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Orthodoxy is what Christ taught, the Apostles preached, and the Fathers kept.
St. Athanasius the Great.

Equality is known to produce strife. Therefore God allowed the human race to be a
monarchy, not a democracy. But the family is constructed in a similar way to an army,
with the husband holding the rank of monarch, the wife as general and the children also

given stations of command.
St. John Chrysostom, Homily 34 on I Corinthians, 7.

The people should be led, not followed, as God has ordained... Those who say, “The voice
of the people is the voice of God,” are not to be listened to, for the unruliness of the mob is
always close to madness.

Deacon Alcuin of York to Charlemagne.

The Lord commands us not to keep silent when the faith is in danger. Nobody can say:
"But who am I to speak? A priest or a ruler? No. A soldier, or a peasant? No, I am a
poor man who worries only about his daily bread. It is not my affair to speak, or to
worry about this." Alas! Will the stones cry out, while you keep silent?

St. Theodore the Studite.

This is another shaft being driven today through the heart of Death, not as the Saviour is
engulfed by the tomb of mortality for the common resurrection of our kind, but as the
image of the Mother [of God] rises from the very depth of oblivion, and raises along with
herself the likenesses of the saints. Christ came to us in the flesh, and was borne in the
arms of His Mother. This is seen and confirmed and proclaimed in pictures, the teaching
made manifest by means of personal eyewitnesses, and impelling the spectators to
unhesitatingly assent... The Virgin is holding the Creator in her arms as an infant.
Who is not there who would not marvel, more from the sight of it than from the report,
at the magnitude of the mystery, and would not rise up to laud the ineffable
condescension that surpasses all words?

St. Photius the Great (867).

If the Emperor forgets the fear of God, he will inevitably fall into sin and be changed

into a despot, he will not be able to keep to the customs established by the Fathers, and by
the intrigues of the devil he will do that which is unworthy and contrary to the
commandments of God, he will become hateful to the people, the senate and the Church,
he will become unworthy to be called a Christian, he will be deprived of his post, will be
subject to anathema, and, finally, will be killed as the ‘common enemy’ of all Romans,
both ‘those who command” and “those who obey’.

Emperor Constantine VII, On the Government of the Empire.

Even if abuses of power by this or that emperor were accepted by some weak-willed
patriarch, sooner or later they were nevertheless rejected by the people of God and the
church authorities.

Alexander Dvorkin, Sketches on the History of the Universal Orthodox Church
(2006).




O great God, Creator of heaven and earth! Look down upon this new people, and grant
them, Lord, to know Thee, the true God, as the Christian countries have known Thee;
and confirm them in the true and uncorrupted faith; and aid me, Lord, against the
hostile enemy, so that, trusting in Thee and in Thy power, I may defeat his intrigues.
St. Vladimir the Great, at the Baptism of Russia (August 1, 988).

The judgement of God is higher than that of Rome...
Pope Sylvester II (997).

Into what an unspeakable labyrinth of wrong and incorrigible sin of revolution the
papacy has thrown even the wiser and more godly Bishops of the Roman Church.
Epistle of the Eastern Patriarchs to Pope Pius IX (1848).

The Church which is in Jerusalem is the Mother of all the Churches. For she was the first
to receive from Christ the Grace and knowledge of the Faith and the Sevenfold Gifts of
the Holy Ghost, the Comforter, from Heaven... But the Church of Rome was given
precedence over her, not by Christ or His Apostles, but by men... For as the Holy
Fathers themselves bear witness, the Church of Rome was accorded this by virtue of
secular power and the dignity of the city... Nevertheless, this was the work of men, and
not of God.

York Tract (11t century).

The human race is ruled by two things: natural law and custom.
Gratian, Decretum (12t century).

Every law framed by man bears the character of a law exactly to that extent to which it
is derived from the law of nature. But if on any point it is in conflict with the law of
nature, it at once ceases to be a law; it is a mere perversion of the law.

Thomas Aquinas.

