doctrine of the Third Rome is explicitly mentioned
in the document«*, thereby recognising Russia as the political heir of Byzantium.
Later, the new position of the Russian Church was canonically approved by all
Eastern Orthodox Patriarchs. However, not all Moscow’s expectations were ful-
filled. As Moscow had claimed the symbolic position of the Byzantine Empire and
the Tsar had become the new Christian Emperor, there were expectations that the
new Patriarch would be at least the third Patriarch in the order of precedence. But
in 1589 he only became the fifth, after the Patriarchs of Constantinople, Alexan-
dria, Antioch and Jerusalem. At least, however, the Tsar of Russia was recognised
outside Russia as the guardian of the whole Orthodox world. It was thus with a
certain pride and self-confidence that Ivan IV told the Jesuit ambassador Antonio
Possevino during the aforementioned dispute: »I do not believe in the Greeks,

42 Anton V. KarTasHEV, Ocherki po istorii Russkoi Tserkvi, vol. 1, Moscow 1993, p. 433.

43 Jan KUSBER, Die »byzantinische Autokratie« als »Travelling Concept«. Das Beispiel Russland, in: Lud-
ger KORNTGEN et al. (eds.), Byzanz und seine europdischen Nachbarn. Politische Interdependenzen
und kulturelle Missverstindnisse, Mainz 2020, pp. 139-149, at pp. 143f.

44 BERCKEN, Holy Russia, p. 160.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0

93



94

‘ Jan Kusber

I believe in Christ«*>. Ivan IV was clearly trying to emphasise the independence of
the autocratic traditions of rule grounded in the right faith in Russia in the diplo-
matic correspondence with Western potentates*®. He avoided any reference to the
imperial court in Constantinople. The story of the Princes of Vladimir (Skazanie
o knyazyakh Vladimirskikh), which also originated at the turn to the sixteenth
century, and the similar writing of Spiridon-Savva on the genealogy of the Russian
Princes provided the appropriate arguments. Both sources traced the ancestral line
of the Russian rulers via the legendary imperial brother Prus directly to the Roman
Emperor Augustus (63 BC-14 AD)*” and described the alleged handover of the
Roman rulers’ insignia (including the wooden cervical cross from the life-giving
Wood of the Cross of Christ, the Tsar’s crown, the purple coat, the silver cup of the
Emperor Augustus, the golden breast chain) by emissaries of the Byzantine Emperor
Constantine IX Monomachos to Grand Prince Vladimir Monomakh (1053-1125)
and his coronation as Tsar of Orthodox Christianity*®. The individual sets of such
anachronistic legends had found their way into contemporary literature and the
official chronicles of the court®.

Bearing all this in mind, there was a set of theological sources from which the
Muscovite Grand Duke and Tsar could draw support for their cause. The line of
argument every ruler chose depended on the concrete historical context. Ivan III
and Vasilii IIT did not use the »Third Rome« doctrine as an argument; Makarii, on
the contrary, did so in the context of the coronation of Ivan IV. In his later years,
for example in his talks with Antonio Possevino, Ivan IV cited other genealogical
myths and reiterated his pride in Moscow’s own Orthodox tradition®.

The story of Moscow as the »Third Rome«, with its serious implications for the
autocratic Tsar as a ruler with a universal claim and its ongoing discourse, has
been foregrounded by, for example, Alexander Dvorkin, Frank Kémpfer and Alar

45 Peter NITSCHE, »Nicht an die Griechen glaube ich, sondern an Christus«. Russen und Griechen
im Selbstverstandnis des Moskauer Staates an der Schwelle zur Neuzeit, Diisseldorf 1991; cf. Sach,
»Griechischen« Glaubens, pp. 169f.

46 John MEYENDORFF, Rome, Constantinople, Moscow. Historical and Theological Studies, New York
1996, p. 136.

47 Hans HECKER, Dynastische Abstammungslegende und Geschichtsmythos im Russland des 16. Jahr-
hunderts, in: Peter WUNDERLI (ed.), Herkunft und Ursprung. Historische und mythische Formen
der Legitimation. Akten des Gerda Henkel Kolloquiums. Veranstaltet vom Forschungsinstitut fiir
Mittelalter und Renaissance der Heinrich-Heine-Universitat Diisseldorf 13. bis 15. Oktober 1991,
Sigmaringen 1994, pp. 119-132.

48 Maria V. PLTUCHANOVA, Suzhety i simvoly moskovkogo tsarstva, St Petersburg 1995.

49 A.A. Zimin, Antichnye motivy v russkoi publitsistike kontsa XV v., in: Vladimir T. PasauTo (ed.),
Feodal'naia Rossiia vo vsemirno-istoricheskom protsesse. Sbornik statei, posviashchennyi Lvu
Vladimirovichu Cherepninu, Moscow 1972, pp. 128-138.

50 Priscilla HuNT, Ivan IV’s Personal Mythology of Kingship, in: Slavic Review 2/4 (1993), pp. 769-809.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



Autocracy as a Form of Political Theology? ‘

Laats. There is another group which argues that Moscow’s claims to the legacy of
Constantinople should by no means be overestimated, for example Peter Nitsche,
Christine Roll, Donald Ostrowski!' and especially Marshall T. Poe. In the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, he pointed out, the »Third Rome« doctrine circulated
only among churchmen, but was not popular even in clerical circles and received
no substantial development. The idea seemed to have had no official status and
was probably not well-known to the secular elite that ruled the Muscovite state.
Daniel Rowland has highlighted the scarcity of evidence for the notion of the »Third
Rome« in sixteenth-century sources®?, yet this changed in the second half of the
seventeenth century, when it was adopted by the »Old Believers«>. This major
sectarian movement believed that the Russian Orthodox Church had abandoned
the true faith and its obligation to act as the »Third Rome«. They separated from
Russian Orthodoxy in the times of the aforementioned Patriarch Nikon and claimed
that their community alone embodied the »Third Romex.

Be this as it may, the »Third Rome« and the associated idea of »Russian Messian-
ism« have not gone away. Western commentators continue to invoke them when
explaining Soviet and contemporary Russian foreign policy. More significantly,
many Russians, bewildered by the rapid demise of the Soviet Empire, have turned
to the »Third Rome« for an understanding of Russia’s place in world history>*.
Patriarch Kirill and his hierarchs echo these views. Daniel Rowland, one of the
historians who has questioned the centrality of the »Third Rome« doctrine, has
highlighted the plentiful references to the Old Testament in the letters of starets
Filofei, drawing a line to the coronation of Ivan IV in 1547:

At the most solemn moment of the service, after Ivan had asked to be crowned as his father
had wished, the metropolitan intoned a prayer which explicitly invoked the Old Testament
kingship of David as the model for Ivan’s rule, followed by bestowing the regalia upon the
young prince: King of Kings and Lord of Lords, Who by Samuel the Prophet didst choose
Thy servant David and anoint him to be king (tsar) over Thy people Israel, [...] look down

from Thy sanctuary upon Thy faithful servant the Great Prince Ivan Vasilievich whom

51 Donald OsTrOWSKI, »Moscow the Third Rome« as Historical Ghost, in: Sarah T. BRooks (ed.),
Byzantium: Faith and Power (1261-1557). Perspectives on Late Byzantine Art and Culture, New
York 2006, pp. 170-179.

52 ROWLAND, Moscow, pp. 188-234.

53 Christine RoLL, Drittes Rom, in: Heinz DUCHHARDT et al. (eds.), Européische Erinnerungsorte,
vol. 2, Munich 2012, pp. 291-298.

54 See, for example, the Russian documentaries The Fall of an Empire — The Lesson of Byzantium
(2008) and The Slavic Nations’ Search for God. Moscow: Third Rome (2014).
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Thou hast deigned to raise up as tsar over Thy people (v iazytse tvoem), whom Thou hast

redeemed with the precious blood of Thine only-begotten Son>.

At the very heart of the coronation, Ivan was declared to be the heir of David,
and Muscovy to be God’s new chosen people. Indeed, each side of this equation
deserves attention. David was appointed King directly by God via Samuel, just as
Ivan was divinely appointed by the doing of Metropolitan Makarii. The dominant
and powerful message was clearly that Ivan ruled by God’s will.

One of the most important and certainly the most compendious official ideo-
logical collections in Moscow is Metropolitan Makarii’s Velikoe Poslanie or Great
Menology>®. In this enormous trove of materials, we find the aforementioned letters
of Filofei and texts replete with references to the concept of Muscovy as the »New Is-
rael«. Some make a claim to universal rule, others do not. In contrast to Marshall T.
Poe and Daniel Rowland, I would insist on the point that the compendium was
available not only in monasteries, but also at court. Therefore, the autocratic ruler
could choose which concept was useful and which was not depending on context.
In the times of Nikon and Aleksei, this was still ambivalent. Styling Muscovy the
»New Jerusalem« or the »New Israel« did not imply that the Patriarch and the Tsars
did not at the same time regard themselves as heirs of Byzantium and took pride in
the Orthodox tradition™.

The theological conceptualisation of autocracy and the imperial claims, as they have
been seen by historians since the nineteenth century, are only one part of the story.
The other is the idea of harmony and symphonia between church and ruler. What is
the realm of ruler, what is that of the church®*? Both were convinced - and we have
written evidence from Ivan IV, Aleksei and Peter I to that effect — that they saw
their power as derived from God and believed themselves to be accountable only
him. When it came to church land, Ivan III failed to invoke the idea of symphonia

55 Quoted in RowLAND, Moscow, pp. 596f.

56 David B. MILLER, The Velikie Minei Chetii and the Stepennaja Kniga of Metropolitan Makarii and
the Origins of Russian National Consciousness, in: Forschungen zur osteuropdischen Geschichte 26
(1979), pp. 263-382.

57 Ekkehard KRAFT, Moskaus griechisches Jahrhundert. Russisch-griechische Beziehungen und meta-
byzantinischer Einfluss 1619-1694, Stuttgart 1995.

58 See the discussion from the independence of the Russian Orthodox Church up to now in Regina Er-
SNER, Die Russische Orthodoxe Kirche vor der Herausforderung Moderne. Historische Wegmarken
und theologische Optionen im Spannungsfeld von Einheit und Vielfalt, Wiirzburg 2018.
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in his favour and gave in; in the other three cases, there was open conflict, and
the outcome was that the autocratic ruler defeated or - as ecclesiastical writers
sometimes put it — harmed the church. I would like to end this chapter by touching
very briefly on these three well-known cases.

The first example is the famous clash between Ivan Groznyi and Metropolitan
Filip*. Filip was born Feodor Stepanovich Kolychev into one of the noblest families
of Muscovy. It was said that he had been on friendly terms with Ivan IV of Russia
since his childhood. According to other accounts, he was involved in the conspiracy
of Prince Andrei of Staritsa against the Grand Princess Elena Glinskaia, the de facto
regent of Russia between 1533 and 1538%°. When their plans were discovered, he
escaped to the Solovetskii Monastery on the White Sea. However, he entered the
Solovetskii Monastery at the age of 30, and a year and a half later he was tonsured
under the monastic name of Filip. In 1566, Ivan called Filip back to Moscow. Filip
agreed on condition that Ivan would abolish the Oprichnina, the notorious regime
of terror the Tsar had established in his vast territories. On 25 June 1566, Filip was
consecrated a bishop and enthroned as Metropolitan of Moscow and all Russia.
After only two years, however, Ivan the Terrible resumed the murderous regime
of Oprichnina. When, during Great Lent, on the Sunday of the Veneration of the
Cross, 2 March 1568, the Tsar came to the cathedral to attend the divine liturgy,
Filip refused to bless him and publicly rebuked him for the ongoing bloodshed.
Ivan took his revenge by causing Filip to be removed from office on trumped-up
charges of sorcery and dissolute life. The metropolitan was arrested while officiating
liturgy at the Cathedral of Dormition, put in chains with a heavy collar around
the neck, and was deprived of food for few days. Two days before Christmas, on
23 December 1569, Filip was strangled by a minion of the Tsar named Malyuta
Skuratov®!. As if aware of his approaching death, Filip had asked to receive Holy
Communion three days earlier. It was not by chance that in 1652, Patriarch Nikon
persuaded Tsar Aleksei to bring Filip’s relics to Moscow, where he was glorified
(proclaimed a saint) later that same year.

Nikon and Aleksei are the central characters of the second example: Nikon was
the seventh Patriarch of the Russian Orthodox Church, serving officially from

59 For the following, see Dmitrii M. VoLopICHIN, Mitropolit Filip, Moscow 2009; Aleksandr A. Z1MIN,
Mitropolit Filip i Oprichnina, in: Voprosy istorii, religii i ateizma 11 (1963), pp. 269-292.

60 On this conspiracy, see Hartmut RUss, Elena Vasilevna Glinskaya, in: Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte
Osteuropas (New Series) 19/4 (1971), pp. 481-498.

61 A.M. Kursskly, Istoriia o velikom kniaze Moskovskom. Glava VIII. O stradaniiakh sviashchen-
nomuchennika Filipa mitropolita Moskovskogo, Moscow 2001, URL: <http://www.sedmitza.ru/
lib/text/438716/> (09-14-2023); Isabel de MADARIAGA, Ivan the Terrible. First Tsar of Russia, New
Haven, CT 2006, pp. 225-239.
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1652 to 1666%%. He was renowned for his eloquence, energy, piety, and close ties to
Tsar Aleksei. For many years he was a dominant political figure, often equalling
or even overshadowing the Tsar. His liturgical reforms were unpopular among
conservatives and led into the schism between the Russian Orthodoxy and the
raskol or »Old Believers«®*. From 1652 to 1658, Nikon was not so much the minister
of the Tsar as his co-regent. In both public documents and private letters, he was
permitted to use the sovereign title. This was especially the case during the wars
with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth 1654-1667, when the Tsar was away
from Moscow with his armies for long time periods. In 1654, when embarking on
his great military campaign, the Tsar left Nikon at home as regent. Nikon aimed
at decoupling the church from secular authority, indeed, permanently separating
church and state. Yet he also believed that the church and state should work in
harmony while remaining separate from each other. He also sought to organise
the church with a hierarchy similar to the state’s apparatus — with the Patriarch in
complete control. Nikon was hence especially keen to annul Sobornoe Ulozhenie,
the Russian legal code of 1649, which reduced the powers of the clergy and made
the Church in effect subservient to the state. His actions roused numerous enemies
against him. By the summer of 1658, they convinced Aleksei that the Patriarch was
eclipsing the sovereign Tsar. Aleksei suddenly cooled towards his »bosom friends,
as he once had called him. Nikon left Moscow that year for the New Jerusalem
Monastery, never to return. In December 1666, Nikon was tried by a synod of
church officials, deprived of all his sacerdotal functions, and reduced to the status
of a simple monk. He had failed to free the church of the Tsar’s supremacy. This
was because Aleksei, perhaps the most Orthodox ruler in his conceptions of power,
insisted on the supremacy of autocratic rule®.

Third, it was Peter the Great, Aleksei’s son, who completed the subjugation of
the church. Although Peter was deeply religious, growing up in the Orthodox faith,
he had little regard for the church hierarchy, which he kept under tight governmen-
tal control. In 1700, when the office of the Patriarch fell vacant after the death of
Adrian, Peter refused to name a replacement, allowing the Patriarch’s coadjutor
(or deputy), Stefan Javorskii, to undertake the duties of the office. Peter could not
tolerate the Patriarch exercising a power superior to the Tsar, as in the cases of
Filaret (1619-1633)% and Nikon (1652-1666). He therefore abolished the Patriar-

62 For a biographical overview, see Aleksandr P. BogpaNov, Patriarch Nikon, in: Voprosy istorii 1
(2004), pp. 51-117.

63 Paul BusHkovITCH, Religion and Society in Russia. The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries, New
York/Oxford 1992, pp. 63-75.

64 Hans-Heinrich NoLTE, Religiose Toleranz in Russland 1600-1725, Gottingen 1966, pp. 122-127.

65 Filaret, of course, acted as the regent and father of Tsar Mikhail. See John L.H. Keep, The Régime of
Filaret 1619-1633, in: The Slavonic and East European Review 38/91 (1960), pp. 334-360.
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chate, replacing it with a Holy Synod controlled by a senior bureaucrat. The Tsar
appointed all bishops. In 1721, Peter followed the advice of Feofan Prokopovich,
archbishop of Novgorod and an enlightened reformer who had studied in Leipzig®,
in building up the Holy Synod as a council of ten clergymen with a secular offi-
cial as chairman. For leadership in the church, Peter turned increasingly to the
Ukrainians, who were more open to reform and better educated®’, thereby fostering
a tendency already in full swing. Peter, who felt that too many men were being
wasted on clerical duties when they could be joining his new and reformed army,
implemented a law stipulating that no Russian man could enter a monastery before
the age of 50°%. Some Soviet historians wanted to see in Peter an atheist®, which
he of course was not. He was, however, a strong pragmatist, and was not alone in
his convictions. A considerable part of the clergy, including Feofan Prokopovich,
supported his plans.

IV.

To sum up: In the Russian context, political theology may be conceptualised as
an arena for negotiating relations between the church and the autocratic ruler.
The church claimed to represent the right Christian faith and accordingly made
an appeal to the Tsars, the rulers of the »Third Rome, in a spiritual sense. The
autocrats saw themselves, on the contrary, as heads of the church. They sought
advice and were theologically interested, if not all as comprehensively and openly
as Ivan IV, who was preoccupied with theological questions and probably suffered
from mental illness. But they also exhibited an internal religiosity, like the barely
governable Tsar Fedor I (r. 1584-1598) or Tsar Aleksei, who faced the challenge
of the raskol. The church rarely attempted to assert its primacy; open resistance
against the background of differing theological views was rare.

It is requiring no further elaboration that, in the complex relations that obtained
between state and church in Russia, it was the state that had physically stronger,
leaving the weaker to seize its advantages opportunistically. The church had no
argument weightier than the transience of earthly things set against the eternal

66 Lorenz ERREN, Orthodoxer Aufkldrer oder zynischer Protestant? Feofan Prokopovi¢ im Urteil der
deutschen und russischen Geschichtsschreibung, in: Jahrbuch des Bundesinstituts fiir Kultur und
Geschichte der Deutschen im 6stlichen Europa. Erinnerung und Religion 23 (2015), pp. 59-72.

67 Max J. OKENFUSS, The Rise and the Fall of Latin Humanism in Early-Modern Russia. Pagan Authors,
Ukrainians, and the Resiliency of Muscovy, Leiden 1995.

68 James CRACRAFT, The Church Reform of Peter the Great, Oxford 1971.

69 For example, V.V. MAVRODIN, Pétr I, Moscow 1949; V.I. BugaNov, Pétr Velikii i ego Vremya, Moscow
1989.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0

29



100 ‘ Jan Kusber

Kingdom of God. Metropolitan Filip had said to Tsar Ivan Groznyi’s face: »You are
mortal too«’”? - and became a martyr for his boldness. Although there was room for
different formats of autocracy, no political power was possible outside Orthodoxy.
Although all rulers built their legitimacy on the claim to defend the true faith, in
terms of personal religiosity, there was a wide spectrum from Ivan III to Peter the
Great. Despite these varying forms and degrees of piety, they all acted harshly when
the church challenged the pre-eminence of the Tsar as head of Russian Orthodoxy.
In that respect, they employed various doctrines and concepts in a very functional
and pragmatic way in order to justify their expansionist plans and geopolitics in
early modern Europe.

70 Quoted in Georgii P. FEDOTOV, Sviatoi Filipp, mitropolit Moskovskii, Paris 1928, p. 143; see also
Giinther STOKL, Staat und Kirche im Moskauer Ruflland. Die vier Moskauer Wundertiter, in:
Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 29/4 (1981), pp. 481-493, at pp. 491-493.
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Russian Tsars and Greek Hierarchs

Political Theology and Legijtimisation in the Seventeenth Century

Political theology in the broader and the narrower sense alike - both of which
inform the concept of this volume! - figures prominently in recent philosophi-
cal, theological, and historical studies. One the one hand, the whole complex of
questions regarding monotheism and monarchy, or the secularisation thesis that is
centred on the Schmitt-Peterson-Blumenberg debate, has recently (if somewhat
belatedly) attracted considerable interest beyond the German-speaking academic
community?. On the other hand, in the historiographical wake of the cultural
history of politics, issues of religious legitimisation of power through rituals and
ceremonies, images, and discourses have attracted the attention of scholars who
have largely abandoned strict dichotomies of »real« and »rhetorical«. Especially
historians of the early modern age have stressed the various links between sacral
languages and the constitution of political power in an attempt to refresh debates
on an old but still paramount question, that of the relationship between religion
and politics in the age of Reformation, confessionalisation, and religious wars’. To

—

Robert Hepp, Theologie, politische, in: Historisches Worterbuch der Philosophie, vol. 10, Berlin 1998,
pp. 1106-1111; Jan AssmaNN, Herrschaft und Heil. Politische Theologie in Altdgypten, Israel und
Europa, Frankfurt am Main 2002, pp. 15-31.

o

See, for instance, Graham HammiLL/Julia REINHARD LUPTON (eds.), Political Theology and Early
Modernity, Chicago/London 2012; Celina Maria BRAGAGNOLO, Secularization, History, and Political
Theology. The Hans Blumenberg and Carl Schmitt Debate, in: Journal of the Philosophy of History 5/
1 (2011), pp. 84-104; Nathan GiBss, Modern Constitutional Legitimacy and Political Theology.
Schmitt, Peterson and Blumenberg, in: Law and Critique 30 (2019), pp. 67-89; Gyorgy GEREBY,
Political Theology versus Theological Politics. Erik Peterson and Carl Schmitt, in: New German
Critique 105 (2008), pp. 7-33.

Luise SCHORN-SCHUTTE, Gottes Wort und Menschenherrschaft. Politisch-theologische Sprachen im
Europa der Frithen Neuzeit, Munich 2015; Bernhard Jussen, Diskutieren {iber Konige im vormoder-

w

nen Europa. Einleitung, in: Id. (ed.), Die Macht des Kénigs. Herrschaft in Europa vom Frithmittelalter
bis in die Neuzeit, Munich 2005, pp. xi-xxiv, at pp. xiv—-xvi; Achim LANDWEHR, Einleitung, in: Id.
(ed.), Aspekte der politischen Kommunikation im Europa des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts. Politische
Theologie — Res Publica-Verstandnis — konsensgestiitzte Herrschaft, Munich 2004, pp. 1-12; Bar-
bara STOLLBERG-RILINGER, Was heifit Kulturgeschichte des Politischen? Einleitung, in: Ead. (ed.),
Was heif3t Kulturgeschichte des Politischen?, Berlin 2005, pp. 9-24; Montserat HERRERO et al. (eds.),
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highlight a particularly instructive case: Biblicism — understood as such a sacral
language - constitutes a paramount component of early modern political theolo-
gies*. Although a clear-cut distinction between the two notions of political theology
is not thoroughly workable, reference will be made here only to the second and
more specific. Political theology will thus be primarily understood as a political
language which performs a sacral legitimisation of political power responding to
certain needs and exigencies. This entails a stress on the functional character of
such a language and on the interests, it may serve on either side”.

The objective of this chapter is to demonstrate this functional quality of politico-
theological discourses with reference to the role played by Greek ecclesiastics,
patriarchs, and metropolitans of the Eastern Church, and to a lesser extent its
priests and monks, in the legitimisation of the upcoming Muscovite Tsardom as
the leading power of the Orthodox world in the seventeenth century. The century’s
second half was a period of particularly intense relations between Russians and
Greeks in the early modern, pre-national age, a period in which concerted attempts
were made - with mixed results - to imagine and design a common Orthodox
identity, an Orthodox unity, modelled after the Western confessional blocks in
the context of inter-confessional struggles and the confessionalisation of Christian
Churches and denominations.

The common tradition of Christian Monarchy was initiated with Emperor Con-
stantine’s conversion and with what Francis Oakley has called the »Eusebian Ac-
commodation«®. Whether this implied a departure from the New Testament and
thus the theological poverty of political theology is, as already noted, a question
that cannot be addressed here’. In any case it was the Old Testament to which
Gilbert Dagron has famously attributed »constitutional value« in Byzantine history

Political Theology in Medieval and Early Modern Europe. Discourses, Rites, and Representations,
Turnhout 2017.
Andreas PECAR/Kai TRAMPEDACH, Der »Biblizismus« - eine politische Sprache der Vormoderne?, in:

'S

lid. (eds.), Die Bibel als politisches Argument. Voraussetzungen und Folgen biblizistischer Argumen-
tation in der Vormoderne, Munich 2007, pp. 1-18.

w

Graham HamMiLL/Julia REINHARD LUPTON, Introduction, in: Iid. (eds.), Political Theology, pp. 1-20,
atp. 1: »We take the phrase >political theology« to identify the exchanges, pacts, and contests that obtain
between religious and political life, especially the use of sacred narratives, motifs, and liturgical forms
to establish, legitimate, and reflect upon the sovereignty of monarchs, corporations and parliaments«.
Francis OAKLEY, Kingship. The Politics of Enchantment, Oxford 2006, pp. 68-76.

Nevertheless, it is ironic enough that Eusebius’ Christian legitimisation of imperial rule should have

Ny

been closely linked to his not quite »Orthodox« Christological views. See Per BEskow, Rex Gloriae.
The Kingship of Christ in the Early Church, Stockholm 1962, pp. 259-268; Hans-Georg Beck, Das
byzantinische Jahrtausend, Munich 1978, pp. 96f.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



Russian Tsars and Greek Hierarchs ‘ 103

from the time of Constantine onwards®. The Constantinian model, by providing
models rather than a normative theory, constituted the obvious frame of reference
for every conceptualisation of monarchical power and its imagery in the Orthodox
world, as well as for the complex and ambivalent relationship between the emperor
and the church. This ambivalence is captured in Hans-Georg Beck’s term »political
Orthodoxy«’. This was the case during the Byzantine millennium but can also be
observed in Byzantium’s long afterlife.

And yet, this imperial legacy need not be perceived in terms of a long endurance,
a »permanence of cultural forms, as Nicolae Iorga has put it in his Byzance aprés
Byzance'”. The excessive but nevertheless selective uses of Byzantium in the »post-
Byzantine« Orthodox world testify rather to an »invention of tradition«, an imag-
ined Byzantium that was the product of cultural strategies, of recontextualisation
according to contemporary needs and interests. This was a creative rather than a
preserving process — even or indeed all the more so when stability was proclaimed'’.

Moreover, this did not represent an Orthodox or Eastern European peculiar-
ity. Before Byzantium came up against the severe judgement of Enlightenment
thinkers, it provided a source for monarchical legitimisation across both Catholic
and Protestant Europe'?. The most prominent case of this Byzantine trend is France

8 Gilbert DAGRON, Emperor and Priest. The Imperial Office in Byzantium, transl. by J. BIRRELL,
Cambridge 2003, p. 50: »No event was wholly true nor any emperor wholly authentic until they
had been recognized and labeled by reference to an Old Testament model. In Byzantium, the
Old Testament had a constitutional value; it had the same normative role in the political sphere as
the New Testament in the moral sphere«.

9 BECK, Jahrtausend, pp. 87-108; id., Geschichte der orthodoxen Kirche im byzantinischen Reich,
Gottingen 1980, pp. 5f; see also Marie Theres FOGEN, Das politische Denken der Byzantiner, in:
Iring FETscHER/Herfried MUNKLER (eds.), Pipers Handbuch der politischen Ideen, Munich/Zurich
1993, vol. 2, pp. 41-85, at pp. 59-67; ead., Um 1262: Warum Canossa in Byzanz nur zur Parodie
taugte, in: JusseN (ed.), Die Macht des K6nigs, pp. 205-215; Dimiter ANGELOV, Imperial Ideology
and Political Thought in Byzantium 1204-1330, Cambridge 2007, pp. 360-365.

10 Nicolae IorGa, Byzance apreés Byzance. Continuation de »I'Histoire de la vie byzantine«, Bucharest
1935; see also Paschalis M. KITROMILIDES, Introduction, in: Id., An Orthodox Commonwealth.
Symbolic Legacies and Cultural Encounters in Southeastern Europe, Aldershot 2007; Johann P.
ARNASON, Approaching Byzantium. Identity, Predicament and Afterlife, in: Thesis Eleven 62 (2000),
pp. 39-69.

11 Eva CaNCIK-KIRSCHBAUM/Anita TRANINGER, Institution - Iteration — Transfer. Zur Einfithrung
in: Eaed. (eds.), Wissen in Bewegung. Institution - Iteration — Transfer, Wiesbaden 2015, pp. 1-13;
for an understanding of »tradition« as a cultural strategy, see Aleida ASSMANN, Zeit und Tradition.
Kulturelle Strategien der Dauer, Cologne et al. 1999; for imagined Byzantium constructs, see Alena
ALSHANSKAYA et al. (eds.), Imagining Byzantium. Perceptions, Patterns, Problems, Mainz 2018.

12 Thomas James DANDELET, The Renaissance of Empire in Early Modern Europe, Cambridge 2014,
pp. 168-174; id., Creating a Protestant Constantine. Martin Bucer’s De Regno Christi and the
Foundation of English Imperial Political Theology, in: Christopher OckER et al. (eds.), Politics and
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under the Sun King, Louis XIV'?, but Byzantine references, not only to Emper-
ors Constantine and Theodosius, abounded in contemporary political discourses
and imagery. Catholic and Protestant court ideologues alike drew from Byzantine
models, not least from Byzantine parenetical writings. The »Chapters« of Agapetos
Diakonos, for instance, were repeatedly translated and printed in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries'* and furnished not only a politico-theological legitimisation
for absolute monarchy but more specifically supported the primacy of the king
vis-a-vis the church. Still, the wider context of these uses can be described as the
re-sacralisation of European monarchies in the wake of confessionalisation and
increased need for legitimisation. As Heinz Schilling has put it: »The state became
more sacral, before it became more secular«!®.

In the seventeenth century Muscovy faced its own exigencies in terms of royal legit-
imisation - both domestically, as far as the new Romanov dynasty was concerned,
and abroad, concerning Muscovy’s place in the emerging European state system!.
This last exigency was painfully manifested in the Peace of Westphalia 1648, when
the tsar, an ally of the Swedes, was still referred to as »magnus dux Moscoviae«'”.

Reformation. Communities, Polities, Nations and Empires. Essays in Honor of Thomas A. Brady Jr.,
Leiden/Boston 2007, pp. 539-550.

13 Anne-Marie CHENY, Une bibliothéque byzantine. Nicolas-Claude Fabri de Peiresc et la fabrique
du savoir, Ceyzérieu 2015, pp. 232-240; ead., Humanisme, esprit scientifique et études byzantines
La bibliotheque de Nicolas-Claude Fabri de Peiresc, in: XVII® siécle 62/249 (2010), pp. 689-709;
ead., CEmpire romain d’Orient, nouvel objet de recherche dans la premiére moitié du XVII® siecle,
in: XVII® siécle 67/268 (2015), pp. 427-441; Marie-France Auzepy/Jean-Pierre GRELOIS, Byzance
retrouvée. Erudits et voyageurs Frangaises (XVI¢-XVIII® siécles), Paris 2001.

14 Thor SEVEENKO, Agapetus East and West. The Fate of a Byzantine Mirror of Princes, in: Revue des
études sud-est européennes 16 (1978), pp. 3-44. See also Sevéenko’s comment on the Kiev Slavonic
edition of 1628: »To be sure, the print of 1628 was a sign of a Byzantine revival; but it also was an
echo of what was going on in contemporary European publishing, id., Ljubomudréjsi; Kyr’ Agapit
Diakon. On a Kiev Edition of a Byzantine Mirror of Princes, in: Id., Byzantium and the Slavs in
Letters and Culture, Cambridge, MA 1991, Study XXIX, pp. 499-529, at p. 525.

15 Heinz SCHILLING, Confessional Europe, in: Thomas A. BRADY Jr. et al. (eds.), Handbook of European
History 1400-1600. Late Middle Ages, Renaissance and Reformation, vol. 2, Leiden/New York 1995,
pp- 641-681, at p. 644; see also Paul KLEBER MoNoD, The Power of Kings. Monarchy and Religion
in Europe, 1589-1715, New Haven, CT 1999.

16 Philip LoNGWORTH, Alexis. Tsar of all the Russias, New York 1984, pp. 229-231.

17 Klaus ZERNACK, Die Expansion des Moskauer Reiches nach Westen, Siidden und Osten von 1648
bis 1689, in: Id. (ed.), Handbuch der Geschichte Russlands, vol. 2/1, Stuttgart 1986, pp. 123-152, at
p. 145; Glinther BARUDIO, Moskau und der Dreifligjahrige Krieg, in: Ibid., pp. 87-96, at p. 95.
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The tsar’s image as an Orthodox ruler and its Byzantine underpinnings form a
constant theme, a thread throughout early modern Russian history'®. Donald Os-
trowski has demonstrated how the Russian church leaders gradually managed,
during the sixteenth century, to »fashion the Khan into Basileus, i. e., to remodel
the tsar’s image from a Mongol to a Byzantine frame of reference'. But this process
was continued in the seventeenth century, »Muscovy’s Greek Century« according to
Ekkehard Kraft?. It reached its peak during the reign of Aleksei Mikhailovich, the
second Romanov Tsar from 1645 through 1676, with unforeseen implications?!.

Greek hierarchs were already familiarised with the role of the trustees of the
Orthodox, Byzantine imperial legacy and the divine sanctioning of Orthodox rule
in their intense relationship with the Princes (Hospodars) of the Danubian Prin-
cipalities, Moldavia und Wallachia??. The models emerging from what may be
described, in somewhat simplified terms, as an exchange of symbolic in return
for material capital, proved useful for the distinct context of Muscovy and for the
legitimisation of the tsar as the Orthodox emperor, head of an Orthodox com-
munity. They were particularly appealing to those keen to imagine an Orthodox
confessional-political unity.

The turn to Constantinople and the Greeks on the part of the Muscovite Tsars
was not simply based on their supposed symbolic capital or on the tsars’ own
increased legitimisation needs, which called for external confirmation. It also helped
circumvent the Russian Church and avoid pertinent risks of readjusting the balance
in Muscovy. This was a pattern that had already been applied by Ivan IV the Terrible
with regard to the confirmation of his title of tsar by the Patriarch of Constantinople

18 As described in Jan Kusber’s contribution to the present volume.

19 Donald OsTrOWsKI, Muscovy and the Mongols. Cross-cultural Influences on the Steppe Frontier,
1304-1589, Cambridge, MA 1998, pp. 164-218.

20 Ekkehard KrAFT, Moskaus griechisches Jahrhundert. Russisch-griechische Beziehungen und meta-
byzantinischer Einflufl 1619-1694, Stuttgart 1995.

21 Ibid., p. 80, 96f.; LONGWORTH, Alexis, pp. 230f.; Nadezhda P. CHESNOKOVA, Khristianskii Vostok i
Rossiia. Politicheskoe i kul'turnoe vzaimodeistvie v seredine XVII veka, Moscow 2011, pp. 159-198;
Richard S. WoRTMAN, Scenarios of Power. Myth and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy, vol. 1, Prince-
ton, NJ 1995, pp. 132-139; Igor ANDREEV, Zeremoniell als Sinnbild der Macht. Die ersten Romanovs
und ihre kirchlichen und hoéfischen Zeremonien, in: Otto Gerhard OexLE/Michail A. Bojcov
(eds.), Bilder der Macht im Mittelalter und Neuzeit. Byzanz — Okzident - Ruf3land, Géttingen 2007,
pp. 517-537, at p. 520.

22 Andrei Prppip1, A la recherche d’'une tradition politique byzantine dans les pays roumains, in:
Nouvelles Etudes d’Histoire, vol. 6, 1, Bucharest 1980, pp. 121-130; id., Entre héritage et imitation.
La tradition byzantine dans les pays roumains. Nouvelles réflexions vingt ans aprés, in: Paschalis
M. KiTrROMILIDES/Anna TABAKI (eds.), Relations Gréco-Roumaines. Interculturalité et identité
nationale, Athens 2004, pp. 23-37; Daniel UrsPRUNG, Herrschaftslegitimation zwischen Tradition
und Innovation. Reprasentation und Inszenierung von Herrschaft in der ruménischen Geschichte,
Heidelberg/Kronstadt 2007.
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in 1557. It would be re-applied several times in the seventeenth century, the most
prominent case being the church council of 1667 under the guidance of Greek
hierarchs, which resolved the conflict between Tsar Aleksei and Patriarch Nikon?.
If the tsar took advantage of the symbolic capital of the Greek ecclesiastics to
sanction certain decisions of his own, they could in turn invoke the Constantinian
model - that is, an emperor gifted by God to his church as protector and benefactor -
to promote their own interests.

The context of this rapprochement was marked by several overlapping and inter-
connected projects and developments in the 1650s: church reform in Russia, which
was designed to bring the Russian Church into line with the supposedly Byzantine
model of the Eastern Church as a precondition for securing Muscovy’s destiny as the
leading Orthodox power; then a complex of intense conspiratorial political activity
on behalf of part of the Greek hierarchy and its networks, inspired by the Cossack
rebellion, the Muscovite-Polish war and the Cretan war, and aiming to influence
the tsar’s foreign policy; finally, and as a result of these developments, an increase
in the sheer number and the frequency of Greek ecclesiastics visiting Moscow and
seeking alms®* as well as political support for their projects. The symbolic forms
in which this upgrade of relations was articulated encompassed not only verbal
discourses, but also material transfers: holy objects, relics and icons with imperial
connotations; a translatio sanctorum that explicitly supported a translatio imperii®>.

Still, the most obvious sources to which this politico-theological legitimisation
can be traced are the writings of Greek ecclesiastics addressed to the tsar. They
involved a careful reapplication of the Byzantine imperial titles and attributes
to the tsar?® as well as a catalogue of the imperial virtues he combined in his
person: imperial metaphors such as the sun par excellence, or the safe haven; the
obligatory Old Testament exempla, in some cases applied in the typological sense
of prefiguration and fulfilment; the tsar as the new Moses, Joshua, Gideon, or
Solomon, but also as the new Constantine, Justinian, Alexander the Great, or in
the case of Tsar Aleksei, the new Alexios Komnenos. They also involved historical

23 Wolfram von SCHELTHA, Russland und die orthodoxe Kirche in der Patriarchatsperiode 1589-1721,
Wiesbaden 2004, pp. 235-311; David A. FrICK, Sailing to Byzantium. Greek Texts and the Establish-
ment of Authority in Early Modern Muscovy, in: Harvard Ukrainian Studies 19 (1995), pp. 138-157,
at p. 143.

24 On this at the time widespread phenomenon, see Iannis CARRAS, Orthodoxe Kirche, Wohltitigkeit
und Handelsaustausch. Kaufleute und Almosensammler entlang der osmanisch-russischen Grenze
im 18. Jahrhundert, Erfurt 2020.

25 For the overall context, see Nikolas P1ss1s, Russland in den politischen Vorstellungen der griechischen
Kulturwelt 1645-1725, Gottingen 2020; Vera G. TCHENTsOVA, Ikona Iverskoi Bogomateri (Ocherki
istorii otnoshenii Grecheskoi Tserkvi s Rossiei v seredine XVII v. po dokumentam RGADA ), Moscow
2010; KrRAFT, Moskaus griechisches Jahrhundert, pp. 56-83.

26 KRrAFT, Moskaus griechisches Jahrhundert, pp. 92-96.
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elaborations of the tsars’ imperial legacy, invoking the marriages of Vladimir to
Anna Porphyrogennita (989) or of Ivan III to Zoe Sophia Palaiologina (1472).

Particularly illustrative in this context is a letter of Gavriil Vlasios, Metropolitan
of Nafpaktos and Arta (1647-1660), professor of the Patriarchal Academy and
one of the »ideologues of the Eastern Church«?’, to Tsar Mikhail Fedorovich in
February 1644: »Whether [the Empire] stands in Moscow or in Constantinople, it
makes no difference. Only the seat changes, but the Empire remains identical. In
the same manner that the Empire moved from Rome to Constantinople, it moved
from there to Moscow«?®. Along similar lines, Paisios Ligarides, the learned yet
scandalous Metropolitan of Gaza®** who may have been the most sophisticated
among the Greek panegyrists of the Tsar Aleksei, addressed the latter as

[...] Augustus, genuine heir to the Empire of the Palaiologoi, to which you are linked
as if by a golden lineage of origin, since you stem from the Empress Sofia Palaiologina.

Therefore, be strong and courageous [Deuteronomy 31:6] in order to reclaim the throne

which has long been owed to you [...]*".

We expect the freedom of the Hellenic Empire and its reclaiming by you, the mighty

Russians, who nowadays possess the Greek [Roman] monarchy and Orthodoxy™'.

27 On Vlasios see Boris L. FONKICH, Greko-slavianskie shkoly v Moskve v VII veke, Moscow 2009,
pp. 49-63; TCHENTSOVA, Ikona Iversko Bogomateri, pp. 79-85; Boris N. FLORrIA, Dva poslaniia
G. Vlaseva cariu Mikhailu Fedorovichu, in: Grecheskii i slavianskii mir v srednie veka i rannee
novoe vremia, Moscow 1996, pp. 216-227.

28 Rossiiskii Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Drevnikh Aktov, Moscow [hereafter: RGADA]. Fond 52: Snoshe-
niia Rossii s Gretsiei, Opis’ 2, No. 209, 2 February 1644: »[...] xai técov va elvat eig Tv MooyoBiav,
kaBwg va fTov Kal gig v KwvetavtivodnoAw, §&v eivat kauia Stadpopd, pdvov 6 Tomog EANALeL,
aun 1 avt Baoeta elval. Kai kaBog aANGxOn ammo Tv Pouny, kai énfiye 0 Bacilelov ig v
KwvotavtivodmoAw, opoing kat amo kel méAwy eig v MooyoBiav« (my translation).

29 Philip LonGwoRTH, The Strange Career of Paisios Ligarides, in: History Today 45 (1995), pp. 39-45;
Gerhard PopskaLsky, Griechische Theologie in der Zeit der Tiirkenherrschaft (1453-1821). Die
Orthodoxie im Spannungsfeld der nachreformatorischen Konfessionen des Westens, Munich 1988,
pp- 251-258; Ovidiu OLAR, Prophecy and History. Notes on Manuscripts in Circulation in the
Romanian Principalities (Matthew of Myra and Paisios Ligaridis), in: Byzantine Manuscripts in
Bucharest’s Collections, Bucharest 2009, pp. 84-95; Harry T. HIONIDES, Paisius Ligarides, New York
1972; Fedor B. PoLjakov, Paisios Ligarides und die ostslavische Barockliteratur in Moskau, in:
Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch 49 (2003), pp. 143-156.

30 Gosudarstvennyi Istoricheskii Muzei [hereafter GIM] 409 (469), fol. 279v: »[...] AbyovaTov, yvij-
olov SLaSoyov tfig Bacreiag TOV MaraoAdywv, £€ RG G Ao XPUCTG TLVOG oelpdlG Statelels Ka-
Tayopevog ano ti¢ IladatoAoyivag SnAadn Baciiicong Lodiag. Awd todto av8pifov kal {oyve, 10D
£MavaKToaodat ToV EMOPeNOUEVOV GoL €K TTOAAOD Bpdvov« (my translation).

3

—

GIM 409 (469), fol. 287v: »[...] kapadokodvteg kai v éAevBepiav Thg EAANVIKIG Baotheiag kat
TV QVAKTNOW AP VUGV TOV loyup®V POowvY, TGV VOV BACIAELOVTWY KAl KATEYOVTWY TV TOV
Pwuaiwy povapyiav te kai opBodogiav« (my translation).
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Their rhetoric as well as the vocabulary employed - especially as far as a certain
group or network of persons around the Patriarch of Jerusalem Paisios Lampar-
dis (1645-1660), including Vlasios and Ligaridis, is concerned - seem to have been
to a degree orchestrated®. It is not just the choice from the broad available arse-
nal of topoi and rhetorical tools that is telling, but the stress on the tsar’s quality
and mission as the protector and saviour of the Eastern Church, the champion of
Orthodoxy, and especially on a providential mission assigned to him by God as
a stage in the history of salvation: the tsar as head of the entire Orthodox com-
munity. Following a decrease in the late 1660s and 1670s, these discourses were
reinforced in the latter part of the seventeenth century in the letters to Tsar Fedor
and especially to Peter the Great composed by the leading figure among the Greek
hierarchs, Dositheos, Patriarch of Jerusalem (1669-1707)*. More explicitly than
his predecessors, Dositheos articulated the imagined order of an Orthodox world
as a kind of condominium under the secular leadership of the Russian Tsar and the
spiritual guidance of the Greek hierarchs - in terms, to be sure, of the Byzantine
symphonia, but more or less openly excluding the Russian Church®.

Perhaps most telling in this regard is the missive Dositheos sent to Peter in
January 1705 advising him that instead of seeking domestic solutions to ecclesias-
tical matters, he should as a rule circumvent the Muscovite hierarchy and appeal
to the Eastern Patriarchs to get matters resolved without »quarrels, doubts, and
headache«*. Dositheos repeatedly described in his letters his services as those of a
political mentor to the young tsars. Once he offered Peter an indulgence of sorts
for breaking oaths towards Augustus II (the Strong) of Poland, a move that he had
suggested to the tsar himself:

32 TCHENTSOVA, Ikona Iversko Bogomateri.

33 PoODSKALSKY, Griechische Theologie, pp. 282-295; Klaus-Peter TopT, Dositheos II. von Jerusalem,
in: Carmelo Giuseppe CONTICELLO/Vassa CONTICELLO (eds.), La théologie byzantine et sa tradition,
vol. 2, Turnhout 2002, pp. 659-720; Athanasios E. KARATHANASIS, Ot “EAAnveg AdyLlot 671} BAa-
xla (1670-1714). TupBoAn ot UeAéTn TG EAANVIKIIG TTVELUATIKG Kivnong otig Ilapadouvdpieg
‘Hyepovieg kata tv npodpavapiwtiki mepiodo, Thessaloniki 22000, pp. 109-114; Chrysostomos
PAPADOPOULOS, AociBeog ITatpLapyng Tepocorbuwy (1641-1707), Jerusalem 1907.

34 Cf. KRAFT, Moskaus griechisches Jahrhundert, p. 100; Helmut NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher.
Beitrige zur Geschichte der Autokratie in Ruflland, Wiesbaden 1964, p. 105.

35 RGADA, Fond 52, Opis’ 1, 1705, No. 1, fol. 6v: »Ata va éxn 1 peydin cov Bactreia v ¢ppovtida
uévng tig moAtteiag, kai ) ékkAnoia mdvtote va elvat eipnvikn kal dotaciaotn, va TpooTdEn yev-
vaiwg kat otabep®s, 6TL &v TUXN TL {RTNUA EKKANCLAoTIKOY, Va UnVv yivetat i} AVoLg eig Té avtodt,
St va piv mpogevobvral EpLdeg kal audipoAiat kat movokedporiopata TV BacAéwv, GAAL va ypd-
deTal ypdupa eig ToUG Téooapag aylwTETOVS TATPLAPXAS Kal AT’ €Kl v {nTelTal 1} AVOLG«; see also
SCHELIHA, Russland und die orthodoxe Universalkirche, pp. 143f.
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The divine emperor should consider the interest of his own state and not be afraid to break
oaths towards heretics and perjurers. Nor should he enquire about this any barbarians,
churchmen with no experience in such matters. Because the papists and the other heretics
are many rulers and they are helping each other. However, the Orthodox monarch is
one and only-begotten. [...] If the divine emperor wishes to ask something in such great
matters, here he should ask those who have spiritual knowledge and political praxis, and

principally those who understand the symphony between the state and the church®®.

This brief sketch may suffice to highlight the functional character of political the-
ology. For the Muscovite Tsars, the ideological offer of the Greeks had symbolic
as well as pragmatic benefits. One can point, for example, to the fact, that some of
the holy objects with a powerful symbolic function that were transferred, like the
so-called »Cross of Constantine« or the Icon of Blachernitissa, were received in
Moscow in meticulously and lavishly organised processions and celebrations. More
specifically, this icon was supposed to be the same that, according to tradition, had
saved Constantinople from Persian and Arab conquest, thereby symbolising the
invincibility of the faithful Orthodox against all odds. In Moscow, the Blachernitissa
stood in the Dormition Cathedral opposite to another powerful symbol of Russian
Orthodox Tsardom, namely the Theotokos of Vladimir (the Viadimirskaia). It is
obvious that such symbols were employed in »scenarios of power« designed to
promote the tsar’s image as the »New Constantine«. They were also adopted as
palladia to accompany the army on the tsar’s campaign against the Poles and the
Swedes 1654 and 1656, campaigns that were staged as religious wars, a kind of
an Orthodox crusade®’. A few years later, in 1660, the tsar ordered new regalia or
imperial insignia, including an orb, and a collar, from Constantinople, supposedly
after the model of Emperor Constantine’s insignia, via the same Greek networks®®.

36 Letter of Dositheos to Chancellor Fedor Alekseevich Golovin, June 1706, RGADA, Fond 52, Opis’ 1,
1706, No. 1, fol. 28v: »IIpémnel 6 BeldTatog va amoPAEYN €ig T cupdEpov Tiig i8iag moAtteiag kai v
ABETNOLY T@V AlpeTIK®V Kal EMOPKWY va Uiy GoPnoi, prite mept avtod va épwtion BapPdpoug kal
nepl Té toladta Anpdktoug Tvevpatkovs [...] kat ol mamiotal kai ot GAAOL aipeTikol elvat ToAAol
NYEUGVEG, O vag TOV dAlov BonBel, aun 6 6pB6SoEog novapyng elval uévog kai povoyevig [...] 6
Bel6TaTog eig toladta peydia mpdypata av €xn va épwtion TinoTeg, £8& ag EpwTd, £kelvoug 6TTOV
£€XOUV TTVELHATIKAY YVAOOLY Kal TOALTIKNY TIPAELY, Kal pHaAloTa gkeivoug OTTOU yLlyvwoKousL TV
ovudwviov Tiic moAteiag kat ékkAnoiag« (my translation).

37 Kevin M. KAIN, Before New Jerusalem: Patriarch Nikon’s Iverskii and Krestnyi Monasteries, in: Rus-
sian History 39 (2012), pp. 173-231; LONGWORTH, Alexis, pp. 94-96; Sergej V. LOBACEV, Patriarkh
Nikon, St Petersburg 2003, pp. 139-145; TCHENTSOVA, Ikona Iverskoi Bogomateri, p. 242.

38 M. V. MARTYNOVA, Barmy Caria Alekseia Mikhailovicha, in: Rossiia i Khristianskii Vostok 2-3
(2004), pp. 363-376; O.A. CiciNova et al., Tema grecheskogo naslediia v tserkovnoi i gosudarstven-
noi ideologii XVII veka, in: I. A. BoBROVNICKAIA/M. V. MARTYNOVA (eds.), Tsar’ Aleksei Mikhailo-
vich i Patriarkh Nikon, Moscow 2005, pp. 104-128.
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But it is the »constitutional« conflict between Tsar Aleksei and Patriarch Nikon
that provides the most manifest illustration®. The authority of Greek hierarchs
was drawn upon in order to resolve the conflict in accordance, so it was claimed,
with the tradition of the Byzantine emperors and the Eastern Church. It was the
metropolitan of Gaza, Paisios Ligaridis from the island of Chios, an expert on
canon law and Byzantine history, who virtually directed the council, formulating
and justifying its decisions. He raised the constitutional issue (emperor vs. patriarch
or empire vs. priesthood) in order to trap, provoke, and isolate Nikon. This tactic
proved quite successful and the eventual resolution served the interests of both the
tsar and Greek hierarchy*.

The employment of political theology was functional for the Greek hierarchs
in more than one way. Indeed, to read the encomia addressed to the tsars as mere
conventional flattery would be to miss the point. However conventional and pre-
dictable, they represented moral admonitions and constant reminders of the duties
the imperial office involved - duties that were redefined by the very flatterers who
thereby underlined and secured their role. Moreover, the symbols and images in-
voked were not simply interchangeable. If, for example, a Patriarch of Jerusalem or
an archimandrite of the Holy Sepulchre called the tsar »a new Solomon, founder
of the temple, this pointed to his special obligation to support the holy sites, or
Orthodox claims to their possession*!. This functional quality reveals itself not only
in the promotion of certain particular interests but also in the self-legitimisation
performed by politico-theological discourses. It was through the articulation of
such language that the Greek prelates’ claim to the symbolic capital of the spiritual
leadership of the Orthodox world was made, a claim, in short, to indispensability.
As has been aptly observed, »even after 1589, the Greeks who came to Moscow
for alms remained convinced that the Greek »mother church« was still the ultimate
arbiter of Eastern Orthodox belief and practice«*2.

39 Paul MEYENDOREF, Russia, Ritual and Reform. The Liturgical Reforms of Nikon in the 17th Century,
Crestwood, NY 1991; Robert O. CRuMMEY, The Orthodox Church and the Schism, in: Maureen
PERRIE (ed.), The Cambridge History of Russia, vol. 1: From Early Rus’ to 1689, Cambridge 2015,
pp. 618-639.

40 Thor SEVCENKO, A New Greek Source concerning the Nikon Affair. The Sixty-One Answers by
Paisios Ligarides given to Tsar Aleksej Mixajlovi¢, in: TENNAAIOZ. K 70-letiiu akademika G. G.
Litavrina, Moscow 1999, pp. 237-263; Charalampos K. PAPASTATHIS, Paisios Ligaridis et la formation
des relations entre léglise et Iétat en Russie au XVII€ siécle, in: Cyrillomethodianum 2 (1972/73),
pp. 77-85; Dimitrios A. PETRAKAKOS, ‘O Tagng Ilaiotog (¢ kavovoAdyog, in: Ogoroyia 15 (1937),
pp- 193-207; NEUBAUER, Car und Selbstherrscher, pp. 149-181.

41 Paisios Lampardis to Tsar Aleksei Michailovich, RGADA, Fond 52, Opis’ 2, No. 264, 21 Septem-
ber 1646: »[...] xai pdAtota HUETG O ATTOOTOALKOG Kal AylwTaTtog pag Bpdvog Thg ayiag morewg Te-
povcaAiy [...] amo écéva Tov §evTepov LooudvTa, TOV péya Bactiéa AAEEL0 MuyanAoBitin«.

42 CrUMMEY, The Orthodox Church and the Schism, p. 618.
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This claim was clothed in the classic discourse of the two divine gifts, sac-
erdotium and imperium (Bacleia xal iepwavvn). The customary emphasis on
their interdependence helped gloss over questions about the primacy of one over
the other. Dionysios Mouselimis, the most eminent Patriarch of Constantinople
in the last third of the seventeenth century (1671-1673, 1676-1679, 1682-1684,
1686-1687, 1693-1694)* and an antagonist of Dositheos - not least concerning
their competition over access to and influence over the Muscovite authorities -
suggested an analogy between this discourse and the traditional dualism of body
and soul:

God thereby gifted certain gifts - that is, the Empire and the priesthood - so that through
them both states and churches are guarded. Through the Empire the political matters are
governed, through the priesthood the spiritual ones. As the body is animated with the

soul, so is the Empire strengthened with the priesthood and it rules*.

A curious instance might help illustrate this claim and its effectiveness. Al-
though their actual substance is doubtful, rumours circulating in the middle
of the seventeenth century about Greek Patriarchs aiming to crown and anoint
Orthodox rulers in the imperial manner are telling with regard to the expec-
tations of contemporaries. In 1645, in the context of anti-Ottoman »crusade«
conspiracies, the Patriarchs of Constantinople Parthenios II and Athanasios
Patellaros supposedly planned to crown the Hospodar of Moldavia Vasile Lupu
as emperor*®, while Paisios Lampardis, »le grand ordonnateur des relations dites
»gréco-russes< dans les années 1650«*, was believed to be preparing a crown

43 KARATHANASIS, Ot "EAAnveg Adytot ot Bhayia, pp. 104-108.

44 Dionysios Mouselimis to the Tsars Ivan and Peter, RGADA, Fond 52, Opis’ 2, No. 679, 11 June 1688:
»[...] xapiCovtag [6 ©edg, N.P] xapiouara Stadopa, Bacireia dnui kai iepwodvn, iva 8U adt@®v kat
TOALTETAL KAl EKKANGLaL GLAATTETWOV, SLA HEV Tij BaciAeia SLOKATWOAV T& TOALTIKA, Sia 8¢ Ti
tepwovvn Th TvevPaTIKE, Kat Gomep YPuxn oLV & cwHaTL {woyoveltal, 00Tw Kal 1| Paciieia oLV
Tf] lepwoivn kpatdvetat kai éEovaoldln« (my translation).

45 Eudoxiu de HURMUZAKI, Documente privitoare la Istoria Romanilor, vol. IV/2, Bucharest 1894,
p. 535, vol. XIV/1, p. 180; id., Fragmente zur Geschichte der Ruménen, vol. 3, Bucharest 1884, p. 144;
Francisc PALL, Les relations de Basile Lupu avec I'Orient orthodoxe et particuliérement avec le
Patriarcat de Constantinople, in: Balcania 8 (1945), pp. 66-140, at pp. 85-89, 98f., 117-133; Nicolae
IORGA, Basile Lupu, prince de Moldavie, comme successeur des empereurs d'Orient dans la tutelle du
Patriarcat de Constantinople et de Iéglise orthodoxe (1640-1653), in: Académie Roumaine. Bulletin
de la section historique 2/1 (1914), pp. 88-123, at pp. 115f.

46 Vera G. TCHENTSOVA, Le patriarche d’Antioche Macaire III Ibn al-Za'im et la chrétienté latine, in:
Marie-Héléne BLANCHET/Frédéric GABRIEL (eds.), Réduire le schisme? Ecclésiologies et politiques
de I'Union entre Orient et Occident (XIII*-XVIII® siécle), Paris 2013, pp. 313-335, at p. 335.
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for the Cossack Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky (1648)*” or for Tsar Aleksei
himself (1657)%8.

At this point, a comment on the ambivalence inherent in these discourses is
in order. On the one hand, it concerns the difference or gap between the status
accorded to the tsar and to the Russian Church, respectively. On various occasions
before and after the council of 1667, Greek ecclesiastics displayed contempt for
their Russian colleagues and their theological competence, leaving no doubt that in
their understanding of Orthodoxy there was no place for an equal and influential
Russian Church. This went so far as implicitly to question the legitimacy of the
Moscow Patriarchate as a member of the established community of the Eastern
Orthodox Patriarchates®.

On the other hand, ambivalence permeated the entire complex of notions of
translatio imperii. It was never clarified whether this was a translatio or an expected
restitutio imperii. After all, the tsar was repeatedly exhorted to capture Constantino-
ple at once to obtain — only then, in the imperial capital - his legitimate imperial
inheritance and dignity. In such imagery, he was assigned the role of the divine in-
strument sent by God for the salvation of his enslaved people. If the Old Testament
provided the suitable imagery, there was no unanimity on who the »New Israels,
the Chosen People, was to be™.

Such ambivalences could, as a rule, be rhetorically accommodated without ever
being resolved. They emerged in several instances, and it seems that this formed
an underlying tension in the case of Patriarch Nikon’s relations with the Greek
hierarchs and their evolution from close alliance to antagonism and eventually
to his condemnation®'. It certainly emerged as a collision of interpretation in the
translatio sanctorum. Was the transfer of holy relics to Moscow temporal or eternal?
Was Moscow the new capital of Orthodoxy or a stop-gap, a provisorium? These

47 Vossoedinenye Ukrainy s Rossiei. Dokumenty i materialy, vol. 2, Moscow 1953-1954, pp. 118-120.
48 Vera G. TCHENTSOVA, Mitra Paisiia lerusalimskogo - ne prislannyi russkomu gosudariu venets caria
Konstantina, in: E. M. JUKHIMENKO (ed.), Patriarkh Nikon i ego vremia, Moscow 2004, pp. 11-39.

49 Nikolas Pissts, The Image of the Moscow Patriarchate in the Eastern Church. Status and Legitimacy,
in: Kevin M. Kain/David GOLDFRANK (eds.), Russia’s Early Modern Orthodox Patriarchate, vol. 1:
Foundations and Mitred Royalty, 1589-1647, Washington, DC 2020, pp. 49-69.

50 On early modern »New Israels«, see Alois MOSSER (ed.), Gottes auserwihlte Volker. Erwdhlungs-
vorstellungen und kollektive Selbstfindung in der Geschichte, Frankfurt am Main 2001; Philip S.
Gorskl1, The Mosaic Moment. An Early Modernist Critique of Modernist Theories of Nationalism,
in: American Journal of Sociology 105 (2000), pp. 1428-1468; Diana MUIR APPELBAUM, Biblical
Nationalism and the Sixteenth-century States, in: National Identities 15 (2013), pp. 317-332; on the
Muscovites as the »New Israel«, see Daniel B. RowLAND, Moscow — The Third Rome or the New
Israel?, in: Russian Review 55 (1996), pp. 591-614; on the Byzantine background, see Shay EsHEL,
The Concept of the Elect Nation in Byzantium, Leiden/Boston 2018.

51 KaIN, Before New Jerusalem.
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were not theoretical issues, since, for example, Athonite monks who clamoured for
the return of the relics found themselves exiled to the White Sea®2. In this particular
case (Vatopedi Monastery), the tension is further illustrated by the fact that the two
relics in question (the heads of John Chrysostom and Gregory of Nazianzus) are
today simultaneously kept in Moscow as well as in the Athos. Whether the Athonite
monks had prudently sent duplicates to Moscow in the first place or, what is more
probable, they silently replaced the relics in the late seventeenth century when they
were certain that they would not be returned, is of minor importance.

If the examination of the role played by Greek hierarchs in the legitimisation of
the Russian Tsars as leaders of all Orthodox peoples has brought to light tensions
and cleavages that crossed a hardly coherent Orthodox world, this should not
overshadow the fact that the same political language was employed by Russians
and Greeks alike™. Again, to address the comparative dimension, this common
inheritance does not really represent an Orthodox exceptionalism. After all, typical
ecclesiastical discourses addressed to Christian Princes and Kings as defensores
ecclesiae and champions of the true faith — whether Catholic, Lutheran, Calvinist,
Anglican, or Orthodox - resembled one another throughout Europe, drawing on
Biblicism, especially the Old Testament, and the Constantinian model. The most
experienced among the Greek ecclesiastics of the seventeenth century referred to
had enjoyed a Western (specifically Italian) education and saw no contradiction
between their Latin and Greek erudition or between classical and biblical images.
There are good reasons to categorise a great part of their discourses on Russia as
belonging to a common type of an early modern Christian or, if one prefers the
term, Baroque politico-theological language.

52 Nikolai KAPTEREV, Kharakter otnoshenii Rossii k pravoslavnomu vostoku v XVI i XVII stoletiiakh,
Sergiev Posad 1914 [reprint: The Hague/Paris 1968], pp. 60-71; Boris L. FoNk1¢, Chudotvornye ikoni
i sviashchennye relikvii Khristianskogo Vostoka v Moskve v seredine XVII v., in: Ocherki feodalnoi
Rossii 5 (2001), pp. 70-97, at pp. 95-97; Vera G. TCHENTSOVA, Pisets Nikolai Armiriot i Krest caria
Konstantina. K istorii sviazei Vatopedskogo monastyria s Rossie v XVII veke, in: Palacoslavica 19/
12 (2011), pp. 60-109, at pp. 64-66, 97; ead., lerusalimskii protosinkell Gavriil i ego okruzheniie.
Materialy k izucheniiu grecheskikh gramot ob ikone Vlakhernskoi Bogomateri, in: Palacoslavica 15/
1 (2007) pp. 57-136, at pp. 108f.

53 See, for example, Valerie KIVELSON et al. (eds.), The New Muscovite Cultural History. A Collection
in Honor of Daniel B. Rowland, Bloomington, IN 2009; along with the list of pertinent publications
by Daniel B. Rowland included in the volume.
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Dimitris Stamatopoulos

»Papism is a Centre without Periphery, Protestantism is a
Periphery without Centre«

Tanzimat as Re-Confessionalisation? The Political Theology of
Constitutionality in the Late Ottoman Empire

Introduction

The publication of the February 1870 firman, by which Grand Vizier Mehmed
Ali Paga recognised the founding of an autonomous Bulgarian Church (i. e., the
Bulgarian Exarchate), was a double scandal for the Ecumenical Patriarchate. First,
because never before had representatives of a state — moreover, one of a different
religion — extracted ecclesiastical eparchies from the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s
jurisdiction and created a new church without this having been preceded by the
secession and statehood of these areas, as has been the case with Serbia and Greece
several decades earlier. The new ecclesiastical entity rested on national foundations
despite being an Exarchate, i. e., despite the fact that it should have recognised its
jurisdictional dependence on the Patriarchate. As we know, two years later, in 1872,
this would lead to its denunciation as schismatic by a local synod convened in
Constantinople!.

But there was another reason that the Patriarchate viewed this text as dangerous:
This was the infamous Article 10, according to which an ecclesiastical eparchy would
be considered Patriarchal or Exarchial if two-thirds of its population supported
one or the other side. The Patriarchate did have serious reservations about this
provision because it could foresee that this article would trigger a four-decade clash
between Greeks and Bulgarians for the control of Macedonia and Thrace?. It viewed
the article as scandalous because it accepted the position that the Bulgarians had
formulated back at the Grand »National« Assembly’ of 18581860 when they spoke

—_

Dimitris STamaTOPOULOS, The Bulgarian Schism Revisited, in: Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 24/
25 (2008-2009), pp. 105-125.
2 See chapters 11 and 12 of Paschalis KiTRoMILIDES, Enlightenment, Nationalism, Orthodoxy. Studies
in the Culture and Political Thought of South-Eastern Europe, Aldershot/Brookfield, VT 1994; 22008.
3 We should be cautious about calling the assembly of the representatives of the millet in 1858-1860
a »National Assembly« or »National Provisional Council« stricto sensu. The Ottoman text refers
to a »commission« (komisyon), which undertook the task of formulating the General Regulations.
The term »national« became established in Greek texts of the late nineteenth century, when the
developments described in this article as »splitting of the millet« were re-interpreted as the »rise of
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for the principle of proportionality in the representation of national groups, both
in the Assembly itself and in the procedures for electing the Patriarch. Indeed, in
1864, they would take it a step further by requesting that the Patriarchate’s collective
bodies - the Holy Synod and the Mixed Council - be comprised equally of Greeks
and Bulgarians®*.

The Church as State

The Patriarchate would see this invocation of the principle of majority - that is, the
invocation of the »democratic principle« in a society that had yet to experience
free parliamentary elections — repeated by the Ottoman state itself in subsequent
decades. The state aimed to absorb some of what were considered the church’s
privileges (e.g., its right to adjudicate cases involving clergy, the control of the
Patriarchate’s schools, its jurisdiction over cases involving family law, the issue of the
conscription waiver in exchange for payment of a military tax). Thus, an even bigger
problem emerged along with the national problem related to the Bulgarians: the new
role that Ottoman power had in mind for the Patriarchate in the context of Tanzimat
modernisation. The most important intellectuals of the Patriarchate’s environment
(chiefly Manuel Gedeon, the most notable figure of an »organic intellectual« in the
sense developed by Antonio Gramsci®) tried to respond to this attack by placing
emphasis on two points: first, the seniority of the privileges (in order to legitimise
the privileges as well as the Patriarchate’s status in statu within the Ottoman Empire);
and second, the Ottoman Empire’s continuity with the Byzantine Empire, arguing

the nationg, i. e., the Greek nation, within the framework of the Ottoman Empire. However, this is an
anachronism and a projection of national stereotypes onto a more complex reality. This is why I put
the adjective »National« in this specific case in quotation marks. For the Assembly of 1858-1860,
one may also employ the term Millet-i Assembly, i.e., Assembly of the Orthodox millet (although the
great majority of representatives were Greek Orthodox, particularly after the withdrawal of two of
the four Bulgarian representatives); or the Patriarchate’s Assembly, in order to distinguish it from the
Assembly of the Bulgarian Exarchate.

'S

For details, see Dimitris STAMATOPOULOS, MeTappvButon kat Ekkoopikevon: IIpog pia avaciveon
™G Iotopiag Tov Owkovpevikov Matplapyeiov Tov 19° atwva [Reform and Secularisation: Towards a
Reconstruction of the History of the Ecumenical Patriarchate in the Nineteenth Century], Athens
2003.

In his Prison Notebooks, Antonio Gramsci speaks of »organic intellectuals« as social agents from an

v

underprivileged social class, as opposed to »traditional intellectuals«, who adhere to no specific social
class or discourse. Such »organic intellectuals« are not interested in their own personal career, upward
mobility and success, but remain strongly connected with the interests of their own social class and
try to ameliorate its overall condition.
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that Mehmed the Conqueror essentially reproduced the model of the state-religion
relationship typical of Byzantium and especially of late Byzantium®.

At the end of the nineteenth century and the start of the twentieth, the Patri-
archate’s intelligentsia rejected the issue of invoking the »democratic principle«.
Nonetheless, they knew that this was not sparked solely by some Bulgarian ini-
tiative, but was a structural element of the 1858-1860 »National« Assembly, so
they had to position themselves against that event and the ideological tension it
carried. Convening the Assembly was perhaps the most salient moment of the
nineteenth century in terms of how the Patriarchate perceived its relationship to the
Ottoman state: It was at this moment that a political theology of constitutionality
was cemented.

This process reached its height in the mid-nineteenth century with the Tanzimat
reforms. To be precise, it occurred within those provisions of the imperial decree of
1856 that foresaw the re-organisation of the Empire’s Orthodox millet (and others
as well), introducing into its administration lay elements through the convocation
of mixed (clergy-laity) millet Assemblies. The constitutional text, which was derived
from the Great Mixed Assembly of the Orthodox millet in Istanbul between 1858
and 1860, namely The General Regulations (I'evixoi Kavoviouo() determined the
history of the Patriarchate up to the end of the Ottoman Empire in 19237. However,
this move caused a long-lasting opposition within the Patriarchate among those
supporting the reforms and those (chiefly high-ranking clerics) who supported the
primacy of the Orthodox clergy on the basis of the priority of the Holy Canons in
opposition to the new »constitution« imposed by the Tanzimat.

The following scheme arose from this confrontation as a commonplace in the
argumentation of various »organic intellectuals« on both sides. The Patriarchate
was likened to a space in which, apart from spiritual and political »rights, the
Patriarch combined the highest spiritual with political leadership. Here unfolds

6 I have described how deeply this model of approaching the Ottoman Empire’s history influenced
the historiographical works of this period in another paper: Dimitris STAMATOPOULOS, The West-
ern Byzantium of Konstantinos Paparrigopoulos, in: Alena ALSHANSKAYA et al. (eds.), Imagining
Byzantium. Perceptions, Patterns, Problems, Mainz 2019, pp. 39-46.

7 Tevikot Kavoviouol mept SLlevBeTroews TV EKKANGLACGTIK®Y Kal EBVIK®Y Tpaypdtwy Tdhv UId TOV
Oikovpevikov Bpovov Staterotvtwy 0pBodoéwv XploTiav@v DKOWV Tiig A. MeyaAeldtnTog T0d
TovAtavou [General Regulations Concerning the Arrangement of Ecclesiastical and National Af-
fairs of the Orthodox Christians Subjects of His Majesty the Sultan under the Ecumenical Throne],
Constantinople 1862. The text has been published in French by Louis PETIT, Réglements Généraux
de I'Eglise Orthodoxe en Turquie, in: Revue de LOrient Chrétien 3 (1898), pp. 227-246. For the
text in its Ottoman version, see Diistur (Ottoman Code of Public Laws), vol. 2, Istanbul 1873-1874,
pp. 902-937. For a translation into modern Turkish, see Yorgo BENLisoY/El¢in MACAR, Fener Patrik-
hanesi [Patriarchate of Fener, viz Ecumenical Patriarchate], Ankara 1996, pp. 71-107; on this topic,
see STAMATOPOULOS, Metappubuton kat Ekkoouikevon.
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a new confrontation, that of the constitutional vs. the absolute. The two bodies
convened in the Ecumenical Patriarchate, namely the Holy Synod and the Mixed
Council, enjoyed a position corresponding to the representative bodies in the
Orthodox millet - the small »parliaments«. Finally, the faithful and the subjects of
the Ottoman realm constituted the body from which the above-named institutional
organs drew their power.

It is obvious that the representation of the Patriarchate as a civil body® arose
within the framework of increased expectations emerging from the declaration of
Hatt-i Hiimaytin, but here two details should be noted: first, that it owes a great deal
to the discussion during the preceding decades with regard to the autocephalous
Greek Church?; and second, that it created a new dynamic which preceded the
constitutional change of the year 1864 in Greece by four years'? and the concession
of the 1876 constitution by Grand Vizier Midhat Pasa (under Sultan Murat V) by
twelve years. In other words, it was connected to the hope for reforms that would
establish a type of parliamentary representation without undoing the regime’s
imperial character.

The likening of the church to the state in the Ottoman Empire — both cases
involving a section of the clergy — and its formation as representation catalytically
shaped the subsequent relations between church and state. It is typical that, when-
ever necessary, the representatives of the clergy supported the authenticity of the
Holy Canons alongside the constitutionality of the General Regulations, in order to

8 For details, see Dimitris STAMATOPOULOS, H EkkAnoia wg IToAtteia. Avanapactdoetg Tov OpBoSo-
€0 MUAET Kat To HOVTEND TNG ouvTaypatikig povapyiag (Sevtepo piad 190v at.) [Church as State:
Representations of the Orthodox millet and the Model of Constitutional Monarchy (Second Half of
the 19th c.)], in: Mvuwv 23 (2002), pp. 40-76.

Charles A. FRAZEE, The Orthodox Church and Independent Greece. 1821-1852, Cambridge 1969;
Dimitris StamaTOPOULOS, The Orthodox Church of Greece, in: Lucian LEUSTEAN (ed.), Eastern
Christianity and Nationalism in Nineteenth-Century Europe, New York 2014, pp. 34-64. From the

el

perspective of the post-Ottoman Balkans, we might say that the model of subjugation of the church
to the state through autocephaly was dominant: The autocephalous ecclesiastical organisations were
turned into mechanisms for legitimising the newly founded states ideologically and played a decisive
role in creating national identity. We might also say unreservedly that this model came to dominance
through Russia: The eighteenth-century reforms of Peter the Great had already presaged that the
ruler would be the »head« of the church, vesting the ecclesiastical power in a »Permanent Holy
Synod«. The purpose of this was to weaken the official head of the Russian Church, the Patriarch
(the Metropolitan of Moscow) - who, as demonstrated in the past, had the capacity to develop into
a power figure out of the Tsar’s control. All this was repeated in the Greek Autocephalous Church,
as well as in other Balkan Churches.

10 After the expulsion of the Bavarian royal couple of Otto and Amalia in 1862, the new pro-English
King George I (of the house of Gliicksburg) was forced to proclaim a new constitution in 1864,
which introduced universal suffrage for the first time in the political history of Greece and was in
the same time a pioneering project in the wider European context.
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adapt it to theories of the nation-state. When the Holy Canons were invoked, their
legislative element was not theological authenticity, but the fact that they repre-
sented that version of the Christian religion best suited to the nation-state model of
constitutional monarchy. In contrast, the General Regulations as the most important
expression of the reformation (»secularism«) movement within the Orthodox millet
should have been invoked only to the degree that they did not provoke imbalances
in the model of the »innate« constitutionality of Orthodoxy.

It seems then as if the »reformation« in the Orthodox millet, considered as a
process of secularisation, joined the state and the church in a relation not of classifi-
cation, but of reflection. The state did not classify religion — we could further argue
that it undermined the traditional ruling force. On the other hand, however, of
interest here is also the religious attempt to be part of the political field through the
adoption of state models. In order to settle the issues of social and political hege-
mony within the millet, the representatives of the opposed wing invoked a superior
ideology - a symbolic reality — of the organic relation between Orthodoxy and
the constitutional model, precisely to legitimise the defence of their proportional
interests. This invocation, however, would contribute to the blurring of boundaries
between the two spheres — religious and political - one of the most important
peculiarities of the Balkan region.

This return to Augustine, however, namely the likening of the religious and
the political, might be considered common to both the Roman Catholic and the
Orthodox Churches at the end of the nineteenth century. This return did not simply
recall the distinction between the City of God and the City of Man!!, but the
organisation of the latter according to the principles of the former. Did this return
have the wider aim of settling intra-communal clashes? In my opinion, the problem
is connected to the emergence of what we would call »civil society«'2.

The Reform Paradoxes

The »National« Assembly was convened with two major aims: to give the laity a
role in the Patriarchal election process and in church administration (which was
seen as a form of Protestant influence), and to distinguish the »material« (financial)

11 AUGUSTINE, De Civitate Dei [Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana],
Leipzig 1928-1929, XIV.28; XV.1 & 21.

12 Serif MARDIN, Civil Society and Islam, in: John A. HaLL (ed.), Civil Society. Theory, History,
Comparison, Cambridge 1995, pp. 278-300, at pp. 292f; see also id., Ideology and Religion in the
Turkish Revolution, in: International Journal of Middle East Studies 2 (1971), pp. 197-211; for
further details, see Dimitris STaMATOPOULOS, Orthodox Church and Civil Society in the Ottoman
Balkans. The Model of Annexation and the Control of the Private Sphere, Erfurt 2019.
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jurisdictions from the »spiritual«. Material jurisdictions would now be exercised
by the Mixed Council, while the Holy Synod would have jurisdiction over the
spiritual, with both bodies under Patriarchal oversight. But this arrangement led to
a paradox.

Stephanos Karatheodoris, the leader of the reformist wing in the »National«
Assembly and personal physician of the last Sultan, Abdul Mecid II (r. 1922-1924),
sought to legitimise the laity’s institutionalisation in the election process by point-
ing out that the Patriarchal institution combined political and spiritual elements.
Consequently, if the Holy Synod’s senior clergy legitimately participated in the
election because of the institution’s spiritual nature, then the laity had the same
rights because of the Patriarch’s political authority. Therefore, he defended the
laity’s participation in church administration by linking it to the legitimacy the
Patriarchal institution derived from its political authority - that is, the Patriarch as
a mediator between the Sublime Porte and the Orthodox subjects. This expanded
the problem at its base: It was not simply about lay participation, but rather about
the participation of Ottoman subjects.

This brings us to the issue of Gerontism, in which the Ottomans officially granted
senior Hierarchs (»elders«) the right to administer the affairs of the Patriarchate
together with the Patriarch. Gerontism, whose supporters recognised the same
unity of the spiritual and political elements in the Patriarchal institution, had been
prevalent in the Patriarchate’s administration since the mid-eighteenth century and
was directly challenged by the reform movement. As a result, the establishment
of the Gerontist regime weakened the Patriarch’s power. The Patriarchal seal was
split in four and divided among members of the Holy Synod, who thereby acquired
a »standing« status. The Gerontist Holy Synod in fact brought to Constantinople
the model of the Russian Standing Holy Synod of Tsar Peter the Great. The system
seems to have been weighted towards the clerical elite rather than bolstering the
Phanariots. This is evident from the fact that the imposition of this administrative
system was based mainly on a stringent financial monitoring of the provincial
metropolitans by the Gerontes, that is, the permanent senior metropolitans on
the Holy Synod. And here lies the first paradox: The »democratisation« process of
the Tanzimat reforms, namely the participation of laymen in Patriarchal admin-
istration, was coming to doubt the limitation of the Patriarch’s competencies as
it was expressed in eighteenth-century Gerontism. Long before the nationalised
autocephalous Orthodox Churches used the synodal system as expression of the
supposed »democratic« spirit of the Orthodoxy in the nineteenth century, the Pa-
triarchate of Constantinople followed the Russian model of the restriction of its
»absolute monarchism« by the »aristocrat« metropolitans of the Gerontist Holy
Synod.
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However, the latter, seeking to defend the Patriarchal institution’s »ethnarchic«!?
character in order to safeguard the elder metropolitans’ rights to exercise their
political and spiritual duties, placed special emphasis on its spiritual dimension.
According to them, a prerequisite for the »ethnarchic« tradition was not only
an identification with the religious element, but the latter’s predominance over
the former.

If such arguments were logical in the case of the clericalist wing as long as they
were not in danger of shattering its unity, it was different in the case of Stephanos
Karatheodoris and the reformist wing in general, which was dissolved the mo-
ment the issue of the Mixed Council’s composition was put to discussion. And this
is because the reformist idea was thought to lead to a separation of the spiritual
authorities from the political: The former would be exercised by the Patriarch in
cooperation with the Holy Synod, while the so-called material jurisdiction (which
concerned mainly the Patriarchate’s finances and, by extension, its political rep-
resentation before the Ottoman state) would be exercised by the Mixed Council.
Thus, while Karatheodoris was forced to legitimise the laity’s admission into the
election process based on the unity of the political and spiritual elements, he simul-
taneously demanded their separation so that jurisdiction over the material would
pass into lay control. This meant that in order to legitimise lay participation, the
Patriarchate’s »ethnarchic« dimension had to be contested; that is, the unity of the
spiritual and political authority supposedly exercised by the Patriarch. And herein
lies another contradiction: The lay element that was the source of the legality and
the body over which the Patriarchate had political control would, according to the
reformers’ argument, also mark the restriction of the Patriarch’s authority in the
spiritual sphere.

This »paradox« can and must at least be interpreted within the framework of the
Ottoman reformers’ objectives. The separation of political and spiritual authority,
which Karatheodoris was forced to support, can only be understood on the part of
the Ottoman reformers as an intermediate phase for attaining their ultimate aim.
This was not just to separate the political from the religious sphere at the millet
level and the subsequent formation of mixed (clergy-laity) administrative bodies,
but on another level to absorb the political authority exercised by the clergy, which
would now be assumed by the lay subjects in the Ottoman Empire. This direction
did not become sufficiently clear in the »National« Assembly’s immediate aftermath
because the Ottoman reformers Ali Pasa and Fuad Pasa had to deal with a backlash

13 The term is as problematic as the translation of Millet-i Assembly as »National Assembly« (see above
fn. 3) since it appeared when the Orthodox Church in the Ottoman Empire was about to become
nationalised. Similarly, »ethnarch« was the translation of the term millet-bast, which proclaimed
the political status of the Patriarch as mediator between the Christian Orthodox subjects and the
Ottoman authorities.
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from the conservatives in the Ottoman government as well as the reaction of their
spiritual mentor, Resid Mehmed Pasa, who disagreed with the Hatt-i Hiimayiin
reforms in general.

From this perspective, it is interesting to see how the issue was approached in a
diatribe published in instalments in Oudvoia (Concord), the clericalists’ organ and
the Patriarchate’s official newspaper during the first term of office of Joachim II
(1860-1863)!. The author disputed the capacity of a secular legislative body (the
»National« Assembly) to address issues of spiritual nature (e. g., the election of Patri-
archs). The article was signed »K.«, which may well have stood for the newspaper’s
publisher G. Katselidis, son-in-law of the Metropolitan Gerasimos of Chalcedon,
who was one of Gerontism’s most prominent advocates in the mid-nineteenth
century. It is thus not impossible that these views may have also reflected those of
Patriarch Joachim II, who shared Gerasimos’ views.

»K.« raised a simple question: If lay participation in the election of a Patriarch at
the head of the ecclesiastical structure was institutionalised, what possibility would
a cleric, in any community within the Empire, have to resist the intervention of the
local, usually omnipotent, kotzambasis (or tpoeotol, influential lay notables in local
Orthodox Greek communities) in ecclesiastic issues such as weddings or baptisms?
Despite the seemingly exaggerated example of the kotzambasis, the question raised
the issue of the clergy’s new role in the community and what type of relationships
would develop between clerics and local archons under the new regime arising
from the reforms.

The metaphorical likening of church and state can only be understood in the
political framework set by the Patriarchal centralist concentration of power and
in the broader framework of the Tanzimat reform. Raising the issue of equality,
egalitarianism, and equity in the Patriarchate’s jurisdiction would only mean the
end of the »aristocracy of the elders«. The dispute between Konstantinos Adosidis
and Nikolaos Aristarchis, two prominent neo-Phanariots, during the 1858-1860
»National« Assembly is widely known. To Aristarchis’ statement that »the holy
High Priests are considered equal in the eyes of religion, but the laity is not in the
eyes of the king«, Adosidis replied: »Here, in Turkey, there is no aristocracy, our
government is not aristocratic, our religion teaches us equality. Therefore, since
there is no aristocracy either by faith or by government, why should we create
one?«'> Here the constitutionality of the Holy Synod is directly linked to the rejec-
tion of the »aristocracy of elders« and the imposition of egalitarian rules between
archpriests and the Ecumenical see. If »religion teaches equality«, then the passage

14 See Newspaper ‘Opovota 56, 17 November 1862.

15 Chrysanthos PHILIPPIDIS (Archbishop of Athens), Oi T'evikot Kavoviopot to0 Oikovpevikod Ila-
Tplapyeiov émi i Bdoel 1ol kwdikog TE " o Matplapykod Apyetodpviaxeiov (Ilpaktikd EBvoou-
velevoews, 1858-1860), Athens 1946, pp. 9f.
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of the General Regulations stipulating a new type of Holy Synod is tantamount to
the adoption of a constitution that organises the Patriarchate’s internal affairs.

The image of the Patriarch as a state ruler was, however, not destined to be
perceived uniformly by the opposing parties within the Patriarchate. Let us examine
the development of this model in the works of some of the intellectuals of the period,
starting with a representative of the reformist faction, Grigorios Pavlidis, the Holy
Synod’s head secretary during the 1858-1860 »National« Assembly. Pavlidis had
composed the response to the reforms outlined in the Atauaptopnotg (Protest),
issued by the elders after their forced eviction from Constantinople in the spring of
1859. He was later elected metropolitan of Chios where, inspired by ethnocentric
ideas, he distinguished himself through his hostile treatment of the island’s Roman
Catholics. This resulted in the rejection of his candidacy by the Sublime Porte in
the Patriarchal handover from 1871, since he did not meet the terms set by the
General Regulations regarding Ottoman legality.

