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Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to investigate some paradigms of emergence of
contextual (ethno-centered) Orthodox identity, comparing Russian and Greek-American
communities. It does not aim at presenting a complete account. Noble as such an effort would
be, it is an unrealistic project not just because of the limits of this paper. Orthodox identity is
so closely interwoven with Orthodox moral vision and the community’s history, which in
turn is almost inseparable from Orthodox worship and the way of life, that any attempt to
separate the strands, even for a purely academic purpose, would be to do disservice to both
Orthodox ethics and the Orthodox community. As the paper progresses I will try to
demonstrate this integral unity of the developments of Russian and Greek-American
Orthodox identity with the Byzantine past and by means of the major tenets of the theological
contributions of these communities.

I will begin by mapping the Orthodox terrain and tracing the Byzantine roots of
current Orthodox theologizing. For the latter, my point of departure will be an event at the
source of autocephalous Russian Orthodoxy. Further, I will take a closer look at nineteenth
and twentieth century Russian Orthodox reflections of the search for theological identity.
Next I will broaden the picture by including some insights from the development of Greek
Orthodox thought during the same period, with a particular emphasis on contextual creativity
in developing Greek-American Orthodox identity.

Some words of caution are needed, both on the scope of the study and on my

particular perspective in handling it. In reflecting on the phenomena of Orthodoxy one must
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bear in mind that while it has all the distinct marks of a well-defined trend in the larger
Christian tradition, it cannot be reduced to a single denomination with common policies and
confessional statements. In fact the Orthodox communion is a sisterhood of at least fifteen
mutually recognised independent (autocephalous) Orthodox Churches and several other
affiliated bodies in a dynamic fellowship.! Even more important, in different historical
periods all of them have been marginalized under a longer or a shorter period of oppression
by an alien religious or social power, or both. These diverse courses of historical destiny led
inevitably to adjustments and particularities in the development of the Orthodox
communities’ moral life that prevent us from making easy generalizations. Finally, by
focusing on Russian and Greek-American theological developments I do not wish to imply
that Serbian, Romanian, Bulgarian and other Orthodox churches are underdeveloped, nor to
polarise the first two as substantially different (granted the differences that exists).
Historically, in my opinion, it has happened that the former was given better chances to
reflect theologically on the common Orthodox heritage.”

This is a theological study. If theology is a science of convictions, as James
McClendon and James Smith argue,’ it is not unbiased research. My theological standpoint at
best is that of a sympathetic outsider. In looking at the story of the Orthodox community, I
will evaluate it from the perspective of an adherent of the Radical Reformation tradition.

With that in mind, I will turn now to examine the formative forces behind the story of
the development of Russian and Greek theological identity with deep roots in Byzantine

Christianity.

! These are Orthodox churches with autocephalous status such as The Ecumenical Patriarchate of
Constantinople, The Patriarchates of Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem, Russia, Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria, and Georgia,
The Churches of Cyprus, Greece, Poland, Albania, and autonomous churches of Czech Lands and Slovakia, and of
Finland. The Orthodox church in America (formerly the Russian Orthodox Metropolia, was granted autocephalous
status by the Patriarchate of Moscow, which is not recognized by all of the Orthodox communions. Likewise the
autonomous status of the Orthodox Church of Japan is not recognized by all of the rest. The churches are listed in the
order followed in Inter-Orthodox gatherings. (See Thomas E. FitzGerald, The Orthodox Church, in Henry Warner
Bowden, series editor, Denominations in America Series, volume 7 (Westport, Conn/ London: Greenwood Press,
1995), appendix II, p. 224.

* On a similar line of thought see the editorial of St Viadimir’s Theological Quarterly, volume 16:4 (1972),
171. Forarecent restatement of Serbian Orthodox theological identity and briefaccount of the Orthodox ethnogenesis
of the Balkan Orthodox Commonwealth (Serbians, Greeks, Romanians and Bulgarians), see Christos Mylonas,
Serbian Orthodox Fundamentals: The Quest for an Eternal Identity (Budapest/New York: CEU[Central European
University] Press, 2003), passim, pp. 213-40. For representative excerpts of Romanian Orthodox thinking, see
Staniloae 1980, passim.