Let Caesar honor Peter as a first-born son should honor his father, so that, refulgent
with the light of paternal grace, he may illumine with greater radiance the earthly sphere
over which he has been set by Him who alone is Ruler of all things spiritual and
temporal...

Dante, De Monarchia.

Even if the Pope were Satan incarnate, we ought not to raise up our heads against him,
but calmly lie down to rest on his bosom.
Catherine of Siena.

My good friends, things cannot go well in England, nor ever will, until everything shall
be held in common; when there shall neither be vassal nor lord, and all distinctions
levelled; when the lords shall be no more masters than ourselves... Are we not all
descended from the same parents, Adam and Eve? And when can they show, or what
reasons give, why they should be more the masters than ourselves?

John Ball (c. 1366).



The pride of the Pope is the reason why the Greeks are divided from the so-called
faithful... It is we westerners, too fanatical by far, who have been divided from the
faithful Greeks and the Faith of our Lord Jesus Christ...

John Wycliffe (1383).

Ideally, it [the Empire] should embrace all the peoples of the earth, who, ideally, should
all be members of the one true Christian Church, its own Orthodox Church.
Sir Steven Runciman, The Byzantine Theocracy (1977).

Never, O man, is that which relates to the Church corrected through compromises: there
is no middle way between the Truth and the lie... and although one can say that there is
a mean between light and darkness which is called the morning and evening twilight,
nevertheless between the Truth and the lie, however hard you try, you will never find a
mean.

St. Mark of Ephesus, letter to St. Gennadius Scholarius.

Keep an eye on your bishops as far as their Orthodoxy is concerned, lest they go so far as
to teach doctrines against the true faith or celebrate with heretics and schismatics.
St. Gennadius Scholarius.

“A Constantine began, and a Constantine shall lose the Byzantine kingdom of the East.
Son of man, start counting the number from the first Constantine until the twelfth time
of the same name, and you will find out the number (year) in which it will be fulfilled.
God has decided, and the fixed Divine Resolution, determined to be genuine, shall be
irremovable. It will come to pass during the fourth hundred of years after the
millennium (1000 AD), within the fifty-second to the fifty-third, in which year the vast
kingdom shall fall into the hands of the Saracens. And the houses will be spoiled, the
holy churches profaned, and the believers persecuted until the eighth century

(1800s) decisively. Because God wants that the people should understand His justice
and feel the weight of His omnipotent hand, and repent and rush back to His embrace,
and then afterwards they will become spiritually able and well acceptable. And in the
manner the Jewish people were subjected under Nebuchadnezzar, so also will this people
be subject to the impious Hagarenes until the determined time, and they will remain
captives under the yoke until the approximate completion of a fourth hundred of years.”
Hieromonk Agathangelos (1279).
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INTRODUCTION

This is the second volume in my series, A Universal History from an Orthodox
Christian Point of View, and traces the history of Orthodox Christian Romanity
during the Middle Ages, together with its western imitations and distortions: the
Roman Catholic papacy and the “Holy Roman Empire” of the Carolingians and
Hohenstaufens.

Antiquity is sometimes taken to end, and the Middle Ages to begin, with the
coming of Islam and the subjection of most of the non-Greek speaking Orient to
the Islamic yoke. This was indeed a major landmark, and Islamic civilization is,
of course, with us still. But a still more important landmark is the Seventh
Ecumenical Council of 787, and the rejection of it by the major part of Western
Christendom, marking the beginning of that ever-changing but extremely
powerful and destructive phenomenon that we call “western civilization” and
which is now the dominant civilization of the whole of humanity.

With the ending of the iconoclast controversy, writes Sir Steven Runciman,
“Byzantine theology can be said to have taken on its lasting characteristics. The
Liturgy and the practices of the Church were established in forms that have
scarcely been altered since that day. There were no fundamental theological
disputes [except over the Filiogue] for some centuries. The Church shared in the
prosperity of the Empire and worked together with the State on great missionary
enterprises. Among the most splendid achievements of the period were the
conversion of the Balkan Slavs to Orthodox Christianity in the ninth century and
the conversion of the Russians at the end of the tenth...”!