In a polemic against »heresies« - i. e., Protestantism and (especially) Roman
Catholicism - Grigorios Pavlidis outlines the main criteria distinguishing them
from Orthodoxy. The issue addresses a deeper order between faith and language
that is preserved in Orthodoxy, but is disrupted in Protestantism and Roman
Catholicism. He thus concludes his thought:

So Papism is spiritual tyranny and waiving of logic and scientific enquiry, Protestantism
is spiritual anarchy and disavowal of ecclesiastic authority and patristic tradition, while
Orthodoxy is a harmony of authority and rational research, that is, faith and word [...].
Papism is a centre without periphery, Protestantism is periphery without centre, while

Orthodoxy is simultaneously centre and periphery'®.

In Pavlidis’ view, such a disruption of the balance between faith and speech was
exactly what fomented the rise of corresponding state models from the religious
mould. In this case, the simulation of ecclesiastic administration with a state regime
legalised the confrontation with opposing dogmas, whose influence was expanding
dangerously among the Empire’s peoples. But if the adoption of the constitutional
model as a framework for the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s future status by a represen-
tative of the reform faction seems consistent and logical, we need to explain why
this view was also shared by some representatives of the clericalist faction.

In the Omonoia diatribe cited earlier, the author »K.« — who, as we noted, was
most likely the newspaper’s publisher, G. Katselidis — in attempting to legitimise
positions favouring the strengthening of Patriarchal power and the restriction of

16 Grigorios PavLIDIs (Metropolitan of Chios), H ®wvr) Tijg OpBodotiag, Chios 1863.
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de jure lay authority, also drew a parallel between the three major Christian dogmas
and corresponding state regimes.

Mistakes ultimately become lessons, and between unfettered democracy and absolute
tyranny, a new excellent type of amalgamated government was devised, that of consti-
tutional monarchy. We have written before in Omonoia that of the Christian Churches’
three main branches, the Protestant often leaned towards unfettered democracy, the
Roman Catholic towards absolutist tyranny, while only the Orthodox Church, which
maintains Christ’s robe seamless and whole, desires and preserves an organisation that is

constitutional and parliamentary'’.

His argument impressively resembles that made by Grigorios Pavlidis, although
»K.«goes a step further by attempting an outline of constitutional government. Thus,
itis not constitutionality in general that is sought, but rather an ecclesiastical regime
that simulates constitutional monarchy. Naturally, the role of the constitutional
archon would be filled by the Patriarch. If the Patriarchate had to quietly accept
reform, this is because it held the possibility of the return to a regime wherein the
Patriarch would reacquire the autonomy lost as a result of the elders’ interventions,
yet without turning the Patriarch into an absolute monarch.

The operationalisation of the constitutionality model is not the same in the
arguments of the two rival factions. In any case, it served different political agendas.
Whereas, in the case of Grigorios Pavlidis, the reference to the constitutionality
of Orthodoxy aimed at legitimising the imposition of the General Regulations
in pursuit of national identity, as we shall see later, in »K’s« case, the reference
aimed at constructing the Patriarch’s image as a constitutional monarch, who had
to meet the prerequisites set by the constitution, but at the same time be in a
position to rule the church without being a pawn of either the Holy Synod or
the Mixed Council. In »Ks« case, the condemnation of »unfettered democracy«
that corresponded to the Protestant version of Christianity aimed precisely at the
participation of the laity, which was threatening to limit the clergy’s authority in
spiritual matters.

However, not the entire clericalist faction accepted the model. There was a current,
represented at that time chiefly by Patriarch Gregory VI, which drew attention to the
model’s dangers. In early 1867, just before Gregory’s election as Patriarch, Efstathios
Kleovoulos - an archimandrite and later deputy (protosyncellus) of the Patriarch -
sent a letter to the newspaper Bu{avtic (Byzantium), published by Dimitrios Xenis,
who was known for his pro-Russian stance.

17 »K.« (G. KATSELIDIS), [no title], in: Newspaper ‘Opdvola 57, 21 November 1862.
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Kleovoulos’ letter effectively supported Grigorios’ rise to the Patriarchal throne
and opposed Joachim, another candidate. Kleovoulos agreed with the view ex-
pressed by Xenis regarding the life tenure of the Patriarch. In his opinion, however,
the most important issue concerned the authority that the Patriarch exercised
(»what and how much authority does the Ecumenical Patriarch hold?«); in other
words, what was his relationship to the Holy Synod and the Mixed Council? In an
article brimming with sarcasm, he took aim at the pretensions of constitutionalism:

[...] But since 1858, minds have changed and those who were considered the pillars of the
people on account of their wealth, education or profession did not hesitate to project and
declare the Son of God and Saviour of the World as the constitutional president of the
twelve fishermen and that the majority opinion of them could raise or eject him according
to the parliamentary ethic [...]; in other words, like a mere clerk of twelve high priests or
eight parish elders of random abilities [...]; and the Patriarchal Synod [...] as equal and
equivalent to the parish representatives'®.

It is, however, interesting that this bloc of clericalists, which did not accept the
separation of spiritual and material authority and thus defended a classic »ethnar-
chic« model of Patriarchal authority and demanded that the General Regulations be
adapted to canon law and not the other way around, would more easily and with
greater honesty attach itself to the positions of Constantinople’s radical ethnocentric
circles than the circle of bankers and Patriarchs (Joachim II and Joachim III) that
these radical ethnocentric circles supported.

The identification of clericalists and ethnocentrists resulted from shared atti-
tudes - attitudes regarding the Orthodox millet rather than Patriarchal authority.
As mentioned earlier, when the issue of the Bulgarian Exarchate emerged, both sides
supported the view that the problem was ecclesiastical, not political. Thus, the only
authority competent to resolve it was the Patriarchate, not the Sublime Porte. Con-
versely, supporters of Patriarchal consolidation after the pattern of constitutional
monarchy appeared to better accommodate the ideals of the Ottoman establish-
ment (and consequently the Ottoman state’s absorption of »political« jurisdiction
»privileges«) than those who rejected the constitutional simulation.

18 As the newspaper Bu{avtic did not publish the letter, Kleovoulos sent it to another newspaper of
Constantinople, whose publisher, Vasilios Kalliphron, was a supporter of the reforms within the Patri-
archate. See Efstathios KLEOvouLos, Letter, in: Newspaper AvatoAtkog Aotrp 436, 28-29 February
1867.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



126 ‘ Dimitris Stamatopoulos

»Europeanism«: Orthodoxy versus Nationalism?

Instituting and reproducing the model of constitutionality was catalytic, it seems,
for the entire spectrum of political forces around the Patriarchate at that time,
and not only for the various blocs within the clericalist movement. But if the
issue of adopting the constitutional monarchy model ushered in (or translated at a
symbolic level) the fragmenting of the clericalist wing, as described earlier, the issue
of handling the national ideology had the same results in terms of the reformist
wing’s cohesion. Let us look at some of the views of the »organic intellectuals«, who
supported the reforms on this issue.

A diatribe published in instalments in the newspaper AvatoAikog Aotijp (Eastern
Star) a few years earlier made use of the method we saw above - that is, Orthodoxy’s
contrast to Roman Catholicism (»Papism«) and Protestantism, — but not in order
to elevate the former in terms of its supposed privileged relation to the institution
of constitutionality. This time the criterion was the relationship of each of the three
major Christian Churches/confessions with nationalism.

The unsigned diatribe was titled »European ideas, that is, Europeanism«. Based
on the writing style and the author’s description by the publication’s editor as »one
of the distinguished writers and theologians of our nation, the author was likely
the aforementioned supporter of reforms Stephanos Karatheodoris. The author un-
derstood »Europeanism« as the historical outcome of the struggle between »Papism
and reform, formation and transformation, facade and post-fagade«. Europeanism
is compared with the meaning of Orthodoxy, to the degree that the latter shows a
hostile disposition to »universal domination« and to the reverence characteristic
of Papism as well as to the sense of »anarchism« typical for Protestantism'?. The
distinction between Orthodoxy and Papism/Protestantism is that, while the former
sacrifices the ego to God, in the latter case »the divine things are sacrificed to the
person, to the ego«*”. But other than censuring Europeanism’s secular character,
the diatribe makes another important observation that mainly concerns the nature
of Papism: Papism is nothing but the transformation of the ancient despotism of
Rome. As such, according to the author, »Papism has nationalism as its principle
[...] it is the same as nationalism, [but] in the guise of Christianity, and this is
why Papism is more destructive and devastating than nationalism«?!. The author
offers as an example the Romans, who had merely instrumentalised Christianity to
survive as a nation.

19 [N.N.], European ideas, that is, Europeanism, in: Newspaper AvatoAtkog Aotip 35, 29 May1862.
20 See Newspaper AvatoAtkog Aothp 36, 5 June 1862 and 38, 19 June 1862.
21 See Newspaper AvatoAtkog Aotip 39, 26 June 1862.
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Equating Papism with nationalism was especially efficient. The arguments used
struck at both supporters of the national ideology, which appeared as a particularly
strong option for the reform of the millet, as well as — and mainly - for the supporters
of the Patriarchal centralist consolidation of authority. (Earlier we also saw how
Katselidis flirted with the Papal model on this point.) Thus, the author’s target was
Patriarch Joachim IIs attempt to divert the reform effort towards the construction
of a »Papal« model of Patriarchal power. On the other hand, the simultaneous
condemnation of Papism and nationalism served to recall the then-intense problem
of the Uniatism’s expansion to the Bulgarians - a problem that the reformers blamed
on Joachim II.

Conversely, the author’s criticism of Protestantism was milder. He believed the
Reformation was the work of the Teutonic and Germanic peoples suffering under
the despotism of Ancient Rome and Papism. Yet the Reformation had gone to the
opposite extreme, namely to »anarchys, in an exaggerated reaction to Papism. The
diatribe, nonetheless, linked Protestantism to nationalism only to the degree that
it also used the »weapons« of Papism??. Here the more favourable treatment of
Protestantism certainly derived from the special role of the laity in the Protestant-
style church administration.

We can also observe a similar treatment of the Anglican Church by Grigorios
Pavlidis. Accusing the Western »sects«, Roman Catholicism and Protestantism,
of abandoning the authority of the Holy Synod, he excludes the Anglican Church
from this accusation. In his view, after fierce clashes with hard-line Calvinists,
Anglicanism had defended the »synodal stature and tradition of the ancient church«.
He also recalls the efforts for a convergence between Orthodoxy and Protestantism
by Patriarch of Constantinople Jeremias III in 1723 (although not the analogous
efforts of the controversial Patriarch Cyril Loucaris, which led to his notorious and
ill-fated »Calvinist Confession«).

In Pavlidis’ case, the means he chose to splice together the transcendent (or
spiritual) with the rational — which we discussed earlier — did not imply only the
reference to a different type of statehood, but also the need for people to choose
one of these national identities. What interested him was the case of the Greeks.
For Grigorios Pavlidis,

the Greek, in such a display of disgust, above all opposed the two divergences of the

polity [...]. It was obvious that it was impossible for him to recognise in his spiritual

homeland [...]) either the sovereignty and the absolute dominance of a mortal man [the

22 See Newspaper AvatoAikog Aotiip 41, 10 July 1862.
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model of Roman Catholicism] [...] or polyarchy and anarchy [the model of Protestantism],

which as in political so and in religious society, is the most formidable of tyrannies®.

Conversely, the Greek »was obliged to remain a faithful and dedicated worshipper
of Orthodoxy’s God-like and synodal constitution«. Pavlidis’ argument does not
just leave open the possibility of linking reform to national ideology; it sees this as
necessary.

If constitutional monarchy is the state model that corresponds to the nature of
Orthodoxy, it is open to question whether the direct correlation of the religious
with the state refers to a type of national identity - in our case, the Greek. For the
reformist cleric Grigorios Pavlidis, the answer is yes. For Stephanos Karatheodoris,
one of the lay representatives of the reformist wing, the answer is no. This fissure in
the reformist wing regarding the national idea will not become as visible as that
within the clergy-laity wing over the imposition of the Patriarchal concentration-
of-power model. This is because the problem was handled appropriately by the
ruling group of bankers.

»K.«, who wrote the above-mentioned diatribe in Oudvoua, fully understood
the »nationalisation« of laity as a process to make it more menacing to the Em-
pire’s social cohesion and thus by extension also to the traditional ecumenical
model of the Orthodox world. Attacking the supporters of reform, and especially
the rival newspaper AvatoAwxdg Aotrp, he will denounce them as defenders of
»nationalism«:

And [the editors of AvatoAwkog Aotijp] who, on the one hand abet and for their own
interest coddle this misconduct, have dubbed themselves »Nationalists« (by worthy of their
pay!), on the other hand, after consideration, try through peaceful means to smooth over
any objections raised by dubbing these [supporters of reform] »anti-nationalc; they, thus,
dance to the tune of their paymaster, for in truth these words »national« and »antinational«
have no meaning, as the infamous Populism reaches its extreme! (There is no charge more
severe than that of Populism)**.

For »K.«, the defence of the constitutional model did not necessarily mean the de-
fence of Greek national identity, as was the case with Grigorios Pavlidis. Conversely,
for the latter, the term »national« was negatively connotated, and it is hardly certain
that the model of Patriarchal centralism that he defended should be translated into
the ethnarchic millet-bagi model.

23 Paviipis, H ®wvn) tfi¢ OpBodotiag.
24 »K.« (G. KATSELIDIS), [no title], in: Newspaper Oudvota 56 (17 November 1862).
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Conclusions

If someone was searching in the history of the Ottoman Empire for a culmination of
a process of confessionalisation, namely the formation or consolidation of religious
identities as constituents of a state building, along the lines suggested by the German
historians Wolfgang Reinhard and Heinz Schilling, it would have to be during the
so-called second phase of the Tanzimat reforms. The imperial decree of 1856 began
a process of reconstruction of non-Muslim religious communities (nillets). Some
historians even speak of a fundamental reinvention of religious communities in
the sense that for the first time they were engaged in developing a discourse on
defending their »ancient privileges« in front of the Sublime Porte. Though these
»privileges« were real, their »antiquity« was often fabricated or exaggerated. But
what was the logic of this reconstruction of the millet system?

Most importantly, it institutionalised the participation of the laity in the admin-
istration of religious mechanisms; something that was perceived by contemporary
observers of the time as the direct influence of a Protestant conception of the
association of clergy and laity - and this idea was in fact promoted by Stratford
Canning, the British ambassador in Istanbul, himself. In fact, the millet assemblies
convened in the following years were characterised by intense clashes between the
high clergy, which wished to maintain its privileges, and the reformers, who had
aligned themselves with the basic political directions of the Ottoman government.

The Armenian millet experienced the most intense of these clashes, but as early
as the 1830s, two more millets had sprung from it, the Roman Catholic and the
Protestant. In fact, in the case of the Armenians, we have the only successful process
of conversion to Western doctrines, and this happened because the questioning
of the supreme clergy begun very early by powerful members of the Armenian
bourgeoisie. In the case of the Jews, there were also conflicts, but mainly at a regional
level, which can be explained by the non-centralised character of the millet (the
great dispersion of Sephardi, Askenazi, and Romaniote Jews and their synagogues
throughout the Empire).

In the case of Rum millet, namely the Greek Orthodox religious community,
which was also the most numerous in the Empire, the clergy not only managed to
resist the questioning of its privileges, but also to reproduce its dominant social
status, at least until the catastrophe of 1922 in Asia Minor. The reformists managed
to impose the participation of laity in the administration of the Patriarchate, but
the election of the Patriarch depended in the end on the clergy: The laymen would
have to choose three candidates, but the final election of the Patriarch was made
by the Holy Synod. By preserving the right to control the office of the Patriarch,
who was considered not only a religious but also a political leader, the high clergy
confirmed its strong position at the top of the millet hierarchy.
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These were the reasons that 15 years ago, when I published my dissertation,
I called what happened in the late 1850s in Constantinople a »failed secularisation«.
However, this failed secularisation created the conditions for a »failed confession-
alisation« as well. For the Ottomans, of course, the problem of the reorganisation
of religious communities had nothing to do with doctrinal issues, but with some
basic aims: first, to detach the political, economic and judicial powers from the
Orthodox clergy (which would only have spiritual competencies), and second, to
absorb them into Ottoman mechanisms of administration.

Through the creation of small parliaments within the millets, the Ottomans
sought to avoid the creation of a regular parliament. However, the failure of the
1876 experiment with the rise of Sultan Abdul Hamid II to the throne and the
prevalence of Pan-Islamism as a sovereign state ideology, renewed the religious
legitimacy of the Empire’s institutions, with the consequence that the »absorption«
of the material background of the millets could not take place. At the same time, the
modernisation of the Empire would once more be postponed, which means - to
put it another way - till the Greek calends. In fact, failed confessionalisation meant
the transformation of the Ottoman Empire’s populations into national bodies while
old religious communities became »ethnic minorities«.

The perception of the church as a body analogous to the state on the part both
the reformists and some within the clergy-laity wing as well as its repetition and
construction described above had a catalytic effect in shaping the relationship
between the religious and the political. It is characteristic that even when the
representatives of the clergy-laity wing were forced to defend the authority of canon
law versus the constitutionality of the General Regulations, they were forced to
do so through theories of state. When canon law was invoked, the element of
their legitimation was not theological authority, but the fact that at that time they
represented the branch of the Christian faith that was most compatible with the
state model of constitutional monarchy. Accordingly, the General Regulations, as
the most important expression of the reformist (»secularising«) movement within
the Orthodox millet, had to exist, but only to the degree that they did not cause
imbalances in the model of Orthodoxy’s »intrinsic« constitutionality.

It thus seems as if reforms in the Orthodox millet, seen as a process of secularising
it, put the political and the religious in a relationship not quite of subjection, but of
reflexes and refractions. On the one hand, the political sphere did not dominate the
religious; rather, we might say it undermined its traditional canonical power. On the
other hand, the religious sphere tried to reproduce itself by adopting state models.
This process preserved a blurred boundary between the two. As a consequence, most
critically, it obstructed the construction of a society of citizens, even though this
discussion itself could be considered as the cornerstone of the latter’s emergence.
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Daniela Kalkandjieva

The Political Theology of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church
Between Ecclesiology, Nationalism and Modernity
(1870-1922)

Introduction

Contemporary scholars employ »political theology« as an umbrella term that covers
a broad set of visions developed by different religious traditions regarding their
relationship with the realm of politics. According to Annika Thiem, its origins
were to be found in Stoic teaching about the division of theology into theologia
mythike, physike, and politiké. Within this philosophical framework, political the-
ology was associated with »cultic practices as a means of public governance«!. At
the beginning of the fifth century, however, Christian thinkers launched a bitter
criticism of pagan political theology. As a result, this wording disappeared until the
seventeenth century, when it re-emerged in philosophical treatises as a reference
to the deification of leaders in antiquity®. At the same time, its use as a conceptual
framework for the study of the relationship between religion, society, and politics
is a modern development linked to the process of secularisation®. Although the
last rediscovery of the term occurs in Mikhail Bakunin’s The Political Theology of
Mazzini and the International (1886), its contemporary meaning is widely associ-
ated with Carl Schmitt’s Political Theology (1922), which popularised the idea of
the religious roots of modern political theory®.

Over the last century, the study of political theology has made considerable
progress, especially in the cases of Catholicism, Lutheranism, Anglicanism, and
Calvinism. Yet Eastern Orthodoxy has only recently attracted the attention of re-
searchers®, who have highlighted the failure of this religious tradition to create a

—

Annika THIEM, Political Theology, in: Michael GiBBoNs (ed.), Encyclopedia of Political Thought,

Chichester 2015, pp. 1-15, at p. 1.

2 Thid,, p. 4.

3 Kristina STOECKL, Modernity and Political Theologies, in: Ead. et al. (eds.), Political Theologies in
Orthodox Christianity, London 2017, pp. 15-24, at p. 15.

4 THiewM, Political Theology, p. 7; see also Pantelis KaLarTZIDIS, Orthodoxy and Political Theology,
Geneva 2012, pp. 15-44.

5 Aristotle PAPANIKOLAOU, The Mystical as Political. Democracy and Non-radical Orthodoxy, Notre

Dame, IN 2012; KavLarrzipis, Orthodoxy; STOECKL et al. (eds.), Political Theologies.
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political theology that is simultaneously consistent with its theology and practice
while being adequate to the norms of liberal democracy®. In the view of these
scholars, this weakness has historical roots’, specifically in the subordinate status
of most Orthodox Churches under the Ottoman sultans and, later, communist
regimes, as well as in the restraining effect of ethno-religious nationalism on these
churches®. At the same time, it is worth mentioning that the pre-1917 Russian
Orthodox Church, which operated in a polity dominated by Orthodoxy, also failed
to produce an original political theology. Instead, it was strongly influenced by
Western Christianity »in terms of its language, its presuppositions, and its think-
ing«’. In short, all these developments did not allow the Orthodox Churches to
take an active part in major twentieth-century theological discussions!°.

At present, the study of Orthodox political theology concentrates predominantly
on the Byzantine era and the works of the early Church Fathers. Meanwhile, modern
developments are analysed mostly with reference to the works of Russian religious
thinkers. This leaves the contribution of the other Orthodox Churches critically
underexplored. Furthermore, despite the two-way relationship between theology
and politics, most analysts do not go beyond the responses of Orthodox Churches
to the challenge of politics. Therefore, they fail to reveal how »varying political
orientations and practices influence the consequent theological reformulations of
the understanding of central notions, such as authority, the human condition, and
history and the human tasks in it«'!.

From the perspective of this state of affairs in the study of Orthodox political
theology, this chapter pursues a twofold goal: to provide information about the
lesser-known case of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church and to demonstrate the
impact of secular politics on its political theology. In particular, it examines the
impact of nationalism and Bulgaria’s defeat in World War I on the church’s vision
of its mission, autonomy, and authority. In this regard, it also discloses the different
roles played by the episcopate, clergy, and laity in the invention and reconsideration
of Bulgarian political theology. For this purpose, I have employed multiple archival

6 Papanikoraou, The Mystical as Political, p. 5, 195.

7 PAPANIKOLAOU, The Mystical as Political; Alfred STEPAN, Religion, Democracy, and the »Twin
Tolerations, in: Journal of Democracy, 11/4 (2000), pp. 37-57, at p. 52; Peter L. BERGER, Orthodoxy
and Global, Pluralism, in: Wallace L. DANIEL et al. (eds.), Perspectives on Church-State Relations in
Russia, Waco, TX 2008, pp. 7-17, at p. 12.

8 Kavrarrzipis, Orthodoxy, pp. 68f.; Vasilios N. MAKRIDES, Political Theology in Orthodox Chris-
tian Contexts. Specificities and Particularities in Comparison with Western Latin Christianity, in:
STOECKL et al. (eds.), Political Theologies, pp. 25-54, at p. 42.

9 Kavarrzipis, Orthodoxy, p. 75.

10 Ibid., p. 76.
11 THIEM, Political Theology, p. 3.
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and published documents that reveal the church’s attempts to cope with changed
political realities at home and abroad.

Bulgarian Political Theology in the Age of Nationalism

The advent of nationalism in Southeastern Europe coincided with the disintegration
of the Ottoman Empire. Both processes brought about radical change, not only on
the political map of the region, but also on the religious one. More specifically, they
stimulated the creation of national Orthodox Churches, which tended to associate
their mission with the salvation of a particular nation. Since the nation came to
be perceived as an eternal ethno-religious body, this idea seriously undermined
the universalist ethos of Christianity'?. Established in 1870 under the name »Bul-
garian Exarchate«, the modern Bulgarian Orthodox Church was no exception.
Correspondingly, its modern political theology took shape under the influence of
»the emerging ethno-religious nationalisms in the Balkans«'?. In contrast with the
churches in Greece, Serbia, and Romania, however, the Bulgarian one was not set
up by an Orthodox authority, but by the Ottoman ruler - i. e., in agreement not
with canon law, but with the laws of a non-Christian polity.

More specifically, being created by a sultan’s decree, the Bulgarian Exarchate
found itself in a bizarre situation: It enjoyed legal recognition within the Ottoman
Empire, but its canonical legitimacy was questioned by other Orthodox Churches.
In 1872, these tensions were further aggravated by the decision of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople to declare the young Bulgarian Church schismatic, thereby blocking
it from canonical communication with the other Orthodox Churches!*. At the time,
the Exarchate was not able to rely on the support of its own nation-state, unlike the
Orthodox Churches of Greece, Serbia, Romania, and Albania. As a result, the main
factor in shaping its early political theology turned out not to be the state, but the
laity, whose moral and material support was decisive for the establishment and the
survival of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. In this regard, it is essential to stress that
80 per cent of the deputies in the First Popular Church Council (1871), who adopted
the first statute of the modern Bulgarian Orthodox Church and elected its first

12 Kavarrzipis, Orthodoxy, pp. 68-70.

13 MAKRIDES, Political Theology, p. 42.

14 This issue is discussed in detail in Daniela KALKANDJIEVA, The Bulgarian Orthodox Church, in:
Lucian N. LEUSTEAN (ed.), Orthodox Christianity and Nationalism in Nineteenth Century South-
eastern Europe Century, New York 2014, pp. 164-201.
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Exarch, were laymen!®. This peculiarity determined the young Bulgarian Church’s
vision of its role in society and its relations with the political and ecclesiastical
authorities in the Balkans for decades to come.

Besides, the sultan’s decree established not only a new religious institution, but
also a new »millet«, that of Bulgaria. Taking into account the changes introduced
in the Ottoman legislation after the Crimean War (1853-1856), this act meant that
the Exarchate’s members were recognised as a separate nation'®. Correspondingly,
the Bulgarian Exarch was not merely a religious leader, but a representative of the
civil, linguistic, and ethnic rights of his Orthodox compatriots before the Sublime
Porte. In addition, the 1870 decree guaranteed broad institutional autonomy to the
Exarchate. More specifically, it imposed a ban on the Patriarchal See of Constantino-
ple from intervening in the affairs of the new church (Article 3) while obliging
the Bulgarian Exarch to seek the advice of the former in the sphere of theological
matters (Article 6) and to receive the Holy Myron from it (Article 7).

No less important is that the sultan’s decree outlined the Exarchate’s territory.
It listed the dioceses of the new Orthodox Church and envisioned a mechanism
through which new ones might join it in the future (Article 10). It also allowed for
the transfer of a diocese from the Patriarchate to the Exarchate by a majority of two
thirds of the faithful in a referendum. Over the subsequent years, the Exarchate
successfully used this mechanism to spread its jurisdiction over new dioceses'’. In
this regard, it is necessary to underline that some referenda took place before the
Liberation of Bulgaria (1878), i. e., the Bulgarian Orthodox Church’s initial territo-
rial growth occurred without the assistance of a nation-state. This is another feature
that distinguishes the Bulgarian case from those of the other national Orthodox
Churches in Southeastern Europe, those of Greece, Serbia, Romania, Albania, and
more recently North Macedonia. This also means that, despite the entanglement
of religion with Bulgarian nationalism, the early formation of Bulgarian political
theology was free of state influence. Furthermore, the fact that the Bulgarian Or-
thodox Church was constituted before the corresponding nation-state conditioned
the development of a political theology that emphasised the Exarchate’s role as a
guardian of the national identity of Bulgarians against the neighbouring Orthodox

15 The First Church Popular Council consisted of five hierarchs, one archimandrite, four priests, and
40 laymen, see Hristo TEMELSKI (ed.), Tsarkovno-narodniyat sabor, 1871 g. [The Church-Popular
Council 1871], Sofia 2001, pp. 60-62.

16 Simeon EvsTATIEV, Milletic Secularism in the Balkans. Christianity, Islam, and Identity in Bulgaria,
in: Nationalities Papers 47/1 (2019), pp. 87-103.

17 The dioceses of Skopje and Ohrid joined the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1873, while those of Debar, Bitola,
and Strumica (now in North Macedonia), and that of Nevrokop (the present city of Gotse Delchev
in Bulgaria) did the same after the liberation of Bulgaria (1878), see Zina MARKOVA, Balgarskata
Ekzarkhiya, 1870-1879 [The Bulgarian Exarchate, 1870-1879], Sofia 1989, p. 31.
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Churches and especially against the Patriarchate of Constantinople. As a result,
Bulgarian political theology tended initially to employ motives related to nation-
hood and history rather than specifically religious concepts such as the eucharist
and eschatology.

While the establishment of the Principality of Bulgaria (1878) did not bring
about serious changes to this paradigm, it did affect the church’s organisation. To a
great degree, this specific development is determined by the fact that only a part
of the Exarchate’s dioceses and communities of believers were included in the
new Bulgarian state, while the others remained under Ottoman rule. Meanwhile,
the Exarchate not only survived the political changes, but preserved its territorial
jurisdiction over the dioceses situated on both sides of the Bulgarian-Ottoman
border. In this way, it became the only national institution able to preserve the unity
of the Bulgarian people, whether they lived in the liberated lands or those remaining
under Ottoman rule. In an attempt to guarantee this function of the Bulgarian
Orthodox Church, the Constitutive Assembly of the Principality included a special
text in the first Bulgarian Constitution (1879). It reads:

Constituting an integral part of the Bulgarian church territory, the Bulgarian Principality, in
ecclesiastical terms, is subjected to the Holy Synod - the Supreme spiritual authority of the
Bulgarian Church, wherever this authority has been situated. By means of this authority,
the principality is kept united with the Ecumenical Eastern Church in everything that
relates to the dogmas of [Orthodox] faith!®.

Having dioceses on both sides of the Bulgarian-Ottoman border, the Bulgarian
Orthodox Church changed the mode of its governance. One the one hand, its Exarch
chose to preserve his Ottoman citizenship and his office in Istanbul - a location that
allowed him to continue to run the religious, cultural, and civil affairs of his flock
in the Ottoman Empire. In contrast with pre-1878 practice, however, he was not
able to secure the functioning of a Holy Synod at his office. Instead, his work was
assisted only by the so-called Mixed Council - a body that consisted of laymen and
clerics, elected by believers living in the Bulgarian dioceses in the Ottoman Empire.

On the other hand, a new Holy Synod was established in Sofia, the capital city
of Bulgaria. It consisted of four metropolitans, who were Bulgarian citizens and
whose dioceses were situated in the principality. As a result, the Synod’s duties
also suffered serious changes, being restricted to purely religious issues while the
Bulgarian state took care of civil ones (e. g., the management of schools, municipal

18 See Article 39 (my emphasis). The text of the 1879 Constitution is available in Bulgarian on the
website of the Bulgarian National Assembly: Konstitucija na Blgarskoto knjazhestvo, 1879, published
by Parliament.bg, URL: <https://www.parliament.bg/bg/17> (09-12-2023).
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affairs). Finally, the different political and societal conditions in the two sections of
the Bulgarian Orthodox Church provoked changes in the Exarchate Statute of 1871.
The Exarch’s administration in the Ottoman Empire continued to observe this act,
while the Holy Synod in Sofia adopted its amended version under the pressure of
the Bulgarian government in 1883. The Holy Synod made a series of attempts for
its revision over the following years and in 1895 succeeded in persuading the state
authorities to introduce new changes. As a result, bishops obtained full control over
the finances and properties of the Orthodox Church within Bulgarian territory,
while the role of laity and clergy in the management of ecclesiastical affairs was
drastically reduced.

To a high degree, this duality in the church’s governance was facilitated by Bul-
garia’s status as a tributary principality of the Ottoman Empire. In 1908, however,
the Young Turk Revolution allowed the political elite of Bulgaria to break free from
its dependence on the Ottoman Empire and to become a sovereign kingdom. Its
international recognition changed the geopolitical situation in the Balkans. Under
the new conditions, the Bulgarian government continued to treat the Exarchate
as a national-political institution, but gave preference to diplomacy and war as
more effective tools for joining the Bulgarian population in the Ottoman provinces
to its state. Neither the Balkan Wars (1912-1913) nor World War I (1914-1918),
however, brought the expected results. Under the Treaty of Bucharest (28 June
1913), Bulgaria had to transfer southern Dobrudja to Romania'®. This entailed a
loss to the Bulgarian Orthodox Church of its administrative structures there as
well as 300,000 believers, who were placed under the jurisdiction of the Romanian
Patriarchate®.

Meanwhile, World War I caused new losses. Under the Treaty of Neuilly
(27 November 1919), 91,888 Bulgarian inhabitants of the regions of the cities of
Bosilegrad and Dimitrovgrad (Serbia) as well as of Strumica (North Macedonia)
became subjects of the new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, widely
known as Yugoslavia. Correspondingly, the local Bulgarian parishes were placed
under the jurisdiction of the Serbian Orthodox Church. Besides, the Bulgarian
Exarchate’s structures in the Ottoman provinces disappeared after the division of
Macedonia between Greece and Serbia. As a result, 617,077 of its members came
under the jurisdiction of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenians and its
Orthodox Church. The same happened with the 183,530 Orthodox Bulgarians
who lived in the post-1913 territory of Greece?!. In its turn, the Sublime Porte

19 In 1940, the Treaty of Craiova returned southern Dobrudja to Bulgaria, and the Bulgarian Orthodox
Church restored its jurisdiction there.

20 Nikola STANEV, Nay-nova istoriya na Balgariya, 1912-1920 [The Newest History of Bulgaria,
1912-1920], vol. 2: Voyni za obedinenie [Unification Wars], Sofia 1925, p. 146.

21 Ibid,, p. 138.
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forced 51,127 Bulgarians from Asia Minor and other Turkish provinces to abandon
their homes and to move to Bulgaria, thus making space for the Turkish refugees
from Macedonia and Thrace??. Since, under these circumstances, the Bulgarian
Exarch had no more flock to administrate in Macedonia and Aegean Thrace, he
left Istanbul and settled in Sofia. After his death in 1915, the Bulgarian Holy Synod
began to elect one of its members as temporary vicar-chair (Namestnik Predsedatel),
a practice that ended with the election of the next Exarch of Bulgaria in 1945.

Furthermore, during the peace negotiations, the schismatic status of the Bulgar-
ian Orthodox Church did not allow its hierarchy to refer to canon law as a means
of preserving its administration over these areas. Therefore, the Sofia-based Holy
Synod used secular rather than religious arguments in its memorandum addressed
to the representatives of the victorious states who had gathered in Paris to draw the
post-war map of Europe?. Taking advantage of Woodrow Wilson’s principle of the
self-determination of nations, the Bulgarian hierarchs built their motives on the
studies of Western scholars about the Bulgarian nation and historical sources as
well as on relevant decisions taken by the Istanbul Conference of the Great Powers
(1876) and the Treaty of San Stefano (1878). They also stressed that the Bulgar-
ian Orthodox Church was the »gatherer and guardian of the Bulgarian people«
throughout the centuries. The Synodal memorandum also outlined the imaginary
boundaries of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church by specifying the areas inhabited
by the Orthodox Bulgarians, which included Bulgaria proper and the regions of
Macedonia, Thrace, Doburdja, and Pomoravlje (today in eastern Serbia). In this
regard, the only theological reference made was an allusion to the crucifixion of
Jesus Christ in the appeal for the Bulgarian nation, described as bearing a crown of
thorns, to be shown Christian mercy.

The memorandum had no effect. The Treaty of Neuilly (27 November 1919)
buried the Holy Synod’s hopes of preserving the church’s jurisdiction outside the
post-war borders of Bulgaria. For the first time since 1878, the Exarchate’s territory
overlapped with that of the state, and the Bulgarian Orthodox Church became
a truly domestic institution, i. e., the Bulgarian state became the only party with
which the Bulgarian Orthodox hierarchs had to negotiate the legal status and public
activities of their church. The previous duality in the church’s governance also
disappeared. All this called for a paradigm shift.

22 Tbid,, p. 147.
23 TsDA [Tsentralen Darzhaven Arhiv — Central State Archive], f. [fonds] 791k, op. [inventory] 1,
a.e. [archival unit] 32, Proceedings of the Holy Synod, No. 17 from 8 April 1919, § 36.
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Towards a New Paradigm

The Treaty of Neuilly shifted the focus of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church from
the issue of national unity to its inner ecclesiastical affairs. In this regard, the most
burning question was that of the Exarchate Statute. On the one hand, the loss of the
dioceses in the former Ottoman provinces meant that its original version of 1871
has ceased to apply. The Bulgarian ecclesiastical and secular authorities, however,
abstained from its official suspension, since such an act would have cast doubt on
the very foundations of their church. On the other hand, the 1895 Exarchate Statute
stirred up bitter disappointment among laity and clergy who perceived the new
regulations as a betrayal of the principles of conciliarity on which the Exarchate
had been originally built. In their view, this act identified the church with the Holy
Synod rather than the community of believers**. In particular, laymen and priests
opposed the new texts that diminished their role in the governance of church affairs,
while empowering the episcopate to introduce changes in the Statute without the
approval of the Church Popular Council. On these grounds, the dissidents called
for a restoration of their previous rights, namely to participate in the governance
of church affairs on an equal footing with bishops®. In the meantime, the post-
Neuilly shrinking of the church’s territorial jurisdiction to the state borders and the
approaching fiftieth anniversary of the first Church Popular Council (1871) gave a
new impetus to their campaign for transforming the Bulgarian Orthodox Church
into a »public institution«*.

Facing these challenges, on 6 November 1919 the Holy Synod set up a special
Ecclesiastical Commission tasked with analysing the Exarchate Statute(s) and other
church-related legislation in Bulgaria in the light of the post-war situation and
with drafting amendments”’. Under the chairmanship of Metropolitan Simeon
of Varna, its members — Archimandrite Stefan (Bishop Markiyanopolski of 1921,
Metropolitan of Sofia of 1922, and Exarch of Bulgaria of 1945), Archimandrite
Pavel (Bishop Dragovitiyski of 1921 and Metropolitan of Stara Zagora of 1923),
and Protopresbyter Stefan Zankow - held a series of sessions between 22 February
and 19 July 1920?. According to some contemporaries, the initial idea of the Holy

24 Hristo VARGOV, Konstitutsiyata na Balgarskata pravoslavna tsarkva. Istroiya i razvoy na Ekzarhiyskiya
ustav [The Constitution of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. The History and Development of the
Exarchate Statute], Sofia 1920, p. 541.

25 Tbid., p. 509.

26 Tbid., p. 487.

27 TsDA, f. 166Kk, op. 1, a.e. 53, Letter from the Synod’s Vicar-Chair Metropolitan Vasilii of Dorostol
and Cherven to the Minister of Foreign and Religious Affairs, 6 December 1919, pp. 2f.

28 Protokoli na Duhovnata Komisiya za preglezhdane na Ekzarhiyskiya ustav i vsichki deystvuvashti
dnes vav vedomstvoto na Bylgarskata pravoslavna tsarkva tsarkovni naredbi [Proceedings of the
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Synod was to introduce changes in the Exarchate Statute without seeking their
approval by a church popular council, as had been the rule since 1895%.

When the Synod informed the Ministry of Foreign and Religious Affairs about
the Commission’s work, however, the government instigated steps towards the
convocation of a church popular council®®. In response, on 28 September 1920 the
hierarchs sent a letter of protest to the Minister of Foreign and Religious Affairs,
invoking the constitutional status of the Holy Synod as the supreme spiritual power
of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church as an argument that this institution alone was
entitled to pass decisions on all church-related issues®. According to the church’s
leadership, the state legislative authorities were allowed to give consent for certain
religious initiatives, but only upon the issuance of the corresponding decision and
its blessing by the Holy Synod. In this regard, the Orthodox hierarchy declared
its readiness to organise a church popular council with the participation of the
episcopate, clergy, and laity to discuss and adopt the future Exarchate Statute.

The state, however, went on with its plan. On 6 October 1920 the National
Assembly voted a law on the convocation of a church popular council®?. One of
its paragraphs abolished the Holy Synod’s privilege to approve or disapprove any
state initiatives concerning the local Orthodox Church, which had been established
by the 1895 Adapted Exarchate Statute (Article 180). At the same time, it restored
the principle of state consent in the case of convoking church popular councils, as
required by the Exarchate Statute of 1871 (Article 134) and the adapted one of 1883
(Article 105)**. Furthermore, the same legal act guaranteed equal rights to bishops,
priests, and laymen in the decision-making process. It also secured a numerical
preponderance of lay participants over churchmen (bishops, archimandrites, priests,
monks). The attempts of the Orthodox hierarchs to object the bill were in vain and
on 20 October Tsar Boris III signed it into law>*.

Under these circumstances, the Holy Synod resorted to passive resistance. The
Ministry of Foreign and Religious Affairs, however, took countermeasures. On
30 November 1920, it appointed a special working group to prepare the rules for

Ecclesiastical Commission in Charge of the Reviewing the Exarchate Statute and all Currently Active
Regulations on the Church’s Affairs in the Kingdom of Bulgaria], Sofia 1920.

29 VARrGov, Konstitutsiyata, p. 467.

30 TsDA, f. 166k, op. 1, a.e. 53, Letter from the Synod’s Vicar-Chair, Metropolitan Vasilii of Dorostol
and Cherven, to the Minister of Foreign and Religious Affairs, 2 July 1920, p. 8.

31 TsDA, f. 166k, op. 1, a.e. 47, Letter from the Holy Synod to the Minister of Foreign and Religious
Affairs, 28 September 1920, pp. 4£.

32 Varcov, Konstitutsiyata, pp. 507f.

33 TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1, a.e., 32, Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 2, 4 December 1920,
pp- 15£.

34 TsDA, f. 166k, op. 1, a.e. 53, Decree No. 355 for the approval of the Law on the amendment of the
Exarchate Statute, 20 October 1920, p. 20.
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the convocation of the Church Popular Council as well as the Council’s agenda. It
included three officials of the Ministry (two laymen and a priest), a schoolteacher,
and a member of the National Assembly?”. This time the Synod did not waste time
and convened the Episcopal Conference on 2 December®. The Ministry’s Working
Group and the Episcopal Conference spent the next two months discussing the
issue of church autonomy.

Debates on Church Autonomy

The Orthodox hierarchs and the state officials agreed about the disparate nature
of church and state, but approached it differently: The former gave preference to
theology, the latter to secular law. Their visions of church autonomy accordingly
differed. More specifically, the Episcopal Conference stressed that the church was
a divine institution set up by Jesus Christ himself. In contrast to the state, whose
foundations were laid down by the Constitution, the church was established by
Christ himself, by a divine will expressed in the Holy Scriptures and the Holy
Tradition (sveto predanie)®”. On these grounds, the Episcopal Conference concluded
that the church was something distinct and separate from the state and indeed any
merely human society. The church had its own autonomous sphere of activities,
which was determined by its duty to serve the religious and moral needs of its
flock. Therefore, any state intrusion into this sphere presented an attack against
the church’s exclusive rights, its inner essence, and its original purpose®®. The
main fallacy in this reasoning stems from its asymmetrical approach, in which
the theological notion of the church as God’s body is conflated with the Bulgarian
Orthodox Church as a historically constructed institution. It also fails to address
the difference between a divine will that is not restricted in time and space and the
constitution of a modern state, confined by borders.

Furthermore, although the Holy Synod and the Episcopal Conference recognised
the need for a church popular council, they disagreed with the state’s initiative and
raised the question: Who has the right to convoke such a forum? The Bulgarian hier-
archs admitted that the Ecumenical Councils had been convoked by the Byzantine

35 VARGOV, Konstitutsiyata, p. 512.

36 The Holy Synod in Sofia consisted of four metropolitans elected for a four-year period by all bishops
(1895 Adapted Exarchate Statute, Article 27): Ekzarhiyski ustav prisposoben v Knyazhestvoto, in:
Darzhaven Vestnik [State Gazette], No. 23, 30 January 1895. In parallel, in 1920, the Episcopal
Conference consisted of twelve metropolitans and four non-diocesan bishops: TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1,
a.e. 32, Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 1, 2 December 1920, p. 2.

37 Kristina STOECKL et al., Introduction, in: Ead. et al. (eds.), Political Theologies, pp. 1-12, at p. 5.

38 TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1, a.e. 32, Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 1, 2 December 1920, p. 5.
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Emperor, but argued this happened only at the request of the bishops themselves.
They also held that the convocation of these forums, as well as all issues about
the church’s organisation and governance, fell into its own exclusive sphere and
therefore concluded that the law on the Convocation of the Church Popular Council
had infringed the authority of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church®. The Episcopal
Conference also disagreed with another of the law’s provisions, which organised
the elections of the deputies for the Church Popular Council in accordance with
the civil territorial administrative structures and entrusted them to civil judges*.
An intriguing aspect of the defence of the church’s rights was the reference to the
experience of the Russian Orthodox Church, many of whose clerics and laypeople
had found asylum in Bulgaria after the Bolshevik revolution. Accordingly, the Holy
Synod stressed the long and thorough preparation of the Local Russian Church
Council (1917-1918)*.

In an attempt to defend the church’s rights, the Episcopal Conference elaborated
an alternative draft law and asked the government to assist its adoption by the
National Assembly. This time, the hierarchs looked for a compromise. In contrast to
their original decision to exclude state representatives from the future Church Pop-
ular Council, their draft law envisioned three such deputies*?. Similarly, the plan for
reduced lay participation in the forum was abandoned and the hierarchs accepted a
slight lay preponderance of 15 to 20 over the bishops, priests, and monks*’. At the
same time, the draft obliged the state to endorse the future Church Statute without
any objection. In parallel, in their correspondence with the secular authorities, the
Orthodox hierarchs continuously repeated that the state had no right to introduce
changes to the Exarchate Statute without the church’s agreement**. In their view, the
constitution not only had distinguished the Orthodox Church from the state, but
also had explicitly guaranteed the former the right of autonomous self-government.
On these grounds, the episcopate claimed exclusive authority to resolve all religious
matters, including the amendments to the Exarchate Statute. The only concession
the church was prepared to make was to realise these changes in collaboration
with the state, that is to say, the Orthodox hierarchy did not accept the abolition of
Article 180 in the Adapted Exarchate Statute of 1895%.

39 TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1, a.e. 32. Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 2, 3 December 1920,
pp. 24-27.

40 Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 4, 6 December 1920, pp. 40f.

4

—_

Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 1, 2 December 1920, p. 10; Proceedings No. 2,
3 December 1920, p. 27.

42 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 5, 7 December 1920, pp. 55-57.

43 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 4, 6 December 1920, pp. 47f.

44 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 1, 3 December 1920, p. 5.

45 Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 7, 9 December 1920, pp. 79-81.
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In its turn, the working group at the Ministry of Foreign and Religious Affairs
regarded the church’s inner autonomy as a condition that would allow this body
to observe its specific religious principles. At the same time, it distinguished this
autonomy from the separation of church and state. According to the working group,
the second model required the church to cover the priestly salaries. As the Bulgarian
Orthodox Church had not enough financial resources for this purpose, the group
recommended the church-state separation as an ideal whose realisation had to be
postponed until the church became strong enough economically. Furthermore, the
debates on church-state relations revealed differences in the views of the working
groups members. The majority believed that the church was simply a judicial entity
and thus enjoyed the same autonomy as the other judicial entities. According to
the minority opinion, the church was obliged to assist the state by offering sacred
sanction to its acts and by teaching people to obey the ruling powers as divinely
ordained*®.

Meanwhile, the conflict between the episcopate and the state escalated. When
the hierarchs failed to secure the adoption of their draft law by negotiation, they
decided to boycott the Church Popular Council. Finally, this crisis was overcome
through the mediation of priests who appealed the government to find a peaceful
solution. In particular, they welcomed the state position on the composition of the
Council and the principle of equality of its members. In their view, this framework
would allow the Council to function as an ecclesiastical chamber fully equipped for
the role it had to play in the life of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. At the same
time, clergy invited the state authorities to accept all requirements of the Episcopal
Conference except the bishops’ veto over the Council’s decisions, which would
transform the Council into a purely consultative body subjected to the episcopate?’.

Finally, the compromise reached between the episcopate and the state allowed
the opening of the Second Church Popular Council. Its sessions took place between
6 February 1921 and 6 February 1922. In its turn, the Episcopal Conference con-
tinued to function as an upper chamber in an attempt to influence the Council’s
decision-making process. Now, church-state relations became a secondary issue
and the debate was concentrated on inner ecclesiastical matters. The discussions
on them deserve special attention as they outlined a new political theology that
redefined the roles of hierarchy, clergy, and laity in the management of ecclesiastical
affairs in post-Neuilly Bulgaria.

46 TsDA, f. 166k, op. 1, a.e. 54, The Working Group’s Proceedings No. 41, 1 February 1921, p. 55.

47 1Ibid., pp. 90f. Letter from the editorial board of Bratstvo [The newspaper of the Union of Bulgarian
Orthodox Priests] to the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign and Religious Affairs, 6 January
1921.
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Tab. 1: Timeline Table
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New Visions of the Institution of the Exarchate

Under the Treaty of Neuilly, the Sofia-based Holy Synod had no chance of re-
alising its claims over the Exarchate’s structures that had remained outside the
Bulgarian borders. There were also serious doubts whether the Exarchate’s vicariate
(Ekzarhiysko zamestnichestvo) established in Istanbul upon the death of Exarch
Josif (1915) would survive in the new political situation. On 26 August 1918 the
sultan decreed its transformation into an Archbishopric for the Orthodox Bulgari-
ans in Turkey*®. Soon afterwards, however, the Treaty of Sevres (10 August 1920)
abolished all wartime Ottoman legislative acts concerning religious institutions*.
Therefore, the Bulgarian state had to seek a new agreement with Turkey for the
recognition of the former Exarchate’s headquarters in Istanbul. Due to the Greco-
Turkish War (1919-1922) and the subsequent peace negotiations, Bulgaria did not
settle relations with Turkey until 1925°.

Meanwhile, the Ecclesiastical Commission, the Episcopal Conference, and the
Church Popular Council had to decide how to proceed with the former Exarch’s
office in Istanbul. In this regard, the Ecclesiastical Commission suggested that,
given the new circumstances, the term »Exarchate« ought to be associated with
former Exarch’s office in Istanbul rather than with the notion of the church as a
whole. Therefore, it proposed renaming the »Exarchate Statute« the »Statute of the
Orthodox Bulgarian Church«. As it is seen, the Church’s name was also modified
from »Bulgarian Orthodox Church« into »Orthodox Bulgarian Church«. By em-
phasising the Orthodox character of this religious body, the Commission argued

48 TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1, a.e. 37, Proceedings of the Holy Synod No. 72, 21 July 1921, § 23.

49 Ibid., a.e. 38, Proceedings of the Holy Synod No. 12, 22 February 1922, § 4.

50 Treaty of Friendship between Bulgaria and Turkey. Singed at Angora on 18 October 1925, available in
English at: Treaty of Friendship between Bulgaria and Turkey. Singed at Angora on 18 October 1925,
published by Ungarisches Institut Miinchen, URL: <http://www.forost.ungarisches-institut.de/pdf/
19251018-1.pdf> (09-12-2023).
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that it was refuting accusations of ethnophyletism, thus facilitating its canonical
recognition by the other Orthodox Churches. On this subject, the Commission
also commented that »all local Orthodox Churches have well defined geographic
borders« and explained that »the Bulgarian Church has its own geographic bor-
ders, which overlap with those of the Bulgarian Kingdomg, as was the case with
the Russian, Serbian, or Romanian Churches®'. From this perspective, the new
name was synonymous with »the Orthodox Church in the Kingdom of Bulgaria«®2.
Correspondingly, the Commission proposed that the future Church Statute should
encompass only the dioceses situated within the post-war territory of Bulgaria.

At the same time, considering the Exarchate’s unsettled canonical status, the
Commission did not want categorically to exclude a future expansion of the juris-
diction of its church beyond the Bulgarian state territory. According to its members,
the exclusion of such an opportunity would constitute an act of betrayal of the
Orthodox Bulgarians who remained outside the post-1919 Bulgarian borders and
accepting the denationalisation of those Bulgarians who »would become subjects
not only of foreign political and linguistic, but also of religious influences«>*. For
this reason, the Commission decided:

While the Bulgarian Church, even within the borders of the Bulgarian Kingdom, lacks
international recognition, and until there is a chance for the Bulgarians in neighbouring
states, under certain circumstance, to be in touch with their native church, it does not
make sense for the Bulgarian Church prematurely to give up its jurisdiction outside the
Kingdom’s borders without expecting reciprocal gestures on the part of [the Patriarchate
of] Constantinople and the other neighbouring Orthodox Churches. When the Bulgarian
Church’s international status has been finally settled and the Bulgarian communities that
have remained outside the borders of the Bulgarian Kingdom have received the guarantees
necessary for their normal development, then the proper jurisdiction of the Bulgarian
Church could be finally arranged™.

At the same time, the working group established by the Ministry of Foreign and
Religious Affairs for the convocation of the Church Popular Council adopted a
different approach. It argued that the elimination of the reference to the Exarchate
in the name of the future Church Statute would disappoint the Bulgarians who had
remained outside the borders of post-Neuilly Bulgaria. Such a change, it claimed,

51 Protokoli na Duhovnata Komisiya (henceforth Proceedings of the Ecclesiastical Commission),
pp. 9f.

52 Ibid., pp. 9f.

53 Ibid., p. 9.

54 Ibid.
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also harboured threats to the implementation of a forthcoming international con-
vention on minority rights, which would hopefully allow the Orthodox Bulgarians
in the neighbouring Balkan states to remain under the Exarchate’s jurisdiction®”.
On these grounds, the Working Group proposed that the future Exarchate Statute
start with the following article: »The self-governing Bulgarian Orthodox Church is
an inseparable member of the One Holy Ecumenical and Apostolic Church and
consists of all Bulgarians wherever they may live«®.

Between 6 February 1921 and 6 February 1922, the Church Popular Council
and the Episcopal Conference also discussed the issue of the Exarchate. In this
regard, they agreed that the new Church Statute should not contain a reference to
the Istanbul location of the former Exarch’s office. In their view, such a paragraph
would mean that the Bulgarian Church had deserved its schismatic status. Besides,
neither the sultan’s decree of 1870 nor the Exarchate Statutes (1871, 1883, 1895)
had mentioned this location™.

Authority in the Church

The Treaty of Neuilly opened a new chapter in the development of Bulgarian
political theology. Under the new conditions, the Bulgarian Orthodox Church lost
its capacity to unify the Bulgarian nation across the borders. Besides, its previous
duality made no more sense after the loss of the Bulgarian dioceses abroad. As a
result, post-war Bulgarian political theology gave priority to the issue of authority
in the church over that of national unity. In addition, the political changes gave new
strength to the lay call for church reforms. Therefore, the role of the laity in church
affairs became a central theme in the debates of the Ecclesiastical Commission. Its
members admitted the contradiction in the ways in which the laity was treated
in the different versions of the Exarchate Statute (1871, 1883, 1895). They also
recognised that the 1895 Statute de facto excluded laity from the management of
church affairs. In an attempt to find a solution, the Commission referred to the
Holy Scriptures and the historical experience of the Christian Church. In particular,
it cited passages from the Acts of Apostles (4:32; 11:1-18; 6:2-5; 15:22-23) that
provided arguments in favour of the involvement of laymen and priests in the
management of church affairs. In a similar manner, it reviewed the corresponding

55 TsDA, f. 166k. op. 1, a.e. 54, Working Group’s Proceeding No. 23, 10 January 1921, p. 35.

56 TsDA, f. 166Kk, op. 1, a.e. 54, Working Group’s Proceeding No. 25, 12 January 1921, p. 37.

57 The location of the Patriarch of Constantinople is guaranteed by canon law. In addition, the canons
do not allow the establishment of a second episcopal throne in a city where there is already such a
throne.
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past and contemporary practices of the other Orthodox Churches. According to
the Ecclesiastical Commission,

the partaking of clergy and laity in the supreme church governance is sufficiently attested
in historical terms and once it has been placed within canonically defined clear boundaries,

it would enhance the influence of church authority and assist church welfare®®.

At the same time, the Ecclesiastical Commission stressed that such participation
had always been supervised by the Apostles. According to it, the episcopate had
exclusive rights over all matters related to the religious doctrine, dogmas, canons,
and liturgy. This monopoly was justified by the method of apostolic succession,
granted to bishops by God Himself. It was also supported by references to the
Bible (Matthew 28:19-20; Mark 16:15; John 20:22-23) as well as to the practice
of the Apostles (Acts 6:1-6; Canon XIX of the Sixth Ecumenical Council in Con-
stantinople of 680-681, Canon VI of the Council of Carthage of 419)*. In final
terms, the Ecclesiastical Commission concluded that lay involvement was »desirable
and canonically justifiable for the Orthodox Bulgarian Church«®. It also recom-
mended the establishment of a local church council to include not only bishops, but
also clerics and laymen, to be convoked periodically and to function as a church
legislative authority.

Furthermore, the Ecclesiastical Commission discussed the intermingling of the
administrative and the judiciary power in the church. Its members agreed that
these two powers were separated neither in the ancient church nor in the then-
existing polities, but acknowledged that the separation of powers in the modern
state began to be regarded as a sign of its political and legal progress®!. They also
concluded that, although the rules of the state were not binding on the church, life
itself had demonstrated the advantage of the principle of separation of powers. On
these grounds, the Commission suggested that it was inappropriate for the same
church authority simultaneously to act as a law-maker, prosecutor, and judge. It
recommended that the Holy Synod, as the supreme power of the Bulgarian Church,
set up new auxiliary bodies with lay participation which to exercise specific types
of power (legislative, judiciary, and executive-administrative) under episcopal su-
pervision®2. In support of this model, the Commission argued that the first seven
deacons had been appointed as assistants of the apostles (Acts 6:1-6) and pointed

58 Proceedings of the Ecclesiastical Commission, p. 13.

59 Ibid., p. 16; TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1, a.e. 32, Episcopal Conference Proceedings No. 27, 2 February 1922,
pp- 238f.

60 Proceedings of the Ecclesiastical Commission, p. 13.

61 Ibid,, p. 14.

62 Ibid., p. 15.
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to the decisions of the ecumenical councils that bishops should run economic
affairs with the assistantship of lay stewards and treasurers (Canon XXXVIII of
the Apostles, Canon XXVI of the Fourth Ecumenical Council in Chalcedon of
451, Canon XI of the Seventh Ecumenical Council in Nicea of 787, Canon VIII
of Gangra of 340-341, Canon XXIV of Antioch of 341). In addition, the Com-
mission commented on modern developments, especially the customs adopted by
the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople and the Russian émigré churches,
which economic activities were entrusted to lay or mixed bodies whose work was
supervised by the corresponding supreme church authority®®. Later on, the Church
Popular Council also came up with a similar proposal®. The introduction of this
practice in the Bulgarian Orthodox Church was expected to allow its hierarchy to
pay more attention to the theological questions that formed their competence and
to increase the commitment of the laity to the church cause.

Quite different was the approach of the working group appointed by the Ministry
of Foreign and Religious Affairs. According to its draft church statute, the supreme
power in the Bulgarian Orthodox Church was presented by the Church Popular
Council (Article 2)%, with the Holy Synod as the executive (Article 6)%¢. The same
document also envisioned a new format for the Holy Synod, consisting of bishops,
priests, and laymen in equal numbers (the Exarch, one bishop, two priests, and two
laymen)®. The Episcopal Conference, however, immediately attacked this project
as anticanonical. Moreover, the hierarchs threatened that none of them would
attend the forthcoming ecclesiastical forum. To placate the bishops, the working
group made a step back and edited its draft statute. According to its new version,
the Holy Synod was a laity-free body that included the Exarch, one metropolitan,
two bishops, and two priests (Article 7). Under this second draft, the Synod had
canonical jurisdiction and supervision over all diocesan hierarchs (Article 9), but
did not represent the executive power in the church, which was now transferred to
the so-called Lay Council (Article 8)®. Under the chairmanship of the Exarch, this
council had to take care of the church’s administrative and judicial affairs, i. e., of
issues beyond the sphere of theology, dogma, and canon law (Article 10)7°.

63 Tbid,, p. 17.

64 TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1, a.e. 32, Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 27, 2 February 1922,
p. 240.

65 TsDA, f. 166k. op. 1, a.e. 54, Working Group’s Proceeding No. 26, 13 January 1921, p. 38.

66 Ibid., Working Group’s Proceeding No. 28, 15 January 1921, p. 40.

67 Ibid., Working Group’s Proceeding No. 30, 18 January 1921, p. 42.

68 Ibid., Working Group’s Proceeding No. 34, 24 January 1921, p. 47.

69 Ibid.

70 TsDA, f. 166k. op. 1, a.e. 54, Working Group’s Proceeding No. 36, 26 January 1921, p. 49.
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Nor did the working group’s second draft did not receive the approval of the
Episcopal Conference. At the same time, the approaching Church Popular Council
urged the hierarchs to place emphasis on issues linked with its tasks. In general,
their attitude to this forum built on St Paul’s definition of the church as an organism,
with every member, however eminent or humble, contributing to the welfare of the
whole”!. Nevertheless, taking into account its legislative nature and its commitment
to church reforms, the episcopate distinguished between the contribution of its
participants and their roles in the decision-making process’?. In particular, the
Episcopal Conference adopted the principle that the Church Popular Council’s
decisions on dogmatic, canonical, and liturgical issues should have no force without
the approval of two thirds of the Orthodox bishops”. The same majority was
required for votes of disapproval’®. This right of veto was justified by the church’s
teaching on bishops as supreme guardians of the Christian faith and by the canons
of ecumenical councils on the sacramental authority of bishops as successors of the
Apostles”.

Furthermore, the Episcopal Conference preserved the supreme authority of
the Holy Synod, but envisioned changes in its format. The future Synod had to
include all diocesan and non-diocesan bishops, i. e., it planned to transform the
old Episcopal Conference into a Synod’®. For this purpose, the Church Popular
Council was invited to vote the following formula:

The supreme judicial and executive power in the Orthodox Bulgarian Church is executed
by the Holy Synod as well as by the two other bodies established at the same Synod,
namely the Supreme Church Court and the Church Council, which shall function within
limits defined by the present Statute’”.

Finally, the question of the supreme authority in the church was raised once more
during the Church Popular Council. About two-thirds of its deputies, mostly laymen
and priests, maintained that this power had to be represented by the Council and

71 TsDA, f. 791Kk, op. 1, a.e. 32, Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 27, 2 February 1922,
p. 239.

72 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 6, 8 December 1920, p. 74.

73 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No 27, 2 February 1922, p. 239; TsDA, f. 166k, op. 1,
a.e. 54, Motives of the Episcopal Conference for its own Draft Law for the Amendment of the State
adopted Law on the amendment of the Exarchate Statute, 5 December 1921, pp. 5f.

74 TsDA, f. 791k, op. 1, a.e. 32, Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 24, 28 May 1921, p. 228.

75 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 6, 8 December 1920, p. 75; Proceedings of the
Episcopal Conference No. 16, 4 February 1921, p. 186.

76 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 21, 18 May 1921, p. 218.

77 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 27, 2 February 1922, p. 240.
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not by the Synod. For this reason, the Episcopal Conference, which held its sessions
in parallel with those of the Church Popular Council, returned to this issue. This
time, the majority supported the view that the »the supreme judicial power belongs
to both the Holy Synod and the Church Popular Council«. After heated debates, the
Episcopal Conference unanimously adopted the formula: »The supreme judicial
power belongs to the Holy Synod and is exercised by the Church Popular Council«’®.

These compromises made by hierarchs and lay deputies in the Church Popular
Council allowed the successful accomplishment of the work on the new Church
Statute by February 1922. The government, however, postponed its adoption while
elections to the National Assembly took place. The new political formations that
took power in the country in a coup détat on 9 June 1923 also refused to endorse
it. One reason lays in the hope of the Bulgarian political elite for a revision of
the Treaty of Neuilly. Therefore, the Church Statute adopted by a Church Popular
Council without the participation of representatives of the Exarchate’s dioceses
that had been come under the Romanian, Serbian, and Greek Orthodox Churches
was regarded as a potential threat for the restoration of the pre-1913 territorial
jurisdiction of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. As a result, this church continued
to be administered under the Adapted Exarchate Statute of 1895. At the same
time, the Bulgarian episcopate became more sensitive to the lay wish for broader
participation in church affairs. In the 1920s, the Holy Synod developed a new policy
that allowed priests and ordinary believers to take an active part in the church’s
life by establishing a wide network of by priestly and lay brotherhoods, who were
involved in social, charity, and religious education projects.

Conclusions

The political theology developed by the modern Bulgarian Orthodox Church during
the first five decades of its existence was an incredibly dynamic process determined
by the problems which this religious institution had to resolve. Created before the
Bulgarian nation-state, however, this particular church relied on the laity to secure
its normal functioning. Therefore, its initial political theology was suffused with the
spirit of ethno-nationalism while being less preoccupied with Orthodox dogmas
and canons. In 1878, the establishment of the Principality of Bulgaria opened a
new stage in the development of Bulgarian political theology. This event allowed
the episcopate to take the upper hand in formulating the political theology of the
Bulgarian Orthodox Church, but only within the liberated state territory.

78 1Ibid., Proceedings of the Episcopal Conference No. 23, 27 May 1921, pp. 226-228.
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Meanwhile, the laity continued to play a decisive role in the Bulgarian dioceses
that had remained under Ottoman rule. This duality caused uncertainty in Bulgarian
political theology. It was additionally aggravated by tensions between the different
»stakeholders« in the Bulgarian Orthodox Church, namely bishops, priests, and
ordinary believers. While the episcopate worked for a return to the ancient norms
of Orthodox ecclesiology, laymen called for reforms that would align the church’s
organisation with the modern world. In this regard, the influx of several hundreds of
thousands of Bulgarian refugees from the former Ottoman provinces after Bulgaria’s
defeat in the Second Balkan War and World War I gave additional strength to the
lay movement for church reforms. No less important a factor were the increasing
number of Bulgarian graduates of Western European universities who called into
question the church’s relations with the state and its model of church governance.
In this way, the themes of church autonomy and the division of powers in the
Bulgarian Orthodox Church appeared in its political theology for the first time.

In their turn, priests underwent an intriguing evolution. While under Ottoman
rule, they were paid by the laity and usually took their side when conflicts erupted
with the bishops of Patriarchate of Constantinople and even those of the Bulgarian
Exarchate”. In free Bulgaria, however, the incomes of priests depended on the
episcopate. As a result, clerics began to support the position of their diocesan
hierarchs. This trend became a rule after the Treaty of Neuilly, as a result of which
the territories of the Bulgarian Church and state overlapped. In conclusion, early
Bulgarian political theology reflected the interests of the church’s principal actors
(episcopate, clergy, and laity) and evolved under the influence of domestic and
international political developments. It also demonstrates the tensions between
Orthodox ecclesiology and the modern concepts of ethno-nationalism, church
autonomy, and authority.

79 Daniela KALKANDJIEVA, The Bulgarian Orthodox Church and the »Ethic of Capitalism, in: Social
Compass 57/1 (2010), pp. 83-99, at pp. 86f.
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Introduction

Political theology may be the least definable concept in human intellectual history.
Is it an applied branch of theology? Has it been a core element of a Christian
political tradition ever since St Paul? Is it perhaps God’s own discourse in matters
political? Is it a precursor of modern political theory, as Carl Schmitt claimed? Is it
an academic discourse? A political one? A religious one? Is it a thing of the past or
is it permanent? All these possibilities entail a core of truth, which makes definition
a difficult task.

In the case of nineteenth-century Russia, we encounter further complications:
the direct subordination of the Russian Orthodox Church to the tsarist government
from 1721 until 1917, which led to an extra-ecclesiastical flourishing of theology;
the exceptionally rapid processes of social, cultural, economic, and political change
that Russia underwent, especially towards the end of the nineteenth century; the
fact that, intellectually, Russia has been under the impact of »Western« theological,
scientific, and philosophical theories, while also having access to a more specifically
Orthodox Christian tradition that reached back to the Greek church fathers. Here,
as in other fields, Russian thinkers always had reasons to identify (but also not to
identify) with either »the West« or with »one’s own« tradition, or to seek a balance
between or beyond the two. Generally being well familiar with Western currents and
positions, Russian thinkers have addressed these issues consciously and explicitly,
leading to such labels as Westernisers (3anaonuxu) and Slavophiles (crassrogpunwr),
but also to repeated attempts to return to ancient Christian roots, especially the
Graeco-Byzantine church fathers.

In this chapter, I use a broad definition of political theology. »Theology« refers
to any discourse that explicitly refers to God or the Divine: This includes theories
that take their departure from positive religion, whether Orthodox Christianity
or »universal« religion (as in Vladimir Solovév), as well as theories that explicitly
deny the existence of anything Divine, such as the anarchism of Mikhail Bakunin.
It includes academic theology as well as the official theologies of political regimes.
From this angle, we can distinguish positive and negative, monotheist and polytheist,
pantheist and atheist, militant and quietist, protesting and conciliatory, esoteric
and popular, and many other forms of political theologies. »Political« refers to »the
political« (broader than, but including what we habitually call »politics«, »state«, or
»political system«), understood as the ubiquitous dimension of possible conflict and
concord in society. »Politics« is any form of dealing with »the political« and comes
in four basic forms: denial/negation, suppression/control, canalisation/giving form,
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and »unchaining, including Walter Benjamin’s »divine violence«*. It also includes
revolutionary, reformist, progressive, conservative, and reactionary visions of a
future society as well as visions of a lost past.

The first part of this chapter addresses political theology as a phenomenon of
all societies, and then zooms in on Orthodox Christianity with some assistance
by Merab Mamardashvili. The second part briefly discusses some creationist and
abolitionist political theologies of the nineteenth century in Russia before moving
to the existential political theology of Fédor Dostoevsky. In the third part of the
chapter, I address the sophiological political theology of Vladimir Solovév, and
discussion of the »fate« of his sophiological impulse leads up to a general conclusion.

Political Theology as a Universal Phenomenon

If we make the barely hypothetical assumption that in all parts of the world, in all
civilisations and cultures, we find both »politics« and »religion« — because, first,
»the political« is indeed ubiquitous and thus has to be »dealt with« everywhere,
and, second, because humans everywhere generate a symbolic order that somehow
relates them to something supra-natural, whether in the form of spirits, ancestors,
or in one form of divinity or another — we can venture the hypothesis that political
theology is a phenomenon of all civilisations and cultures. Abrahamic monotheism
was a polemical reaction to polytheism, just as atheism is a polemical reaction
against theism. Christian political theology did not come out of the blue, but was a
position occupied in an already existing battlefield. Indeed, Jan Assmann retraces
political theology to Ancient Egypt, while Marin Terpstra has shown the pre-
Christian roots in Greek and Latin Antiquity®. Ancient Greek Ogoloyia moAitikij,
later transformed into theologia civilis, would now be called civil religion, and even
if early Christian writers like St Augustine rejected »political theology«, the nexus
between political theology and civil religion, clearly distinct in our days, never left
the scene completely: Any justification of a particular political reality in theological
terms, from a regime to a revolution to a new regime, can be linked to both political
theology and to civil religion. It is in that latter sense that it reappears in a text like
Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Du contrat social: as a concluding chapter which sits oddly

4 See Jan AssMANN, Of God and Gods. Egypt, Israel, and the Rise of Monotheism, Madison 2008,
pp. 142f.

5 See, among others Jan AssmMaANN, Herrschaft und Heil. Politische Theologie in Altigypten, Israel und
Europa, Munich 2000; Marin TERPSTRA, Fortdauer der theologia politiké? Varro, Spinoza, Lefort.
Drei Etappen in der Geschichte der Politischen Theologie, in: Manfred WALTHER (ed.), Religion
und Politik. Zu Theorie und Praxis des theologisch-politischen Komplexes, Baden-Baden 2004,
pp. 179-198; Elizabeth Puivips, Political Theology. A Guide for the Perplexed, London 2012.
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with the rest of the text, and this »oddity« is, I venture, crucial for understanding
the specificity of Christian political theology.

Christian political theology, arguably different from all other kinds of political
theology on this point, is specifically Christian in its reference to the figure of
Jesus Christ as God-Man, i. e., as both divine and human. (NB: I completely abstain
here from the question whether the Gospel is a human myth or a divine truth; that
is a matter of faith, not philosophy.) Because the Kingdom of God, my Kingdom
in Jesus Christ’s words, is not of or from this world (John 18:36), while His claim
that it is, did take place in this world, thus generating a vision from this world,
we obtain three perspectives on Christian political theology: a perspective »from
above« or »from a transcendent position« — in other words, from the perspective
of that Kingdom itself; a perspective »from below« or »from within the immanent
frame« (Charles Taylor) — in other words, a perspective of this »here-world« in
which Christian political theology must appear as one form (among many) of
»continuing the political struggle by other means«; a perspective from the very
oddness itself, from the »between« (what Sergej Bulgakov and William Desmond
call the »between« [uera&u]®), from what we might call the space of indeterminacy,
of non-identity, and (arguably) agnosticism.

Zooming in on Orthodoxy, and following the Georgian philosopher Merab Ma-
mardashvili (1930-1990) in his diagnosis that »European culture is based on [...]
the idea of giving form to everything, to political life, to spiritual life, giving forms,
we could argue that Orthodox (including Russian) civilisation has struggled to
find a middle ground between suppressing and unchaining the political - between,
as it were, autocracy and anarchy. It found a third way in idealisation. To quote
Mamardashvili once more: »Orthodox culture is obsessed by ideality. The thing or
the concrete form is never the ideal. Hence, if it is not the ideal, it is nothing at all.
What is wanted is all or nothing«”. I would take this beyond any »idealisation« (!)
of the West and argue that »the West« or Europe has also found it hard to find a
middle ground. The hypothesis then would be that the organising opposition is
that between suppression and unchaining, with two possible third ways, one being
idealisation (a denial of the real), the other channelling (Mamardashvili’s giving

6 See, among others William DEsmMoND, God and the Between, Hoboken 2007; Sergei BuLGAKovV, Svet
Nevechernii, Moscow 1994, p. 189; cf. Josephien van KesskL, Sophiology and Modern Society. Sergei
Bulgakov’s Conceptualization of an Alternative Modern Society, Nijmegen 2020.

7 Merab MAMARDACHVILL La pensée empéchée. Entretiens avec Annie Epelboin, La Tour dAigues
1991, p. 61: »La culture européenne est basée sur [...] I'idée de donner forme a tout, a la vie politique,
a la vie spirituelle, donner forme«; and »La culture orthodoxe est obsédée par I'idéalité. La chose ou
la forme concréte nest jamais I'idéal. Alors, ci ce nest pas I'idéal, ce nest rien du tout. On veut tout,
ou rien«.
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form), while a third, far-reaching hypothesis holds that the theory of democracy de-
veloped by Claude Lefort, author of the article Permanence du théologico-politique?
(Permanence of the Theologico-Political? - a title in which the question mark is the
key element!) turns exactly around the idea of donner forme. That the latter should
also be a critical position in political philosophy hardly seems accidental.

If theology is »discourse about God, then atheist denials of God’s existence are
cases of theology too, and if these denials connect the non-existence or »Death« of
God to politics, then they are cases of political theology. Taken together, political
theology is any type of discourse that deals with the political through an explicit
reference, positive or negative, to God or the Divine, and in doing so can be both
an inspirational worldview or an ideal vision - as well as a legitimising ideology or,
more modestly, a source of motivating and justifying ideologemes®.

Clearly, then, political theology neither implies nor suggests theocracy - nor,
however, does it necessarily reject any such implication. It does not necessarily
imply a »negative« attitude towards politics or the political, nor does it imply or
prohibit a »civil religion«. All these variants depend on how political theology is
understood and by whom. Not only can political theology be militant or belligerent,
it can also be exclusionary or divisive as well as inclusive or irenic, and it can, in a
variety of ways, imply active engagement in this »here-world«: mediaeval crusades,
Latin American liberation theology, Russian »Christian politics« (Vladimir Solovév,
Sergei Bulgakov), Christian democracy in Western European history, American
»civil religion«, and John Milbank’s »radical Orthodoxy« all rely on positions in
political theology, as do the Islamic State or the Jewish state of Israel.

There is, from the political-theological perspective, more than just this »here-
world« and this »more« is politically relevant in or for »this world«. The »other«
world is identified, at least in the Abrahamic religious traditions, with eternity, in-
finity, omnipotence, truth, justice, unity, and peace; by implication, their opposites,
i.e., transiency, finitude, struggle, opinion, injustice, partition, and war, typically
belong to this world. This contrasts most clearly with the polytheistic political theol-
ogy of antiquity, which, if anything, extends human plurality and difference to the
divine domain while at the same time importing the gods directly into this world.
From the perspective of Abrahamic political theology generally, and of Christian
political theology in particular, the political and politics are things of this, not of the
world. Consequently, politics can both be a positive task and thus a good (bonum),
or a necessary evil (malum), but in both cases it relates to our earthly existence in
historical time, an existence which does not exhaust our human reality. In both

8 Typical examples include the discourse of traditional Christian political parties in a pluralist context,
for example a Dutch party like the SGP (Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij, »Polity-aware Reformed
Party«), which adheres to the idea of theocracy as its ultimate ideal, while at the same time accepting,
in this fallen world, the powers that be.
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cases, the ultimate goal of politics is to overcome itself, and as a necessary evil it is
bound to »secular« time. So far, political theology in Russia does not seem to differ
from political theology generally. Paradoxically, all this equally holds for explicitly
atheist political theologies as we find them in Marx or Bakunin, as well as for those
forms of humanism that »deify« humankind, e. g., Comtean positivism or, in fact,
any form of »God-building« (60ococmpoumeascmeo).

Thus, by understanding political theology broadly as an intrinsically political
discourse organised by concepts like Omnipotence, Creation, Divine Humanity,
Prophecy, Kingdom of God, Katechon, and Apocalypse, we can highlight a number
of issues, the relevance of which goes well beyond Russian contexts. This includes
the initially »innocent« but increasingly influential introduction by Ivan Kireevskii
of the notion of soborny/sobornost’, the search for a historical task or role of Russia
as part of a Divine Plan from Pétr Chaadaev up to Nikolai Berdyaev, the political
atheism of Mikhail Bakunin, rightly seen by Carl Schmitt as his most principled
opponent, the creationist notion of the Russian Idea, »i. e., what God thinks about
the nation in eternity«’, debates about the »Jewish question«, which generated both
anti-Semitism and philo-Semitism, attempts to incorporate social progress while
preventing a shift from Christian »Divine humanity God-Manhood/Theanthropy «
(6o20uenoserecmso)'® to »Promethean« »Man-Godhood« (ue0eexo60cecmeso),
and utopian and dystopian apocalyptic visions of the »end« of history; in much of
this, the works of Vladimir Solovév play a central role!!. Key to nineteenth-century
Russian political theology is its resistance against both the solely human construc-
tion of God’s Kingdom on Earth (the Marxist project) and against the murder of
God (the Nietzschean vision of fate) that clears the ground for human construction
of any number of »gods« (6oecocmpoumenbcmeo) which, from a Christian point of
view, appears as idolatry. The most important »positive« political theologies - the
existential political theology of Dostoevsky, the sophiological political theology of
Solovév and others, and the mostly twentieth-century neo-patristic, neo-Palamitic
(hesychast) political theologies, e. g., of Georges Florovsky'? — were articulated first
and foremost in reaction to nineteenth-century Russian anti-religious and atheist
political theologies.

9 See Vladimir SoLoVvIEV [Solovév], Lidée russe, in: Frangois ROULEAU (ed.), Vladimir Soloviev.

La Sophia et les autres écrits frangais, Lausanne 1978, p. 83.

10 The rendering of bogochelovechestvo as theanthropy was suggested by Oliver SmiTH, Vladimir
Soloviev and the Spiritualization of Matter, Boston 2011, p. 93.

11 Cf. Nel GriLLAERT, What the God-seekers found in Nietzsche. The Reception of Nietzsche's Uber-
mensch by the Philosophers of the Russian Religious Renaissance, Amsterdam 2008.

12 Vladimir PETRUNIN, Politicheskii isikhazm i ego traditsiia v sotsial'noi kontseptsii Moskovskogo Pa-
triarkhata, St Petersburg 2009; Daniel P. PAYNE, The Revival of Political Hesychasm in Contemporary
Orthodox Thought, Lanham, MD 2011, esp. chapter IV.
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Creation, Abolition, Love

If humans generally desire to make sense of the social and political reality that
surrounds them, and if they also have, though not necessarily, the urge to give
direction to their own societal and political life, then political theology is one of
the types of discourse that perform this function. We can discuss and understand
this discourse irrespective of the »truth« of the elements of that discourse, and also
irrespective of the »existence« of the God or Divinity they refer to. I thus approach
nineteenth-century Russian political theology from an agnostic point of view. One
important consequence of this approach is that both explicitly theistic political
theologies (e. g., those of Vladimir Solovév or Nikolai Fédorov) and explicitly
atheistic political theologies (e. g., those of Mikhail Bakunin or Anatolii Vasilevich
Lunacharskii) come into view.

The idolatrous »man-made Divinity« did not pass Russia by. In the late nineteenth
century, various forms of »Enlightenment optimism« gained prominence among
Russian scientists and intellectuals. The earlier opposition between giving form/
shape and idealisation, introduced with the help of Mamardashvili, allows us to
place all of these positions in the »idealisation« camp: A future society would
have to be just, rational, and well-organised, but it would have to come about
not as a result of re-forming what already existed, or of channelling the existing
forces in society, but rather as a result of replacing existing society and creating
something new. This creationism included the replacement of the traditional God
of Russian Orthodox Christianity by a new »God«: Reason, Progress, and Nature.
Typical examples include Russian Positivism (e. g., Pétr Lavrov, 1823-1900), which
aimed at the construction of a rational and socialist society, Russian Marxism
(e.g., Aleksandr Bogdanov, 1873-1928), which aimed to put science at the service
of social engineering, and Russian Cosmism (e. g., Nikolai Fédorov, 1828-1903),
which strove to merge science and religion into a »common cause« (06wee de10).
What all these positions share is that they aim at »total transformation« and that
traditional religion and theology do not sufficiently serve their purpose; what
they also share is a strong sense of historical progress. As a result, they all tend
towards political theologies that merge the Divine and the human, that transfer the
Kingdom of God largely or wholly to this here world, and that connect philosophy,
science, and religion rather than opposing them: Consequently, they also aim at
some transformation of political theology in the direction of a positive idealisation
of humankind and society.

Contrasting with these positive forms of idealisation is the negative idealisation
that we encounter in Mikhail Bakunin (1814-1876). For Bakunin, the human being
is intrinsically good, and all evil comes from oppressive structures that can be
captured under the joint labels of »State« and »God«, of which the first refers to
something existing in the world and the second to one of humankind’s »phan-
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tasmagorical creations and [the] dreams of our drunken imagination«!'?. These
two seem to be more important for Bakunin than social classes or Capital: For
Marxists, political structures and religious »ideology« are part of the »reproductive«
mechanism of a given mode of production, while for Bakunin, they are projections
and imaginations that we can rid ourselves of:

We finally realized that by playing, just like children, at peopling with dreams that im-
mense Void, that God, that Nothingness created out of our own power of abstraction or
negation [...], we were abandoning society and putting all our real existence at the mercy
of the prophets, tyrants and religious, political and economic exploiters of the divine idea
on earth, and that by seeking out an ideal liberty isolated from the conditions of the real

world we were condemning ourselves to the most dismal, shameful slavery*.

Bakunin, author of La théologie politique de Mazzini et I'Internationale (1871),
in all likelihood was the source of Carl Schmitt’s reintroduction of the concept
of »political theology«. In Bakunin, Schmitt rightly perceived the most radical
opponent of theism: »Clearly influenced by Auguste Comte, Proudhon has engaged
in the battle against God. Bakunin has continued it with a Scythian rage«"”. In
line with Schmitt’s principle »that the decision whether something is non-political,
always implies a political decision, irrespective of who takes it or in what arguments
[Beweisgriinde] it is clothed«!, and emphasising that »political theology« would
be one type of Beweisgrund among others, we understand why »in the greatest
anarchist of the nineteenth century, Bakunin, we run into the peculiar paradox,
that he theoretically had to become the theologian of the anti-theological«!”.

In politico-theological terms, Bakunin’s position is that of a fragmentised panthe-
ism, a multitude of human beings that can connect and cooperate in concord, but
are kept from doing so by hierarchical structures framed in terms of State and/or
God, both of which therefore must be destroyed - the first as a reality, the second as
an idea, hence his well-known reversal of Voltaire’s dictum »If God did not exist, it

13 Michael BAKUNIN, The Political Theology of Mazzini, quoted from: Id., Selected Writings, ed. by
Arthur LEHNING, New York 1973, pp. 229f.

14 Tbid., p. 230.

15 Carl ScumItT, Politische Theologie. Vier Kapitel zur Lehre von der Souverinitit, Berlin 1996,
p- 54: »Unter dem deutlichen Einfluss von Auguste Comte hat Proudhon den Kampf gegen Gott
aufgenommen. Bakunin hat ihn mit einer skythischen Wucht fortgesetzt«.

16 Ibid., p. 7; Vorbemerkung zur zweiten Ausgabe, November 1933: »dass die Entscheidung dartiber,
ob etwas unpolitisch ist, immer eine politische Entscheidung bedeutet, gleichgiiltig wer sie trifft und
mit welchen Beweisgriinden sie sich umkleidet«.

17 Ibid., p. 70: »bei dem grofiten Anarchisten des 19. Jahrhunderts, Bakunin, ergibt sich die seltsame
Paradoxie, dass er theoretisch der Theologe des Anti-Theologischen [...] werden musste«.
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would be necessary to invent him«: »A jealous lover of human liberty, and deeming
it the absolute condition of all that we admire and respect in humanity, I reverse
the phrase of Voltaire, and say that, if God really existed, it would be necessary to
abolish him«'®.