? James Wm. McClendon, Jr. and James M. Smith, Convictions: Defusing Religious Relativism, 2nd rev.
ed. (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International, 1994).
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The Church and the World: Historic Context of Orthodox Theological Praxis

First I will present a shorthand ‘map’ of modern Orthodoxy moving from the land of
the Byzantine Commonwealth® to the expanding frontiers of an Orthodox global presence.
Next I will attempt an analysis of a pivotal event in defining Russian Orthodox identity by
going back to the Byzantine roots of the Orthodox tradition informed by Eusebius (of
Caesarea)’s grand constitution of Byzantine theocracy or the Kingdom of God on earth. This
will set the grounds for the following explorations of current Orthodox thought.
Mapping the Orthodox terrain

For many people, any reference to the Orthodox, Eastern Orthodox or Eastern
Church conjures up ideas of something exotic, elusive, mysterious, and yet familiar.” Even
for someone born and bred in a nominally Orthodox Christian culture (in my case,
Bulgarian), it is difficult to give an adequate answer to the question: “What is the (or an?)
Orthodox Church?’ Judging from my experience, the common response in Orthodox
countries will often be: ‘The Orthodox Church is the right (in Slavonic, pravoslavnaia)
church!” It is a theological response: a claim about ‘correct belief” and ‘correct worship’.® All
other churches are at least semi-heretical.

In Eastern Europe, the former Soviet Union, and Middle East, Orthodoxy is much
more than simply a church; it is the formative force behind an entire way of life and culture.

It is a substantial ingredient in national (and, unfortunately, in nationalistic) identity.” As the

* On the concept see Dimitri Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth. Eastern Europe, 500-1453 (New
York and Washington: Praeger Publishers, 1971), 1-4.

’ For a somewhat similar account of the first encounter with the Orthodox liturgy, see Daniel B. Clendenin,
Eastern Orthodox Christianity: A Western Perspective (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1994), p. 16. Cf. also
Evangelicalism and the Orthodox Church: A Report by the Evangelical Alliance Commission on Unity and Truth
among Evangelicals (London: Acute, 2001), p. 25. For an exciting pilgrimage into the Orthodox faith and the first
impressions of a novice who “did not find Orthodoxy archaic, foreign or exotic”, see Bishop Kalistos (Timothy)
Ware’s recollection of his own journey in his The Inner Kingdom, in The Collected Works, volume 1, second printing,
(Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2001, first published in 2000), 1-24; quotation on p. 6.

6 According to the Orthodox theologian Stanley S. Harakas, the word ‘Orthodox,’ as applied to the Church,
was a sign that it was the true and historic church of Christ. The word is made up of two shorter Greek words. The
first, ‘Orthe’, means ‘correct’. The second, ‘doxa’, means both ‘opinion or belief” and ‘praise or worship’. So,
‘Orthodox’ may be understood as ‘correct believing’ as regards the faith and ‘correct worshipping’ as regards the unity
ofthe Church.’ (The Orthodox Church: 455 Questions and Answers (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Light & Life Publishing
Company, 1987), pp. 239-40.). Cf. John Binns, 4An Introduction to the Christian Orthodox Churches (Cambridge:
CUP, 2002), p. vii.

7 John Meyendorf considers disunity of the sisterhood of Orthodox churches in the world caused by
secularised nationalism “the most obvious weakness of the Orthodox Church today.” (Catholicity and the Church,
(New York: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1983), p. 138. For an extended evaluation of Orthodoxy and nationalism,
see Donald Fairbairn’s Eastern Orthodoxy Through Western Eyes (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2002),
ch. 10. On the alliance between the leadership of the Orthodox church and the rightist nationalist movements in Post-
Soviet Russia, see John B. Dunlop ‘The Russian Orthodox Church as an “Empire-Saving” Institution,’ in The Politics
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maxim goes, to be a Russian (Serbian, Romanian, Bulgarian, etc.) is to be an Orthodox.
Hence, a puzzled Southern Baptist missionary, eager to evangelise people on the streets of
Sofia reports: ‘To my question ‘Are you a believer?’, most people answer ‘Yes! I am
Bulgarian.’®