The conversion of the Slavs was indeed a great achievement of Byzantine
civilization and piety, guaranteeing the survival of that civilization for many
more centuries. By the middle of the eleventh century, the conversion was
complete. However, at this point a series of catastrophes began the downward
slide of the Byzantine Church. First, in 1054 the long-standing rivalry between the
Byzantine Church and East Roman Empire, on the one hand, and the Roman
papacy and West Roman or Carolingian Empire, on the other, hardened into a
full ecclesiastical schism, and the whole of the Western patriarchate fell into the
heresy of Roman Catholicism. Soon after, the assaults of Islam, which had begun
under the Arabs and continued, more successfully, under the leadership of the
Seljuk Turks, culminated at the battle of Manzikert in 1071. Then, from within
Byzantium, the State began to exert an increasing dominance over the Church - a
temptation that had been overcome in earlier centuries, but which became
entrenched in the late Paleologan period. When these temptations came together,
towards the middle of the fifteenth century, Constantinople, the New Rome, fell
and the Age of Faith - that is, the Age when the most important factor in human
society was the struggle for the Orthodox Faith - came to an end, at least in its
original Mediterranean, Greco-Roman-Semitic homeland. Of course, the struggle

! Runciman, The Great Church in Captivity, Cambridge University Press, 1968, p. 11.



for the Faith would continue, but under the leadership of other states and nations
in other lands...

Through the prayers of our Holy Fathers, Lord Jesus Christ our God, have
mercy on us! Amen.
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1. THE TRIUMPH OF ORTHODOXY

The last iconoclast emperor, Theophilus, died in February, 842. His widow, St.
Theodora, wanted to restore the icons, but she used her imperial authority to
impose a bargain on the Church: if her reposed husband could be restored to the
diptychs as an Orthodox emperor, she would give carte blanche to the new
patriarch, St. Methodius, to restore the true faith in the manner he considered
appropriate. The confessors of Orthodoxy were understandably reluctant to enter
into such a bargain, since there was no reliable evidence that Theophilus had
repented before his death.

However, God inspired Methodius to resolve the dilemma in the following
way. As Nun Cassia tells the story, “On March 4, 843 Methodius was consecrated
to the see of Constantinople and immediately proclaimed that the whole Church
should pray for the Emperor Theophilus, which continued for the whole of the
first week of the Great Fast and ended with the miraculous blotting out of the
name of Theophilus from the list of heretics that the patriarch had sealed before
the beginning of the prayer and placed on the altar of Hagia Sophia. The reposed
emperor was recognized as forgiven by the Church and as Orthodox, and on
Sunday, March 11, 843 the icons were brought in a triumphal procession into the
main church of the Empire, and icon-veneration has remained forever as an
unshakeable dogma of the Orthodox Church...”2

Methodius proceeded to carry out a complete purge of the iconoclast clergy.
He “deposed any bishops who had embraced iconoclasm under Leo V, as well as
the clergy they had ordained.”3 That had been the aim laid down, but not attained
by his teacher and predecessor in the see of Constantinople, St. Nicephorus.
However, it was attained by St. Methodius?* who imposed different penances on
different groups of clergy depending on their guilt.>

In this way the dissonance of the powers, political and ecclesiastical, that had
prevailed, with some intermissions, for such a long time was transformed into a
symphony that remained stable, if not completely unshaken, until the twelfth
century.

2 Senina, Nun Cassia (editor), Zhitia Vizantijskikh Sviatykh Epokhi Ikonoborchestva (Lives of the
Byzantine Saints of the Iconoclast Period), vol. I, St. Petersburg: Kvadrivium, 2015, pp. 129-130.
For other accounts of how Theophilus was posthumously absolved, see George Peter Bithos, Saint
Methodios of Constantinople, Rollinsford, NH: Orthodox Research Institute, 2009, pp. 53-54.