Bakunin is a prime example of the nihilism that the existential political theology
of Fédor Dostoevsky (1821-1881) was oriented against. Whether God exists or
not, and what are the consequences of his existence or non-existence for humans
and their freedom, is one of the questions that torment many protagonists in his
works. Having himself discovered Christianity while in prison, he was personally
familiar with the positivistic, nihilistic, and atheistic positions of his contempo-
raries. Contrary to their science-based projects of creating a new society and/or
new man as a result either of co-creation with God or of creation in God’s stead,
Dostoevsky’s perspective is existential and, in a way, individualistic - »in a wayx,
because the modality of becoming a true human being is through overcoming
oneself in the direction of a »Christ-like love in individual existence, inspired by
the God-Man who alone is capable of replacing the man-God of the revolutionaries
and the nihilists'®. A »true inner transformation in the image of Christ«*° - which,
by default, takes place at the level of the tormented individual who struggles with
the abyss of freedom - is the basis of a »politics of humility« that is the opposite
of any grand humanitarian project, liberal, socialist, or Catholic, including that
exemplified by the »Grand Inquisitor«. »Dostoevsky’s political message is clear:
A politics of humility is required for Russia’s [and, by extension, the world’s] salva-
tion. A paradoxical »monk in the world« will be necessary. This, of course, is the
role of the novel’s hero, Alyosha [Alésha] Karamazov«*!.

It is disputable whether Alyosha Karamazov really is the novel’s hero. Given the
polyphonic nature of Dostoevsky’s work highlighted by Mikhail Bakhtin, it can be
argued that there cannot be a single hero and that at least Ivan, whose mind is a
battlefield of positions, is another hero of the book. It has often been suggested that
the model for Alyosha was Dostoevsky’s humble younger friend Vladimir Solovév,
who accompanied him to Optina Pustyn’ in 1878 after the death of Dostoevsky’s
three-year-old son, Alyosha; also, Marina Kostalevsky has convincingly argued that

18 Quoted in Michael BAKUNIN, God and the State, New York 1970, p. 17, 28; Russian version: M.A. Ba-
KUNIN, T'ocyapcTBeHHOCTb ¥ aHapXxus, Moscow 2014, pp. 277, 287: »eciu 651 BOT IeliCBUTEIHHO
CYII[eCTBOBAJI, CJIZI0BAJIO GBI YHUUTOXKHUTE €ro«.

19 David WaLsH, Dostoevsky’s Discovery of the Christian Foundation of Politics, in Richard Avra-
MENKO/Lee TREPANIER (eds.), Dostoevsky’s Political Thought, Lanham 2013, p. 11, 17.

20 Ibid,, p. 21.

21 John P. MoraAN, This Star Will Shine Forth from the East. Dostoevsky and the Politics of Humility,
in: AVRAMENKO/TREPANIER (eds.), Dostoevsky’s Political Thought, p. 53.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



160 ‘ Evert van der Zweerde

Dostoevsky saw in Solovév at least as much the other brother, Ivan??. As Kostalevsky
states, »one should not expect a literal reproduction of Soloviev’s personality in the
characters of the novel: Dostoevsky did not copy his characters. Nevertheless, it
is easy to see in the young philosopher that synthesis of vhead and heart« without
which Alesha is naive while Ivan is cruel«**. Whether we are entitled to speak of
a »synthesis« here remains an open question, but Kostalevsky’s analysis offers an
interesting perspective on Solovév.

The Political Sophiology of Vladimir Solov’'év

In Political Theologies in Orthodox Christianity, Davor Dzalto refers to a »popu-
lar, laconic phrase »One God in Heaven, one King on Earth«, which supposedly
expresses the core of the concept of symphonia and can serve as a key to under-
standing why »Orthodox theologians have been developing political theologies
that were mostly defending monarchy and autocracy as the Orthodox Christian
model of government«**. However, while this phrase is obviously monotheistic
and monarchic, it does explain, but rather overtly contradicts, the existence of a
plurality of kings as heads of empires or national governments, and this is at odds,
at least potentially, with the tendency of Orthodox Churches to align themselves
with the nation(-state) of which they are the national church. We see this tension
return in the two models elaborated by Vladimir Solovév in the second half of the
nineteenth century: the utopian idea of a universal free theocracy and the more
realistic idea of a truly Christian Russian Empire.

While both models are examples of »ideal theory«, they are so at different levels
of ideality. Solovév’s ultimate ideal of a free theocracy is a tripartite model of
One King (the Russian Tsar having become ruler of the entire world), One Priest
(the Roman Pope having [re]united all Christians), and one Prophetic Society
(the religious intelligentsia having becoming a global community beyond national
division and linguistic limitation), all under One God. His second-best ideal, that
of a Christian constitutional monarchy-cum-welfare-state with a free public sphere,
as he elaborates it in Opravdanie dobra and other texts, is a more »realistic« version
of the same model, this time on a national scale and hence still marked by the »sin«
of particularity or particularisation (06oco6seHue).

We can look at the political theology of Solovév from three perspectives: that
of the rapidly changing social and political situation in Russia during his lifetime;

22 Marina KosTALEVsKY, Dostoevsky and Soloviev. The Art of Integral Vision, New Haven 1997, p. 66.

23 Tbid,, p. 67.

24 Davor Dzarro, Orthodox Political Theology. An Anarchist Perspective, in: Kristina STOECKL et al.
(eds.), Political Theologies in Orthodox Christianity, London 2017, pp. 111-134, at pp. 112f.
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that of the Orthodox Christian tradition of relating religion to politics, and, more
narrowly, church to state; and that of the inner logic and structure of his thought as
a whole. If we start with the latter, we should first of all emphasise that Solovév is
rightly regarded as the most systematic of all nineteenth-century Russian philoso-
phers. If, in line with this evaluation as a systematic thinker, we abstract from the
development and changes in his lifelong project of integral life (yeavHas scusHb),
it is perhaps most adequate to state that this project took shape in permanent in-
teraction with a large, indeed huge number of authors and currents that Solovév
acquainted himself with, as well as with the circumstances of the day, both in Russia
and beyond it. Yet it should equally be emphasised that this project received its drive
and coherence from his repeated encounters, as recounted by himself in dialogue
form between Sophia, understood simultaneously as Divine Wisdom and World
Soul, and »the philosopher«.

As I have argued elsewhere, Solovév’s vision of a just Christian society can
equally be derived from the truth revealed to him by Sophia”. The text La Sophia
(1875-1876, but published only in 1978), in which he presents his encounter,
contains the key elements of his thought, as he himself confirmed in letters written
as late as 1890. Even his last writings, such as The Meaning of Love (Cmbica ato68u)
(1892-1894), elaborate elements articulated in his mystical vision. While Solovév
certainly aimed to give his vision a rationally convincing systematic form and not
present it as esoteric »wisdom for the initiated, it should also be emphasised that
the very structure of his project makes its cornerstone and key source inaccessible
to others than those who somehow share the encounter with Sophia.

From the perspective of tradition, one striking point of difference is the re-
placement of the traditional Byzantine dyadic scheme of worldly and ecclesiastical
powers, tsar and patriarch, state and church, ideally existing in a relationship of sym-
phony (cvugwvia, cumg@onus), by a triadic scheme of three instances that Solovév
traces back to Old Testament times: King, Priest, and Prophet. Their relationship
should still be harmonious, as Soloveév states in Lidée russe (1888):

So, the three ends of social existence are simultaneously represented in the true life of the
universal church led by these three main agents at one and the same time: the spiritual
authority of the universal Pontifex (infallible leader of priesthood), representing the true
lasting history of humanity; the secular power of the national sovereign (legitimate head
of state), uniting and personifying the interests, the rights, and the obligations of the
present; and, finally, the free ministry of the prophet (inspired head of human society

25 This perception of Solovév’s thought and life as a single »project« is not universally accepted in
Solovév scholarship; in line with, and inspired by, the works of George L. Kline, Oliver Smith and,
recently, Henrieke Stahl, this perception does not deny development, though it does reject the
hypothesis of major shifts or stages.
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as a whole), inaugurating the realisation of humanity’s ideal future. The concord and

harmonious action of these three main agents [facteurs principaux] is the first condition

of genuine progress™.

Solovév explicitly draws a parallel with the Holy Trinity:

Just like, in the Trinity, each of the three hypostases is God perfectly, and yet, due to
their consubstantiality, there is only one God [...], in the same way each of the three
main dignities of theocratic society possesses true sovereignty without there being three
different powers [...], because the three representatives of divine-human sovereignty must
be absolutely solidary among themselves, merely forming three main organs of one and the
same social body, exercising three fundamental functions of one and the same collective
life [emphasis added]?.

Despite this explicit organicism, the third of the three offices or »services« (cayarce-
Hus) is, first of all, intrinsically connected to freedom, and, secondly, to the idea of
a moral check on the other two:

26

27

However, priestly authority as well as state power, both inextricably connected with
external advantages, are exposed to temptations that are too powerful. [...] All external
obligatory restrictions are [...], in terms of an ideal, incompatible with the supreme
dignity of both the high priest’s authority and royal power. However, a purely moral
control [4HCTO HPABCTBEHHBIH KOHTPOJIBL] by the free forces of the nation and by society
on them is not just possible but desirable to the highest degree. In Ancient Israel, there was
a third supreme calling, namely, that of the prophet. De jure eliminated by Christianity,
it, in fact, virtually disappeared from the historical scene [...]. Hence, we have all the

anomalies of medieval and modern history. [...] The true prophet is a social figure who is

Vladimir SoLoviev, Lidée russe, Paris 1888, pp. 99f.: »Ainsi les trois termes de lexistence sociale
se trouvent représentés simultanément dans la vraie vie de I'Eglise universelle dirigée a la fois par
ces trois agents principaux: lautorité spirituelle du Pontife universel (chef infaillible du sacerdoce),
représentant le vrai passé permanent de 'humanité; le pouvoir séculier du souverain national (chef
légitime de I'Etat), concentrant en lui et personnifiant les intéréts, les droits et les devoirs du présent;
enfin le ministere libre du prophete (chef inspiré de la société humaine dans sa totalité), inaugurant
la réalisation de l'avenir idéal de '’humanité. La concorde et 'action harmonique de ces trois facteurs
principaux sont la premiére condition du véritable progres«.

Ibid., p. 100: »Comme, dans la Trinité, chacune des trois hypostases est Dieu parfait et cependant,
en vertu de leur consubstantialité, il 0’y a qu'un seul Dieu [...], de méme chacune des trois dignités
principales de la société théocratique possede une véritable souveraineté sans qu’il y ait pour cela
trois pouvoirs différents [...], car les trois représentants de la souveraineté divino-humaine doivent
étre absolument solidaires entre eux, ne formant que trois organes principaux d’un seul et méme corps
social, exergant trois fonctions fondamentales d’'une seule et méme vie collective«.
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unconditionally independent, fearless in the face of anything external and subordinate
to nothing external. Along with the bearers of unconditional authority and power, there
must be bearers of unconditional freedom in society. [...] The right to be free is based in

the human essence itself and must be protected externally by the state [emphasis added]**.

This »control« of state and church by prophetic society is to be not only totally
free, but also purely moral: It does not have any »power« or »authority« that could
challenge either of the other »services«; moreover, it does not point to democracy,
parliament, or anything of the kind:

This freedom cannot belong to the masses; it cannot be an attribute of democracy. [...]
Only those who are internally unconnected to anything external have real [mospHBII,
i. e., full] freedom, both inner and outer. Only they, in the final analysis [B moceHEM
ocHoBaHMH], know no other standard of judgment and behaviour than the good will and

a pure COIlSCi(EIlCG29 .

Significantly, Solovév does not address the question who or what will decide who
has this »real freedom« - on the one hand, one would expect this decision to be
God’s, but on the other hand, in actually existing society it can hardly be anyone but
the public and/or the »prophetic person(s)« themselves. State and church, though
they do have the power to limit externally the freedom of those who dare to speak,
may be wrong, and Solovév no doubt held them both of them have often been
wrong in his own day, including in his own case. We also have every reason to
believe that he considered himself to be such an »internally unconnected and fully
free« person that the censorship that forced him to publish several of his writings
abroad was an entirely unjustified »anomaly«. To be fair, it should be added that this
was an injustice of the tsarist state rather than of the decapitated and subordinated

28 Vladimir SoLoV’Ev, Justification of the Moral Good, ed. by Thomas NEMETH, Cham 2015, pp. 415f.
I follow this new translation of Opravdanie dobra by Thomas Nemeth instead of the translation by
Nathalie Duddington that was re-edited by Boris Jakim [V]adimir SoLovyov, The Justification of the
Good, Grand Rapids, MI 2004, pp. 401f.], not only because Nemeth stays much closer to the Russian
original, but also because his translation systematically indicates the differences between the first
edition of 1897 (the one translated by Duddington) and the second one of 1899. A similar critical
edition has, to my knowledge, not yet appeared in Russia. In the citation given here, bold printing
indicates the 1899 additions; the Russian original (of 1899) can be found in Vladimir SoLov’Ev,
Opravdaniie dobra, in: Id., Sochineniia v dvukh tomakh, vol. 1, Moscow 1988, pp. 541f.

29 Ibid. Duddington and Jakim translate »B mocsre/fHeM ocHoBaHMU« with »in the last resort« (p. 402) -
in this case, their translation is closer to the original than Nemeth’s. A purely literal translation
would be »in the last/final foundation«.
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church itself - a situation of which Solovév himself proved highly critical on many
occasions®.

Finally, from the perspective of rapidly changing Russian reality, we may presume
that, had he lived longer, Solovév would have perceived the development of Russian
society in the early twentieth century as both partly realising his ideas and as
deeply betraying them. Born in 1853, he would have been 69 when the USSR was
established in 1922, and he would have witnessed the transformation of his beloved
Russia into the home of one of the most horrible regimes in human history. Here
was a regime that certainly would not have let him speak or publish, and that likely
would have liquidated him as it did Pavel Florenskii (d. 1937) and Gustav Shpet
(d. 1937). His only chance for survival would have been o shift to purely academic
work, as he had partly done when he started working on a translation of Plato and
on entries for the Russian Brokgauz-Efron encyclopaedia.

In a way, we can compare Solovév’s »second best« vision with the Leninist (and
later specifically Stalinist) idea of the »construction of socialism in one country«’!.
Solovév’s »truly Christian Russian Empire« is the »construction of free theocracy in
one country«. Importantly, in such a Christian Russia, not only would the church be
liberated and have regained its independent position as authority (which would be
a return to the symphonic model), but the public sphere, »society« (061gecTBo) as
Soloveév usually calls it, with its prophetic role, would also be a specifically Russian
public sphere. In the event, Soviet reality took Russia in a different direction, one
about which Mikhail Ryklin aptly wrote: »The postulate »to Caesar what is Caesar’s,
to God what is God’s< no longer holds, insofar as the two realms merge in the new
order«*?,

Both realisation and disappointment were part of the reality of thinkers who,
though none of them his pupil, all were deeply influenced by his thought. Among
them, Semén Frank (1877-1950), Nikolai Berdyaev (1874-1948) and Sergei
Bulgakov (1871-1944) tried to elaborate theoretically, underpin empirically, and
(partly) apply practically, ideas and concepts that have their roots in the Solovévian
notions of all-unity (eceedurcmso), God-Manhood/Divine Humanity/Theantropy
(6020uenoseuecmso), and human co-creation leading to the improvement of
humankind, the spiritualisation (odyxomeoperue) of matter, and the preparation

30 See, e. g., SOLOVIEV, Lidée russe, p. 91, 101.

31 See Erik van REE, The Political Thought of Joseph Stalin, London 2006.

32 Michail RykLIN, Kommunismus als Religion. Die Intellektuellen und die Oktoberrevolution, Frank-
furt am Main 2008, p. 33: »Das Postulat >dem Kaiser, was des Kaisers ist, und Gott, was Gottes ist«
funktioniert nicht mehr, insofern beide Bereiche in der neuen Ordnung zusammenfliefen«.
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for the Kingdom of God in close cooperation with Sophia®. In this respect, this
»sophiological« strand in Russian Orthodox Christian political theology was
broadly progressive and activist, while also being consistently anti-pluralistic,
essentially anti-democratic (as democratic systems enhance rather than supersede
the dividedness of society through political parties), remarkably anti-positivistic
(Soloveév was critical of Fédorov’s claim that the creation of God-Manhood
was a scientific project)®*. Yet it was also clearly anti-revolutionary and indeed
cautiously liberal, claiming freedom of speech for itself, and by implication,
for everyone, but wary of setting free society’s economic and political forces.
In the second respect, it contrasts with both conservative monarchism and
socialism/communism, and certainly with bolshevism, and often comes close to
liberal and Christian-democratic positions, while in the first respect, it contrasts
with the other main strand, neo-patristic political theology which is much less
oriented towards »changing the course of the created world«. In fact, it distances
itself from such »hubristic« projects, holding that the sophiological progressives
are always at risk of lapsing into millenarianism/chiliasm, »Prometheisme, and
the divinisation of man (ues0s8exoeodcecmso). Arguably, the most consistent
sophiological political theology, turned into a theory of society and politics, is
the 1930 The Spiritual Foundations of Society (JyxoeHule ocHogbl 0b6ujecmea) by
Semén (Semyon) Frank®. As I have tried to show elsewhere, main positions in
the so-called Russian religious philosophy of the twentieth century oscillate, when
it comes to their political theology, between the notion of theocracy with its
mundane translation of the sovereign state and the concept sobornost’ as a variant
of communitarian thinking: Ivan II'in represents the first line of thought, Nikolai
Berdyaev and Semén Frank the second’.

Conclusion: Back to Political Theology

The field of position in political philosophy is often dominated by the opposition
between monistic and dualistic understandings of reality: The first understanding,
which can be found among Marxists, positivists, Jacobins, and many others, holds
that there is only a single, by definition historical, reality with which we as humans

33 For further discussion, see Evert van der ZWEERDE, The Rise of the People. The Political Philosophy
of the Vekhovtsy, in: Ruth CoaTEs/Robin A1zLEwoop (eds.), Landmarks Revisited. The Vekhi
Symposium One Hundred Years On, Boston 2013, pp. 104-127.

34 KosTALEVSKY, Dostoevsky and Soloviev, pp. 64f.

35 See Evert van der ZWEERDE, Gesellschaft, Gemeinschaft, Politik. Zur Aktualitat der Sozialphilosophie
Semén Franks, in: Holger Kusk (ed.), Kultur als Dialog und Meinung, Munich 2008, pp. 113-139.

36 Cf. van der ZWEERDE, Theocracy, Sobornost’ and Democracy.
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have to deal, opening the possibility of constructing a perfect society; the second
understanding, which is typical of conservatives of different feathers, holds that
there are two cities, and that, as long as the time for the second, Divine City, has
not yet come, the main task of political order is to prevent a turn to chaos of the
earthly city. The opposition is stated with maximum clarity by Carl Schmitt when,
in his Politische Theologie, he depicts Bakunin as the prototypical enemy of his own,
conservative-dualistic view. What both Bakunin and Schmitt, in their substitution
of simplicity for clarity, fail to acknowledge is that there is a third possibility, namely
to situate the political (among others) in the »between« of the world as it is and the
world as it ought to be.

The central distinction in Christian political theology between what is God’s and
what is Caesar’s raises three questions: Apart from the question of what is God’s and
what is Caesar’s, and the question of how the »two kingdoms« are, can, or should be
related, there is a third, political question: Who or what answers these questions? The
Eastern-Roman, Byzantine, and Russian Orthodox traditions have predominantly
answered both questions by establishing the duality of a Caesar-led state and a
patriarch-led church, which jointly divide and symphonically administer Caesar’s
and God’s affairs. This division of labour neutralises the fundamental tension and
political potential that is generated by the key claim that God’s - the God-Man’s
»my« — Kingdom is not of this world by creating a symmetrical duality of two realms,
that of the church and that of the state. If this ruling duality can be understood
as St Paul’s 70 katéyov or 0 katéywv (2 Thessalonians 2:6-7; yoepacusarowjuii in
Russian), we should note that it not only keeps out the Antichrist, but also neutralises
the revolutionary potential of the asymmetrical message that this kingdom here on
earth is not God’s. This complex issue has certainly led Christian-inspired thinkers
in many different directions: from attempts to realise God’s Kingdom in this world
to the position that any katechon is better than none at all. If Schmitt was right that
»all significant concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularised theological
concepts«*’, then we should take this position to imply that the whole spectrum of
positions in the field of theology finds its parallel in the field of political theory.

The Russian political theologies of the late nineteenth century discussed in
this chapter revived, against the backdrop of the reduction of symphonic Dop-
pelherrschaft to monistic autocracy, the potential of Christian political theology,
readdressing the two questions indicated above and toying with the lid of Pandora’s
box. Bakunin not only aimed at the destruction of both kazreywvreg, his Deicide
also paves the way, ideally, for a »flat« and godless »Kingdom of God« after the
apocalyptic revolution, populated by a multitude that has left evil behind. Nothing

37 ScuwMITT, Politische Theologie, p. 43: »Alle pragnanten Begriffe der modernen Staatslehre sind
sakularisierte theologische Begriffe«.
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is Caesar’s, nothing is God’s, man — humanity - is free at last. Dostoevsky’s political
theology appears as torn between the demonic polyphony facilitated by anarchic
freedom and the kazéywv par excellence who, at the same time, is the Antichrist
incarnate: the Grand Inquisitor who no longer needs Jesus Christ and laughingly
sends him away. Solovév’s triune sophiology reactivates the third, prophetic »office«
in opposition not only to tsarist subordination of the church to the state and its
consequent erection of one instead of two heads, but also in opposition to the
dyadic division of labour between patriarch and caesar; from Solovév’s perspective,
the prophet’s role to voice divine truth independently from the king and/or priest,
not only underpins the critical role of public debate and opinion, but also blocks
any claim by the powers and authorities to alone represent God’s Kingdom in this
world. The Prophet is a mouthpiece of Sophia in this »here-world«, which implies
that there is no relation of hierarchy between king, priest, and prophet. Solovév thus
replaces a dyadic symphony with a triadic and triune one. As Pamela Davidson has
shown in detail, Solovév stylised himself as a prophet by placing himself implicitly
in the sequence Pushkin - Dostoevsky - Solovév?®.

If Christian political theology articulates the non-identity and non-coincidence of
this world and the world, this implies an asymmetrical dividing line »between« what
exists in space and time and what truly is. This »betweenc« is, simultaneously, the
expression of a duality — heavens and earth, divine and human, Augustine’s Civitas
Dei and civitas terrena, Bulgakov’s ea epada, but also, potentially, the opening up of
a triad. Arguably, then, political order (including, but not limited to, constellations
of state and religion/church) will always try to close the gap by reducing the triad
to a duality, whereas political activity (protest, reform movements) will always try
to open up and expand the »between« for its own purposes. Yet it risks identifying
the two opposed realms and collapsing into a unitary vision of this »here-world«,
a vision that eventually becomes totalitarian whatever its starting point may have
been. Hypothetically, the reintroduction of a third element always and everywhere
opens up the space of the political, allowing different forms of politics to deal
with it: denial and escape, suppression and idealisation, channelling and giving
shape/form, and unchaining as revolution and violent destruction, all of them
at, given the perceived limitations of this world, the maximum realisation of the
world. The unchaining of negative-theologically legitimised destructive forces in
the case of Bakunin, the denial of politics in the name of universal love in the
case of Dostoevsky, the suppression-plus-realisation in the case of the tsarist state-
plus-church regime which understood itself as katéywv and was theologically
underpinned by Constantine Pobedonostsev and others. The formation of a triune

38 See Pamela Davipson, Vladimir Solovyov and the Ideal of Prophecy, in: The Slavonic and East
European Review 78/4 (2000), pp. 643-700.
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regime, allowing for limited channelling in the case of Solovév, illustrated the
spectrum of possibilities — interestingly, when we recall Merab Mamardashvili,
the latter’s attempt to give form to political reality explains his perception as a
Westerniser, zapadnik.

If we have reason to expect the world to remain »as furiously religious at it ever
was«*, we should also expect politico-theological discourse to be as permanent as it
has ever been - and we can delete the question mark from Lefort’s famous essay: The
theologico-political is permanent. The basis of all forms of political theology is that
both the political and the religious dimension of society are inevitable - even if both
of them can of course be denied. Any »regime«, which settles the relationship of the
religious and the political, of religion and politics, or, at an organisational level, of
state and church, is itself a form of politics that deals with precisely the dimension
of possible conflict entailed in the relation between those pairs, and in that sense
must itself rely, implicitly or explicitly, on a political theology. This may appear, for
longer or shorter periods, to not be the case, but as recent shifts and rifts in many
parts of the world show, any such regime can fall victim to changing circumstances,
including a different demographic, class, or denominational composition of society.
Its symbolic dimension will, in all cases, be organised along monolithic, dualistic,
and triadic lines, and the questions what is Caesar’s and what is God’s (however
»God« may be understood), how the two realms do or should relate to each other -
and who decides - are likely to remain with us forever. Of the authors discussed
in this chapter, Vladimir Solovév stands out, not as a thinker who offered a final
answer to these questions, but as one who articulated the underlying problems in
greater clarity than any of his contemporaries.

39 Peter L. BERGER, The Desecularization of the World. A Global Overview, in: Id. (ed.), The Desecu-
larization of the World. Resurgent Religion and World Politics, Grand Rapids, MI 1999, pp. 1-18,
atp. 2.
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Lora Gerd

Russian Political Theologies

Messianism, Mythologisation of History, and Practical Policy in
the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Century

Mape ToOpxot, TovpkaAdSeg,
VA TPOTEYETE KAAD,

T'tati 0 Polooog katefaivet

Ué Ta dpuata moAAd,

Qg e Kal utkpa Povoaomovia,
yta va mapovve v II6An xal
TV Ayta Zopud".

Modern Russian political theologies take us back to the sixteenth century, when the
idea of Moscow as the Third Rome was first formulated by Filofei, the hegumen of
the Pskov Eleazar Monastery. During more than 150 years, this theory was related
more to Christian apocalypticism than to practical policy. According Filofei, the
First (i. e., Ancient) Rome and the Second (»New«) Rome (Constantinople) had
fallen because of their heresies (i. e., the Union of Ferrara-Florence of 1439). Moscow
was thus the capital of the only true Orthodox Christian Tsar, the keeper of the true
faith, and therefore the third and last Rome?. At the same time, parallel ideas of
Moscow as the New Jerusalem were being elaborated; they found their realisation
in the foundation of the New Jerusalem Monastery near Moscow by Patriarch
Nikon in 1656. The universalist idea of unification of the Eastern Christian world
under the protection of the Russian Tsar, was rooted in the ancient notion of the
oikumene, the inhabited, civilised world. In this view, the Russian Tsardom was the

1 A Greek folk poem from the First World War, written down in 2003 after Olympia Ntalakmanova,
who was born on the Bosporus and at that time was living in Sozopolis (Bulgaria). It warned Turks
of Russian military power and referred to traditional Greek dreams about the Russians capturing
Constantinople and taking control over the church of Hagia Sophia, its most distinctive Orthodox
monument in the city with great symbolic power.

S}

Hildegard SCHAEDER, Moskau das Dritte Rom, Hamburg 1929; Dimitri STREMOUKHOFE, Moscow
the Third Rome. Sources of the Doctrine, in: Speculum 28/1 (1953), pp. 84-101; Nina V. SINITSYNA,
Tretii Rim. Istoki i evolutsiia russkoi srednevekovoi kontseptsii (XV-XVI vv.), Moscow 1998.
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heir of the Greek Christian Empire, which had been conquered by the Ottomans,
and Moscow thus inherited the dignity of Constantinople. Relics and venerated
icons were brought to Moscow during the sixteenth and especially the seventeenth
century, supposedly transmitting the sacred status of Eastern Christianity to Russia.
This ideology was supported by the numerous Eastern abbots, monks and bishops,
who arrived in Russia, gathering donations for their churches’. Yet the idea of
translatio imperii was not unique, and many parallels can be found in the West
European, »Roman« Empires of the Middle Ages and later.

At the end of the seventeenth century, Tsar Peter I undertook the first serious
campaigns against the Ottomans. After that, Russian Messianic ideas of the libera-
tion of Eastern Christianity and its two sacred towns, Jerusalem and Constantinople,
from the Muslims converged with similar expectations on the side of the Greeks
and Southern Slavs. The old oral prophesies about the liberation of Constantinople
were transformed into a literary work named »Agathangel’s prophesies«. It was first
composed in the German territories by the Greek hieromonk Theoklitos Polyeidis
around 1750 and enjoyed wide circulation in manuscript form before appearing in
print. This text went through many editions until the 1840s; the central idea was
that the »blond nation« would liberate Constantinople and the church of Hagia
Sophia from the Ottomans*.

After the failure of Peter’s plans to conquer Ottoman territories, the eastward
gaze of Russian political and military activities was replaced by Westernisation,
which formed the main stream of Russian policy during the whole eighteenth
century. The strict limitations placed on donations and the prohibition of open
fundraising in Russia brought about a severance of contacts with the churches of
the East. A new wave came in the 1760s, with the start of Catherine II’s campaigns
against Ottoman Turkey. After the treaty of Kuchuk-Kainarji (1774) Russia became
the de facto protector of the Orthodox populations in the Ottoman Empire, which

3 N.E Karterev, Kharakter otnoshenii Rossii k Pravoslavnomu Vostoku v XVI I XVII stoletiiakh,
Sergiev Posad 21914; id., Snosheniia lerusalimskogo Patriarkha Dosifeia s russkim pravitel'stvom
(1667-1707 gg.), Moscow 1891; id., Snosheniia Ierusalimskikh Patriarkhov s russkim pravitel'stvom s
poloviny XVI do konca XVIII stoletiia, St Petersburg 1895; Sergei M. KAsHTANOV, Rossiia i grecheskii
mir v XVI veke, Moscow 2004; Vera G. TCHENTsOVA, Tkona Iverskoi Bogomateri. Ocherki istorii
otnoshenii grecheskoi tserkvi s Rossiiei v seredine XVII veka po dokumentam RGADA, Moscow 2010;
Nadezhda P. CHESNOKOVA, Khristianskii Vostok i Rossiia. Politicheskoe i kul'turnoe vzaimodeistvie v
seredine XVII veka, Moscow 2011; Constantin A. PANCHENKO, Arab Orthodox Christians under the
Ottomans, 1516-1831, Jordanville, NY 2016.

John NicorLorouLos, From Agathaggelos to the Megale Idea. Russia and the Emergency of Modern
Greek Nationalism, in: Balkan Studies 26/1 (1985), pp. 41-56; Damianos Do1kos, ‘O AyafdyyeAog 6
TPOGNTIKOV ATTOKAAVTITIKOV €pyov Kal To prjvupd tov, Thessaloniki 1971; O. MISIUREVICH, Russkaia

'S

partiia i razvitie natsionalnoi idei v Gretsii. Prorochestva o vosstanovlenii Vizantiiskoi Imperii v
1840 godu, in: Vestnik Moskovskogo Universiteta, Istoriia (1997), p. 6.
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became the basis of all claims and representations of the Russian embassies to the
Ottomans until the First World War. Documents usually referred to the Russian
Tsar as »the natural protector« of the Orthodox in Turkey. Between 1774 and 1792,
projects of further infiltration into the Ottoman Empire and the creation of a Greek
Christian Empire were elaborated. During expeditions to the Aegean Islands, Count
Nikita Panin (1718-1783) planned to establish a state that would be similar to the
seventeenth-century Netherlands, but under Russian control. The most famous
of these plans was the so-called »Greek Project« of Catherine the Great. The idea
was hatched by her secretary Alexander Bezborodko and the famous courtier and
commander-in-chief Grigorii Potémkin (Potomkin); it was first expressed in a
letter from the Empress, dated 10 (22) September 1782 to the Austrian Emperor
Joseph II. Catherine proposed that, in case of a successful war against Turkey, the
Balkans should be divided into spheres of influence, with Russia controlling the
eastern part and Austria the western. The Danubian Principalities would be united
into a buffer state named »Dakia«. A Greek kingdom in the Southern Balkans
would be created as part of the restored Byzantine Empire. But the main target
of Catherine’s geopolitical aspirations was of course Constantinople as the future
capital of the Greek kingdom®. After the annexation of Crimea in 1783, a golden
medal was minted with Hagia Sophia and a rising star above it.

Catherine’s »Greek Projects« were to a great extent inspired by a romantic view
of antiquity and Ancient Greece of a kind very popular all over Europe in the
eighteenth century. Unlike Western Philhellenes, Russian politicians always kept
in mind the Byzantine past and Russo-Byzantine ties. For them, the history of the
Greek nation and spirit did not end with antiquity. In the case of Russia, the intel-
lectual was combined with romantic interest, as well as the stated aim of restoring
the Christian Byzantine Empire. Catherine’s grandson Constantine (born in 1779)
was certainly named after the last Byzantine Emperor, Constantine XI Dragases
(r. 1449-1453), and was supposed to become king of Greece after the »Reconquista«.
Greek wet-nurses tended to him in his early childhood. The events of Catherine’s
second campaign against the Ottoman Empire and the death of Emperor Joseph,
however, postponed the realisation of the »Greek Project«.

5 Edgar Hosch, Das sogenannte »Griechische Project« Katharinas II, in: Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte
Osteuropas 12 (1964), pp. 168-206; O. P. MARKOVA, O razvitii tak nazyvaemogo »Grecheskogo
proekta« (80-e gody XVIII veka), in: Voprosy metodologii i izucheniia istochnikov po istorii vneshnei
politiki Rossii, Moscow 1989, pp. 5-46; Grigorii L. ARsH, Predystoriia grecheskogo proekta, in: Vek
Ekateriny. Dela balkanskie, Moscow 2000, pp. 209-213; P. V. STEGNTI, Eshcho raz o grecheskom
proekte Ekateriny II. Novye dokumenty iz AVPRI MID Rossii, in: Novaia i Noveishaia Istoriia 4
(2002), pp. 100-118.
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After the series of Russo-Ottoman wars at the beginning of the nineteenth century,
Russia became an active competitor in the struggle between the Great Powers over
the so-called »Eastern Question«. After the treaty of Adrianople (1829), Russia’s
policy towards the Eastern Christians took a new direction. In the 1830s, atten-
tion began to be paid to the Orthodox Arabs in Syria and Palestine for the first
time. In 1847, a Russian mission was established in Jerusalem to improve organi-
sation of pilgrimages, support Orthodoxy in the country, and control the use of
Russian donations to the Holy Sepulchre®. The mission was followed by other or-
ganisations established after the Crimean War - the »Palestine Committee« (1859)
and the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society (1882). The Russian pilgrims, whose
number gradually increased (by the beginning of the twentieth century they were
6,000 per year), created a passive background for Russian political ambitions in the
Middle East. At the same time, these people, mainly illiterate peasants, were the
mouthpiece of Messianic dreams of the Russian people, who regarded Jerusalem as
their »spiritual Motherland«’.

The nineteenth century is the age of Romanticism. The romantic idea of nation,
adopted from Germany, found a fertile soil in Russia and flourished in Slavophile
theory. The state ideology of Nicholas I's reign was based on the triad »Orthodoxy,
Autocracy, National Consciousness« (Pravoslavie, Samoderzhavie, Narodnost’). In
foreign policy, this meant the »discovery« and the instrumentalisation of different
nations in the Orthodox East for the sake of Russian plans and visions®. Students
from Slavic countries came to study at Russian universities and Orthodox Arabs
first appeared in the account of his travels to Syria and Palestine by archimandrite
Porfirii Uspenskii, who was sent there by the Russian government in the early 1840s.
Dreams about the future liberation of Constantinople and the unification of the

6 Aleksei Afanasevich DmITRIEVSKII, Episkop Porfirii Uspenskii kak initsiator i organizator pervoi
russkoi dukhovnoi missii v Ierusalime, St Petersburg 1906; id., Uchrezhdenie i pervyi period deia-
tel'nosti Russkoi Dukhovnoi missii pod nachal’stvom Arkhimandrita Porfiriia (1842-1855), in: Niko-
lai N. Lisovor (ed.), Rossiia v Sviatoi Zemle. Documenty i materialy, vol. 2, Moscow 2000.
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Theophanis G. STavROU, Russian Interests in Palestine, 1882-1914. A Study on Religious and Educa-
tional Enterprise, Thessaloniki 1963; Derek Hopwoob, The Russian Presence in Syria and Palestine,
1843-1914. Church and Politics in the Near East, Oxford 1969; Elena AsTAFIEVA, La Russie en Terre
Sainte. Le cas de la Société Impériale Orthodoxe de Palestine (1882-1917), in: Christianesimo nella
istoria 1 (2003), pp. 121-134.

N. L. TSIMBAEYV, Slavianofil'stvo. Iz istorii russkoi obshestvenno-politicheskoi mysli XIX veka, Moscow
1986.
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Orthodox world can be found throughout the pages of Porfirii’s journals®. Such
ideas were shared by many of his contemporaries. The poet and diplomat Theodor
T’utchev expressed the dream about Constantinople and the universal Russian
Empire in his poem Russian Geography (1848):

Moscow and Peter’s city as well as Constantine’s city,
These are the cherished capitals of the Russian kingdom.
But where are their borders, and where their boundaries?

To the North, East, South, and Sunset?
The fate of times to come will reveal them.
Seven domestic oceans, and seven great rivers
From the Nile to the Neva River
From the Elbe River to China
From the Volga to the Euphrates, from the Ganges to the Danube
There lies the Russian kingdom and shall never pass away
As the Spirit saw and Daniel prophesied.

The Crimean War brought new strategies in Russian Middle Eastern policy. Between
1856 and 1878, theoretical Slavophilism was replaced by practical Pan-Slavism.
The policies of Alexander II supported the Bulgarians and other Balkan Slavs in
their struggle against the Ottoman authorities and Greek Church primacy'®. Inside
Russia, the interests of the educated public were focused on Russian history and
its Byzantine background. The expeditions of Pétr Sevast'ianov to Mount Athos
in 1857-1859 received support from Grand Duchess Maria Nikolaevna, and the
artefacts he acquired there were exhibited at the Winter Palace in Petersburg.
Sevast’ianov was the first to photograph the frescoes and manuscripts of Athos,

9 Porfirii Uspenskii, Kniga bytiia moego. Dnevniki i avtobiograficheskie zapiski episkopa Porfiriia
Uspenskogo, vol. 2, St Petersburg 1895; Pavel V. BEzoBrAZOV (ed.), Materialy dlia biografii episkopa
Porfiriia Uspenskogo, 2 vols., St Petersburg 1910.

10 S.S. TaTISHCHEV, Imperator Aleksandr II, ego zhizn'’ i carstvoanie, St Petersburg 1903; S.A. NIKITIN,
Slavianskie komitety v Rossii v 1858-1876 godakh, Moscow 1960; K.S. LiLuasHviL, Natsionalno-
osvoboditel'naia bor’ba bolgarskogo naroda protiv fanariotskogo iga i Rossiia, Tbilisi 1978;
AN. PyPIN, Panslavism v proshlom i nastoiashchem, St Petersburg 1913; Hans KonN, Panslav-
ism. Its History and Ideology, Notre Dame, IN 1953; Alfred FiscHEL, Der Panslavismus bis zum
Weltkrieg, Stuttgart 1919; B.H. SUMNER, Russia and the Balkans. 1870-1880, Oxford 1937; Michael B.
PETROVICH, The Emergency of Russian Panslavism, 1856-1870, New York 1956; Frank FADNER,
Seventy Years of Panslavism in Russia. From Karamzin to Danilevsky 1800-1870, Washington,
DC 1962; Andrzej WALICKI, The Slavophile Controversy. History of the Conservative Utopia in
Nineteenth-Century Russian Thought, Oxford 1975; Jelena MiLojkovi¢-Dyuri¢, Panslavism and
National Identity in Russia and in the Balkans, 1930-1880. Images of the Self and Others, Ann Arbor,
MI, 1994.
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and his passion for Eastern Christian art led to further serious research into the
Slavonic and Greek monuments of Athos!!.

The political events following the Russo-Ottoman war of 1877-1878 and its
disappointing outcome, together with the assassination of Alexander II in 1881,
brought a new turn to Russian Middle East policy and in the political ideology
related to it. During the reign of Alexander III (r. 1881-1894) and with Constantine
Pobedonostsev acting as Ober-Procurator (Chief Procurator) of the Holy Synod
(1880-1905), Pan-Slavism was replaced by imperial nationalism'2. Middle Eastern
policy was now built on a revival of the Third Rome ideology, with St Petersburg as
the centre of Orthodoxy and the Russian Tsar as protector of the Orthodox all over
the world. The Russian school of Byzantine Studies was rapidly developing during
the 1880es and 1890es. By the beginning of the twentieth century, it reached the
level of the leading research centres of Germany or France. In 1894, the Russian
Archaeological Institute in Constantinople (RAIK) was founded'®. This institution
contributed - along with the Palestine research carried out by the Palestine Society -
to so-called »cultural diplomacy« in the Middle East. The scholars involved did
not pursue overtly political ends, and most of them kept their distance from Mes-
sianic political romanticism. The Director of the RAIK, Feodor Uspenskii, carefully
avoided giving rise to any suspicion on the part of rival powers. Yet at the same
time, Byzantine Studies were strongly promoted by the Russian state. The Palestine
Society, for instance, was under the direct patronage of the imperial family. Directly
or indirectly, Byzantine Studies served imperial geopolitical ambitions.

Meanwhile, a small group of politicians and philosophers kept up a philhellenic
line of political romanticism, staying close to the Greek »Megali Idea«. The state
controller Tertii Filippov started an open polemic with Ivan Troitskii, professor at
the St Petersburg Theological Academy, over the question of the one-thousand-year
anniversary of Patriarch Photios I (858-867 and 878-886). The Russian Church,
according to Filippov, ought to remain aware of its subordination to its Mother
Church in Constantinople. Filippov’s friend, the well-known diplomat, writer,

11 Lora GERD, Russian Research Work in the Archives of Mount Athos, in: Olivier DELouts/Kostis
SMYRLIS (eds.), Lire les Archives de IAthos, Paris 2019, pp. 535-538; ead., Petr Sevastanov and
his Expeditions to Mount Athos (1850s). Two Cartons from the French Photographic Society, in:
Scrinium 16 (2020), pp. 105-123.

12 Lora GERD, Russian Policy in the Orthodox East. The Patriarchate of Constantinople (1878-1914),
Warsaw 2014; Denis VovcHENKO, Containing Balkan Nationalism. Imperial Russia and the Ottoman
Christians, 1856-1914, New York 2016.

13 Konstantinos K. PapouLIpis, T0 Pwokd ApxaloAoywko Tvotitodto KwvoTavTivoumoAews
(1894-1914). LvpBoAn oAV mvevpaTIK SpacTnpldTnTa TS Pwoiag ot XpLotiavikn Avatoin otd
T€An 100 190V pé apyeg tod 2000 aiwva, Thessaloniki 1987; E.J. BASARGINA, Russkii Arkheologich-
eskii Institut v Konstantinopole, St Petersburg 1994; Pinar UrE, Reclaiming Byzantium. Russia,
Turkey and the Archaeological Claim to the Middle East in the 19th Century, London 2020.
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and philosopher Konstantin Leontev adopted a similar view and created his own
vision of »Byzantinism« in the political, ecclesiastical, and ethnic mosaic of the
Ottoman Empire'*.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, the national ambitions of the Balkan
peoples reached their highest peak, as did the competition of the Great Powers
in the »Eastern Question«. The collapse of the Ottoman Empire seemed likely in
the nearest future, and the ecclesiastical struggle between Greeks on one side and
Bulgarians or Arabs on the other intensified. Political romanticism and practical
diplomacy continued to guide Russian policy-makers and diplomats in the early
twentieth century. The idea of neo-Byzantine national imperialism was still dom-
inant. Meanwhile, Pan-Slavic aspirations returned. Between 1906 and 1911, the
Balkan League was established. The Western Powers, first of all Britain, were looking
forward to the creation of a union with Greece at its head, while Russia aimed at
uniting the Slavic peoples. In fact, the unification of all Southern Slavs had been the
aim of Russian policy in the Balkans since 1856, but only in the first decades of the
twentieth century there was real hope that it could be also realised. This political
dream was partly fulfilled after the First World War by the creation of the Kingdom
of Yugoslavia. However, the October Revolution prevented Russia from drawing
any political profit from this.

All these tendencies converged in the first years of the First World War. The
religious romanticism of Russian policy culminated between 1914 and 1916. Images
of the glorious mediaeval past were dusted off. Alexander Nevsky (1236-1263),
the canonised national hero from the Rurik dynasty, became the symbol of the
struggle against the (German) Teutonic Order. The religious character of the war
was constantly stressed: Posters depicted Emperor Wilhelm II as the devil. The
dreams about Constantinople, »the spiritual capital« of Russia, and of Jerusalem,
»the spiritual motherland« of Orthodoxy, were given new interpretations.

From the outset, Russian journalists declared the war to be the »Great War,
the crusade for the liberation of the Christian peoples of the East. When Turkey
entered the war in October 1914, the Russian press went into a frenzy of political
romanticism. For conservative church politicians, the capture of Constantinople
represented the fulfilment of the old Messianic dream of restoring the Orthodox
basileia. Constantinople was regarded as »the key of our homex, with the Bosporus
and Dardanelles guarding the Black Sea against hostile invasions. Moreover, in
order to ensure a land connection with both straits, one article argued that Russia

14 Dimitris STAMATOPOULOS, To BuldvTio Metd T0 €6vog. To poBANHa TG cLVEXELS OTIG BaAkavi-
kég LoToploypadieg, Athens 2009, pp. 211-252; Konstantin LEONT’EV, Pro et contra, 2 vols., St Pe-
tersburg 1995; GERD, Russian Policy, pp. 20-39.
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should annex the southern coast of the Black Sea as well'>. The political side of
the future ideal symphony of powers was logically (according to the Byzantine
model) completed by the spiritual side. The discussions envisaged the restoration
of the Patriarchate in Russia, a question which had been projected since the first
Russian revolution from 1905 to 1907. What should be the position and the power
of the patriarch? Should he really become an Ecumenical one? How would the
dualism of power (tsar-patriarch) function in the new world after the war? Articles
pretending to practical realism were followed by decidedly phantasmagorical ones.
One author wrote that because Russia was larger than Ancient Byzantium, it ought
to possess not only one, but several Patriarchs. Moscow, Kiev, Petrograd, Vil'na,
Kazan, Tiflis, and Irkutsk should all, in his vision, be Patriarchal sees. Questions
concerning all churches would be resolved at councils of Eastern bishops, where
the Russian bishops would take the pre-eminent place'®. Liberated Constantinople
would become the cradle of the Kingdom of Christ on earth. After erecting the
cross on Hagia Sophia, the division of the Christian world would cease, prophesied
another author!’. In some Russian provinces, people already started to collect
money for the cross on the dome of Hagia Sophia, so that everything was ready for
the happy moment when the Russian troops would enter Constantinople.

The dream of reconquering Constantinople seemed within reach, not only to
those swept along by nationalist hysteria, but to the very heads of the Russian foreign
policy establishment. In the first months of 1915, during the Dardanelles campaign,
the Allies needed Russian aid. Britain and France proposed a plan to divide Turkey.
In case of success, Russia was promised Constantinople and the straits with their
adjacent territories. Two secret treaties were signed in March 1915'8. On this occa-
sion, a number of specialists were asked to write drafts about the future integration
of those territories supposed to be incorporated by the Russian state. The opinion of
experts in ecclesiastical matters was also solicited. Memoranda for the Holy Synod
were written by Ivan Sokolov, Professor at St Petersburg Theological Academy, and
by Archbishop Antonii Khrapovitskii, an influential theologian. Sokolov wrote a
long exposition with plenty of references to Byzantine history. The present state of

15 G.F. CHIRKIN, Kolonial’nye interesy v sovremennoi voine i nashi zadachi na Blizhnem Vostoke,
St Petersburg 1915; see also N.A. ZacHAROV, Nashe stremlenie k Bosphoru i Dardanellam i
protivodeistvie emu zapadno-evropeiskikh derzhav. Doklad, chitannyi v petrogradskom klube
obshestvennykh deiatelei 23 ianvaria 1915 g., St Petersburg 1916.

16 M.L., K chemu tserkovnym sferam nuzhno gotovit’sia? (K voprosu o budushchei organizatsii
otnoshenii mezhdu vostochnymi tserkvami), in: Kolokol 2630 (11 February 1915).

17 Budushchaia kolybel’ Tsarstva Khristova, in: Kolokol 2660 (18 March 1915).

18 See the edition of these documents in E.A. ApamovV (ed.), Konstantinopol’ i prolivy. Po sekretnym
documentam byvshego ministerstva inostrannyh del, Moscow 1925, pp. 221-304; see also Prolivy
(Sbornik), with an introduction by FE ROTHSTEIN and an essay by E. AbaAMov, Moscow 1924,
pp. 88-93.
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affairs was held to be a restoration of the Byzantine Empire under the rule of the
Russian Tsars. The position of the Russian Patriarch would be restored as well, with
the second place in the Patriarchal hierarchy after the Ecumenical Patriarch, and the
tsar would make Constantinople one of his residences'®. Archbishop Antonii, who
was well known for his philhellenic views, suggested offering Constantinople to the
Greeks as token of gratitude for the Christianisation of Russia in the Middle Ages.

The director of the Russian Archaeological Institute in Constantinople, Feodor
Uspenskii, himself wrote a note on this subject on 23 March 1915. He stressed
the importance of the main historical monument of the city, Hagia Sophia, which
was to be the centre of the Greek liturgy, while the church of Blachernae was to
be the focus for Slavonic worship. Its significance to Russian history lay in the
icon of the Theotokos Blachernitissa that was sent to Moscow by Athonite monks
in 1653 as a gift to Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich. As for the patriarch, Uspenskii
rejected all plans to unite the Ecumenical Patriarchate with the Russian Church,
and called for a strict application of Orthodox canon law. At the same time, he did
not exclude the possibility that the Patriarch of Constantinople, who was also a
Turkish official, might follow the Sultan’s government and retreat to the interior of
Asia Minor®. Some authors thought that a Russian bishop should be permanent
member of the Holy Synod of the Ecumenical Patriarchate; others suggested a
complete Russification of the town, which would have meant placing the Patriarch
alongside other Russian diocesan bishops?!.

All these discussions ceased after the summer of 1915, when it became clear that
Dardanelles campaign had failed. In 1916 Pavel Mil'iukov, a deputy in the Duma,
discovered the texts of the secret treaty of March 1915 and made them public. In
light of the victories of the Russian army at the front in Caucasus, this revived
dreams of a Reconquista: Some authors were already looking forward to a possible
incorporation into Russia of half the Middle East: Mesopotamia, Cilicia, and the
gulf of Alexandretta?.

Palestine, the spiritual dream of the Russians, would not be so easily conquered.
Journalists and politicians therefore focused on the role Russia would play in the
European protectorate over the Holy Land. A French protectorate struck most
of them as less favourable to Russian interests than the British one, because the

19 Nikolai N. Lisovor, Russkaia Tserkov’ i Patriarkhaty Vostoka. Tri tserkovno-politicheskie utopii
XX veka, in: Religii mira. Istoriia i sovremennost’ (2002), pp. 143-219, at pp. 156-196.

20 Lora GERD, Eshe odin projekt »Russkogo Konstantinopol’a«. Zapiska EI. Uspenskogo 1915 g., in:
Vspomogatel'nye Istoricheskie Discipliny 30 (2007), pp. 424-433.

21 [Aleksei A. DmrTrIEVSKII], Konstantinopol'skia Tserkov’ i russkaia vlast, typewritten with notes by
Aleksei A. DMITRIEVSKII, Russian National Library, Manuscript Department, Fond 253, op. 1, d. 41,
ff. 20-47; id., Vselenskii Patriarkh i russkaia grazhdanskaia vlast’ v Konstantinopole, ff. 48-50.

22 A.IASHCHENKO, Russkie interesy v Maloi Asii, Moscow 1916.
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Catholics had been working for several centuries to push the Orthodox into a church
union and were thus in open confrontation with the Eastern Christians. The British
had shown, at least in the last decades before the First World War, more tolerance
towards the Orthodox and were ready to cooperate with them. Finally, there was
a group of dreamers who even believed in the success of a Russian crusade to the
Holy Land. Public discussions started at the beginning of 1915. The first extensive
publication was an interview made by the journal Birzhevye Vedomosti under the
title Liberation of the Holy Sepulchre®. The rector of St Petersburg Theological
Academy, Bishop Anastasii Gribanovskii, fully advocated an exclusive Russian
protectorate.

A neutral status of the Holy Land is of course a fine thing but is unlikely to be realised. The
Greeks will never give up their domination of the Holy Places. It would be much better to
declare a Russian protectorate over Palestine, and all Christian nations would have the
right of free access to the Holy Places. [...] Russia is a »kind« state and will manage to
defend the just spiritual interests of all believers®.

Most respondents were in favour of neutrality for the Holy Land: This was, for
instance, the opinion of the Greek Church’s parish priest in St Petersburg, of the
chair of the Lutheran consistory, and of the Roman Catholic collegium. A patriotic
journalist, however, supported the extreme position of Bishop Anastasii: »The
direct brave words of Bishop Anastasii come closer and warmer to the heart of the
Orthodox. Indeed, it is Russia, the heir of the great Byzantine legacy, that should
guard the most Holy Place of the world«*.

The question of Palestine’s future became a subject in a session of the St Petersburg
Slavonic Benevolent Society on 9 February 1915. The deputy of the Duma and
member of the Oktiabrist party Evgenii Kovalevskii gave a speech called »The
Holy Land: The Promised and Lost Land«. The speaker focused on the well-known
problems of the Russian presence in Jerusalem and the Holy Land, i. e., the rivalry
with Greek clergy, the situation of the Russian pilgrims, and the introduction of
the Slavonic liturgy. At the same time, he went further and proposed that the head
of the Russian mission should be ordained bishop?®. One of his main tasks was to
be the organisation of extended Russian worship at all the Holy Places. Answering

23 Lora GERD, Russkie proekty budushchego Palestiny posle okonchaniia Pervoi Mirovoi voiny, in:
Religii mira. Istoriia i sovremennost’ (2006-2010) (2012), pp. 551-578.

24 Ibid., pp. 553f.

25 Ibid.

26 In fact, this proposal was discussed many times during the nineteenth century and constantly
rejected as anti-canonical, especially after the failure of Bishop Cyril Naumov, chief of the Russian
mission between 1858 and 1863.
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to this speech, another expert on Palestine, Nikolai Riazhskii, claimed that control
over the Holy Places should be given to a committee of representatives of the Slavic
Orthodox nations. Such a demand, raised in the spirit of neo-Pan-Slavism, may
come as a surprise given that Riazhskii had for a long time been inspector of the
Russian schools in Syria and Palestine and author of an extended report on the
ecclesiastical situation in Jerusalem. In his report to the vice chair of the Palestine
Society, Aleksei Shirinskii-Shikhmatov, of 28 February 1915, Riazhskii stressed that
Russia should obtain the official honour of protector of Orthodoxy in the Middle
East. Catholic Europe would be opposed not by a weak Orthodox congregation, as
it was before, but by a strong union of all Orthodox states led by Russia®’. In fact,
at the beginning of the First World War, the Palestine Society left aside the policy of
supporting the Arabs against the Greeks in the Middle East and defended a trans-
national universalist model of the neo-Byzantine imperial type. A contrast to these
debates was the phantasmagorical claim of the student of Petersburg theological
academy, Archimandrite Mardarii Uskokovich, who demanded the capture of the
Holy Land by Russia at any price.

The Great War was the last, the Fifth Crusade, affirmed professor Aleksei A.
Dmitrievskii at the next session of the Slavonic Society on 2 March 1915%.
According to him, the liberation of Constantinople was the target of the practically
minded part of his contemporaries. The real spiritual goal of the war was, however,
the liberation of the Holy Land with its Jerusalem at its centre. Palestine would be
liberated by Russian troops, and »our allies, the French and the English, probably
will not prevent us in the fulfilment of this sacred deed. Thus, we will reach what
each of us desires so muchg, he said. After this moving statement, Dmitrievskii
started a discussion about the future status of the Holy Places. He was quite
sceptical about an international protectorate of Russia, Britain, and France. »The
idea of an exclusive protectorate of our Holy Orthodox Russia over the Holy Places
is the dearest to Russian Orthodox hearts« — as well, he continued, »as the desire
to appear at the Holy Sepulchre as a legitimate and natural master«. This dream
was, however, far from reality, as shown by the rest of Dmitrievskii’s speech on the
possibility of a French or British protectorate in Palestine. In his opinion, in case a

27 Cf. Nikolai N. Lisovor, Russkoe dukhovnoe i politicheskoe prisutstvie v Svatoi Zemle i na Blizhnem
Vostoke v XIX-nachale XX veka, Moscow 2006, pp. 369-381.
28 Russian National Library, Manuscript Department, Fond 253, f. 37.
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protectorate of the three powers should not be possible, that of Britain would be
less harmful to the interests of Orthodoxy.

Some specialists on the Middle East did not share Dmitrievskii’s optimism about
a British protectorate. They expressed their opinion in the official journal Tserkovnye
vedomosti*®. Professor Ivan Sokolov, in his article The future fate of Palestine, crit-
icised the Anglophiles and stressed that only Russian domination could secure
the interests of all Orthodox nations at the Holy Places in equal measure®’. These
political dreams were partly balanced by the more modest and realistic opinions of
experts on the Middle East, like Nikolai Bobrovnikov, who foresaw the future re-
vival of the Arabs and their creation of independent states®'. However, the collapse
of the Russian Empire in 1917 put an end to the political theologies and Messianic
dreams in Russian foreign policy. Orthodoxy as an ideological basis for policy and
politics was replaced by communism for the next 70 years.

29 Pribavleniia k Tserkovnym Vedomostam 22 (1901), pp. 781-786.

30 Lisovor, Russkaia Tserkov’ i Patriarkhaty Vostoka, pp. 187-192.

31 See the publication of his note Nikolai BoBROVNIKOV, Russian Interests in Palestine (9 March
1914), in: GERD, Russkie proekty budushchego Palestiny posle okonchaniia Pervoi Mirovoi voiny,
pp. 564-576.
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Stanislau Paulau

The Kabra Nagast (Glory of the Kings) Goes Global

Transnational Entanglements of Ethiopian Orthodox
Political Theology in the Early Twentieth Century

Introduction: Solomonic Political Theology and its »\Neo-Solomonid«
Reconfigurations

Unlike in the Greco-Roman world, where Christianity spread from the lower classes
to the ruling elite, in the Horn of Africa Christianity was introduced as a court
religion. It is therefore not surprising that both the Aksumite Kingdom - one of
the first polities to proclaim Christianity as its state religion, doing so as early as
around 340 AD - and the Ethiopian Empire, its political successor, have heavily
relied upon theology as a means both of self-fashioning and of self-legitimation'.

The central theme of Ethiopian Orthodox political theology is undoubtedly the
translatio imperii from Ancient Israel to Ethiopia, an idea manifesting itself in a
vast number of texts, but reaching its most profound articulation in the highly
influential mediaeval treatise Kobrd ndgdst (»Glory [or Nobility] of the Kings«)?.
The Kobrd ndgdst substantiated this claim in a twofold way. Firstly, by creating a
genealogical link, tracing the Ethiopian monarchy back to Solomon, King of Israel,
and the Queen of Sheba, referred to in the text as Makkada and the »Queen of the
South« (Nagostii Azeb)®. And secondly, by putting forward an elaborate narrative

—_

See, for example, two studies that are widely regarded as classics of their kind Taddesse TAMRAT,
Church and State in Ethiopia, 1270-1527, Oxford 1972; Eike HABERLAND, Untersuchungen zum
athiopischen Konigtum, Wiesbaden 1965.

2 The Ga%z text has been critically edited and translated into German by Carl BEzoLp, Kebra Nagast.
Die Herrlichkeit der Konige. Nach den Handschriften in Berlin, London, Oxford und Paris zum
ersten Mal im éthiopischen Urtext herausgegeben und mit deutscher Ubersetzung versehen, Munich
1905. The much-reprinted English translation by Ernest Budge is to be used with caution, since it
has a number of notorious flaws: Ernest Alfred Thompson Wallis BUDGE, The Queen of Sheba and
Her only Son Menyelek. Being the History of the Departure of God & His Ark of the Covenant from
Jerusalem to Ethiopia, and the Establishment of the Religion of the Hebrews & the Solomonic Line of
Kings in That Country: A Complete Translation of the Kebra Nagast with Introduction, London 1922.

3 This narrative develops the biblical story related in 1 Kings 10:1-13 and 2 Chronicles 9:1-12. For a

detailed discussion of the figures of the Queen of Saba and Solomon in Ethiopian tradition, see Alessan-

dro Bausr, La leggenda della Regina di Saba nella tradizione etiopica, in: Fabio BATTIATO et al. (eds.),

La Regina di Saba. Un Mito fra Oriente e Occidente, Naples 2016, pp. 91-162; Witold Witakowsk1/

Ewa BALICKA-WITAKOWSKA, Solomon in Ethiopian Tradition, in: Joseph VERHEYDEN (ed.), The
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about the transfer of the Ark of the Covenant from Jerusalem to Aksum, which
in its turn was interpreted as a visible sign of the divine election of Ethiopians as
God’s new chosen people. The legendary Monilok I, the supposed son of Solomon
and the Queen of the South?, would have been the first in a line of Ethiopian rulers,
which stretched to the reign of Emperor Hayli Sallase (1930-1974).

The rise of the Solomonic political theology is generally associated with the reign
of Yokunno Amlak (1270-1285), who had interrupted the rule of the non-Israelite
Zag"e dynasty and claimed to »restore« the legitimate Solomonic lineage®.The
compilation of the Kabri ndgdst in its present form around 1314-1322 is generally
believed to be part of this legitimisation process, even though some parts of the
text may be of a much earlier origin®. Certainly, the ideas of Israelite descent and
the claim to possess the Ark of the Covenant both predate the Kabrd ndgist, as can
be seen from the famous Arabic text by the Coptic priest Aba I-Makarim Sa‘dallah

Figure of Solomon in Jewish, Christian and Islamic Tradition. King, Sage and Architect, Leiden 2013,
pp. 219-240.

4 According to well-established later Ethiopian tradition, the son of Solomon and the Queen of Sheba
was called Manilok. However, in the Kobri ndgdst itself, he is called Bayna Lohkom (from Arabic Ibn
al-Hakim, »son of the wise man«).

5 Ina most prominent way, the story of the restoration of the Solomonic dynasty by Yokunno Amlak is

recounted in the treatise Bo 9l ndgdst (»Riches of the Kings«), composed in the seventeenth century.

See Sevir CHERENTSOV, Ba%ld négist, in: Siegbert UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 1,

Wiesbaden 2003, pp. 514f.,; George Wynn Brereton HUNTINGFORD, » The Wealth of Kings« and the

End of the Zagwe Dynasty, in: Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 28/1 (1965),

pp. 1-23. Remarkably, it is often transmitted within the same manuscripts as the Kabrd ndgist. Cf.

Marie-Laure DERAT, Iénigme d’une dynastie sainte et usurpatrice dans le royaume chrétien d’Ethiopie

du XI¢ au XIII€ siécle, Turnhout 2018, pp. 157-160.

Some scholars argue that the core of the text can be traced back to the sixth century. See Muriel DEBIE,

[}

Le Kebra Nagast éthiopien. Une réponse apocryphe aux événements de Najran?, in: Joélle BEAU-
camp et al. (eds.), Le massacre de Najran. Religion et politique en Arabie du sud au VI® siecle, II: Juifs
et chrétiens en Arabie aux V¢ et VI€ siécles: regards croisés sur les sources, Paris 2010, pp. 255-278;
Glen BowEeRrsock, Helen's Bridle, Ethiopian Christianity, and Syriac Apocalyptic, in: Jane BAUN et al.
(eds.), Studia Patristica XLV: Ascetica. Liturgica, Orientalia, Critica et Philologica, First Two Centuries.
Papers Presented at the Fifteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford 2007,
Leuven 2010, pp. 211-220; George BEvAN, Ethiopian Apocalyptic and the End of Roman Rule. The
Reception of Chalcedon in Aksum and the Kebra Nagast, in: Jitse Harm Fokke DijksTRA/Greg FISHER
(eds.), Inside and Out. Interactions between Rome and the Peoples on the Arabian and Egyptian
Frontiers in Late Antiquity, Leuven 2014, pp. 371-390. The Kobrd ndgist’s relation to earlier traditions
circulating throughout the Eastern Mediterranean and the context of its translation into Go‘z are
also still being debated. For an introduction to the discussion and further bibliography, see Paolo
MARRASSINT, Kobré négist, in: Siegbert UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 3, Wiesbaden
2007, pp. 364-368; Pierluigi ProvaNeLLI, The Apocryphal Legitimation of a »Solomonic« Dynasty in
the Kabré ndgéast — A Reappraisal, in: Aethiopica 16 (2013), pp. 7-44.
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b. Girgis (died after 1208), The Churches and Monasteries of Egypt and some Neigh-
bouring Countries, dating back to the early thirteenth century’. Consequently, the
idea of the superiority of the Christian Kingship of Ethiopia was already bound to
the monarch’s claim to Zion - i. e., the Ark of the Covenant preserved in, and ulti-
mately identified with, Aksum - at quite an early date®. The head of the Solomonic
state was honoured first and foremost as Nogusd Sayon (»King of Zion«).

The idea of Solomonic descent was part of a wider set of associations which
played a decisive role in Ethiopian political theology. First of all, the direct lineage
from Israel and the notion of the purity of faith were closely interconnected. Since
the Kobrd ndgast argued that the Ethiopians had already converted to monotheism
and adopted the Old Testament in the time of the Queen of Sheba, the Ethiopian
theologians could claim to be safeguarding the purest version of Scripture. This idea
harked back to the popular polemical fopos of the Jews who had deliberately changed
a certain number of key passages or excluded whole books of the Old Testament. In
the Mdshafd mastir (»Book of the Mystery«), written in 1423-1424, the renowned
Ethiopian Orthodox theologian Giyorgis of Sigla (ca. 1365-1425) made this claim
in the following terms:

Concerning the books of the Old [Testament], they have been translated from Hebrew
into Ga%z in the days of the Queen of the South who visited Solomon. Therefore, the
interpretation of the prophetic books found in the land of the Ag‘azi [i. e., Ethiopia] was
faithful, because they had adopted the Jewish Law before the birth of Christ. If they had

translated them after the birth of Christ, the crucifiers would have changed the true word

into a testimony of falseness’.

While the whole Ethiopian nation was imagined as verus Israel, members of the
Solomonic dynasty were seen as keepers and defenders of the true faith. To express

7 The author not only mentions that the Ethiopian rulers are »of the family of Moses and Aarong,
but states that the Ethiopians possess »the Ark of the Covenant, in which are the two tables of
stone, inscribed by the finger of God with the commandments which he ordained for the children
of Israel«, Basil Thomas Alfred EVETTs (ed.), The Churches and Monasteries of Egypt and Some
Neighbouring Countries Attributed to Abu Salih, the Armenian, Oxford 21969, pp. 287f. Note that
this famous description was for a long time wrongly ascribed to Abu Salih, a Christian Arab au-
thor from the thirteenth century. However, the work was compiled by Aba I-Makarim Sa‘dallah b.
Girgis. Cf. Franz-Christoph MuTH, Abu $alih, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 1,
pp. 54f.

See Amsalu TERERA, Traditions on Zion and Axum, in: Id., The Ethiopian Homily on the Ark of the
Covenant, Leiden 2015, pp. 39-80.

The English translation follows ProvaNELL1, The Apocryphal Legitimation, p. 11, note 19; for a critical
edition see Yaqob BEYENE, Giyorgis di Sagla. Il libro del Mistero (Mashafa Mestir), vol. 1 [textus],
Leuven 1990, pp. 124f. and ibid., vol. 2 [versio], pp. 75f.

o2}

=}

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0

183



184 ‘ Stanislau Paulau

the unique relationship with biblical Israel, Ethiopian rulers have often depicted
themselves as Wsraelawiyan (»Israelites«), Dédqqd dsrael (»Children of Israel«), or
even Betd Asrael (»House of Israel«)'.

This set of ideas was also instrumental for the »Neo-Solomonids«, Ethiopian
rulers who ascended the throne from the 1850s onward, following a period of
monarchical weakness and decentralisation known as Zdamdnd mdsafont (»Era of
the Judges [or Lords]«)!!'. The »Neo-Solomonic« political theology that drew on
the mediaeval tradition of the Kobrd ndgdst, but also modified it, adapting it to
the challenges of modernity, remained the decisive ideological force of imperial
Ethiopia until its fall in 1974.

But what precisely was new about »Neo-Solomonic« political theology? Donald
Crummey has suggested that the »Neo-Solomonids« introduced three main inno-
vations introduced into traditional political ideology: Firstly, they formulated a new
principle of legitimate descent, not linked to direct succession through the male
line only. Secondly, as active warlords, they abandoned the historic Solomonic prac-
tice of ritual seclusion. And thirdly, whereas mediaeval Solomonids had practiced
structured polygamy, the »Neo-Solomonids« have revolutionised royal marriage
customs by adopting the marital customs of the clergy: a strict monogamy sanc-
tioned by the sacrament of marriage'?. Some further studies have demonstrated
how Ethiopian Emperors of the late nineteenth century re-invented the corona-
tion rite in order to strengthen their claim to Solomonic descent and use it as
a means of legitimisation in the internal political struggle'’. Without diminish-
ing the high value of the findings made in this field over the last decades, one
notable limitation of previous research must be pointed out. »Neo-Solomonic«
political theology (or ideology, as some authors prefer to refer to it) has been

10 Steven KaPLAN, Solomonic Dynasty, in: Siegbert UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 4,
Wiesbaden 2010, pp. 688-690. In keeping with this royal ideology, several of the outstanding rulers
of this period had names with strong biblical Israelite connotations including Amda Sayon (lit.
»Pillar of Zion«) and Zira Ya‘sqob (lit. »Seed of Jacob«). Emperor Dawit II, counted second after
Dawit (David), the father of Solomon.

11 The name of this period that was marked by conflicts among regional rulers and warlords over the
control of the emperor refers to Judges 21: 25. It is conventionally dated between 1769 and 1855. The
end of this period is associated with the reign of Tewodros II (1855-1868). For a short historical
overview, see Sophia DEGE, Zdamand misafont, in: Alessandro Baust (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica,
vol. 5, Wiesbaden 2014, pp. 122-129.

12 Donald CRUMMEY, Imperial Legitimacy and the Creation of Neo-Solomonic Ideology in 19th-
Century Ethiopia, in: Cahiers d’Etudes Africaines 28/109 (1988), pp. 13-43, at p. 15.

13 The most prominent instance is that of Yohannas IV (1871-1889), who organised his coronation
in Ancient Aksum, see Izabela ORLOWSKA, The Legitimising Project. The Coronation Rite and the
Written Word, in: Aethiopica 16 (2013), pp. 74-101; ead., Re-Imagining Empire. Ethiopian Political
Culture under Yohannis IV, 1872-92, PhD Thesis, School of Oriental and African Studies, London
2006.
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analysed exclusively within the Ethiopian national context and its internal dynam-
ics, thereby neglecting the increasing importance of international relations for
Ethiopia and its high impact upon all spheres of life in the Horn of Africa in the
age of New Imperialism.

While Western historiography often tends to exoticise Ethiopian Orthodoxy
by highlighting its absolute uniqueness (usually explained by a reference to its
supposedly continuous isolation from the rest of Christendom), this chapter seeks
to question this assumption by employing a distinctly transnational perspective.
Even though the Solomonic narrative of the Kobrd ndigist ought indeed to be con-
sidered a distinctive and highly remarkable form of political theology, neither its
emergence nor its development can be understood without considering Ethiopia’s
entanglements with the wider world. The same applies to »Neo-Solomonic« theol-
ogy. In the following, I will argue that the transformations of Ethiopian political
theology can only be comprehended in connection with the novel conditions in
the field of international relations which the Ethiopian Empire had to face in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, not least with the threat of Euro-
pean colonialism. Consequently, »Neo-Solomonic« political theology can be seen
as a product of complex transnational entanglements. In order to substantiate
this assertion, I am going to demonstrate how the transformations of Ethiopian
political theology performed by three »Neo-Solomonid« rulers of the early twenti-
eth century — Manilok 1T (1889-1913), Zawditu (1917-1930), and Hayla Sallase -
were influenced by their intellectual and/or political engagement with the wider
world. By doing so, I shall analyse the influence of Ethio-German, Ethio-British,
and Ethio-Japanese entanglements upon reconfigurations and new articulations of
Solomonic theology.

Emperor Manilak II: Ethio-German Entanglements, Theology of Colonisation,
and the Quest for Historicity of the Solomonic Narrative

Even though by the end of the nineteenth century the Ethiopian Empire was vir-
tually the only state on the entire African continent to retain its independence, it
was surrounded by European colonial territories: Eritrea and Italian Somaliland
(the southern and central parts of present-day Somalia) belonged to Italy; Sudan,
British East Africa (present-day Kenya), and British Somaliland (the northern of
present-day Somalia) belonged to Great Britain; French Somaliland (present-day
Djibouti) belonged to France. In this context, relations with European powers were
of immense importance for Ethiopian politics. The German Empire as a state that
had no discernible colonial ambitions towards Ethiopia was perceived as a poten-
tial ally, which contributed to a dynamic development of contacts between both
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countries'*. Ethio-German diplomacy unveiled some reconfigurations of »Neo-
Solomonic« political theology that otherwise would not have been observable. In
the following, two such aspects should be discussed: the Ethiopian attitude towards
European colonisation and the quest for new historical evidence for the Solomonic
narrative.

Already in the early 1870s Ethiopian Emperor Yohannos IV had succeeded in
establishing contacts with German Emperor Wilhelm I (1871-1888). In the absence
of alternative diplomatic channels through which political communication between
Ethiopia and Germany could have taken place, in the initial stage correspondence
turned out to be the principal instrument of exchange'>. From the very beginning,
the idea of a shared Christian identity became the main feature of the Ethio-German
diplomatic discourse. Thus, Wilhelm I expressed the conviction that Ethiopia and
Germany were fundamentally connected to each other by belonging to »the same
precious Christian faith« (»demselben theuern christlichen Glauben«)'S. In their
turn, Ethiopian monarchs, in order to create a sense of a Christian communion often
began their letters with a doxological Trinitarian formula and explicitly referred
to their letter recipients as fellow-Christians. For example, Yohannos IV spoke of
Wilhelm I as a »firm Christian« (fannu krastiyan)'” and of the chancellor of the

14 About early relations between Germany and Ethiopia, see Ursula GEHRING-MUNZEL, 100 Jahre
deutsch-athiopische diplomatische Beziehungen, in: Walter RauN1G/Asfa-Wossen ASSERATE (eds.),
Orbis Aethiopicus. Ethiopian Art - A Unique Cultural Heritage and Modern Challenge, Lublin
2007, pp. 67-101; Adelheid ZELLEKE, 100 Jahre Deutsch-Athiopischer Freundschafts- und Han-
delsvertrag 1905-2005, Bonn 2004; Dag Z1MEN, Rosen fiir den Negus. Die Aufnahme diplomatischer
Beziehungen zwischen Deutschland und Athiopien 1905, Géttingen 2005; Wolbert G.C. SMIDT,
Five Centuries of Ethio-German Relations, in: Language Department of the German Foreign Office
(ed.), Ethio-German Relations, Addis Abeba 2004, pp. 6-14; id., Photos as Historical Witnesses.
The First Ethiopians in Germany and the First Germans in Ethiopia. The History of a Complex
Relationship, Miinster 2015; Rudolf FECHTER, History of German Ethiopian Diplomatic Relations,
in: Zeitschrift fiir Kultur-Austausch. Sonderausgabe Athiopien (1973), pp. 149-156; Bairu TAFLA,
Ethiopia and Germany. Cultural, Political and Economic Relations 1871-1936, Wiesbaden 1981,
pp. 73-144.

15 So far, the correspondence has only been partially edited. See TAFLA, Ethiopia and Germany,
pp. 188-303; Wolbert G.C. SMIDT, »Anndherung Deutschlands und Aethiopiens«. Unbekannte
Briefe des Kaisers Menelik II. und seines Gesandten 1907-08, in: Stefan BRUNE/Heinrich SCHOL-
LER (eds.), Auf dem Weg zum modernen Athiopien. Festschrift fiir Bairu Tafla, Miinster 2005,
pp. 197-224. A number of not yet edited letters are to be found in the Political Archive of the
German Foreign Office (Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen Amts) in Berlin.

16 Political Archive of the Foreign Office [henceforth PA AA], Allg. A 3900, Letter of Wilhelm I to
Yohannos IV, 9 July 1880; cf. TAFLA, Ethiopia and Germany, pp. 195-199.

17 PA AA, Allg. A 23/197, Letter of Yohannas IV to Wilhelm I, 8 Nahase 1864 Ethiopian calendar
[= 13 August 1872]; cf. TAFLA, Ethiopia and Germany, pp. 188f.
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German Empire, Otto von Bismarck (in office 1871-1890) as a »kind man [and]
perfect Christian« (ddgg siw fasum krastiyan)'s.

The Ethiopian Emperor Manilok II', who succeeded Yohannas IV in 1889, fol-
lowed the same rhetorical pattern in his correspondence with German Emperor
Wilhelm II (1888-1918), highlighting the common Christian identity of both na-
tions. However, more importantly, he formulated a theological reflection on the
European colonisation of Africa. One of the most notable passages addressed to
the German Emperor on this subject reads as follows:

The Ethiopian Empire was for many centuries located between Moslems and heathens;
today, the European powers have, by the will of God and by the effort of Europe, become
neighbours of Ethiopia in all directions. The way is open for knowledge and commerce.
[...] Even though the territories of Germany are far away from our country, it is likely
that the subjects of both will meet®.

This statement has important implications not least in terms of political theol-
ogy. Firstly, Moanilok II portrays European colonisation in the Horn of Africa not
primarily as a change of political order, but rather as a shift within the religious
landscape of the region. Secondly, he accentuates the Christian and, from his point
of view, »God-willed« (bdagziabber fiqad) nature of the new political regimes
in Ethiopia’s vicinity, and welcomes them as a long-awaited disruption of the re-
ligious isolation of Christian Ethiopia. As far as the causes of this isolation are
concerned, Manilok II points to »the desert and the followers of Islam« (bdrihdna
yd»slam wagdannocc) who, he claims, had prevented contact with the »Kings of the
Christians« (ydkrastiyan négdstat)*!.

Such favourable attitude towards the ongoing process of European colonisation
of Africa and its interpretation primarily in terms of Christian domination over
the »heathens« was rooted in ManilsK’s II political theology and was at the same
time related to the recent developments in Ethiopia itself. The end of the nineteenth
century was marked by an enormous territorial expansion, in which the Ethiopian

18 PA AA, Allg. A 3233, Letter of Yohannas IV to Bismarck, 11 Yakatit 1873 Ethiopian calendar
[= 17 February 1881]; cf. TAFLA, Ethiopia and Germany, pp. 204f.

19 On Monilak II, see Christopher CLaAPHAM, Manilak II, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica,
vol. 3, pp. 922-927; Harold G. Marcus, The Life and Times of Menelik II. Ethiopia 1844-1913,
Lawrenceville, NJ, 1995; Chris PRouTY, Empress Taytu and Menelik II. Ethiopia 1883-1910, London
1986.

20 PA AA, A 14623, Letter of Manilok II to Wilhelm II, 7 Hamle 1893 Ethiopian calendar [= 14 July

1901]; cf. TAFLA, Ethiopia and Germany, pp. 230-233.

PA AA, A 2829, Letter of Manilok II to Wilhelm II, 6 Tahsas 1882 Ethiopian calendar [= 15 December

1889]; cf. TAFLA, Ethiopia and Germany, pp. 208-221.
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Empire more than doubled its territory, a process that ran in parallel to European
colonisation. Since the areas conquered in the course of Ethiopia’s expansion, like
the parts of Africa dominated by European colonial powers, were predominantly
inhabited by non-Christian populations, both processes were interpreted as a tri-
umph of the Christian faith. Thus, in his letters to the German monarch, Manilok IT
situated the incorporation of new territories into the Ethiopian Empire on the one
hand and European colonisation on the other in an unambiguous relationship, with
Christianity as the main reason for the success of both these endeavours®?. The theo-
logical foundation of such an understanding may lie in the Kobri nigdst and related
texts of Solomonic tradition that contain the important fopos of the eschatological
religious war, in which Christian forces united under the leadership of the Kings of
Ethiopia and of »Rom« (a toponym initially related to Constantinople, which later
received a larger set of associations connected to powerful Christian polities outside
of Ethiopia) win the final battle against the »enemies of the Christian faith«*.

The progress of Ethio-German encounters at the end of the nineteenth and early
twentieth century culminated in the plan to establish official diplomatic relations
in 1905. By that time, the Ethiopian Empire had already entered into diplomatic
relations with France (since 1897), Great Britain (since 1897), Russia (since 1898),
Italy (since 1889), and the United States of America (since 1904). In March 1905,
Wilhelm IT sent a special imperial legation under the leadership of the Orientalist
and diplomat Friedrich Rosen (1856-1935)?* to Ethiopia with the aim of signing
an official »Friendship and Trade Treaty«*. Two initially secret agreements made
in the context of these negotiations reveal how Solomonic political theology had
been reconfigured under the conditions of the early twentieth century.

22 PA AA, A 6118, Letter of Manilak II to Wilhelm II, 14 Miyazya 1883 Ethiopian calendar [= 21 April
1891]; cf. TAFLA, Ethiopia and Germany, pp. 214-217.

23 On Ethiopian eschatology and in particular on the figure of the Ethiopian King therein, see André
CAQuOT, La royauté sacrale en Ethiopie, in: Annales d’Ethiopie 2 (1957), pp. 205-218; HABER-
LAND, Untersuchungen, pp. 149-172; Robert BEYLOT, Le millénarisme, article de foi dans I'Eglise
Ethiopienne, in: Rassegna di Studi Etiopici 25 (1971-1972), pp. 31-43; Merid Wolde AREGAY, Lit-
erary Origins of Ethiopian Millenarianism, in: Anatoly GRomyko (ed.), Proceedings of the Ninth
International Congress of Ethiopian Studies, Moscow, 26-29 August 1986, vol. 5, Moscow 1988,
pp. 166-169.

24 On Friedrich Rosen, see Werner DauM, Gelehrter und Diplomat. Friedrich Rosen und die Begriin-
dung der diplomatischen Beziehungen zwischen Deutschland und Athiopien, in: Walter RauniG/
Steffen WENIG (eds.), Afrikas Horn. Akten der Ersten Internationalen Littmann-Konferenz, Wies-
baden 2005, pp. 265-281.

25 The itinerary of the trip as well as the diplomatic negotiations are documented in Felix ROSEN,
Eine deutsche Gesandtschaft in Abessinien, Leipzig 1907; Hans VOLLBRECHT, Im Reiche des Negus
Negesti Menelik II, Stuttgart 1906; Carl BoscH, Karawanen-Reisen. Erlebnisse eines deutschen
Kaufmanns in Agypten, Mesopotamien, Persien und Abessinien, Berlin 1928, pp. 141-239.
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The Germans arrived in the Ethiopian capital Addis Ababa on 12 February
1905, and were granted several audiences by the Ethiopian Emperor during the
first weeks of their stay. However, initial negotiations produced no results. An
extraordinary opportunity to change this course of things appeared on 27 February,
when Moanilsk IT paid his first visit to the premises of the German legation. It was at
this meeting that contentious issues that still stood in the way of signing the bilateral
agreement between Ethiopia and Germany were resolved. The factor lay in Friedrich
Rosen’s accounts of his travels to the Near East and the latest successes of German
archaeologists in the field of biblical archaeology. The Ethiopian Emperor displayed
considerable interest in the German excavations in Babylon, »which have shed a
good deal of new light on the events dealt with in the Bible«*. Evidently, the news
that certain biblical accounts could be validated with the help of modern science
had deeply impressed Monilok II. He therefore granted — quite to the surprise of the
German diplomats - to Germany the right to undertake archaeological excavations
in Aksum, the ancient Ethiopian capital. Felix Rosen, a member of the imperial
legation and brother of its leader, Friedrich Rosen, commented on this decision:
»The great understanding which the Negus showed here for a purely scientific
question, already led us to assume that the wise ruler, by the standards of his
country, would be a promoter of art and science«?’.

However, for Manilok II the decision to undertake archaeological excavations
in Aksum was by no means a »purely scientific question«. Rather, the Ethiopian
Emperor aimed at establishing a continuity of modern Ethiopia with the ancient
Aksumite Kingdom and its supposedly »biblical« roots, as they were depicted in the
Kobri ndgdst. Archaeological excavations were supposed to reveal Aksum’s splen-
dour at the time of the Queen of Sheba and provide historical evidence supporting
the Solomonic narrative. In other words, the archaeologists were expected to prove
the historicity of the Solomonic narrative and thus maintain its credibility under
the conditions of modernity.

Wilhelm II, who was himself very much interested in archaeology, welcomed
this news?®. However, the information about planned archaeological excavations

26 »[...] die so manches neue Licht auf die in der Bibel behandelten Ereignisse geworfen haben«, RoSEN,
Eine deutsche Gesandtschaft, p. 266.

27 »Das grof3e Verstindnis, das der Negus hier einer rein wissenschaftlichen Frage entgegenbrachte,
lief3 uns schon vermuten, daf8 der kluge Fiirst, nach den Verhiltnissen seines Landes, ein Forderer
von Kunst und Wissenschaft sein wiirde, ibid., pp. 266f. (my translation).