As an outcome of its Christendom origins, combined with its embeddedness in the
local culture, Orthodoxy lost its zeal for mission and evangelism, a loss which became
particularly evident with the decline of the Byzantine Commonwealth. The great missionary
achievements of the 9™ and 10™ centuries among Caucasians, Mongols, and Slavs, associated
with the ‘Cyrilo-Methodian ideology’ of the ‘indigenisation of the Church’,’ set a pattern for
authentic Eastern Orthodox mission practice. The distinctive features of St Cyril (826-869)
and St Methodius’ (c. 815-885) Slavic mission,'’ according to James J. Stamoolis, can be
identified as the use of the vernacular for worship and instruction of the converts, the use of
indigenous clergy, and autocephality of the local church. ‘The gospel [was] to be preached

and the converts instructed to offer praise to God in their own language.” '' Unfortunately,

of Religion in Russia and New States of Eurasia, ed. Michael Bourdeaux (Armonk, NY: M.E.Sharpe, 1995), 15-40.
For an account of Serbian Orthodox ethno-nationalism, see Mylonas 2003, 35-72.

¥ See James Duke’s report in Arkansas Baptist News Magazine (Dec. 1994, quotation from memory). Cf.
Clendenin, Eastern Orthodox Christianity, p. 21 and John B. Dunlop, ‘Orthodoxy and National Identity in Russia,’
in Identities in Transition: Eastern Europe and Russia after the Collapse of Communism, ed. Victoria E. Bonnell
(Berkeley, CA: University of California at Berkeley, 1996), 117-28. In the cultural Orthodox faith of many in Eastern
Europe today, H. Richard Niebuhr would find a good example of his Christ-of-culture type of Christianity (Christ and
Culture (New York: Harper Torchbooks of Harper & Row Publishers, 1951), ch. 3. On the recent disputes and schisms
in the contemporary Eastern Orthodox Churches, see Janice Broun’s report “Divisions in Eastern Orthodoxy Today”
in East-West Church and Ministry Report, Volume 5, No. 2 (Spring 1997), pp. 1-3.

? John Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology: Historical and Doctrinal Themes. 2nd rev. ed. (New York:
Fordham University Press, 1983), pp. 217-8. For a somewhat more positive account of Orthodox potential for mission,
see Alexander Schmemann, ‘The Missionary Imperative in the Orthodox Tradition’ in The Theology of the Christian
Mission, ed. Gerald H. Anderson (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961), pp. 250-7.

' For biographies of these Orthodox missionaries, see Michael Lacko, Saints Cyril and Methodius (Rome:
Slovak Editions, 1963). For the cultural and political revival brought by their mission work among the medieval Slavic
peoples, see Vladimir Topencharov, Constantine — Cyril Philosopher: The Beginning of the Renaissance, (Sofia,
Bulgaria: Narodna Mladezh Publ., 1970; in Bulgarian). For the creation of the Glagolitic (latter Cyrillic) alphabet and
the advance of Christianity in Central and Eastern Europe, Cyril and Methodius were canonised by the Byzantine
Church in the 9" century as saints, with a rare designation of being isoapostoloi, ‘equal to the apostles’ (Ibid., 7-8;
cf. Binns 2002, p. 149). The canonisation was later confirmed by the Roman Catholic Church in 1880 (p. 171). In
1980 the Roman Pontiff, John Paul II, declared them ‘Patrons of Europe’ (F.L. Cross & E.A. Livingstone (eds.), The
Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, revised (OUP, 1993), p. 370). For a compelling account of the
development of the Slavonic Bible and the formative role of the two brothers in the translation and composition of
the early Slavic Scriptures, see Henry R. Cooper, Jr. Slavic Scriptures: The Formation of the Church Slavonic Version
of the Holy Bible (Madison & Teaneck: Fairleigh Dickenson Univeristy Press/ London: Associated University Presses,
2003, 48-79).