3 Fr. Andrew Louth, Greek East and Latin West, Crestwood, N.Y.: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press,
2007, p. 133.

4 D.E. Afinogenov, Povest’ o Proshchenii Imperatora Fofila in Torzhestvo Pravoslavia (The Tale of the
Forgiveness of the Emperor Theophilus and the Triumph of Orthodoxy). Moscow: Indrik, 2004,
p- 61.

5 Bithos, Saint Methodios of Constantinople, pp. 107-114

12



With the final fall of iconoclasm, there also fell the absolutist theory of Church-
State relations preached by the iconoclast emperors. Although the iconoclast
emperors had done much to defend the empire against the Arabs, and the new
dynasty of Macedonian emperors was one of the strongest in Byzantine history,
the patriarchs of the period were in no mood to concede more power than was
necessary to it, however Orthodox it might be. One reason for this was the
particularly prominent - and damaging - role that the emperors had taken in the
recent persecutions, in which several of the leading hierarchs themselves had
suffered (St. Methodius himself had been in prison). The early Roman emperors
had persecuted the Church at times - but they had been pagans in a pagan society,
and were therefore simply expressing the prejudices of the society in which they
lived. Later emperors in the post-Constantinian era, such as Constantius and
Valens, had also persecuted the Church - which was worse, since they were
supposed to be Christians, but again, they had not been the initiators of the
persecution, but had responded to the pleas of heretical churchmen. However,
the iconoclast emperors enjoyed the dubious distinction of having been at the
head of their heretical movement; they were heresiarchs themselves, not simply
the political agents of heresiarchs. “The ancient heresies came from a quarrel over
the dogmas and developed progressively, whereas this one [iconoclasm] comes
from the imperial power itself.”® The patriarchs therefore laboured to raise the
profile of the patriarchate in society, as a defence against any return to
antichristianity on the part of the emperors.”

This new intransigeance of the patriarchs in relation to the emperors had been
foreshadowed even before the last phase of iconoclast persecution, when, on 24
December, 804, as Gilbert Dagron writes, “Leo V brought Patriarch Nicephorus
and several bishops and monks together to involve them in coming to an
agreement with those who were ‘scandalised” by the icons and in making an
‘economy’. The confrontation gave way to a series of grating ‘little phrases’ ...
which sketched a new theory of imperial power. The clergy refused to engage in
any discussion with this perfectly legitimate emperor who had not yet taken any
measures against the icons and who wanted a council of bishops to tackle the
problem. Emilian of Cyzicus said to him: ‘If there is an ecclesiastical problem, as
you say, Emperor, let it be resolved in the Church, as is the custom... and not in
the Palace,” to which Leo remarked that he also was a child of the Church and
that he could serve as an arbiter between the two camps. Michael of Synada then
said to him that “his arbitration” was in fact a ‘tyranny’; others reproached him for
taking sides. Without batting an eyelid, Euthymius of Sardis invoked eight
centuries of Christian icons and angered the emperor by reusing a quotation from
St. Paul that had already been used by John of Damascus: ‘Even if an angel from
heaven should preach to us a gospel different from the one that you have
received, let him be anathema!” (Galatians 1.8). The ‘ardent teacher of the Church

¢ Theosterictus, Life of St. Nicetas of Medicion; in Dagron, Empereur et Pretre (Emperor and Priest),
Paris: Gallimard, 1996, p. 197