28 On Wilhelm II’s enthusiasm for archaeology, see the articles in Thorsten BEIGEL/Sabine MAN-
GOLD-WILL (eds.), Wilhelm II. Archéologie und Politik um 1900, Stuttgart 2017. Unfortunately, the
excavations in Aksum are not considered in this volume, which nevertheless offers a good introduc-
tion to the political and scientific context of such undertakings and demonstrates the importance of
archaeology in the reign of Wilhelm II.
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in Aksum was supposed to be kept hidden from German academic circles for the
time being. The German Emperor left the following handwritten marginal note on
a telegram sent to him by the head of the German imperial legation to Ethiopia:
»Bravo, Rosen! He did a splendid job! Shall receive high decoration! [...] Better not
inform scholars yet, they gossip just like old wives«**. Apparently, Wilhelm II feared
a possible continuation of the only recently settled »Babel-Bible controversy«,
not least because excavations in Aksum might raise the question of the authenticity
of the Ark of the Covenant supposedly located there.

Using archaeology as a means of historical legitimisation was indeed a major
innovation in Ethiopian Orthodox political theology on the part of Manilok II. In
the same year, 1905, without waiting for the arrival of the German specialists, he
initiated excavations in Aksum and announced the discovery of the grave of his
legendary predecessor, Manilsk I, son of Solomon and the Queen of Sheba. Thereby,
the most immediate »evidence« of the authenticity of the Solomonic narrative was
provided and the relicts of the first Ethiopian King were solemnly transferred to
the church of Aksum Sayon, the place where the Ark of the Covenant was believed
to be kept. Remarkably, the German archaeological expedition that arrived at
Aksum in spring 1906 under the leadership of Enno Littmann (1875-1958) did
not categorically dispel this mystification. Their survey of the archaeological site
showed that the so-called »grave of Monilok« was in fact of more ancient origin
than most other structures to be found in Aksum?'.

There was yet another secret agreement made in the context of negotiations over
the »Friendship and Trade Treaty« that aimed at the validation of Ethiopian Ortho-
dox political theology. Germany was supposed to intervene in favour of Ethiopia in
the question of the ownership of the Dayr as-Sultan (Arabic: ;Ualudl 3355 Go%z: Der
Saltan) monastery in Jerusalem®?, which had become a bone of contention between

29 »Bravo Rosen! Hat seine Sache ganz vortrefflich gemacht! Soll hohe Dekoration erhalten! [...] Ge-
lehrte lieber noch nicht informieren, die plaudern ebenso wie die alten Weiber«, PA AA, R 14914 and
R 131418, Marginal note on the telegramme from Friedrich Rosen to the Foreign Office, 10 March
1905.

30 On this controversy, see Suzanne L. MARCHAND, German Orientalism in the Age of Empire. Religion,
Race and Scholarship, New York 2009, pp. 244-249; Klaus JOHANNING, Der Bibel-Babel-Streit.
Eine forschungsgeschichtliche Studie, Frankfurt am Main 1988; Reinhard G. LEHMANN, Friedrich
Delitzsch und der Babel-Bibel-Streit, G6ttingen 1994.

31 Cf. RoseN, Eine deutsche Gesandtschaft, p. 475; Enno LittMANN/Daniel KRENCKER, Vorbericht
der deutschen Aksumexpedition, Berlin 1906, p. 30.

32 The Ethiopian Orthodox community had been established in Jerusalem since the Middle Ages. In
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, it had owned four chapels within the church of the Holy
Sepulchre and a monastery on Mount Zion. However, since the sixteenth century, only the monastery
of Dayr as-Sultan, located on the roof of the chapel of Helena in the church of the Holy Sepulchre,
remained in its possession. And by the eighteenth century at the latest, the Coptic Church disputed
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the Ethiopian and Coptic Churches®. Thus, Wilhelm II, who himself was Protes-
tant, was to become the advocate of the Ethiopian Church in an inner-Orthodox
conflict*. This at the first glance unexpected role was assigned to the German
Emperor because he maintained close connections with the Ottoman Empire and
had a powerful diplomatic network in the region.

The monastic settlement in Jerusalem was of considerable importance for
Monilak II, not only as a spiritual and intellectual centre of the Ethiopian Orthodox
Church, but also as vivid proof of the Solomonic narrative. According to Ethiopian
tradition, the name of the monastery — Dayr as-Sultan means »Monastery of the
Sovereign« — indicated that the site of the monastery had been given to the Queen
of Sheba by the ruler of Jerusalem, King Solomon™”.

Both these agreements deeply connected with Ethiopian Orthodox political the-
ology paved the way for the signing of the German-Ethiopian »Friendship and Trade
Treaty« and made the establishment of diplomatic relations between both countries
possible®®. The entanglement of political theology and diplomatic relations found
its symbolic expression in a special celebration in Aksum on Easter Sunday, 30 April
1905. On this day, the German legation reached the city on the way back to Europe
and was welcomed with a service held in its honour in the front of the famous
church of Aksum Sayon. As representatives of an allied Christian Empire, the mem-

the Ethiopian property rights to the monastery and were only prepared to grant rights to its use.
A new level of escalation was reached in 1890, when the Copts closed two chapels and the Ethiopian
community was forced to celebrate its services in the open air, near these chapels. For the history
of the Ethiopians in Jerusalem, see Enrico CERULLI, Etiopi in Palestina. Storia della communita
etiopica di Gerusalemme, vols. 1-2, Rome 1943-1947; Salvatore TEDEsCHI, Profilo storico di Dayr
as-Sultan, in: Journal of Ethiopian Studies 2 (1964), pp. 92-160; Kirsten STOFFREGEN-PEDERSEN,
The History of the Ethiopian Community in the Holy Land from the Time of Emperor Tewodros II
till 1974, Jerusalem 1983.

33 On the history of the dispute over the monastery, see Tigab BEzIE, Ethiopia’s Claim on Deir es-Sultan
Monastery in Jerusalem, 1850s-1994. Roots, Litigation, Current Status, Saarbriicken 2011; Kirsten
STOEFREGEN-PEDERSEN, Deir es-Sultan. The Ethiopian Monastery in Jerusalem, in: Quaderni di
studi Etiopici 8-9 (1987-1988), pp. 33-47.

34 For this purpose, an Amharic document in French translation was given to Friedrich Rosen. It
contained numerous earlier judicial decisions concerning the property rights on the monastery:
PA AA, A 14563, Rosen to the Foreign Office, 16 August 1905. The documents were later published,
Abba FiLappos, The Rights of the Abyssinian Orthodox Church in the Holy Places, Jerusalem 1962.

35 Kirsten STOFFREGEN-PEDERSEN, Dayr as-Sultan, in: Siegbert UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica,
vol. 2, Wiesbaden 2005, p. 117. According to Ethiopian tradition, it was the Empress Helena
(ca. 250-330), mother of Constantine the Great (r. 306-337), who herself assigned the Ethiopi-
ans the specific location on which to build their chapel. Cf. Maurice de CoppET (ed.), Chronique du
régne de Ménélik II roi des rois d’Ethiopie, vol. 2, Paris 1930, pp. 489f.

36 PA AA, Vertragsarchiv. Deutsch-Athiopischer Freundschafts- und Handelsvertrag; cf. ZIMEN, Rosen,
pp. 47-50.
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bers of the German imperial legation were included in the liturgical practice of the
Ethiopian Orthodox Church at a particularly sacred place®’. The special status that
Mbnilok IT attributed to the visit of the German imperial legation was emphasised
by Aq¥aq" am, the liturgical dance of the Ethiopian clergy®.

Empress Zawditu: Ethio-British Entanglements and the Quest for a Female
Role Model

After MoanilsK’s IT death in 1913, Ethiopia entered a period of deep political crisis.
At first, Manilak’s grandson Iyasu (1913-1916) became the designated emperor®.
However, his reign proved to be short. In 1916, before he had even been officially
crowned, Iyasu was charged with apostasy, alleging that he had converted to Islam
and thus lost his right of succession within the Solomonic dynasty.

After some hesitation, the head of the Ethiopian Orthodox Church, abuni Mate-
wos (1843-1926)*, supported the coup détat and released the nobility from its
oath of loyalty to Iyasu, who was declared deposed from the throne and excom-
municated from the church*'. The assembly of nobles asked Zawditu, Manilok II’s
youngest daughter, to ascend the throne and become Empress of Ethiopia. At the
same time, Tafiri Mak™dnnan (the future Emperor Hayla Sollase) was elevated to
the title of Ras and made heir to the throne*?. Zawditu was to become the first
female sovereign in Ethiopian history ruling in her own right rather than as the

37 ROSEN, Eine deutsche Gesandtschaft, p. 467.

38 This dance - accompanied both by singing and by the traditional church musical instruments, the
prayer stick (mdqqamiya), the sistron (sdnassl) and the drum (kdbdro) - served as expression of a
special spiritual joy and was prohibited in Lent; see Kay KAUFMAN-SHELEMAY, Aq*aq“am, in: UHLIG
(ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 1, p. 293; Donald Nathan LEVINE, Wax and Gold. Tradition
and Innovation in Ethiopian Culture, Chicago 1986, p. 26.

39 On lyasu and his period, see Ficquet ELo1/Wolbert SMIDT (eds.), The Life and Times of Lij Iyasu
of Ethiopia. New Insights, Miinster 2014; Bahru ZEWDE, Iyasu, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia
Aethiopica, vol. 3, pp. 253-256.

40 Initially, Matewos was a monk in the Coptic monastery of St Pachomius. In 1881, following a request

of Emperor Yohannos IV, he was ordained together with three other Coptic monks as bishop for

Ethiopia. At first, he was bishop of the province of Siwa, but when Moanilsk II, with whom he

maintained a close relationship, became emperor in 1889, he replaced then the head of the Ethiopian

Church, abund Petros IV (1881-1917) by permission of the Coptic Pope Kirellos V (1831-1927).

On abund Matewos, see Steven KAPLAN, Matewos, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 3,

pp. 867f.

Cf. Ahmed Hassen OMER, The Coup d’Etat of September 26, 1916. Different Perceptions, in: Journal

of Ethiopian Studies 46 (2013), pp. 99-120.

42 Ras was the second highest rank and title (after nagus, the emperor) in the hierarchy of the Ethiopian
Empire; cf. Denis NoSNITSIN, Ras, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 4, pp. 330f.
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crowned spouse of an emperor. As a consequence, Ethiopian Orthodox political
theology faced a previously unknown challenge.

The new accentuations of Solomonic theology manifested themselves during the
coronation that took place on 11 February 1917 (= 4 Yakkatit 1909 in the Ethiopian
calendar). The traditional symbolism of the ceremony reflected continuity and
emphasised deep respect for the long history of the Empire. At the same time, given
the lack of precedent for a female sovereign in Ethiopian history, the tradition
required creative adaptation. A new royal title was created, with the empress to
be called Nogasti ndgistat (»Queen of Kings«), by analogy with the traditional
imperial title of male monarchs, Nagusi ndigdst (»King of Kings«)*.

The ceremony of Zawditu’s coronation was marked by a combination of tra-
ditional patterns and innovative elements. It was the first coronation to which a
high number of foreign guests and diplomats were invited. There were two main
purposes behind this strategy. First, the coronation aimed to demonstrate the power
of Ethiopia as an independent African country and to secure its diplomatic recog-
nition as an equal of the European countries. Second, the presence of foreign guests
was to attest the international support of the new regime and prove its commitment
to modernisation**. Since the coronation took place when World War I was at its
height, representatives of the British, Italian, French, and Russian legations were
present, while the representatives of Germany and Ottoman Empire decided not to
attend.

During the ceremony, before reciting the coronation prayer, abuni Matewos
addressed the gathering. As a theological justification of the unusual fact that the
monarch to be crowned was female, the archbishop mentioned the example of the
Queen of Sheba, stressing that it was from her, and not from his father, Salomon,
that Monilosk I had inherited the Ethiopian crown?®’. This motive was, however,
intertwined with a modern European practice. Abund Matewos referred to the
example of the British Queen Victoria (1837-1901) and her successful reign?®.
The choice of Queen Victoria as a role model also had a clear political dimension,
demonstrating to the foreign representatives at the ceremony that the new political

43 Gianfranco FIAccADORI, Noagus, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 3, p. 1164. The
Ethiopian title of empress as the coronated spouse of an emperor was A tege; cf. Hanna RUBINKOWSKA,
Htege, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 2, p. 392.

44 Cf. Hanna RuBINOwsKA, A New Structure of Power: The Message revealed by the Coronation of
Zawditu (1917), in: Annales d’Ethiopie 28 (2013), pp. 19-44, at p. 38.

45 Tbid,, p. 31.

46 See also the recollections of a British eyewitness to the coronation, Leland Buxton (1884-1967):
»A long proclamation was read out, which, by way of apologising for the sex of the monarch, referred
to the great success achieved by Queen Victoria«, quoted in Arnold Weinholt HopsoN, Seven Years
in Southern Abyssinia, London 1927, p. 135.
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elites saw themselves on the side of the Allies in the ongoing World War I, rather
the Central Powers with which the disposed Iyasu had sympathised.

These two female figures, the Queen of Sheba and Queen Victoria, symbolised
the political programme of the new Ethiopian Empress. Similarly, as Victoria’s reign
marked a long period of economic, cultural, and political growth, it was hoped that
this would also be the case under Ethiopia’s first empress. The reconfigurations of
Ethiopian Orthodox political theology introduced by Zédwditu can be described as
a »Sabean turn«. As underscored by the coronation, the Ethiopian royal dynasty
was to be perceived not primarily as »Solomonic«, but rather as »Sabeanc, since it
was from the Queen of Sheba that Moanilok I had inherited the Ethiopian throne.

In her quest to normalise the idea of female leadership in Ethiopia, Zawditu
endeavoured to bring the Queen of Sheba out of the shadow of the figure of Solomon.
An important step in this direction, was the institution of the »Order of the Queen
of Sheba« in 1922%7. As such, the use of orders following the European pattern was
a fairly recent practice introduced in the Ethiopian Empire only in the second half
of the nineteenth century®®. Yohannoas IV had instituted the »Order of Solomon«
as the highest imperial honour in the 1870s*. It was against this background
that Zawditu articulated her message. The insignia of the »Order of the Queen of
Sheba« symbolically referred to the idea of translatio imperii from Ancient Israel
to Ethiopia, thereby highlighting the central role of the Queen of Sheba in this
process. It depicted a golden Star of David; at its centre was placed the right-facing
profile of the Queen of Sheba superimposed over a three-pointed star, the symbol of
the Trinity. Since orders were bestowed upon the highest nobility of the Ethiopian
Empire as well as upon members of royal families of foreign states, they were an
effective means of propagating the new ideology among the elites.

47 The »Order of the Queen of Sheba« was presented in six classes: Collar (only for members of the royal
family); Grand Cordon (limited to 25); Grand Officer (limited to 45); Commander (limited to 55);
Officer (unlimited); Member or Chevalier (i. e., »Knight«; also unlimited); cf. Gregory R. CoPLEY,
Ethiopia Reaches Her Hand unto God. Imperial Ethiopia’s Unique Symbols, Structures and Role in
the Modern World, Alexandria, VA, 1998, p. 151; cf. also Guntram FUHRMANN, Orden erzahlen
Geschichte. Von den Anfingen bis zur Zeit Friedrichs des Grofien, Norderstedt 2015, pp. 16f;
Borna BARAC, Reference Catalogue — Orders, Medals and Decorations of the World Institutes until
1945, vol. 2, Zagreb 2010, pp. 41f.; Mario VOLPE, Signs of Honour - Compendium of Orders of
Knighthood and Honours of Italy, Europe and the Rest of the World, vol. 2, Rome 2009, p. 410.

48 On the history of orders in Ethiopia, see Asfa-Wossen ASSERATE, Orders and Decorations, in:
UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 4, pp. 44-46; Gregor GATSCHER-RIEDL, Die Orden des
ithiopischen Kaiserreichs und der salomonidischen Dynastie, in Zeitschrift der Osterreichischen
Gesellschaft fiir Ordenskunde 91 (2013), pp. 1-22.

49 On the »Order of Solomong, see CopEY, Ethiopia, p. 149; FUHRMANN, Orden, pp. 20f.; BARAC,
Reference Catalogue, p. 21; VOLPE, Signs, pp. 408f.
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At the same time, Zawditu continued the quest for historical legitimatisation
of the history of Solomon and the Queen of Sheba begun by Manilok II. However,
also in this endeavour, the Empress aimed to highlight the role of the Queen of
Sheba. For this purpose, she commissioned an official of German-Ethiopian de-
scent, Jakoub Adol Mar (1881-1952), to collect »all legends, tales, songs and oral
traditions about the history of the Queen of Sheba« and to write her biography with
the greatest possible degree of historical truth®. Due to his family background and
professional experience - he had spent 17 years in Germany, where he attended
school and university, and later held several important administrative positions
under Manilak II - Jakoub Adol Mar was familiar with both worlds. Zawditu held,
therefore, the justified hope that he would confirm the Ethiopian traditional nar-
rative with help of modern Western scholarship and sent him to Europe for this
purpose. Although the diplomatic career of Jakoub Adol Mar, who was appointed
Ethiopian consul in Belgium in 1922, cannot be described as successful®?, he fulfilled
his assignment and wrote a treatise of over 2,000 pages in the Amharic language.
The book about the Queen of Sheba was handed to Empress Zawditu in hand-
written form together with ten copies. While the Ambharic treatise subsequently
disappeared, in 1940 Jakoub Adol Mar published a novelistic account in French,
Makéda, Reine vierge. Roman de la Reine de Saba, which was based upon his orig-
inal research conducted for Ziwditu®®. Even though the book had a distinctively

50 Jakoub Adol Mar was the last of the ten children of Johannes Mayer, a German Lutheran missionary,
and an Ethiopian, Sara Naguée. His German name was Adolf Jakob Mayer; in the Ethiopian version,
Mayer became »Mar« and Adolf became » Adol«. In Ethiopia, he was known mainly as »Ya'sqob Mar«.
On Mar, see Wolbert G.C. SMIDT, Mayer, Adolf Jakob, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica,
vol. 3, pp. 889f.

51 Prince Jacous, Makéda, Reine vierge. Roman de la Reine de Saba, Paris 1940, p. 5.

52 Little is known of his direct consular activities in Belgium, but he was allowed to cooperate very

—

closely with the German government following Hitler’s seizure of power. He spent the years 1933 and
1934 in Ethiopia, where he was commissioned by the German ambassador to draw up an unrealised
plan for the settlement of 20,000 Germans in Ethiopia. Cf. Bruce G. STRANG, Collision of Empires.
Italy’s Invasion of Ethiopia and its International Impact, Farnham 2013, p. 240. In 1937, he moved to
France with his wife, the Belgian actress Héléne Smet (1888-1972), whom he had married in 1923.
After the outbreak of World War II, as a German citizen, he was interned in France, but soon after
the German occupation of France he was released. From then on, Jakoub Adol Mar worked for the
German Propaganda Department in France under the Dienststelle Ribbentrop, where he ran his own
radio programme, Le quart d’heure colonial. Later he was also responsible for the Arabic-language
programme on the Paris Mondial station. After the war, Jakoub Adol Mar was held responsible for
this activity and was sentenced to five years imprisonment. Cf. Ras Mar Jacob — honigsiif3, in: Der
Spiegel. Das deutsche Nachrichten-Magazin 1 (1947), p. 9.

53 JAcoUB, Makéda. In 1997 the book was reissued: Jakoub Adol MAR, Makéda, ou, La fabuleuse
histoire de la reine de Saba, Paris 1997; German translation: Id., Makeda, Konigin von Saba, Munich
1998.
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novel-like character, Jakoub Adol Mar was presented by the editors as a trustworthy
scholar and »un érudit pour qui les mystéres du monde oriental antique nont pas de
secrets«>*. The book was nothing more than a glorification of the Queen of Sheba,
based upon various assumptions regarding ethnography and archaeology of the
Ancient Orient and padded out with elements of Ethiopian everyday life projected
onto the past.

All in all, the »Sabean turn« initiated by Empress Zawditu can be described as a
remarkable attempt to shift emphases within the traditional understanding of the
Solomonic narrative. Whereas the Queen of Sheba provided a model of justification
of a female rule within the Ethiopian tradition, the figure of Queen Victoria was
undoubtedly an important contemporary point of reference. In the instruments she
employed to reconfigure Ethiopian Orthodox political theology, Zawditu followed
the example of her father, Manilok II. Both of them made use of modern West-
ern scholarship in their attempts to provide historical evidence for the Ethiopian
founding myth.

Emperor Hayla Sallase: Ethio-Japanese Entanglements and the Quest for a
Juridical Legitimation of the Solomonic Narrative

On 2 November 1930, Ras Tafari Mak“4dnnan, who was to become the last
Solomonic monarch, ascended to the throne and assumed the royal name Hayla
Sollase (Haile Selassie). In the course of his long reign, which lasted until 1974,
Hayld Sollase largely shaped »Neo-Solomonic« political theology. While his
contribution to the Ethiopian Orthodox political thought certainly deserves a
comprehensive study, in the following I would like to focus on one particular
episode that arguably was formative for the further development of political
theology in Ethiopia — the promulgation of the first modern constitution in
Ethiopian history>>.

54 Jacous, Makéda, p. 4.

55 Some scholars regard the ensemble of mediaeval writings — including the already often mentioned
Kobrd ndgdst, the Soratd mingsst (»Order of the Reign«), and the Fotha ndgist (»The Law of
the Kings«) as the first written constitution that provided the ideological and legislative foun-
dations of the Ethiopian monarchy; see Bairu TAFLA/Heinrich SCHOLLER, Ser’ata Mangest. An Early
Ethiopian Constitution, in: Verfassung und Recht in Ubersee 9 (1976), pp. 487-499; James C.N. PauL/
Christopher CLapHAM, Ethiopian Constitutional Development, 2 vols., Addis Ababa 1969-1971;
Heinrich SCHOLLER, Constitutional law: From Tradition to the 20th Century, in: Id., Ethiopian
Constitutional and Legal Development, vol. 1, Cologne 2005, pp. 79-86; cf. id., Constitutions, in:
UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, vol. 1, pp. 788-791.
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Hayld Ssllase promulgated the constitution (Haggd méngost) less than a year after
his coronation, on 16 July 1931. It was drafted by a Russian-educated intellectual,
Tikld Hawaryat Tikld Maryam (1884-1977)°¢, and modified by the emperor and
his advisers. It has to be stressed that the Ethiopian constitution to a certain extent
followed and even copied the Japanese Meiji Constitution of 1889%7. Whereas the
Meiji Constitution in its turn was largely modelled on the Prussian constitution of
1850 and that of the German Empire of 1871, it had certain unique features that were
missing in other modern constitutions. The feature of the Japanese constitution that
doubtlessly appealed to Hayli Sallase, who sought to provide a juridical foundation
to Ethiopian Orthodox political theology, was the idea of the emperor’s sacral
nature and the religiously connotated notion of royal succession. Accordingly, the
Ethiopian constitution declared in its first chapter that »the imperial dignity shall
remain perpetually attached to the line of His Majesty Haile Selassie I, descendant
of King Sahle Selassie, whose line descends without interruption from the dynasty
of Menelik I, son of King Solomon of Jerusalem and the Queen of Ethiopia, known
as the Queen of Sheba«’®.

Thus, the descent of the Ethiopian royal dynasty from King Solomon and the
Queen of Sheba (here called »the Queen of Ethiopia«) was not perceived as a matter
of religious belief or historical inquiry, but was rather determined as a fundamental
juridical principle. The formulation of this article has obvious parallels with that of
the Meiji Constitution which referred to the »sacred imperial ancestors« as well
as with the idea of »the throne of a lineal succession unbroken for ages eternal«
expressed in its preamble®®. An important innovation introduced by Hayla Sollase
concerned the principle of legitimate succession to the throne. It stipulated that
imperial power had to be transmitted exclusively within his own line rather than -
as had previously been the case — within the Solomonic dynasty as a whole.

56 See Maxim ZaBOLOTSKIH, Tdkla Hawaryat Tékld Maryam, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia
Aethiopica, vol. 4, pp. 829f,; Bahru ZEwDE, Pioneers of Change in Ethiopia. The Reformist In-
tellectuals of the Early Twentieth Century, Oxford 2002.

57 Cf. Joseph Calvitt CLARKE III, Alliance of the Colored Peoples. Ethiopia and Japan Before
World War II, Rochester, NY 2011, pp. 37f; PauL/CLaPHAM, Ethiopian Constitutional Development,
vol. 1, p. 370; Aberra JEMBERE, An Introduction to the Legal History of Ethiopia, 1434-1974, London
2000, pp. 167-172.

58 The Constitution of Ethiopia. Established in the Reign of His Majesty Haile Selassie I, July 16, 1931,
Chapter I, Article 3, published by: WorldStatesmen.org, URL: <https://www.worldstatesmen.org/
Ethiopia_1931.txt> (09-28-2023).

59 The Constitution of the Empire of Japan (1889), published by: Hanover Historical Texts Project, URL:
<https://history.hanover.edu/texts/1889con.html> (09-20-2023) [abbreviated form of Hirobumi ITo,
Commentaries on the Constitution of the Empire of Japan, trans. by Miyoji ITo, Tokyo 22nd year of
Meiji 1889].
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Another central feature borrowed from the Meiji Constitution was the procla-
mation of the idea of the sacral kingship®. Whereas the Japanese constitution
stated in a concise manner, »the emperor is sacred and inviolable«®!, the Ethiopian
constitution elaborated this formulation, deriving the sacrality of the emperor from
his membership of the Solomonic dynasty and the sanction of the church expressed
through anointment. The relevant passage of the Ethiopian constitution reads as
follows:

By virtue of his imperial blood, as well as by the anointing which he has received, the
person of the emperor is sacred, his dignity is inviolable and his power indisputable. He is
consequently entitled to all the honours due to him in accordance with tradition and the
present Constitution. The law decrees that anyone so bold as to seek to injure His Majesty

the emperor will be punished®?.

In effect, the Meiji Constitution provided an excellent foundation for Hayld Sallase’s
constitutional design that allowed him to enshrine central features of Ethiopian
Orthodox political theology in the main legal document. Despite its remoteness in
geographical as well as cultural and religious terms, in the 1930s Japan became a
significant role model for Ethiopian intellectuals by offering an alternative paradigm
of modernisation that differed markedly from Western models®*. Even though,
during the early period of Hayld Ssllase’s reign, Ethiopia cultivated a closer bilat-
eral relationship with Japan®, the most profound outcome of the Ethio-Japanese
entanglements was certainly the promulgation of the Ethiopian constitution that
adopted the Japanese idea of the sacral kingship and restated it in accordance with
Ethiopian Orthodox political theology.

60 On the Japanese notion of the sacral kingship, see Yukata HiBINO, Learning the Sacred Way of the
Emperor. The National Ideals of the Japanese People, New York 2010; Ben-Ami SHILLONY, Enigma
of the Emperors. Sacred Subservience in Japanese History, Kent 2005; Emiko OHNUKI-TIERNEY,
The Emperor of Japan as Deity (Kami), in: Ethnology 30/3 (1991), pp. 199-215.

61 The Constitution of the Empire of Japan, Chapter I, Article 3.

62 The Constitution of Ethiopia, Chapter I, Article 5.

63 See Bahru ZEwDE, The Concept of Japanization in the Intellectual History of Modern Ethiopia, in:
Id. (ed.), Proceedings of Fifth Seminar of the Department of History, Addis Ababa 1990, pp. 1-17;
CrARKE III, Alliance, pp. 7-21; Sara MARZAGORA, »We Proceed following Japan«. The Role of the
Japanese Model in Early 20th Century Ethiopian Political Philosophy, in: Arno SONDEREGGER (ed.),
African Thoughts on Colonial and Neo-colonial Worlds. Facets of an Intellectual History of Africa,
Berlin 2015, pp. 17-32.

64 See Hideko FAERBER-ISHIHARA, Japan, relations with, in: UHLIG (ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica,
vol. 3, pp. 267-269; CLARKE III, Alliance, pp. 31-61; Hideko FAERBER-ISHIHARA, Heruy, le Japon
et les »japonisants«, in: Alain RouauDp (ed.), Les orientalistes sont des aventuriers, Paris 1999,
pp. 143-149.
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Conclusion

The Kobri nigist can indeed be regarded as a remarkable example of transnational
entanglements within the Christian oriental world. This text was in all probabil-
ity composed in Arabic language within a Coptic Christian context, was largely
shaped by imagery of the Hebrew Bible as well as theological ideas originating
from the Syrian milieu, was translated in the fourteenth century into Ga%z, and
on the Ethiopian soil gave rise to a very particular Orthodox political theology.
However, the history of its reception and re-interpretation in the modern times
cannot be comprehended without also considering the numerous transnational
entanglements involved.

The Kobrd ndgdst provided the Ethiopian Empire with a strong and lasting
Israelite identity and laid the foundation of Ethiopian Orthodox political theology
built upon the Solomonic narrative. However, the »Neo-Solomonids« had to find
new ways to articulate this narrative in the face of two major challenges. On the
one hand, after the enduring period of decay of the monarchy known in Ethiopia as
Zdamdnd mdsafont (1769-1855), the position of the emperor needed reinforcement
in order to be able to consolidate the state. On the other hand, the Ethiopian Empire
had to assert its position as a powerful and sovereign state in view of the threat
posed by European colonisation. The new expressions of the Solomonic narrative
advanced in the early twentieth century functioned as a means to establish a political
order that would be able to meet these challenges.

The paradox of the situation that the Ethiopian rulers found themselves in dur-
ing the early twentieth century was that the Solomonic narrative that used to be
regarded as indisputable and could therefore serve as the source of legitimation
itself required a historical authentication. The Solomonic narrative was contested.
Therefore, the Ethiopian rulers attempted to make use of European science, as in
the cases of Manilsk II and Zéwditu, to provide (or rather to construct) historical
evidence for the Ethiopian founding myth. Moreover, transnational entanglements
made reconfigurations of Ethiopian Orthodox political theology and its embedding
into new forms possible, as exemplified by the case of the »Sabean turn«. The incor-
poration of the Solomonic narrative into the first Ethiopian Constitution, largely
inspired by the Japanese constitutional design, was a logical consequence of the
process that Pierluigi Piovanelli has described as the »Solomonic reconstruction of
Ethiopian reality«®>. As demonstrated in this chapter, this Solomonic reconstruc-
tion was made possible not least by transnational entanglements of intellectual,
diplomatic, and religious kinds.

65 P1ovaNEeLLI, The Apocryphal Legitimation, p. 21.
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Intensive exchange with the wider world not only contributed to the transfor-
mation of Ethiopian Orthodox political theology but also drew the attention of
European scholars to the Solomonic narrative in general and to the Kobrd ndigdst
in particular. The rumour that the Ethiopian Christians have a book under the
title Gloria regum, containing a story of the Queen of Sheba that deviates from
the biblical account and enjoying an extraordinary authority »like another gospel«
(alterum quasi Evangelium), was circulating in Europe since the Early modern
period®®. However, the text of the Kobri niigiist remained virtually unknown in the
West until the early twentieth century, when Carl Bezold published a critical edition
of the Kaobri nigdsts Ga‘z text accompanied by a German translation®”. Thus,
the formative text of Ethiopian Orthodox political theology, previously known to
European readers mainly through contradictory paraphrases, was for the first time
made available in its entirety.

Numerous enthusiastic reviews of Bezold’s edition bear witness to considerable
interest in the Kobrdi ndgist®®. An interest in the Solomonic narrative evolved
amid fascination for the Queen of Sheba that could be observed among early
twentieth-century scholars. Remarkably, debates around her figure were held across
disciplinary and national borders and involved not only theologians and historians

66 Hiob LupoLr, Historia Athiopica, sive brevis & succincta descriptio Regni Habessinorvm, Quod
vulgo male Presbyteri Iohannis vocatur, Frankfurt am Main 1681, Cap. IV.ILI.

67 BEzoOLD, Kebra Nagast. Previously, Franz Praetorius had edited a relatively small portion of the
Kobrdi ndagast (chapters 19-32 out of total 117 chapters) and provided it with a Latin translation:
Franz PRAETORIUS, Fabula de Regina Sabaea apud Aethiopes, Halle 1870.

68 [book review] Theodore NOLDEKE, Kebra Nagast. Die Herrlichkeit der Konige. Nach den Hand-
schriften in Berlin, London, Oxford und Paris zum ersten Mal im 4thiopischen Urtext herausge-
geben und mit deutscher Ubersetzung versehen, in: Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Mor-
genlandes 19 (1905), pp. 397-411; [book review] Hugo GREEMANN, Kebra Nagast. Die Herrlich-
keit der K6nige. Nach den Handschriften in Berlin, London, Oxford und Paris zum ersten Mal
im éthiopischen Urtext herausgegeben und mit deutscher Ubersetzung versehen, in: Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenlidndischen Gesellschaft 60 (1906), pp. 666-674; [book review] Johannes
FLEMMING, Kebra Nagast. Die Herrlichkeit der Konige. Nach den Handschriften in Berlin, Lon-
don, Oxford und Paris zum ersten Mal im dthiopischen Urtext herausgegeben und mit deutscher
Ubersetzung versehen, in: Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen 11/171 (1909), pp. 903-912; [book
review] James CRICHTON, Kebra Nagast. Die Herrlichkeit der Konige. Nach den Handschrif-
ten in Berlin, London, Oxford und Paris zum ersten Mal im &4thiopischen Urtext herausgege-
ben und mit deutscher Ubersetzung versehen, in: Review of Theology and Philosophy 1 (1906),
pp. 225-229.
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but also Byzantinists®®, Germanists’’, and even Sinologists’!. Thus, the Kabri néigéist
and the Solomonic narrative themselves became part of an increasingly globalised
intellectual discourse.

69 Just to give an example, in the years 1902-1904 a notable debate took place in the pages of Byzan-

70
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tinische Zeitschrift on the identification of the Queen of Sheba with Sibyl in Byzantine historiography.
The disputants were Samuel Krauss (1866-1948), professor of Hebrew at the Jewish Teachers’
Seminary in Budapest, and the prominent New Testament scholar Eberhard Nestle (1851-1913);
see Samuel Krauss, Die Konigin von Saba in den byzantinischen Chroniken, in: Byzantinische
Zeitschrift 11 (1902), pp. 120-131; Eberhard NESTLE, Zur Konigin von Saba als Sibylle, in: Byzan-
tinische Zeitschrift 13 (1904), pp. 492f.

Thus, in 1905 Wilhelm Hertz (1835-1902) published a revised version of the study in which he
carefully examined the transfer of the legend of the Queen of Sheba and Solomon into German
literature and art of the Middle Ages and early modern times: Wilhelm HerTz, Die Rétsel der
Konigin von Saba, in: Friedrich von der LEYEN (ed.), Gesammelte Abhandlungen von Wilhelm
Hertz, Stuttgart 1905, pp. 413-455.

For instance, the sinologist Alfred Forke (1867-1944) tried to show the influence of the Queen of
Sheba, who in his view had been a historical figure ruling over a political entity in the Horn of Africa,
upon Chinese mythology. In the Chinese goddess Si Wang Mu (literally: »the Queen Mother of the
West«) and the mythical mountain of the gods Kunlun, the professor at the Seminar for Oriental
Languages in Berlin saw nothing but a poetic reflection of the Queen of Sheba and the Ethiopian
highlands. See Alfred Forke, Mu Wang und die Kénigin von Saba, in: Mitteilungen des Seminars
fiir Orientalische Sprachen an der Koniglichen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitit zu Berlin 7 (1904),
pp. 117-172.
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Vladimir Cvetkovi¢

Saint-Savahood (Svetosavije) between Political Theology
and Ideology of Nationalism in Serbia

Introduction

Nikolaj Velimirovi¢’s definition of Svetosavlje or Saint-Savahood from 1953 as Or-
thodox Christianity of Serbian style and experience is one of the most famous
definitions of this term'. The term Svetosavlje was coined in early 1930s by students
of the Faculty of Theology at University of Belgrade who launched a journal of
that name?. Svetosavlje or Saint-Savahood refers to a medieval Serbian nobleman
and the first archbishop of the Serbian Orthodox Church, Saint Sava Nemanji¢
(1175-1236). By linking Svetosavlje to Orthodox Christianity, Velimirovi¢’s defini-
tion implies its universal character while also, by restricting it to national history,
particularising the universal Christian experience. While a number of Serbian
authors such as Dimitrije Bogdanovi¢®, Zarko Vidovi¢?, and Atanasije Jevti¢® em-
phasise the universal Christian character of Svetosavlje, a number of international
scholars such as Thomas Bremer®, Basilius Groen’, Klaus Buchenau®, Maria Falina’,

—_

Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, Predgovor delu Svetosavlje kao filozofija Zivota, in: Justin Porovi¢ (ed.),
Sabrana dela oca Justina u 30 knjiga [Collected Works of Father Justin in 30 Volumes], vol. 4, Belgrade
2001, p. 176.

Jelena GrBIC, Svetosavlje — omen za numen pravoslavlja, in: Sabornost 7 (2013), pp. 145-158, at
p. 149.

Dimitrije BOGDANOVIC, Sveti Sava — predgovor delu, in: Id. (ed.), Sveti Sava. Sabrani Spisi, Belgrade
1986, pp. 9-28.

Zarko Vipovi¢, Njegos i kosovski zavjet u novom vijeku, Belgrade 1989.
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Atanasije JEVTIC, Sveti Sava i kosovski zavet, Belgrade 1992.

Thomas BREMER, Ekklesiale Struktur und Ekklesiologie in der Serbischen Orthodoxen Kirche im 19.
und 20. Jahrhundert, Wiirzburg 1992.

Basilius J. GROEN, Nationalism and Reconciliation. Orthodoxy in the Balkans, in: Religion, State &
Society 26/2 (1998), pp. 111-128.

Klaus BUCHENAU, Svetosavlje und Pravoslavlje. Nationales und Universales in der serbischen Or-
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thodoxie, in: Martin ScHULZE WESSEL (ed.), Nationalisierung der Religion und Sékularisierung der
Nation im 6stlichen Europa, Stuttgart 2006, pp. 203-232.

Maria FALINA, Svetosavlje. A Case Study in the Nationalization of Religion, in: Schweizerische Zeit-
schrift fiir Religion und Kulturgeschichte 101 (2007), pp. 505-527.
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Stefan Rodewald!?, and Julia Anna Lis!! refer to Svetosavlje exclusively in the con-
text of interwar and contemporary Serbian nationalism.

One way to approach Svetosavlje is to consider it neither a universal Christian
programme nor an ideology of Serbian nationalism, but a form of political the-
ology. Svetosavlje as political theology, however, cannot be subsumed under the
theological legacy of Carl Schmitt'? or Johann Baptist Metz'®. Nor can it be reduced
to theologically-informed politics. Svetosavlje is a form of political theology under-
stood as critical inquiry into the connections between religion and politics broadly
understood, including ideas, practices, affects, and histories!*. In this broad under-
standing, Svetosavlje is not a single political theology, but rather multiple political
theologies with explicit connections to Orthodox Christianity and, generally, but
not exclusively, the Serbian nation.

This chapter analyses how Nikolaj Velimirovi¢, Justin Popovi¢, and Atanasije
Jevti¢ perceived Svetosavlje. They represent three successive generations of Serbian
theologians who are also spiritually connected because Nikolaj Velimirovi¢ may
be considered as a spiritual guide of Justin Popovi¢, and Justin Popovi¢ a spiritual
mentor of Atanasije Jevti¢. Although one may notice a certain continuity in their
views on Svetosavlje, the differences in their theological focus also led to differences
in their understanding of the concept. All three authors express a need for a new
theological paradigm, criticise Europe and European identity in the context of
their ecclesiological project, and formulate Svetosavlje as a form of ecclesial identity.
However, they do so in different periods: Velimirovi¢ during World War I and the
creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes; Popovi¢ in the interwar
period and during World War II; and Jevti¢ in the 1980s, during the dissolution
of Socialist Yugoslavia. Thus, I will deal first with Velimirovi¢, arguing that he
employs Slavophile ideas and political Pan-Slavism for establishing Svetosavlje
as a new ecclesial identity of the Yugoslav peoples. I will then turn to Popovic,
demonstrating that his synthesis between Russian religious philosophy and patristic
thought is crucial for his understanding of Svetosavlje, which he then uses to fight

10 Stefan ROHDEWALD, Goétter der Nationen. Religidse Erinnerungsfiguren in Serbien, Bulgarien und
Makedonien bis 1944, Cologne 2014.

11 Julia Anna Lis, Antiwestliche Diskurse in der serbischen und griechischen Theologie. Zur Konstruk-
tion des »Westens« in den Schriften von Nikolaj Velimirovi¢, Justin Popovi¢, Christos Yannaras und
John S. Romanides, Berlin 2019.

12 Carl ScumirT, Political Theology. Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, Chicago 2006.

13 Johann Baptist METZ, Theology in the New Paradigm, in: William T. CAVANAUGH et al. (eds.),
An Eerdmans Reader in Contemporary Political Theology, Grand Rapids, MI, 2012, pp. 316-326;
id., Two-fold Political Theology, in: Francis SCHUSSLER FIORENZA et al. (eds.), Political Theology.
Contemporary Challenges and Future Directions, Louisville, KY 2013, pp. 13-22.

14 Vincent LLoyp/David TRUE, What Political Theology Could Be, in: Political Theology 17/6 (2016),
pp- 505£., at p. 505.
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communism, fascism, and capitalism of interwar Yugoslavia. Finally, I will explore
Jevti¢’s understanding of Svetosavlje in the context of the so-called neo-Palamitic
revival of Orthodox theology during the 1960s and of the dissolution of Yugoslavia.

Nikolaj Velimirovi¢’s Svetosavlje: European Nationalisms, Pan-Slavism,
and Slavophiles

Nikolaj Velimirovi¢ (1881-1956) was a leading figure of the Serbian Church in
the first half of the twentieth century. He held two PhDs from University of Bern,
one in theology and another in history, as well as an honorary doctorate from
Columbia University. He was the Bishop of Ohrid (now in North Macedonia) from
1920 till 1936, and the Bishop of Zi¢a (in Western Serbia) from 1936 until his
detention by the Nazis during World War II, when he was deported to the Dachau
concentration camp in Germany. After the end of the war, he did not return to
communist Yugoslavia but emigrated to the United States, where he was dean of
St Tikhon Russian Orthodox Seminary in Canaan, Pennsylvania, till the end of his
life. He was canonised as a saint of the Orthodox Church by the Holy Synod of the
Serbian Orthodox Church in 2003.

In order to understand Velimirovi¢s idea of Svetosavlje, it is important to examine
the historical context in which his ideas were developed. Prior to the establishment
of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes in 1918 and the Serbian Patriarchate
in 1920, the Serbian Church was divided among several foreign powers imposing
different ecclesial jurisdictions'. And before to the establishment of the Princi-
pality of Serbia in 1815, Serbia had been under Ottoman rule and the Serbian
Church under the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of Constantinople. The political
independence of the principality from the Sublime Porte led to the partial ecclesial
independence of the Serbian Church in 1832, but the election of the metropoli-
tan of Belgrade had still to be confirmed by the Patriarch of Constantinople. The
Serbs in Hungary fell under the jurisdiction of the Metropolis of Sremski Karlovci,
founded in 1690, which after 1868 enjoyed wider religious and cultural autonomy.
After the abolition of the Patriarchate of Pe¢ in 1766, the Serbian Church in Mon-
tenegro could escape falling under the jurisdiction of Constantinople. It remained
autonomous until its integration into the Serbian Patriarchate. The Serbians in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, however, remained under the ecclesial jurisdiction of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate, because both countries were still within the territory
of the Ottoman Empire. After the Austrian occupation in 1878, elections of the

15 BREMER, Ekklesiale Struktur, pp. 15f.
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Metropolitan of Dabar-Bosnia had to be confirmed by the Austrian Emperor in-
stead of the Patriarch of Constantinople. After 1828, Serbs in Dalmatia had gathered
around the diocese of Zadar, which was controlled by the Austrian authorities, who
constantly infringed on its autonomy.

The Serbian people experienced its division into several different states and even
more ecclesiastical jurisdictions in different ways. Under the leadership of their
intellectual elite, they began building their ethnic identity not on the basis of a
common history and tradition, but on that of a common language'®. Additionally,
the ideas of the Enlightenment and the achievements of the French Revolution and
of American republicanism, which propagated a transfer of political power from
the monarch to the people, began to inspire a series of Serbian uprisings against
foreign rule. Serbian ecclesial institutions began to adapt to new opportunities
by ceasing to align themselves with the existing political authorities, but instead
with the new factors on the political scene — the people or the nation'”. During
the nineteenth century, power within the church, which according to the medieval
model belonged to the hierarchy or the episcopate, was transferred to the people -
or, to be more precise, to the people’s representatives at the synods. However, the
resulting changes in the organisation of ecclesiastical authorities, and therefore
the change in the church’s self-understanding, led to deeper changes in perceived
ecclesial identity. The Encyclical of Eastern Patriarchs of 1848, which claimed that
the unmistakable truth of Christian dogma does not depend on church hierarchy,
but is guarded by all people of the church as the Body of Christ, pointed to this
renewed perception of the traditional model'®.

This turn to tradition had two consequences. The first consisted in positive
changes in the process of decision-making regarding ecclesial and national issues.
The decision-making process ceased to be a matter of a narrowly confined clerical
elite, which, especially in the period under the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian
rule, had protected ecclesial interests by concessions to foreign authorities. Now,
authority came to reside in a wider consensus of the representative bodies, which
sought to protect the interests of both laypeople and the clergy. The second con-
sequence pertains to the identification of ecclesial and national identity and the
assimilation of church’s interests with those of the nation.

The construction of ecclesial identity on the basis of national belonging was not
only a feature of the Serbian Church and other Orthodox Churches in the Balkans,
but a common phenomenon throughout Europe. In a series of lectures held in

16 Milo$ Kovi¢, Znamenja pobede, uzroci poraza. Kontinuiteti i diskontinuiteti u srpskoj istoriji, in:
Svetlana Kuréubi¢ Ruzi¢ (ed.), Ka srpskom stanovistu, Belgrade 2014, pp. 149-170, at p. 160.

17 Cyril HovoruN, Meta-Ecclesiology. Chronicles on Church Awareness, New York 2015, p. 21.

18 Kallistos WARE, Sobornost and Eucharistic Ecclesiology. Aleksei Khomiakov and his Successors, in:
International Journal for the Study of the Christian Church 11/2-3 (2011), pp. 216-235, at p. 221.
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London during World War I, the priest-monk Nikolaj Velimirovi¢ pointed to the
danger European nationalism presented for Christian integrity. He claimed that the
Early Church had triumphed over its worst enemies, Jewish patriotism and Roman
imperialism, whereas Christianity in Europe had come to obediently serve the cause
of European nationalism and imperialism'®. Rendering themselves subservient to
national or imperial aims, the churches in Europe were divided and particularised.
This contradicted the universal nature of the church®. According to Velimirovi¢,
just as salvation for individual human beings depended on loving God and one’s
neighbour, so the salvation of any individual Christian community depended on its
love of God and other churches?'. The true identity of the church, unlike the identity
of a nation, is seen by Velimirovi¢ as residing in the Nicene-Constantinopolitan
Creed, which defines the church as »one, holy, catholic, and apostolic«. Thus, the
attribute »one« refers not only to the numerical oneness of the church, but also
to its unity??. The other characteristic of the church that Velimirovi¢ emphasises
is holiness*>. Holiness corresponds as qualitative pillar of the church’s identity to
the oneness or unity of the church as its quantitative characteristic. Holiness as
the core of ecclesial identity, which derives from Christ’s holiness, differentiates
the church from any other institution or social group?*. Velimirovi¢ feels a deep
urge to identify nationalism as a danger to ecclesial identity and to establish the
identity of the church on the traditional formulas introduced by the ecumenical
councils. His critique of nationalism in the church was very broad, and was based
on a comparison between the early church and the modern churches in Europe.
In his lecture »The Spiritual Rebirth of Europe, delivered at King’s College Lon-
don in 1920, Bishop Nikolaj Velimirovi¢ argues that European civilisation would
not endure unless it returned to the Christian religion, which for nineteen centuries
had been the centre and principal guide of European civilisation”®. In a short
reconstruction of European identity, Velimirovi¢ ponders three reasons for Europe’s
decline: individualism, rationalism, and humanism. Individualism is problematic
for Velimirovi¢ because it no longer treats salvation as an effort of the entire Chris-
tian community, but as an individual undertaking®®. Rationalism, or the faculty of
reasoning, is an uncertain foundation for building a civilisation, because it reduces

19 Nicholai VELIMIROVIC, The Agony of the Church, London 2017, p. 77.

20 Ibid., p. 88.

21 Ibid., pp. 94f.

22 HovoruN, Meta-Ecclesiology, p. 11.

23 VELIMIROVIC, The Agony, p. 125.

24 HovoruN, Meta-Ecclesiology, p. 12.

25 Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, The Spiritual Rebirth of Europe, in: Bishop Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, Sabrana
dela [Collected Works], vol. 3, Sabac 2014, pp. 657-696, at p. 667.

26 VELIMIROVIC, The Agony, pp. 92-93.
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humans to only one of their faculties rather considering them as a whole*’. Accord-
ing to Velimirovi¢, the third chief pillar of modern Europe is humanism, which by
rejecting Christianity has opened the door to various European ideologies, whether
political, scientific, or economic?®. Against image of Europe, Velimirovi¢ sets the
projected image of the church in Europe. He replaces individualism with sobornost’
or catholicity as the permanent and immutable feature of the universal Church. In
contrast to Alexei Khomyakov and Russian Slavophiles who constructed the notion
of sobornost’ in opposition Roman Catholic legalism and Protestant rationalism,
Velimirovi¢ opposes sobornost’ to individualism - not only of the personal kind,
but also to sectarian and national individualism?. In his critique of rationalism,
Velimirovi¢ argues that logic or reason should not precede love, but follow it*.
Drawing on Dostoevsky and Solovyev, and in response to the European humanistic
project, which according to Velimirovi¢ finds its deepest expression in Nietzsche’s
idea of Ubermensch, he develops the idea of the pan-human and pan-humanism.

Velimirovi¢ recognises the image of secular Europe, conceived in terms of human-
ism, rationalism, and individualism as basic elements of its identity, as a counter-
image to that of the church. He combines his criticism of Europe with Slavophile and
Pan-Slavic ideas in an attempt to build a new national and ecclesial identity of Yu-
goslav people. For Velimirovi¢, the new Yugoslav national identity has already been
achieved through the political Pan-Slavism that existed in the Austro-Hungarian
monarchy. With the Slavophil idea of sobornost’, he intends to fight the confes-
sional individualism of Orthodox Serbs and Catholic Croats and Slovenes. However,
Velimirovi¢ does not remain within a restrictive Slavophilism in regard to social
unity. Similar to Dostoevsky, he expands this unity into universal pan-humanism.
Velimirovi¢s idea of the pan-human (Svecovek) stands in opposition to Nietzsche’s
idea of Ubermensch, which he sees as the final expression of European humanistic
and rationalistic project.

Velimirovi¢ constructs a new ecclesiology of the Yugoslav people, relying on
Serbian sacred history and its lieux de mémoire®'. According to Velimirovi¢, Serbian
sacred history begins with St Sava, St Simeon the Myrrh-Gusher, and continues with
St Prince Lazar, the Battle of Kosovo, the Kosovo Testament, and the martyrdom
under the Ottomans. While the Kosovo narrative played a crucial role in the decades

27 1d., The Spiritual Rebirth, p. 677.

28 Tbid., pp. 686f.

29 Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, San o slovenskoj religiji, in: Bishop Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, Sabrana dela
[Collected Works], vol. 4, Sabac 2014, pp. 315-325, at p. 319.

30 Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, Dusa Srbije, in: Id., Sabrana dela [Collected Works], vol. 3, pp. 373-378, at
p. 401.

31 Pierre Nora, Between Memory and History. Les Lieux de Mémoire, in: Representations 26 (1989),
pp. 7-24.
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of Serbian liberation from foreign rule throughout the nineteenth century, the
references to St Sava predominated during World War I and the interwar period.
St Sava is perceived as both a mediator for Serbian people before God on the
eschatological level and, on the historical level, the founder of the Serbian Church
as well as a consolidator of Serbia’s medieval state and dynasty.

In the early works of Velimirovi¢, references to St Sava served not only the pur-
pose of unifying all Orthodox Serbs who lived in the newly founded Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes®?, they also provided a platform for creating a common
Yugoslav identity as well as political and ecclesial unity. In the context of the Yu-
goslav project, Velimirovi¢ particularly emphasised the historical role of St Sava
in linking the medieval Serbian state and nation with the church. According to
Velimirovi¢, the common national struggle and suftering of the Yugoslav people
was inspired by the same Christian spirit, which animated both the Orthodox and
the Roman Catholic faith**. The cause of World War I was the de-Christianisation
of Europe’s church, which failed to act in accordance with holiness as its basic
principle®*. Velimirovi¢ claimed that the national ideal of liberation and unifica-
tion was best expressed through the idea of Yugoslavism, while the ecclesial ideal
should be realised through the idea of holiness. Velimirovi¢ places St Sava at the
very beginning of the common Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian history, as continued by
Patriarch Arsenije Carnojevi¢, Karadjordje Petrovi¢, Ljudevit Gaj, Valentin Vodnik,
Ban Jelaci¢, Njegos, and Strosmajer35. According to Velimirovi¢, St Sava reconciles
Yugoslavism and holiness, the two ideals for which the new Yugoslav Kingdom,
as well as the Yugoslav Church, should strive. His selective approach to history
and construction of historical memory was to promote the ideal of holiness, once
accomplished in the national Yugoslav history. He opposed this ideal to the secular
and pro-European aspirations of the new state.

During the mid-1930’s, Velimirovi¢ insisted that Svetosavlje or Savian national-
ism should serve as evangelical platform for founding a Yugoslav national church.
St Savian nationalism, unlike the nationalism that emerged from the Enlightenment
and the secular tradition Velimirovi¢ severely criticised, is based on faith as its basic
principle. While St Savian nationalism protects the integrity of the human person
on its path to perfection, it also protects the organic uniqueness of nations, not
allowing them to slip into imperialism or to vanish in internationalism*®. According

32 Radmila Rapi¢, Serbian Christianity, in: Ken PARRY (ed.), The Blackwell Companion to Eastern
Christianity, Oxford 2007, pp. 231-248, at p. 238.

33 Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, Two Churches and One Nation, New York 1915, p. 14.

34 Id., The Agony, pp. 124f.

35 Id., Two Churches and One Nation, pp. 5-8.

36 Id., Nacionalizam Svetog Save, in: Bishop Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, Sabrana dela [Collected Works],
vol. 9, Sabac 2014, pp. 309f.
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to this nationalism, all people on earth, regardless of blood, language, and reli-
gion, are one people of God and, as such, brothers. Although this might seem odd,
especially considering subsequent crises over the Concordat, for Velimirovi¢, Sve-
tosavlje and St Savian nationalism signified the foundation of the Yugoslav national
and ecumenical project. Velimirovi¢ opposed the Pope’s power over Catholics in
Yugoslavia, because he perceived it — similarly to the ecclesial rule of the Constanti-
nopolitan Patriarchate over the Orthodox Serbs in the Balkans - as an expression of
imperial policy in the form of ecclesial imperialism. For Velimirovi¢, Svetosavlje was
therefore both a political and an ecumenical project. As a political project it began
as an anti-imperialist struggle for the political liberation and unification of the
Yugoslav peoples, while as an ecumenical project it was meant to enable liberation
from the sees of Rome and Constantinople, the dominant ecclesial powers of the
time, and to establish a common Yugoslav Church.

Justin Popovi¢’s Svetosavlje: Russian Religious Renaissance, Asceticism
and Church Fathers

Justin Popovi¢ (1894-1979) took his monastic vows as soldier of the Serbian army
during World War I. He studied later for a BLitt degree in Oxford (the highest
supervised degree at that time) and received his doctorate in theology from the
University of Athens. He taught at the Orthodox seminaries of Sremski Karlovci,
Prizren, and Bitolj and became a professor at the Faculty of Orthodox Theology
(University of Belgrade) in 1934. After the end of World War II and the communist
party coming to power, he was expelled from the university together with two
hundred other professors. He lived till the end of his life in the monastery of Celije,
near Valjevo in western Serbia. He was introduced into the diptych of the Orthodox
saints by the Holy Synod of the Serbian Church in 2010.

Similarly to Velimirovi¢, Justin Popovi¢ criticised nationalism in the church. He
argued that the church is the God-human organism, not a human organisation,
and as such it cannot be divided along national lines*”. He claimed that on their
path through history, many local churches, including the Serbian Church, were
reduced to agents of nationalism, and he urged church representatives to cease to be
servants of nationalism, and to become high priests of the one, holy, catholic, and
Apostolic Church®. According to Popovi¢, the goal of the church is »supra-national,
universal, panhuman: to unite all people in Christ, regardless of nationality, race,

37 Justin Popovi¢, Unutra$nja misija nae Crkve (realizacija Pravoslavlja), in: Hris¢anski zivot 9 (1923),
pp- 285-290, at p. 287.
38 Ibid.
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and class«*. Popovi¢ rejected the nationalism and national emancipation on which
the Balkan churches built their ecclesial identity. He replaced such distortions by
emphasis on ascetic practice as the chief element of ecclesial identity. According to
Popovi¢, asceticism abolishes divisions and leads to catholicity or sabornost.

Popovi¢ considers, as Velimirovi¢ also once did, nationalism as a danger to
ecclesial identity. But unlike Velimirovi¢, who criticised the nationalism of all
European churches, Popovi¢’s critique was restricted to the Orthodox Church and
focused on its ascetic tradition. A number of Velimirovis ideas, formulated as
a counter-narrative to the secular image of Europe and directly inspired by the
Russian religious renaissance, were more thoroughly developed in the works of
Justin Popovi¢. In addition to Dostoevsky’s critique of the Enlightenment, Popovi¢
appropriates other ideas from Russian religious philosophy, such as the ideas of
integral or »living« knowledge, all-unity, and Theo-humanism. Linking these ideas
with the teachings of the Church Fathers, he opposes them to European rationalism,
individualism, and humanism. Popovi¢ borrows the idea of integral knowledge
from Russian religious thought, but unlike both the Russian religious thinkers and
Velimirovi¢, Popovi¢ attempts to prove its continuity with the monastic and ascetic
tradition of the Christian East, particularly with authors such as Macarius of Egypt
(in the fourth century) and Isaac the Syrian (in the seventh century). Another
Russian idea that Popovi¢ »baptises« in the patristic tradition is the idea of all-unity,
which he connects with sobornost’ as »organic unity« in the church. In contrast
to Vladimir Solovyev and in accord to Aleksey Khomiakov, Popovi¢ develops the
idea of all-unity not as metaphysical ideal, but as concrete liturgical and catholic
churchhood. The main idea of Popovi¢'s thought is the concept of the God-Man*,
which he formulates on the basis of the Chalcedonian dogma of the indivisible unity
of Christ’s two natures and partly in opposition to modern European humanism.
Popovi¢ argues that European humanism stands for a revolt against the recognition
of godliness in the human being, while God-Man liberates the forces of godliness
in that same human being, imprisoned by the tyranny of humanism, empowering
them to realise themselves in their immortal fullness*'. According to Popovi¢, the
realisation of all human potential and the true unification of God and human beings
is possible only in the person of the God-Man because he is a personal unity of two
natures, divine and human.

From the mid-1930s and especially during World War II, St Sava and Svetosavlje
also occupied Justin Popovi¢’s scholarly interest. Unlike Velimirovi¢’s writings from

39 Ibid., p. 286.

40 On the concept of God-man/Theanthropos in the Russian school, especially in the thinking of
Vladimir Solovyev, see Evert van der Zweerde’s contribution in this volume.

41 Justin Porovic, Highest Value and Last Criterion in Orthodoxy, in: Justin Popovic, Orthodox Faith
and Life in Christ, Belmond, MA 1994, pp. 70f.
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the mid-1910s to the mid-1930s, which mostly refer to the St Savian ideal as the
basis for building the Yugoslav social and religious unity, Popovi¢’s references to
St Sava are not limited to the cause of Yugoslav unity, but aspire to proper ecclesial
identity. He maintains that only the St Savian determination to engage in ascetic
struggle could save the Serbian episcopate and priesthood from being immersed in
nationalism and materialism. He solves the dilemma of whether the new Yugoslav
society should be oriented towards West or East by offering the example of St Sava,
who had directed the Serbian national soul, divided between the two worlds, towards
the God-Man Christ. Like Velimirovi¢ before him, Popovi¢ identifies the Christian
orientation of Yugoslav society with a tertium quid or a dritter Raum, a third realm
between East and West*?. Unlike Velimirovi¢, for whom in a wider cultural sense the
East was Asia and the West was Europe, and for whom in a narrower ecclesiastical
sense the East was identified with the Constantinople Patriarchate and the West
with the see of Rome, Popovi¢ remains indeterminate on this issue. He opposes
the St Savian God-Man to European man, but he does not mention anything in the
East that would stand in obvious contrast to the European man of the West.

In the late 1920s and early 1930s, Marxist ideas spread throughout the University
of Belgrade, and in 1932 a group of students from the faculty of theology launched
the journal Svetosavlje in order to counter the dissemination of revolutionary ideas
among the students**. Popovi¢, who had been assistant professor since 1934, reacted
to the emergence and spread of these ideas in his article Rastko and Contemporary
Serbian Youth**. As he had once contrasted the St Savian God-Man to the European
man, he now opposed the St Savian God-Man to the new Soviet revolutionary man.
Justin refers to Rastko, or St Sava, as the greatest revolutionary among Serbian or
Yugoslav people because he rebelled not against social and political injustice but, in
the name of eternity and immortality, against death.

At the end of the 1930s, in his sermon »A Fight for the Serbian Soul, Justin
Popovi¢ emphasised that only by following St Sava and his faith in Christ could
the Serbs defeat the communist (red) international, i. e., the capitalist-fascist (yel-
low) international. He stood against Dimitrje Ljoti¢’s fascist movement »Zborx,
for recruiting some of the Orthodox clergy. He warned those clergymen that if
as priests of the Savian Church use violence to achieve their goals, they would

42 Tanja ZIMMERMANN, Der Balkan zwischen Ost und West. Mediale Bilder und kulturpolitische
Pragungen, Cologne 2014, pp. 8-13.

43 Jelena GRBIC, Svetosavlje — omen za numen pravoslavlja, in: Sabornost 7 (2013), pp. 145-158, at
p. 149.

44 TJustin Popovi¢, Rastko i savremena srpska omladina, in: Svetosavlje 12 (1935), pp. 58-61.
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immediately become inquisitors and, like the medieval Roman Catholic Church,
convert Christianity to inquisition®.

In the structure, at least, of his book St Savian Philosophy of Life, published in
1953, Popovi¢ relies on Velimirovi¢’s vision, revealed in several articles written dur-
ing the 1930s. Velimirovi¢ pointed out that anyone referring to St Sava should also
refer to his visions of church, state, education, army, family, art, culture, and monas-
ticism*6. The chapters of Popovi¢’s book are dedicated to St Savian philosophies of
the world, progress, culture, society, values, norms, and education*’. According to
Popovi¢, the St Savian philosophy of the world is based on two principles: 1) the
world is an epiphany; 2) man is called to serve God*®. In his treatment of St Savian
philosophy of progress, Popovi¢ claims that man is truly human only through the
God-Man, the only one to have linked progress with human immortality*’. Accord-
ing to Popovi¢, St Sava founded St Savian culture by leading medieval Serbia not
towards the East or West, but towards the God-Man>°, who is the perfect unity and
sabor of God and man’'. In monastic fashion, Popovi¢ identifies the evangelical
virtues by which humans attain the likeness of Christ - such as faith, love, hope,
prayer, fasting, and meekness — with the instruments of St Savian philosophy of
culture. According to St Savian philosophy of society, society should adapt itself to
the church as its eternal ideal. In fact, the church should be the godly-human Person
of Christ, extended through space and time. In the chapter »St Savian philosophy
of values and criteria«, Popovi¢ argues that the God-Man is the highest value, since
he was the only one who solved the problem of life and death, showing in his per-
sonality »the embodied and hypostasised immortality and life eternal«. Finally, in
the last chapter of his work, Popovi¢ displays the St Savian philosophy of education,
based on the principle that the God-Man as perfect God and a perfect man should
be the goal and purpose of education. Finally, he concludes that St Sava, as a saint
gaining perfection in the partaking to the God-Man, is the greatest enlightener
of the Serbian people, because for Popovi¢ education is essentially devoted to the
facilitation of holiness.

45 1d., Svetosavsko svestenstvo i politicke partije, in: Zicki blagovesnik 12 (1940), pp. 20-24; 13 (1941),
pp. 16-21.

46 Nikolaj VELIMIROVIC, Veliki jubilej naroda srpskog — Proslava sedamstogodi$njice smrti Svetog Save,
in: Kalendar Srpske pravoslavne Patrijarsije, Belgrade 1935, pp. 74-77; id., Nacionalizam Svetog
Save, pp. 308f.

47 Justin PorPovi¢, Svetosavlje kao filozofija Zivota [Saint-Savahood as Philosophy of Life], in: Id.,
Sabrana dela oca Justina u 30 knjiga, vol. 4, Belgrade 2001, pp. 175-266.

48 Tbid,, p. 191.

49 Tbid., p. 207.

50 Ibid., pp. 211-213.

51 Tbid., p. 219.
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The Svetosavlje exposed in St Savian Philosophy of Life is cleansed of all ideological
elements. When pointing to Serbian national history, he omits all events that are
not evangelical or connected to Christ. Like St Sava himself, who wrote the Vita
of his father Simeon the Myrrh-Gusher in order to demonstrate that the ideal of
holiness is achievable by members of his nation, Popovi¢ refers to St Sava and his
work as the historical realisation of universal Christian principles under conditions
of national particularity, and he commends that work as worthy of emulation in
pursuit of holiness. For Popovi¢, pursuing any national or ideological goal other
than St Savian holiness means failure to achieve one’s divine-human vocation.

Atanasije Jevti¢'s Svetosavlje: Byzantine Tradition, Bishop-centric
Ecclesiology and Athonite Monasticism

Atanasije Jevti¢ (1938-2021) held a PhD in theology from the University of Athens.
He pursued an academic career, at first as a lecturer at the Orthodox Institute of
St Sergius in Paris, then professor of patristics and dean of the theological faculty
in Belgrade. He was elected Bishop of Vr$ac in 1991, after which he was translated
to the see of Zahumlje and Hercegovina, which he occupied from 1992 until his
retirement in 1999.

Jevti¢’s writings on St Sava have a completely different orientation from com-
parison to the works of his predecessors and spiritual fathers, Velimirovi¢ and
Popovi¢. As a result of the historical-critical method applied to St Sava’s literary
work, Jevti¢’s writings not only reveal St Sava as a Chilandar monk, an abbot of
Studenica monastery>2, the first Serbian archbishop®?, a capable ecclesiastical diplo-
mat, and a theologian®*. They also shed light on the theological milieu and spiritual
practices of St Savas time>>. Therefore, Jevti¢ refers first of all to St Sava, the histori-
cal figure, and then to the term Svefosavlje. The focus of JevtiCs writings, however,
is not only historical, for they propagate a certain theological programme. Jevti¢
adopted the theological ideas that emerged in the 1960s in the so-called Athenian
school, whose most famous representatives are John N. Zizioulas, Christos Yan-
naras, Panagiotis Nellas, and Nikos Nissiotis. The Serbian monks and theologians
who studied at that time in Athens, such as Atanasije Jevti¢, Amfilohije Radovi¢,
Artemije Radosavljevi¢, and Irinej Bulovig, also belong to this school. This school
or the movement of the restoration of Orthodox theology was deeply inspired by

52 Atanasije JEVTIC, Dve studenicke besede Svetog Save, in: Id. (ed.), Bog Otaca nasih, Hilandar 2009,
pp. 121-141.

53 Atanasije JEVTIC, Zicka beseda Svetog Save o pravoj veri, in: Id. (ed.), Bog Otaca nasih, pp. 89-120.

54 1d., Eklisiologija Svetog Save, in: Id. (ed.), Bog Otaca nasih, pp. 224-239.

55 1Id., Sveti Sava u tokovima Kirilo-metodijevskog predanja, in: Id. (ed.), Bog Otaca nasih, pp. 147-154.
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Russian émigré theology, characterised by the return to the tradition of the Church
Fathers. As Pantelis Kalaitzidis argues, its theological interests included eucharistic
ecclesiology, Christocentric anthropology, theological anti-Westernism, personal-
ism, and the theology of personhood, theocentric humanism, mystical theology,
and apophaticism, Hellenocentrism and Byzantinism, as well as the insistence on
the restoration of monasticism and the existence of the ontological character of the
Orthodox ethos®. By the beginning of the 1990s, however, when most of Jevti¢s
articles on St Sava were appearing, the movement’s focus was shifting towards es-
chatology and its dynamic interpretation, towards ecclesiological themes, such as
the place of the episcopal office in the church, the role of monasticism (especially
Athonite) in the restoration of church life, and liturgical renewal and revalorisation
of the mission®’. Jevti¢ was not a passive recipient of these theological trends, but
an active participant in their emergence and promotion.

In his early work On Following the Holy Fathers (1962), Jevti¢ perceives the works
of the Fathers as a continuation of the mystery of Christ*®. Similarly, in his inaugural
lecture at the Institute of St Sergius in 1969, Jevti¢ identifies the Holy Fathers with
»the teachers of the path that leads to life« in agreement with the troparion to
St Sava®. Adherence to the Fathers and to the Holy Tradition was a constant in the
works of Jevti¢, including his those on St Sava. The Holy Tradition is the main theme
of three of Jevti¢s articles, written between 1985 and 1986 »St Sava in the Currents
of Cyrillo-Methodian tradition«, »The Ecclesiology of St Sava« and »Two Sermons
of St Sava from Studenica Monastery«. The tradition in his articles has a twofold
meaning. On the one hand, Jevti¢ emphasises the ontological and soteriological
character of tradition as handing down one and the same eternal Truth and Life®.
Jevti¢ links the mystery of Christ (as mystery of Truth and Life) to the idea of the
divine economy of salvation, which appears in the forefront in the Lives of Saint Cyril
and Methodius and in the two St Sava’s sermons delivered at Studenica monastery®'.
Jevti¢ considers the economy of salvation as the basis of St Sava’s ecclesiology.
According to Jevti¢, the divine economy of salvation consists, for St Sava, in the
coming of the Son of God into the world, an event that was »prophesied by the
Prophets, proclaimed by the Apostles and confirmed by the Fathers«®2. This aspect

56 Pantelis KaLarTzipis, New Trends in Greek Orthodox Theology. Challenges in the Movement
Towards a Genuine Renewal and Christian Unity, in: Scottish Journal of Theology 67 (2014),
pp- 127-164, at pp. 130f.

57 Tbid., p. 128.

58 Atanasije JEVTIC, O sledovanju Svetim Ocima, in: Id. (ed.), Bog Otaca nasih, pp. 30-52, at p. 38.

59 Id., Bog Otaca nasih, in: Id. (ed.), Bog Otaca nasih, pp. 11-29, at p. 28.

60 Id., Sveti Sava, pp. 148-150.

61 Id., Dve studenicke, p. 129, 136.

62 Id., Eklisiologija Svetog Save, p. 229.

—
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of tradition, handed down as the truth of the divine economy, bears dogmatic and
universal character.

On the other hand, Jevti¢ highlights the significance of the Cyrillo-Methodian
and St Savian tradition for the historical and spiritual memory of the Serbian people
and for their identity. According to Jevti¢, Saint Cyril and Methodius and St Sava
connected Slavs and Serbs with the existing tradition of the church, i. e., with Christ,
the Apostles, and the Holy Fathers, and they introduced them into the existing
church-canonical and political milieu of the Byzantine world®®. At the same time,
Jevti¢ considers these saints to have been apostles because they propagated not
national or religious particularism, but ecclesial and catholic pleroma®. In the
footsteps of his predecessors Velimirovi¢ and Popovi¢, Jevti¢ argues that St Sava
proved by his apostolic mission that the Church of Christ was the property neither
of Rome nor of Constantinople®. Jevti¢ emphasises that true identity of the Serbian
people is manifested only in the church®. Jevti¢ stressed this in the context of
awakened nationalisms in Yugoslav society, which led to the collapse of a common
state only a few years later.

Jevti¢ connects the idea of St Sava’s apostolicity among Serbian people with
St Sava’s episcopal office. Jevti¢ pursues his investigation of St Sava’s episcopacy
through the lens of the episcopocentric (bishop-centric) ecclesiology promoted
by Metropolitan John N. Zizioulas®’. Jevti¢ links St Sava to the Apostles not only
as founder of the Serbian Church, but also as a bishop because, according to the
patristic ecclesiology promulgated by Jevti¢, each bishop is successor to all the
apostles and the living image of Christ among priests and people®®. Jevti¢ adds a
new and significant element to the bishop-centric ecclesiology of Zizioulas, one
that is also emphasised by Velimirovi¢ and Popovi¢: St Sava’s sainthood. In his
sermon delivered at Zi¢a Monastery on Ascension Day, 1221, St Sava referred to his
episcopacy as holiness, because every bishop had been consecrated into his office
by the Holy Spirit®’.

Finally, Jevti¢ emphasises the ascetic aspect as one of the main features of St Sava’s
legacy, claiming that St Sava’s theology and ecclesiology originate from his Athonite
spiritual experience’’. The tendency to underline the special role of Athonite monas-
ticism in the restoration of modern church life is another feature of the Athenian

63 Tbid., p. 238.

64 Thid., p. 236.

65 Tbid., p. 238.

66 JEVTIC, Sveti Sava, p. 151.

67 1d., Eklisiologija Svetog Save, p. 226.
68 Tbid., p. 236.

69 JEVTIC, Zicka beseda, p. 107.

70 Id., Dve studenicke, p. 138.
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theological school, especially of Christos Yannaras and John Romanides. Jevti¢ fits
into this trend because he also emphasises the significance of Athonite monastic
practices for reviving monastic life in post-Communist Serbia. Jevti¢ points to the
observation of Domentijan, a biographer of St Sava, that St Sava »wanted to transfer
every spiritual pattern of the Holy Mountain into his fatherland [Serbia]«”!. Jevti¢
perceives St Sava as a successor of the Cappadocian, Sinaitic, Studite ascetic and
monastic tradition, and as the forerunner of Athonite Hesychasm’2.

In his work on St Sava, Jevti¢ to a certain extent follows Velimirovi¢s counsel that
a proper way of writing about St Sava must always include discussion of Sava’s teach-
ings on church, state, education, army, family, art, and monasticism, and therefore
he is also following Popovi¢, who writes about St Savian philosophy of the world,
of progress, of culture, of society, of values, norms, and of education. Velimirovi¢s
focus on the state, society, education, and family is absent in Jevti¢’s works, because
the latter’s emphasis is on St Savian thinking on church and monastery. However,
Jevti¢s interest in other St Savian philosophies, to use Popovic’s term, is revealed
through these categories. Jevti¢ portrays the St Savian world as Jesus Christ’s econ-
omy of salvation, St Savian progress as an eschatological orientation of history,
St Savian culture and education as a sacred tradition and »adherence to the Fa-
thers«, St Savian values as holiness and likeness to Christ, which are a product of
spiritual life and ascetical practice, and St Savian society as the church, which is a
model and ideal for all human communities and institutions, whether state, society,
or family.

Conclusion

It can be concluded that the three Serbian theologians reflect differently on the role
of St Sava in Serbian history, depending on their theological focus and orientation
as well as their historical context. Velimirovi¢ thinks of St Sava and Svetosavije
in terms of political pan-Slavism and Slavophile theological ideas, attempting to
project the characteristics of the church defined by the Nicene-Constantinopolitan
Creed - oneness, holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity - to all spheres of social
life. Popovic relies on the ideas springing from the Slavophile movement and the
Russian religious renaissance, such as God-Manhood, integral knowledge, and
sobornost’. Like the Slavophiles, he employs them in his critique of European
humanism, rationalism, and individualism. Popovi¢, however, »baptises« these
Russian ideas in the ascetic thought of the early Church Fathers. Belonging to the

71 Ibid,; see also DOMENTIJAN, Zitije Svetog Save, Belgrade 1865, p. 205.
72 JevTIC, Dve studenicke, p. 139.
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so-called Athenian theological school of the 1960s, Jevti¢, like the other members
of this school, develops his theological discourse in accordance with the neo-
patristic synthesis, episcopocentric ecclesiology, and Athonite ascetic and monastic
practices.

The historical context of Velimirovi¢’s, Popovi¢’s, and Jevti¢’s reception of St Sava
is as important as their affiliation to the theological trends of their time. Velimirovi¢
writes in the midst of the creation of the common state of the southern Slavs and
the first years of its existence. He perceives St Sava as the forerunner of Yugoslav
political and ecclesial unity and as an opponent to every kind of ecclesial imperial-
ism. Velimirovi¢ attempts to incorporate Svetosavlje into the foundations of the new
Yugoslav state and the new Yugoslav Church. Therefore, Velimirovi¢ employed Sve-
tosavlje both for the restoration of the church’s identity and for the transformation
of a community based on a common language into a community sharing the same
faith and historical memory. Yet Velimirovi¢ also acknowledges the importance of
lower forms of social engagement on the way to holiness, such as national heroism
or the ingenuity of church leaders in linking church and state in all spheres of
public life.

Popovi¢ writes about St Sava immediately before, during, and after World War II,
when Yugoslav society was at an ideological turning point and when the communist
model of the state and its aggressive atheism had prevailed. Popovi¢’s model of
Svetosavlje as political theology, therefore, is still within the framework of the
Yugoslav state, but it also opposes the dominant socio-ideological paradigms of
the time: Western, humanist, and capitalist ideology as well as Soviet atheist and
communist ideology. In his works, Svetosavlje is presented both as the idealised
model of the Christian past and the future and universally desired image of a
Yugoslav society. Although St Sava is a historical figure and a national leader,
Svetosavlje has been kept clear of any national element that deviating from or
contradicting evangelical principles. National history is oriented towards places
of historical memory exhibiting an exclusively Christian ethos. It thus becomes a
type of sacred history, in which holiness is the basic principle and the measure of
all things. Popovi¢ insists on ascetic struggle and the virtuous life as sole criteria
of personal and communal progress. By placing St Sava and Svetosavlje in the
perspective of national history, but in an eschatological perspective transcending
history, Popovi¢ separates Svetosavlje from the national principle. Its relationship to
national history remains limited to the extent to which the eschatological element
dominated history.

Jevti¢ writes about St Sava and Svetosavlje in the years preceding the breakup
of Yugoslavia as well as during the Yugoslav wars of the 1990s. Therefore, Jevti¢
frees Svetosavlje from any political agenda and any state framework. For Jevti¢, the
church is the only existing reality. By following Bishop Sava, who established the
independent Serbian Church in order to strengthen Christianity in the medieval
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Serbian state, Bishop Atanasije Jevti¢ rebuilt the church in Zahumlje and Herzegov-
ina during the war in order to strengthen Serbian ecclesial identity in post-Dayton
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Regardless of the differences between them, all three authors underline the
importance of the ideals of holiness and sainthood epitomised by St Sava. They
also praise St Sava’s role in founding an independent Serbian Church, regardless
of whether they see this role as an expression of ecclesiastical anti-imperialism,
a Theo-humanist orientation over the dominant social and ecclesial models, or
an episcopocentric ecclesiology. Irrespective of the theological agenda applied to
it, Svetosavlje remained an inspiration for some of the most impressive political
theologies in twentieth-century Europe.
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Ioannis Zelepos

Orthodoxy as Political Theology - the Case of the Church
of Cyprus

Introduction

As a contribution to Orthodox Christian political theologies, the present chapter
examines the Church of Cyprus, which at first glance seems to provide an excel-
lent case study in view of its political role during a crucial period of the island’s
recent history. This period was closely connected with the tenure of Archbishop
Makarios III (1950-1977), who became internationally known as one of the most
prominent »political clerics« of the twentieth century. However, a second glance
reveals that the topic is not that simple and requires a basic clarification in advance.
This particularly concerns the term »political theology«, which, inasmuch as it is
applicable at all for Orthodox Christianity in general', seems questionable with
regard to a specific Cypriot context, at least in the narrow sense of »theology« as a
theoretically elaborated and logically more or less consistent system of thought?.
As a matter of fact, even the assumption of a specific »Cypriot Orthodox« theology
as distinct from other Orthodox theologies may be misleading, considering that
the Church of Cyprus, notwithstanding its historical autocephaly, had been an in-
tegral part of trans-regional Orthodox discourses since the time of the ecumenical

councils of the first eight centuries®.

—_

For further discussion of this topic, see Vasilios N. MAKRIDES, Political Theology in Orthodox
Christian Contexts. Specificities and Particularities in Comparison with Western Latin Christianity,
in: Kristina STOECKL et al. (eds.), Political Theologies in Orthodox Christianity. Common Challenges -
Divergent Positions, London 2017, pp. 25-54.

)

The main point of reference here is Carl Schmitt’s conceptualising work Politische Theologie (1922),
although it should be noted that the term was already coined in first century B.C. by Marcus Terentius
Varro as »theologia civilis« (in distinction from »theologia naturalis« and »theologia mythica«) in
a functionalist sense with respect to its state-oriented and its power-legitimising character. This
meaning seems more compatible with the phenomena under examination here.

W

See John HACKETT, A History of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus. From the Coming of the Apostles
Paul and Barnabas to the Commencement of the British Occupation (A.D. 45-A.D. 1878) together
with some Account of the Latin and other Churches existing in the Island, London 1901, pp. 7-58; cf.
Andreas Mrtsipis, H ExkkAnoia tijg Kompov, Nicosia 1972, pp. 6-13; Georghios THEODOULOU, The
Origins and Evolution of Church-State Relations in Cyprus with special Reference to the Modern
Era, Nicosia 2005, pp. 7-16.
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In order to make the hermeneutical paradigm of political theology operable, it
seems better therefore not to speak about »theology« stricto sensu but rather, less
restrictively, about mechanisms of the utilisation of religion for political purposes.
There is indeed no question that religion functioned for many centuries as essential
reference point for the claim to political authority by the Orthodox Church of
Cyprus, something which indeed applies to virtually every religious institution,
but from late antiquity until the twentieth century took a very specific shape there,
making Cyprus a unique case in modern Orthodoxy. The purpose of this study is
therefore to point out central aspects of this development in a historical outline that
focuses on the emergence and transformation of the so-called »ethnarchic« tradition
in changing political contexts from imperial to colonial rule and, finally, Cypriot
independence after 1960. The conclusion will discuss how these observations can
be integrated into the theoretical framework of political theology.

The Historical Roots of Cypriot-Orthodox Ethnarchy Between Continuity and
Disruption

Older scholarship on the Orthodox Church of Cyprus perceived its ethnarchic
role — that is, its leadership both spiritual and political of its flock respectively its
people - since early Byzantine times largely unquestioned as a historical reality.
This coincides with the self-image of the Church, which emphasises its ancient
origins and unbroken historical continuity, deriving from that an even »natural«
ethnarchic leadership over the Orthodox Cypriot community*. By contrast, more
recent critical scholarship has shown the empirical shortfalls and ideological bias of
such a static perception, replacing it with a more dynamic methodological approach
which considers the evolutionary character of the phenomenon and locates the
formation of the ethnarchic authority of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus essentially
in the period of Ottoman rule (1571-1878)°.

This is does not mean, however, to completely deny institutional continuities
going back beyond the early modern period and to ignore previous developments
which, as a matter of fact, provided important historical references for later nar-
ratives of diachronic ethnarchic authority. One of these reference points was the

4 The claim to »natural« leadership was, for instance, part of the political rhetoric of Archbishop
Makarios III (1913-1977) since 1950. See footnote 35, below.

5 For a ground-breaking discussion, see Michalis MicHAIL, H ExkAnoia tng Kompov katd thv 0bw-
uaviky mepiodo, 1571-1878. H StaSkacia Stapdpdwaong evog Beopot egovaiag, Nicosia 2005; cf.
id., An Orthodox Institution of Ottoman Political Authority. The Church of Cyprus, in: Michalis
MIcCHAEL et al. (eds.), Ottoman Cyprus. A Collection of Studies on History and Culture, Wiesbaden
2009, pp. 209-230.
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autocephaly already officially granted to the Church of Cyprus at the Third Ecu-
menical Council of Ephesus (431) against the pretentions of the Patriarchate of
Antioch and in practice seems to have been fully developed already a century ear-
lier®. The autocephaly of the Church of Cyprus was confirmed in 478 by Emperor
Zeno (r. 474-491), who, according to common opinion, endowed the Archbishop
also with a number of special privileges which were clearly beyond the scope of
clerical dignity and normally restricted to bearers of secular imperial authority:
the right to sign in red ink, wear purple cloaks during ceremonies, and to carry
an imperial sceptre (crowned with a golden globus cruciger) instead of a common
pastoral staff. As far as this corresponds to historical facts — because positive source
evidence regarding those privileges seems to date back only to the seventeenth
century and thus to Ottoman rule’ - it must probably be interpreted in the context
of the church’s internal dogmatic controversies of that time, namely, as politically
motivated action on the part of the emperor in order to get Cyprus out of the sphere
of the Church of Antioch, which supported monophysitism, and thereby to limit
the growing influence of this dogma in the eastern parts of the Empire for the sake
of stability®. Close ties between the Church of Cyprus and the political leadership
of the Byzantine Empire are also in evidence about two centuries later, when, in
690, due to the Arab incursions on the island, the Archbishop, together with the
Cypriot clergy and part of the Christian population were resettled to Nova Justini-
anopolis, near Kyzikos on the Sea of Marmara, where he was endowed with the
same privileges of autocephaly he had enjoyed in Cyprus. This was enacted by the
Council of Trullo in 691, but there are many uncertainties about the actual meaning
of the source text, particularly whether the privileges were granted permanently or
only temporarily, whether they continued or ceased to be valid after the return to

6 Evidence for the de facto independence of the Church of Cyprus in the fourth century is provided
in the canons of the first two Ecumenical Councils of Nicaea (325) and Constantinople (381), see
TrEODOULOU, Origins, p. 8 (with quotations). As well as by the fact that, at Ephesus in 431, Anti-
och’s claim of power over the Cypriot dioceses is explicitly characterised as an (implicitly unlawful)
»innovation« (mpdyua katvotopovpevov), see HACKETT, A History, p. 19 (with quotation).