" Eastern Orthodox Mission T} heology Today (Eugene, Oregon: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 2001,1986),
pp- 21-2. For a positive Evangelical assessment on the persistent features of Orthodox incarnational outlook on
mission practice, see Evangelicalism and the Orthodox Church, pp. 134-5. For a similar assessment of the contextual
nature of Orthodox mission strategy, see Binns 2002, pp. 155-6.
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for many Orthodox communities this missionary zeal is now only a memory. Even though
one of the last Orthodox missions (and the first in the Western Hemisphere'?) was established
on 24 September 1794 in Kodiak Island, Alaska," by the monks from the Russian monastery
of Valamo on Lake Ladoga (one of whom, St Herman, later was canonised as the first
American Orthodox saint),'* it was the result of the expansion of geographical discoveries
and trade activity rather than of conscious efforts on the part of the Church. Granted this
background and in stark contrast with the crusading expansion of the western Church on the
same continent three centuries earlier, it is remarkable to read the words of farewell with
which the first Alaskan missionaries were sent by Metropolitan Gabriel of St. Petersburg:

When Jesus Christ leads you to meet those who do not know the Law of

God, your first concern will be to serve as an example of good works to

them, so as to convert them by your personal life into obedient servants of

the Lord."”

Until the beginning of the twentieth century, apart from the missionary outposts in

Alaska and Japan, Orthodoxy tended to be geographically a local Eastern European and
Middle Eastern phenomenon as opposed to the other main Christian families: Roman
Catholicism, Protestantism, and the adherents of the Radical Reformation. After the Russian
revolution of 1917, then the establishment of the Socialist countries and the turbulences in the
Middle East after the Second World War, massive waves of emigration carried fragments of
Orthodox communities in emigrant Diaspora to Western Europe, the Americas, the Far East,
Australia and New Zealand. Even the sympathetic observer granting some legitimacy to the

Orthodox Church’s claim to be “the one true Church of Christ on earth” is puzzled to find

2 Jaroslav Pelikan, ‘In memory of John Meyendorff” in New Perspectives on Historical Theology: Essays
in Memory of John Meyendorff; ed. Bradley Nassif, foreword by Henry Chadwick (Grand Rapids, MI/ Cambridge,
UK: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1996), p. 8.

1t followed ten years after the establishment of the first permanent Russian settlement of the Kodiak
colony based upon the Russian rule of the law. In 1766, Empress Catherine the Great formally extended her rule over
the newly discovered land in North America by Vitus Bering and Alexis Chirikov. For more details, see Thomas E.
FitzGerald, The Orthodox Church, in Henry Warner Bowden, series editor, Denominations in America Series, volume
7 (Westport, Connecticut/ London: Greenwood Press, 1995), 13-5.

1 Timothy Ware (Bishop Kallistos of Diokleia), The Orthodox Church, 2" ed. (New York: Penguin, 1993),
p. 181. For a well-written account of the Alaskan mission and its expansion under St. Herman and St. John
Veniaminov (Bishop Innocent, Metropolitan of Moskow), see FitzGerald, 1995, 13-22. It is interesting to find that
this last outpost of Orthodox mission today invigorates the revival of the missionary vision of the Orthodox
community. For details about the beginning of the current debate in American Orthodox circles, see the contributions
by T. H. Dobzhansky, Nicolaec Chitescu, Daniel Sahas, Geroge Manzarides, and Lazar Milin at the Second
International Conference of Orthodox Theology “The Catholicity of the Church,” held at St. Vladimir’s Seminary,
September 25-29, 1972. In St. Viadimir’s Theological Quarterly, Vol. 17 (1973), Nos. 1 & 2, pp. 100-51.

' This is a remarkable testimony of the emphases on personal example and love to the natives in the
Russian Orthodox missionary activity. Quoted after FitzGerald, 1995, 16.
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that it “is so ethnic and nationalist in its outlook, so little interested in any form of missionary
witness, so fragmented into parallel and often conflicting ‘jurisdictions’.”'®

Yet for a modern-day global and rather diverse, multilingual, multi-ethnic
communion of independent ecclesial bodies (a sisterhood of autocephalous churches'’),
Orthodoxy displays a remarkable unity of teaching and worship practices. Until the mid-
nineteenth century, Orthodox theology was almost exclusively a primary theology, to use