7 It is perhaps significant that several of the patriarchs of the period - notably Tarasius, Nicephorus
and Photius - had worked as laymen in the imperial administration before becoming patriarchs.
The same was true of St. Ambrose of Milan. Evidently close experience of imperial administration
from within is a good qualification for a patriarch who has to stand up against imperial power!
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and abbot of Studion” Theodore was the last to speak: “Emperor, do not destroy
the stability of the Church. The apostle spoke of those whom God has established
in the Church, first as apostles, secondly as prophets, and thirdly as pastors and
teachers (I Corinthians 12.28)..., but he did not speak of emperors. You, O
Emperor, have been entrusted with the stability of the State and the army. Occupy
yourself with that and leave the Church, as the apostle says, to pastors and
teachers. If you did not accept this and departed from our faith.. ., if an angel came
from heaven to preach to us another gospel, we would not listen to him; so even
less to you!” Then Leo, furious, broke off the dialogue to set the persecution in
motion.”8

What is remarkable in this scene is the refusal of the hierarchs to allow the
emperor any kind of arbitrating role - even though he had not yet declared
himself to be an iconoclast.

The bishops’ refusal was probably conditioned by the fact that they knew the
emperor’s secret motives and beliefs. So they knew that any council convened by
him would have been a “robber council”, like that of 754. Moreover, the Seventh
Ecumenical Council had already defined the position of the Church, so a further
council was superfluous.

However, the bishops’ fears were probably particularly focused on the word
“arbitration” and the false theory of Church-State relations that that implied. The
Church had allowed, even urged, emperors to convene councils in the past; but
had never asked them to arbitrate in them. Rather it was they, the bishops sitting
in council, who were the arbiters, and the emperor who was obliged, as an
obedient son of the Church, to submit to their judgement. The bishops were
determined to have no truck with this last relic of the absolutist theory of Church-
State relations.

It was St. Theodore the Studite who particularly pressed this point. As he
wrote to the Emperor Leo V: “If you want to be her (the Church’s) son, then
nobody is hindering you; only follow in everything your spiritual father (the
Patriarch).”? And it was the triumph of Studite rigorism - on this issue, if not on
others - that determined the attitude of the patriarchs to the emperors after the
final Triumph of Orthodoxy over iconoclasm in 843. For St. Methodius, while
having severe reservations about some of the writing of St. Theodore, and
sanctioning some Studites who contested his rule, followed him in trying to exalt
the authority of the patriarchate in relation to the empire.

His successors, Saints Ignatius and Photius, went still further in the same
direction... And this not out of ambition or lust for power, but for no other reason
than the defence of uncompromising Orthodoxy, complete faithfulness to the
Apostolic Faith and Tradition. Such faithfulness is the first obligation of every

8 Gilbert Dagron, Empereur et Prétre (Emperor and Priest), Paris: Gallimard, 1996, pp. 198-199.
9 St. Theodore, quoted in Fomin S. and Fomina T, Rossia pered Vtorym Prishesviem (Russia before
the Second Coming), Moscow, 1994, vol. 1, p. 94.
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Orthodox Christian, and first of all of the bishops, the successors of the holy
apostles. So how can a patriarch defend Orthodoxy, the supreme value for the
people that believes in Christ, if he allows the secular authority to have any
authority over him?

For, as St. Photius himself said, “In questions of the Faith even the smallest
deviation is already a sin that leads to death; and even a small despising of
Tradition leads to the complete forgetting of the dogmas of the Faith. “

*

While exalting the status of the patriarch in relation to that of the emperor, St.
Photius by no means refused to give due honour to the emperor.l Moreover, in
his advice to the newly baptized Bulgarian Tsar St. Boris-Michael Photius gave
the tsar authority even in matters of the faith: “The king must correct his people
in the faith and direct it in the knowledge of the true God.”!!

For the emperor was, according to Alexander Dvorkin, “the supreme judge
and lawgiver, the defender of the Church and preserver of the right faith. He took
decisions on the declaration of war and the conclusion of peace; his juridical
decision was final and not subject to appeal; his laws were considered to be God-
inspired, while his power was limited only by the laws of morality and religion.
On the other hand, however, once he had issued a law, the emperor himself fell
under its force and he was bound to observe it.”12