7 According to Venediktos ENGLEZAKTS, To pedavo8oyelov 100 Apxtenmiokémov Kumplavod, in: Kumpia-
kat Zovdai 45 (1981), pp. 143-160, at p. 150 (quoted after Michalis MICHAEL, Kyprianos 1810-1821.
An Orthodox Cleric »Administering Politics« in an Ottoman Island, in: Andrekos VARNAvA/id. (eds.),
The Archbishops of Cyprus in Modern Age, Cambridge 2013, pp. 41-68, at p. 50, footnote 33), there
is no mention of such privileges in Byzantine sources. According to Michael, the first written record
regarding the privileges from Emperor Zeno dates from 1676, but the related source reference is
unfortunately not to be found at the specified place (Kallinikos DELIKANIS, Td €v T01¢ KOSIEL [...]
700 OikovpevikoD ITatplapyeiov mpog tag ExkAnoiag Adegavspeiag, Avtioxeiag, TepocoAduwy Kat
Kumpov, 1574-1863, Constantinople 1904, p. 633) nor elsewhere in the quoted collection of docu-
ments. The right to sign in red ink, however, is mentioned in 1679 by Paul RycauT, The Present State
of the Greek and Armenian Churches, London 1679, p. 90.

8 Cf. THEODOULOU, Origins, p. 14.
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Cyprus in 698 etc.” What seems quite clear, however, is that the granting of these
privileges, which came at the expense of the territorial jurisdiction of the Patri-
archate of Constantinople, took place on the initiative of the Byzantine Emperor
and thus must be interpreted in the context of imperial rather than ecclesiastical
politics.

The historical reference points mentioned here give plausibility to the assumption
that the Church of Cyprus took on an ethnarchic role in the early Middle Ages.
However, in order to understand its character, it is important to note that this role
did not emerge autonomously and much less »naturally«, but was highly dependent
on, and closely connected with, an imperial centre of power that deliberately fostered
it for reasons, which most probably were related to the geographical position of
Cyprus at the periphery of the Orthodox Byzantine world. Consequently, the decline
of Byzantine imperial power inevitably had analogous repercussions on this role,
as well as on the position of the Church of Cyprus in general.

This decline became obvious when in 1192, in the aftermath of the Third Crusade,
the French dynasty of Lusignan took control of the island and exercised it for longer
than the Byzantine Empire was still to exist, being superseded only in 1489 by
Venice, which held the island until 1571. Under Latin rule, which lasted for almost
four centuries in total, the Orthodox Church of Cyprus was institutionally and, as
a matter of fact, even spatially marginalised, deprived of its property and revenues,
and formally subjugated to the jurisdiction of the Roman Catholic Church!. Under
these circumstances, the Orthodox Church may have been able to maintain some
moral authority, especially among the rural population, but it is hardly plausible
to describe this in terms of an ethnarchic role in the sense of an unbroken his-
torical tradition deriving from Byzantium or even from Late Antiquity. On the
contrary, where the institutional ethnarchy of the Orthodox Church is concerned,
the centuries-long Latin rule over Cyprus marks a period much less of continuity
than of disruption.

The term »disruption« is used here with respect to the re-establishment of Or-
thodox Church authority by the Ottomans, who conquered the island in 1570-1571
and soon began integrating the church into their ruling apparatus, a policy they
applied also in other dominions with predominantly Orthodox population. This
included the restitution of most church buildings and other property previously
taken over by the Latin Church, the restoration of privileges concerning judicial
competencies and the levying of church taxes, as well as the primacy of the Ortho-
dox Church, which became formally reunited with Constantinople under Patriarch

9 For a detailed account, see HACKETT, A History, pp. 36-45.
10 This was formalised by official decrees in 1220 and 1222 and confirmed with slight alterations by the
Bulla Cypria issued by Pope Alexander IV in 1260, which was accepted by Archbishop Germanos
and the higher Orthodox clergy of Cyprus. See HACKETT, A History, pp. 82-126.
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Jeremias II, over all other Christian confessional groups (Maronites, Armenians,
Catholics) on the island!!. The specific framework of Ottoman rule enabled the
Orthodox Church of Cyprus and its Archbishops to gain considerable political
influence on the island and thereby eventually to take on an ethnarchic role. This
process took place essentially in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and
thus coincided with the analogous emergence, though on a larger scale, of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople as the leading institution of Ottoman Orthodoxy'2.
In both cases, the term »ethnarch« was understood as equivalent to the Turkish
millet basi (»head of the nation«), which was related to the Ottoman concept of
religiously defined millets (»nations«)'* - and obviously not to its various meanings
in ancient and mediaeval times, where the title »ethnarch« was used sometimes for
rulers of foreign tribes, sometimes for commanders of mercenary troops, but never
for bearers of religious authority4.

As in the Byzantine past, however, the cornerstone of ethnarchic authority in
Ottoman terms was recognition by the centre of imperial power and the concomi-
tant possibility of communicating directly with its representatives in the capital.
In Cyprus, this began around 1660 and was finally achieved around the middle of
the eighteenth century, during the tenure of Archbishop Filotheos (1734-1759), a
reform cleric who emphasised the autonomy of the Church of Cyprus and in 1740
even wrote an essay in which he claimed its equality in status with the Orthodox
Patriarchates of the ancient »Pentarchy«'®. Filotheos personally led an embassy
to Constantinople in 1743, and in 1754 succeeded in obtaining a firman (sultan’s
decree) by which the Cypriot bishops were officially acknowledged as the political

11 See THEODOULOU, Origins, pp. 27f.

12 In contrast to the foundation myths of the Orthodox Millet-i-Rum, which projected such a role
back into the times of Mehmed the Conqueror in the fifteenth century. See extensive information
in Paraskevas KONORTAS, OBwpavikég Bewprioelg yla To Owkovpevikoé Iatplapyeio. Bepdtia yia
ToVg TpoKadfuevoug TG Meyding ExkAnoiag (1706 — apyég 2000 awwva), Athens 1998. This devel-
opment culminated in the eighteenth century with the abolition of the autocephalous Patriarchates/
Archbishoprics of Ohrid and Pe¢ (1766/1767) and the subordination of their dioceses under direct
jurisdiction of Constantinople.

13 On the millet system and related research problems, see Benjamin BRAUDE/Bernard LEwis (eds.),
Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, 2 vols. (New York 1982); Michael UrsiNus, Zur Diskus-
sion um »millet« im Osmanischen Reich, in: Stidost-Forschungen 48 (1989), pp. 195-207; KONORTAS,
06wpavikég Oewprioetg; Tom PAPADEMETRIOU, Render unto the Sultans. Power, Authority, and the
Greek Orthodox Church on the Early Ottoman Centuries, Oxford 2015.

14 S.v. »€0vdpyng« in: Dimitrios DIMITRAKOS, Méya Ae§ikov Ang tii¢ EAAnvikiig TAwoong, 15 vols.,
Athens 1933-1953, here in vol. 5, p. 2250. Such a use would in any case have been inappropriate for
a cleric, since the words £0vog, £€0vn, £6vikog, and the similar in Greek Christian terminology were
synonymous with »Heathen/Heathenism« (like gentilis/gentiles in Latin).

15 The text was edited in [Archimandrite] KyPrianos, Totopia Xpovoloyki tiig Nfjoov Kumpov [...]
ano 100 KatakAivopol péxpt tod Iapévtog [...], Venice 1788, pp. 370-390.
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representatives of the Christian population with full responsibility in taxation issues
and the right to turn directly to the central government without the mediation of
its local Muslim representatives on the island'®. The peak of the church’s political
dominance in Cyprus can be localised in the long-lasting tenure of Archbishop
Chrysanthos (1767-1810), something that is corroborated also by in contemporary
accounts by European travellers'”. This was, however, not a monopoly position but
rather a sensitive power-triangle between the Archbishop, the muhassil (Ottoman
governor) and the Dragoman (literally »interpreter«) of the Seraglio, an office cre-
ated for Cyprus in the early seventeenth century and occupied from 1780 to 1809
by the very influential Chatzigeorgakis Kornesios (mid-18th c.-~1809) who, being
married to a niece of Chrysanthos, had close family ties with the Archbishop!®.

The outbreak of the Greek war of independence in 1821 had severe consequences
for the Orthodox Church of Cyprus. In July of that year, Archbishop Kyprianos
(1756-1821) was executed in retaliation, together with the high clergy and many
local Orthodox community leaders'. This was a major setback which, however,
turned out to be only temporary, since the Ottomans continued to rely on the
church as a central pillar of their rule in Cyprus. During the following reform era
of Tanzimat, which began in the late 1830s, it was even strengthened institution-
ally, though at the expense of the personal authority of the prelates, in a process
that has been described as »a particular secularization of the functioning of the
Church itself«*°. The last decades of Ottoman rule in Cyprus thus were a period of
dynamic transition - in contrast to the image of static backwardness prevalent in
contemporary Western European travelogues and in older scholarship — whereby
the Orthodox Church became a state authority in modern terms. Consequently,
this role was also the central reference point of its self-image at the beginning of
British colonial rule in 1878, which meant a radical turning point in the history of
the church as well as of the whole island.

16 See MicHAIL, H ExkAnoia, pp. 137-147.

17 See, for example, Domenico SESTINI, Voyage de Constantinople a Bassora, en 1781 [...] et rétour
a Constantinople, en 1782 [...], Paris 1798, p. 291: »Le clergé grec est l'auxiliaire des pachas, pour
pressure le peuple; sans son secours ils ne viendraient pas a bout de lever les impdts et les contributions
extraordinaires. Les pachas font part du gateau au clergé. Et le peuple paie« (emphasis added).

18 See Michalis N. MicHAIL, O MouyaciAng, o Apayoudvog, o Apyleniokonog Kat i Atekdiknon tng
IoAtikrig E€ovaiag otnv Kompo tng OBwuavikig Hepipépetag, 1789-1810, in: EnetnpiSa Kévrpou
Emotnuovikov Epguviv 32, Nicosia 2006, pp. 229-237; cf. Theoharis STAVRIDES, Chrysanthos
1767-1810. Grappling with the Vicissitudes of Ottoman Power, in: VARNAVA/MICHAEL (eds.), The
Archbishops, pp. 17-40.

19 See analytically MicHAIL, H ExxAnota, pp. 215-243.

20 See MicHAEL, An Orthodox Institution, pp. 227f.
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Cypriot-Orthodox Ethnarchy under Conditions of British Colonial Rule

Soon after the takeover of power in July 1878 it became obvious that the British
were determined to break with established Ottoman ruling practices, which they
mistakenly perceived as »traditional«, and to introduce principles of modern ad-
ministration — at least as long they didn’t contradict the prerogatives of colonial
domination?!. Accordingly, they were unwilling to acknowledge the church as the
local political actor it had been under the Ottomans, and as Archbishop Sofronios II1
(1825-1900) and his metropolitans had formally requested in February 1879 in a
memorandum to the first High Commissioner, Sir Garnet Wolseley (1833-1913)2.
Wolseley met the Orthodox hierarchs, whom he described as »cunning and de-
ceitful«, with personal hostility which undoubtedly had a cultural background
in Anglican secularism. In order to minimise the church’s influence, he denied
recognition of its former competencies and privileges, including legal immunity,
exception from land taxes, the validity of Orthodox canon law where it had hith-
erto been applicable, and so on. Not least, he refused to provide civil assistance to
the clergy in collecting liturgical fees and other levies, as the Ottomans had done,
something that dried out important revenue sources and soon reduced the church’s
income to one third®.

This confrontative policy, initiated by the first High Commissioner and con-
tinued more or less unchanged by his successors, could only be understood as
oppression on the part of the Orthodox clergy and placed its members in a position
of structural antagonism to the British regime. The church thereby entered a period
of deep institutional as well as ideological crisis which lasted until the middle of
the twentieth century, covering the greater part of the colonial period. Clerical op-
position to the British was conservative by nature, since it was essentially grounded
in the reminiscence of the Ottoman past. In this respect, its outlook was much
more an »imperial« than a »national«, even more as the Orthodox population was
in its vast majority not yet affected by Greek nationalism except of parts of the
small intellectual elite, who soon after the British takeover began to demand Enosis

21 See George HiLL, A History of Cyprus, 4 vols. (London 1949-1952), here in vol. 4, pp. 417-419 on
the Legislative Council established as an advisory board in September 1878 and partly consisting
of elected representatives of the island’s population (since 1881 nine Orthodox Greeks and three
Muslim Turks, 18 members in total). The separation of the local population along religious criteria
was the only Ottoman legacy the British were ready to accept, because it eased their policy of »divide
and rule« based on the instrumentalisation of the Muslim minority as a counterweight in order to
neutralise political demands of the island’s Orthodox majority.

22 See Andrekos VARNAVA, Sophronios III 1865-1900. The Last of the »Old« and the First of the »Newx«
Archbishop-Ethnarchs?, in: VARNAVA/MICHAEL (eds.), The Archbishops, pp. 106-147, at p. 125.

23 See THEODOULOU, Origins, p. 52.
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("Evwolg), that is, union of the island with Greece. It is questionable whether and
to what extent this demand was shared also by Orthodox clerics at that time, but if
s0, it is at least clear that the church did not yet play a leading role in it**.

Its initial indifference towards nationalism under the slogan of Enosis began to
change, however, in the following decades, and eventually turned into the opposite
when, after Sofronios’ death in 1900, a lasting internal conflict broke out in the
matter of his succession between conservatives and nationalists, the latter finally
prevailing in 1909%°. With the election of Kyrillos II (1845-1916) in the same year,
a staunch supporter of Enosis ascended to the archiepiscopal throne. After entering
the Legislative Council (the local parliament) in 1889, Kyrillos had already been a
vigorous political activist for decades. With him the demand for Enosis was firmly
integrated into the political agenda of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus. In order to
understand this ideological shift, however, it is not sufficient merely to ascribe it
to personal national sentiments Kyrillos and his like-minded fellows undoubtedly
shared. One also has to consider the general situation of the Orthodox Church
of Cyprus since the establishment of British rule. Notwithstanding its colonial
character, British rule went along with a secular modernising impetus, which not
only destroyed the institutional power of the Cypriot Church, but also threatened
to dismantle its moral authority in the long term. Positioning itself as protagonist
of the national cause was therefore an excellent means for the church to regain lost
terrain and to secure its claim to leadership over the Orthodox Cypriot community
by translating it into a modern political grammar. The demand for Enosis in this
context functioned primarily as a lever to maintain or re-establish traditional power
structures and only second, if at all, as a political goal in itself, all the more since it
was not a realistic perspective then and, for the time being, Enosis remained anyway
an elite project.

Only after the end of World War I, which led to the breakdown of the multi-ethnic
empires in Europe and the Near East and to a temporary boom of the idea of the
self-determination of peoples, this constellation began to change noticeably. In the
early 1920s, there were first articulations of an Enosis movement carried by broader
strata of Orthodox Cypriot society, in particular by younger people in the towns,
with a considerable portion of high school students and boy scouts among them. It

24 See VARNAVA, Sophronios III, pp. 118-124 with an extensive discussion on example of the widespread
assumption, although unsubstantiated by source evidence, that the Cypriot high clergy already
demanded Enosis in their welcome address to Wolseley in 1878.

25 On the Archiepiscopal dispute, see HILL, A History, pp. 577-603; cf. Andrekos VARNAvA/Irene
PopHIADES, Kyrillos I 1909-1916. The First Greek Nationalist and Enosist Archbishop-Ethnarch, in:
VARNAVA/MICHAEL (eds.), The Archbishops, pp. 148-176, at pp. 154-161; see also the contemporary
Georgios FRANGOUDIS, Totopia to0 Apyleniokomnikod Zntiparog Kumpov, 1900-1910, Athens 22002
[first published in 1910].
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speaks for the autonomous character of this movement that it gathered momentum
just when the surrounding political constellation was at its least favourable. After
defeat in Asia Minor (1919-1922) and the Lausanne Treaty (1923), Greece had
definitely turned away from national expansionism and accordingly showed little
interest in the Cypriot movement for Enosis, all the more so given that the island
had never played a prominent role in the goals of Greek irredentism throughout
the nineteenth century?. At the same time, Great Britain was determined to hold
on its colonial possession. In 1925, it raised Cyprus, which hitherto had only been
a protectorate, to the status of crown colony, a significant upgrade accompanied by
some serious attempts to improve the social and economic situation of the popula-
tion?’. This policy, however, did not lead to a weakening of the Enosis movement,
as the British had obviously hoped. On the contrary, it became stronger and in-
creasingly radicalised towards the end of the 1920s, culminating in the October
riots of 1931, which broke out in the aftermath of the collective resignation of
the Orthodox Cypriot members from the Legislative Council®®. Among the main
promoters of the escalation was an organisation called »National Radical Union of
Cyprus« (EREK), as well as high-ranking clerics of the Orthodox Church, in partic-
ular the Bishop of Kition, Nikodimos (1889-1937), who played a key role in heating
up the atmosphere on the eve of the riots. As member of the Legislative Council,
he declared his resignation in a public letter in which he denied fundamentally
the legitimacy of British rule over Cyprus and announced that, in his capacity »as
an ecclesiastical and national leader«, he would recommend his compatriots to
exercise civil disobedience against it?’. He actually did so in the second part of the
letter, which was addressed to his »Greek brethren« in religiously heavily-charged
rhetoric.

This letter deserves a closer look not only for the light it sheds on the ideological
background of its author but also due to the fact that very similar rhetoric was
used some twenty years later by Archbishop Makarios III, who was to become
a key figure of Cypriot history in the second half of the twentieth century. The

26 See, for example, Harry PsomI1ADEs, Greek Nationalism in the Nineteenth Century. A Focus on
Cyprus, in: Journal of Modern Hellenism 2 (1985), pp. 75-89.

27 See George GEORGHALLIDES, A Political and Administrative History of Cyprus, 1918-1926, Nicosia
1979; id., Cyprus under the Governorship of Sir Ronald Storrs, Nicosia 1985.

28 In that month, a demonstration for Enosis in the capital Nicosia got out of hand when several thou-
sand participants moved to the residence of the British governor and burned it down. Nobody was
killed, but riots followed in the larger towns of the island over the next days. For a detailed depiction
of the events, see Heinz RICHTER, Geschichte der Insel Zypern. Part 1: 1878-1949, Mannheim 2004,
pp. 285-308.

29 GEORGHALLIDES, Cyprus under the Governorship, pp. 688-690, [Nikodimos of Kition to Sir Ronald
Storrs, 17 October 1931]: »[A]s an ecclesiastical and national leader I am now obliged to recommend
to the Cypriots [...] an unlawful opposition to unlawful authorities and unlawful laws.
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core elements of Nikodimos’ letter were the invocation of divine justice’® and,
accordingly, the presentation of Enosis in terms of »salvationg, a term repeatedly
used by Nikodimos:

Our only salvation from all perspectives is our national liberation. [...] Looking, therefore,
steadily at the bright star of Bethlehem and of our national salvation we have one and
only one way to walk, the way which is narrow and full of sorrows but leads to salvation.
[...] Let us be obedient to the voice-law, voice-order which comes down from the Mount
Sinai of the National Edicts [...], a voice ascending from the graves of those who, for
seven centuries, had sown their bones in the bosom of the land of Cyprus without the

realization of their aspirations and dreams for a national salvation®".

One can imagine what an emotionalising effect such words may have had on their
addressees. However, it is no less important to observe here that by identifying
Enosis with future salvation (»from all points of view«!), it became elevated into a
kind of national eschatology far beyond the frames of Realpolitik.

The latter proved long lasting, but had also a tangible relation to the actual situ-
ation on Cyprus, which left no space for whatsoever discussions about a change
of the island’s political status. On the contrary, in response to the October riots of
1931, the British turned to a very repressive policy by imposing martial law, press
censorship, and assembly prohibitions. They abolished also the Legislative Council,
which, although quite limited in administrative competencies, had been nonetheless
the central representative body of the Cypriot population, functioning simultane-
ously as main institution of the political integration of the Orthodox-Greek and
the Muslim-Turkish communities. Furthermore, in an attempt to politically de-
capitate the Orthodox Greek community, many of its prominent representatives
were arrested and deported to other colonies of the Empire. Among them were
Nikodimos of Kition and Makarios, Bishop of Keryneia (1870-1950), who were
both held responsible for instigating the riots. Their deportation had a serious im-
pact on the Church of Cyprus, which became acute two years later. After the death
of the elderly and sick Kyrillos IIT (1859-1933), the archiepiscopal throne remained
vacant because, due to the exile of the two bishops, which the British refused to lift,
it was impossible to set up a local synod in order to elect a successor according to

30 Ibid.: »[We] proclaim the union of Cyprus with Mother Greece [...] with the certainty that the God
of Justice and Morality will assist in this struggle of Justice against vulgar force«.

31 Ibid. (emphasis added). The reference to »seven centuries« suggests that Cyprus had been fighting
for national salvation since the beginning of Latin rule. The motif of ancestral bones »sown« in
the soil was obviously inspired by the canon of Greek national allegories. See, for example, the first
stanza of the national anthem, based on Dionysios Solomos’ »Hymn to Liberty« of 1823, where
liberty is depicted as a woman arising from the bones of the Ancient Hellenes.
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canon law. This placed the church in an institutional limbo that continued for more
than a decade until 1947, when a successor of Kyrillos was canonically elected in
the person of Leontios (1896-1947), who since 1933 had acted as locum tenens,
while his official tenure as Archbishop was to last only a matter of weeks*?.

The election was possible because the British had meanwhile become aware of the
legitimacy deficit caused by their policy of harsh repression. Hesitantly, they began
to loosen it in favour of a policy aimed at the political re-integration of the Cypriot
population, by allowing a limited degree of self-determination®. This attempt,
however, met with only limited success, not least because the deliberate exclusion
of the island’s population, both Orthodox Greek and Muslim Turkish, from any
kind of political participation had favoured the strengthening of informal power
structures in both communities, which were distant and, in the case of the former,
even hostile to the official state. The Church of Cyprus can also be characterised as
such a power structure, although »informal« only insofar as the colonial rulers never
had accepted it as an official political actor. A side effect of institutional weakness
is, however, always that it leaves even more space for personal based allegiances
and charismatic leadership.

The Post-colonial Transformation of Cypriot-Orthodox Ethnarchy

Since 1950, this space was filled by Makarios III (1913-1977), undoubtedly one of
the most charismatic clerical personalities in modern Orthodoxy. Even before his
election as Archbishop in October of that year, he achieved a major political coup
by organising a plebiscite on Enosis, which turned the Cypriot Question into an
international issue, while simultaneously establishing himself as the unchallenged
political champion of the island’s Orthodox Greek community. This plebiscite, with
which Makarios pre-empted a similar venture planned by the communist AKEL
party, produced an overwhelming majority of 96 per cent votes in favour of Enosis,

32 On Kyrillos III and Leontios, see the related chapters of Irene POPHIADES and Alexis RaPpas in:
VARNAVA/MICHAEL (eds.), The Archbishops, pp. 177-239.

33 Since the abolition of the Legislative Council, which was not restored until the very end of British
rule in 1960, the island was ruled exclusively by decree. In the early 1940s, however, the British
began encouraging the foundation of political parties and even held elections, though only on a
communal level, in 1943. Such a change in policy has to be understood against the background of
World War II, when remote Cyprus suddenly became an area of high strategic importance close
to the battlefronts of North Africa and the Aegean, while thousands of (Orthodox Greek as well
as Muslim Turkish) volunteers were fighting under the Union Jack in the »Cyprus Regimentx.
Cf. Jan AsMUSSEN, »Dark-skinned Cypriots will not be accepted!« Cypriots in the British Army
(1939-1945), in: Hubert FAusTMANN/Nicos PERISTIANTS (eds.), Britain in Cyprus. Colonialism and
Post-Colonialism 1878-2006, Wiesbaden 2009, pp. 167-185.
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but was not acknowledged by the British because of its more than dubious legal
basis**. However, that was not important since Makarios’ real goal was not to get his
plebiscite officially acknowledged by the British, but rather to draw the attention of
the international media towards Cyprus. To them he declared in a press conference
held some weeks later:

On the 15% of the preceding January 1950, the Ethnarchy of Cyprus, the natural national
leader of this unredeemed Greek island, called the Cypriot people to express its will. [...]
The plebiscite, under the supervision of the Ethnarchy, was carried out peacefully, without
compulsion and freely. [...] [It] was a collective expression of the will of the Cypriots for

union of their island with Greece, to which it ethnologically belongs®.

He repeated his claim to natural leadership of ethnarchy when he was asked whether
the mission of the church was not purely religious:

The church in the subjugated Hellenism has not only religious but also political competen-
cies. It is an ancient tradition that the church substitutes the Free Motherland. Nor should
you forget that in Cyprus the church leaders are elected by the people whose natural
leaders they are.

To the question, whether the institution of ethnarchy had any historical or legal
basis, Makarios answered:

Certainly. Since the times of Mehmed the Conqueror and even earlier, the Turkish gov-
ernment acknowledged the ethnarchic rights of the Church by berats and the British

government since the occupation of Cyprus has respected and never questioned them.

The reference to Ottoman rule and sultan’s decrees may have seemed quite anachro-
nistic and picturesque to the international reporters, but it exactly denoted the
actual historical source of Cypriot-Orthodox ethnarchy, although it is difficult to say
whether Makarios himself was really aware of it or just used it as a reference point
for a more or less »invented tradition« which had emerged in reaction to British

34 Cf. Stanley MAYEs, Makarios. A Biography, London 1981, pp. 36-40. The polling lasted from 15
to 22 January 1950 and was carried out in churches, usually after worship and without sufficient
secrecy. Such conditions provided every possibility to exert social and/or spiritual pressure on the
voters, and of course excluded entirely the Muslim Turkish population.

35 See IDRYMA ARCHIEPISKOPOU MAKARIOU III, Antavta Apylemiokdnov Makapiov T'’, 18 vols.,
Nicosia 1991-2008, here in vol. 1, pp. 275-280, also for the following quotations.
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rule®®. What seems clear, however, is that according to his argumentation, decrees
issued by the sultans centuries ago continued to be legally valid, even if the Ottoman
Empire meanwhile had ceased to exist, as long as they were not officially repealed
by the British. British rule, moreover, was characterised as an »occupation, an
implication of deficient legitimacy that had been affirmed more explicitly already
in the 1930s by Bishop Nikodimos.

Another important element of Makarios’ understanding of ethnarchy was the
complete autonomy of his own political leadership, something that he was eager to
emphasise on many occasions and especially in relation to the Greek state. When
asked at the same press conference whether he had had any previous consultations
with the Greek government, he (truthfully) answered in the negative and declared
that he was seeking assistance from »a friendly state« in order to bring the Cyprus
issue before the UN General Assembly having in mind not Greece but Syria®’.
This can be explained, at first glance, by the actual political circumstances, namely
by the reluctance of Athens to get involved in the Cyprus matter and to strain
diplomatic relations with Great Britain and the Western Allies on whom Greece
was highly dependent at that time. It was, however, also characteristic of the general
attitude of Makarios towards the Greek state. As a matter of fact, while vigorously
promoting the Cyprus issue internationally under the slogan of Enosis in the 1950s,
Makarios at no time sought concrete cooperation with the government of the state
to which he ostensibly wanted to attach his homeland?®. This seems paradoxical,
but provides a further indication that Enosis was much less a real diplomatic goal
than an element — and even the core element — of a political eschatology whose
essential purpose was to sustain the ethnarchic authority of the church and its
Archbishop over the Orthodox Cypriot community. This may also explain why
Enosis, although not really pursued practically in the 1950s and less still in the 1960s,
after Cypriot independence®, was never explicitly revoked by Makarios*, at least

36 Cf. Sia ANAGNOSTOPOULOU, Makarios III. 1950-77: Creating the Ethnarchic State, in: VARNAVA/
MicHAEL (eds.), The Archbishops, pp. 239-292, who, in this context, even speaks of »the reinvention
of Ethnarchism« (at p. 248).

37 See IDRYMA ARCHIEPISKOPOU MAKARIOU III, Antavta, p. 276, footnote 1.

38 See Ioannis ZELEPOS, The Historical Background of the Cyprus Problem - just a Conflict of Ethnic
Nationalism?, in: Austrian Review of International and European Law 19 (2014), pp. 13-27.

39 See, for example, Makarios’ fierce rejection of the Acheson Plan, a first version of which was presented
in July 1964 and provided union of Cyprus with Greece against territorial compensations for Turkey,
as »betrayal of Hellenism«; cf. ZELEPOSs, Historical Background, pp. 24f., and ANAGNOSTOPOULOU,
Makarios III, pp. 270f.

40 This is also true of the interview Makarios gave on 22 September 1958 to the British MP Barbara
Castle (published two days later in the London Times), which became famous for opening the way for
Cypriot independence. In contrast to a widespread misinterpretation, he actually did not abandon
Enosis for the future but declared: »I would be prepared to accept the status of independence of
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until the Turkish invasion of 1974. For to have done so would have undermined
his whole construct of ethnarchy.

Holding on to Enosis as the ultimate goal while not practically pursuing it was
a means of fostering the personal political authority of Makarios as Archbishop,
but it was also embedded in a broader ideological background. The perception of
the Orthodox Cypriots as an integral but nevertheless autonomous part of »greater
Hellenism« referred to elder notions of Greek identity which can be found also in
pre-World War I nationalists such as Ion Dragoumis (1878-1920), who distanced
himself from the Greek state and stressed the polycentric character of the nation*!.

The main handicap for the functioning of the Republic of Cyprus, founded in 1960
on the principle of cooperation between the Orthodox Greek and Muslim Turkish
communities, was therefore not Enosis as such, but rather the specific concept of
ethnarchy, which by virtue of its premises was completely unsuitable to integrating
the Muslim Turkish part of the island’s population. This problem was underscored
by the fact that Makarios, who never made a clear-cut differentiation between his
offices as Archbishop and as president, cultivated a paternalistic style of governance
much closer to traditional patterns of personal rule than to modern mechanisms of
professional administration*?. The failure of the early Republic of Cyprus, which
eventually led to the partition of the island in 1974, was, however, not only caused by
domestic politics. Apart from the role played by the so-called »mother countries,
Greece and Turkey, a significant factor was also the foreign policy of the President-
Archbishop. From the very beginning of his Enosis campaign in 1950, Makarios had
tried to get support mainly from the non-aligned countries and accordingly tried to
succeed within the institutional framework of the United Nations rather than of the
Western alliance. He continued his fixation on the UN and the non-aligned world in
the 1960s, although this brought no tangible benefits for independent Cyprus. On
the contrary, it soon turned out hazardous since it left the island without effective
international protection which, in the extraordinary sensitive geopolitical setting

Cyprus on the condition that this status shall not be changed, either by union with Greece, by
partition, or by any other way, unless the UN approves such a change« (emphasis added).

41 See for example his novel ‘Ogot {wvtavol (Those alive), published in 1911, where he stated: »The
political restoration of the nation can be achieved in the form of one or more than one Greek
states [...]«, which would serve as intermediate stages until the creation of a »great state« (or empire).
On the ideological context of such thoughts, see Gerasimos AuGusTINOS, Consciousness and History.
Nationalist Critics of Greek Society, 1897-1914, Boulder, CO 1977.

42 See Kyriacos MARKIDES, The Rise and Fall of the Cyprus Republic, New Haven, CT 1977, pp. 44-46,
with a vivid contemporary description; for example, that he personally baptised more than a thousand
children. This style of governance of course included also clientelist patronage, especially in favour
of EOKA veterans, whose numbers, by the way, were continuously growing after the end of the
fighting in 1959 (on this, see ZELEPOS, Historical Background, p. 22), many of which were employed
in the public service of the newly founded state. See MARKIDES, The Rise and Fall, pp. 76-78.
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of the Eastern Mediterranean at that time, could only come from the Western
alliance - all the more given that all three guarantor powers of Cyprus were NATO
members®.

Makarios tried to keep Cyprus out of NATO’s influence at any cost, a policy
which was obviously determined much less by reason of state than by ideology. This
is not, however, to be seen in the context of the contemporary system-clash of the
Cold War, for Makarios was, in spite of occasional characterizatios as the »Castro
of the Mediterranean«, definitely unsuspicious sharing leftist or even communist
beliefs. A much more plausible interpretation is profound anti-Western resent-
ment, which probably to some degree drew from ideological currents immanent to
traditionalist (not traditional) Orthodoxy, but apart from that was undoubtedly
based on opposition to colonialism, of which his homeland had experienced quite
a harsh form since the 1930s. In this respect, Makarios’ concept of ethnarchy was
at the same time conservative, in holding on the Ottoman legacy of an Orthodox
millet led by the church, as well as modern, in embracing the nationalist ideol-
ogy of ethnic exclusiveness in room combination with a rhetoric of contemporary
anti-colonialism.

This concept was doomed to founder upon reality, all the more so because
Makarios’ room for political manoeuvre constantly narrowed — especially since
the establishment of the military dictatorship in Greece in 1967, which even-
tually also dealt the fatal blow to undivided Cyprus by launching a coup détat
against him in July 1974, in turn opening the gates for the subsequent Turkish
invasion. With the military occupation of the northern part of the island by Turkish
forces, the call for Enosis lost its function, almost a century after its appearance,
and was replaced by a new goal, which was to overcome the factual partition of
the island. With Enosis, however, also disappeared the Cypriot-Orthodox ethnar-
chy, which had been dependent on it. Deprived of charismatic leadership after
the death of Makarios in 1977, it soon became reduced to anachronistic political
folklore**.

43 Consider, for example, the immediate rejection of the Sandys-Ball plan of January 1964, providing
for the stationing of NATO troops as a peace-keeping force, by Makarios, who would only accept
UN Blue Helmets, which remain in Cyprus to this day. One may ask whether NATO forces would
really have done a worse job and, no less important, how likely a Turkish invasion ten years later
would have been with the Green Line in Nicosia, guarded not by Blue Helmets, but by Ameri-
can GIs.

44 On the successor to Makarios III, see Andrekos VARNAvA, Chrysostomos 1. 1977-2006: Makarios III
was »a difficult act to follow, in: VARNAVA/MICHAEL (eds.), The Archbishops, pp. 293-310.
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Conclusion

In order to describe Cypriot Orthodoxy in terms of political theology, it is im-
portant first of all to emphasise the procedural character of this phenomenon,
something that contradicts imaginations of unbroken continuities reaching back
to Antiquity or even »natural« self-evidence. The present analysis argues that it
was inextricably linked to the concept of ethnarchy, which, however, underwent
fundamental transformations from the early modern period until the twentieth
century. Ethnarchy was initially a specific form of political representation with
administrative competencies, which gradually emerged since the second half of
seventeenth century in the context of Ottoman rule and was formally institution-
alised in mid-nineteenth century during the era of Tanzimat reforms. British rule
after 1878 marks a fundamental break in this development because it destroyed the
legal basis of Orthodox ethnarchy in favour of secular principles of administration,
taking over from the Ottomans only the separation of the population into reli-
giously defined communities, which facilitated their policy of colonial domination.
Lacking any formal institutional base, ethnarchy now became a term of more or less
symbolic meaning, which, however, required ideological reinforcement in order to
successfully claim moral authority.

This reinforcement was provided by Greek nationalism under the slogan of Eno-
sis, which, after a deep internal crisis at the beginning of the twentieth century,
was firmly integrated into the agenda of the church and from then on functioned
as central lever for its claim to political leadership of the Orthodox Cypriots. It
was, however, a form of nationalism that did not feature liberal currents of civic
emancipation, instead proclaiming religious notions of salvation. Furthermore, it
transcended the political goal of Enosis into an eschatology, which was propagated
even more radically, the less reference it had to political pragmatism. This specific
ideological construct can be justifiably characterised as a political theology, al-
though less in the sense of a theory than with respect to its function as cornerstone
of a meanwhile mystified concept of ethnarchy. Under the charismatic Archbishop
Makarios III, this concept reached its peak but also its decline because, as a gen-
uine by-product of colonial rule, it provided no sufficient foundation for meeting
the challenges of political leadership and state-building under the conditions of
twentieth-century modernity.
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Marian Patru

Religion, Politics, and Social Change

An Overview of the Intellectual History of Orthodox Political
Theology in Romania in the Short Twentieth Century

Introductory Remarks

The analysis of theological-political discourse in a historical context as complex as
the short Romanian twentieth century (1918-1989) inevitably involves the selection
of concepts, thematic constellations, and authors with a high level of relevance
for the given topic. A mapping of the entire discursive »territory« determined by
theological-political reflection in the intellectual history of Romania, from the
establishment of the national state at the end of the First World War until the fall of
the communist regime, certainly deserves to be the subject not only of a study, but
also of an entire volume. In addition to the theological discourse of the Romanian
Orthodox Church (ROC), such exhaustive research should consider the discourse
of different cultural currents, or that of far-right political movements in the interwar
period, which massively used the concepts of Orthodox theology to articulate their
ideology of a Christian state and society.

The following pages dwell only on that type of theological-political reflection,
which is closely related to the institutional authority of the Romanian Church:
official newspapers of the dioceses, or those that appeared with the blessing of a
bishop, reviews and journals of Orthodox theological educational institutions, or
books published by diocesan publishing houses. The discourse generated by these
media is obviously a situational one, i. e., it is constituted as reaction to a certain
Zeitgeist and thus does not represent the normative opinion of the church in the
question of the relation between the spheres of religion and politics. However, this
type of discourse is relevant primarily because it reflects the theological-political
potential of the church’s conceptual imaginary. In other words, theological-political
discourse sheds light on the church’s ability in every context and epoch to use the
concepts of its theological tradition in order to provide an explanation for the kind
of relationship, which ought to or already does exist with the state and, in general,
with the sphere of politics.
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Political Theology and Social Change

Political theology, as theorised by Carl Schmitt in the first half of the twentieth
century, is closely linked to the process of secularisation of politics, a process,
which has marked the history of Western Europe since the dawn of the modern
Weltanschauung in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries'. Indeed, Schmitt’s book
Politische Theologie. Vier Kapitel zur Lehre von der Souverdnitdt® (1922) was one of
the reactions of the conservative Catholic environment in Germany to the struc-
tural changes that modernity has produced: the separation of political and religious
spheres, the separation of state and church, on the one hand, and the progressive
de-Christianisation of European society on the other®. So Schmitt’s thesis that »all
significant concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularised theological
concepts«*, is not merely a simple theoretical assertion about the history of political
concepts, but also an implicit critique of the evolution of the relationship between
the religious and the political order in the modern history of Europe. For Schmitt,
the separation of the sphere of politics from that of religion marked the birth of
the modern state. However, the state continued to function as a secular replica of
the transcendent God of Christian theology: »The omnipotent God became the
omnipotent lawgiver«, and »the exception in jurisprudence is analogous to the
miracle in theology«°. Schmitt ultimately suggests that, despite a state that defines
itself as secular, there is in fact no autonomy of politics from the theological. More-
over, as Jan Assmann puts it, behind these central theses of Schmitt’s thinking lies
the postulate that, since religion and politics originally formed a unit, the modern
separation between church and state is an error and an illegitimate evolution of the
relationship between the two institutions®.

The very association of theology with politics within a single concept in the post-
Enlightenment civilisational context highlights Schmitt’s critical orientation and
his intention to invalidate »the possibility of a pure secular-rational foundation of

—

For a presentation of this process see Charles TAYLOR, A Secular Age, Cambridge 2007; Jonathan
IsrAEL, Radical Enlightenment. Philosophy and the Making of Modernity, 1650-1750, Oxford 2001;
Owen CHADWICK, The Secularization of the European Mind in the Nineteenth Century, Cambridge
1975.

Carl ScamrTT, Politische Theologie. Vier Kapitel zur Lehre von der Souverédnitat, Munich 1922.
Ulriche BROCKLING, Katholische Intellektuelle in der Weimarer Republik. Zeitkritik und Gesell-
schaftstheorie bei Walter Dirks, Romano Guardini, Carl Schmitt, Ernst Michel und Heinrich Mertens,
Munich 1993.

Carl ScamrTT, Political Theology. Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, Chicago 2005, p. 36.
5 Ibid.

Jan AssmANN, Herrschaft und Heil. Politische Theologie in Altagypten, Israel und Europa, Frankfurt
am Main 2002, p. 24.

w N

'S

=)

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



Religion, Politics, and Social Change ‘ 239

the political order«”. Essentially Schmitt’s political theology »stands and falls with
faith in revelation«® and raises again the old question of the religious legitimacy of
political power?. Therefore, a theology is political, Assmann points out, and a theory
of the state is theological, when each postulates a non-secular foundation of political
authority’s legitimacy'’. Schmittian political theology can thus be understood as a
manifesto urging the mobilisation of resources for a Christian counter-revolution'!,
one that would establish the theological as the principle legitimising the state’s
authority and the social order created by its decisions.

Being a theological-political discourse, it is generated by theologians in reac-
tion to the dynamics of political events that determine the structural changes of
institutions, practices, and mentalities that are associated with social change'?.
From a methodological point of view, there is a very close relationship between the
concept of social change and that of intellectual history. Intellectual history tried
to capture precisely the causal relationship between the social or cultural context
in which an author lives and the way in which he problematises a certain idea'.
Thus, even if it is not always specified explicitly, which event determines a certain
theological-political reaction, any interpretation of the essence of politics/state and
its relationship with religion/church and social order is more or less the answer to
a Zeitgeist generating the discourse.

The Birth of Politics from the Orthodox Spirit of the Nation

The theological-political discourse in the twentieth-century ROC resulted from the
interaction between a religious-political pattern specific to Eastern Christianity, the
Byzantine Symphony, and the social, cultural, and political dynamics of Romania.

7 Tbid., p. 20.
8 Heinrich MEIER, The Lesson of Carl Schmitt. Four Chapters on the Distinction between Political
Theology and Political Philosophy, Chicago 2011, p. 66.
9 Miguel VATTER, The Political Theology of Carl Schmitt, in: Jens MEIERHENRICH/Oliver SIMONS
(eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Carl Schmitt, Oxford 2016, pp. 245-268, at p. 246.
10 AssMANN, Herrschaft und Heil, pp. 20f.; Heinrich MEIER, Political Philosophy and the Challenge of
Revealed Religion, Chicago 2017, pp. 12-14.
11 Reinhard MEHRING, Carl Schmitt: Denker im Widerstreit. Werk — Wirkung - Aktualitdt, Freiburg
im Breisgau 2017, p. 365.
12 Regarding the concept of social change, see Nico WILTERDINK, Social Change. Sociology, in: Britan-
nica.com, 11 April 2022, URL: <https://www.britannica.com/topic/social-change> (11-08-2023).
13 Cf. Peter E. GorpON, What is Intellectual History? A Frankly Partisan Introduction to a Frequently
Misunderstood Field, projects Harvard, Spring 2012, URL: <https://projects.iq.harvard.edu/files/
history/files/what_is_intell_history_pgordon_mar2012.pdf> (11-08-2023).
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The Byzantine religious-political paradigm presupposes a complementary relation-
ship between the activity of the state, which is responsible for the political sphere,
and that of the church, which deals with the religious, spiritual sphere of society'*.
The state and the church were conceived as two ways of manifesting the same Chris-
tianity’®. Although the two institutions were separate from an administrative point
of view, the church was nonetheless subordinated to state authority, which was
embodied by the emperor'®. In the aftermath of the conquest of Constantinople by
the Ottoman Turks (1453), the Byzantine civilisational pattern survived in its most
authentic form in the Danubian Principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia'’. Starting
in the middle of the nineteenth century, the modern Romanian state increasingly
strengthened its control over the church. With the exception of canonical and dog-
matic issues, any decision of the Holy Synod, even the election of new bishops, had
to be confirmed by the state!®. During the same period, in Transylvania, Metropoli-
tan Andrei Saguna managed to give the Orthodox Church an organisation totally
independent from the Austro-Hungarian state. In addition to autonomy from the
state, Metropolitan Saguna’s church constitution (»The Organic Statute«) from 1868
provided another essential principle, »synodality«, meaning that the parochial, the
archpriest, and the diocesan synods, which dealt with administrative, financial,
educational, and cultural matters of the church, consisted of two thirds laymen and
one third clerics"’.

The core event of modern Romanian history was the union of Bessarabia, Bucov-
ina, and Transylvania with the Kingdom of Romania in 1918. In terms of political
life, the 1920s and 30s were characterised by the transition from democracy to
authoritarianism. During the government of the National Liberal Party (PNL) from
1922 to 1926, a series of laws was adopted that aimed at strengthening the unity of
the national state: a new constitution (1923), the law of administrative unification
(1925), the law and the statute for organising the Romanian Orthodox Church

14 John MEYENDORFF, Byzantine Theology. Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes, New York 1979,
p- 213; Vasilios N. Makripes, Ostliches orthodoxes Christentum und Sikularitit. Ein Vergleich mit
dem lateinischen Christentum, in: Transit. Européische Revue 47 (2015), pp. 59-75, at p. 60.

15 Hans-Georg BEck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich, Munich 1977, p. 36.

16 Franz TINNEFELD, Kirche und Staat im byzantinischen Reich, in: Ostkirchliche Studien 54/1 (2005),
Pp. 56-78, at p. 76; Mihai-D. GRIGORE, Der Mensch zwischen Gott und Staat. Uberlegungen zu
politischen Formen im Christentum, in: Studii Teologice 6/1 (2010), pp. 105-175, at p. 163.

17 Nicolae IorGa, Byzantium after Byzantium, Oxford 2000, pp. 129-154, 231-234.

18 Alan ScarrE, The Romanian Orthodox Church, in: Pedro RaAMET (ed.), Eastern Christianity and
Politics in the Twentieth Century, Durham, NC 1988, pp. 208-231, at p. 211; Lucian N. LEUSTEAN,
The Political Control of Orthodoxy in the Construction of the Romanian State 1859-1918, in:
European History Quarterly 37/1 (2007), pp. 61-80, at pp. 61f.

19 Paul BRusanowski, The Principles of the Organic Statute of the Romanian Orthodox Church of
Hungary and Transylvania (1868-1925), in: Ostkirchliche Studien 60/1 (2011), pp. 110-138.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



Religion, Politics, and Social Change ‘ 241

(1925), the Concordat with the Vatican (1927), and the National Education laws of
1924, 1925, and 1928 - also adopted by a liberal governmentzo. In the new polit-
ical and ecclesiastical context after 1918, the Orthodox Church of Transylvania/
Transylvanian Orthodox Metropolis fought to impose its church constitution as the
basis for a unitary organisation of the whole ROC. In this context, the Transylva-
nian Church generated a discourse on the basis of which a thoroughly articulated
theological-political conception can be reconstructed. Compared to that of the
other regional churches that formed the Romanian Patriarchate after 1925, it must
be said that the discourse of the intellectual elites of the Transylvanian Church is by
far the most consistent in its level of theoretical elaboration. That is why the present
study will focus almost exclusively on the analysis of this discourse?!.

The confrontation of the Sagunian model of church-state relations with that in
the Old Kingdom of Romania, led to the reinterpretation of the Byzantine religious-
political paradigm from the perspective of the Organic Statute. The promoters of
Sagunianism believed that the state and the Orthodox Church ought to preserve
the relationship that obtained in the Old Kingdom before 1918. Which means that
the church had to remain a state institution and that the state kept its Orthodox
character furthermore??. However, the normative principle of the interaction be-
tween the two institutions must be that of autonomy. This, as Metropolitan Nicolae
Bilan of Transylvania (1920-1955), emphasises, did not in any way mean the sep-
aration of church and state, but only that the church should have the freedom to
deal with those issues that correspond to its origin, being, and purposes. A possible
separation of church and state, Béilan points out, would be to the detriment of both
institutions®*. The very fact that the essence and social functionality of the church
are totally different from those of the state is in itself an argument for claiming

20 See Hans Christian MANER, Parlamentarismus in Ruméanien (1930-1940), Munich 1997, pp. 44-49;
Toan ScurTu (ed.), Istoria Roménilor, vol. 8: Romania Tntregité, Bucharest 2003, pp. 253-255; Paul
BrusaNowkI, Ruménisch-Orthodoxe Kirchenordnungen (1786-2008), Cologne 2011, pp. 318-375;
Irina L1vEzEANU, Cultural Politics in Greater Romania. Regionalism, Nation Building and Ethnic
Struggle 1918-1930, Ithaca, NY 1995, pp. 44f.

For the presentation of the political theology of the Orthodox Church in Transylvania between
1918 and 1940, I will synthesise some key passages from my doctoral thesis: Marian PATRU, Das
Ordnungsdenken im christlich-orthodoxen Raum. Nation, Religion und Politik im 6ffentlichen
Diskurs der Ruménisch-Orthodoxen Kirche Siebenbiirgens in der Zwischenkriegszeit, 1918-1940,
Frankfurt am Main 2022.

22 Gheorghe Crunanpu, Impreunarea bisericilor ortodoxe de pe teritoriul Romaniei-mari intr-o

2

—_

singura biserica ortodoxa-romand si raportul acestei biserici fatd de stat, in: Analele Asociatiei
Andreiu Saguna a clerului Mitropoliei ortodoxe romane din Ardeal, Binat, Crisana si Maramures.
I. Actele primului congres al preotimei din Mitropolia roménilor ortodocsi din Bénat, Crisana si
Maramures. tinut in Sibiiu in zilele de 6/19-8/21 Martie 1919, Arad 1919, p. 86.

23 Nicolae BALAN, Interviu acordat de Nicolae Bilan, in: Telegraful Romén 68/15 (1920), p. 2.
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church autonomy?*. On the other hand, if the modern state has excluded the influ-
ence of the church from the process of legislating the social order, the state should
also recognise the church’s right to issue laws for its own internal organisation®.

It is obvious that this reaffirmation of the Byzantine Symphony from the per-
spective of Sagunian autonomy has as its implicit purpose the categorical rejection
of French secularism and in general of the religious-political paradigm proposed
by the Enlightenment. Indeed, as Gheorghe Ciuhandu, a Transylvanian archpriest,
points out that, while until the middle of the nineteenth century there had been
a harmonious collaboration between the political and religious order of the Ro-
manian Provinces, from that moment on the state sought to subdue the church,
namely through a policy »aligned to the Western, inter-confessional model brought
from Paris«?®. In this context, the term »inter-confessional« refers to the religious
neutrality of the state and is used by Ciuhandu as an antonym for Orthodox. This
means that the state no longer understood itself as being in a privileged relationship
with the Orthodox Church, as in the pre-modern period, but tried to relate equidis-
tantly to all religious organisations that existed within it. What Ciuhandu suggests is
that, in the Old Kingdom, the policy of the state towards the Orthodox Church was
a caricature of French secularism, because the church was denied influence over
the state while at the same time being subordinated and controlled by it. In short,
in the discourse of Transylvanian theologians, the principle of church autonomy
has a double function: On the one hand, it acts as a corrective of the Byzantine
model, namely as a form of resistance to the state’s tendency to control the church,
and on the other, it creates the necessary framework in which the church can act in
accordance with its origins and purpose.

From this perspective, autonomy is understood not only as a right of the church,
but also as an obligation to act »so that the Kingdom of God may take refuge and
flourish in the souls of believers and flow into public life«?”. The canons that regulate
the internal life of the church and the laws that specify the type of relationship be-
tween church and state must be designed to serve this religious-political purpose?®.
The crucial problem, therefore, consists in the relationship that must be established

24 Gheorghe Crunanpu, Cateva cuvinte la reorganizarea unitari a Bisericii Ortodoxe Romane, in:
Telegraful Roman 68/22 (1920), p. 2.

25 1d., Cateva cuvinte la reorganizarea unitard a Bisericii Ortodoxe Roméne, in: Telegraful Roman 68/16
(1920), pp. 1f.

26 1d., Impreunarea, p. 97.

27 1d., Cateva cuvinte la reorganizarea unitard a Bisericii Ortodoxe Roméne, in: Telegraful Roman 68/18
(1920), p. 1; Bisericanul [sic!], Autonomie si autocefalie bisericeascd, in: Revista Teologica 11/1-3
(1921), pp. 3350, at p. 39; Ilarion V. FELEA, Impdratia lui Dumnezeu, in: Revista Teologica 21/3
(March 1931), pp. 73-78, at p. 76.

28 CruHANDU, Citeva, p. 2.
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between the church, the national state, and the legal system that it generates in
order to regulate interaction between social actors and society as a whole. In this
argumentative context, the state is not conceived by Transylvanian theologians as a
simple external actor to the religious-spiritual activity of the church. The role of the
state is not only to give the church the freedom necessary for its religious mission,
but also to partner with the church and become an agent of the realisation of the
God’s Kingdom in the life of society.

The premise of this collaboration consists in the ontological relationship postu-
lated by Transylvanian theologians between Orthodoxy, the Romanian nation, and
the state. In different ways and from different perspectives, they conclude that »our
Orthodoxy, intertwined with all our past, lies at the basis of the existence and unity
of the Romanian nation and builds the fundament of the independent and free life
of this nation in its national state«?®. Just as the »Romanian soul« cannot be divided,
so it is not possible to introduce a separation between »its manifestations, which
are the state and the church«®. It must be emphasised that for the Transylvanian
theologians, Orthodoxy represents the fundamental element in the »architecture of
the Romanian soul, the element that determines »what the Romanian nation is
and how it is«*!, in other words, Orthodoxy fundamentally marks both the onto-
logical structure of the nation and its specific manifestation in history. In this sense,
interpersonal relations and, therefore, individual and group ethics, are nothing
more than an extension of the ecclesial interpersonal ethos at the level of the entire
national community™?.

This discourse is based on one of the central ideas of modern national mythology,
namely that in the case of the Romanians, unlike other peoples, ethnogenesis and
Christianisation were concomitant phenomena. Moreover, there is a causal relation-
ship between Christianisation and ethnogenesis, Christianity being the existential
framework that allowed the Romanian people to coalesce into a nation with its
own identity>. Therefore, if Christianisation is a Urphinomen in the existence of

29 [N.N.], Patriarhia roméneasca, in: Telegraful Romén 73/82-83 (1925), p. 1; Ion MATEIU, Mirenii si
drepturile lor in bisericd, in: Renasterea 16/21 (1938), pp. 2-3, at p. 3.

30 Un preot [sic!], In apdrare, in: Telegraful Roman 73/87 (1930), p. 1.

3

—

Dumitru STANILOAE, Intre romanism si catolicism, in: Telegraful Roman 78/29 (1930), p. 2. See Pr.
S [sic!], Biserica ortodoxa trebuie sd fie dominantd in statul roman, in: Foaia Diecezana 38/10 (1923),
p- 1; N. [Nicolae Colan], Ortodoxia si renasterea nationald, in: Viata Ilustratd 3 (1939), p. 3; Traian
Mosic, Ortodoxia noastra, in: Telegraful Roman 84/10 (1936), p. 2; Grigorie Comsa, Ortodoxia si
romanismul in trecutul nostru, in: Biserica si $coala 57/17 (1933), pp. 1-3, on p. 2; [N.N.], Ce este
legea roméneasca, in: Legea roméaneasca 1 (1924), p. 2; Isidor TopORAN, Crestinism si natiune, in:
Legea Roméneasca 2 (1937), p. 21.

32 Dumitru STANILOAE, Ortodoxie si Romanism, Sibiu 1939, pp. 79f.

33 Gheorghe CiunanDU, Ortodoxia roméneascd, in: Revista Teologica 25/7-8 (1935), pp. 288-304, at
p- 289; Griogorie Comsa, Ortodoxia si romanismul in trecutul nostru, in: Biserica si $coala 57/18
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the nation, then the political body is identical to the confessional-national one.
Given this implicit syllogism of nationalist discourse, the conclusion can only be
that through the nation Orthodoxy »forms the soul and intimate structure of the
state«, which means that any transformation of the religious order has an effect
on the political one, »influencing the general development of the country«**. This
conception of the causal relationship between Orthodoxy, nation, and state can
be summarised in the formula »the Orthodox are the nation that makes up the
Romanian national and unitary state«>.

The state and the church have in common the fact that each of them imprints
on the nation a certain political and moral order. Given the relationship between
Orthodoxy, nation, and state, Transylvanian theologians emphasise the need for a
very close relationship between the two types of order. Gheorghe Ciuhandu points
out that the transfer of the moral order, specific to the church, into the life of
society and the state takes place through the human person, who fulfils a double
social role, being at the same time citizen of the state and member of the church?®.
Considering that the vast majority of citizens are also members of the Orthodox
Church, Pompei Morusca emphasises that the state »cannot oppose the reality that
the church [...] has dominion over all state institutions, allowing it to imprint on
them the character of Orthodox Christianity and to breathe on them its spirit, to
give the state and the life of society the direction of their future development«*’.
Thus, if the Romanian state is a national state and if Orthodoxy is the existential
basis of the nation, then the state must be a form of political manifestation of the
Romanian-Orthodox nation.

This type of discourse obviously addresses the state, which is implicitly urged to
return to what it was in the pre-modern period. Indeed, Ion Mateiu emphasises that,
throughout history, the political doctrine of the Romanian state towards the church
was based on an awareness of the need for unity of the two national institutions. The
idea of this unity did not originate in any philosophical system, but was the result of
the people’s instinct for conservation®®. Romanian statehood, as Ion Mateiu points
out, has its very beginnings in the Orthodox Church, because the church is what

(1933), pp. 3-5, at p. 2; Vasile Iancu, Traditionalismul si ortodoxia, in: Telegraful Roméan 76/72
(1928), p. 2; A.G. MiHAILOVICIU, Ortodoxia nationald, in: Foaia Diecezana 53/18 (1938), pp. 2f,,
atp. 2.

34 Ton MATEIU, Valoarea concordatului cu Vaticanul, in: Telegraful Romén 77/68 (1929), p. 1.

35 [N.N], Catolicizarea Roméniei IV, in: Legea Romaneasca 16 (1932), p. 3; [N.N.], Gazeta noastra, in:
Renasterea 1/1 (1923), p. 1.

36 Crunanpu, Impreunarea, p. 85; see Lucian Borcia, Tendinte primejdioase, in: Telegraful Roman 68/
2(1920), p. 1.

37 Pompei MoRrusca, Organizarea Bisericii Ortodoxe Romane, in: Revista Teologica 13/11 (1923),
pp. 329-341, at p. 333.

38 Ion MATEIU, Statul si Biserica Ortodoxa, in: Telegraful Romén 79/62-63 (1931), p. 1.
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generated the first political organisation of the Romanians. Having generated the
state, the church identified with it in all its actions®®. In this unity between state
and church, Mateiu identifies on the one hand the old pattern of the Byzantine
Symphony, on the other a religious-political model superior to the Byzantine one
because »here, unlike in Byzantium, the state and the church were creations and
life forms of the same national soul. Therefore, we have an Orthodox Church, not
only of the state, but also national, perfectly able to identify with the state in all its
ideal concerns and aspirations«*’.

The discourse is thus not limited to identifying forms of perpetuation of the
Byzantine Symphony; it also highlights the limits of this religious-political pattern
and its subsequent metamorphoses in the national context. Starting from the idea
of the relationship between church, nation, and state, the discourse postulates
not only the necessity of the church’s autonomy from the state, but also the fact
that the national state is not autonomous from the church. This dependence or
lack of autonomy of the state vis-d-vis the church is not of institutional but of
axiological nature. The policy of the state must be in accordance with the moral
values that the church imposes on its believers. The idea that Romanian statehood
was institutionally articulated after the Christianisation of the people, already
implies a form of symbolic superiority of the religious over the political.

This idea will become clearer if we analyse the concept of the relationship between
the state, politics, and the law by which the state regulates the life of society. In the
article Cele doud impardtii (The two kingdoms), originally published in the review
Gandirea*' and republished in the volume Ortodoxie si Romanism (Orthodoxy and
Romanianhood) in 1939, Dumitru Staniloae sees in politics a practical concretisa-
tion of the normative principles of law, i. e., the means by which the state opposes
evil and social disorder*. For Stiniloae, the problem of the law and implicitly of the
state consists in the fact that they do not act positively, they do not create individual
morality, but only prevent the multiplication of evil through coercion. However,
this coercion determines in its turn people’s resistance to the law, which leads to the
multiplication of evil*’. The tension between law and morality is not experienced
by those »who work for order and according to the indications of the law«, but
only by those whose personal morality contradicts the legal social order. In the

39 Ibid,; see also Emilian Sto1ca, Statul romén si biserica neamului, in: Analele Asociatiei »Andrei
Saguna« a Clerului Mitropoliei Ortodoxe Roméne din Ardeal, Banat, Crisana si Maramuras. Actele
congresului al X-lea cu caracter cultural al asociatiei clerului »Andrei $aguna« tinut in Brasov in
zilele de 11 si 12 noemvrie 1930, Arad 1931, p. 56.

40 MATEIU, Statul, p. 1.

41 See Dumitru STANILOAE, Cele doud imparatii, in: Gandirea 16/1 (1937), pp. 26-35.

42 1d., Ortodoxie si Romanism, p. 237.

43 Tbid., p. 238.
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case of moral people there is a »full conformity between their way of thinking and
acting and order, so that for them the law no longer exists from a »subjective or
actual« point of view. The law is thus transformed »into an autonomous norm, into
a norm given to himself by the voluntary subject, and it is not imposed on him from
outside«**. This idea can be formulated in the form of the following principle: the
more morality the less law, and the more a society exists according to the Christian
moral code, the less relevant the existence of the state.

Therefore, the subjective annulment of the law does not mean a denial of the state’s
importance. »The kingdoms of the law would have been abolished by themselves«,
Stiniloae points out, »if the Kingdom of Christ had been fully and universally
imposed«, or when this finally happens at the end of history**. The dialectic be-
tween law and morality is thus specific to the historical existence of man, and its
overcoming takes place only at the eschatological level. Until then, the existence
of the state is justified, but on the condition that it is just and aware that it is not
autonomous from God but must, on the contrary, remain at his service*®. The only
valid criterion by which the church evaluates the state is whether or not its actions
serve the »righteous order of God«*, in other words, if the legal/political order
of the state is in accordance with the morality of the church, and thus the divine
revelation codified by the church in the Christian moral order.

The subordination of the state’s action to the divine moral order does not in any
way deny the state’s autonomy towards the church*®. Yet if the two institutions are
mutually autonomous, what in fact does it mean that the church has the right to ask
the state not to forget that it is in the service of God? This type of oscillation of the
discourse between the assertion of the mutual autonomy of the state and church
and the need for the state to obey God presupposes that the state and the church
are institutionally and administratively autonomous but at the same time that the
state is morally and axiologically dependent on the church. This type of paradoxical
relationship is the logical result of the idea that the state and the church are two
ways of manifesting the nation. It is obvious that, in his article, Staniloae considers
the Romanian national state and its existential premise, namely the ontological
relationship between nation and Orthodoxy. The fact that this article was selected by
the Romanian theologian to be part of a collection of studies dedicated to Orthodox
nationalism clearly indicates that, for him, this is the key to understanding his
reflections on the relationship between church and state or law.

44 Tbid., pp. 239f.
45 Tbid,, p. 248.
46 Tbid., p. 260.
47 Tbid,, p. 245.
48 Tbid,, p. 261.
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If in Staniloae the idea of a causal relationship between the Christian-Orthodox
morality of the nation and the laws of the state is suggested rather than developed,
in other authors this relation is theorised in an elaborated theological conception
of law and state. In a speech delivered in the Romanian Parliament in 1924, Bishop
Roman Ciorogariu (1852-1936) stated the basic principle of this theory of law
when he declared that any law issued by the state »must be an evolution in the life of
our people«*. The state’s law-giving process, emphasises the theologian I.N. Lun-
gulescu, should consist in extracting from the moral code of society those principles
fit to become laws™. If social morality is the premise of the law, it means that in a
Christian society the law issued by the state must be the normative objectification of
the divine moral order, which in turn is synthesised in the biblical idea of justice®!.
In this sense, the moral order can be defined as »the holy will of God, manifested
in the natural law and in the positive divine laws, entrusted to revealed religion
for preaching and safeguarding«*. Both its legitimacy as state and the obligation
of its laws for society stand or fall with how the state relates to the divine will>*.
Consequently, the law must remain the »faithful disciple of morality« because both
have the same purpose, namely the salvation of people®*.

By subordinating the law to Christian morals, the state creates a soteriological
framework complementary to that offered by the church. In this sense, the church
has the mission to work »for the moral regeneration of the citizens«, while that
of the state is »to watch over and control the public order among the citizens«>.
The state and the church thus have their own way of action: The state acts on man
from the outside, by law or coercion, while the church transforms man from within,
by love and grace®. The church’s and the state’s respective fields of activity can be
defined and delimited with reference to ontology and phenomenology: Through
grace and love the church effects an ontological transformation, one taking place
within the human being, while the state has access only to its manifest actions.
Therefore, the state, by law and coercion, can order only the phenomenological

49 [N.N.], Discursul PSS Ep. Roman in sedinta Senatului din 10 iunie, in: Legea Romaneasca 25 (1924),
p- 1L

50 IN. LunGuLEscu, Conceptia crestind a dreptului, in: Revista Teologica 25/3-4 (1935), pp. 159-166,
at p. 160.

51 Ibid., p. 162.

52 O. BucevscHl, Biserica si politica, in: Renasterea 10/28-29 (1932), pp. 1-3, at p. 2.

53 Ibid., p. 1.

54 LUNGULEscU, Conceptia crestind, p. 166.

55 Toan EVUTIAN, Regenerarea morala si ordinea publicd, in: Biserica si Scoala 46/31 (1922), pp. 2f,,
at p. 2; Isaia SURU, Necesitatea relatiunilor dintre Biserica si Stat, in: Foaia Diecezand 45/7 (1930),
pp- 2f., at p. 2.

56 STANILOAE, Ortodoxie si Romanism, p. 248.
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level of the human person and of society. What Transylvanian theologians im-
plicitly state is that the policy of the national state is authentic only if it is based
on laws that codify the moral order of the Orthodox nation. In other words, if it
wants to be a national state, the Romanian state must assume a political praxis in
accordance with the moral values that the church has imposed on the nation since
its formation.

Thus, according to the above analysis, the church must be autonomous from the
state, but from the point of view of the ultimate goal - the community of Orthodox
citizens - the state cannot be autonomous from the church. What logically results
from this syllogism is that the ultimate authority in the society does not belong
to the state but to God, who exercises it through the revelation codified in the
set of norms and moral-religious values. Therefore, within this common project
of organising society as a kingdom of God, the political activity of the state no
longer has a rational-immanent premise, but a revelational-transcendent one. The
functionality of the state is thus part of the process of achieving the kingdom of
God and is also subordinated to it.

The subordination of the political order to that of Orthodox Christian morality
is a direct consequence of the ontological relationship between Orthodoxy and the
nation. The divine revelation settled in the Bible and in the tradition of the church
is not the only instrument with which Transylvanian theologians approached the
essence and functionality of the state and of the social order. There is also the ethno-
theological narrative presented above®”. In this context, ethno-theology implies
that the moral order of the Romanian-Orthodox nation ought to be the criterion of
state policy, revealing this type of discourse to be political and ethno-theological.
From this perspective, the relationship between Orthodoxy and the nation creates a
problem of legitimacy for the national, secular state, one that the discourse does not
explicitly indicate but which can be logically derived from its argumentation. This
problem of legitimacy could be formulated as follows: Unlike the church, which is
an Urphdnomen in the life of the nation, the state is a late and artificial invention;
the state politically organises from the outside a nation already morally organised
from within by the church. The church thus appears as a precondition of the state
and morality as a precondition of politics. As we have already indicated, this is why
the discourse of the Transylvanian theologians oscillates between postulating the
necessity of the church’s autonomy from the state and affirming the impossibility of
the axiological and moral autonomy of the state from the church.

57 For the concept of »ethno-theology, see Roland CLARK, Nationalism, Ethnotheology, and Mysticism
in Interwar Romania, in: The Carl Beck Papers in Russian & East European Studies 2002 (2009),
pp. 1-47.
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Nichifor Crainic and the »Christian Political Catechism«

The theologising of nationalist discourse — and, consequently, the political ethno-
theology resulting from it - is specific to an interwar cultural current called Ortho-
doxism. The Romanian Orthodox Church contributed to it primarily through the
theological discourse of the Transylvanian Church. Orthodoxism addressed not
only the field of theology, but also that of politics and consequently rejected a clear
separation of the religious sphere from the secular one®®. Among the lay intellec-
tuals and theologians who were part of this movement, the most important was
Nichifor Crainic (1889-1972), professor of Orthodox theology at the University of
Bucharest™. Compared to the methodological framework outlined at the beginning
of this study, Crainic is an exception because he did not express his central ideas in
newspapers, reviews, or books closely related to the institutional authority of the
ROC. The intellectual core of Orthodoxism was the review Gandirea (1921-1944)%,
whose editor he had been since 1926.

Crainic’s theological-political conception is based, on the one hand, on the idea of
ontological relationship between Orthodoxy and the Romanian ethnic community
and, on the other, on the concept of theandry, i. e., the union of God and man in
the person of Jesus Christ. Crainic emphasises that, through this union, the whole
of existence is included in Jesus Christ, so that neither »the Christian faith occupies
a discrete compartment neither in the existence of the individual nor in that of
the community; it is not a private affair, as the secular mentality would have it«®’.
Based on this theandric paradigm, Crainic concludes that »the Christian vision of
the world is holistic, because »there is not a truth of faith and another truth of
science; there is not a good of Christian morality and another good of philosophical
ethics; there is not a beauty of the church and another beauty of art. There is only
one truth, which takes on the aspect of good in the practice of love and the aspect

58 Nicolai STAAB, Ruménische Kultur, Orthodoxie und die Westen. Der Diskurs um die nationale
Identitdt in Ruménien aus der Zwischenkriegszeit, Frankfurt am Main 2011, p. 23; see also Keith
Hircnins, Orthodoxism. Polemics over Ethnicity and Religion in Interwar Romania, in: Ivo BANAc/
Katherine VERDERY (eds.), National Character and National Ideology in Interwar Eastern Europe,
New Haven, CT 1995, pp. 135-180.

59 For a presentation of Crainic’s theology, see Christine HALL, Pancosmic Church - Specific roménesc.
Ecclesiological Themes in Nichifor Crainic’s Writings between 1922 and 1944, Uppsala 2008; Roland
CLARK, Nationalism and Orthodoxy. Nichifor Crainic and the Political Culture of the Extreme
Right in 1930s Romania, in: Nationalities Papers 40/1 (2012), pp. 107-126; id., Orthodoxy and
Nation-building. Nichifor Crainic and Religious Nationalism in 1920s Romania, in: Nationalities
Papers 40/4 (2012), pp. 525-543.

60 Keith HiTcHiNs, Gandirea — Nationalism in a Spiritual Guise, in: Kenneth JowItT (ed.), Social
Change in Romania. A Debate on Development in a European Nation, Berkeley 1978, pp. 140-173.

61 Nichifor CraINIC, Modelul teandric, in: Gandirea 19/1 (1940), pp. 1-7, at p. 3.

—
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of beauty in the creations of art«®%. Ethics, aesthetics and, as I shall show below,
politics are manifestations of the Logos, of the divine truth embodied in the person
of Jesus Christ.

In 1937, Crainic published the study Programul statului etnocratic (Programme of
the Ethnocratic State), in which he synthesised the basic principles of Orthodoxism
in the form of a »Christian political catechism«®?, as which the work was welcomed
in the public discourse of the Transylvanian Church. The premise of his study
consists in a semantic preference, namely in rejecting the concept of demos and
implicitly of democracy and replacing it with ethnos. The demos, i. e., »the people
regardless of race and religion, is the antonym of ethnos, which refers to a nation
»with historical identity, biological and psychological homogeneity, spiritual unity,
with its own will to power«%*. This opposition between ethnos and demos origi-
nates in the opposition between the ethno-nationalism of Johann Gottfried Herder
(1744-1803), which massively influenced Orthodoxism®, and the civic nationalism
of Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778)%. Essentially, for Herder, the state must be
made up of members of a certain ethnic group®”, while in Rousseau’s view, the state
is constituted by the community of citizens, regardless of their ethnicity, through
their free decision objectified in a social contract concluded between them and
the state®.

Consequently, Crainic explicitly rejects Ernest Renan’s notion, influenced by
Rousseau, that the nation is a daily plebiscite® and states that not the demos but the
ethnos »creates its own political expression in the national state«’°. As the form of

62 Ibid.

63 Ion BEju, Etnocratie si Crestinism, in: Telegraful Romén 85/45 (1937), p. 4. Crainic’s study was
enthusiastically received by Transylvanian theologians and presented as one that expresses the true
conception of how the Romanian state should be organised. See, for example, Dumitru STANILOAE,
Ortodoxie si etnocratie, in: Telegraful Roman 86/24 (1938), p. 1; Grigorie T. MARcU, Nationalismul
lui Nichifor Crainic, in: Telegraful Romén 87/7 (1940), pp. 1f.; D. TUDOR, Ortodoxie si Etnocratie,
in: Biserica si $coala 68/38 (1938), pp. 322-325.

64 Nichifor CRAINIC, Programul statului etnocratic, in: Id., Ortodoxie si Etnocratie, Bucharest 1997,
pp- 239-272, at pp. 241f.

65 See Victor NEUMANN, Neam, Popor sau Natiune. Despre identitétile politice europene, Bucharest
2015, pp. 141-174.

66 For a comparative analysis of the two types of nationalism see, for example, Brigit NUBEL, Zum
Verhiltnis von Kultur und Nation bei Rousseau und Herder, in: Regine OTTO (ed.), Nationen und
Kulturen. Zum 250. Geburtstag Johann Gottfried Herders, Wiirzburg 1996, pp. 97-111.

67 »[...] the most natural state [Staat] is [...] one people [Volk], with one national character«, Johann
Gottfried HERDER, Outlines of a Philosophy of the History of Man, New York 1966, p. 249.

68 See Jean-Jacques RoussEAU, The Social Contract, in: Id., The Social Contract and The First and
Second Discourses, New Haven, CT 2002, pp. 149-254.

69 CRAINIC, Programul, p. 242.

70 Ibid., p. 241.
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organising the ethnic community, the state is the institutional concretisation of the
features of the respective community, namely biological and psychological homo-
geneity, homogeneity of faith, and territorial unity’!. The power of the ethnocratic
state consists in the unique spirit that imprints on its subjects »a unitary style of
national life: in morals, in culture, in laws, in economics [...]«. This conception of
the spiritual life of the state, continues Crainic, is expressed through the Orthodox
Church, which is the church of the Romanian nation. As such, the ethnocratic state
accepts its doctrine without reservation’?. Since the ethnocratic state is a moral
state and since »there is no other criterion of good than the Christian onex, the
state imagined by Crainic is necessarily a Christian state. »His morals are expressed
in the formula: The law of Christ is the law of the state«. Consequently, democratic
laws that are not in accordance with Christian morality should be repealed”*.

Given this definition of the state in ethnic and Orthodox-Christian terms, the
otherness par excellence to which the ethnocratic state refers and by which ulti-
mately defines itself is represented in Crainic’s conception by the Jews. They are
perceived as a constant threat not only to the Romanian state but also to any na-
tional state’*. Members of ethnic minorities within the ethnocratic state who were
proved to be its enemies were to lose their citizenship and to be expelled”. Crainic
does not specify the criteria according to which a person or a group is defined
as enemy of the ethnocratic state; it is certain that, according to the ideas in his
Programme, anyone who was not ethnically Romanian and confessionally Ortho-
dox was a possible enemy of the state. Since its pattern is influenced by Herder,
the nationalist Orthodoxism operates more or less explicitly with the distinction
between ethnos and demos, i. e., between nation and society. In other words, from
the perspective of Orthodoxism, the state manages the whole of society within a
unitary territory (i. e., the demos), but only the nation (i. e., the ethnos) builds the
state and determines its functioning.

It should be emphasised that the Programme of the Ethnocratic State appeared
in the context of the strengthening of the extreme right in the political life of
Romania in the second half of the 1930s. In 1935, Liga Apdrdarii National-Crestine
(LANG; National Christian Defence League) and Partidul Nagional Agrar (National
Agrarian Party) merged and formed Partidul National-Crestin (PNC; National
Christian Party), whose emblem, like that of the German Nazi party, was the
swastika. During this period, Romania’s principal fascist organisation, the so-called
»Legion Archangel Michael« or »Iron Guard, founded by Corneliu Zelea Codreanu

71 Tbid., p. 242, 246.
72 Tbid., p. 252.
73 Ibid., p. 270.
74 Tbid., p. 246.
75 Tbid., p. 247.
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in 1927, became a mass political movement’®. These political organisations had in
common several main ideas: ethnic nationalism, antisemitism, and the intention
to transform the Romanian state into a Christian one’”. The consolidation of far-
right political forces was largely the effect of the dissatisfaction among important
segments of the Romanian society, especially young people’®, with the policy of
the impotent major parties of the time, Partidul National Liberal (PNL; National
Liberal Party) and Partidul National Téirdnesc (PNT; National Peasant Party). Both
the Iron Guard and the PNC promised a radical break with the way of doing politics,
which was specific to the old parties. When Crainic wrote that »the law of Christ is
the law of the state«, he was in fact denying the entire political tradition of modern
Romania’s separation of religion and politics. It should be emphasised that Crainic
was one of the main ideologues of the Iron Guard until 1935, when he joined the
PNC. The Programme of the Ethnocratic State was initially written to serve as the
party’s manifesto”.

Realisation of the Political Ideal Type: The National-Christian State

In this political context, the idea that the Romanian state must be a Christian one
appears more and more explicitly in the discourse of the Transylvanian theologians.
It is not just a matter of speculation on the relationship between nation, Orthodoxy,
and state, but a discourse of immense urgency, demanding immediate practical
measures. Paradigmatic in this sense is Staniloae’s article Spre statul roman cregtin
(Towards the Romanian Christian State), published in April 1936. Staniloae builds
his argument on the dialectics between reason and faith, which he transfers to the
field of politics in order to identify the causes of the Romanian political and moral
crisis in the mid-1930s% and to propose a remedy. That crisis, Staniloae points

76 Armin HEINEN, Legiunea » Arhanghelul Mihail«. Miscare sociala si organizatie politica. O contributie
la problema Fascismului international, Bucharest 2006, pp. 237f.

77 Keith Hrrcains, A Concise History of Romania, New York 2014, pp. 172-174; Ion MEZARESCU, Par-
tidul National Crestin 1935-1938, Bucharest 2018; Corneliu Zelea CoDREANU, For My Legionaries:
The Iron Guard, Madrid 1976.

78 Leon VoLovic, Nationalist Ideology and Antisemitism. The Case of Romanian Intellectuals in the
1930s, Oxford 1991; Roland CLARK, Holy Legionary Youth. Fascist Activism in Interwar Romania.
Ithaca, NY 2015.

79 CLARK, Nationalism and Orthodoxy, p. 116.

80 The critique of the immorality and corruption of the Romanian politics was a central theme in the dis-
course of the Transylvanian theologians in the interwar period and especially in the 1930s. See Petru
Toma, Intre progres si regres, in: Foaia Diecezand 48/39 (1933), pp. 5., at p. 5; A.U. DOLOVEANU,
Psihologia vremii, in: Foaia Diecezand 47/35 (1932), p. 4; Petru Toma, Criza materiald sau spirituala,
in: Foaia Diecezana 48/42 (1933), p. 5.
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out, was a sign that the road travelled so far had been wrong. The cause of the
mistaken evolution was the fact that state policy lacked »the central element for
the consolidation of the country: religious faith«. In order to get people to work for
the common good of the nation, Stdniloae continues, »purely rational political and
economic programmes« are not enough, but it is necessary that »at the helm of the
Romanian state [...] the assistance of Christ be felt. [...] Politics based on faith is
the best politics«®!. Both Stiniloae and Crainic thus rejected a politics which, like
the liberal political order, was based on rationalism and economics in favour of a
new kind of politics based on religion and ethnicity.

The theological-political discourse of Orthodoxism thus constructs an ideal
type that acts as an implicit critique of the state, which was far from functioning
according to the principles stated above. Stdniloae’s article marks a new stage in the
theological-political discourse of Transylvanian theologians, namely the transition
from the implicit theorising of the Orthodox state to its explicit assertion. This shift
in discourse was obviously a reaction to the radical political change in the second
half of the 1930s. In short, Transylvanian theologians have identified the signs of
the concretisation of the religious-political ideal type they have built at a discursive
level in the period after 1918. One of the most important signs in this regard were
the parliamentary elections of December 1937, through which the political wing of
the Legion » Archangel Michaelg, the so-called party Totul pentru Tard (Everything
for the Fatherland) became the third political force in Parliament with 15.58%,
behind the PNL (35.92%) and PNT (20.40%), PNC came fourth with 9.15% of
the votes®2. These elections marked the beginning of a trend towards increasingly
undemocratic and authoritarian regimes in Romania, an evolution culminating in
the imposition of the communist dictatorship in the second half of the 1940s.

On 29 December 1937 King Carol II called on Octavian Goga, the leader of
the PNC, to form the government. The new government took harsh antisemitic
measures, such as beginning the process of withdrawing Romanian citizenship from
Jews®. On 10/11 February 1938 King Carol II replaced the Goga government with
a new government led by the Patriarch of the Romanian Orthodox Church, Miron
Cristea, who was to be prime minister in three successive governments between
11 February 1938 and 6 March 1939. In this context, the king imposed his own
authoritarian regime. The constitution of 1923 was replaced by an anti-democratic
constitution that concentrated power in the hands of the king, the separation
of powers in the state was annulled, and political parties were abolished®t. In

81 Dumitru STANILOAE, Spre statul romén crestin, in: Telegraful Roman 84/18 (1936), pp. 1f., at p. 1.

82 Mircea MusaT/Ion ARDELEANU, Roménia dupa marea unire. Volumul II, Partea II: Noiembrie
1933-Septembrie 1940, Bucharest 1988, pp. 735f.

83 International Commission on the Holocaust in Romania, Final Report, Jassy 2004, p. 41.

84 Lucian Bora, Romania, Borderland of Europe, London 2006, p. 104.
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September 1940 King Carol II abdicated in the favour of his son, Michael. The new
king confirmed the full powers his father had given to the Prime Minister, General
Ion Antonescu®®. Between September 1940 and February 1941 Romania was ruled
by a government led by General Antonescu and the leader of the Iron Guard, Horia
Sima, under the so-called »National Legionary State«.

The nationalist and Christian rhetoric of the political regimes after 1938 was
applauded by the Transylvanian theologians. Octavian Goga’s government was
hailed as »a government of integral nationalism« that initiated a »new era of his-
torical reparation« in which »the new life of the state is built on the teachings
of Christ«*. The fact that the new government chose the words »Christ, King,
Nation« as its slogan was seen as a guarantee that the transformation of the Ro-
manian state and society would be based on Christian truths®”. In a representative
article for the way in which the Transylvanian theologians positioned themselves
towards this political change, it is stated that »Christian law and love of nation«
were an integral part of the being of the Romanian soul. Therefore, Goga’s govern-
ment was doing nothing, but to reintegrate people’s life into an authentic Christian
framework®.

The fact that Christianity was the solution to the problems of the Romanian state
and society was confirmed in the eyes of Transylvanian theologians by the fact
that, in order to alleviate political and social tensions, it was necessary for Patriarch
Miron Cristea to be appointed prime minister®. Again, the political change was
interpreted as a break with the wrong evolution of the political life of the state and as
a return to a desired genuine Orthodox »authenticity«. By appointing the Patriarch
of the Romanian Orthodox Church as head of the government, Carol II intended
»to follow the same healthy path of our voivodal tradition« and to show that the
most appropriate political reforms for the Romanian people are those designed »in
the spirit of justice, order, and Christian wisdom«*°. The new order imposed by
Carol II thus marked a radical separation from the »old state based on an ideology
that only poorly suited our souls«’!. For Staniloae, political change during the royal
dictatorship and implicitly the change of historical epoch consists essentially in the
transition »from the individualistic, liberal, rationalist, democratic form of social

85 Dennis DELETANT, Hitler’s Forgotten Ally. Ion Antonescu and his Regime. Romania 1940-44, New
York 2006, p. 50, 53.

86 Renagterea [The Redaktion], Guvernul Octavian Goga, in: Renasterea 16/2 (1938), p. 1.

87 L.G. MUNTEANU, Crestinismul ca temelie a vietii sociale, in: Renasterea 16/4 (1938), pp. 2f., at p. 2.

88 R., Orientarea noului guvern, in: Legea Roméneascé 3 (1 Februarie 1938), p. 1.

89 [N.N.], Actiunea IPS Patriarh Miron pentru purificarea morala, in: Renasterea 16/44 (1938), on p. 1.

90 R., Noua constitutie sub bolta bisericii, in: Legea Romaneasca 5 (1 Martie 1938), p. 1.
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life to one of national-solidarity, sustained, as is natural, not by the reason that
separates, but by the religious faith that unites«®?.

Sténiloae sees in this type of national community a reflection of the community
and communion between the three persons of the Holy Trinity, which represents
the model »for the only right and natural organisation of social life«*. In addition to
this trinitarian-transcendent criterion for the rightness of the social order, Staniloae
also introduces an immanent criterion of the internal organisation of the church.
For him, the synodal organisation of the church is a reflection of the relations
between the persons of the Holy Trinity and acts »as an example for the state and
for the people, as an ideal and as a rebuke«. Both state and society discover in
the church the example for their own being, so that the church exerts by its very
existence a continuous »transfiguring« influence on them®*. These words reaffirm
the superiority of the religious over the political and of the church over the state in
terms of its capacity to organise the social body.