McClendon’s terminology:'®

a theology springing from, and directed to, the immediate
ecclesial community of reference. Monastic communities developed most of it, particularly in
Orthodox countries conquered by the Ottoman Turks. At the very heart of this unity is the
intent of Orthodoxy to maintain a direct link with its apostolic and patristic heritage, an
unquestioning loyalty to the Church’s tradition. This loyalty is almost mystical, perhaps
reinforced also by the apophatic nature of Orthodox theological thinking — the avoidance of
propositional language in speaking about God. Drawing heavily on the historical
development of Orthodox doctrine, Orthodoxy shaped this development and was formed by
historical circumstances in its own development and at the same time in a living tradition of
Christian witness."

The current situation in the Orthodox communities does not give enough evidence,
however to the synthetic unity of life and thought. In an essay published in 1973, John
Meyendorff laments that

[i]n contemporary Orthodox theology itself a peculiar compartmentalization
of concept and areas (generally imported from the West) has led to a divorce
between Church and theology — a divorce which explains why both Church
and theology are in deep crisis. One cannot over-emphasize how urgent it is
for us Orthodox to recover the sense of a ‘churchly’ theology which is truly
Christ-centered and Spirit-centered, and which implies unity between life and
dogma, liturgy and theology, love and truth.*

o Bishop Kallistos (Timothy) Ware, The Inner Kingdom: The Collected Works, volume 1, second printing
(Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2001), 19.

"7 See in Ware 1993, p. 6 and Clendenin 1994, pp. 31-4. For a wider picture of Chalcedonian and Non-
Chalcedonian Orthodox communities, see Binns, 2002, pp. 9-37. Cf. Ken Parry, David J. Melling, Dimitri Brady,
Sidney H. Griffin, and John F. Healey (eds.), The Blackwell Dictionary of Eastern Christianity, foreword by Rt Revd
Kallistos Ware (Oxford, U.K.: Blackwell Publishers, 1999), passim.

'8 James W. McClendon, Jr., Systematic Theology: Doctrine. Volume II. (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press,
1994), p. 24.

' As John Meyendorf notes, “[the] lack in Orthodox ecclesiology of a clearly defined, precise, and
permanent criterion of Truth besides God Himself, Christ, and the Holy Spirit, is certainly one of the major contrasts
between Orthodoxy and all classical Western ecclesiologies.” (Living Tradition: Orthodox Witness in the
Contempo;)ary World (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1978), p. 20.

Ibid., p. 82.
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Renewal movements among Orthodox, particularly in North America and in post-
communist countries, are striving to regain the unifying vision not only of the ecclesial and
academic, but also of the ethical and theological. In anchoring the vision, more and more
Orthodox theologians are resorting to patristic theological thought and moral tradition. I will

turn now to examine the roots of the tradition.

Reaching Back to the Byzantine Past

Before getting to the heart of the matter of current trends in Orthodox theologizing, I
will use the example of the formation of Russian Orthodox identity to trace back the common
roots in the realised eschatology of the Byzantine theocratic worldview.”! With the grand
baptism under Prince Vladimir of Kiev, Russia entered the Byzantine politico-religious
cultural network of nations at the end of the tenth century. The Russian Church “remained
formally dependant on Constantinople till the midst of fifteen century. This formative period
has been described as ‘Russian Byzantism.’”** This process of enculturation was interrupted
by the Mongolian conquest of Russian principalities and the Ottoman suppression of
Byzantium. Russia, or more precisely the Muscovite Principality, became increasingly
alienated from the East and isolated from the West while striving to develop a new sense of
self-identity.”

To articulate the ingredients of this identity, let us consider the resilient and
formative apocalyptic myth of Moscow as the third Rome and Russian messianic calling with
its origins in sixteenth century Russian Orthodoxy. Initially, it was introduced by

Metropolitan Zosima in 1492* and verbalised most forcefully by the monk (starets)

*! On the formative role of Byzantine theological thought for the Christian east, see John Meyendorff, Rome,
Constantinople, Moscow: Historical and Theological Studies. Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1996,
29-38; cf. his Byzantine Theology, op.cit.