However, in the law code entitled the Epanagoge, in whose composition
Photius probably played a leading part, the authority of the Patriarch is exalted
over the Emperor. Its bias is already evident in the foreword, where, as Fr. Alexis
Nikolin writes, “it says that ‘the law is from God’, Who is the true Basileus...
[And] in the Digests we do not find the following thesis of Roman law: “That
which is pleasing to the emperor has the force of law’. Thus the emperor is not
seen as ‘the living law’.”13 He can be called that only in the secular sphere: “The
Emperor must act as the law when there is none written, except that his actions
must not violate canon law. The Patriarch alone must interpret the canons of the

10 Thus in a letter to the bishops in exile he writes: “While before us the divine Paul exhorts us to
pray for sovereigns, so does Peter too, the chief of the apostles, saying, ‘Be submissive to every
human institution for the Lord’s sake whether it be to the emperor as supreme,” and again, ‘Honor
the emperor,” But still, even before them, our common Master and Teacher and Creator Himself
from His incalculably great treasure, by paying tribute to Caesar, taught us by deed and custom
to observe the privileges which had been assigned to emperors. For this reason, indeed, in our
mystical and awesome services we offer up prayers on behalf of our sovereigns. It is, accordingly,
both right and pleasing to God, as well as most appropriate for us, to maintain these privileges
and to join also our Christ-loving emperors in preserving them.” (D.S. White, Patriarch Photios of
Constantinople, Brookline, Mass.: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 1981, p. 155)

11 St. Photius, in Fomin and Fomina, op. cit., vol. I, p. 95.

12 Dvorkin, Ocherki po Istorii Vselenskoj Pravoslavnoj Tserkvi (Sketches on the History of the
Universal Orthodox Church), Nizhni-Novogorod, 2006, pp. 586-587.

13 Nikolin, Tserkov” i Gosudarstvo (Church and State), Moscow, 1997, pp. 41, 42. It will be recalled
that Justinian used the same phrase...
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ancient (Patriarchs) and the decrees of the Holy Fathers and the resolutions of the
Holy Synods” (Titulus III, 5).

In fact, as Dagron writes, “The emperor is defined as a ‘legitimate authority’...,
contrary to the Hellenistic and Roman tradition which declares him to be “above
the laws’, being himself “the living law” and only submitting to the laws of his
own free will... In the first article [of Titulus III] the patriarch is defined as the
living and animate image of Christ by deeds and words typifying the truth...
Everything that the patriarch gains, he steals from the emperor. In place of the
emperor traditionally called - as in the letter of Theodore the Studite - “imitator
of Christ’ there is substituted a patriarch called the image of Christ, and in place
of the emperor as the living law - a patriarch as the living truth... The idea of the
emperor-priest, which was condemned in the person of Leo III, is succeeded by
the prudent but clear evocation of a patriarch-emperor, or at least of a supreme
priest to whom revert all the attributes of sovereignty. If he is the living image of
Christ, the patriarch participates like him in the two powers. He is a New Moses
and a New Melchizedek.”14

Just as the Emperor Leo had used the figure of Melchizedek, both king and
priest, to justify his exaltation of the role of the emperor, so Patriarch Photius used
the figure of Moses, both king (as it were) and priest, to exalt the role of the
patriarch. Only whereas Melchizedek had been seen by Leo as primarily a king
who was also a priest, Moses was seen by St. Photius as primarily a priest who
also had the effective power of a king: “Among the citizens, [Moses] chose the
most refined and those who would be the most capable to lead the whole people,
and he appointed them as priests... He entrusted them with guarding the laws
and traditions; that was why the Jews never had a king and why the leadership
of the people was always entrusted to the one among the priests who was reputed
to be the most intelligent and the most virtuous. It is he whom they call the Great
Priest, and they believe that he is for them the messenger of the Divine
commandments.”1