Shortly after the proclamation of the National Legionary State, Stdniloae pub-
lished an article whose title - Restaurarea romdnismului in destinul sdu istoric
(The Restoration of Romanianhood in its Historical Destiny) — summarises the way
in which the Transylvanian theologian perceived the new state order. Essentially, for
Staniloae, the Romanian people finds itself in a process of national resurrection®.
The new policy of the Romanian state is a manifestation of »desires starting from
the authenticity of the Romanian being« and the Romanian nation becomes, in the
international political circumstances at the beginning of the 1940s, a »defender of
Christianity against the Slavic and Bolshevik invasion«*®. The role of the state as
defender of the West is deduced by Staniloae from the postulate of a typological
relationship between the Romanian state, which goes through the »revolution [...]
of its transformation into a national-legionary state«, and the Archangel Michael,
who, as soldier of God, fights against evil®’. The Romanian state is thus a political
personification of the Archangel Michael. But the most important function of the
Legionary National State is that it manages to »save us from disintegration and
elevate us to the uplifting state of a nation, »because it operates with the religious
element«®®.

92 Dumitru STANILOAE, Principii de renagtere nationald, in: Telegraful Romén 88/3 (1940), p. 1.

93 1Id., Sfanta Treime si viata sociald, in: Telegraful Roméan 88/8 (1940), p. 2.

94 1d., Ortodoxia si viata sociald, in: Telegraful Romén 88/10 (1940), p. 1.

95 D.S. [Dumitru STANILOAE], Restaurarea romanismului in destinul siu istoric, in: Telegraful
Roman 88/39 (1940), p. 1.
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98 Id., Crestinism si nationalism, in: Telegraful Romén 88/40 (1940), p. 2.
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It is interesting to emphasise in this context that, as previously stated, in the
discourse of the Transylvanian theologians of the 1920s and 30s, Orthodoxy was
the only force capable of creating a Romanian national community. If the National
Legionary State is also the creator of the nation, along with Orthodoxy, does this
mean that the National Legionary State is seen as the most authentic form of nation’s
political organisation? Stdniloae’s argument obviously goes in this direction without
explicitly stating this idea. The only explicit statement in this regard belongs to an
anonymous author who approvingly cites Corneliu Zelea Codreanu’s statement
that the »Legion Archangel Michael« »is the political expression of Orthodoxy«®.
It is obvious that for Staniloae the Legionary National State represented the apogee
of the process started in 1938, a process that led to the political objectification of
the ontological relationship between the Romanian nation and Orthodoxy.

Totalitarian Framework and Conceptual Turn: From Ethnic to Social

In January 1941, General Antonescu removed the members of the Iron Guard from
power and established a military dictatorship under his command. On 22 June 1941,
Romania entered the war as an ally of Nazi Germany, hoping to retake north-eastern
Transylvania, occupied by Hungary, and Bessarabia, which had been occupied by
the Soviet Union in June and July 1940. Through a coup organised by King Mihai
on 23 August 1944, General Antonescu was removed from power and Romania
broke with Germany to join the Allies. On 31 August of the same year, the Red
Army, now an ally of Romania, entered Bucharest. This event marked the beginning
of the country’s Sovietisation!'®.

After August 1944, fewer and fewer articles appeared in the Transylvanian Church
to debate on the issue of the religion and church’ relation to politics and state. The
hostile attitude towards communism gradually changed. If in the 1920es and 1930es
communism and its Russian version — Bolshevism — were seen as a means by which
the Antichrist acts in history'®!, from August 1944 onwards, the same church news-
papers and reviews began to identify common elements between Orthodox Chris-
tianity and communism. The new evolution of the discourse essentially intended
to shift the emphasis from the »ethnic« to the »social« as a central operational

99 [N.N.], Solidari la munci si uniti in cugetare, in: Biserica si $coala 64/48 (1940), p. 393.

100 DELETANT, Hitler’s Forgotten Ally, pp. 69f.; Mihai BARBULESCU et al., Istoria Roméniei, Bucharest
2002, p. 366.

101 Coriolan BARBAT, Religia, biserica si marxismul, in: Telegraful Roman 76/87 (1928), p. 1; Nic.
TERCHILA, In tara lui Antichrist, in: Telegraful Roman 78/62 (1930), p. 2; [N.N.], Pastorala episco-
patului din Ardeal impotriva comunismului, in: Biserica si $coala 60/42 (1936), pp. 1-5; Dumitru
STANILOAE, Biserica impotriva comunismului, in: Telegraful Roman 60/42 (1936), p. 1.
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concept, through which the state and the political order were approached. Thus,
central concepts of Marxist ideology — such as social class, social equality and the
proletariat — were increasingly used in the public discourse of the Transylvanian
Church and interpreted from a Christian point of view'%2.

In this context, Staniloae’s article Social i etnic (Social and Ethnic) is exemplary
for this transition from anti- to pro-communist discourse. Stdniloae points out that
Christianity has never endorsed racist theory, but merely stated that each people
have own specific characteristics, which distinguishes it from other ethnic groups'®.
The conceptual dissociation between race and ethnicity seeks both the rejection
of racism and the implicit rejection of German National Socialism, i. e., of the
ideological adversary of communism. Through this dissociation, Staniloae creates
the possibility of harmonising the concept of the ethnic with that of the social, i. .,
ethno-nationalism with communism. »Even Russian Communism, which put the
social problem in the most radical form, recognised the ethnic factor and counts on
it. The Russian state is a federation of national republics«. Therefore, »it is necessary
for us that the tendencies after the realisation of the much-desired social justice
and brotherhood be not to despise the ethnic factor, but [...] to associate it with the

social element«!'%4

. The Transylvanian theologians generally accepted very quickly
the fact that the new socio-political order of Romania must be approached from
the perspective of the presence of Red Army on Romanian territory. But there were
also theologians who, in this transitional phase, built their discourse independently
of the evolution in the ideological climate, namely by affirming the central ideas of
theological-political interwar discourse.

Nicolae Gorun, for example, points out that Christianity appeared and existed
in history independently of the socio-political factor, and this because its essence is
spiritual. Therefore, Christianity is primarily interested in man’s relationship with
God, more precisely in the »salvation in Christ, which transcends the politico-
economical-social framework«'*>. However, this dichotomy between history and
transcendence/eternity, or between material and spiritual, does not mean that there
is no connection between Christianity and politics. Gorun makes this case with
reference to anthropology. Man, he affirms, is »a bio-spiritual unit, in which the

102 See, for example, id., Biserica in vremurile noi, in: Telegraful Romén 68/41 (1944), p. 1; id., Pro-
prietatea, functie sociald, in: Telegraful Roman 68/72 (1944), p. 1; id., Sufletul muncitorului, in:
Telegraful Roman 68/76 (1944), p. 1; id., Biserica in noul orizont sociald, in: Telegraful Roméan 68/
97 (1944), p. 1; id., Crestinismul si viata social, in: Telegraful Roman 68/102 (1944), p. 1; COMAN,
Problema spirituald a muncitorului, in: Telegraful Roman 68/112 (1944), p. 1; VASILEsCU, Evolutia
vietii sociale, in: Telegraful Roman 114 (1944), p. 1.

103 Dumitru STANILOAE, Social si etnic, in: Telegraful Romén 105 (1944), p. 1.
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105 Nicolae GoruN, Crestinismul si formele politice, in: Telegraful Roman 89 (1944), p. 1.
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two domains meet and influence each other. So, if purely religious concern can take
one out of politics, so purely political-economic concern can atrophy the religious
element in man«!%. The solution to these extreme tendencies is to delimit the
spheres of competence, so that »politics recognises the essential-spiritual function
of Christianity and grants it freedom of action, without tending to replace it. Politics
can never replace the religious function, which is of a different nature«'?”. Based
on the same anthropological perspective, Gorun emphasises that, if the spiritual is
the responsibility of Christianity and the biological is the responsibility of politics,
and if the spiritual in man influences the biological, then »any political form must
feed on the sources of life that Christianity offers«. Moreover, »a political form has
as much good, as much perfection in it as it materialises from Christian spiritual
imperatives«'%. In other words, politics in itself cannot do the good; if it wants
to do the good, politics must transform the Christian moral/spiritual order into a
social order.

Gorun thus reaffirms the superiority of the religious over the political. He also
takes up the idea of the interdependence between the authentic Christianising of
society and the necessity of politics, an idea stated by Staniloae in his study Cele
doud impdratii (The Two Kingdoms). Indeed, Gorun states that »if all the individuals
of a society were truly Christians, if all lived under the power of love for God and
neighbour, the politico-socio-economic problem would solve itself. Political turmoil
testifies to a lack of Christian life«'%. Therefore, the criterion according to which
political forms must be evaluated is how much Christian love, how much love of the

10 Gorun thus affirms two central

neighbour there is in the decisions they make
principles of the theological-political discourse of the interwar period: the one
according to which the more Christian a society is, the less necessary are the politics,
and the principle according to which the state must collaborate with the church
to achieve the spiritual goal of a Christian society, namely salvation in the love of
Christ. Gorun’s conclusion is that the church supports any form of politics, which in
turn supports the realisation of the commandment of Christian love in society, but
this does not mean that the church identifies with any political form. The church
»does not belong to any party, social class, or historical epoch [...]. Itis independent.
Political forms change over time; the church remains the same and lasts over time«.
The influence of the church on politics is only an indirect consequence of its spiritual
mission and consists in Christianising politics by »intensifying the Christian life to

106 Ibid.
107 Ibid.
108 Ibid.
109 Ibid.
110 Ibid.
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such an extent that the political forms also feel its influence«'!!. Gorun’s reflections
or those of Emilian Vasilescu, for example, who postulated the idea of a Christian
state as an institutional objectification of the people’s religiosity'!?, are the last,
increasingly pale echoes of the theological-political discourse specific to interwar
Orthodoxism.

With the imposition by Moscow of Petru Groza government (6 March
1945-30 December 1947), a government in which the communists held important
positions!!?
Union. The parliamentary elections of 19 November 1946 were massively rigged
to make the communists the main political force in parliament!!4. The next steps
towards dictatorship were the dissolution of the PNL and the PNT in August 1947
and the forced abdication of King Michael, who left the country on 30 December
of that year. On the same day, the creation of the Romanian People’s Republic was
announced!!>. The proclamation of the republic practically meant the last essential
step by which the Romanian state was transformed into a totalitarian communist
state, inaugurating a form of political organisation that would be maintained until
the revolution in 1989.

, it became clear that Romania was turning into a satellite of the Soviet

In the Romanian communist state, the social actors were, as in any totalitarian
state, allowed to produce only that type of discourse, which confirmed the official
ideology. Indeed, totalitarianism is characterised by the monopoly of a single party
over political activity and over the ideology that becomes the official truth of the
state. In order to impose this unique truth, the state owns and uses a monopoly
on the means of persuasion (e. g., press, radio) and coercion'!®. The attitude of the
Romanian communist state towards religious organisations materialised in the law
of Cults adopted on 4 August 1948, a law that took over forms and concepts from

117

the similar law in the Soviet Union'". Article 6 specified that religious cults may

function freely if their practices and rituals are not contrary to the constitution,
security, or public order of the country. Priests who acted against the communist
public order were suspended or removed from office!!8. The effects of the religious
policy of the communist state were dramatic. For instance, between 1945 and

111 Ibid.

112 Emilian VASILESCU, Stat crestin, in: Telegraful Roman 68/86 (1944), p. 1.

113 Vladimir TISMANEANU, Stalinism for All Seasons. A Political History of Romanian Communism,
Berkeley 2003, p. 90; Dennis DELETANT, Romania under Communism. Paradox and Degeneration,
New York 2019.

114 TISMANEANU, Stalinism, p. 92.

115 Tbid,, p. 94.

116 Raymond AroN, Democracy and Totalitarianism, London 1968, pp. 193f,; see also Hannah ARENDT,
The Origins of Totalitarianism, New York 1951, pp. 392f.

117 Cristian VASILE, Biserica Ortodoxd Roména in primul deceniu comunist, Bucharest 2005, p. 209.
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1964 alone, the state sent 1,725 Orthodox priests to prison'!?. The Greek Catholic
Church (the largest church in Romania after the Romanian Orthodox Church) was
dissolved by a state decree on 1 December 1948 and all its bishops together with
numerous priests were sent to prison!?°,

It is symptomatic of the political monopoly and censorship imposed by the
state after 1948 that until 1989 the ROC’s theological discourse produced only
one truly important study on the relationship between religion/church and pol-
itics/state: Liviu Stan’s Relatiile dintre bisericd si stat. Studiu istorico-juridic (The
Relations Between Church and State. A Historical-Legal Study) that was published
in Ortodoxia. Revista Patriarhiei Romdne (Orthodoxy. Review of the Romanian
Patriarchate) in 1952. Stan’s personal attitude toward the radical political changes
since the late 1930s fits perfectly with his view of the church’s relationship with
various political forms. In the 1930s and 1940s, Stan was one of the most important
members of the intellectual elite of the Transylvanian Church and a supporter of
the Romanian extreme right (between 1937 and 1938, he was a member of the Iron
Guard). Under the National Legionary State, he became the head of the Department
for Religious Denominations'*'. From 1941 to 1948, he was professor of canon law
at the Theological Academy in Sibiu and after that, until 1972, at the Orthodox The-
ological Institute in Bucharest. For a while he worked as an adviser in the Ministry
of Cults'?. Given his ability to function equally well in radically opposed political
systems, it is not surprising that his 1952 study is built on the principle of church’s
adaptability to any of the political forms with which it interacts.

Stan’s study has as its premise the historicity of the church and the methodological
principle of the dissociation between the two aspects of its identity: the church as a
visible society and an expression of divine grace!?*. As part of society, Stan points
out, the church fulfils its mission in time so that it cannot ignore the continually
transforming conditions, in which human life occurs. »Neither believers nor the
church can work for salvation detached from the material basis of life, detached
from the earth and time«'**. Existing »in the flow of time and in its conditions,
the church »did not link its nature or its mission« to any particular historical epoch.
For church mission, the most important condition of man’s historical existence is

119 Ibid, p. 12.

120 See id., Intre Vatican si Kremlin. Biserica Greco-Catolici in timpul regimului comunist, Bucharest
2003.

121 Tonut BiLiuTA, Fascism, Race, and Religion in Interwar Transylvania. The Case of Father Liviu
Stan (1910-1973), in: Church History 89/1 (2020), pp. 101-124.

122 Mircea PACURARIU, Dictionarul Teologilor Roméni, Bucharest 1996, p. 412.

123 Liviu STAN, Relatiile dintre biserica si stat. Studiu istorico-juridic, in: Ortodoxia. Revista Patriarhiei
Romane 3-4 (1952), pp. 353-456, on p. 353.
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the »condition of the state«!?>. Stan highlights that the church relates to the state
in the same way as it relates to the other historical conditions that constitute the
specificity of a certain epoch. Thus, in the case of its relationship with the state,
»the church does not have a dogmatic axiom, but in fact is guided only by certain
principles which derive from its situation and work in time«'?®. Stan’s argument is
thus based on a theory of the historicity of anything human and implicitly of any
institutional action, which allows him to state the central principle of the church-
state relationship, namely adaptability. It must be emphasised that this is a one-way
adaptability, namely of the church to the state conditions, which excludes any claim
of the church to influence the decisions of the state and thus the social order. The
difference between this theological-political conception and the interwar one is
thus radical.

For Stan, the adaptability of the church is based, on the one side, on the lack
of a normative outlook on its relationship with the state and, on the other, on
the method in which the church sees itself within this relationship. In this sense,
Stan defines the church not from the perspective of theology, but from that of
social sciences'?’
society at the base of which lies, as the determining element, the Christian religious
faith, which unites all those who share it [...]. Therefore, in relation to the state,
the church must be seen just as it presents itself, as a visible society [...]«!?8. Stan
points out that, although the purpose of religious associations is transcendent, it
can only be achieved through efforts in the immanent conditions of earthly life.
That is why religious associations can ignore »neither the purpose nor the means
of the state«'?°. Stan emphasises that no religious organisation can identify with
the political organisation of the state because their nature, purpose, and means are
different!*. The church demands from the state only freedom of faith and freedom
of religious expression!®!.

If the definition of the church proposed by Stan belongs to the general field
of social sciences and does not reflect any ideological option of the author, the
definition he gives to the state is communist'*?. Thus the state is presented as a
political organisation that emerged from society’s division into social classes, in

. Thus, for the Romanian theologian, the church is a »kind of

125 Ibid., pp. 354f.

126 Ibid., p. 355.
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other words, to represent and enforce the power of the ruling class. Being result of
divided society into classes, it means that the state will disappear when society is no
longer divided into classes'*
interwar political theology is obvious: The principle »the more Christian a society
is, the less politics (and therefore the state) is needed« is replaced by the principle
»the more socialism the less state«. Moreover, Stan indicates that the Bolshevik
revolution of 1917 inaugurated a socialist order that was eventually accepted by
the church, which understood both that the socialist state respected its religious
freedom and that the church should not interfere in state politics'**. Thus, Stan
concludes, »only in the socialist order was the church field of activity precisely
delimited from that of the state«'*>. The difference between the theological-political
conception of the pre-communist period and this one is radical. Stan affirms the
state’s monopoly over politics and explicitly denies the church any political role.
Both in Stan’s conclusion and in the pre-communist discourse of the Transylvanian
theologians, the idea of religious-political authenticity can be identified; in Stan’s
case, however, it is not about recovering a practical model from the past, but about
the concretisation, hic et nunc, of a theoretical religious-political one. It is very
likely that, in the words quoted above, Stan refers to the religious-political model
of Enlightenment which promoted a strict separation between church and state.

. Again, the difference between this conception and

Conclusions

Stan’s discourse is not that of a political theologian (for him there is no relationship
between divine revelation and politics, or between divine authority and that of the
state), but of someone who supports the normative opinion of the secular state
towards the church. It is no coincidence that Stan’s study appeared in the same year
that a new constitution of the Romanian communist state was promulgated'*® (the
first was issued in 1948), a constitution which, for the first time in the history of
Romanian constitutionalism, did not refer to the Romanian Orthodox Church by
name. This did not, however, mean that the model of the Byzantine symphony had
been abandoned. Although there was no discourse on the theological legitimation
of the political order, on a practical level the relations between the ROC and the
communist state were very tight, as they had been with the previous political
regimes. The Byzantine symphony never ceased to be the frame of reference for

133 StAN, Relatiile, p. 361.

134 Ibid., p. 447.
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136 See Constitutia Republicii Populare Roméne din 1952, published by Camera Deputatilor (cdep),
URL: <http://www.cdep.ro/pls/legis/legis_pck.htp_act_text?idt=1454> (10-11-2023).
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the relationship between the two institutions. The strict separation between church
and state, which Stan sees materialised in communism, meant the annulment of
any political role of the church and, at the same time, a strict control of its activity
by the communist regime. In these circumstances, the church supported the official
ideological discourse of the state and its political actions, implicitly legitimising
them in front of the believers'?”. Thus it was inevitable that the totalitarian state
would control the public activities of the church, just as it controlled every social
actor. At the same time, it was inevitable that, based on the Byzantine symphony
pattern assumed by the church, the church would find ways to reach a modus vivendi
with the communist state.

After1989, the Romanian Church leaders justified their collaboration with the
communist regime, claiming that it was the only way that the church could survive
and continue its activity and thus be able to take care of the spiritual needs of the be-
lievers'*®. The premise on which the church bases this attitude is an anthropological-
social one and it is the implicit premise of the Byzantine symphony: The church
must be on good terms with the state because only in this way can the believer
maintain a balance between his roles as member of the church and member of the
state; a direct conflict between church and state would have the effect of a conflict
between the believer’s two social roles, and such a conflict would harm him and
the church community as a whole.

Whether what is being interpreted is the relationship between church/religion
and state/politics from the perspective of ethno-theology and the principle of
church autonomy, or the far-right and authoritarian regimes of 1938-1944, or the
relationship between church and communist state: All these are forms of what
Hans Blumenberg calls »work on myth«. In Blumenberg’s conception, myths are
narratives that were created by man out of the need to explain and thus control
»the conditions of his existence«'*?. Myths »are distinguished by a high degree
of constancy in their narrative core and by an equally pronounced capacity for
marginal variation. These two characteristics make myths transmissible by tradi-
tion«'4’. Each new generation reinterprets the myths — works on them - in order
to find ways to orient itself in the existential conditions of each new age. In the
three types of reinterpreting the Byzantine symphony, the idea of a close relation-
ship between church and state plays the role of a constant narrative core, and the

137 Lucian N. LEUSTEAN, Orthodoxy and the Cold War. Religion and Political Power in Romania,
1947-1965, London 2008; Olivier GILLET, Religie si nationalism. Ideologia Bisericii Ortodoxe
Romane sub regimul comunist, Bucharest 2001.
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marginal variations are, in this case, the contextual interpretations and justifications
of how the interaction between the two institutions takes place. This discursive
pattern is not only to the intellectual history of the Orthodox political theology
in Romania in the short twentieth century, but can be identified more generally
in the theological-political discourses of the national Orthodox Churches in the
post-Byzantine period.
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Regula M. Zwahlen

Towards a Negative Orthodox Political Theology?

The Russian Orthodox Diaspora in Western Contexts

Introduction

After the fall of communism, it was lamented that traditional Orthodox countries
showed »an ambivalence and incoherence when encountering the possibility of
[...] becoming liberal democracies«!, and there is no doubt that an elaborate Or-
thodox political theology »in the liberating and radical sense of the term« does not
exist?. There are many, mainly historical reasons for this. However, Paul Ladouceur
observed that

the dilemma facing Orthodox in liberal democracies at the beginning of the twenty-
first century was not dissimilar to that facing Christian thinkers in late imperial Russia:
How to support commendable social programmes and goals, and the noble ideas [...] of

democratic states without approving the secular philosophies which lay behind them??

Indeed, this question was of major concern for »progressive« religious intellectuals
in the first half of the twentieth century, like Semén Frank, Nikolai Berdiaev and
Sergii Bulgakov, who also were rather »ambivalent and incoherent« towards the
concept of democracy as such®. Nevertheless, it has been argued that in response
to the »theocratic« imperial state tutelage of the church in Russia, these thinkers
developed a Russian version of a »new political theology« that avoided the instru-
mentalisation of religion for political purposes®. In order to qualify this statement,
we need to take a closer look at their work in the post-revolutionary decades of the

—

Aristotle PApANIKOLAOU, The Mystical as Political. Democracy and Non-Radical Orthodoxy, Notre
Dame, IN 2012, p. 5.

Pantelis Kavarrziprs, Orthodoxy and Political Theology, Geneva 2012, p. 9, 53, 65f.

Paul LADOUCEUR, Modern Orthodox Theology. Behold, I Make All Things New, London 2019,
pp. 346f.

See Regula M. ZWAHLEN, Sergii Bulgakov’s Reinvention of Theocracy for a Democratic Age, in:
Journal of Orthodox Christian Studies 3/2 (2020), pp. 175-194.

Randall A. PooLE, Russian Political Theology in an Age of Revolution, in: Robin A1zLEwoop/Ruth
CoATEs (eds.), Landmarks Revisited. The Vekhi Symposium One Hundred Years On, Brighton, MA
2013, pp. 146-168, at p. 146.
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1920s and 1930s, especially considering the overall »pro-Hitlerian spirit [...] amid
the majority of the [Russian] emigration«®.

I will argue that the Russian philosophers in exile developed a »Negative Political
Theology«. They excelled in discerning the sore spots of existing political systems
and church-state relations but were reluctant to articulate positive visions of an ideal
Christian society. Nevertheless, their spiritual ideas were »full of political import«”
and rather clear about what a Christian social alternative to existing political systems
was not. Therefore, they can be likened to a »new political theology« that appealed
to traditions of negative theological thinking®. Facing the consolidation of the
Communist system and the rise of National Socialism in the 1930s, some Russian
thinkers kept developing concepts of individuality and freedom despite the strongly
anti-individualistic character of Slavophile or Orthodox discourse that usually
contrasts the person to the individual as well as communion to individuality®. It
is important to stress that they criticised the political concept of democracy not
so much because of its inherent individualism but from their fear of the »tyranny
of the faceless majority«'?, and because they refused to worship democracy as a
pseudo-religion aiming to solve all human moral problems!!.

Evert van der Zweerde has clarified that most Russian thinkers did not think
in terms of autocracy vs. democracy (or communism vs. capitalism), but in terms
of anthropocracy vs. theocracy, and that their sense of theocracy did not exclude
a positive attitude towards democracy'?. In addition, I suggest that - taking into
account Berdiaev’s, Bulgakov’s, and Frank’s main theological paradigm of man-
Godhood (chelovekobozhie) vs. God-manhood (bogochelovechestvo) — the opposite
of anthropocracy is not theocracy, but in their case »theanthropocracy«. Instead

6 Catherine BATRD, The »Third Way«: Russia’s Religious Philosophers in the West, 1917-1996, PhD the-
sis, McGill University, 1997, p. 432.

7 See Christopher STRoOP, »A Christian Solution to International Tension«: Nikolai Berdyaev,
the American YMCA, and Russian Orthodox influence on Western Christian Anti-communism,
¢. 1905-1960«, in: Journal of Global History 13/2 (2018), pp. 188-208, at p. 207.

8 Bernd WACKER/Jiirgen MANEMANN, Political Theology. History of a Concept, in: John K.
DowNEY et al. (eds.), Missing God? Cultural Amnesia and Political Theology, Berlin 2006,
pp. 170-181, at p. 178.

9 Vasilios N. MAKRIDES, Orthodox Personalism. In Favor of or Against Human Rights?, in: Elisabeth-
Alexandra DiamaNTOPOULOU/Louis-Léon CHRISTIANS (eds.), Orthodox Christianity and Human
Rights in Europe, Brussels 2018, pp. 239-272, at p. 241.

10 BAIRD, The »Third Way, p. 398.

11 See Novgorodtsev’s review of EJ.C. Hearnshaw’s »Democracy at the Crossways« (1918): Pavel I.
NovGoroDTSEV, Demokratiia na raspute, in: Sofia 1 (1923), p. 102, 104.

12 Evert van der ZWEERDE, Theocracy, Sobornost, and Democracy. Reflections on Vladimir Putin’s
Philosophers, in: Christoph SCHNEIDER (ed.), Theology and Philosophy in Eastern Orthodoxy,
Eugene, OR 2019, pp. 11-31, at pp. 24f.
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of emphasising the opposition between God and the human being (or the world),
they drew on the concept of human beings built in God’s image and likeness
substantiating a universal ontological potential for creative, Chalcedonian synergy'?.
In this view, even secular »anthropocracy« need not necessarily be fought as long as
humans do not claim to be God themselves and fight religion. They tried to »hold
on to the good« (1 Thessalonians 5:21) of any modern secular thought — be it the
Enlightenment, humanism, socialism, or democracy - and to integrate it in their
concepts of »theanthropocracy«.

For this contribution, I picked out some writings from a huge pile of debates
and texts written in the 1920s and 1930s and ready to be examined by those who
seek to learn from these Orthodox thinkers’ encounter with Western modernity.
I will trace the intellectual development of the »progressive« Russian Orthodox
thinkers in exile by highlighting some of their debates on monarchy, socialism, and
fascism.

The Post-Revolutionary Tasks of the Russian Diaspora

Lively debates about theocracy and church-state relations took place in Russia long
before 1917'. Eventually, the February Revolution heralded the post-Constantinian
era: the abdication of the tsar, the organisation of elections to the Russian Con-
stituent Assembly by the Provisional Government, the All-Russian Council of the
Orthodox Church in 1917, and the liberation of the church from state tutelage
was endorsed by a large part of the Russian society, including many Orthodox
theologians and priests who conceived of Easter 1917 as Russia’s resurrection as a
republic’®. The All-Russian Council almost enthusiastically developed new church-
state relations. The statement on »The relation of the church to the state« was the
only document the Council was able to publish on 2 December 1917'¢, and reflects
that the majority of the clergy and liberal politicians did not seek a complete sep-
aration of church and state. They advocated the »primacy« (pervenstvuiushchaia
Tserkov’) of the Orthodox Church in Russia instead of its former »dominance«

13 Regula M. ZwAHLEN, Das revolutionire Ebenbild Gottes. Anthropologien der Menschenwiirde bei
Nikolaj A. Berdjaev und Sergej N. Bulgakov, Miinster 2010, p. 357.

14 See ZwWAHLEN, Bulgakov’s Reinvention.

15 Pavel RoGosnyj, Die »Kirchenrevolution« von Méarz bis August 1917, in: Religion & Gesellschaft in
Ost und West 45/4-5 (2017), pp. 27-29, at pp. 271.

16 Aleksei BEGLOV, Das Landeskonzil der Russischen Kirche und die Revolution, in: Religion & Ge-
sellschaft in Ost und West 45/4-5 (2017), pp. 30-33, at p. 32.
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(gospodstvuiushchaia), but were determined not to violate the religious conscience
of adherents to different faiths'”.

Given the frontal attack on religion after the Bolshevist October Revolution,
which drove both »democrats« and »monarchists« into exile, the debates about
how to relate to the political sphere were to be continued by the Russian Orthodox
diaspora. As many put it, in Russia, theocracy was not replaced by democracy, but by
a »reversed theocracy, according to Sergii Bulgakov'®, or even by a »satanocracy«,
according to Berdiaev and Frank!®. Anton Kartashév, for a short period Ober-
Procurator of the Holy Synod under the provisional government in 1917, seemingly
coined »the formula that the Russian Church, after the council and the revolution,
had >come out of the Constantinian phase of its history«« in 1923%.

In the 1920s, several movements tried to attract the younger generation of the
Russian emigration, including the Russian Student Christian Movement (RSCM),
the Eurasian Movement, the fascist movement of Young Russians (Mladorossy), and
the movement of the National Bolsheviks. Apart from the RSCM, they all shared
a »strong nationalism, presented a program of social reforms, and claimed to be
of Orthodox inspiration«*!. In this context, the authors of »The Wayx, a review
strongly associated with the RSCM, Berdiaev’s Academy of Religious Philosophy,
and the St Serge Institute of Orthodox Theology in Paris, advocated the »primacy
of the spiritual principle«, but agreed on three rather political points: »Criticism of
the bourgeois spirit, rejection of both communism and capitalism, and rejection of
nationalism«*?.

Despite such rejection of nationalism, Put’ (The Way) was also keen to prevent
»denationalisation« and to bridge the gap between the Russian emigration and
religious people in Soviet Russia with the help of the Orthodox Church. That was
the first of the »post-revolutionary and not pre-revolutionary« spiritual tasks of the
Russian emigration listed in the very first issue of The Way in 1925%. The second
task consisted in establishing a community with Christians of all confessions in

17 See Konstantin KovyRrzIN, Pomestnyi sobor 1917-1918 godov i poiski printsipov tserkovno-
gosudarstvennykh otnoshenii posle Fevral'skoi revoliutsii, in: Otechestvennaia istoriia 4 (2008),
pp. 88-97.

18 Sergei N. BuLgakov, U sten Khersonisa, St Petersburg 1993, p. 149.

19 Nikolai A. BERDIAEV, Novoe srednevekove. Razmyshlenie o sud’be Rossii i Evropy [1924], in: Id.
(ed.), Smysl tvorchestva, Moscow 2004, pp. 545-628, at p. 572; Semén L. FRANK, Religioznye osnovy
obshchestvennosti, in: Put’ 1 (1925), pp. 9-30, at p. 28.

20 Antoine ARJAKOVSKY, The Way. Religious Thinkers of the Russian Emigration in Paris and their
Journal 1925-1940, Notre Dame, IN 2013, p. 243.

21 Ibid, p. 121.

22 Tbid., p. 248.

23 Nikolai A. BERDIAEV et al., Dukhovnye zadachi russkoi émigratsii, in: Put’ 1 (1925), pp. 3-8, at p. 5.
A youth movement called the »Post-Revolutionaries« was created by Iurii Shirinskii-Shikhmatov,
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the West. However, the West was considered to be exhausted, and the East was
expected to »gain more world importance than before«. The Russian diaspora’s
closer contact with the Western world was thus still conceived as a part of God’s
providence with regard to the »Russian mission« to guide humanity**. With regard
to the Russian diaspora, the review was supposed to fight on two fronts: against
secularist tendencies that wanted to engage in spiritual creativity outside and beyond
the Orthodox Church, and against ecclesial tendencies against any kind of new
creativity within the Orthodox Church?.

In the 1920s, the East-West divide still dominated the idea of preserving spiritual
Russian culture until the Soviet nightmare would be over, which was expected
to happen soon?®. The Russian emigration even compared itself to the Jewish
diaspora?’, having taken from its morally tainted homeland the elements of moral
renewal?®. Despite their strong emphasis on the spiritual dimension of their new
social, cultural, and historical activities, the editors of The Way were certainly
well aware of the political implications. So was their principal opposition, the
monarchist synod of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad in Sremski Karlovtsi,
which according to Bulgakov had remained »true to pre-revolutionary routine«*?,
and the »Eurasians«, who contrasted »Russia-Eurasia« to Western European culture.
However, the monarchist and Eurasian debates faded when the consolidation of
Stalin’s power in 1928 shattered anybody’s plans to return to their homeland®.
Shortly afterwards, the »debate on the limits of East and West disappeared from
the pages of the review«’!.

In the 1930s, The Way became a kind of »nonconformist workshop trying to
elaborate a third way« in search »for political alternatives to democracies that were

who believed in turning the dynamic spirit of the Soviet Union towards »genuine Russian humanism«
and published a journal called Utverzhdenie (Affirmation). See BAIRD, The »Third Way«, pp. 346f.

24 See Ana S1LJAK, Nikolai Berdiaev and the Origin of Russian Messianism, in: The Journal of Modern
History 88 (2016), pp. 737-763, at p. 737.

25 BERDIAEV et al., Dukhovnye zadachi, p. 7.

26 Marc RAEFF, Russia Abroad. A Cultural History of the Russian Emigration 1919-1939, New York
1990, p. 61.

27 BERDIAEV et al., Dukhovnye zadachi, p. 3.

28 ARJAKOVSKY, The Way, p. 6.

29 Nikita A. STRUVE, Bratstvo Sviatoi Sofii. Materialy i Dokumenty 1923-1939, Moscow 2000, p. 511.

30 ARJAKOVSKY, The Way, p. 34, 133, 192, 198f.; Paul L. GAVRILYUK, Georges Florovsky and the Russian
Religious Renaissance, Oxford 2013, p. 77. In 1929, the Eurasian movement split because of ideo-
logical differences over how to deal with consolidated Soviet power. See Stefan WIEDERKEHR, Die
eurasische Bewegung. Wissenschaft und Politik in der russischen Emigration der Zwischenkriegszeit
und im postsowjetischen Russland, Cologne 2006, pp. 58-60; Marlene LARUELLE, Les idéologies de
la »troisiéme voie« dans les années 1920. Le mouvement eurasiste russe, in: Vingtieme Siécle. Revue
d’histoire 70/2 (2001), pp. 31-46.

31 ARJAKOVSKY, The Way, p. 188, 200.
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neither fascist nor communist«*?, as well as economic alternatives to capitalism
and socialism. According to its editors, the old Russian imperial order had been
sinful and pagan rather than Christian, having permitted capitalist exploitation and
hence caused the rise of Bolshevism. For them, both systems were evil, and »on
their ruins« they wanted to build a Christian society>. Intellectuals like Berdiaev
and Frank identified not only a crisis of monarchy, but a »worldwide crisis of all
social-political ideologies and forms«**, since no-one could wholeheartedly believe
in socialism or democracy anymore®. According to Berdiaev, this crisis could
only be overcome by the »real realisation of true theocracy«, which would not be a
»simulation of a>Christian state«®, but the overcoming of the social-political chaos
by the creation of a new spiritual cosmos similar to the »complex and rich« spiritual
universe of the Middle Ages, but based on freedom instead of violence®”. However,
Berdiaev never elaborated on how his vision of a »foundation and consolidation
of state and society in religion« (instead of their separation) and »overcoming of
democracy« would actually work®. Instead, he expressed a rather prophetic view
of the rise of »strong powers, often dictatorial«, which »popular sovereignty« will
equip with »sacral attributes of power«®. In his view, Italian Fascism was a creative
phenomenon in contemporary political life which, like communism, embodied a
»will to life and will to power, an uncovering of biological force instead of law«*?,
a »transit from juridical forms to life itself«*!. Berdiaev considered this to be a
positive, but chaotic dynamic, which only a Christian society could transform into
a spiritual cosmos that guaranteed human freedom*?. Catherine Baird summarised
the vision of the »Third Way« thus:

32 Ibid., p. 199.

33 BERDIAEV et al., Dukhovnye zadachi, p. 8.

34 BERDIAEV, Novoe srednevekove, p. 624.

35 FRANK, Religioznye osnovy, p. 10.

36 BERDIAEV, Novoe srednevekove, p. 623.

37 Ibid., p. 557, 561, 567.

38 Ibid., p. 569, 625. With Berdiaev’s help and YMCA funding, Ilya Bunakov-Fondaminskii founded
the review Novyi Grad (New City) addressing the young emigres in order to discuss concrete eco-
nomic, political, and social issues (1931-1939), BAIRD, The »Third Way«, pp. 348f. See also Marc
RAEFF, [émigration et la »Cité nouvelle, in: Cahiers du monde russe et soviétique 29/3-4 (1988),
pp. 543-552; and Andrei SHISHKOV, »Novii Grad« kak Politiko-Teologicheskii Proekt, in: Trudy
Kyiivs'koii Dukhovnoii Akademii 36 (2022), pp. 159-168. Novyi Grad became the organ of the
»Orthodox Action« in Paris, a group devoted to the practical support of refugees, migrant workers,
and the unemployed.

39 BERDIAEV, Novoe srednevekove, p. 575.

40 Tbid., p. 560.

41 In contrast, Bulgakov emphasised the importance of the rule of law and the separation of church
and state. See ZWAHLEN, Bulgakov’s Reinvention.

42 BERDIAEV, Novoe srednevekove, p. 561, 567.
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The transformation [...] incorporated a spiritual conception of the divine worth of each
human being. A society must be created in which work had a creative purpose and
was not simply drudgery. Politics had to cease being the purview of elites, and instead
take into account the unique abilities and needs of each citizen in the land. The »third
way« embraced decentralization of powers in order that those most affected could make
decisions about their economy and their governance. It envisioned a Christian social-
ism or humanism which would be more righteous, but also more uplifting to personal

pride®.

Hence, the contributors to The Way did not initially develop a concept of democracy
because for them the church’s spiritual independence with respect to all types of
power was crucial.

Monarchism and Theocracy

The »theocratic« question — whether or not Orthodoxy was deeply related to monar-
chy — was widely debated in the 1920s*. According to Marc Raeff, »most émigrés
were monarchists in a vague, sentimental way, but were »split in several ways —
from radical reactionaries to moderate liberal constitutionalists«**. One of the
debates revolved around a book by the monarchist Mikhail Zyzykin defending
Tsarskaia vlast’ i zakon o prestolonasliedii v Rossii (Tsarist Power and the law of Suc-
cession to the Throne in Russia) (Sofia 1924) within the »Brotherhood of St Sophia«.
This group of exiled Russian professors and priests from Berlin, Prague, and Paris
stood in close contact with the RSCM, united by a concern for the preservation of
Orthodox theology, but was not politically homogeneous at all. They agreed that
they did not endorse the idea of legitimism*, but Pétr Struve still defended the
institution of monarchy, while Vasilii Zen’kovskii argued that the promotion of a
Christian culture was more important than the restoration of the monarchy. Georgii
Florovskii highlighted the tsar’s potential for corruption by »hard power«, and Niko-
lai Losskii denied an existential relationship between Orthodoxy and monarchism
and later wrote about the kinship of sobornost” and democracy*’. Bulgakov con-

43 BAIRD, The »Third Wayx, p. 366.

44 Arjaxkovsky, The Way, p. 104.

45 RAEFF, Russia Abroad, p. 8.

46 STRUVE, Bratstvo, p. 63.

47 Nikolai O. Losskir, Organicheskoe stroenie obshchestva i demokratiia, in: Sovremennye zapiski 25
(1925), pp. 343-355.
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cluded that the church must detach the principles of theocracy »from absolutism,
and somehow reconcile them with the principles of Popular Government«*8.

But not all Russian thinkers endorsed the political system of democracy in
the same way. In the very first issue of The Way, Frank and Berdiaev declared
that all known political systems had failed*. In The Kingdom of God and the
Kingdom of Caesar, Berdiaev drew on the distinction between God and Caesar
(Matthew 22:21) to explain that Christianity accepted the kingdom of Caesar - be
it monarchy, a democratic, or a socialist republic - as a necessity in order to pursue
its goals within the order of sinful nature®. The confusion of both kingdoms took
place in the Old Testament! and in the emergence of Christian statehood - be it
caesaropapism or papocaesarism: But theocracy is a universal, spiritual category,
while monarchy is a relative, natural category. However, Berdiaev considered the
establishment of a Christian statehood by Constantine not a misfortune, as »ratio-
nalist and Protestant sources« would have it, but an inevitable providential second
step in the destiny of Christianity, which was now followed by a third period, namely
secularisation. In this new period, Christians should not try to regain Christian
statehood, because »power in the hands of Christians is more than problematic«*2.
In order to keep the concept of theocracy free from political instrumentalisation,
Berdiaev suggested treating it in the light of negative theology™, so that from now
on, one could only say what theocracy was not.

Hence, in his view, first, theocracy was not a violent force calling for violent
changes, but changed the »internal order of the world«. Berdiaev drew on the
example of the pre-Constantinian Christians who accepted »power established by
God« (Rom 13:1), even if they suffered persecution. The subversive overcoming of
slavery by the early Christian idea of human brotherhood instead of upheaval served

48 Sergius BuLgakov, The Old and the New. A Study in Russian Religion, in: The Slavonic Review 2/6
(1924), pp. 487-513, at pp. 511f.

49 FRANK, Religioznye osnovy, p. 10. Frank elaborated on the universal principles of a Christian
society: solidarity, freedom, service (asceticism), tradition, theocracy (vs. democracy), authority (vs.
democracy, forced power), hierarchy (qualitative multiplicity), aristocracy (rule of the worthiest),
equality, and biunity.

50 Nikolai A. BERDIAEV, Tsarstvo Bozhie i tsarstvo kesaria, in: Put’ 1 (1925), pp. 31-52, at p. 33.

51 In contrast to Grigorii Trubetskoi’s account that there is a biblical foundation of monarchy,
Berdiaev observed a conflict between theocratic and monarchist concepts. Despite the theocratic
vocation of the Jewish people, they had succumbed to the temptation of deification of a king
(1 Samuel 12:19); Grigorii TRUBETSKOTL, Spor o monarkhii, in: Put’ 4 (1926), pp. 172-175, at p. 172;
Nikolai A. BERDIAEV, Dnevnik filosofa (Spor o monarkhii, o burzhuaznosti i o svobode mysli), in:
Put’ 6 (1926), pp. 176-182, at p. 178.

52 BERDIAEYV, Tsarstvo Bozhie, pp. 37-39, 48.

53 Ibid., p. 42.
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asan example®*. For them, theocracy had been a synonym for the kingdom of God in
its eschatological sense. Therefore, there was neither a Christian justification of the
Russian Revolution nor of restoration by force by emigrant right-wing monarchist
circles. In Berdiaev’s view, the monarchists dreamt about revenge, violence, and
bloodshed just like the German right-wing nationalists and the French nationalist
group Action frangaise, although the former at least hated Christianity, while the
latter instrumentalised the Catholic Church®.

Second, theocracy was not a political system. In theory, Berdiaev appreciated
Lev Tikhomirov’s book on Monarkhicheskaia gosudarstvennost’ (Monarchist State-
hood) from 1905, which was very popular at the time®, because of its »democratic
character with regard to social matters«. But he considered it as much a utopia as
papal theocracy and an ideal socialist structure. In practice, all monarchies became
tyrannies by using force. The state’s submission to natural law and divine justice in
the Middle Ages was replaced by pagan or »unlimited humanist absolutism, and
the universal idea of theocracy was replaced by nationalism”. In Russia, Peter I
had created a pseudo-Christian autocratic state, and the church hierarchy and the
passivity of the people were to be blamed for letting it happen. The corruption of
such »theocracy« became most visible when the last tsar put his trust in a man like
Rasputin instead of the church®.

Third, the concept of theocracy did not justify a church »sacrament of holy
royal power«*. The ecclesial anointing of the Russian Tsars as a »gift of the Holy
Spirit« introduced the kingdom of Caesar into the kingdom of God. It happened
because the church could not refrain from sanctifying the whole of human life,
including state power, but at a certain point it succumbed to the »great historic
temptation« of equating the kingdom of God with human power®. In Berdiaev’s
view, the anointing of the tsar corresponded to the same heresy of man-Godhood
as any other absolutisation of man in radical humanism and socialism.

54 See Sergij BuLGaKov, Die zwei Stadte. Studien zur Natur gesellschaftlicher Ideale, Miinster 2020,
pp- 211f.

55 BERDIAEV, Dnevnik filosofa, p. 180. Berdiaev criticised Jacques Maritain’s early sympathy for the mo-
vement and advocated the spiritual liberalism in the church. See Nikolai A. BERDIAEV, Katolichestvo
i Action Frangaise, in: Put’ 10 (1928), pp. 115-123, at pp. 122f.

56 Tikhomirov was a former revolutionary terrorist who — in search for social justice - became a
supporter of official Orthodoxy. See Anatoly KORCHINSKY/Oxana ZAMOLODSKY, The Terrorist
»Tigrykh« vs. the Monarchist Leo Tikhomirov. Why Tikhomirov »Stopped Being a Revolutionary?«,
in: Jens HERLTH/Christian ZEHNDER (eds.), Models of Personal Conversion in Russian Cultural
History of the 19th and 20th Centuries, Bern 2015, pp. 95-104.

57 BERDIAEYV, Tsarstvo Bozhie, p. 42, 44f.

58 Id., Dnevnik filosofa, p. 178.

59 Id., Tsarstvo Bozhie, pp. 34-36.

60 Ibid., p. 41, 43.
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And, fourth, theocracy did not correspond to a »godless democracy, for which
Berdiaev had »no sympathy whatsoever« because of »its faceless, anonymous for-
malism«®!, which has nothing in common with Christian society. Nevertheless,
Berdiaev came to rather surprising conclusions: In the new epoch, Christian so-
ciety must accept the truthfulness (pravdivost’) of secularisation and democracy
in the name of freedom®. No violent political system could claim to be Christian
and therefore any state system must be secularised. In this way, Berdiaev turned
upside down the monarchists’ claim that men need monarchy because of their
sinful human nature: Sin was the very reason why all human utopias fail, and since
democrats believed neither in primordial sin nor in the perfection of human nature,
democracy »is created for an imperfect and sinful condition«®*, making it quite an
appropriate system in this world. In short, Christians of the new post-Constantinian
period should accept secularisation and democracy as context, even if they cannot
strive for them as spiritual goals, because Christianity strives for the transformation
of the whole life.

Berdiaev’s second and third points triggered fierce opposition. In his Letter of a
Monarchist, A. Petrov deplored Berdiaev’s (as well as Bulgakov’s and Kartashév’s)
unjust condemnation of »Russian monarchist ideology«. For example, the »Highest
Monarchist Council«, founded in 1921 in Bad Reichenhall and led by Nikolai E.
Markov and Nikolai D. Tal’berg, could not be accused of supporting the old synodal
structure and of »religious nationalism«. Furthermore, the negation of the special
providential mission of Russian Orthodox Tsardom, likened to the »New Israel« in
many a church hymn, was a monstrosity in Petrov’s view, and the anointing of the
tsar belonged to the understanding of all Eastern churches. By no means could the
concept of tsarist autocracy in Russia be compared to the utopia of socialism. The
concept of a pious tsar as a servant of the Heavenly Father illustrates that there is an
eschatological, mystical meaning of monarchy: »The meaning of monarchy lies in
the constant personification of the religious-moral ideal that lives in the people by
the person of the monarch, in the personification of God’s justice«%*. Furthermore,
in contemporary Russia, the simple Russian people now resisted the satanic power
largely by gathering around the church, while the Russian people abroad were losing

61 Id., Dnevnik filosofa, p. 179.
62 1d., Tsarstvo Bozhie, p. 39. This is reminiscent of the words of the German constitutional judge Ernst-

—

Wolfgang Bockenforde, who explained the positive meaning of the secular state to conservative
Catholics in 1967 thus: »The liberal (freiheitlich) secularised state depends on premises which it can-
not guarantee itself. This is the great adventure it has undertaken for freedom’s sake« (emphasis added);
Ernst-Wolfgang BOCKENFORDE, Der sikularisierte Staat. Sein Charakter, seine Rechtfertigung und
seine Probleme im 21. Jahrhundert, Munich 2007, p. 71.

63 BERDIAEV, Tsarstvo Bozhie, p. 45.

64 A.PEeTROV, Pismo monarkhista v redaktsiiu zhurnala »Put«, in: Put’ 3 (1926), pp. 134-139, at p. 137.
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faith quickly. Therefore, the power of the Russian people nourished the faith in the
reconstruction of Russian Tsardom.

Berdiaev did not doubt the sincere religiosity of the Russian monarchists, but
thought that the monarchists in emigration hindered the overcoming of Bolshe-
vism in Russia. Especially the right-wing monarchists obviously did not accept the
separation of church and state endorsed by the All-Russian Church Council and did
everything to separate the Orthodox Church in Russia and abroad. Furthermore, he
did not find any foundation of a religious-mystical concept of autocratic monarchy
in Holy Scripture, least of all in the New Testament, where God reveals himself as a
father not as a monarch®.

In his remarks on the debate between Berdiaev and Petrov, Grigorii Trubetskoi
insisted that a monarch - as a human being — would always need to be sanctioned
by the church and preferred this kind of religious sanction to the will of the peo-
ple, the only source of power in democracy®. Berdiaev agreed that the Orthodox
Church should care for the realisation of God’s justice in the life of society and the
state, but he found little evidence that autocratic monarchy did a lot in this regard.
On the contrary, a lot of hate against Jews, leftists, members of the intelligentsia,
and adherents of other faiths could be found in right-wing monarchist sermons
and circles. Religious monarchism was not grounded on justice, but on lies and
insincerity, and hence caused secularisation®”. By supporting the political concept
of monarchy, the church succumbed to the temptation of Dostoevsky’s Grand In-
quisitor: It charged one person with the whole burden of freedom and responsibility
and took it away from the Christian people. But the time had come for each Chris-
tian to take the whole amount of freedom and responsibility on himself®®, since
the kingdom of God was the Kingdom of Christ and general royal priesthood®.
However, Berdiaev still insisted that he was not a democrat and on the relativity
of each political system. In his view, after »pre-revolutionary« pseudo-Christian
statehood, a »post-revolutionary« Christian society must get rid of juridical and
political forms and focus on its pre-Constantinian situation’’. Future church-state
relations were thinkable only as an external concordat, not as an internal goal of
Christianity. Christians should realise the kingdom of God eschatologically in each
moment of their lives as a transformation of the world into a new heaven and a
new earth, and »the Christian Church should finally stop relying on state power

65 Nikolai A. BERDIAEV, Otvet na pismo monarkhista, in: Put’ 3 (1926), pp. 140-144, at p. 141.

66 TRUBETSKOIL, Spor, p. 172.

67 BERDIAEV, Otvet, pp. 141-143.

68 Id., Dnevnik filosofa, p. 178.

69 Id., Tsarstvo Bozhie, p. 50. On »royal priesthood« in Bulgakov, see ZwAHLEN, Bulgakov’s Reinvention,
p. 185.

70 BERDIAEV, Dnevnik filosofa, p. 177.
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and develop its own energy from within. [...] People will gather around religious,
inner spiritual indicators, and not outer, political ones«’*.

Berdiaev believed in the coming of totally new forms of spiritual and social life.
Apart from temporarily accepting secularisation and democracy, his only practical
advice consisted in supporting unions of Orthodox workers instead of Orthodox
monarchy, because the new epoch would overcome capitalism by establishing a

new appreciation of the concept of »labour«’2.

Socialism and Social Christianity

The concept of work was closely related to Berdiaev’s and Bulgakov’s past as »Chris-
tian socialists«. New debates on socialism evolved after the »World Conference
of Life and Work« (1925) in Stockholm, which aimed, after the experience of the
First World War, at the social renewal of society through a common Christian
conscience’®. Among the Russian emigrants, the topic enjoyed a revival by the end
of the 1920s, when Bulgakov held lectures on »Christian sociology« (1927-1928)
at the St Serge Institute in Paris’*. Nikolai Klepinin taught a course on »The Social
Problems of the Contemporary World and Christianity«, Boris Vysheslavtsev gave a
lecture on »Socialism and Christianity« at the Academy of Religious Philosophy in
19297°, and in 1931, Fédor Stepun discussed the German theologian Paul Tillich’s
»Baselines of Religious Socialism« of 19237,

In the following, I shall present only a brief insight in these debates. In 1929, the
Soviet monthly journal Antireligioznik published unknown sources by the »Higher
Church Board in the South of Russia« from September 1920 in Crimea, just before
the last units of the White Army were defeated by the Red Army. In the journal,
Boris Kandidov, a specialist for the collaboration of the Orthodox Church with

71 Id., Tsarstvo Bozhie, pp. 51f.

72 1d., Dnevnik filosofa, p. 182.

73 ARJAKOVSKY, The Way, p. 169.

74 Sergei N. BuLgakov, Khristianskaia sotsiologiia [1928], in: Vadim V. Sapov (ed.), S.N. Bulgakov.
Trudy po sotsiologii i teologii, Moscow 1997, pp. 528-565.

75 ARJAKOVSKY, The Way, p. 129.

76 See Fédor A. STEPUN, Religioznyi sotsializm i khristianstvo, in: Put’ 29 (1931), pp. 20-48. In the
West, »Religious Socialism« emerged in Switzerland at the beginning of the twentieth century and
even became a political party (Bund der Religidsen Sozialisten Deutschlands) from 1926 to 1933
among evangelical Christians in Germany. The »Tillich Circle« published the Blitter fiir Religiosen
Sozialismus between 1920 and 1927 and the Neue Blitter fiir den Sozialismus. Zeitschrift fiir geistige
und politische Gestaltung between 1930 and 1933. Already in 1905, Bulgakov compared the social
demands by Swiss pastor Hermann Kutter and Vladimir Solovév. See Sergei N. BuLGAKOV, Bez
plana, in: Igor I. EvLaMPIEV (ed.), S.N. Bulgakov. Pro et contra, St Petersburg 2003, pp. 245-249.
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conservative forces, wrote about the »charlatan« Bulgakov’s task of formulating an
official church statement on the nature of socialism’’. Bulgakov, a former professor
of political economy, immediately commented on this in the Messenger of the RSCM.
He confirmed that he had been commissioned to draft such a statement, because a
priest called Vladimir Vostokov had called for socialism to be anathemised, which
Bulgakov strongly rejected. However, the statement had never been discussed or
adopted’®. Bulgakov’s comment received three public reactions, among them one
from Frank, which allow some conclusions to be drawn about the Russian thinkers’
new approaches to the old social question in an »apophatic« key.

First, socialism was not primarily an atheistic religion, but a socio-economic
system expressing a certain »truth«” with regard to social justice, which now took
centre stage in the ecumenical Life-and-Work-movement of »social Christianity«®.
In reply to a former member of the St Petersburg Christian Student Movement,
Baron Stackelberg, who insisted that social Christianity had nothing in common
with atheist socialism®!, Bulgakov suggested that an anathema on socialism would
do harm to the social gospel of the church. The church should fight socialism not by
negating atheism and socialism in the same breath, but by positively acknowledging
the latter’s practical, ethical importance®?. However, by its former indifference
with regard to social questions, the church had caused socialism’s close relation to
militant atheism.

Second, »social Christianity« did not promote a certain economic system. The
complexity of various forms of socialism and capitalism must be considered, and, in
Bulgakov’s view, the institutions of economic liberty and private property seemed
more suitable for social development than socialist state slavery. By citing a British
liberal’s words, »we all are now socialists«, Bulgakov supported »social regula-
tions of capitalistic industry« because capitalist exploitation was unacceptable
for the church®®. When Mr. Khilkov, a Tolstoian, accused him of a »soft« recon-

ciliation with capitalism that was not in line with the Sermon on the Mount®,

77 Boris KANDIDOV, »Dni pokaianiia« v Krymu v sentiabre 1920 goda (Istoricheskaia spravka po
neopublikovannym materialam), in: Antireligioznik 7 (1929), pp. 69-75, at p. 70.

78 Sergii BULGAKOV, Pravoslavie i sotsializm (Pismo v redaktsiiu), in: Vestnik RSKhD 1 (1930), pp. 7-9,
atp.7.

79 On »the truth of socialism« in Solovév, see Vladimir SoLovyov, Lectures on Divine Humanity,
Hudson, NY 1995, p. 3.

80 BuLgaKov, Pravoslavie i sotsializm, p. 9. Bulgakov explicitly mentioned his early works from 1903
to 1917.

81 A.SHTAKEL'BERG, Otvet professoru prot. S. Bulgakovu, in: Vestnik RSKhD 7 (1930), pp. 29f., at p. 30.

82 Sergii BuLcakov, Po povodu dvukh pisem, in: Vestnik RSKhD 7 (1930), pp. 25-27, at p. 26.

83 Id., Pravoslavie i sotsializm, p. 8.

84 A. KHILkov, Otkrytoe pismo v redaktsiiu »Vestnika, in: Vestnik RSKhD 7 (1930), pp. 30-32,
atp. 32.
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Bulgakov criticised Khilkov’s radical utopian claims and polemically reminded
him of having sent his letter »by state post, written on a typewriter from capi-
talist production for publication in a journal that is issued under the technical
and social conditions of the printing business etc. etc«®. In the same vein, Frank
criticised all concepts of utopia, revolution, and class struggle, while the two most
important principles of a Christian society were »personal freedom« and »social
solidarity«. In their name, both state-coerced socialism and capitalist economic
exploitation must be denied. The church’s task was to guarantee the balance of
freedom and solidarity, and economists and statemen should do empirical research
in this regard®.

Third, »social Christianity« does not deny historical institutions, least of all the
church. In response to Khilkov’s remark that Bulgakov should have stressed the
church’s responsibility for socialist atheism much stronger®”, Bulgakov criticised
Tolstoi’s »pious nihilism« that considered the church’s entire history to be antichris-
tian. The church, despite its social sins, was not the only reason for socialism’s nexus
with atheism, because the very source of atheism was the dialectic of the human
spirit between good and evil at work in any historical institution. In Bulgakov’s
view, instead of negating all cooperation, everybody should participate in the »com-
mon work of spirit and conscience, especially in the realm of social Christianity«
within existing institutions according to the possibilities and limits of one’s epoch®.
Emphasis on the historical relativity of all human institutions had always been of
great importance for Bulgakov. In another essay on The Soul of Socialism (1931),
Bulgakov referred to his book Two Cities (1911), in which, referring to Augustine,
he discussed the difficulty of distinguishing the civitas Dei from the civitas diabolica,
even within the (visible) church®, as well as the relativity of the church’ tasks in
this world: »The Christian ideal of the Kingdom of God is realised historically in a
whole series of alternating historical tasks: at the present time, one of these is the
attainment of social justice along with personal liberty«*°. Once that balance was
attained, the church would move on. Therefore, Bulgakov criticised Paul Tillich’s
appraisal of socialism as a »divine fact« (kairos) and called for a »careful and patient
examination of a situation as it has concretely developed before one makes a final
judgement«’!. In short, everyone is called to seek social justice for on€’s age in

85 BuLrgakov, Po povodu, p. 27.

86 Semén FrRANK, Khristianstvo i sotsializm, in: Vestnik RSKhD 4 (1940), pp. 15-19, at p. 18.

87 KuiLkov, Otkrytoe pismo, p. 31.

88 BuLGAKoOV, Po povodu, pp. 26f.

89 Id., Die zwei Stadte, p. 8.

90 Id., The Soul of Socialism, in: Rowan WiLL1aMS (ed.), Sergii Bulgakov. Towards a Russian Political
Theology, Edinburgh 1999, pp. 229-268, at p. 248.

91 Ibid., pp. 250f.
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a dynamic way, condemning neither socialism nor church history out of hand.
Because of the historical relativity of human institutions, Bulgakov would never
again link Christianity to a certain political or economic system, nor would he
condemn a »just cause« only because of its atheist or secular outlook.

Fourth, »social Christianity« was not based on a socialist, but on a Christian
anthropology. This important point was made by Frank in reply to Bulgakov, who
had not mentioned it in his response to Antireligioznik. In Frank’s view, socialism
was not only an economic system, but an anthropology that traced any human evil
back to social injustice, while in Christian social philosophy, social injustice was only
a part of the general evil in human relations in consequence of sin. From a Christian
point of view, no secular social order would prevent men from doing evil. Therefore,
a Christian rejects not only socialism’s »open« atheism as denial of religion, but
also its »hidden« atheism as denial of personal morality and social responsibility
of the human person, who in the famous Marxist view »is not creator of social
life [...] but the irresponsible >product« of his >milieu«®?. Like Frank, Bulgakov
had always criticised socialist anthropology for being based on sociologism and
economism that deny human liberty. In this regard he rejected not only communist
»compulsory collectivism« but also the capitalist »standardisation of human life«.
The latter, on the one hand, atomises society and leads to greater individualism,
while, on the other hand, it forcibly unites

these human atoms in the process of economic and national life - in the factory (indus-
trialisation), in cities (urbanisation), in national institutions (state centralism), and in
general the collectivisation of human life on the basis of the »general good«. This is what
can be designated as the socialism of concrete life, independently of its economic form
(so that in this sense the supremely rationalized society is perhaps no less »socialistic«

than the coercive regime of communism)®.

Bulgakov feared that atomised individuals would socialise anew around conflict-
ing interests and saw the only way to overcome such tensions »in ecclesial life«.
A Christian society should creatively tackle these challenges by searching for new
answers to the questions raised by

this hopeless conflict between the egocentricity of individualism and the sadism of com-
munism, between the soullessness of statism and the snarling of racism [...]. Yet it is only

the church that possesses the principle of true social order, in which the personal and the

92 FraNK, Khristianstvo i sotsializm, p. 16.
93 BuLrGakov, The Soul of Socialism, pp. 261f.
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collective, freedom and social service can be given equal weight and unified harmoniously.

It is itself this very principle, living sobornost™®*.

Fifth, the church as principle of social order must remain independent from any
political social order. In Bulgakov’s view, the church

is in fact apolitical - in the sense, that it can never identify its eternal values with any
relative or contingent task, or any historical institutions (as was once the case in Rus-
sia [...]). The church cannot be a party: it must be the conscience of a society, never using
humility as an excuse for compromise or indifferentism. But it cannot go along with the
secularist disintegration of social order; rather must its spiritual domination struggle

towards victory from within®®.

By the church’s »struggle for spiritual domination from within« Bulgakov meant
its mode of action under democratic circumstances: »The church’s methods of
influence change; the work is no longer done outside, from above, but from within,
from below, from the people and by the people [...] so that the church influences
the state in a democratic way«*°. It is true that in Bulgakov’s »apocalyptic« mindset,
a secular democratic system was not a goal to be achieved, but a temporary period
to be overcome. In his view, there was no neutral zone between atheist (or »pagan«)

97 — everything would sooner or later be qualified by the

and religious worldviews
»human dialectic, but this did not mean that anything »secular« automatically
belonged to the kingdom of evil. In the end, the »truth« of any just cause like
human liberty and social justice would find its roots in the church even if it was
first promoted by secular forces®®. These ideals would thrive if the church met them
with constructive criticism, but they might be distorted by the church’s indifference

or if they were forced to seek realisation outside the church®.

Fascism and Christian Universalism

Admittedly, Bulgakov’s, Berdiaev’s, and Frank’s positive statements about democ-
racy and secular culture were rather scarce. Therefore, their search for a » Third Way«
or »personalism« was sometimes perceived as »anti-liberal, anti-capitalist, and in a

94 Ibid., p. 264.

95 Ibid., pp. 256f.

96 BurGaxkov, The Orthodox Church, pp. 163f.

97 1d., The Soul of Socialism, p. 233.

98 ZWAHLEN, Bulgakov’s Reinvention, p. 181.

99 See the chapter on »Church and culture« in BuLgaxov, Die zwei Stidte, pp. 561-570.
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certain manner anti-democratic«'®. Several historians even believed to have found
fascist impulses in their ideas, because in their view, »any condemnation of >liberal
values< or »democracy«« was among the »clear signs of nascent fascism«'%!. Indeed,
the journals The Way and The New City declared outright opposition to fascism
only by the end of 1935, when the Russian thinkers in exile identified the common
threat of communism and National Socialism by using the same term for both:
totalitarianism'%?.

In order to get a broader picture of how the Russian thinkers in exile dealt with
fascism, it is revealing to look at some debates and publications of the year 1934.
After the victory of the Nazi Party and the appointment of Hitler as chancellor
in Germany, the overall sense of political crisis was prominently addressed at the
Eighth International Congress of Philosophy on »Philosophy and Life«, which was
held in Prague in September 1934 and attended by Semén Frank. Five of the twenty-
eight panels were dedicated to »The Crisis of Democracy«'%. Commenting on the
Congress, Frank discerned two ways of dealing with the problem of uniting life and
philosophy: either to »secularise« philosophy by adapting it to practical necessities
of life, or to »deepenc it by rising it to »the concrete religious wholeness of life«'%.
The split between »deep« and »secular« philosophy was represented by two greeting
addresses, one by Edmund Husserl, who in view of the impossibility of philosophical
unanimity called for independent free inner contemplation of thought, the other
by Ferdinand Ténnies, who considered »liberal principles« and positivism the only
way to counter »Caesarist autocracy« (a la Hitler) and spiritual chaos. According to
Frank, the congress” focus on »the crisis of democracy« was too political, and he
even agreed with the Italian Fascist Giovanni Bodrero that this crisis corresponded
to the crisis of the Enlightenment with its optimistic belief in humanity. He also

100 BaIRrD, The »Third Wayx, p. 399.

101 Ibid., p. 398.

102 Ibid., pp. 401f. In his autobiographical notes from 1939, Bulgakov proclaimed his »progressive«
principles of freedom and human dignity, and their irreconcilability with any kind of »totalitari-
anisme. See Sergij BULGAKOV, Aus meinem Leben. Autobiographische Zeugnisse, Miinster 2017,
p. 23.

103 Lutz GELDSETZER, Bibliography of the International Congresses of Philosophy. Proceedings
1900-1978, Munich 1981, pp. 33-36. Other Russian participants were Nikolai Lossky (»Die
christliche Weltauffassung als allseitige Synthese«), Sergius Hessen (»Das Prinzip der Totalitat
[tsel'nost’] in der Pddagogik«) and Georg Katkov (»Zur Widerlegung des Pessimismus auf metaph-
ysischem Gebiete«). There were no participants from the Soviet Union. According to Frank, Soviet
philosophy manifested its bankruptcy by its absence, while the participating Russians surprisingly
shared the same idea »of truth as universal plenitude and absolute unity« without prior consultation
among themselves. See ARjAKOVSKY, The Way, p. 349.

104 Semén FRANK, Filosofiia i zhizn’ (Mezhdunarodnyi filosofskii s’ezd v Prage), in: Put’ 45 (1934),
pp- 70f.
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criticised the French supporters of democracy for still adhering to their naive belief
in reason'®. Indeed, Bodrero’s diagnosis of a »crisis of the human soul« was close to
the diagnoses of the Russian thinkers!%. In Frank’s view, the strongest »democrat«
at the congress was not a philosopher, but the Czech minister for foreign affairs,
Edvard Benes, who emphasised spiritual freedom as the foundation of any social
life'"”. In his conclusion Frank stated a clash of the utilitarian-humanist and the
religious-philosophical philosophical tendencies, but appreciated at the same time
that at least among each of them national and confessional boundaries had been
overcome. Amid the Russian religious philosophers, the Catholics, especially Erich
Przywara, made the greatest impression'®®. In short, the positivism and negative
attitude towards religion by the French defenders of democracy was the main reason
why the Russian philosophers seemed to have more in common with Italian fascists.
However, Frank’s emphasis on spiritual freedom indicates that there were quite
crucial differences as well. In his conference paper, Frank highlighted the feeble
persuasiveness of all contemporary social outlooks (Anschauungen) in comparison
with Christian faith, the Renaissance, and the Enlightenment. Modern thought
should, in his opinion, escape from the »web of inadequate concepts« by bravely
facing the mystery of reality (in God). An adequate modern philosophy would start
from a »knowing state of not knowing« (wissendes Nichtwissen) and he suggested
Nicholas of Cusa’ docta ignorantia and »negative theology« as guiding principles
fora

philosophy of tolerance, not in the sense of formal toleration of misconceptions, but in
the sense of a factual (sachlich) recognition of the many-sidedness of truth, thus of the
relative justification of a variety of principles, hence in the sense of a conscious affirmation
of the coincidentia oppositorum. It is a philosophy of respect and love, in contrast to the

dominant tendency to despise and hate, to annihilate the enemy'®”.

Indeed, fascism’s hatred of communism was appealing to the »White« elements
of the diaspora who were committed to overthrow communism in Russia by any
means. Already in 1936, former White Army officers recruited emigres for a new
army allied with the Nazis and negotiated Hitler’s promise to restore the Russian

105 Ibid., pp. 71f.

106 Anatolii I. MAILOV, Russkaia religioznaia filosofiia v »Puti« (Vypusk 1). V protivostoianii k
fashizmu i paganizatsii, St Petersburg 1992, p. 15.

107 FRANK, Filosofiia i zhizn, p. 72.

108 Ibid., pp. 74-76.
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committee, Nendeln 1968, pp. 445-448.
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monarchy. In 1941, the Paris police intercepted pampbhlets of the Karlovtsi Synod
to »incite Russian refugees to join the ranks of the German army by fighting the
Soviets«!10. In that year, 35,000 people called themselves »Russian fascists« and
distinguished themselves from Italian and German paganism by their »Christian
fascism«!!!. In this light, maintaining a »third way« position became more and
more difficult. In the eyes of the majority of Russian emigration in France, the
»third way« philosophers were in fact »allied with the franco-masons of the Jew
world, and in the counter-espionage service of countries hostile to Germany«!!2,
The fact that Berdiaev’s Religious-Philosophical Academy, the St Serge Institute,
and The Way were mainly sponsored by the American YMCA as well as the Church
of England and Episcopal Church of the United States added to these suspicions'!>.

Other developments indicate that the Russian philosophers nuanced their »anti-
liberal« positions with regard to notions like »nation« and »people«!. First of all,
they followed the developments in Germany closely and considered the movement
of »German Christians«, who tried to align German Protestantism with Nazism,
to be a consequence of the religious crisis of Protestantism!!>. However, Semén
Frank (anonymously, because he lived in Berlin''®), commented on »the voices of
conscience in Germany« as a proof of Protestantism’s spiritual strength. He praised
Karl Barth’s open condemnation of the new perversions of Christianity in his »strict

110 Barp, The »Third Wayx, p. 403, 413f., 430-438. On the ambivalent attitude of the Russian Or-
thodox Church Abroad toward Nazi Germany, see Michael SHKAROVsKY, The Russian Orthodox
Church Outside of Russia and the Holocaust, published by the Historical Studies of the Russian
Church Abroad (ROCOR), 2016, URL: <https://www.rocorstudies.org/2019/12/07/the-russian-
orthodox-church-outside-of-russia-and-the-holocaust> (11-09-2023); Michail SHKkAROVSKIJ, Die
Kirchenpolitik des Dritten Reiches gegeniiber den orthodoxen Kirchen in Osteuropa (1939-1945),
Miinster 2004.
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sermon about the absolute otherness of God with regard to the world and culture«
and any particular ethnicity. But in Frank’s view, Barth was too unforgiving with
regard to Christians ready for compromise in order to save the church — which
reminded him of accusations against the Russian church in its tragic situation.
Criticising Barth’s disinterest for religious problems of historic life!'”, Frank praised
Friedrich Heiler’s sensitivity to such problems - especially for the Jewish question,
which made the »German Christians« invent fairy tales about Christ’s »northern
spirit«. As leader of the »High Church« movement (Hochkirchliche Bewegung) and
editor of Eine heilige Kirche (later: Una sancta), Heiler reminded the Protestants of
the distinction between God and Caesar and of the early Christians’ loyal citizenship
of Rome - with one exception: The refusal to worship the emperor should be the
only reason to become a martyr. If possible, Christians should concentrate on deeds
of universal love, especially »for those whom the world deprives of love, for the
persecuted and defamed of any sort, for those socially treated like outcasts«!8.

In his journal, Heiler published several articles about Jewish-Christian relations
(one of them by Frank!!'?), and among them an article about the Ostkirche und Ju-
dentum (Eastern Church and Jewry) by the German Orthodox convert Paul Hoecke,
who praised the strong condemnation of the Jews in the Orthodox liturgy'?°. By
this publication, Heiler wanted to throw light on »the loveless non-spirit« of certain
Christians, and it provoked a sharp protest by the team of the St Serge Institute
in Paris against the »unsatisfactory presentation« of the Eastern Churches” view
of Judaism. In an open letter, they condemned Hoecke’s »anti-Judaism and even
antisemitism on a cultural-national basis« by highlighting the antiquated character
of the quoted passages in the liturgy and emphasising a spiritual perspective on
Jewish-Christian relations'?!.

A further important development was that, in the wake of the World Conference
of Life and Work from 1925 in Stockholm, some Orthodox thinkers quite enthusias-
tically received Karl Barth’s dialectical theology as a »German theological renewal«
in contrast to the liberal Protestantism of the nineteenth century'?*. In its very
first issue in 1925, The Way published an article by the German theologian Paul
Tillich about Karl Barth’s rejection of Christoph Blumhardt’s religious socialism

117 Semén FRrANK [S.], Golosa khristianskoi sovesti v Germanii, in: Put’ 43 (1934), pp. 62-71,
at pp. 64-67.

118 Ibid., pp. 69-71.

119 [N.N.], Die Tragodie des Judentums, in: Eine heilige Kirche 4/6 (1934), pp. 128-133, published
anonymously »von einem Judenchristen«.

120 Paul HoEeckE, Ostkirche und Judentum, in: Eine heilige Kirche 4/6 (1934), pp. 168-173, at p. 173.

121 Sergius BurLGakoFr, Ostliche Orthodoxie und Judentum, in: Eine heilige Kirche 7/9 (1934),
pp. 266f., at pp. 266f.

122 Arjakovsky, The Way, pp. 169f.
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aiming at realising the kingdom of God on earth at the price of transcendence!?.

That was a well-known subject among Russian thinkers. Like Frank, Berdiaev wel-
comed Barth’s project, but criticised its secularised perception of God’s creation
(Entgottung der kreatiirlichen Welt), its humiliation of the human person, and its
emphasis on God’s word instead of God’s incarnation'?*. In the same vain, Vasilii
Zen'kovskii considered that Barth’s emphasis on the freedom of the church went too
far by negating any role of the church in history'?>. All in all, the Russian thinkers
were impressed by Barth’s approach but raised objections against his devaluation
of culture, history, and social life.

In addition, the Russian thinkers restated their emphasis on Christian univer-
salism. With regard to church-state relations, Frank expressed a clear sympathy
for the supranational universality of the Catholic Church. In a state, freedom of
confession should not only be formally acknowledged - as in Soviet Russia - but the
state should create conditions for freedom of confession to thrive. He considered a
multiplicity of national churches normal because of the church’s involvement in
human history, but in order to bridge all these worldly separations and diversities,
the church must never forget its »supranational unity«. In Frank’s view, it was the
only and indispensable condition in order to guarantee the freedom of the church,
and, in the context of an increasingly pagan world, it should enhance ecumenical
cooperation!?®,

In the context of the 1930s the notion of »paganisation« was used mainly to
describe the spiritual impact of the Nazi regime and as a synonym of »modern
zoological antireligious nationalism« and »secularisation«'?’. If earlier, the religious
philosophers had defended the value of the nation as a principle of variety against
socialist cosmopolitism and the class principle, they now emphasised the church’s
universality!?. Berdiaev highlighted this in his review of Kirche, Volk und Staat,
a volume by some German Protestants who did not participate in the Oxford
»World Conference on Church, Community, and State« in 1937 and bluntly negated
Christian universalism. In this context, Berdiaev also praised Catholic universalism

123 Paul TiLLICH, Dialekticheskaia teologiia, in: Put’ 1 (1925), pp. 148-154, at p. 148.

124 Nikolaj BErDJAJEW, Die Krisis des Protestantismus und die russische Orthodoxie. Eine Auseinan-
dersetzung mit der dialektischen Theologie, in: Orient und Occident 1 (1929), pp. 11-25, at pp. 16f.
See Andreas PANGRITZ, Die Rezeption Karl Barths und der dialektischen Theologie in der russischen
Religionsphilosophie, in: Susanne HENNECKE (ed.), Karl Barth und die Religion(en), Gottingen
2018, pp. 247-253.

125 ZENKovsKIL, Krizis protestantisma, p. 67.

126 Semén FRANK, Staat und Kirche in der 6stlichen Orthodoxie, in: Eine heilige Kirche 7/9 (1934),
Pp. 244-250, at pp. 245-247, 250.

127 StrOOP, A Christian Solution, p. 193.

128 MAILov, Russkaia filosofiia, pp. 51f.
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and humanism, as well as the work of Christian conscience done by those German
Protestants who »are capable of sacrifice and struggle«'?.

Allin all, the Russian philosophers’ engagement with European Christian thought
led them to overcome their own stereotyped visions of nations and confessions and
their own somewhat arrogant Russian Messianism, which was still on display in the
1920s. Their constant struggle against Eurasianist and Russian nationalist and fascist
views, but especially their insights with regard to the »German Christians« and the
French Action frangaise enhanced their awareness of the problem of nationalism
within the church'®, and, at least in Bulgakov’s case, of the importance of the rule
of law'?!,

Berdiaev’s Religious-Philosophical Academy closed in 1939 and the journals
The Way and The New City ceased publication while the St Serge Institute and the
RSCM survived and operated under harsh conditions of isolation. Certain people
linked to it were members of the Action Orthodoxe following the Nazi occupation,
132 Despite all of

their efforts to overcome the concept of restoration by a spiritual revolution, they
133

some of whom died as martyrs in German concentration camps

remained a minority within the Russian emigration

Conclusion

The »ambivalence and incoherence« with regard to the political system of lib-
eral democracy of those Russian Orthodox thinkers mainly considered to be the
»progressive« ones, cannot be argued away. But it can be better understood by
contextualisation and analysis of their argumentation. With regard to historical
context, one has to bear in mind that their main works were written before the
Second World War. For example, the current debate about the compatibility of the
Orthodox tradition and human rights discourse is often held without considering
that today’s human rights discourse is not a logical consequence of centuries of
(Western) intellectual history, but rather an unprecedented historical consequence

129 Nikolai A. BERDIAEV, Kirche, Volk und Staat. Stimmen aus der Deutschen Evangelischen Kirche
zur Oxforder Konferenz, Berlin 1937 [Review] in: Put’ 54 (1937), pp. 74-76, at p. 74, 76. See also
Forschungsabteilung des Okumenischen Rates fiir Praktisches Christentum (ed.), Kirche, Staat
und Mensch. Russisch-orthodoxe Studien, Genf 1937, with contributions by Berdiaev, Bulgakov
and others.

130 MarLov, Russkaia filosofiia, p. 49, 55.

131 ZwaHLEN, Bulgakov’s Reinvention, pp. 192f.

132 ArjaKOVsKY, The Way, pp. 521f; see Maria SKOBTSOVA, Pravoslavnoe delo, in: Novyi Grad 10
(1935), pp. 111-115.

133 BaIRrD, The »Third Wayx, p. 399, 415f,, 425.
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of (not only Western) common political decisions affer the devastating war experi-
ences in the twentieth century'*
Christians and Churches developed strong statements about the Christian foun-
dations of human rights only after the Second World War. Therefore, especially in
Berdiaev’s, Frank’s, and Bulgakov’s case, I suggest their intellectual development
might be compared with that of their Catholic friend Jacques Maritain. He under-
went a development from a rather anti-liberal personalism in the 1930s to a quite
new conjunction of the concepts of human dignity and individual rights after the
Second World War and became a founding father of the »Universal Declaration
of Human Rights« in 1948'% and of the declaration of Dignitatis humanae by the
Second Vatican Council in 1965'%°.

These Russian thinkers in exile took both the problem of sobornost” - the social
challenge of a »healthy« balance between the person, the individual, and commu-
nity — and the »post-secular« problem of the place of religion and the church in
modern secular societies seriously. As mentioned earlier, they did not elaborate
positive, easily applicable visions of a Christian society. After all, they knew their
own arguments against utopian visions of building a (socialist) kingdom on earth

. Moreover, it is well known that many Western

and against »theocratic« systems like Russian autocracy, the aspirations of power-
hungry church hierarchs and other totalitarian temptations far too well. In view
of the monarchist tendencies among the majority of the Russian emigration and
the rise of Communist and Nazi rule, they rather developed aspects of a »negative
political theology« in order to avoid the church’s political instrumentalisation in
the future. In their view, »theocracy« neither uses violence, nor is it a political or an
economic system. They insisted on the meaning of history and culture, historical
relativity of institutions, Christian universalism and the personal responsibility of
humankind to stand up for individual freedom and social justice using the political
instruments of their time. They mainly drew on theological concepts of humans
created in the image and likeness of God, the royal priesthood of all Christians, the
distinction between God and Caesar, and advocated for the freedom of the church
within the framework of freedom of conscience and religion.

134 Linde LINDKVIST, Religious Freedom and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Cambridge
2017, p. x.

135 Samuel MoYN, Personalism, Community, and the Origins of Human Rights, in: Stefan-Ludwig
HorFFMANN (ed.), Human Rights in the Twentieth Century, Cambridge 2010, pp. 85-106,
at pp. 85-87; MAKRIDES, Orthodox Personalism, p. 244, 270. Actually, »The Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights« is a good example for »negative political theology, because for the sake
of international recognition, the UN Commission on Human Rights deliberately, and after many
debates, abstained from metaphysical justifications. See Regula M. ZwaHLEN, Christliche Akteure
und Menschenrechte, in: Religion & Gesellschaft in Ost und West 46/12 (2018), pp. 8-10.

136 On Berdiaev’s role, see Gianmaria ZAMAGNI, Das »Ende des konstantinischen Zeitalters« und die
Modelle aus der Geschichte fiir eine »neue Christenheit«, Freiburg im Breisgau 2018.
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As for Berdiaev, seemingly the least »democratic« and most ambivalent thinker
of the Russian diaspora, he considered freedom of thought the emigration’s main
task'®. In his writings explored above, he only mentioned in passing that in the
new post-revolutionary period, secularisation and democracy provided the best
political conditions for such freedom. By claiming that secularisation was a sad
consequence of the religious autocracies’ failure'*®, Berdiaev was inconsistent with
regard to his own logic of providential historical development. If Constantine’s
confusion of God’s and Caesar’s kingdoms by introducing Christian statehood was
part of God’s providence, so was secularisation. Such ambivalence with regard to
secular politics, greeted in the name of freedom, but negated in the name of a »real
Christian society«, caused many further inconsistencies in Berdiaev’s and other
emigrants’ »political theologies«.

However, I suggest that if we take into account their theological works, their main
intellectual framework does not establish an opposition between theocracy and
democracy, but between anthropocracy and »theanthropocracy«. They redefined
»theocracy« in a way that any modern secular thought that stands up for universal
human dignity and social justice finds even stronger justification in their concept
of God-Manhood in the sense of God-human synergy, as long as it does not bluntly
deny or fight the concept of religion. On this basis, their »negative political theology«
contributed to what contemporary Orthodox theologians under new historical
circumstances are developing as a positive Orthodox political theology in terms
of »Chalcedonian politics«'*® or of an »Eastern Orthodox Christian Theology of

Secularism«40.

137 BERDIAEV, Dnevnik filosofa, p. 176.

138 Id., Tsarstvo Bozhie, p. 39.

139 Aristotle PAPANIKOLAOU, Overcoming Political Nestorianism. Towards a Chalcedonian Politics, in:
Martin G. PoursoM et al. (eds.), Grace, Governance and Globalization, London 2017, pp. 114-124,
at pp. 120f.; Nathaniel Woob, »I Have Overcome the World«. The Church, the Liberal State, and
Christ’s Two Natures in the Russian Politics of Theosis, in: George E. DEMACOPOULOS/Aristotle
PaPANIKOLAOU (eds.), Christianity, Democracy, and the Shadow of Constantine, New York 2017,
pp. 155-171, at p. 167.

140 Brandon GALLAHER, A Secularism of the Royal Doors. Toward and Eastern Orthodox Christian
Theology of Secularism, in: Aristotle PApANIKOLAOU/George DEMACOPOULOS (eds.), Fundamen-
talism or Tradition. Christianity after Secularism, New York 2019, pp. 108-130.
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Kristina Stoeckl

The Origins, Development and Diffusion of
»Political Hesychasmc«

Introduction

Hesychasm is a meditative prayer tradition practiced by Orthodox monks since early
Christian times. The practice was conceptualised theologically in the fourteenth
century by Gregory Palamas (1296/97-1359). Since then, Hesychasm has become
the object of numerous theological and philosophical treatments, in particular
during the »Silver Age« of Russian religious philosophy. But only in the mid-
twentieth century, under the unlikely conditions of Soviet communism and the
Cold War, do we find two distinctively political interpretations of Hesychasm by
the Russian philologist Gelian Prokhorov (1936-2017) and the Russian second-
generation émigré theologian John Meyendorff (1926-1992). This chapter outlines
the origins of »Political Hesychasm« in the treatments of Meyendorff and Prokhorov
and then traces the influence of this concept in contemporary Russian philosophy
and Orthodox theology. The focus lies on recent treatments of political Hesychasm
by Orthodox authors who have made the concept the ground for political arguments
about Christian Orthodox uniqueness and anti-Westernism. The chapter closes
with a discussion of contemporary treatments of political Hesychasm that resist
the trend of Orthodox anti-Westernism.