*? Alexander Schmemann, “Russian Theology: 1920-1972. An Introduction,” St. Viadimir’s Theological
Quarterly, volume 16, No. 4 (1972), 173.

> On the dynamic of the uneasy break away of the Russian ecclesial life from that of that of the
Constantinople Patriarchate after to Ottoman Conquest of Byzantium, see Sir 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, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1968), 320-37.

** Michael Christensen, relaying on Paul Miliukov’s insights in Outlines of Russian Culture (1975, vol. 3,
148), notes that by the end of the fifteenth century Russian Orthodox theologians “believed that the world was created
in 5508 BCE and would end in 1942 CE (7000 Annus Mundi). Contemporary Russian liturgical calendars abruptly
ended on that date.” (see his “Russian Millennialism,” in Richard A. Landes (gen. ed.), Encyclopaedia of
Millennialism and Millennial Movements (New York/ London: Routledge, 2000), 364).
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Philotheus of Pskov,” after the New Rome, founded by Constantine the Great on the spot of
the small town of Byzantium and renamed after his death as Constantinople, fell to the
Ottoman Turks in 1453. Zosima picked up the idea of Moscow as the Third Rome from his
predecessor Metropolitan Jonah and extended it to include the Muscovite Grand Prince Ivan
IIT as Holy Emperor. He wrote: “The Emperor Constantine built a New Rome, Tsarigrad; but
the sovereign and autocrat of All the Russias, Ivan Vasilievitch, the new Constantine, has laid
the foundation for a new city of Constantine, Moscow.”*® Philotheus followed by giving a
theological twist to the vision. He is worth quoting at length because of his significance for
understanding the spirit of Orthodoxy in general and, particularly, the piety in the Russian
Orthodox Church, Holy Mother Russia, Russian messianism,” and the unquestioned absolute
authority of the Russian monarch over the almost completely monasticised Russian society
after the reign of Tsar Ivan IV the Terrible (1533-84). In a letter to Grand Duke Basil IIT**
(and by implication to Ivan IV*®) in 1510 he wrote (emphases added):

The church of ancient Rome fell because of the Apollinarian heresy; as to the
second Rome - the church of Constantinople - it has been hewn by the axes
of the Hagarenes [Ottoman Turks]. But this third, new Rome, the Universal
Apostolic Church wunder thy mighty rule, radiates forth the Orthodox
Christian faith to the ends of the earth more brightly than the sun.... In all the
universe thou art the only Tsar of Christians.... Hear me, pious Tsar, all
Christian kingdoms have converged in thine alone. Two Romes have fallen, a
third stands, a fourth there shall not be.”

> Cf.S. V. Sannikov, T wenty Centuries of Christianity. Second Millennium. Volume Two (Odessa, Ukraine:
‘Bogomislie Publishers’, 2001, in Russian), p. 76. On eschatological anticipation in Russian culture of Zosima’s time,
see Michael S. Flier, “Till the End of Time: The Apocalypse in Russian Historical Experience Before 1500,” in
Valerie A. Kivelson and Robert H. Green (eds.), Orthodox Russia: Belief and Practices under the Tsars (University
Park, PN: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003), 127-58. For a succinct account of Russian millennial
movements, see Christensen 2000, 362-6.

* Runciman, The Great Church in Captivity, op. cit., 323.

*" See V. Gorskii’s brilliant survey ‘Russian Messianism and the New National Consciousness,” in The
Political, Social and Religious Thought of Russian “Samiztdat™: An Anthology, eds. Michael Meerson — Aksenov and
Boris Shra§in (Belmont, MA: Nordland Publ., 1977), 353-93.

% In 1472 the Grand Duke of Moscow, Ivan I1I ‘the Great’, (1462-1505) married Zoe (Sofia) Palacologus,
niece of the last Byzantine Emperor, John VIII Palaeologus (1392-1448) and daughter of his younger brother Thomas.
‘[She] brought her husband as part of her dowry the emblem of the double-headed eagle and, it was thought, the
spiritual heritage of Byzantium — thereby doing much to foster the image of Moscow as the ‘Third Rome’. Ivan the
Terrible was her grand son.” (John Julius Norwich, Byzantium: Decline and Fall (NY: Alfred A. Knopf, 1996, pp.
446-7). The Grand Duke of Moscow began to assume the Byzantine titles of ‘autocrat’ and ‘tsar’ (an adaptation of
Roman Caesar) — thus the title referred to in the monk’s letter.

%% Sannikov 2001, p. 76.

%% Ware 1993, p. 103 and Sannikov 2001, p. 76. On an interpretation of this passage in relation to popular
Russian Orthodox nationalism, see Fairbairn, pp. 148-151.
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There are several puzzling questions to be asked in relation to this apocalyptic
statement. Why is Rome accused of a heresy bearing the name of the fourth-century
theologian Apollinarius the Younger (310-390)? What gave to an unknown monk from a
provincial Eleazer Monastery several hundred miles away from Moscow the confidence to
address the Tsar with such an assertive proposal? (And what led the Tsar to be attentive and
evidently to accept it?) Why must the Universal Apostolic Church be under the Tsar’s rule?
The answers to these questions are theological and lie in a theology developed before Russia
(even Kievan Russia) was founded. They lie in Byzantine theology.’’ Ultimately they are
located in the notion of the nature of authority in the Church and in the world.

The accusation of the Apollinarian heresy has its roots in the Great Schism of 1054.
The Byzantines considered the procession of the Spirit — “the intrusion, albeit informal, of the
filioque® into the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed at the third Council of Toledo (598) by
the Visigoths in Spain and its later extensive use in the West — as the central point of
theological disagreement® between the Eastern and the Western Churches of Medieval
Christendom. In his encyclical to the Eastern patriarchs (866), Photius (¢.820-c.891) Patriarch
of Constantinople and one of the finest Byzantine philosophers and theologians,** considers
the filioque as the ‘crown of evils’, having been introduced at that time by the Frankish
missionaries in an attempt to interfere in the affairs of the newly established Bulgarian
Church.”> On the basis of Aristotle’s theory of substances he argued that the clause is
presupposing a confusion of the hypostatic characters of the Persons of the Trinity.® For the
Byzantines it was, therefore, a new form of modalism. In that, they followed Patriarch

Photius’ theological worries that

*! See John Meyendorff’s essay “Was There Ever a ‘Third Rome’? Remarks on the Byzantine Legacy in
Russia,” inJ. J. Yanniias (ed.), The Byzantine Tradition After the Fall of Constantinople (Charlotesville and London:
University Press of Verginia, 1991), 45-60; cf. John Meyendorff, Rome, Constantinople, Moscow, op. cit., 131-47.

*? Robert M. Haddad, “The Stations of the Filioque,” St. Viadimir’s Theological Quarterly, volume 46
(2002), Nos. 2-3, 211.

*> For more details, see Meyendorft, Catholicity and the Church, pp. 91-96.

** On the details of the fascinating story of Photius — a layman and distinguished scholar to be elected twice
as the Patriarch of the Imperial City—and his enduring legacy in the Byzantine ecclesial life and theology, see J. M.
Hussey’s thorough investigation in The Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Empire (Oxford, U.K.: Clarendon Press,
1986), ch. 3: “The Age of Photius (843-886),” 69-101. Cf. Steven Runciman, The Byzantine Theocracy (Cambride,
U.K.:Cambridge Unversity Press, 1977), 93-5, 163.

** For an insightful historic survey of the controversy, see Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, op.
cit., pp.83-97.

*% For a brief overview of the specific development of Byzantine philosophy and the philosophers’
reluctance to engage with the theological controversies or Latin type large scale philosophical schematizations, see
Phil Lenos Benakis, “Byzantine Philosophy,” in Craig (gen. ed.), Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, volume 2,
op. cit., 160-5.
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[t]o confuse the hypostatic characters of the Father and the Son by attributing
to them the procession of the Spirit is to fall into Sabellianism, a modalist
heresy of the third century, or rather into semi-Sabellianism. For Sabelius
had confused the three Persons into one, while the Latins limit themselves to
the Father and the Son, but then fall into the danger of excluding the Spirit
from the Godhead altogether. Thus, Photius clearly demonstrates that behind
the dispute on the Filioque lie two concepts of the Trinity: the Greek
personalistic concept, which considers the personal revelation of the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit as the starting point of Trinitarian theology; and
the Latin, Augustinian approach to God as a simple essence, within which a
Trinity of persons can be understood only in terms of internal relations.’’