The Neo-patristic turn in Orthodox theology in the twentieth century has fre-
quently been criticised for ignoring the real social and political problems in con-
temporary societies and for failing, therefore, to develop an Orthodox social ethics
and a political theology that is up to the challenges of the modern world. The sharp
distinction made by Paul Valliere and Robert Bird between the Neo-patristic school
and the »modern theology« of the »Russian School« is a case in point for this
judgment!. This assessment overlooks, however, that the Neo-patristic turn has
also produced its own political theology: the theology of political Hesychasm.

Political Hesychasm is a topic that cannot be omitted from a publication about
»Orthodox Christian Political Theologies«. It represents one piece in of the puzzle

1 Paul VALLIERE, Modern Russian Theology. Bukharev, Soloviev, Bulgakov. Orthodox Theology in
a New Key, Edinburgh 2000; Robert Birp, The Tragedy of Russian Religious Philosophy. Sergei
Bulgakov and the Future of Orthodox Theology, in: Jonathan SuTTON/Wil van den BERCKEN (eds.),
Orthodox Christianity and Contemporary Europe, Leuven 2003, pp. 211-228.
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that is the contemporary panorama of political theologies in the Orthodox context.
The study of its history, development, and present-day usage illuminates important
facets of contemporary Orthodox theological thought. As I set out to offer, in this
chapter, a critical analysis of political Hesychasm, I can draw on several studies
that make my task easier. These are, first, the essay »Der Nordliche Katechon« by
Michael Hagemeister, who offers a broad contextualisation of political Hesychasm
in Russian Eurasian and Slavophile thought from the beginning of the nineteenth to
the twenty-first century?; second, a book chapter by Andrey Shishkov that contains
a critical appraisal of Hesychasm and Neo-Palamism in the context of contemporary
Orthodox theology’; and third, the book-length study by Daniel Payne of political
Hesychasm in contemporary Greek-Orthodox thought®. I also draw on a few short
texts and book reviews written by myself in the past and on first-hand debates with
two contemporary representatives of Hesychast studies, namely Sergei S. Horujy
(Khoruzhii) and Vladimir Petrunin®. This chapter does not present a completely
new argument with respect to any of these texts. Instead, it draws together the
different interpretations and debates elaborated in various languages (German,
Russian, English) and disciplines (history, theology, philosophy) in order to answer
the question where political Hesychasm as a concept comes from, where it stands
today and what practical implications it has for the self-understanding of Orthodox
Christians. With the exception of my references to Payne and Yannaras, who discuss
political Hesychasm in the Greek-Orthodox context, my focus in this chapter is
on Russia.

2 Michael HAGEMEISTER, Der »Nordliche Katechon« - »Neobyzantismus« und »Politischer Hesychas-
mus« im postsowjetischen Russland, Erfurt 2016.

3 Andrey SHisHKOV, Eastern Orthodoxy, Conservatism, and (Neo)Palamite Tradition in Post-Soviet
Russia, in: Mikhail SusLov/Dmitry UzLANER (eds.), Contemporary Russian Conservatism. Problems,
Paradoxes, and Perspectives, Leiden 2019 pp. 321-346.

4 Daniel PaYNE, The Revival of Political Hesychasm in Contemporary Orthodox Thought. The Political
Hesychasm of John Romanides and Christos Yannaras, Lanham, MD 2011.

5 Kristina STOECKL, Political Hesychasm? Vladimir Petrunin’s Neo-Byzantine Interpretation of the
Social Doctrine of the Russian Orthodox Church, in: Studies in East European Thought 62/1 (2010),
pp. 125-133; ead., Book Review: The Revival of Political Hesychasm in Contemporary Orthodox
Thought. The Political Hesychasm of John Romanides and Christos Yannaras, by Daniel P. PAYNE;
Vladimir PETRUNIN, Politicheskii Isikhazm i ego traditsii v sotsialnoi kontseptsii Moskovskogo
Patriarkhata, in: Journal of Contemporary Religion 26/3 (2011), pp. 499-502; Kristina STOECKL,
Book Review: The Globalization of Hesychasm and the Jesus Prayer. Contesting Contemplation, in:
Journal of Contemporary Religion 27/1 (2012), pp. 166f. Information about a seminar-discussion
with S. Horujy and V. Petrunin (in Russian): 3aceganue cemunapa. B.B. IlerpyHus, published by
the Institute of Synergetic Anthropology, URL: <http://synergia-isa.ru/?p=8604> (11-13-2023).
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I.  What is Hesychasm?

For a start and especially for readers who are new to the term »Hesychasmg, a clar-
ification is necessary. Hesychasm (from Greek hesychia, »stillness«) describes the
tradition of contemplative prayer in Eastern Orthodox Christianity. Hesychasm is
generally used as a shorthand for Orthodox asceticism, but more precisely it refers
to the practice of the »Jesus Prayer«. The Jesus Prayer is a psychosomatic prayer
and meditation technique, the origins of which go back to the desert fathers of the
first centuries of Christianity®. Through the incessant, concentrated repetition of
the name of Jesus Christ that follows the rhythm of the heart’s beating, the ascetic
is said to reach inner peace (hesychia) and freedom from all passions (apatheia),
and to experience an ecstatic vision of God (theoria). In the fourteenth century,
the question whether the sensual experiences that practitioners reported to have
gone through during prayer, like the vision of light or the perception of pleasant
smell, should be considered a true experience of divine reality or purely subjective
imagination, led to a divisive theological dispute. One the one side stood those who
insisted on the divine reality of the visions experienced during ascetic practices, on
the other side stood the sceptics, who considered the divine to be unknowable and
intangible. The first group was led by Gregory Palamas, a monk, theologian and
Archbishop of Thessaloniki in the late Byzantine period; the second by the theolo-
gian Barlaam of Calabria (ca. 1290-1348). It was in the context of this conceptual
struggle that Palamas developed his theological justification of Hesychasm. This
justification rested on the distinction between the divine essence, which is unknow-
able, and divine energies, which emanate from the divine essence like rays of light
from the sun and which are accessible to human experience. Palamas’ teaching
of divine energies was rejected as heretic by scholastic theologians in Rome, but
was recognised as a dogma by the Byzantine Orthodox Church in 1341, 1347, and
1351. Since then, Hesychasm has been considered a specific feature distinguishing
Orthodox theology from Western Christianity’.

In the popular book Why Angels Fall. A Journey through Orthodox Europe from
Byzantium to Kosovo, Victoria Clark documents the lived experience of Hesychasm
in Orthodox monasteries in Southeastern Europe®. Furthermore, in The Global-
ization of the Jesus Prayer, Christopher Johnson studies Hesychasm outside the

6 Christopher D. L. Jounson, The Globalization of Hesychasm and the Jesus Prayer. Contesting Con-
templation, London 2010, pp. 16f.

7 The description of the hesychast controversy in this paragraph is summarised from HAGEMEISTER,
»Der Nordliche Katechong, pp. 18-20.

8 Victoria CLARK, Why Angels Fall. A Journey through Orthodox Europe from Byzantium to Kosovo,
London 2001.
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Eastern Christian context, as one popular spiritual exercise among others that is
finding followers among urban spiritual seekers across the Western world’.

Whereas Hesychasm and the Jesus Prayer denote a religious practice, it is really
their doctrinal justification, Palamism, that assumes a political character. Political
Hesychasm interprets the theological struggle of the past between hesychasts and
scholastics as the intellectual backdrop to a confrontation between East and West
that is defined chiefly in political and cultural terms. The outcome of this struggle is
said to determine the history of Orthodox civilisation all the way from Byzantium
to contemporary Russia. I will discuss this interpretation of political Hesychasm,
the main focus of my contribution, in sections II and III. There also exists, however,
an alternative interpretation of Hesychasm and Palamism, which draws theological
conclusions from Palamism that are at odds with the prevalent anti-modern and
anti-Western political and cultural interpretation. I will call this approach »ethical
Hesychasm« and discuss it in section IV.

Il. Political Hesychasm in Byzantine and Russian Studies in the
Twentieth Century

The term »Political Hesychasm« was coined and explored in the 1960s and 1970s by
the Orthodox second-generation émigré theologian John Meyendorff (1926-1992)
and by the Soviet historian Gelian Prokhorov (1936-2017)'°. Meyendorff and
Prokhorov spoke of political Hesychasm in the historical context of political strug-
gles in Byzantium in the middle of the fourteenth century. From their theological
and historical perspective, political Hesychasm was the main answer to a historical-
political puzzle, namely to the question how the Orthodox Church survived the
fall of the Byzantine Empire.

After centuries of almost complete scholarly neglect, the study of Gregory Pala-
mas and his theology of Hesychasm was revived by Meyendorff, who wrote a path-
breaking dissertation about him'!. Meyendorff was a student of Georges Florovsky,

9 JoHNsoN, The Globalization of Hesychasm.

10 Daniel Payne gives a good overview of the early study of Palamism in the twentieth century. Among
the first scholars to study Palamas systematically were the Russian Bishop Basil Krivocheine, who
wrote the first major work on Palamas, published in Prague in 1936, and the Romanian theologian
Dumitru Staniloae, who in 1938 published The Life and Teaching of St Gregory Palamas, a work that
remained largely unknown due to a lack of translations from Romanian. Archimandrite Cyprian
Kern wrote in 1947 Elements of the Theology of Gregory Palamas. This was the literature on Palamas
available to the two students of Georges Florovsky, Vladimir Lossky and John Meyendorff, whose
major works have shaped Orthodox theology in the twentieth century in a Palamist key. See PAYNE,
The Revival, pp. 126-128.

11 John MEYENDOREEF, St Grégoire Palamas et la mystique orthodoxe, Paris 1959.
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the father of the Neo-patristic turn in twentieth century Orthodox theology; and
from the perspective of patristic theology, it was only to be expected that Pala-
mas and his teaching would also come under new scrutiny. In the panorama of
over a millennium of patristic literature, Palamas comes rather late — long after the
Orthodox Church defined its relationship to the Byzantine state and almost three
centuries after the culmination of dogmatic differences between Orthodox and
Latin Christianity in the schism of 1054. And yet, hardly any other theologian from
late antiquity to the end of the Middle Ages has inspired so many commentators
in the twentieth and even the twenty-first century. This is doubtlessly due to the
pivotal role he played in distinguishing Orthodox teaching from Latin scholasticism
in the crucial period of the fourteenth century, his influence on monasticism, and
the impact of his teaching on the religious and political life of late Byzantium.
Meyendorft uses the term »Political Hesychasm« to refer to a social, cultural, and
political programme carried out in the fourteenth century by prominent Byzantine
leaders, which had widespread influence in Slavic countries!?. According to Meyen-
dorff, the hesychast monks from Mount Athos promoted »new forms of Orthodox
universalism«!? that allowed Orthodoxy to survive even after the fall of the empire.

The [hesychast] revival was linked with catastrophic events [...]: the empire and the
cultural pride of Byzantium had been shattered by Latin conquests and the Turkish
challenge. There was no reliable anchor of salvation left except the Orthodox Church. But
the church’ strength was not seen in structures contingent to the empire, but rather in its

eschatological, mystical and ascetical traditions, maintained by monks'*.

Meyendorft credits the theology and practice of Hesychasm with preserving the
Orthodox Church at a time when its institutional structure, previously supported
by the Byzantine state, had been almost shattered.

This interpretation is echoed by the Soviet Byzantinist Gelian Prokhorov, who
first proposed the term »Political Hesychasm« in the mid-1960s'°. He distinguished
three periods of Hesychasm in Byzantine history: a »private [keleinyi] period«,
during which Hesychasm was practiced by monks, but did not have a larger societal

12 Id., Byzantine Hesychasm, London 1974.

13 Id., Rome, Constantinople, Moscow. Historical and Theological Studies, New York 1996, p. 43.

14 Ibid., pp. 41f.

15 Gelian PRokHOROV, Isikhazm i obshchestvennaia mysl’ v vostochnoi Evrope v XIV v, in: Literatur-
nye sviazi drevnikh slavian (Trudy otdela drevnerusskoi literatury) 23 (1968), pp. 86-108. See also
id., Etnicheskaia integratsiia v vostochnoi Evrope v XIV veke. Ot isikhastskikh sporov do Kulikovskoi
bitvy, in: Doklady otdeleniia etnografii 65/2 (1966), pp. 81-100; id., Kul'turnoe Svoeobrazie Epochi
Kulikovskoj Bitvy, in: Kulikovskaia bitva i podem natsional'nogo samopoznaniia (Trudy otdela
drevnerusskoi literatury) 34 (1979), pp. 3-17.
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impact; a »monastic [kinovialnyi] period«, in the mid-fourteenth century, which
saw the theological elaboration of Hesychasm in the dispute between Gregory
Palamas and Barlaam of Calabria; and a third period of »political [politicheskii]
Hesychasmg, from the mid-fourteenth century until the fall of Constantinople
in 1453, during which Hesychasm left the monasteries and became a social phe-
nomenon'®. At the end of a period of civil war in Byzantium, in 1347, all important
positions in the Orthodox Church of Constantinople were occupied by hesychasts,
i.e., followers of Palamas who had stood on the side of the winning party in the
civil war. In this period, Hesychasm became, in the words of Prokhorov’s student
Vladimir Petrunin, a »political factor of East European dimensions«'”. During the
first half of the fifteenth century, the Orthodox Church faced the option of union
with the Roman Catholic Church, under preparation at the Councils of Basel and
Ferrara-Florence. The union was supported by the last Byzantine rulers, in partic-
ular by Constantine XI Palaiologos, but it was fiercely opposed by the hesychast
clerics. Ultimately, this disagreement led to a break between the religious and secular
leadership of Constantinople, which contributed to its fall to the Ottomans in 1453.
The following quotes from Petrunin’s book are indicative of this interpretation:

The Orthodox Church preserved the purity of its teaching by burying the Byzantine
Empire, or rather, that what remained of it. The church preferred Turkish domination

over union [with the Roman Catholic Church]'®.

We see that the church did not ally itself passively with the politics of the emperor’s court
[...] it did not sacrifice the purity of its faith in a closer religious and political alliance
with the Catholic West".

In the last hundred years of existence of the Byzantine Empire, the church was the custo-

dian of the imperial idea, not the imperial court of Palaiologos™.

Both Prokhorov and Meyendorff concur that Hesychasm spread from Mount Athos
to the Balkans and Russia through the work of travelling monks and translations
of hesychast literature in Slavic languages. »Perhaps the most spectacular develop-
ment connected with the hesychast revival«, Meyendorff writes, »was the spread of

16 Vladimir PETRUNIN, Politicheskii Isikhazm i ego traditsii v sotsialnoi kontseptsii Moskovskogo
Patriarkhata, St Petersburg 2009, p. 31 (all translations from Russian are my own).

17 Ibid., p. 66.

18 Ibid.

19 Ibid., p. 69.

20 Tbid., p. 70.
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monasticism in northern Russia. St Sergius of Radonezh (ca. 1314-1392) was the
acknowledged father of this Northern Thebaid, as it began to be called«*!. Also in
the Russian context, Meyendorft writes, the hesychasts took on a political role:

In the spirit of the Byzantine hesychasts, his contemporaries, Sergius became involved
in the social and political life of the times. [...] He supported the unity of the Church of
Russia — whose dioceses were located throughout the bitterly feuding Principalities of
Moscow and Lithuania - and blessed Moscovite troops before their first victorious battle
against the Mongols (1380)%.

For both Meyendorft and Prokhorov, therefore, political Hesychasm was a the-
ological and a political programme, something that involved a specific religious
practice and determinate political action®. It is important to stress that for both
the main puzzle was the survival of the church in times of political breakdown,
namely, the endurance of a living practice and faith when the institutional struc-
tures that supported the church were shattered both by attacks from outside as
well as by a perceived internal weakness. The political Hesychasm of Meyendorft
and Prokhorov must, I believe, be read as much as a judgment on Orthodoxy in
late Byzantium and as a comment on the Orthodox Churches under communism
during the Cold War. For both scholars it seems to have been evident that, through
the teachings of Palamism, the Orthodox faith would resist communist atheism in
the monasteries and in theology.

Michael Hagemeister points to an important additional source for the study
of Hesychasm, in particular for Prokhorov. This is the philosophy of names
(imyaslavie), connected with the names of Pavel Florensky and Aleksei Losev**.
Prokhorov repeats an idea already developed by Florensky, namely that of a »new
Middle Ages« as an alternative to the Western Renaissance. The teachings of
Palamas are interpreted by Prokhorov as a »pre-Renaissance counter-Reformation«
or a specifically »Orthodox Renaissance«, one which does not emulate the
return to pagan antiquity of which the Western Renaissance is declared »guilty«.
Palamism, Hagemeister summarises, is understood to prepare the conditions for a
mystical-contemplative equivalent to rationalist, secular humanism?®.

21 MEYENDORFF, Rome, Constantinople, Moscow, p. 44.

22 Tbid,, p. 44.

23 Kallistos WARE, Act out of Stillness. The Influence of Fourteenth-Century Hesychasm on Byzantine
and Slav Civilization, Toronto 1995, p. 4.

24 Michael HAGEMEISTER, Imjaslavie — Imjadejstvie. Namensmystik und Namensmagie in Russland
(1900-1930), in: Tatjana PATZER (ed.), Namen: Benennung - Verehrung - Wirkung. Positionen der
europdischen Moderne, Berlin 2009, pp. 77-98.

25 HAGEMEISTER, Der »Nordliche Katechon«, pp. 20-22.
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Ill. Political Hesychasm in Twenty-First Century Russia

In twenty-first century Russia, after the end of the USSR, political Hesychasm has
received renewed attention. Proponents of political Hesychasm see the church in
a struggle with Western influences and with a Russian state and society that are
not sufficiently »resilient« in their Orthodoxy and liable to »succumb« to Western
influences. The main interpretative lines have not changed from the 1960s and
1970s, when Meyendorff and Prokhorov popularised the concept. Despite the
changed historical circumstances, the »lesson« of Palamism continues to appear
persuasive, at least to the contemporary interpreters of political Hesychasm I will
introduce below.

Vladimir Petrunin, a student of Prokhorov’s, has produced an updated version
of political Hesychasm for the twenty-first century. In Politicheskii Isikhazm i ego
traditsii v sotsial'noi kontseptsii Moskovskogo Patriarkhata, published by the Aleteiia
publishing house in St Petersburg in 2009, he argues that in the year 2000, more
than 500 years after the fall of Byzantium, the ideas of political Hesychasm had
found a new embodiment in the official document of the Russian Orthodox Church
The Bases of the Social Concept of the Russian Orthodox Church (hereafter referred
to as »Social Doctrine«), especially in the exposition of the principles that guide the
relationship with the state?®. For Petrunin, the Russian Orthodox Church is again
facing the challenge of fighting off Western influence, and political Hesychasm is
the intellectual armour to this effect. Disobedience to the state might be the only
means to achieve this goal. Prokhorov wrote the foreword to Petrunin’s study. The
frontispiece carries a blessing of the Metropolitan Ilarion (Alfeev), then still Bishop
of Vienna and Austria?’.

In his study, the author Petrunin draws a parallel between the late Byzantine
and the post-Soviet period. He demonstrates that the former was characterised
by the elaboration of the theology of Hesychasm in response to the influence of
Western scholasticism and humanism, while the latter, in Russia today, is charac-
terised by the formulation of an Orthodox social teaching in response to Western
secularism, liberalism, and capitalism. Petrunin explains in the introduction that
the book is a comment on the definition of church independence (the principle of
non-subordination, nepovinovenie) in the »Social Doctrine«. The »Social Doctrine«
was adopted by the Russian Orthodox Church in the year 2000 and was generally
perceived as an important step towards the church’s renewal and self-positioning
after the fall of communism. Church-independence was one important principle

26 PETRUNIN, Politicheskij Isikhazm, p 80.
27 'The summary of Petrunin on the next three pages follows my previous exposition in STOECKL,
Political Hesychasm.
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enshrined in the »Social Doctrine«. The precise definition can be found in sec-
tion II1.5, which I quote according to the official English translation on the website
of the Moscow Patriarchate:

The church remains loyal to the state, but God’s commandment to fulfil the task of salvation
in any situation and under any circumstances is above this loyalty. If the authority forces
Orthodox believers to apostatise from Christ and His church and to commit sinful and

spiritually harmful actions, the church should refuse to obey the state?.

Orthodoxy derives its authority from two sources, theology and tradition (predanie).
Petrunin explains the principle of non-subordination not on grounds of theol-
ogy, but on grounds of tradition, i. e., he looks for historical precedents of non-
subordination of the church vis-a-vis the state. He finds such precedents during
the last century of the Byzantine Empire: In that period, he argues, the Orthodox
Church developed an autonomous political standpoint and strategy vis-d-vis the
Byzantine rulers, whom it reproached for their collaboration with Western powers
and the Roman Catholic Church. The fact that the Patriarchate of Constantinople
did not go along with the emperors’ policy of rapprochement is interpreted by
Petrunin as a manifestation of the principle of non-subordination and political
Hesychasm.

In the second half of the book, Petrunin presents the Russian Orthodox Church
as the stronghold of Russian identity in the post-Soviet transition. The following
quotes amply exemplify this argument:

The end of the twentieth century saw the attempt to construct a new statehood of Rus-
sia on liberal values, elaborated in the framework of Western European culture. Russia
proclaimed itself part of the Western world, which led to the de facto denial of the inde-

pendent existence of an Orthodox civilisation, the centre of which was, after the fall of

the Byzantine Empire, Russia®’.

28 »The Bases of the Social Concept of the Russian Orthodox Church (Official Transla-
tion)«, Official Website of the Department for External Church Relations of the Moscow
Patriarchate, URL: <https://www.mospat.ru/en/documents/social-concepts/>. Because of ac-
cess restrictions imposed in the European Union on Russian propagandistic websites,
the official page of the Russian Orthodox Patriarchate was on 16 November 16 2023
inaccessible; see alternative on the website of the Russian Orthodox Church in Dias-
pora, URL: <https://russianorthodoxchurch.ca/en/the-basis-of-the-social-concept-of-the-russian-
orthodox-church/2408> (11-16-2023).

29 PETRUNIN, Politicheskii Isikhazm, p. 81.
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In exchange for Russian (russkii) Orthodox and Soviet communist universalism, there
arrived a Russian (rossiiskii) liberal globalism, which looked at Russia not as independent

centre in the world, but included it in the orbit of the Western civilisation>°.

It is entirely clear that only Orthodoxy is the guarantee for the independent existence
of Russia in the contemporary world. Today the Moscow Patriarchate is the one and
only organisation that has maintained millenary continuity over the entire course of

Russian history®".

In his foreword, Gelian Prokhorov writes that this book is »a warning« to the
government and to secular society. The warning consists in the fact that the Russian
Orthodox Church might deny — and may exhort its members to deny - support to
the Russian government in case this government should leave the path of truth as
defined by the Orthodox Church.

Today in Russia, just like 600 years ago in the Byzantine Empire, the Orthodox Church
is the only serious and organised opponent to the West and its secular values. [...] The
further movement of Russia down the road of secularisation could constitute a dangerous
precedent for the church to make use of its right to call the people to civil disobedi-
ence®.

Prokhorov even goes one step further, calling Russia »doomed« were it to forfeit
the church’s support. He writes that in periods where the state and the church were
in harmony - such as the period of Constantine the Great, that of Prince Vladimir
in the Kievan Rus’ and of Dmitrij Donskoj — »miracles could happen«, meaning
»the birth of a people« (etnogenez). The example of the fall of Byzantium showed,
in his view, just like the fall of the Romanov Empire and of the Communist Regime,
that when the church denied the state its support, this state was doomed>?. » The
author sees and shows«, Gelian Prokhorov writes about his student Petrunin,

the remarkable similarity between the situation of post-communist contemporary Russia,
having surrendered to the pressures of liberalism and globalisation, and the late Byzantine
period, re-established after overcoming sixteen hundred years of exploitation by the Latin
Empire. In the difficult political circumstances of the fourteenth and fifteenth century,

the Byzantine rulers and humanists gave in to the pressures from the West. Only the

30 Ibid.

31 Ibid., p. 82.
32 Ibid.,, pp. 122f.
33 Ibid., pp. 7f.
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Orthodox Church proved to be, then as now, the fortress that withstood this contaminating

influence.

With this book, Petrunin interpreted the political theology of the »Social Doctrine«
in a very different key from most other commentators. Several readers (including
myself*®) saw in the »Social Doctrine«, when it was approved by the Holy Synod
in 2000, a first step towards a genuine Orthodox social ethics in a modern key.
Rudolf Uertz, for example, wrote that »the document contains important impulses
for a constructive confrontation with the modern order«*®, and Konstantin Kostjuk
interpreted the »Social Doctrine« as an important step towards becoming more
modern and as a self-ascribed challenge for the church®. Alexander Agadjanian,
more cautiously, emphasised the ambivalence of the document between a pragmatic
social and a conservative political agenda®®. Upon reading Petrunin’s interpretation
of the »Social Doctrine, this conservative political agenda stands out very clearly. In
his reading, the »Social Doctrine« manifests the opposition of the Russian Orthodox
Church to the liberalisation, democratisation, and secularisation of the Russian
state. With the hindsight of almost twenty years since the publication of the »Social
Doctrine«, we can say that the anti-Western, anti-democratic Orthodox political
theology detected by Petrunin appears to have caught the gist of this document
more authentically than the optimistic, almost enthusiastic comments of observers
who saw in it, like Uertz, »a constructive confrontation with the modern order«.
Petrunin’s treatment of the »Social Doctrine« is couched in an interpretative
context not immediately associated with the politically pragmatic leaders of the
Moscow Patriarchate, but instead with the most conservative intellectual and fun-
damentalist clerical circles. The argument that the history of Byzantium presents
a »lesson« to the contemporary Russian state is commonly heard among con-
servatives in Russia. The most prominent example of this narrative was a tele-

34 Ibid,, p. 5.

35 STOECKL, Political Hesychasm.

36 Rudolf Uertz/Lars Peter ScHMIDT (eds.), Beginn einer neuen Ara? Die Sozialdoktrin der Russisch-
Orthodoxen Kirche vom August 2000 im interkulturellen Dialog, Moscow 2004, p. 95.

37 Konstantin KosTjuk, Die Sozialdoktrin der Russisch-Orthodoxen Kirche. Schritt zur Zivilgesell-
schaft oder Manifest des Orthodoxen Konservatismus?, in: Rudolf UerTz/Josef THESING (eds.),
Die Grundlagen der Sozialdoktrin der Russisch-Orthodoxen Kirche. Deutsche Ubersetzung mit
Einfiihrung und Kommentar, St Ottilien 2001, pp. 174-196; Konstantin Kostjuk, Die Sozialdok-
trin. Herausforderung fiir die Tradition und die Theologie der Orthodoxie, in: UERTZ/SCHMIDT
(eds.), Beginn einer neuen Ara?, pp. 67-74; Konstantin Kostjuk, Der Begriff des Politischen in der
Russisch-Orthodoxen Tradition, Paderborn 2005.

38 Alexander AGADJANIAN, Breakthrough to Modernity. Apologia for Traditionalism: The Russian
Orthodox View of Society and Culture in Comparative Perspective, in: Religion, State & Society 31/4
(2003), pp. 327-346.
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vision documentary, produced in 2008, which presented the history of the fall
of Byzantium in such terms. In this documentary, entitled Gibel’ imperii. Vizan-
tiiskii urok, Archimandrite Tikhon (Shevkunov) explains the fall of the Byzan-
tine Empire as a consequence of »inner weakness« and Western harmful influ-
ence and indirectly recommends a series of steps in order to prevent a repeti-
tion of history, for example the nationalisation of natural resources, the suppres-
sion of oligarchs, the safeguarding of the Orthodox faith against sects and prose-
lytism™.

To be precise, the term »Political Hesychasme« is not always used by authors
representative of this position, such as Alexander Dugin or Arkadii Maler. Even
though Dugin is the more well-known of the two, both have developed an ideology
of »Neo-Byzantism« according to which Russia is the »withstander« (katechon) to
Western expansion®’. Their interpretation of Palamism, Orthodox mysticism, and
the Byzantine legacy connects seamlessly to the views by Prokhorov and Petrunin
outlined above. The ideology finds a concrete application in the interpretation of
Crimea annexation by Russia*!. Maler wrote on his blog:

When the hesychast doctrine was established, Byzantium experienced the era of its decline,
and Moscow Rus, on the other hand, began to rise. [...] At the same time, St Sergius of
Radonezh founded the Trinity Monastery near Moscow, and the Kiev Metropolis finally
ceased to have the name of the Kiev and became the Moscow Metropolis, in the time
of Metropolitan Alexy (1354-1378). The triumph of Hesychasm occurred in the rise of
Moscow Rus; the last stronghold of independent Orthodoxy. And today, the return of

Tavria to Russia frees her from all the threats to canonical Orthodoxy in Ukraine - both

39 The website of the film, including an English version of the complete text, can be found at URL:
<http://vizantia.info> (11-13-2023).

40 See references in HAGEMEISTER, Der »Nordliche Katechon« as well as Marlene LARUELLE, Aleksandr
Dugin. A Russian Version of the European Radical Right?, in: Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars and Kennan Institute Occasional Papers Series 294 (2006), Single Issue; Anton
SHEKHOVTSOV/Andreas UMLAND, Is Aleksandr Dugin a Traditionalist? »Neo-Eurasianism« and
Perennial Philosophy, in: The Russian Review 68/4 (2009), pp. 662-678; Anton BARBASHIN/Hannah
THOBURN, Putin’s Brain. Alexander Dugin and the Philosophy Behind Putin’s Invasion of Crimea,
in: Foreign Affairs, p. 31 March 2014, URL: <https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russia-fsu/
2014-03-31/putins-brain> (11-13-2023); Mikhail SokoLov, New Right-Wing Intellectuals in Russia.
Strategies of Legitimization, in: Russian Politics & Law 47/1 (2009), pp. 47-75; Maria ENGSTROM,
Contemporary Russian Messianism and New Russian Foreign Policy, in: Contemporary Security
Policy 35/3 (2014), pp. 356-379.

41 T summarise this discussion of »Political Hesychasm« and the Crimea question from SHisHKOV,
Eastern Orthodoxy.
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Uniate influence and autocephalist schism. For those who care about which church they

join and which priest they confess to, this liberation is of absolute importance**.

In this view, the annexing of Crimea to Russia becomes a symbolic restoration of
the succession of Byzantium to Russia in modern times. Thus, Ukraine becomes
the territory where the clash between the New Byzantium and the West occurs.
For this reason, political Hesychasm also appeals to Russian nationalists. Egor
Kholmogorov lays bare the theologian-hesychasts’ idea of nation:

Did the hesychasts have, at the same time, their own idea of nation, which could be
opposed to pagan nationalism? Without a doubt, they did. It was the conception of the
»holy nation« [narod], animated by zeal for Orthodoxy, whose members arranged their
lives according to God’s Law, and in return, received God’s special blessing and special

powers of grace in all their being®.
The role of the »holy nation« is, of course, assigned to the Russians:

The greatest of the hesychast Patriarchs, Philotheos Kokkinos, the disciple of Palamas,
saw in the role of such a holy nation [...] Russians. [...] The Byzantine hesychasts quite
consciously singled out the Russians for their outstanding spiritual qualities, for the
unusual intensity of their spiritual life [...]**.

In this way, political Hesychasm becomes the basis for a nationalist ideology of
the chosenness of the Russian people. In the ideological cauldron of the Russian
extreme right, political Hesychasm is one influential ingredient.

IV. Ethical Hesychasm

Throughout this chapter, I have used the term »political theology« in the sense
of a theological approach to the political. It makes sense to speak about political
theologies in the plural as »the ways in which theology conceives of the relationship
of the church and of her mission to bring about salvation in relation to the political

42 Arkadii MALER, Palamizm i vovzrashchenie Tavrii, Personal blog of Arkadii Maler, 16 March 2014,
URL: <https://arkadiy-maler.livejournal.com/2014/03/16/> (11-20-2023).

43 Egor KHOLMOGOROV, Vizantizm kak Ideia [Byzantism as Idea], in: APN-Agenstvo Politicheskikh
Novostei Nizhnii Novgorod, 13 February 2008, URL: <http://apn-nn.com/113888-538205.html>
(11-13-2023), please note: the website ist insecure.

44 Tbid.
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sphere as a system of power and institutions«*>. Once we understand political
theologies as a variety or a range of stances which a religious tradition can take
vis-a-vis the »challenges of political modernity«*®, political Hesychasm stands out
as a conservative, anti-democratic, and anti-liberal Orthodox political theology;
it defines the radical right of the politico-theological spectrum in the Orthodox
context. The question that I want to consider in this last section is whether this
radical right politico-theological legacy is the only one possible from the starting
point of Hesychasm and Palamism? Or, to put the question differently, is the politico-
theological vision to come out of the Neo-patristic theology of Florovsky, Lossky,
and Meyendorft - or even Losev, for that matter — necessarily conservative, anti-
democratic, and anti-liberal?

A few Orthodox theologians have made Hesychasm and Palamism fruitful for a
different type of Orthodox political theology. Their works and contexts could not
be more different, they come from different churches and also belong to different
generations, but they both offer a critical approach to political Hesychasm. These
are, for the purposes of this chapter and without any claim to exhaustiveness,
the Russian Orthodox philosopher and theologian Sergei Horujy and the Greek
American Orthodox theologian Aristotle Papanikolaou.

Sergei Sergeevich Horujy (1941-2020) is a Russian theologian, philosopher, and
mathematician who has dedicated most of his intellectual career to the exploration
of Hesychasm*. With the inevitable background in pre-revolutionary Russian
religious philosophy, Horujy, influenced by Meyendorf’s books, soon began to elab-
orate Palamism in his original philosophical-anthropological key, which differed
significantly from the debates about imiaslavie still en vogue in the Moscow circle
of religious intellectuals around Losev*®. As already stated in the introduction, Or-
thodox theology has often been criticised for lacking systematic social teaching®,
leading some scholars to argue that we can speak of an Orthodox social ethics
only from the turn of the nineteenth to the twentieth century onwards, reaching its

45 Ingeborg GABRIEL et al., Introduction, in: Kristina STOECKL et al. (eds.), Political Theologies in
Orthodox Christianity. Common Challenges — Divergent Positions, London 2017, pp. 1-11.

46 These three challenges are: the religious-cultural disconnection (rupture), religious freedom (liberty),
and an anthropocentric public morality (mastery). See Kristina STOECKL, Political Theologies and
Modernity, in: Ead. et al. (eds.), Political Theologies, pp. 15-24.

47 The following two paragraphs follow my exposition in ead., New Frontiers in Russian Religious Phi-
losophy. The Philosophical Anthropology of Sergey S. Horujy, in: Russian Studies in Philosophy 57/1
(2019), pp. 3-16.

48 Sergey S. Horuyy, The Idea of Energy in the »Moscow School of Christian Neoplatonismg, in:
Norbert FRANZET al. (eds.), Pavel Florenskij. Tradition und Moderne, Frankfurt am Main 2001,
pp. 69-81.

49 Vasilios MAKRIDES, Why Does the Orthodox Church Lack Systematic Social Teaching?, in: Skepsis.
A Journal for Philopsophy and Interdisciplinary Research 23 (2013), pp. 281-312.
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first culmination in the works of Bulgakov>’. The strong ascetic tradition within
Orthodoxy has been singled out as the culprit for this »otherworldly focus« of
Orthodoxy, which prevented, as expressed Vasilios N. Makrides has put it, the
modern »ontological upgrading of this world at the expense of the otherworld«’!.
In the first two sections of this article, I have demonstrated that the ascetic tradition
has also given rise to a politically conservative formulation of political theology,
namely political Hesychasm. In this chasm between a lack of political theology and
a radical right political theology, Horujy’s work traces an alternative trajectory.

In one of his many articles, entitled Dve formatsii isikhastskoi étiki (Two for-
mations of hesychast ethics), he addresses the question of social ethics from the
perspective of Hesychasm®?. His main point is that Orthodox theology is able to
elaborate a social ethics, even if considered within a strictly ascetic framework.
Horujy distinguishes two formations of hesychast (i. e., ascetic) ethics. These two
formations correspond to two stages of ascetic practice. The first consists of with-
drawal from the world; it is guided by »a pull to the desert« (poryv v pustyne) and
is therefore anti-social. The goal of the solitary life chosen by the hermit was not,
however, mere individual salvation. Hesychast practice included a second stage of
ascetic practice, which assumed a return of the experienced ascetic to the world.

Up to this point, Horujy’s analysis of hesychast practice does not differ much
from the standard account given by Meyendorff or Prokhorov, who also make a dis-
tinction between the individual and the social phase of Hesychasm. Where Horujy
sharply differs from his two predecessors, however, is in his conceptualisation of the
»return« of the hesychast to the social world. Whereas in particular for Prokhorov
and for other contemporary enthusiasts of political Hesychasm this return cor-
responds to a programme that is defined first and foremost theologically (against
Western theology and humanism in general) and geopolitically (against the West),
Horujy elaborates the ethical aspects of this return. He associates the stage of return
in hesychast practice with an »ethics of burden sharing« exemplified by the tradition
of Russian eldership (starchestvo). Horujy takes this tradition at face value and turns
to original material and documentary accounts, in order to deduce from these texts
a concrete existential practice. Horujy writes that the communication put in place
by the elders anticipated modern day findings in psychology and psychoanalysis,
but the way the elders enacted these practices was sharply different from today’s
forms of counselling. In modern-day counselling the psychologist, psychoanalyst,
or counsellor remains detached from the patient and helps the patient to confront
his or her grievances autonomously. Horujy, by contrast, describes the elders as

50 VALLIERE, Modern Russian Theology.

51 MAKRIDES, Why Does the Orthodox Church, p. 292.

52 Sergei S. Horuyy, Dve Formatsii Isikhastskoi Etiki, in: Id. (ed.), Issledovaniia po Isikhastskoi Traditsii,
St Peterburg 2012, pp. 4-25.
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taking upon themselves the others’ grievances, literally at the expense of their own
personal health and well-being. He finds affinities between this idea of social ethics
and the ethics of responsibility of the French philosopher Emmanuel Levinas.

Horujy is highly critical of the concept of political Hesychasm, as evidenced in a
published exchange with Petrunin®®. There, Horujy states that political Hesychasm
contradicts Hesychasm as a spiritual-anthropological phenomenon and calls »com-
pletely unacceptable« the erasure of the dividing line between the spiritual and
the political. While he does not use the term himself, I would argue that we could
describe his position as an »Ethical Hesychasm«. The political implications of this
ethical Hesychasm are not spelled out in his works, but his personal distance from
the intellectual circles cited in section III gives evidence of the conclusions he has
drawn from his philosophy for his own personal political position®*.

One theologian who has, by contrast, made the political implications of an ethical
Hesychasm explicit is Aristotle Papanikolaou. In his book The Mystical as Political*,
Papanikolaou develops an Orthodox political theology on the basis of Palamism
that extends beyond a reflexive opposition to the West and a nostalgic return to a
Byzantine-like unified political-religious culture. The central element of Palamism,
in his reading, is the principle of divine-human communion. Papanikolaou con-
cludes that the ascetics of divine-human communion cannot be confined either
to the monastery or to the church, but that the whole world is the field where
divine-human communion and its imperative of love must be played out. »The
political community is not the antithesis to the desert«, he writes, »but one of the
many deserts in which the Christian must combat the demons that attempt to
block the learning of love«®. Shishkov interprets Papanikolau’s project as showing
»that a critically reinterpreted tradition of Palamism could be the groundwork for
protecting democracy and human rights from theological positions«>”.

53 See the protocol of a debate held in 2012, published by the Institute of Synergetic Anthropology,
URL: <http://synergia-isa.ru/?p=8604> (11-13-2023).

54 The Greek theologian and philosopher Christos Yannaras would agree with Horujy judgment that
political Hesychasm is a contradictio in terminis. Yannaras disagrees with the treatment of his work
offered by Daniel Payne in his book, which is subtitled The Political Hesychasm of John Romanides
and Christos Yannaras; see Norman RUSSEL, Metaphysics as a Personal Adventure. Christos Yannaras
in Conversation with Norman Russel, ed. by Christos YANNARAS, Yonkers, NY 2017, p. 79.

55 This is an argument first made by Andrey Shishkov, who has called the political Hesychasm outlined
in sections IT and III »romantic political Hesychasm« and what I call ethical Hesychasm in section IT
»critical political Hesychasme«.

56 Aristotle PAPANTIKOLAOU, The Mystical as Political. Democracy and Non-Radical Orthodoxy, Notre
Dame, IN 2012, p. 4.

57 SuisHkoV, Eastern Orthodoxy.
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Papanikolaou wholeheartedly endorses the attribute »political« for his interpreta-
tion of divine-human communion - in fact, for him »the mystical is the political«*®.
In light of the complex history of political Hesychasm outlined in this essay, it
should be clear that his »mystical as political« differs profoundly from and indeed
directly challenges the »Hesychasm as political« of Russian conservatives. Papaniko-
laou does not discuss the political Hesychasm of Meyendorff, Prokhorov, or their
contemporary interpreters in his book, even though he is no doubt aware of them
and of the ways in which the historical dispute between Palamas and Barlaam,
between Orthodox mysticism and Neo-scholasticism has been interpreted in ways
that fuel, to this day, Orthodox anti-Westernism and anti-liberalism. Papanikolaou’s
political theology of divine-human communion directly challenges this trend.

Conclusion

Political Hesychasm represents one piece in the puzzle that is the contemporary
panorama of political theologies in the Orthodox context. The study of its history,
development, and present-day usage illuminates important facets of contempo-
rary Orthodox theological thought. In sections II and III, I showed that political
Hesychasm in the Russian context today is confined to a conservative, far-right
intellectual sphere in which it is used as a justification for anti-Westernism, anti-
Liberalism, and even military aggression in eastern Ukraine. In section IV, I made
the argument that this political Hesychasm is not the only political theology possible
to emerge from an intellectual engagement with Palamism, citing two contemporary
authors and their works — Sergey Horujy and Aristotle Papanikolaou - in evidence.
I have discussed their approach under the heading of »ethical Hesychasme. In the
introduction, I started from the observation that the Neo-patristic turn in Ortho-
dox theology in the twentieth century has frequently been criticised for ignoring
the real social and political problems in contemporary societies and for failing,
therefore, to develop an Orthodox social ethics and a political theology that is up
to the challenges of the modern world. I argued that such an assessment overlooks
that the Neo-patristic turn has indeed produced its own political theology: the
theology of political Hesychasm. The aim of this chapter was to outline the meaning
of political Hesychasm, its contemporary uses, pitfalls, and alternatives.

58 PAPANIKOLAOU, The Mystical, p. 1.
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Sebastian Rimestad

In the Shadow of a »Big Brother«

Political Theology in the Orthodox Minority Churches from
Finland to Poland

Political theology exists wherever people think about the relationship between the
religious and the secular world. The peculiar Christian Orthodox version of such
thinking is most apparent in contexts where the Orthodox Church traditionally
commands a majority of the population. Nevertheless, there is political theology
also in the minority Orthodox Churches of the borderland between Russia and
Western Christianity. This contribution aims to show how the political theology
that develops in these contexts is influenced by the proximity to heterodox Christian
communities and the Orthodox minority’s situation. It does so in four steps. The
first section defines political theology for the purpose of this chapter and highlights
some important preliminary factors for the further analysis of political theology
in this context. Second, the official birth of the minority Orthodox Churches and
their growth in the first half of the twentieth century is analysed, before the third
section examines mostly successful attempts by the Soviet-controlled Orthodox
Church to bring them back in its fold. The final section looks at the post-Soviet
developments, which saw the rebirth of independent minority churches and the
diversification of political theology.

Political Theology

Political theology is, as already stated, theological thinking that considers the rela-
tionship between the religious and the secular world. In principle, then, political
theology is supposed to be the backbone of church politics. However, in the Ortho-
dox world, much more so than among the Western confessions, church politics is
often characterised by pragmatism and geopolitical considerations, which are then
justified in hindsight with reference to theological thinking. This has not always
been the case, however. In the run-up to the Union of Brest of 1596, for example,
theological reflection preceded political action. The union - between the Eastern
Orthodox and Roman Catholics in the territory of Poland-Lithuania — was prepared
in long theological discussions. These talks were initiated by the Orthodox bishops,
who argued that a) union was always desirable, b) it was their duty as shepherds to
make sure the flock was not discriminated, and that ¢) a union would help ward oft
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the »threat« posed by the Reformation. Moreover, d) they were dissatisfied with
recent developments in the relationship with the Patriarch of Constantinople!. It is
not always easy to distinguish church politics and political theology in this case,
but it is possible to trace the link between theological reasoning and subsequent
political action.

The retraction of this church union in those areas that belonged to the Russian
Empire more than two centuries later, in 1839, was much less clearly accompanied
by theological reasoning?. On the contrary, the Most Holy Synod of the Russian
Orthodox Church, together with the imperial administration, administratively
re-joined the Greek-Catholic dioceses to the Orthodox Church. They had the help
of local bishops, who had prepared the move through liturgical and educational
reforms, but the process was not really accompanied by theological argumentation,
other than the idea that the integrity of the Orthodox Church had been restored after
an aberrant development. The move was clearly a political project, which did not
even need to be justified theologically. The difference between the two events was
the political environment in which they occurred. Whereas the Union of Brest took
place within the multi-confessional Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania before it
had consolidated to a modern bureaucratic political system, the 1839 vozsoedinenie
happened within the modernised Russian Empire, where the Orthodox Church
was the ruling confession®.

In fact, the Russian Empire’s attitude to religion in general was characterised by
politicising Orthodox Christianity and delegitimising any other religious commu-
nity as foreign to the empire®.

New Independent Churches

All along the western border of the former Russian Empire, new states appeared
after World War I and the Bolshevik Revolution, which threw their Orthodox com-
munities into turmoil, with all but the Lithuanian Orthodox Church leaving the
jurisdiction of the Moscow Patriarchate by the outbreak of World War II. Develop-
ments in Finland, Estonia, and Poland were similar, whereas Latvia and Lithuania

—

Christoph SUTTNER, Die Anfinge der Brester Union, in: Id./Wolfgang Nikolaus RAPPERT (eds.),
Kirche in einer zueinander riickenden Welt, Wiirzburg 2003, pp. 339-370, at pp. 345f.

S}

Barbara SKINNER, Conversion and Culture in Russia’s Western Borderlands, 1800-1855, in: Yoko
AosHIMA (ed.), Entangled Interactions between Religion and National Consciousness in Central and
Eastern Europe, Brookline, MA 2020, pp. 29-49.

See also the contribution by Evert van der Zweerde in this volume.

W

See Cyril Hovorun, Political Orthodoxies. The Unorthodoxies of the Church Coerced, Minneapolis
2018, pp. 66-73.
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went their own ways. Nevertheless, there are important differences between all the
cases, needing a closer look.

Especially in the case of Finland, the decision to leave the jurisdiction of the
Moscow Patriarchate and embark on the road to autocephaly was clearly a political
project. Just as in the Balkans, where the secular governments had demanded
new autocephalous churches in the previous century, the Finns wanted a national
Orthodox Church, a second state church to stand alongside the Lutheran one.
In contrast to the Orthodox governments in the Balkans, however, the political
establishment in Finland was predominantly Lutheran. Nevertheless, it was eager to
limit the influence of its former masters (i. e., Russia) and thus took the initiative to
achieve church independence. Moreover, the relationship of the Finnish Orthodox
community to the new state had to be defined, especially as its funding from Moscow
suddenly broke away in the spring of 1918.

The government issued new statutes for the Orthodox Church in November 1918,
loudly protested by the only Orthodox bishop in Finland, Seraphim (LuK’ianov)
and the pro-Russian faction of the Finnish Church. The statutes proclaimed that
the Finnish government had the right to interfere in the organisation of the church
and its internal affairs®. As Russian protests did not die down and Archbishop
Seraphim refused to cooperate with the government and the Finnish faction of
the church, a government-sponsored delegation was dispatched to the Patriarch
of Constantinople. The Patriarch was considered the preeminent bishop of the
Orthodox Church and the only decisional factor capable to reorder church matters
in Finland, especially since official communication with the Moscow Patriarchate
was impossible. The delegation consisted of the Lutheran diplomat Emil N. Setélé as
well as the archpriests Sergei Solntsev and Herman Aav. The latter was an Estonian
designated to replace Archbishop Seraphim as the new head of the Finnish Church.

Itis difficult to say whether the struggle between Finnish nationalists and Russians
in the Finnish Orthodox Church, which has been termed a »spiritual civil war«®,
contains much political theology. The parties certainly tried to argue theologically,
but they did not develop a full theology on this basis. Archpriest Mikael Michailov
argued in 1919 that the government had acted like Jesus, hurrying across water to
help his disciples in need’, and Seraphim argued that he was canonically bound to
his superior, the Church of Russia.

The Russian tradition of politicising the Orthodox Church was still strongly
resonant with Archbishop Seraphim, who was eventually expelled for not satisfying
the requirement for Finnish civil servants to learn the Finnish language. He moved

5 Mika NOKELAINEN, Vahemmistovaltiokirkon synty [The Birth of a Minority State Church], Helsinki
2010.

6 Tbid., p. 279.

7 Tbid., p. 196.
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on to the Russian Orthodox Church Outside Russia (ROCOR) in Serbia, which in
many ways is the paramount example of politicised Russian Orthodoxy. During
World War II, he returned to the Moscow Patriarchate and became Exarch for
Western Europe after the death of Metropolitan Evlogii. There certainly is an element
of political theology in this path, but that is outside the scope of this chapter. As long
as he was still in Finland, his argumentation was less theological than nationalist
and conservative.

The Finnish delegation to Constantinople — which was in turmoil at that time
(1923) - argued politically once it got there. The Finnish Church needed indepen-
dence because it had matured enough and because the troubles in the Russian
Church made it impossible to stay in contact with it®. The delegation did not men-
tion the differences of opinion with Bishop Seraphim. When the Patriarch required
an episcopal mandate, Setéld argued that the Finnish Church statutes gave the
supreme power to the church assembly, not to the head bishop. Patriarch Mele-
tios IV answered that he was not really responsible for the Finnish Church, but
until normal relations with the Russian Church could resume, he was willing to
take the community under his protection. The goal of autocephaly was not attained,
but the autonomy that Patriarch Tikhon of Moscow had granted in February 1921
was replaced by a wider autonomy under Constantinople. Back in Finland, the
synod proceeded to write a letter to Moscow, explaining that they were now an au-
tonomous church, regarding Constantinople as their honorary head, which elicited
a brisk reply from Moscow. The Finnish eparchy was ordered to return to Moscow
jurisdiction, a threat that was followed by action only after World War II°.

In the Polish case, the point of departure was different, as the episcopate was
divided. The bishops all argued that the new political situation — independence
from Russia — required a new ecclesiastical basis — independence from the Rus-
sian Church. However, while some of them (Elevferii [Bogoiavlenskii] of Vilnius,
Panteleimon [Rozhnovskii] of Pinsk-Novogrudek and Vladimir [Tikhonitskii] of
Grodno) wanted strictly to follow canonical regulations, waiting for a Russian
local council to award them independence, others (Jerzy [Jaroszewski] of Minsk,
and Dionisii [Waledynski] of Kremenec) were more self-assertive and wanted to
proclaim autocephaly without waiting for a Russian decision.

At the same time, the secular government was also interested in a quick settle-
ment regarding the status of the Orthodox Church in independent Poland, and

8 Setild’s report of the journey is found in the Archive of the Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Helsinki, 44, J. See also Sebastian RiMEsTAD, The Challenges of Modernity to the Orthodox Church
in Estonia and Latvia (1917-1940), Frankfurt am Main 2012, pp. 90-92.

9 U.V.J. SETALA, Kansallisen ortodoksisenm kirkkokunnan perustamiskysysmys Suomen politiikassa,
1917-1925 [The Question of Establishing a National Orthodox Church in Finnish Politics, 1917-1925],
Helsinki 1966, pp. 178f. See also RiMEsTAD, The Challenges, pp. 94f.
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naturally supported the latter'®. Moreover, diplomatic talks between the Polish
representative in Constantinople and the Patriarchate were conducted from 1920.
At the behest of the Polish government, Metropolitan Jerzy was offered the vacant
see of Warsaw in 1921, the most important one in the country, and in June 1922 the
Polish bishops’ synod decided by three votes to two to break ties with Moscow and
to turn to Constantinople for autocephaly'!. The dissenting bishops were confined
to monasteries for alleged canonical transgressions. Elevferii of Vilnius later be-
came the metropolitan of independent Lithuania, the only country arising from the
former Russian Empire where the Orthodox Church did not leave the jurisdiction
of the Moscow Patriarchate. Elevferii was also Moscow’s Exarch for Western Europe
after 1934.

Later in 1922, Metropolitan Jerzy was assassinated by a fanatical pro-Russian
monk. His place was taken by Dionisii, while the government conducted talks
with Constantinople to achieve Polish autocephaly. Together with the other newly
consecrated government-friendly bishops, the nationalistic Metropolitan Dionisii
pushed ahead with efforts to establish autocephaly. However, due to the quick
succession of Patriarchs in Constantinople at the time (Meletios IV [1922-1923],
Gregorios VII [1923-1924], and Constantine VI [1924-1925]), the solemn declara-
tion of Polish Orthodox autocephaly came only in 1925'2. Dionisii argued that the
Russian Church would have accepted Polish autocephaly if it had had a legitimate
Patriarch. Here too the forceful reaction from the Russian Church came only after
World War II.

The Estonian Church was an intermediate case. The first ever ethnic Estonian
Bishop Platon (Kulbusch) had been murdered by retreating Bolsheviks in January
1919, after only one year in office!®. The Estonian Orthodox representatives were
eager to avoid being orphaned again. When Patriarch Tikhon was imprisoned
in 1922, the Estonian Orthodox Church, with its newly consecrated Archbishop

10 Andrzej Borkowsk1, Pertraktacje rzadu polskiego z patriarchatem ekumenicznym w sprawie przyz-
nania autokefalii Ko$ciotowi prawostawnemu w Polsce w latach, 1920-1923 [The Discussions of
the Polish Government with the Ecumenical Patriarchate Regarding the Autocephaly of the Pol-
ish Orthodox Church, 1920-1923], in: Antoni MIRONOWICZ et al. (eds.), Autokefalie Ko$ciota
prawostawnego w Polsce [The Autocephaly of the Orthodox Church in Poland], Bialystok 2005,
pp. 123-138.

11 The third vote in favour of the decision came from Bishop Aleksander (Inozemtsov), who had been
controversially consecrated Bishop of Lublin earlier that year. Archbishop Elevferii boycotted the
meeting. See Mirostawa PAPTERZYNSKA-TUREK, Miedzy tradycjg a rzeczywisto$cig. Panstwo wobec
prawostawia, 1918-1939 [Between Tradition and Reality. The State and Orthodoxy, 1918-1939],
Warsaw 1989, p. 111; see also Borkowski, Pertraktacje, pp. 129f; Edward D. Wy~oT Jr., The Polish
Orthodox Church in the Twentieth Century and Beyond, Lanham, MD 2015, p. 32.

12 PAPIERZYNSKA-TUREK, Migdzy tradycja, pp. 120-125.

13 RiMESTAD, The Challenges, pp. 81-86.
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Aleksander (Paulus) of Tallinn at its head, decided to ask for ecclesiastical inde-
pendence in Constantinople. Aleksander joined the Finnish delegation mentioned
above and received a tomos almost identical to the one for the Finnish Church -
autonomy within the jurisdiction of Constantinople'*. Unlike Finland, however, the
Estonian letter of explanation sent to Moscow never received an official reply, and
the Russian Church only reacted to Estonia’s jurisdictional switch at the outbreak
of World War II.

In all three cases, there is little political theology going on, the arguments tending
to be geopolitical and having little to do with theology. Occasional attempts were
made somehow to ground the argument on theological foundations, but these
were mostly ad hoc and commonplace statements, such as the imperative to keep
the church united, the Patriarch of Constantinople being the final arbiter in the
Orthodox Church, and appeals to his solidarity with the errant flock. There definitely
was no full-scale political theology developed in these communities at this juncture.

The Latvian case is also interesting, although on a different level. Archbishop
Janis of Latvia never officially left the jurisdiction of Moscow, as he claimed to
possess a document from Patriarch Tikhon granting the Latvian Church full eccle-
siastical autonomy'>. It is not clear what document he referred to, since no such
document has survived in any archive. Janis managed to direct all energy within the
Latvian Orthodox community towards fighting the strong communist tendencies
in Latvian society instead of the canonical link with the Patriarchate of Moscow
and its association with the Soviet Union. He used the church as a political platform
to rally against socialist ideas.

Archbishop Janis remained a political figure throughout the 1920s and was
elected to the Latvian parliament for three consecutive sessions. He fought against
the communists in the Latvian Social Democratic Party and for the rights of the
Orthodox Church on every occasion. However, there is little political theology to be
found in this context either, but rather political rhetoric with an Orthodox Christian
foundation'®. Janis was murdered in 1934 and has since been canonised as a martyr,
although it was most likely his political activities and not his faith that had him
killed. The Latvian Church also switched to the Patriarchate of Constantinople in
1936, but this was an entirely secular political project with little theological backing.
The discussion leading up to the switch emphasised canon law issues of hierarchies
and the need to have a bishop to trust. However, the most decisive role in the
decision was played by the new quasi-authoritarian regime in Latvia'”.

14 Tbid., pp. 91-96.
15 Ibid,, p. 127.

16 Ibid., pp. 127-129.
17 Tbid., pp. 159-175.
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Most of the developments within these »fringe churches« in the 1920s and 1930s
followed a similar pattern. There was much politics in the church and the church
was politically active, but there was little theological reasoning behind this activity.
At least not systematically written down by anyone. The Orthodox communities
were too concerned with reappraising their history in light of current political
circumstances or justifying their existence among other Christians to develop any
stringent and profound political theology.

The closest approximation to political theology may perhaps be found in the na-
tionalisation efforts of all of these churches. These included government-supported
measures to ensure linguistic and cultural conformity to the dominant national
community. The Fennicisation efforts in Finland were the most thorough ones,
including liturgy, church music, the calendar question, and the official language'.
The Russian element was to be completely eradicated. In Poland, the same strategy
was attempted, but it was met with staunch resistance from the Ukrainian Ortho-
dox, who opposed Polonisation, instead demanding Ukrainisation'®. Because of
generous rules of cultural autonomy in Estonia, there were distinct Estonian and
Russian communities within the Estonian Orthodox Church, each with their own
bishop. The two occasionally clashed, but mostly kept their distance, and most
Estonisation efforts were only applied to the Estonian community?. The Latvian
case again differed, since Archbishop Janis was able to stifle all internal conflicts
within the Orthodox community and focus on external enemies. Nationalisation
efforts were low-key in Latvia and did not generate conflicts until the end of the
1930s, when the situation was rather different.

The Post-War Era

World War II changed the entire picture. First, Moscow’s attempts to regain juris-
diction over these churches?! stimulated a debate within them about ecclesiology.
In most cases, this debate was brief. In Estonia and Latvia, for example, the Moscow

18 Timo FRILANDER, Valtiovalta, veniliiset ja kalenterikysymys, 1917-1923 [The Government, the
Russians, and the Calendar Question, 1917-1923], in: Ortodoksia 44 (1995), pp. 56-84; id., Ajanlas-
kukysymys ja Suomen kansallistuva ortodoksinen kirkko, 1923-1927 [The Calendar Question and
the Nationalising Finnish Orthodox Church, 1923-1927], in: Ortodoksia 46 (1997), pp. 80-103;
Maria TAKALA-ROsZCZENKO, The Nationalization of Liturgy in the Orthodox Church of Finland in
the 1920s-30s, in: Review of Ecumenical Studies Sibiu 9/2 (2017), pp. 154-172.

19 WynoT, The Polish Orthodox Church, pp. 26-29.

20 RiMEsTAD, The Challenges, pp. 181-199.

21 Daniela KALKANDJIEVA, The Russian Orthodox Church, 1917-1948. From Decline to Resurrection,
London 2015.
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takeover followed swiftly once the states had been incorporated by the Soviet Union
in the summer of 1940. The heads of the local Orthodox Church were invited
to Moscow in March 1941, where they publicly repented the »schism« they had
caused®*. It is difficult to say to what extent those statements were voluntary, for
as soon as the Germans drove the Soviets out of Estonia and Latvia later that year,
both church leaders retracted their repentance®.

During the German occupation, which lasted for three years, there were different
priorities, but Metropolitan Sergii (Voskresenskii), the Moscow appointee as exarch
for all three Baltic republics, tried to endear himself to the occupation authorities
by feigning distance from Soviet ideology. He wrote a long memorandum to the
German occupation authorities, in which he proposed an independent Orthodox
Church for the occupied areas, accusing the heads of the former Estonian and
Latvian Churches of political and nationalist motives, which he did not share?*.
Moreover, Sergii initiated the so-called Pskov Mission, an Orthodox missionary
endeavour in the German-occupied areas of the Soviet Union, which portrayed
the Nazis as religious saviours from the atheist Soviet regime®. The underlying
theology, however, was less political than missionary and opportunistic.

Also, further south, as Edward Wynot notes, »the actions of the Polish Orthodox
leadership during World War II did nothing to endear itself either to the Poles or
Soviets«?®. Instead, the Orthodox Church played an important role in the Germans’
strategy to conquer Eastern Europe. After the war, with Poland in the Soviet orbit,
the Moscow Patriarchate put pressure on the bishops to renounce their autocephaly,
as had happened in Estonia and Latvia. The long discussion ended in 1948, when
the Polish bishops publicly repented having turned to Constantinople two decades
earlier and were promptly granted autocephaly by Patriarch Aleksii I of Moscow in
return?’. In all these discussions, however, there was more concern with procedure
and formal lines of authority than with political theology.

The Finnish case was different, prompting Daniela Kalkandjieva to call the cor-
responding chapter in her book »The Finnish failure«®®. Discussions between the

22 Id., pp. 76-78; Andrei S6TS0V, Achievement of and Fight for Independence of the Orthodox
Church of Estonia in 1940-1945, in: Grigorios D. PApATHOMAS/Matthias H. PALLI (eds.), The Au-
tonomous Church of Estonia/LEglise Autonome Orthodoxe d’Estonie, Katérini 2002, pp. 285-305,
at pp. 290-295.

23 SoT$ov, Achievement, pp. 297f.

24 KALKANDJIEVA, The Russian Orthodox Church, pp. 122f.

25 K.II. O6o3HsIH, McTopws IlckoBckoii IlpaBociaBHO#E Muccuy, 1941-1944 rr. [ The Pskov Orthodox
Mission, 1941-1944], Moscow 2008; KALKANDJIEVA, The Russian Orthodox Church, p. 124.

26 WyNoOT, The Polish Orthodox Church, p. 58.

27 Ibid., pp. 62-64; KALKANDJIEVA, The Russian Orthodox Church, pp. 226-231.

28 KALKANDJIEVA, The Russian Orthodox Church, pp. 231-233; Juha RirkonNEN, Kirkko politiikan
syleilyssd [Church in the Embrace with Politics], Joensuu 2007.
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Finnish Orthodox Church and the Moscow Patriarchate after the war went on for
twelve years, but in the end, Moscow was not able to regain jurisdiction in Finland.
This was largely due to the Finns insisting on the need to confirm every move in
advance by a local church council. Unlike in Poland, the Soviet authorities were not
able to infiltrate and influence the proceedings of these councils. In 1957, Moscow
finally recognised Finnish autonomy under Constantinople as legitimate, and this
has been the status quo ever since.

It seems that the Finnish Church had, in the course of the inter-war period,
become accustomed to the Constantinople way of solving political questions,
which was less hierarchical than that of Moscow. The political culture in the re-
spective Patriarchates differed, and the Finns preferred the Constantinople way.
Again, this is not systematically expounded, but there are elements of a politi-
cal theology here, which have been touched upon by Finnish Orthodox theolo-
gians since then. However, because of the linguistic barrier, not much of this is
accessible to the non-Finnish reader. Moreover, the political theology that has
emanated from the Orthodox Church of Finland has primarily been about na-
tional identity.

The best-known Finnish Orthodox theologians are the two archbishops that fol-
lowed Hermann Aav in the post-war period. First, there is Archbishop Paavali (Yrjo
Omari, 1914-1988), who was archbishop from 1960 to 1987. Even though he had
Russian roots, he was a strong advocate for an independent Finnish Church. He was
among the main negotiators in the struggle with Moscow following World War II,
arguing that the Finnish Church had been de facto autocephalous since 1923 and
relations with the Russian Church would be better if it stayed that way®’. During
his episcopate, he delivered on this promise by pursuing a close relationship with
the Moscow Patriarchate and refusing to condemn the Soviet Union politically - in
keeping with the Finnish foreign policy of non-alignment. This role between the ide-
ological camps came to fruition during the Pan-Orthodox talks in Rhodes in 1964,
where Paavali acted as a mediator between positions. In the 1970s, the archbishop
wanted to push for formal autocephaly, after some disappointing experiences with
interference from Constantinople, but the project did not bear fruit®.

29 See id., Arkkipiispa Paavali - esipaimen ja jalleenrakentaja [Archbishop Paavali - Head, Shep-
herd and Reconstructor], published by ortodoksi.net, URL: <https://www.ortodoksi.net/index.php/
Arkkipiispa_Paavali_%E2%80%93_esipaimen_ja_j%C3%A4lleenrakentaja> (11-20-2023).

30 Paavali wished to take up friendly relations with the Orthodox Church in America (OCA) that
had been declared autocephalous by the Russian Orthodox Church in 1970, but this wish was
vehemently blocked by Constantinople, revealing the flawed Finnish self-conception of being de facto
autocephalous.
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His successor from 1987, Archbishop Johannes (Rinne, 1923-2010), was the first
convert leader of an autonomous Orthodox Church?®!. He had studied Lutheran
theology and converted only after completing his doctoral studies in 1966. He
was strongly influenced by Byzantine thought and reversed the policies of his
predecessor in relation to Constantinople. For Johannes, Constantinople was the
norm, not the Russian Church. As a result, discussions of autocephaly were toned
down and the relationship with Greek traditions grew. Since most of Johannes’
activities belong to the post-Soviet era, they will be discussed later on.

In the other churches, there was hardly any possibility of developing this kind
of independent political theology. In the Estonian and Latvian case, the reunion
with the Russian Church stifled everything that had flourished during the inter-war
period. Especially in Estonia, a similar preference for the political culture of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople had arisen - as in Finland -, but it had no chance
of survival within the Soviet Union. When the second Soviet invasion loomed in
1944. There was a mass exodus of Estonians and Latvians, including Orthodox
clergy and faithful, who settled in Germany, Sweden, and the Americas. While
the local Orthodox Church was fully subordinated to the Moscow Patriarchate,
ecclesiological thinking continued in exile, then often with a decidedly anti-Soviet
stance®?. In Poland, the marginalisation of the Orthodox Church and the socialist
suppression of church independence ensured a similar fate. The Orthodox Church
found an arena in the official socialist ideology of international peace but could not
develop any original theology™>. It was only after the end of the Cold War that new
possibilities arose.

Political Theology in the Post-Soviet World

The collapse of Soviet socialism enabled the churches around the Baltic Sea to
regain their independence. In the case of Latvia (and Lithuania), this meant becom-

31 Archbishop Johannes was awarded the honorary title of Metropolitan of Nicaea following his
retirement in 2001. See Johannes Nikean metropoliitta [Metropolitan Johannes of Nicaea], published
by ortodoksi.net, URL: <https://www.ortodoksi.net/index.php/Johannes_Nikean_metropoliitta>
(11-20-2023).

32 Andrei S6T80V, Eesti apostlik-6igeusu pagulaskiriku vaimulike kirjavahetus kodumaaga ja selle
kajastumine EAOK hiilekandjas Jumala Abiga 1950. aastatel [The Correspondence between Clergy
of the Estonian Orthodox Exile Church and the Homeland and its Reflection in the Journal Jumala
Abiga in the 1950s], in: Acta Historica Tallinnensia 10 (2006), pp. 178-192; Martin JuHKAM (ed.),
Eesti Apostlik Ortodoksne Kirik Eksiilis, 1944-1960 [The Estonian Apostolic Orthodox Church in
Exile, 1944-1960], Stockholm 1961; Alexander CHERNEY, The Latvian Orthodox Church, Welshpool
1985.

33 Wynor, The Polish Orthodox Church, pp. 69f.
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ing autonomous parts of the Moscow Patriarchate. Theological thinking in these
two churches remained intimately linked to that of the Russian Church, with one
exception. The Latvian Orthodox priest Janis Kalnins, who was charged with inves-
tigating the case of his namesake, the interwar Archbishop Janis, in order to prepare
his canonisation, started to question the legitimacy of the Moscow Patriarchate’s
jurisdiction in Latvia®*. His books are a mixture of autobiography, anti-Russian
polemic, and historical investigation. As such, they are probably the approximation
to political theology in the Latvian case. For Kalnins it is bad theological prac-
tice to have foreigners leading the local Orthodox Church, and he underlines the
benign beginnings of Orthodox Christianity in mediaeval and then nineteenth
century Latvia®> while condemning the political machinations of the Moscow Pa-
triarchate®. He refers to archimandrite Antonin Kapustin, who claimed that »we
[Russians] consider ourselves politically strong, thereby distancing ourselves from
the ecumenical church«*’. His outspokenness led to Kalnins being silenced and
defrocked by the Latvian Orthodox Church - even with the involvement Patriarch
Aleksii IT of Moscow™® —, but he continues to speak and write publicly*®. He claims
to have episcopal blessing, although it is not clear from whom.

In Poland, the post-Soviet era has not produced many famous Orthodox theolo-
gians. In relation to the national question, the Orthodox Poles are happy to be able
to celebrate both 1924 and 1948 as their date of birth, according to the narrative
needed at the moment. In their relations to Constantinople, the earlier date is
important, whereas for visitors from Russia, the church dates back to 1948. Such
a pragmatic stance cannot be attributed to a set political theology, however, but
rather to strategic considerations. However, in terms of national politics, the Polish
Orthodox Church pursues a strategic rather than theological path: The restitution
of previously confiscated property, minority politics, and religious instruction are
all issues, in which the Orthodox have a stake and for which they have fought
persistently throughout the 1990s and early 2000s*’. In terms of political theology,
the Orthodox Church of Poland is clearly oriented towards its »Big Brother, the
Catholic Church in Poland. In the Polish context, it is the Catholic Church that

34 Janis KALNINS, Process, Riga 2015; Olegs PELEVINS, leskats Latvijas Pareizticigas Baznicas vés-
turé [Outline of the History of the Latvian Orthodox Church], in: Latvijas Pareizticiga Baznica,
1988.-2008. gads [The Latvian Orthodox Church, 1988-2008], Riga 2009, pp. 46-51.

35 Janis KaLNINS, Latvju krusta cel$ [Latvia's Way of the Cross], Riga 2012.

36 Id., Latvijas Pareizticiga Baznica. Véstures komentars [The Latvian Orthodox Church. A Commen-
tary on History], Riga 2007.

37 Id., Process, p. 99, quoting Kiprian Kern’s biography of Kapustin from 1997.

38 Ibid., p. 96; PELEVINS, leskats, p. 50.

39 His autobiography appeared in the fourth edition in 2017. He has since then published several
biographies of nationalistic Latvian Orthodox clergy.

40 WynNoT, The Polish Orthodox Church, pp. 83-107.
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sets the agenda theologically, and the Orthodox Church largely follows it while
occasionally criticising the Catholic standpoint. At the same time, the question of
the Ukrainian and Belarusian minorities figures prominently in the publications
of the Polish Orthodox theologians, but with no distinct Polish political theology
discernible.

Following the autocephaly of the Orthodox Church of Ukraine in January 2019,
the Polish Orthodox Church reacted by not recognising the new church. It still
officially does not recognise it, remaining loyal to the Russian Orthodox Church.
However, according to commentators, this position is not widely shared in the
clergy and even among the bishops. Moreover, the wording of the official state-
ments is vague and leaves the door open to de facto recognition and subsequent
reassessment*!. A vague letter of support from Polish first-hierarch Metropolitan
Sawa to Metropolitan Onufrii, head of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, in mid-
December 2020 fuelled speculations that the Polish Church remained undecided,
which it officially denied*?. Anyway, there is more strategic calculus than political
theology in this line of action.

The Finnish Church is a different case. The political theology emanating from this
church, when it is not concerned with nation and Orthodox ecclesiology, is aligned
to the political theology of the Finnish Lutheran Church. This can, for example, be
observed in relation to gender questions and sexual minorities. Finland is a rather
liberal society, and the Finnish Lutheran Church is open to female priesthood and
same-sex relations. The local Orthodox Church also displays a different attitude
to these questions than that which is commonplace in countries with an Ortho-
dox majority. A public outcry was heard from across the Orthodox world after
metropolitan Ambrosius of Helsinki, another former Lutheran, invited the female
head bishop of the Finnish Lutheran Church to enter the altar of his cathedral in
2015 and ordered deacons to pray for her. Ambrosius was later reprimanded by
Patriarch Bartholomew of Constantinople, but replied calmly that:

I consider this to be not a warning but taking of a stand. It is quite clear that the Patriarch
of Constantinople lives in a different phase of church development compared to us. People
in Eastern Europe have not really learned about ecumenism, because they have lived so

long in an Orthodox monoculture. - I invited her there myself. She was in the altar room

41 Artur DEska, Polski Autokefaliczny Koscidt Prawostawny a Ukraina [The Polish Autocephalous
Orthodox Church and Ukraine], published by Kresy24.pl, 02-18-2019, URL: <https://kresy24.pl/
polski-autokefaliczny-kosciol-prawoslawny-a-ukraina> (11-20-2023).

42 For the letter, see MuTpomosuT IlosbcKuit CaBBa 3aT0OBOPUJI »BU3aHTUHUCKHUM SI3BIKOM, published
by Pycckas JIunms, 12-15-2020, URL: <https://rusk.ru/newsdata.php?idar=88629> (11-20-2023).
The repudiation was reported by RIA Novosti on 17 December 2020, URL: <https://ria.ru/20201217/
pravoslavie-1589800786.html> (11-20-2023).

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



In the Shadow of a »Big Brother« ‘ 319

to see how a priest is ordained in our church. She did not participate in the rituals. For
me, this is important interaction, and in our Finnish context this something completely
normal. — This is not a disagreement on the doctrine. This is about the openness of the
Orthodox Church, about whether we want to live in a ghetto or orient ourselves toward
the future. - The Orthodox Church has a fine relationship with the Lutheran Church. It is
important to maintain this relationship. - One can see a kind of phobia against feminism
in the Orthodox world. Women priesthood is something people are afraid of, although
this is an open question in the Orthodox Church. We have never taken a stand on women

priesthood, deciding that it will never happen®’.

Whether this really is political theology or rather lived ecumenism is debatable, but
it shows how the context shapes the way theologians frame their views.

The issue of same-sex relationships is also discussed in far more liberal terms
in the Finnish Orthodox Church than elsewhere in the Orthodox world. A report
from the conservatively-minded Finnish brotherhood of Saint Kosmas of Aitolia on
this issue maintains that this debate within the Finnish Church since the early 1990s
has lacked theological grounding in Orthodox tradition, instead going along with
developments in secularised society**. According to the report, homosexuality in
the Finnish Church is not discussed on a free theological basis, but is accompanied
by threats, public denunciations, and dishonest use of mass media on both sides.
The report concludes with the warning that »a deep-going change of the way of
thinking is going on in the Orthodox Church of Finland, in which catholic truth is
being replaced by Protestant individualistic thinking anchored to the spirit of the
world«*.

The above mentioned Metropolitan Ambrosius is singled out as the main propo-
nent of this change. At a gathering of the Finnish Council of Churches, he argued
that

Finland is a model country in inter-church cooperation. If the Finnish Orthodox Church
would have not been so much bound by international praxis, cooperation might be even
closer in Finland. We are the receptive part in the process; we follow the discussion going
on in the Lutheran Church. And it has had an effect on us, for instance, in regard with

43 This translation of Ambrosius’ explanation to a Finnish newspaper as well as a balanced analysis of
the event can be found in the article: Ambrosius, Metropolitan of Helsinki, published by Wikipedia,
URL: <https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ Ambrosius,_Metropolitan_of_Helsinki> (11-20-2023).

44 The Brotherhood of Saint Kosmas of Aitolia, A Report on the Homosexuality Debate in the Orthodox
Church of Finland, Joensuu 2010, URL: <http://www.kosmas.fi/PDF-files-veljeston%20paasivu/
Finn_Ort_Probl_2009_Autumn.pdf> (11-20-2023).

45 Tbid., p. 36.
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ordination of women; in this matter, we certainly are on a wave completely different from
the rest of the Orthodox world*.

His official biography on the church’s website on the occasion of his retirement
early 2018 characterises his eposcopate as beset by reproaches, while he was only
trying to break the boundaries that hindered church growth?’.

The Estonian context, finally, is also interesting, since there emerged two parallel
Orthodox churches after the end of the Soviet Union*. One was a continuation
of the Soviet-era Moscow Patriarchate Orthodox Church, whereas the other was a
revived Estonian Orthodox Church under the jurisdiction of Constantinople. While
these two churches were roughly (but not completely) divided along ethnic lines,
they were adamant not to refer to ethnicity in official theological statements. Instead,
the conflict centred on legal, pastoral, and historical arguments. As the home diocese
of Patriarch Aleksii II, the Estonian diocese of the Moscow Patriarchate had a special
place within the Russian Orthodox Church. It was also headed by Aleksii’s long-time
colleague, Metropolitan Kornilii (Jakobs) of Tallinn, who was the longest-serving
bishop of the Russian Church when he died in 2018, aged 92*°. The Patriarchate
spared no effort trying to justify the legitimacy of Moscow’s jurisdiction in Estonia.
Then again, the arguments were mostly legal and historical, and there was little
political theology as such behind these efforts, except for the general Moscow line
of thought™.

The other church, reporting to Constantinople, was more permeated with its
own political theology. Like Kalnins in Latvia, this theology tried to build on the
developments of the Estonian interwar years, but also on the experience of the
Estonian Orthodox Church in exile, which had survived in Sweden®!. The idea was
to create a version of Orthodox Christianity that was aligned with Estonian national
consciousness. Just as the main thrust of the argument for the Moscow Church
emanated from Moscow, so the Constantinople Church received significant help
from foreign sources. The Greek canon law specialist Grigorios Papathomas, a long-
time teacher at the Institut St Serge in Paris as well as professor at the University of

46 Quoted ibid., p. 32.

47 Maria HATTUNEN, Metropoliitta Ambrosius eldkkeelle [Metropolitan Ambrosius Enters Retirement],
published by ort.fi, 12-28-2017, URL: <https://www.ort.fi/uutishuone/2017-12-27/metropoliitta-
ambrosius-elakkeelle> (11-20-2023).

48 Sebastian RiMEsTAD, Orthodox Churches in Estonia, in: Lucian LEUSTEAN (ed.), Eastern Christianity
and Politics in the Twenty-First Century, London 2014, pp. 295-311.

49 See his autobiography Murpononut Kopannuit, O moeM mytu [About my Journey], Tallinn 2009.

50 See IIpaBociaBue B IcToHuH [The Orthodox in Estonia], vols. 1 and 2, ed. by mportouep.
H. banamos/C.JI. Kpaseu, Moscow 2010.

51 See PapATHOMAS/PALLI (eds.), The Autonomous Church.
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Athens, was charged with canonically justifying Constantinople’s efforts in Estonia.
He published several works in different languages to further its cause. This includes
a small theological treatise published in Estonian and Russian purporting to tell
the theological truth about the situation in Estonia®?.

At the same time, the first post-Soviet head of this church was Archbishop John
of Finland (1996-1999), as locum tenens. For him and his assistant, priest Heikki
Huttunen, being in charge of the Estonian Church was an opportunity to rebuild
it on the basis of the Finnish experience with Byzantine roots®*. The theological
foundations of this endeavour were less pronounced, though. It was more an exercise
of rebuilding broken relationships and a lost sense of ecclesial community in the
face of a partially hostile and ethnically charged political environment.

In 1999, Metropolitan Stephanos (Charalambidis) took over, a Cypriot who had
previously been Bishop of Nice in France. He continued to keep up with develop-
ments on the Cote ¢’Azur and his experience in the French diaspora also enabled
him to come to terms with Estonian conditions. Under his leadership, the project
of creating an »Estonian« Church has been somewhat toned down. Stephanos’
theology is much less nationalistic and historically charged than what some of the
church members would like to see®*. For Stephanos, unity with Constantinople
is of utmost importance, which is why he also sharply criticises Moscow’s refusal
to accept Constantinople as canonical arbiter. Due to Ukrainian autocephaly, the
prospect of the two Estonian churches reconciling is as far away as ever.

Conclusion

The case of metropolitan Stephanos neatly shows that political theology is some-
thing that arises out of a particular context. However, for a well-formulated, com-
prehensive political theology to appear, this context needs a certain stability. In the
area covered in this chapter, only the Finnish Church can be said to have achieved
this kind of stability, meaning that it generated a shared political theology - even if
it might be occasionally overstretched. The other contexts have all been too unstable
over the last century. This obviously does not mean that there cannot be individual

52 Grigorios D. PAPATHOMAS, Onnetus olla viike kirik viikesel maal / HecuacTbe 6BITb MaIeHbKOI
LIepPKOBBI0 B MasleHbKoi cTpaHe [The Misfortune of Being a Small Church in a Small Country],
Tallinn 2007.

53 METROPOLITAN JOHN OF NICAEA, Involved in the Life of the Orthodox Church of Estonia
(1996-1999), in: PAPATHOMAS/PALLI (eds.), The Autonomous Church, pp. 307-320; Heikki HurTU-
NEN, The Resurrection of a Church, in: Ibid., pp. 399-416.

54 See METROPOLITE STEPHANOS DE TALLINN ET DE TOUTE L'ESTONIE/Jean-Frang¢ois JOLIVALT, La
véritable histoire des Orthodoxes d’Estonie, Paris 2012, pp. 299-316.
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theologians in these contexts, who develop coherent systems of political theology.
However, until these political theologies are shared by a majority in the church,
the context needs to stabilise. In Poland and in Estonia, this is happening at the
moment. The context in Latvia and Lithuania is not the local one, but that of the
Church of Russia. In addition, the small size of these communities impairs their
ability to foster a distinctive political theology.

The case of Janis Kalnins in Latvia is one of opposition to the church leadership,
which therefore cannot become common theology. There are also such cases of
opposition within the Russian Church - Sergei Chapnin and Cyril Hovorun, for
example. Political theology that arises out of opposition to the ideological under-
pinnings of the official church represent interesting cases, even though they seldom
fall on fertile ground. In diasporic Orthodoxy, such theological thinking against
the mainstream is much more likely to appear and flourish. This was the case with
the interwar Russian theological renaissance in Paris as well as later with Alexander
Schmemann and Olivier Clément. Similarly, in recent years, it is the diaspora con-
text that has given rise to the most interesting new approaches to political theology,
such as Aristotle Papanikolaou and George Demacopoulos at Fordham University
in New York.

Moreover, in times of instant communication, profound thinking is much less
dependent on geographical context than it was a century ago. In the Orthodox
Church, too, political theology has diversified globally and is no longer bound to
the specific location and ecclesiastical context in which it is elaborated. While it
mostly emanates from a specific ecclesial context, it is not limited to that, as long
as it is articulated in a major language. However, some forms of adversity, be they
political or confessional, seem to provide an impetus for theological thinking, as
the churches on the fringes of the former Russian Empire testify.
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Sophie Zviadadze

State, Church, and the Post-Soviet Political Theology of
the Georgian Orthodox Church!

Introduction

The influence of the Georgian Orthodox Church (GOC) on public and politi-
cal affairs and the rapprochement between the state and the GOC are significant
characteristics of post-Soviet Georgian society. This trend is shaped, among other
factors, by specifics of religious culture, the intersection of religion and nation-
alism, and historical and political settings. This chapter looks at the evolution
of the relationship between the state and the Georgian Orthodox Church and
political theology in the practice of the post-Soviet Georgian Orthodox Church.
The new coronavirus has profoundly changed the world as we knew it. Death,
with its accompanying rituals, its visual manifestations, and the discussions re-
volving around it, once seemingly banished from modern society, has made a
remarkable comeback as a hot topic for wide discussions. The pandemic has been
an eye-opener at many levels by uncovering flaws within economic policies, the
crisis of the democratic nation-state, the urgency of revising value systems, and
other domains. As Carl Schmitt once said, the rule proves nothing, the exception
proves everything?.

In an utterly new formation of political and societal crisis, many intellectuals
were reminded of Carl Schmitt and his famous book Political Theology. This period
saw many articles dedicated to the new reality. Some commentators, especially those
who are hopeful of human prudence (e. g., Alain Badiou, Judith Butler), believe
that the crisis provides a window of opportunity for positive changes while others
fear that the new global order provides legitimacy to authoritarianism?.

1 The Georgian texts referred to in the footnotes are cited with English titles. The author has translated
the titles and quotations.

2 Carl ScumrtT, Political Theology. Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, Chicago 2005, p. 15.

3 For example, Agamben argues that the coronavirus and the fear it has instilled, a desire to protect
»naked life«, have forced human beings to reject everything that makes them human. See Giorgio
AGAMBEN, The Invention of an Epidemic, 26 February 2020, in: European Journal of Psychoanalysis.
Coronavirus and Philosophers: A Tribune, February—May 2020, published by European Journal of Psy-
choanalysis, URL: <https://www.journal-psychoanalysis.eu/articles/coronavirus-and-philosophers/>
(11-20-2023).
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In this regard, Georgian debates revealed another aspect. The role played by the
GOC in the state of emergency has sparked a series of discussions around political
theology. Amidst the spread of the new Covid-19 virus, many countries declared
states of emergency. Serbia and Romania put religious services on hold in the period
before Easter, while the Holy Synod of the Orthodox Church of Greece postponed
the Easter service*. The same period saw debates over religion and science unfolding
among Orthodox theologians. Discussions of the ritual of Holy Communion and
its theological implications entered the public domain®. In Georgia, these debates
were rather superficial, with proponents of the unchanged rite of Holy Communion,
more likely than providing theological arguments as justification for their position,
depicting bloodcurdling consequences of the End Times that would follow the
»closure« of churches. The situation gave rise not so much to conceptual debates
about religion and medicine, tradition and modernity than to a rivalry between
church and the state. A challenge faced by religion soon became the challenge of
the state: Who has greater legitimacy - secular or religious authorities? This very
question is the core of the present chapter, which looks into the specifics of the
relationship between church and the state, the political role of the church, and its
stance on the »political« in post-Soviet Georgia.

The concept of »political theology« has a binary meaning for the purpose of this
chapter. The first is its wider meaning, i. e., the relationship between theology and
the »political« in general, including political power and institutions®. This meaning
combines the participation of a church in the field of politics, its attitude towards
political order, democracy, human rights, secular statehood, and their theological
interpretation. At the same time, the concept of »political theology« will be used as
it was in the famous work of Carl Schmitt, who believed that theological concepts
stand behind political authority, political systems, and political theory in general.
His key claim is that all modern political concepts — notably that of sovereignty — are
in fact secularised notions of Christian theology. Since it is a Schmittian sovereign
that is uncovered in Georgia amidst the Covid-19 pandemic, we cannot bypass
Schmitt’s semantics of political theology.

4 The Ukrainian Church has returned to the tradition of handing wine and bread to communicants,
while in Russia, the world’s largest Orthodox Church, started disinfecting communion spoons.

Fr. Nicholas Dassouras, From one Spoon to Many, published by Public Orthodoxy, 08-04-2020,
URL: <https://publicorthodoxy.org/2020/08/04/from-one-spoon-to-many/> (11-20-2023); Panagio-
tis G. PavLos, Why should Orthodoxy Remain Public in Coronavirus times?, published by Public
Orthodoxy, 05-25-2020, URL: <https://publicorthodoxy.org/2020/05/25/why-should-orthodoxy-
remain-public-in-coronavirus-times/> (11-20-2023).
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Vasilios N. MAKRIDES, Political Theology in Orthodox Christian Contexts. Specificities and Particu-
larities in Comparison with Western Latin Christianity, in: Kristina STOECKL et al. (eds.), Political
Theologies in Orthodox Christianity. Common Challenges and Divergent Positions, London 2017,
pp. 25-54.
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The question of Orthodox political theology arrived hand in hand with the ques-
tion of secularism in Georgia’s academic and public debates’, while the renaissance
of this concept in the West coincides with the revision and critique of theories of
secularism. In general, matters pertaining to Eastern Christianity and modernity,
Orthodox Christianity and secularism, including political theology, remain poorly
researched®. It was not until later that they drew academic attention. This happened
when the political role and public representation of Orthodox Churches came to the
fore amidst the radical social and political transformation of the twentieth century.
Delayed reflection on political theology and secularism had its objective reasons:
the experience of diverse modernisation processes, the process of differentiation
of social spheres at various times, or living under dictatorships and totalitarian
regimes for long periods. This experience has left imprints not only on the shaping
of the church’s structure and role within the modern political system, but also on
the theological reflection.

As a rule, unique characteristics pertaining to the relationship between reli-
gion and politics are viewed in the context of wider developments in Orthodox
countries. Factors often used to explain unique religious transformation patterns
include shared experience of totalitarian systems and religious policies, the in-
terrelation of nationalism and religiosity, and delayed processes of development

7 A spark of interest in political theology in Georgia followed academic research and debates around
secularism — was a response to political reality and the church’s political influence. When a collection
of analytical articles was published in Georgian in 2009, the topic was still tabooed. However, the same
period saw issues pertaining to political theology gaining a foothold in Georgia’s academic circles and
publications. A conceptual framework was built on the analysis of an early stage in the development
of the GOC, as well as the analysis of the religious-mythological narrative about the origins of the
Bagrationi dynasty, cases of historical and modern relationships between the GOC and secular powers.
For instance, in his article, Kakhaber Kurtanidze highlights the differences between the political
theologies of the Western and Eastern Churches and promotes the ideas of Christos Yannaras. See
also Giorgi MAISURADZE, Der heilige Georg - ein Held christlicher politischer Theologie, in: Sigrid
WEIGEL (ed.), Miértyrer-Portrits. Von Opfertod, Blutzeugen und heiligen Kriegern, Munich 2007,
pp. 95-99; Giga ZEDANIA/Merab GHAGHANIDZE, Secularisation. Concepts and Contexts, Tbilisi 2009;
Zaal ANDRONIKASHVILI, Glory of Fatigue. Martyrological Paradigm of Georgian Political Theology,
in: Giga ZEDANIA (ed.), Political Theology. Before and After Modernity, Tbilisi 2012, pp. 5-22; Sergo
RATIANTI, Political Theologies across Epochs, in: Ibid., pp. 113-150.

o2}

Elizabeth PRopROMOU, Christianity and Democracy. The Ambivalent Orthodox in: Journal of Democ-
racy 15/2 (2004), pp. 62-75; STOECKL et al. (eds.) Political Theologies in Orthodox Christianity; ead.,
The Russian Orthodox Church as Moral Norm Entrepreneur, in: Religion, State & Society 44/2 (2016),
pp. 132-151.
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into a national state’. Because of these factors, the significance attached to religion
and the church varies across contexts (e. g., rising in Poland while it dwindled in
other countries)'’. The extent to which the process of secularisation is foreseeable
beyond the West remains an open question'!. A classical secularisation theorist,
David Martin, argues that secularism may well be a phenomenon that is typical
only of Western societies'2. Other sociologists assume that a wave of secularisation
awaits post-communist countries and is likely to leave behind a religious situation
resembling that of Western countries'?. The argument advanced by proponents of
this view is based on the specifics of Eastern and Southeastern Europe’s religious
culture. A paradigm of classical secularism links the process not only to that of
modernisation, but also to the experiences of Enlightenment and Reformation.
Therefore, scholars view the process of secularisation in Orthodox countries with
a certain scepticism. Orthodox Christianity is generally cited as the reason for
this scepticism. Peter Berger doubts the »compatibility« of Orthodox Christianity
(as compared to Catholicism and Protestantism) with secularism and pluralism'*.
While it is true that the history of the Orthodox Church and the presence of a
strong national church constitute significant factors, Orthodox Churches, regard-
less of shared cultural characteristics, demonstrate dissenting forms of religious
transformation. Orthodox countries have developed a shared and at the same time
unique political theology which represents a blend of singular characteristics of
religion, politics, history, and culture. This area requires deeper research, bring-
ing together contextual, historical, and social perspectives. The present chapter
reviews the main trends within the political theology of the GOC in the post-Soviet
period.

9 Willfried SponN, Europeanisation, Multiple Modernities and Religion — The Reconstruction of
Collective Identities in Post-Communist Central and Eastern Europe, in: Gerd P1cKEL/Kristina SAM-
MET (eds.), Transformations of Religiosity. Religion and Religiosity in Eastern Europe, 1989-2010,
Wiesbaden 2012, pp. 29-50, at p. 30.

10 Olaf MULLER et al., Wandel religios-kirchlicher Orientierungsmuster und Verhaltensweisen in Ost-
europa, in: Manfred BROCKER (ed.), Religion, Staat, Politik. Zur Rolle der Religion in der nationalen
und internationalen Politik, Wiesbaden 2003, pp. 99-126.

11 P1ckeL/SAMMET (eds.), Transformation of Religiosity.

12 David MARTIN, Europa und Amerika. Sdkularisierung oder Vervielfiltigung der Christenheit - Zwei
Ausnahmen und keine Regel, in: Otto KALLSCHEUER (ed.), Europa der Religionen. Ein Kontinent
zwischen Sdkularisierung und Fundamentalismus, Frankfurt am Main 1996, pp. 161-180.

13 Steve BRUCE, Modernisation and Religion. Sociologists and Historians Discuss the Secularisation
Thesis, Oxford 1992; Detlef PoLLACK, Religiousness Inside and Outside the Church in Selected Post-
Communist Countries of Central and Eastern Europe, in: Social Compass 50/3 (2003), pp. 321-334.

14 Peter L. BERGER, Christianity and Democracy. The Global Picture, in: Journal of Democracy 15/2
(2004), pp. 76-80.
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Some Historical and Political Features of the Development of the Georgian
Orthodox Church

This section provides an overview of just one period in the history of the GOC,
covering the period between the annulment of its autocephaly in 1811 to the disso-
lution of the Soviet Union in 1990. A foundation of the GOC’s modern political
theology lies in the recent past, the time that shaped the modern image of the
church. Modern society is the condition, in which church’s authority is challenged,
the social significance of religion is diminished, and we are faced with the »mod-
ernisation of religious consciousness«'>. Therefore, the historical context given here
is meant only to illustrate the extent to which theological thinking was disrupted
and what political events may have influenced the development of the GOC in
recent times.

The annexation of Kingdom of Kartl-Katheti by Tsarist Russia in 1801 led to the
annulment of autocephaly of the GOC in 1811. The Georgian Church was ruled
as an Exarchate by the Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church, which, in turn,
reported to an Ober-Procurator, a civil official of the Russian Empire. As part of
the Empire’s Russification policy, Russian became the language of instruction in
religious schools and of the liturgy. This led to an estrangement between church
and parish communities'®. The prominent Georgian theologian and priest Grigol
Peradze (1899-1942) believed that the Russian rule degraded the importance of
Christianity in Georgia and that the annulment of autocephaly had resulted in the
»dominance of the Orthodox Russia, the use of the church as a political weapon [...],
and our religious abandonment«'”.

The beginning of the nineteenth century saw the transition from a traditional
agrarian society to a modern one accompanied by the spread of political ideologies,
party activities, and the diversification of societal spheres. From a sociological per-
spective, these developments constitute the process of modernisation. In Georgia,
modernisation was marked by specific features such as a resurgence of nationalist
ideas articulated by Georgian enlighteners promoting the idea of a modern nation-
state. In times of epic change, Georgian ecclesiastical and theological thought had
already been weakened and influenced heavily by the Russian Orthodox school,
with Russian spiritual seminaries and academies running across the country and

15 Jiirgen HABERMAS, Religion in the Public Sphere, in: European Journal of Philosophy 14/1 (2006),
pp. 1-25, at p. 13.

16 Erich BRYNER, Die Ostkirchen vom 18. bis zum 20. Jahrhundert [Kirchengeschichte in Einzeldar-
stellungen I11/10], Leipzig 1996, p. 67.

17 Grigol PERADZE, Sermon delivered at an Orthodox service in Paris on 31 May 1931, in: Id., Com-
mentaries to Our Lord. Sermons, Essays, Tbilisi 2001, pp. 7-12.
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leaving their unfavourable marks on the development of the GOC!3. In the first
half of the nineteenth century, some Georgians saw a divinely blessed sovereign
in the newly enthroned emperor and found an alternative idea of statehood to be
almost inconceivable. This disposition may account for the passivity demonstrated
by both secular and spiritual leaders'®. The lack of initiative had hampered the
national awakening in the church. A parallel rise of nationalism and liberation
movements was noticeable since the 1860s among the prominent thinkers known
as the »Georgian Enlighteners«*’.

In the second half of the nineteenth and at the onset of the twentieth century,
Georgian writers and public figures made great efforts to draw the attention of the
public to the importance of education, national aspiration, and liberal or socialist
ideas. Readers of newspapers (Droeba, Iveria, Tsnobis Purtseli, Kvali) would follow
the radical political and social changes taking place across Europe with great in-
terest. Developments unfolding in France, especially the adoption of laicité law in
1905, turned out to be of particular interest for the Georgian public, sparking a
series of open debates between representatives of the church and those promoting
»progressive« ideas?!.

Ioane Gomarteli, for instance, did not shy away from criticising clerics and the
»red tape in the church«?2. In response, an influential member of the clergy, the
Rev. David Ghambashidze, criticised Gomarteli for supporting proletarians and
atheists and for imitating French anticlericalism®. Even though the church felt
threatened by the uncertainties of the new time and the rise of liberal, socialist, and
other ideas, Rev. Ghambashidze nevertheless held up the Western model of liberal
government:

18 In seminaries operating under the Russian Empire, Russian was the language of instruction. These
establishments were among the most powerful instruments of Russification. Many of the students in
spiritual academies (often previously expelled) would become leaders of anti-tsarist and revolution-
ary movements.

19 Levan GIGINEISHVILL, Foreword: Catholicos-Patriarchs of All Georgia: 1917-1927. Letters, in: Ilia
University Library 3 (2010), pp. 7-18, at p. 12.

20 Ilia Chavchavadze (1837-1907) was the leader of the self-determination movement. He completely
separated religion from the Russian Orthodox Church. His narrative focused on a secular concept
of patria — homeland -, while he deemed religion a part of culture and traditions.

21 The Bishop of Imereti, Gabriel Kikodze (1825-1896), was one of the founders of the Society for the
Spreading of Literacy among Georgians. He opened several secular and parish schools with his own
money. Kikodze was among the clergymen who fiercely protested in 1886 against the removal of
Georgian as language of instruction from schools.

22 In his article Gabriel Kikopzg, What Should the Georgian Clergy Do?, in: Mtskhemsi 17 (1905).

23 Davit Ghambashidze was the editor-in-chief of the Mtskemsi Magazine.
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We openly admit that we have no belief in people’s happy life where representatives of these
very people have no control over the disposal of the state’s revenues and expenditures. We
do not believe that people can live decent and successful lives where there is no freedom

of the individual, of the press, or of faith?*.

It is the time when Georgian clergymen entered the public sphere, criticising
or defending actual societal changes. In 1905, the religious magazine Mtskemsi
wrote that »never ever before has our clergy been discussed as much as for
the past two years«*>. The same year, the priest Ilarion Jashi argued that the
church had

started condemning European education from altars and declared secular arts and sciences
harmful. The intelligentsia protested. The clergy were soon convinced that they would not
do much on their own against an intelligentsia with European education and started to
butter up and pander to the government to claim their loyalty. The government extended
its patronage to the clergy?®.

Such articles were not uncommon. Articles published in religious magazines
(Mtskemsi, Shinauri Sakmeebi, Jvari Vazisa) highlighted such issues of interest
as religion and science, religious and spiritual education, and the urgency of
restoring the autocephaly of the GOC. The period between 1905 and 1907 saw
the emergence of the »autocephalist movement«, whose members would publish
religious, informational, and political magazines and newspapers?’. The common
tenor of these articles was that the bridge between people and the clergy has been
broken and that the church needed to be reformed.

It is evident that »successful European countries« were deemed an alternative
to the Russian monarchy. Along with the growing resentment at tsarism, the idea
of monarchy started to diminish in the ecclesiastical narrative, too. The rise of
the pro-autocephaly and nationalist ideas somehow »protected« Georgian clergy
from a monarchy-based political theology. The campaign took off in 1905 with
materials appearing in the press, discussions, organised gatherings and published

24 Deacon Davit GHAMBASHIDZE, On the article of Dr. Ioane Gomarteli »What should the Georgian
Clergy Do?«, Mtskemsi 19 (1905), pp. 1-5, at p. 4.

25 [N.N.], What they say about our clergymen, in: Mtskemsi 21 (1905), p. 4.

26 Ilarion JasHr, Why the priest and parishioners have distanced from each other?, available in Georgian
published by Orthodox Theology, URL: <http://orthodox-theology.blogspot.com/2011/08/blog-
post.html> (11-20-2023).

27 Simon Mchedlidze was the editor-in-chief of the Shinauri Sakmeebi magazine, the priest Ioseb
Jichavadze was the editor-in-chief of the newspapers Sitkva and Svetitskhoveli.
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manifestos?®. The same year saw the establishment of the Brotherhood for the
Autocephaly of the Georgian Church, whose members called on the clergy to
not mention the name of the Exarch during services and to cut all ties with his
chancellery?. In December 1905, delegates of all the clergy of Georgia prepared a
draft declaration of autocephaly. The authors were adamant that state and church
should be separated. »It is critical [...] that not only must the church be liberated
from the state, but the state must also be freed from the church: The two must stay
away from each other«*,

However, the 1905-1907 liberation movement failed to achieve the restoration of
autocephaly, while its members fell victims to repression. The February Revolution
of 1917 triggered a series of developments leading to the decentralisation and
ultimately to the dissolution of the Russian Empire. The Georgian Church seized
the opportunity provided by the issuance of decrees on the freedom of the Synod
and the right of nations to self-determination and, on 12 March 1917, the Synod of
the GOC declared independence. The Synod also elected a »Catholicos-Patriarch
of all Georgia«. On 26 May 1918, Georgia declared its independence.

The socialist (Menshevik) government of the First Georgian Republic took a
rather secular approach to religion. As a result of the Law on the Separation of the
State and the Church adopted on 16 November 1918, religious classes in schools
were removed from curricula, some of the lands and property belonging to the
church were seized, and state budgetary support was revoked - from the adoption
of the law onward, the whole body of churches had to support itself’!. In his letter,
Bishop Leonide Okropidirdze denounced the state’s course of action, but without
praising the past:

The church must be liberated from political tasks and duties and should only provide such
services, which aim at spiritual and moral upbringing as well as the purification of the
society. The church must not interfere in political affairs of the state, nor must the state

28 Khatuna KokrasHviLI, The Question of the Restoration of Autocephaly of the Georgian Church
and the Georgian Clergy (1905-1913), in: Issues of Modern Georgian History 7 (2004), pp. 109-131;
Gvantsa BURDULL, A Draft Plan for the Reorganisation of the Georgian Orthodox Church (18 De-
cember 1905), in: Works of Humanitarian and Law Studies 3 (2015), pp. 42-52.

29 Shorena JaPARIDZE, Georgian clergy for the restoration of autocephaly of the Georgian Church
(1905-1907), published by church.ge, 08-27-2011, URL: <http://library.church.ge/index.php?
option=com_content&view=article&id=404%3A-1905-1907-&catid=47%3A2010-03-11-12-05-46
&Itemid=67&lang=ka> (11-20-2023).

30 Ibid.

31 Sergo VARDOSANIDZE, The Georgian Orthodox Church from 1917 to 1927, Tbilisi 2000, p. 25; id.,
Collection of Legal Acts of the Georgian Democratic Republic, Tbilisi 1990, p. 10.

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



State, Church, and the Post-Soviet Political Theology ‘ 331

be responsible for ecclesiastic and religious functions or extend its patronage upon the

church in the same way that it was done in the Byzantine and the later Russian Empire®?.

This period was marked by heated debates about a myriad of theological and eccle-
siastical issues including church reform, the relationship between state and church,
the administrative reorganisation of the church, the freedom of the individual, and
religion. The priest Epiphane Chkhaidze, who was executed during the »Red Ter-
ror« in 1937, was one of the Georgian clergymen who, faced with the new political
and social reality, recognised the insufficient and unsuccessful nature of reforms
within the church. While reflecting on the church during the time of the First
Democratic Republic, he concluded that even though the church accommodated
itself to democratic rules, it did not meet the increased ideological and spiritual
demands®®. One of the reasons lay in the detrimental alliance between church and
state: »The church has lost its primal image. After associating itself with the state, it
became a bad servant of the state. It was used as a tool to serve people’s harmful
intentions and aspirations«**.

At that time, the last public and political statement made by the church was a
memorandum condemning the Russian occupation submitted to Genoa Conference
by Patriarch Ambrosi Khelaia. Later, when he was arrested for this act of bravery, he
addressed the court with the following words: »My letter was a true ecclesiastical act
and if it acquired a political character, it is a sign that it was meant to be this way [...]
if people were unhappy losing their freedom. I thought, too, that the deprivation of
political liberty would be followed by the oppression of the church«®.

The aforementioned Grigol Peradze, a theologian, archimandrite, and scholar
of Oriental Studies, is a prominent representative of this new Christian outlook®.
Peradze resorted to science, education, and »sober wisdom« to find a new language
intended to bring religion and modernity closer to each other:

32 Catholicos-Patriarch Leonide OKROPIRIDZE, A Letter on the Separation of the Church from the
State, in: Catholicos-Patriarchs of All Georgia: 1917-1927. Letters, in: Ilia University Library 3
(2010), pp. 36-40, at p. 37.

33 Newspaper Sakhalho Sakme, No. 860, 26 June (1920), pp. 2f.

34 Ibid.

35 GIGINEISHVILL, Foreword, p. 7.

36 Grigol Peradze was educated at the universities of Bonn and Berlin. He was ordained in 1931.
Peradze founded the St Nino Georgian Orthodox Church in Paris. Later he became a director of an
Orthodox religious school in Warsaw. In 1927, Grigol Peradze attended an international conference,
Faith and Social System, held in Lausanne. During World War II, he would routinely shelter victims
of Nazi oppression, especially Jews, for which he was captured and sent to Auschwitz. He died in
the gas chamber on 6 December 1942. In 1995 Grigol Peradze was canonised by the Georgian and
Polish Orthodox Churches.
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Citizenship is the battle that every citizen has to wage within his own circle, time, and
self. Citizenship requires consciousness, integrity, thinking, reflection, wit, soundness;
citizenship requires looking at things with an open mind, prudence, deliberation, modesty,
which is not that of slavery but rather of an educated person, listening to others, looking
for, finding and recognising a human being in another human being [...]. Citizenship is

sacrifice, setting oneself on fire in order to enlighten others® .

After the annexation of Georgia by Russian troops in 1921 and later establishing
the Soviet rule of governance, an anti-religion policy was introduced by authorities.
The initial phase had been particularly brutal. Property was seized from all religious
associations in the country, and places of worship were shut down or modified
to serve secular purposes. State authorities launched a hunt against clergy, and
those who, despite the prohibition, dared to participate in religious ceremonies,
faced a series of negative repercussions®. From being an object of oppression,
the GOC eventually became an institution subjected to the state. Some Georgian
Orthodox believers chose to move to a pro-communist platform. The participants
of an ecclesiastical convention held in Kutaisi on 26-27 December 1926 publicly
expressed their loyalty to the state. Soviet authorities established a tradition of
bringing the church closer to the state. The year 1924 saw an end to reformist or
anti-occupation tendencies with traces in Christian thought, the idea of the rebirth
of the church being erased from institutional memory.

In the wake of the World War II, Stalin chose to switch tactics and »allowed«
the functioning of religious organisations*. Under Soviet rule, the GOC was fully
controlled by the state. All statements made during those times were made in fear
of the Soviet regime. On 21 July 1948, Patriarch Kalistrate (1932-1952) released an
appeal to Stalin:

The finest of all men! It was my dream as an old man to see the pride of our people and
the greatest man the world has ever seen with my own eyes. Alas, fate decided otherwise.
Perhaps I did not deserve this. Dear Joseph, please accept the sincerest gratitude of
the Georgian Church and its leader for enlisting the mother-church as a faith-based
organisation of the Soviet Union*.

37 PeraDZzE, Commentaries to Our Lord, p. 54.

38 In 1923, the fight against religion reached its peak with »unions of godless fighters« being established
across the entire Soviet Union, including Georgia. These groups fought against every manifestation
and sign of religiosity in society.

39 The Russian Orthodox Church recognised the autocephaly of the GOC in 1943.

40 As early as 1922, while serving as a deacon, Kalistrate was arrested and sentenced to three years of
imprisonment in Metekhi prison for his anti-Soviet activities.
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The 1960s and 1970s saw the GOC’s absorption into state structures as control
eventually grew into collaboration. In a report concerning the church, a department
for propaganda at the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia
underlined that »the church is no longer against science and modernisation. It has
come to terms [with them]«*!. As proof, the same report included an excerpt from
a sermon delivered by Catholicos-Patriarch Ephrem II praising the Soviet Union’s
role as peacemaker throughout the world and the programme of the Communist
Party, thanks to which »in just few decades people will live as it was promised by
Christ«*?. The 1980s saw a rise of interest in religion®’. The national awakening
brought along a religious transformation with the public image of the institutional
church gradually changing and the religious publishing increasing in the country.
By 1980, 15 eparchies of the GOC had been restored, and a seminary opened in
1988. The Georgian liturgy returned, and the tradition of old Georgian liturgical
chant experienced a strong revival*.

Political Theology in Practice - The Pragmatic and Uneasy »Symphony« of
Two Powers

The post-Soviet Georgian Church was built on the Soviet heritage of the alliance
with the state. Despite that, during the crisis of the post-Soviet transition, the church
appeared in the people’s eyes as a counterweight to an unreliable political space.
Lived memory of repressions coupled with the religious awakening in the 1980s laid
the foundation for the church’s new authority. The national-cultural significance
of religion contributed to a stronger linkage between ethnoreligious nationalism
and the GOC. In the new political and social reality, the church managed to be the
»defender« of nationalism**.

In the 1990s, the GOC’s authority and reputation were a far cry from what it
managed to acquire in the years to follow. For instance, an appeal of Patriarch Ilia II,
in the night of 9 April 1989 tragedy, urging the anti-Soviet, pro-independence
people, to move into the forecourt of Kashueti Cathedral for prayer was rejected.

4

—_

Archives of the Department of Propaganda at the Central Committee of the Communist Party.

Archives of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, Fond 14, Opis’ 50, Delo 199, List 38-51, 1975.

42 Ibid.

43 Temur PANJIKIDZE, Religious Life in Georgia (Past and Present), Tbilisi 2006.

44 The long road to the restoration of the GOC’s autocephaly came to an end on 3 March 1990, when
the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople finally recognised it.

45 Giga ZEDANIA, Nationalismus und Religion in Georgien, in: Religion und Gesellschaft in Ost und

West 6 (2011), pp. 16-20; Silvia SERRANO, De-secularising National Space in Georgia, in: Identity

Studies 2 (2010), pp. 37-58.
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People decided to remain in front of the government palace on that fateful night*6.
During the President Gamsakhurdia’s first term in office, the church did not enjoy
much influence as a public actor, having not yet shaken off the controversial Soviet
legacy. During the government of Eduard Shevardnadze (1992-2003), the GOC
managed to become a powerful source of political legitimation. This period saw an
informal yet politically cemented »rapprochement«, with both powers relying on
this alliance as an instrument to reciprocally reinforce their respective authority.
The public perceived the church as a factor of balance against the backdrop of civil
war and of political and social crises.

This alliance had created a situation whereby the Patriarch and the church were
»supra-political« yet present in the political arena. Moreover, as a result of this
alliance, the Patriarch stood beside the authorities - to be precise, besides President
Shevardnadze — when political crises were looming*’. The Patriarch would attend
every significant political or public event, whether it was the signing of the new
constitution (1995), the celebration of the construction of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan
pipeline (2003), or some other important event. He performed important »political
rituals«, such as the baptism of Shevardnadze and other former high-ranking Soviet
officials, and the president’s oath ceremony at the Svetitskhoveli Cathedral. The
political alliance was climaxed in 2002 by a constitutional agreement, which granted
the GOC the status of public law and entitled it to various privileges*®. The terms
and conditions of the agreement were rather controversial, and heated debates
continued around issues pertaining to the funding of the GOC in the form of
»compensation for the damage endured by the church during Soviet rule«, even
though the extent of this damage has never been calculated®. In reality, the funding

46 The »April 9 tragedy« (also known as »Tbilisi massacre« or »Tbilisi tragedy«) refers to the events in
Tbilisi, Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic, on 9 April 1989, when an anti-Soviet demonstration was
brutally crushed by the Soviet Army.

47 Eva FUCHSLOCHER, Vaterland, Sprache, Glaube. Orthodoxie und Nationenbildung am Beispiel Geor-
giens, Stuttgart 2010, p. 158; Sopiko ZVIADADZE, Religion und Politik in Georgien. Die Beziehungen
von Staat und Kirche und die Sikularisierungsproblematik im postkommunistischen Georgien,
Hamburg 2014, p. 70.

48 Constitutional Agreement between the Georgian State and the Georgian Orthodox Church, pub-
lished by The Legislative Herald of Georgia, 10-22-2002, URL: <https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/
view/41626> (11-20-2023). Pursuant to the resolution of the Georgian government of 20 April
2015 [§10], high-ranking clergymen and officials of the Patriarchate’s administration are entitled to
a diplomatic passport [§11].

49 The state recognises Orthodox church-buildings, monasteries (both functional and non-functional),
their ruins, as well as the land on which they stand as property of the church (§7.1); the state
acknowledges the material and moral loss sustained by the church during the Soviet occupa-
tion (between 1921 and 1990); the church is owner de facto of part of the seized property; the
state takes the responsibility to partially compensate such loss (§11.1 of the Resolution of the
Council of Ministers of the Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic No 183 from 12 April 1990). This
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provided to the church represents a fee paid to a »strategic partner« for the support
it has routinely provided™.

In the period following the Rose Revolution of 2003, the relationship between
church and state moved to a new stage. The new political team brought to power
by the revolution vowed to introduce a secular and liberal-democratic form of
governance. It was for the first time that the state had made some steps towards
eliminating discrimination by means of religion. Freedom of religion and the
integration of ethnic and religious minorities were for the first time priorities
on the state’s agenda. However, the separation of church and state turned out
to be a far more complicated project. It did not take long for the church to feel
the »modernisation effect«. The period between 2004 and 2007 was marked by a
lingering tension between church and state, with the former managing to maintain
its power and further reinforce its authority against the backdrop of »accelerated
modernisation«. The church continued to exert its influence over certain political
decisions.

Moreover, like Shevardnadze, Saakashvili had to resort to the church’s support
when political crises seemed imminent. In 2004, the Gelati Cathedral hosted an
inaugural ceremony for the newly-elected President Saakashvili. This may have
resonated with Saakashvili’s desire to imprint his presidency on Georgian history in
the manner of David the Builder (r. 1089-1125), the greatest and most successful
Georgian ruler in history and the original architect of the so-called »Georgian
Golden Age«. Holding an inaugural ceremony in 2008, however, was rather a
demonstration of the willingness of Saakashvili, now elected for a second term, to
have the church as a political supporter. At that time, the country had already entered
a period of political crisis, which led to the church’s budget being supported from
the presidential reserve. For instance, donations were made through the Ministry of
Internal Affairs to provide luxurious cars for high-ranking members of the clergy”’.
Such practices were maintained even after the major political changes of 2012. In
fact, the elections of 2012 were marked by the unprecedented involvement of the

article continues to cause controversy since no commission has ever been convened and there-
fore there has been no estimation of the damage endured by the Orthodox Church. In addition,
Soviet persecution and oppression affected all religious associations and organisations, not only
the GOC.

50 Eka CHITANAVA/Giorgi NoN1asHVILL, Funding of religious organisations by Georgian central and
local authorities (review of the situation in the end of 2013 and the beginning of 2014 and a
state policy after the change of the government), published by Tolerance and Diversity Institute
(TDI) / Human Rights Education and Monitoring Center (EMC) [now Social Justice Center], Tbilisi
2014, URL: <https://tdi.ge/sites/default/files/religiuri_organizaciebis_dapinansebis_kvleva_tdi.pdf>
(11-07-2023).

51 Ibid.
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clergy in the electoral campaign®?. High rank members of the clergy openly called
on their parishioners to support the »Georgian Dreamg, the main opposition party,
which would allow more privileges and act more »nationally« — according to the
church’s expectations. Even though the GOC officially denies alliance with any
political party, »political sermons« in the run-up to elections were and remain a
common practice™.

There are the fields where the state and the GOC tried to reinforce and back up
each other’s authority. There have been quite a few precedents for such practices.
The first such case occurred in 2011 when the state, despite the church’s protest,
managed to enact amendments to the Civil Code, thus allowing religious groups
and organisations to register as statutory bodies under public law. As a rule, the
church supports a government-nominated candidate, but this does not imply the
state’s supremacy over the church. Rather, it means that the latter will be eligible for
more privileges and financial support. The state struggles to become a sovereign
in politics and is engaged in constant negotiations with the Patriarchate. However,
legal initiatives, perceived by the church as threatening its institutional and moral
monopoly, broke this »symphonic« relationship. The second such incident took
place in 2014 when the parliament passed a law on the elimination of all forms of
discrimination, against which the church vehemently protested. However, the Pa-
triarchate, the representatives of which were very active in debates and discussions,
still managed to have a say in shaping the final version of this law™*. As a rule, not
only does the church set the tone of public sentiment; it also directly influences
decision-making processes, claiming that this interference has no religious goals
and rather serves the preservation of national and traditional values. In 2013, while
the Self-Governance Code was being drawn up, the Patriarch argued that the draft
law would trigger segregation in Georgia and vowed that the church would never
accept it. After this statement, representatives of the authorities consulted with
the Patriarchate, so that in the end the draft was revised in a form acceptable to
the church®. Despite some ambiguities, the mutual agreement on »moral issues«
between the GOC, ruling party politicians and newly emerged far-right populist
groups became evident™®.

52 Kristina MARGVELASHVILI, The Influence of the Orthodox Church. Political Processes and Elections
in Georgia, in: Nino GHAMBASHIDZE (ed.), Religion, Society and Politics in Georgia, Tbilisi 2016,
pp. 4-14, at p. 11.

53 Ibid.

54 The problem of the separation of state and church in Georgia, published by the Tolerance and Diver-
sity Institute (TDI), URL: <https://www.tdi.ge/ge/page/saxelmciposa-da-eklesiis-urtiertgamijvnis-
problema-sakartveloshi> (11-20-2023).

55 Ibid.

56 The groups such as »Georgian March«, »Conservative Movement, »Georgian Idea« are labelled
differently by scholars: ultra-nationalist, anti-liberal, ultra-conservative, radical far-right. I will use
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The 17th May of 2013 could be marked as a focal point for the »value struggle«
and the start of the GOC’s effort to become a public moral authority. On 17 May
2013, around twenty civil activists announced that they were going to celebrate
the international day against homophobia. In response, their opponents including
the Orthodox clergy mobilised a massive rally of people. An official statement
made by the church, expressing its dislike for the event, encouraged thousands of
youth people to publicly protest against the 17 May event®’. The following year, the
church responded by declaring 17 May as a day of »family holiness« in an attempt
to counter the IDAHO (International Day Against Homophobia).

This topic has once again become the subject of debates and protest rallies. On
17 May 2014, when the Parliament of Georgia adopted a law against the elimination
of all forms of discrimination, the GOC was officially against adopting the law
and labelled it as »propaganda of homosexuality«. Various far-right and radical
religious groups demanded that the words »gender« and »sexual orientation« should
be omitted from the text. One of the leaders of these groups was Levan Vasadze®®,
who founded the public movement »Unity, Essence, Hope« in 2021.

The emergence of such radical far-right populist groups and the mutual loyalty
between the church and these groups challenges the current political and social
order. They are notorious for their hard-line anti-liberal, anti-LGBT, anti-Muslim,
and pro-Russian stance. Some of these groups founded political parties (»Georgian
Marchg, »Conservative Movement«) and own private Media (e. g., TV Alt-Info).
On 5 July 2021, they contributed to mobilising the participants from different
regions of Georgia in the violent demonstration against the »March of Dignity«
planned within the Tbilisi Pride Week. Participants predominantly consisted of the
supporters of Levan Vasadze’s movement » Unity, Essence, Hope« and the »Georgian

»far-right populist groups« emphasising their common populist discourse. Their main narratives
are anti-liberal, anti-LGBT, anti-Muslim, xenophobic, anti-feminist, and nativist.

57 The opponents did not limit themselves to slogans (»Stop Homosexual Propaganda in Georgia«),
but also used physical force.

58 Levan Vasadze is co-founder of the Georgian Demographic Society XXI and representative of the
World Congress of Families in Georgia. On 15-17 May 2016, Tbilisi hosted the tenth anniversary
congress organised by Vasadze. He consequently released video podcasts with homophobic, anti-
Western, and ultra-conservative content. For instance, his influence had been instrumental in the
churchs fierce resistance to the introduction of Me and Society, a textbook designed for civil education
in schools. Since 2015, Vasadze has been busy organising demos and proposing legislative changes.
The Georgian Demographic Society has lodged two initiatives in the Parliament demanding that
notions such as »sexual orientation« and »gender« should be removed from the anti-discrimination
law. He is also adamant that the »defamation of religious feelings« should be sanctioned by the
Administrative Offence Code of Georgia. Vasadze is a close friend of Shio Mujiri, the Patriarch’s locum
tenens, while the head of the Patriarchate’s press office, Andria Jaghmaidze, is on the teaching staff
of Vasadze's private school. Vasadze’s friendship and ideological alliance with the Russian ideologue
of Eurasianism and new conservatism, Alexander Dugin, is the subject of criticism in society.
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March«. The mobbing of LGBT Pride in Tbilisi on 5 July left over 50 journalists
injured, among them one cameraman, who died a few days after the assault®®. The
violent event had several actors and predictors. Hence, this subject united the far-
right populist movement, the controversial pro-Russian party, ultra-conservative
and religious fundamentalist groups as well as an ordinary parish of GOC. The GOC
as an institution with high public authority played a significant role in the unfolding
of the event. On 29 June, the GOC accused the organisers of the nearing Tbilisi Pride
of »propagating a non-traditional way of life under the guise of protecting human
rights«. The GOC urged that the government must prevent »the destabilization of
the country and of public life«®°. In their sermons and statements, the Patriarchate of
the GOC and the clergy openly called for a counter-demonstration. The Patriarchate
announced two paraclesis (supplication services) and called on the parishioners
to gather at the Kashveti Church on Rustaveli Avenue (at the same time and place
the Thilisi Pride March was announced): »[...] let’s show the world that we protect
our dignity«®!.

In May, the annual Easter Encyclical also thematised the gender issue. Patriarch
Ilia IT stated that »there is a period when national feelings disappeared, love, kind-
ness, and justice [...] are falsified [...] traditional identities defining the human
being - >man«and >womany, >family values< have been erased«®?. On the same day,
a massive iron cross was erected in front of the Parliament by groups opposing
the »Tbilisi Pride«. Civil society members are still demanding the removal of the
cross, which in their opinion is a symbol of the 5 July violence, and not a religious
symbol®. In their view, the illegally erected cross in front of the parliament symbol-
ises the profanation of the Christianity and the politisation of religion in modern
Georgian society.

59 In fact, Tbilisi Pride cancelled LGBTQ March for Dignity, citing a lack of safety guarantees by the
Georgian Dream Government.

60 The Patriarchate publishes a statement against the »March of Dignity«, published by Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty, 06-29-2021, URL: <https://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/a/31332214.html>
(11-21-2023).

61 The Patriarchate openly attacks the Western countries’ ambassadors and announces the contravention
of the March of Dignity, published by Formula News, 07-03-2021, URL: <https://formulanews.ge/
News/52943> (10-31-2023).

62 In his Easter Encyclical, Patriarch Lambasts »Post-humanisme, published by Civil Georgia,
05-03-2021, URL: <https://civil.ge/archives/417429> (11-21-2023).

63 What does the state intend to do with the cross erected near the parliament?, published by Netgazeti,
07-08-2021, URL: <https://netgazeti.ge/news/553174/> (11-21-2023).
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The Evolution of the »Political« Point of View of the Patriarch and the Church

The political theology of the GOC in post-Soviet times has evolved around par-
ticular interpretations of historical and theological issues in response to actual
challenges. Looking into the Patriarch’s encyclicals and sermons is one of the way
of understanding the church’s narrative. Not only do these exercises considerable
influence over Orthodox parishioners; they also serve as a concealed message to
politicians. The analysis of Christmas and Easter Encyclicals issued from 1978
through 2021 reveals changes in the use of language, content, and undertone set by
the Patriarch. They reflect transformations within society and politics. At times, the
encyclicals echo current developments (i. e., ethnic conflicts and political confronta-
tions), while at other times they attempt to bring certain issues (i. e., surrogacy
and abortion) to the fore®*. Gospel commentaries and general admonitions prevail
in the letters issued from 1978 to 1989. The topics of the sermons and encyclicals
are religious to the extent that it is difficult to tell from their content when and
under what conditions they were composed. The Russian theologians Vladimir
Solovév and Vladimir Lossky are the most frequently cited authors in this period.
The following years saw a slight, but still discernible emphasis on nationalist fea-
tures reflecting the growing patriotic sentiments of the people: »As of today, the
Georgian soil is sacred as it embraces the robe of Christ, Iveria is a land allotted to
Virgin Mary, and Andrew, the First Called, and Simon, the Canaanite, preached
here«®.

Along with the systemic transformation, the encyclicals started to approach
political issues. In the Encyclical of 1990, the collapse of the Soviet Union and
changes in ideology were only a marginal presence (»ideals that we had believed
to be perpetual are now gone because of their fragile foundations«). The 1991
Encyclical, however, refers to the new reality in clear images:

We happen to be living in a very trying time full of political tensions and the imminent
threat of destructive violence. Young people, being engrossed in politics, are deprived of
the zeal to study and have turned their backs on hard work. Instead, a great many political

parties, associations, and other public organisations have emerged66.

64 They always »coincide« in time and content with stances of the Russian Orthodox Church.

65 Christmas 1978-1979, published by Orthodoxy, URL: <http://www.orthodoxy.ge/patriarqi/
epistoleebi/sashobao1979.htm> (11-21-2023).

66 Christmas Encyclicals 1990 and 1991, published by Orthodoxy, URL: <http://www.orthodoxy.ge/
patriarqi/epistoleebi/sashoba01990.htm> (11-21-2023).

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



340 ‘ Sophie Zviadadze

Without knowledge of the political context (e. g., civil war and political chaos),
it is difficult to fully grasp the meaning of the words used in the 1992 Christmas
Encyclical:

Part of the population seems to be annoyed with the church. Instead of protecting the
church from politics and saying a heartfelt prayer for the unity of the nation, peace, and
welfare, they have demanded that the church pick a side between the opposing parties.
[...] Should it be permitted that the church stands with one of the parties and, by doing

so, grant moral support for one to slay the other®’?

It is unlikely that such words belong to an institution distanced from politics. At
the time, the church had no authority or reputation among political groups yet,
while its role as mediator was only gradually beginning to reach certain societal
circles. The rise of the church’s influence and authority would come a little later.

The post-Soviet church experienced the effects of modernity with all their impact
on religious pluralism. The Jehovah’s Witnesses and other »suspicious«, »foreign-
funded religious organisations«, particularly Protestant denominations, perceived
as a threat, were a recurrent theme in the Patriarch’s encyclicals and sermons of
the 1990s:

The time has come for all of us to recognise the threat posed by the unleashed rampage of
foreign religious and totalitarian sects. The experience of the past few years has revealed
that they reject and defame our national feelings, our past, history, and sacred values, and

keep thousands of us away from the true path®.

In the 1990s, the church officially denounced religious radicalism. However, clergy
with fundamentalist sentiments continued to provide liturgical service in the
parishes. The Union of Orthodox Parents, established in 1995 and bringing together
both priests and parishioners, is among the most popular radical organisations.
They fiercely fought against the missionary work of Jehovah’s Witnesses, against
Halloween celebrations, against Protestant religious groups, and against secular
measures (i. e., the removal of religion classes from the national school curricula
following the educational reform of 2005).

67 Christmas Encyclical 1992, published by Orthodoxy, URL: <http://www.orthodoxy.ge/patriarqi/
epistoleebi/sashobao1992.htm> (11-21-2023).

68 Christmas Encyclical 1998, published by Orthodoxy, URL: <https://www.orthodoxy.ge/patriarqi/
epistoleebi/saagdgomo1998.htm> (11-21-2023).
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Religious radicalism and xenophobic sentiments were at their worst in both the
church and public sphere®. The post-1995 period, which saw the church and the
state serving as reciprocal sources of legitimation, might be taken to exemplify
the Orthodox model of »symphony«. This rapprochement is well illustrated by the
following statement made by the Patriarch:

An opinion according to which the state ought to be separated from the church has
gained prevalence in our public. This does not mean that the church must distance it-
self from public life and the social and cultural existence of the people. At the same
time, it is of capital importance that Georgia, as an ancient Christian state, is guided by
Christian ethics and builds a nation-state based on our traditions and Orthodox faith.
The relationship between state and church is similar to that of soul and flesh whereby
each has its own place and their harmonious existence is led by benevolence and intel-

ligence”.

If in Byzantium this model was in most cases concretised in Caesaropapism, in
the case of Georgia the balance of power seemed tilted towards the church. The
so-called symphony relies on mutual pragmatic benefits rather than theological
doctrines underpinning the relationship between the two powers. The Patriarch
openly supported political personalities (e. g., Eduard Shevardnadze) during the
1995 elections and expected the state to return the favour:

It is true that every individual has the right to make free choices, but the state has the
responsibility to protect its citizens from spiritual aggression, even more so when the

actions of sects have already acquired anti-national and anti-statehood nature”".

In the wake of the Rose Revolution of 2003, state policy went through a drastic
change, which also affected religious matters, top priorities being the fight against
religious radicalism and the protection of religious freedom. The same period saw
ambiguity dominating the ecclesiastical narrative. Patriarch and other members of
clergy referred to Europe and liberalism and stressed their ambivalence. By doing
so, the church stood up to the new political agenda, unfortunately without much

69 From the political perspective, the concerns of the church manifested themselves in several instances.
The 1995 Constitution highlights the special role played by the GOC in Georgian history; in 1997,
the GOC left the World Council of Churches; in 2002, a constitutional agreement was concluded
between state and church.

70 Christmas Encyclical 1998. All encyclicals are available at URL: <http://www.orthodoxy.ge/patriarqi/
sarchevi.htm> (11-21-2023).

71 Ibid.
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theological reflexion. The pragmatic ecclesiastical discourse had embraced such
new concepts as technological progress, individual freedom, or liberalism:

Even though the church is based on a hierarchy, it never restricts the freedom of the
individual [...]. Sadly, we have all seen so-called reformers, both pseudo-liberals and
pseudo-conservatives [...]. The past few years have witnessed the strengthening of both
directions in Georgia. They have targeted the church and led to inappropriate, often

defamatory and insulting, discussions’2.

On the one hand, the church managed to pragmatically assess the new political
reality and avoid open confrontation with the new secular and liberal political
elite. The GOC officially welcomed the introduction of visa-free travel for Georgian
citizens endorsed by the EU”3. This position was the result of the political affinity
and of negotiations between state and the church. The GOC has often displayed a
deep gap between official statements and everyday politico-theological discourse.
On the other hand, it also managed to tackle radical societal transformations and
»accelerated modernisation«, which threatened to undermine its authority. The
church successfully imposed a taboo on critical voices against itself and adopted a
nationalistic discourse stressing the function of the church as the authentic bearer
of traditions and national identity.

In 2014, the Patriarch’s Encyclical introduced a series of new topics. The encycli-
cal, in its entirety, was dedicated to the definition and criticism of postmodernism
and unlimited freedom:

Every epoch has brought new challenges to Christianity. However, the postmodern era
is striking with its mega-challenges. [...] We all know that the earth and the universe
in general have their own laws, and this is the reality. However, modern thinking tells
us that there is no general reality and that we have invented this reality. Therefore, one
can, at one’s own discretion, recognise certain occurrences as existent or reject them as
non-existent. [...] All taboos must vanish! We must dismiss all restrictions of the past!

Everything that I desire and that pleases me is good! However, there is the only rule that

72 Christmas Encyclical 2005, published by Orthodoxy, URL: <https://www.orthodoxy.ge/patriarqi/
epistoleebi/saagdgomo2005.htm> (11-21-2023).

73 Patriarch — we think not only about what Europe will bring us, we think about what we will bring to

w

Europe, published by Interpressnews, 12-19-2015, URL: <https://www.interpressnews.ge/ka/article/
359220-patriarki-chven-vpikrobt-ara-marto-imaze-evropa-ras-mogvitans-chven-vpikrobt-imis-
shesaxeb-chven-ras-shevitant-evropashi/> (11-23-2023).
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must be followed: We must not violate the rights of others, especially those of minorities.
This is the law’*!

In this context, the »rights of others« are meant in a negative sense, as the product of
postmodernism and a sign of the decline of traditional values. The same Christmas
Encyclical of 2014 further states: »Freedom of choice is one of the divine graces be-
stowed upon men by God, however, there is a fundamental difference between the
teaching of Christ and the concept of sliberty« propounded by pseudo-liberals«”.
In addition to labelling minority rights and freedom of choice as postmodern
distortions of reality and denouncing them from the pulpits, the church has also es-
tablished other ways to channel its anger and resentment. It resisted, for instance, the
adoption of anti-discrimination laws and allied itself with ultra-nationalist groups
to demonstrate every year against the »International Day Against Homophobiax,
as showed above’®.

Topical »moral issues« such as the definition of marriage and the family or
LGBTQ+ rights became a dominant theme in sermons and the church’s official
statements. The GOC has become an active promoter of »traditional values«. Along-
side a global resurgence of »new conservativism« and far-right populism, a factor to
be reckoned with is the suspected and controversial influence of the Russian Ortho-
dox Church (ROC) on the GOC'’s positions towards gender issues. The GOC and
Georgian society as a whole are the targets of the ROC’s »norm entrepreneurship,
the concept used by Kristina Stoeckl while analysing the activity of the ROC in
international morality politics. When the ROC acts as a moral norm entrepreneur,
promoting traditional values and its own interpretation of human rights, it in-
evitably - directly or indirectly - affects the GOC”’.

The Pluralisation of Religious Reflections through Internet

In general, the church’s political and secular role became far more controversial.
Confrontations within the church and scandals around church personalities have

74 Christmas Encyclical 2014, published by Orthodoxy, URL: <https://www.orthodoxy.ge/patriarqi/
epistoleebi/saagdgomo2014.htm> (11-21-2023).

75 Ibid.

76 These groups include, for example, the »Georgian Marchg, an active proponent of a homophobic,
neo-Nazi, and ultra-radical agenda. Its suspicious ties with Russian foundations have often been in
the focus of public debates. A visit paid by »Georgian March« leaders to the Patriarch triggered a
particularly harsh reaction.

77 Kristina STOECKL, The Russian Orthodox Church as a Moral Norm Entrepreneur, in: Religion,
State & Society 44/2 (2016), pp. 132-151.
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made media headlines since religion ceased to be a taboo topic in public discourse.
The pronouncements of the GOC and influential members of the clergy receive
much public attention. Print media, blogs, social media, television, and radio have
contributed to a greater visibility of the church and the spread of its narrative into
the public sphere, while making discussions around religious issues more pluralistic
and open to secular arguments. The internet, particularly, has offered a space both
for strengthening traditional religious discourse and for alternative ideas. If the
public sphere has moved, in however small a way, towards liberal or secular ways
of thinking about religion or the church, the relationship between state and church,
or at least its political performance, still remains the same”.

The stance and the narrative of the church have evolved along with societal
transformation into a harsh reaction to religious pluralism manifested in the Last
Judgement discourse. The period following Georgia’s independence saw the rise of
quasi-religious beliefs in the Last Judgement, especially among marginal and funda-
mentalist groups with unconventional religiosity. The Last Judgement theme would
become a main issue of popular belief when it came to technological innovations
such as the internet or electronic ID cards. The sermons of Elder Gabriel (Urge-
badze), Elder Paisios of Mount Athos, Seraphim Rose, and Justin Popovi¢ focusing
on the Last Judgement gained popularity after 19907°. Especially Elder Paisios and
Elder Gabriel enjoy immense popularity, first among the consumers of religious
literature and more recently among the users of religious websites.

Elder Gabriel represents an example of non-traditional religiosity in contempo-
rary Georgia. Even before he was canonised by the Georgian Church in December
2012, his gravesite near Tbilisi was a popular pilgrimage destination, and he is now
much-quoted on the internet. Most of his sermons concern the Last Judgement and
criticise modernity. Such topics are popular among the clergy favouring an »escha-
tological language«. The dream of patriarch Ilia IT about the End Times is also very
popular, and Ilia is often mentioned in sermons as the »Patriarch of End Times«.
The analysis of the discourse of the post-Soviet GOC reveals that nowadays the
church usually invokes eschatology as an instrument for strengthening its power. It
is important to note that while the official statements of the Patriarch and other
high-ranking clergy have always been conservative and anti-modernist, eschatolog-
ical allusions were rather rare. Confrontations within the church, scandals around
the candidacy of a future Patriarch, the rise of anticlericalism, and the church’s

78 The nomination ceremony for the ruling party’s candidates in the 2020 parliamentary elections was
also attended by high-ranking members of the church, while candidates’ campaign photos included
the unavoidable shots in the church.

79 A Georgian-language website that focuses exclusively on the End Times and uses exclusively sources
in Russian is available in Georgian at apocalypse.ge, URL: <http://www.apocalypse.ge/publikaciebi_
ioane_gvtismetyvelis_saidumlo.html> (11-21-2023).
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waning authority during the Covid-19 crisis have created the favourable circum-
stances for bells tolling the End Times from the country’s main cathedral. In July
2020, Archbishop Daniel drew parallels between Ilia I and Elijah of Tishbite, the
preacher of the End Times. Archbishop Daniel was sure that it was no coincidence
that the two share the same name:

We have been witnessing the End Times approaching. There have been many signs.
However, the most important omen, as the Lord says in the Gospel, is the multiplication
of false teachings and false prophets in the form and on a scale that even chosen people
and chosen Christian countries are easily tempted. This is truly the time preceding the
advent of Antichrist®.

We may argue that in an Orthodox-secular order fear is not induced by the
End Times, but rather it is fear that creates eschatology. In January 2020, Pa-
triarch Ilia IT affirmed: »We must do everything to get ourselves prepared for
the End Times. They are close. [...] I have heard some believers saying that the
End Times are close, but I tell you that they may as well be just few days away«®!.
Such a sermon from a high-ranking clergyman could not go unnoticed. The
sermon was strongly frowned upon, with critics asking »why does the church try
to intimidate parishioners?«, which eventually put the Patriarchate under pressure
to react with a special communiqué.

Today, the church incorporates a wide spectrum of clergymen with dissenting
views and values. Among them are the Russophiles, those with ultra-radical views,
as well as pro-Western actors. Priest David Isakadze, the head of the ultra-radical
Union of Orthodox Parents, labels democratic discourse and human rights activism
as tools of a »Brussels dictatorship«. He argues that

[Georgia] has been under pressure to let in migrants and refugees from other countries. It
seems that the only reason Europe has allowed visa liberalisation is to lead thousands of
foreigners to our country and degrade us physically! In no time, Georgians will constitute

a minority of this country’s population®!

It should be noted that the Patriarch had for many years been the only voice of the
church. However, in recent years more and more members of the clergy have started

80 The Patriarch’s Sunday sermon, published by Ambioni, 07-26-2020, URL: <http://www.ambioni.ge/
sakvirao-qadageba-26-07-2020> (11-21-2023).

81 Ilia II. The Last Judgement is close, published by Radiotavisupleba, 01-12-2020, URL: <https://
tinyurl.com/2pj2xx5n> (11-21-2023).

82 Available in Georgian at URL: <https://qartuliazri.reportiori.ge/inside.php?menuid=68&id=5317>
(11-23-2023).
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to reach out to the public. Although most of the clergy’s public statements are in
accordance with the official state policy, there still are some voices, which have been
calling out Russia as an occupant while others make an appeal to the »communion«
of faith when it comes to Russo-Georgian relations. The church’s regularly expressed
support for monarchy is a political manoeuvre rather than a representation of the
institution’s political theology. The Patriarch asserted that constitutional monarchy
is the source of peace in any country and the people of Georgia, the country with
a most ancient culture, may in future consider restoring the monarchy, since, in
his eyes, Georgia was an ancient monarchy whose kings reigned in God’s grace.
This sermon hit media headlines and caught the attention of social media users. In
contrast to the previous years, the idea of monarchy received stronger criticism.
Even though the mainstream clergy still supported it, there were few priests who
did not share the belief that monarchy is the best form of governance and that
the ultimate obligation of a nation would be to »reinstate monarchy«. Deacon Ilia
Chighladze of the Western European Diocese of the GOC in London compared
absolute monarchy with dictatorship, saying it had no place in the twenty-first
century®.

Tapping into the advance in information technologies and the growth of the on-
line community, the clergy have actively been involved in shaping the ecclesiastical
discourse. Even though credit cannot be given solely to the advanced technologies,
the internet has become a platform where people feel comfortable to voice and
disseminate dissenting views. This has made discussions around religion more plu-
ralistic. Signs of change in the discourse can be observed in the Western European
Diocese of the GOC and among young Georgian theologians living abroad. Tamaz
Lomidze, a deacon in Munich, highlights the crisis existing in the relationship
between state and church and argues that

there is only one way out of this crisis: The free state must progressively gain strength
with its inviolable laws and structures and, at the same time, the church must irreversibly
get weaker materially and allow its worldly influence to wither. We must not try to correct
Christ’s deeds. The Lord is not mistaken when he says, »My kingdom is not of this world«.
It is a simple truth that the weaker the church is in this world, the stronger it is spiritually.
The more the church shakes off its material obligations, the more it will have been bestowed
grace to preach Christ’s teaching and give a way to state authorities to build a free country.
This is the only way out of the crisis for both the state and the church®.

83 Deacon of GOC in the diocese of UK and Ireland, Ilia Chighladze on Monarchy, published by Tabula,
06-19-2017, URL: <http://tbl.ge/2deo> (11-21-2023).

84 Deacon Tamaz Lomidze. The more material duties the church removes, the more spiritual grace it
will receive to preach the doctrine, published by Intepressnews, 03-10-2017, URL: <https://tinyurl.
com/msck3y4d> (11-21-2023).

© 2024 Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht | Brill Deutschland GmbH
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666302565 | CC BY-NC-ND 4.0



State, Church, and the Post-Soviet Political Theology ‘ 347

Similar views are rarely voiced by clergy serving in Georgia. A possible explanation
may lie in the fact that, unlike most dioceses, Lomidze’s diocese in Munich operates
in a pluralistic and multicultural environment. In addition, the Patriarchate’s ability
to exert control over all its dependencies abroad seems to have declined.

The State, the Church, and Theological Debates in a Time of
State Emergency

On 21 March 2020, the President of Georgia declared a state of emergency for
the purpose of preventing the spread of Covid-19. The same day, Prime Minister
Gakharia told the public that in the state of emergency no more than ten people
could be gathered and drew everyone’s attention, including that of the media, to
the church: What would the church’s response be to this restriction? The faithful
wanted to know whether they would be able to attend next Sunday’s service, and,
most importantly, if they would be able to participate in the Easter liturgy. Another
important question posed by restrictions under the state of emergency was whether
the state would be able to stand by its commitment and not make an exception for
the church. Unsurprisingly, the first question that the prime minister had to answer
after making the announcement was whether the restrictions would be applied to
the GOC. »The main goal and objective of the Government of Georgia is to take
care of the health of our citizens regardless of their religious belief«, Gakharia said®”.
However, it did not take long before he had to water down and revise his response.
The day before, on 20 March 2020, the Holy Synod ruled that regardless of a high
risk of Covid-19, all churches would resume their services, nor would the rule for
the holy sacrament be revised: »Questioning the essence of the holy sacrament
and expressing this doubt by refusing to use the spoon as the alleged spreader
of infection is utterly unacceptable«¢. Any discussion around even a temporary
closure of churches would be perceived as a battle against the church and a sign of
the End Times, whereas the use of disposable spoons for Holy Communion was
tantamount to blasphemy.

The developments brought about by the new coronavirus posed serious chal-
lenges to the church. The church had to come up with a theological response, which
had never been discussed before. Over the course of many years, the church had
closed itself off to any discussion, which would contain even a slightest attempt

85 Freedom of faith shall not be restricted by a decree — Talakvadze attends morning service, published
by Netgazeti, 03-21-2020, URL: <https://netgazeti.ge/news/436389/> (11-21-2023).

86 Synod - Refusing to share a common spoon as a source of infection is totally unacceptable, published
by Georgian Public Broadcaster, 03-20-2020, URL: <https://1tv.ge/news/sinodi-saziarebel-saerto-
kovzze-uaris-tqma-rogorc-infeqciis-gadamtan-wyaroze-yovlad-miughebelia/> (11-21-2023).
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to offer a new reading of the ecclesiastical tradition in a changing context, even
though this would not mean a radical revision, but rather an effort to establish
a connection between the tradition and the challenges of modernity. In the pan-
demic, the church’s response looked more like of a competition with the state than
a step towards finding common ground with the public. »The practice of using the
spoon for the holy sacrament goes back thousands of years [...]. By taking the holy
sacrament, the faithful takes the holy Body and Blood of Christ as purification and
treatment of body and soul, read the statement of the Synod87.

The general discourse created by bishops and popular clergymen was hardly a
confrontation between secular and religious thinking, religious and medical opin-
ions. It was more of a revival of conspiracy theories and existing fundamentalist
trends. For instance, Bishop Job argued that the virus and the developments around
it were the creation of unbelievers and »Freemasons«: »What should be important
are the Patriarch’s appeals rather than those of unbelieving governments and doc-
tors«. The second trend within the ecclesiastical discourse was the claim to »being
a better Orthodox Christian«*. The bottom line in the sermons of high-ranking
clergy in Georgia was that attending Sunday services was an act of bravery. They
would draw comparisons between the bravery demonstrated by such congregations
and that of Christian martyrs and national heroes. »Some people tell us to shut
down our churches like Catholics, Muslims, and other religions. I am sure there
will be no humankind on earth in 2 or 3 years«, said Bishop Job®.

The statements of the Patriarchate of the GOC triggered greater criticism because
of the church’s controversial reputation. The GOC encouraged people to come to
church, even though it might have been dangerous: »[In the past] not only did the
faithful remain untroubled by the alleged dangers of taking Holy Communion, they
would do so with increasing frequency«®!. Some members of the clergy went so
far as calling out the congregation to go to church on Easter eve as an existential
matter for the church and the faith. »May you seek death and sacrifice for Christ« - a
catch-line running through the sermons of many priests that triggered criticism and
heated public debates. The church’s call to come to service during the quarantine,

87 In such times the faithful were not afraid to take communion with a shared spoon - on the contrary —
the Patriarchate, published by Publika, 02-29-2020, URL: <https://publika.ge/aset-periodebshi-
morwmuneni-ar-ushindebodnen-saerto-kovzit-ziarebas-piriqit-sapatriarqo/> (11-21-2023).

88 Father Job calls on the congregation to not listen to doctors and encourages them to endanger their
lives, published by News ON, 04-15-2020, URL: <http://go.on.ge/1j93> (11-21-2023).

89 Services in churches were put on hold by Greek, Romanian, and other Christian Orthodox Churches.

90 Bishop Job: If we close churches, there will be no humankind, published by Newshub, 03-29-2020,
URL: <https://newshub.ge/news/sazogadoeba/meuphe-iosebi-tadzrebs-tu-davketavt-katsobrioba-
aghar-iarsebebs> (11-23-2023).

91 Ibid.
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it was argued, was »a symptom of theological and moral depravity, which has
resurfaced in all its severity amid the pandemic. It appears that all theological
knowledge of the Patriarchate and its faith boils down to the spoon«’?. Former
deacon Basil Kobakhidze believed that this is »false mystical ecstasy and fetishist
attitude towards God as well as to rituals and the Holy Communion«®*.

The sermons preached at that time by the Patriarch and influential clergy were
dominated by the themes of a looming Armageddon. The pandemic and changed
reality provided a new momentum for controversial, if not entirely marginal, ideas
and notions promoted by members of the clergy: visions of the Patriarch, watering
streets with Holy Water, Georgians as a chosen people, protecting the church from
the Freemasons, and so on. Such statements would be followed by widely shared
political, public, and theological criticism. More importantly, the voices of theolo-
gians when it comes to matters of religion and the church were almost never heard
in Georgia. Those with views dissenting from the Patriarchate’s official stance were
too few in number to create an alternative discourse. Yet, this feeble voice rang
lounder amidst the state of emergency.

Zurab Jashi is one of the theologians, who never let the church’s statements go
unnoticed and often voiced criticism from a theological perspective:

Not only has [the church’s decision] failed to bolster the faith of the congregation, but it
also contains a threat of displaying the Christian faith as superstition attributed to magical
rituals, which does not require a free and conscious response from an individual to the
divine will. Moreover, it is bound to subvert the free will and thinking, precious graces
that make us an image of God. On the other hand, no less danger comes from unrestricted
gatherings during services, which is conducive to the spread of the disease and contradicts

the sacred Testament calling us to love our neighbours™.

The return of Basil Kobakhidze — once an outstanding member of the Orthodox
Church, a fierce opponent of religious fanaticism and outspoken critic of flaws
within the church, who left the church as a sign of protest - to the public sphere
signalled the gravity of the situation. After having remained in the shadow for a
while, Kobakhidze started making video appeals during the pandemic, in which he
criticised the church’s stance as non-Christian:

92 Giorgi MAISURADZE, The Church, the Virus and Logos, published by Radio Free Europe/RFE,
05-04-2020, URL: <https://tinyurl.com/5dkury4n> (11-21-2023).

93 Is the God great and the virus small? — an interview with former deacon Basil Kobakhidze, published
by Radio Free Europe/RFE, 04-17-2020, URL: <https://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/a/30540114.html>
(11-21-2023).

94 Zurab JasHr, The Pandemic and the Church, published by Social Justice Center, 04-14-2020, URL:
<https://socialjustice.org.ge/ka/products/pandemia-da-eklesia-zurab-jashi> (11-23-2023).
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We are talking about closing churches for a month, a quarantine. We are not talking about
blasphemy or people being deprived of their right to participate in ceremonies [...] the
worst thing is that members of the clergy - for instance, Father Nikoloz - challenge the
faithful by saying that if you are afraid, stay at home. And the congregation thinks that
even though the church has told me to stay home, am I not betraying God if I do so? With

this disposition, the congregation demonstrates religious audacity®.

Deacon Irakli Jinjolava was also among the few, who argued that temporarily
refraining from attending liturgy during the pandemic does not imply a rejection
of God: »Today is the time, when we can experience the presence of Jesus, become
the true Body, Church and Eucharist of Christ while remaining in our homes«®.
Furthermore, Zaza Tevzadze belonged to a rather small group of the clergy who
would openly criticise the lack of spiritual education among the members of the

clergy, religious radicalism, and institutional closure®’. He argued that

when the whole world struggles to cope with unprecedented danger, when a war is
being waged between soundness and massive psychosis, between healthy religiosity and
apocalyptic hysteria, and the balance of powers, as one would expect from the world, sways
towards death with such indifference towards life [...], in this time, we join in God -
in supreme love and the all-encompassing secret of eternity — by necessary isolation

commensurable to the current situation®®!

When it comes to the Patriarchate adamantly holding on to the usual liturgical
practice, participants in public discussions believed that secular rather than religious
motives were at stake. Basil Kobakhidze argued that »the church is the state within
the state. If the Patriarch says that these are satanic authorities who threaten us, he
is well capable of causing uprisings of people, police, and the army even in the hard
times of the pandemics«®”.

The month between the declaration of the state of emergency and the Easter
liturgy was a marathon of sorts: Who was going to rise victorious - the church or
the state? Who will win the battle over managing the extraordinary? A few days

before Easter, the prime minister was »invited« to the Patriarchate to »explain«

95 RFE, Is God great and the virus small?

96 The Pandemic and the idea of solidarity: what clergymen and theologians say, published by Social
Justice, 04-16-2020, URL: <https://socialjustice.org.ge/ka/products/pandemia-da-solidarobis-idea-
ras-fikroben-sasuliero-pirebi> (11-23-2023).

97 In response, the Patriarchate would »repress« the priest for his audacious, non-conformist, and
liberal views.

98 The Pandemic and the idea of solidarity: what clergymen and theologians say.

99 RFE, »Is the God great and the virus small?«.
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rules and measures applicable during the state of emergency and that a »ten-person
rule« would not apply to the church. As a result, the Patriarchate issued a rather
ambivalent statement declaring that there would be a liturgy in accordance with
state regulations. In his turn, the prime minister also made a cleverly ambiguous
statement. The language and the spirit of this statement were far from the previous
one. For instance, in the statement made on 21 March, he unequivocally declared
that »the rule applies to all, including the church«. Later, the prime minister offered
the following opening line: »We are an Orthodox Christian state with a thousand
years of cooperation between church and state. Keeping churches open is an exis-
tential matter for many of our esteemed believers«. In addition to buttering up the
church, the state shifted the whole burden of decision-making to disoriented citi-
zens, who had to abide by demands that the state had failed to make of the church:
»A wise and intelligent citizen knows that they must not put the responsibility on
the church and not wait for the latter’s appeal to go to church. Nor should they wait
for the state’s green light to break the law«!%.

In 2020, the Patriarch’s Easter Encyclical explicitly mentioned the contributions
of doctors, the »actions of the government and the responsibility of the population«.
The encyclical stressed that »by the grace of God, services have been held with the
faithful in Georgian churches, including on Easter night«!%!. Many suspected that
»keeping churches open« was nothing more than an expression of rivalry between
the state and the church. The 2020 Easter was the culmination not so much of a
forty-day fasting period than of the state of emergency. The church managed to
assume control over each and every restriction imposed by the state, including the
right to assembly, the number of people gathered, the distancing measures, and the
breaking of the curfew. The pandemic revealed the real sovereign to be the church,
the true authority in charge of the state of exception.

Conclusion

The Georgian Orthodox Church in post-Soviet times could be perceived as the main
winner of system transformation. Since the 1990s, the Church gained the public trust
and became a source for legitimation for political power. Considering the political
and historical contexts, the GOC has »different political theologies pertaining

102

to various epochs«'””. Today the church »creates« its own political theology and

100 Prime Minister’s Briefing, 04-14-2020, original at 1TV-First Channel, published by YouTube, URL:
<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SYOVxd5hqoQ> (11-21-2023).

101 Patriarch IL1a, The Easter Message of the Catholicos-Patriarch of All Georgia, published by Patriar-
chate, 04-19-2020, URL: <https://patriarchate.ge/news/2605> (11-21-2023).

102 See Ratiant, Political Theologies across Epochs.
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»invents Orthodox tradition«!%, There is a body of evidence confirming that the
environment, in which the church had to operate in the past was not conducive
to the development of continuous theological thought. The process of the church
defining its own place in the modern and secular era started in the early twentieth
century and ceased fairly soon. The Soviet regime left an indelible mark on the
church under its control and turned it into a secular institution of some sort.
The GOC of post-Soviet Georgia is heir to this very distorted church. Instead
of performing a theological reorientation and rethinking, the GOC decided to
use its symbolic capital to express loyalty to ruling governments or to cement its
authority in power games with the state. The church’s response to drastic societal
changes in post-Soviet society often fits political agendas rather than representing
an attempt at a theological and ecclesiological rethinking of the new social reality.
The church’s dominant discourse is saturated by nationalist narratives, coupled
with growing eschatological and populist ones. In a society where religion is the
most important measure of national identity, the church is perceived to be the
protector of this identity'®. Besides that, any crisis and mistrust towards political
institutions gives more legitimation to the »sacred dome«. During the crisis of the
post-Soviet transition, the church appeared in the people’s eyes as a counterweight
to an unreliable political space. The tactical »political neutrality« of the Patriarch of
the GOC turned out to be the desired mode for society. The church managed to
create a »secular order« of its own and remained impenetrable during the chaos of
the Covid-19 pandemic. The time for a state of emergency in Georgia confirmed that
the GOC is the true sovereign in the country, the one ruling the state of emergency,
as Schmitt would put it'®.

As mentioned above, the church’s response to the challenges of the new reality
consists mainly in religious thought confronting secular ideas. The response is,
in most cases, limited to a church wrestling with the state, so that the latter can
acknowledge its power. Giga Zedania argues that modern political theology is the
response to differentiation processes and will exist as long as the church keeps
rejecting modernity and points to its own tradition!?. The GOC has been building
its own political theology in response of pluralisation and secularisation processes.
The question remains whether it is a truly Orthodox political theology, situational
politics, or an invented Kulturkampf of the post-truth era.

103 Zurab JasHr, Inventing the Orthodox Tradition in the Post-Soviet Georgia, Thbilisi 2020.

104 Alexander UNSER et al., Predictors of Attitudes Towards the Right to Work: An Empirical Analysis
Among Young People in Moldova and Georgia, in: Hans-Georg Z1EBERTZ (ed.), International
Empirical Studies on Religion and Socioeconomic Human Rights, Wiesbaden 2020, pp. 129-168.

105 ScHMITT, Political Theology, p. 5.

106 ZEDANIA, Political Theology, p. 20.
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Alexander Ponomariov

Orthodox Theopolitical Philosophies in post-2014 Ukraine

»Political Orthodoxy«

In the case of modern Ukraine, one can speak of Orthodox »political theologies,
whose breakout point was the bloody Maidan coup détat of 2014. The invasion of
Ukraine by the Russian Federation in 2022 has only exacerbated this phenomenon.
Ukrainian Orthodox protagonists tend to separate »political theology« from »public
theology«, seeing the former in terms of relations between church and state, and the
latter in terms of relations between church and society. In so doing, they prioritise
»public theology« over »political theology«, which distinguishes the Ukrainian
approach from contemporary Russian Orthodoxy. At the same time, the Ukrainian
authors (with the exception of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church under the Moscow
Patriarchate) idealise Maidan so much that they present it both as a Messiah for the
decolonisation of Ukraine from Russian »imperial« and »barbarian« culture and
the cornerstone for building Ukrainian civil society.

It has been noted that, »while Orthodox theology is gaining a more prominent
place in western scholarship, political theology remains overwhelmingly Catholic
and Protestant«'. Besides, it is argued, »public ecclesiology depends on the particu-
lar public of which one speaks«?. Furthermore, in the Orthodox milieu, one can
speak mostly of individual attempts at theological reflection, attempts »which did
not enjoy an official endorsement«’. In post-2014 Ukraine, individual reflections
are clearly the case; and the so-called »political theology« is developed by a few
persons (one of whom lives and works abroad) for a specific public, and is based
on established Protestant and Roman Catholic doctrines.

It should be noted that there were a few and rather weak institutional church
attempts to formulate some aspects of Ukrainian »political theology«. One of them

—

Nathaniel Woob/Aristotle PApANIKOLAOU, Orthodox Christianity and Political Theology, in: Ruben
RoDRIGUEZ (ed.), T&T Clark Handbook of Political Theology, London 2020, pp. 337-351, at p. 337.
Aristotle PAPANIKOLAOU, Whose Public? Which Ecclesiology?, in: Kristina STOECKL et al. (eds.),

)

Political Theologies in Orthodox Christianity. Common Challenges — Divergent Positions, London
2017, pp. 229-242, at p. 242.

Vasilios N. MAKRIDES, Political Theology in Orthodox Christian Contexts. Specificities and Particu-
larities in Comparison with Western Latin Christianity, in: STOECKL et al. (eds.), Political Theologies,
pp. 25-54, at p. 27.
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was a joint » Address of the Traditional Ukrainian Churches on the Twentieth An-
niversary of the Referendum to Confirm the Act of Independence of Ukrainex,
issued in 2011*. In it, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church under the Moscow Pa-
triarchate (UOC MP), the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Kiev Patriarchate
(UOC KP), and the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church proclaimed on the twentieth
anniversary of the separatist declaration of Ukraine’s independence from the USSR
that was adopted in August 1991 by the parliament of this then-Soviet republic
and reconfirmed at a referendum in December that year. The address of the three
churches was written quite cautiously. For one, it admitted that, 20 years after the
fall of the Soviet Union, a new generation of Ukrainians had come of age whose
members were not »burdened by the defects of the Soviet past«. The question the
churches asked was how to organise a decent life for Ukrainian society. The answer
to this question was traditional: The unity of society can only be based on Christian
spiritual ideals, social self-organisation, and mutual support. Given the ostensible
triviality of its content, the address went largely unnoticed.

A more visible and widely debated (yet not systematic) institutional attempt
was an ad-hoc condemnation by the UOC MP of the fundamentalist Orthodox
grassroots movements in the 2000s, such as the Union of Orthodox Brotherhoods
of Ukraine, the Orthodox Society of Odessa, the Spiritual and Patriotic Union, and
others. In December 2007, the UOC MP explicitly condemned the politicisation
of these organisations, calling it »political Orthodoxy«: »We also condemn the so-
called >political Orthodoxy<, which implies the introduction of political slogans into
the church pale, because it does not correspond to the spirit of Christ’s kerygma«’.
A year later, the UOC MP reiterated the subject calling it the »promotion of ideas

4 Ukrainian Orthodox Church (MP), Ukrainian Orthodox Church (KP), and Ukrainian Greek Catholic
Church Published Joint Address to Ukrainian People Calling to »Use God’s Gifts« for Affirmation
of Ukraine’s Independence (YIIL] MII, YIIIJ KII ta YI'KL onpuntogamnu crinbHe 3BepHEHHS KO
YKPaiHCbKOTO HapOJly i3 3aK/IMKOM » BUKOPUCTOBYBaTU BOXi lapu« B yTBep/yKeHHI He3a/1e)KHOCTL
Ykpainn), published by Religion in Ukraine, 12-01-2011, URL: <https://www.religion.in.ua/news/
vazhlivo/13362-upc-mp-upc-kp-ta-ugkc-oprilyudnili-spilne-zvernennya-do-ukrayinskogo-narodu-
iz-zaklikom-vikoristovuvati-bozhi-dari-v-utverdzhenni-nezalezhnosti-ukrayini-fotoreportazh.html>
(11-23-2023).

5 »Mn TakoX 3aCy[KyeMO TaK 3BaHe >IONITUYHE MPABOCIAB’AA(, SIKe Ilepefbadae BHECEHHS B
LIEPKOBHY OTOPOXKY IOJIITUYHUX Tacesl, OCKi/IbKM 1e He BifjoBifae 1yXy XpucToBOi MpONOBifi«,
see Bishops' Council of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of 2007. Minutes No 2 of the Ses-
sion of the Council (Apxiepeiicbknit Co6op YIIL 2007 poky. IIporokon No.2 3sacizanHs
Cobopy emmckomiB Ykpaincbkoi IIpaBocmaBuoi Ilepksu), published by Cunopambhmit
indopmaniitno-npocsiTHubkuit Biggin YIILI, 12-21-2007, URL: <http://web.archive.org/web/
20220419154327/http://http://orthodox.org.ua/article/protokol-%E2%84%962-zas%D1%96dannya-
soboru-%D1%94piskop%D1%96v-ukra%D1%97nsko%D1%97-pravoslavno%D1%97-tserkvi-1>
(11-28-2023).
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and liturgical rites that contradict the rules and teaching of the Orthodox Church«®.
In particular, the UOC MP pointed out, said organisations had promoted the idea
of the canonisation of the controversial Tsar Ivan IV (also known in the West as
»Ivan the Terrible«), and another person with a controversial reputation, Grigorii
Rasputin. Besides, the movements demanded so-called »national repentance« for
the murder of the last Russian Tsar, Nicholas II, who had been »insufficiently glori-
fied« by the Moscow Patriarchate in 2000. Other demands included the spreading
of eschatological fears, urging Orthodox believers to repent for the acceptance of
the taxpayer identification number, new digital IDs, and similar electronic data.
Although the locution »political Orthodoxy« gained currency and a certain popu-
larity, it has not resulted in any full-scale theopolitical philosophy of the UOC MP
outside the official »Bases of the Social Concept« (adopted in 2000).

After the event in Ukraine known as the Maidan Revolution in 2013/2014, the
UOC MP as the largest Orthodox community released a series of addresses to the
nation. When on 24 February 2014 it became clear that the Maidan protesters had
prevailed, the UOC MP addressed the nation with a reminder that the separation
of the church from the state does not imply its separation from Ukrainian society,
and warned the new revolutionary authorities against interfering in internal church
affairs, specifically regarding the top-down creation of one local Orthodox Church
in Ukraine’. Following the outbreak of war in the east of the country, the UOC MP
expressed its — traditionally inclusive — approach concerning all those who suffer
because of the combat actions and emphasised the impossibility for the clergy to
partake in civil standoffs or use the church pulpit for preaching political ideas®. This
motion underlined once again that the UOC MP, as an institution, attempted to

=)

»[P]osmoBcrofpKytoThest imel Ta JTYpriitHi oOpsiay, SAKi Cylepedarb NpaBMIAM i BYEHHIO
ITpaBocnasHoi LlepkBsi«, see Meeting of 11 November 2008. Journal No. 93 (3aciganus 11 nmucromazna
2008 poxy. JKypnan No. 93), published by Ceamennmit Cunop YTIII, 11-11-2008, URL: <https://
sinod.church.ua/2014/01/15/zasidannya-11-listopada-2008-roku/> (11-23-2023).

»Binminenna IlepkBu Bifi p[epXaBM He O3Ha4ae Il BiIOKPEM/IEHHS Bifl yYKPaiHCBKOrO

~N

cycminberBag, see Address of the Holy Synod of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church to State Authorities
(3Bepuenns Casimennoro Cunony Yxpaincekoi [IpaBocinaBaol LlepkBu 0 iep)KaBHOI Biiajn),
published by Ykpainceka IIpaBocnasua Ilepksa, 02-24-2014, URL: <https://news.church.ua/2014/
02/24/zvernennya-svyashhennogo-sinodu-ukrajinskoji-pravoslavnoji-cerkvi-do-derzhavnoji-vladi/>
(11-07-2023).

8 »Mu 1e i 1me pas HaralyeMo, 1J0 y4acTb IYXOBEHCTBAa B aKI[iAX IPOMaJIAHCHKOI HEITOKOPU €
HerI/IHYCTI/[MOIO. Takox € HerI/II/UIHHTH]/IMI/I BUKOPVCTAHHA LIEPKOBHOTO aMBOHy L1 Iponarangn
Gypb-sAKMX MOMTUYHKX ifeit«, see Address of the Holy Synod to Bishops, Clergy, Monks, and
Laymen Regarding the Latest Developments in Ukraine (3Bepuenns Cpamennoro CUHORY 110
€IICKOIIATY, IyXOBEHCTBA, YeHIIiB Ta MUPSH Y 3B 3Ky 3 OCTaHHIMU 1ofiAMu B YKpaini), published
by VYkpaincpka IIpaBocmaBaa Llepksa, 07-06-2014, URL: <https://news.church.ua/2014/06/19/
zvernennya-svyashhennogo-sinodu-do-jepiskopatu-duxovenstva-chenciv-ta-miryan-u-zvyazku-z-
ostannimi-podiyami-v-ukrajini/> (11-23-2023).
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stay above politics. However, the tectonic fissure, which brought about the outbreak
of Ukrainian theopolitical discourse known as »political theologies«, had already
taken place.

»Political Theology« or Theopolitical Philosophy?

Vasilios N. Makrides points out a few aspects of the topic. First, he believes that it
would be more productive to talk about the notion of »political theology« in the
plural, an argument that certainly applies to the Ukrainian case. Second, although
the term »political theology« is used to describe the overall relationship between
Christian communities and political power, other definitions can be considered,
too - for instance, »political philosophy«’. The latter is closer to my approach to the
issue: For example, I opted elsewhere for alternative definitions because »Orthodox
theology« is different from the mentioned terminology used in connection with
politics. In particular, Orthodoxy early enough developed a narrow understanding
of theology - i. e., Trinitology, Christology, and Pneumatology - as specific and
concrete teaching about God in Himself (i. e., the Trinity) and about His general
oikonomia with regard to the universe and humans. As it is reflected, for instance, in
the rare titles of John the Theologian, Gregory the Theologian, and Symeon the New
Theologian, Orthodox theology is about mystical knowledge of God, deification,
and the like. From this narrow perspective, the popular label »political theology«
would arguably be overstretched. That an organised religion like a Christian Church
must interact with state and secular society does not mean, in my opinion, that the
way this interaction is designed should be called theology only because this or that
religion is prone to speak on behalf of God or gods. Hence, one can distinguish
between Orthodox theology per se and theopolitical philosophies such as »political
theology« and »public theology«'?. That said, here I nevertheless use the terms
»political theology« and »public theology« in quotation marks - not because I find
them correct or felicitous, but because they pertain to the Ukrainian authors whose
theopolitical philosophies I analyse.

9 MAKRIDES, Political Theology, p. 26.
10 Cf. Alexander PoNomar1Ov, The Visible Religion. The Russian Orthodox Church and her Relations
with State and Society in Post-Soviet Canon Law (1992-2015), Frankfurt am Main 2017, p. 52.
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A Future Vector for Ukrainian »Political Theologies«?

Another term in circulation is »theopolitics«, that is, an interconnection between
religion and political actions. However, it rather emphasises a practical aspect, i. e.,
the way politics is done with the help of religion, although the doing of politics goes
hand in hand with its theorisation. I want to address here the example of the new
Global Exchange on Religion in Society initiative of the High Representative of the
European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, slated to begin in the first
half 0f 2020'!. On 3 June 2020, the Ukraine-based Foreign Policy Research Institute
announced the receipt of an EU grant for theopolitical research into the question
of church unification: According to the information published on its website, it
was tasked with creating a roadmap for the »ecumenical reunification and return«
of the Greek Catholic Churches of the Byzantine rite in Ukraine and elsewhere to
the Ecumenical Patriarchate. The Ukrainian and the Ruthenian Greek-Catholic
Church would thus join the newly created Orthodox Church of Ukraine under the
Ecumenical Patriarchate.

Until recently, such projects seemed anything but realistic. Indeed, a day after the
announcement was published, the Institute deleted the information from its website,
stating that it had 