Vladimir Lossky, one of the most influential Orthodox theologians of the twentieth
century, sums up well the enduring legacy of Photius’ charge of Apollinarian heresy to the
western branches of the Latin Church. “Whether we like it or not, the question of the
procession of the Holy Spirit has been the sole dogmatic grounds for the separation of East
and West.”**

In the eleventh century, Patriarch Michael Cerularius of Constantinople added a
second theological charge to the list of ‘Latin heresies’: the use of the azymes — unleavened
bread — in the Latin Eucharistic celebration, a practice of the Armenian Church. Thus, the
Byzantines

... drew a parallel between this practice and the Monophysite — or, more
precisely, Apollinarian-Christology of the Armenians: bread, symbolizing
Christ’s humanity, in order to reflect Chalcedonian orthodoxy, must be
‘animated’ and dynamic, in full possession of the living energies of
humanity. By imitating the Monophysite Armenians in their use of the ‘dead’
azymes, the Latins themselves were falling into Apollinarianism, and
denying that Christ, as man, had a soul.”

37 Meyendorft, Byzantine Theology, p. 61. Behind theological disagreements, one may feel the growing
Byzantine contempt for the Western way of theological thinking which will be cemented by the ill will in the
aftermath of the catastrophic fourth crusade in 1204 and will surface in the Orthodox criticisms of the Western church
in later centuries again and again.

¥ In the Image and Likeness of God (Crestwood, New York: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1985), 71. Cf.
also his The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church, ch. 3 “God in Trinity,” (Crestwood, New York: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 1976, 1998), 44-66. Yves Congar, Roman Catholic theologian and contemporary of Lossky, also
considered the procession of the Holy Spirit to be the most serious dogmatic difference between Eastern and Western
theological traditions: see his Diversity and Communion, translated by John Bowden (London: SCM Press, 1984), 98.
For an extensive treatment of the controversy, see Haddad, “The Stations of the Filioque,” op. cit., 209-68 and the
historically richer account by Sir Steven Runciman, The Eastern Schism: A study of the Papacy and the Eastern
Churches during XIth and XIIth Centuries, reprint (Oxford, U.K.: Clarendon Press, 1956; first printed 1955). For an
excellent account on the Azyme controversy, refer to Mahlon H. Smith, III, And Taking the Bread ... Cerularius and
the Azyme Controversy of 1054, in Théologie Historique: Collection fondée par Jan Danielou dirigée par Charles
Kannengiesser (Paris: éditions beauchesne, 1978).

39 Meyendorft, Byzantine Theology, pp. 95-96.

RELIGION IN EASTERN EUROPE XXV, 2 (MAY 2005) page 10.



Hence, the roundabouts charge of ‘Apollinarian heresy’ in Philotheus’s letter.

The second question bears on the role of the monks in Orthodox life. In Russia, they
were the dominant spiritual force, both in the church and in society. Before the Revolution of
1917, there were more than a thousand monasteries in the country. Monastic authority,
however, was built up much earlier. The conciliar activity of the Orthodox Church practically
ended with the triumph of Orthodoxy over iconoclasm in the Seventh Ecumenical Council
(787) in Nicaea. Over the centuries, largely the monks carried on the whole debate. This
illustrates not only their traditional involvement in theological controversies but also their
sense of responsibility for the Church. As Meyendorff observes, by the end of the 8" century,
Byzantine monasticism appears

not only as a school of spiritual perfection, but also as a body which feels
responsibility for the content of the faith and for the fate of the Church as a
whole.... [It] gave rise to a theology which can properly be called ‘monastic’.
In contrast with the formal conservatism of official ecclesiastical circles and
in opposition to the traditions of secular Hellenism, this theology happened
also to be the most dynamic and creative current in Byzantine thought as a
whole.*!

In light of this perspective, one can easily find the source for Philotheus’s confidence and
Orthodox zeal.

But w