The Epanagoge proceeds to contrast the rights and duties of the Emperor and
the Patriarch. “The task of the Emperor is to protect and preserve the existing
popular forces by good administration, and to re-establish the damaged forces by
careful supervision and just ways and actions” (Titulus II, 2). “The task of the
Patriarch is, first, to keep those people whom he has received from God in piety
and purity of life, and then he must as far as possible convert all heretics to
Orthodoxy and the unity of the Church (heretics, in the laws and canons of the
Church, are those who are not in communion with the Catholic Church). Also, he
must lead the unbelievers to adopt the faith, striking them with the lustre and
glory and wonder of his service” (Titulus IlI, 2)... “The aim of the Patriarch is the
salvation of the souls entrusted to him; the Patriarch must live in Christ and be
crucified for the world” (Titulus I, 3). “The Emperor must be most distinguished
in Orthodoxy and piety and glorified in divine zeal, knowledgeable in the

14 Dagron, op. cit., pp. 237-238.
15 Dagron, op. cit., p. 234.
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dogmas of the Holy Trinity and in the definitions of salvation through the
incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ” (Titulus II, 5). “It particularly belongs to the
Patriarch to teach and to relate equally and without limitations of both high and
low, and be gentle in administering justice, skilled in exposing the unbelievers,
and not to be ashamed to speak before the face of the Emperor about justice and
the defence of the dogmas” (Titulus 111, 4). “The Emperor is bound to defend and
strengthen, first of all, all that which is written in the Divine Scriptures, and then
also all the dogmas established by the Holy Councils, and also selected Roman
laws” (Titulus 11, 4).

Although a more exalted place is accorded to the patriarch in the Epanagoge, it
is striking that the emperor is still given an important role in defending the faith.
However, the word “emperor” is carefully defined to exclude what St. Basil or St.
Ambrose would have called a “tyrant”: “The aim of the Emperor is to do good,
which is why he is called a benefactor. And when he ceases to do good, then, it
seems, he corrupts the meaning of the concept of Emperor by comparison with
the ancient teachings.” (Titulus II, 3)

In the last analysis, Photius” conception of the kingship seems “to the right of
centre” of the patristic consensus, if Justinian’s Novella 6 is seen as the centre. This
is probably to be explained by the need felt by the Patriarch to counter the
absolutism of Leo IlI's Eclogue and the tyrannical acts of the contemporary
emperors (Photius himself was exiled more than once). Moreover, St. Photius
probably felt able to express such a bold attitude in relation to the emperor
because of the exceptional power he wielded in post-iconoclast Byzantium.

This power was seen as extending even over the other patriarchates of the East.
Thus Dmitri Shabanov writes: “As the editor of the Nomocanon in 14 Tituli... St.
Photius often writes that on the territories of the East the Patriarch of
Constantinople has all the canonical rights that the Roman Pope has on the
territories of the West. For example, in Titulus I, 5 and in Titulus VIII, 5 of the
Nomocanon in 14 Tituli St. Photius writes directly that Constantinople has the
prerogatives of the old Rome and is “the head of all the Churches’ of the oikoumene,
that is, of the Roman Empire...

“According to the thought of St. Photius, the transfer of the prerogatives of the
Roman bishop to the bishop of Constantinople gives the latter the right to speak
out in the capacity of highest court of appeal for the whole of the East.

“St. Photius’ conception of the equal status of the sees of the Old and New
Rome was accepted at the Great Council of Constantinople of 879-880 (many
canonical monuments and some of the Holy Fathers called this Council the Eighth
Ecumenical Council). The Council of 879-880 was convened to rescind the
decisions of the preceding Council of 869 at which particular emphasis was
placed on the rights of the eastern Patriarchs. In spite of the rescinded decisions
of the Council of 869, the Great Council of Constantinople of 879-880 in general
made no mention of any rights of the eastern Patriarchs, but decreed in its first
canon that the Roman and Constantinopolitan sees had equal judicial rights,
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thereby removing the right of appeal to Rome against the decisions of the
Constantinople court, which in this way was recognized as the highest court of
appeal for the whole of the East.”1®

The process of reducing the pentarchy of patriarchates to a diarchy (Rome and
Constantinople) had begun in the time of Justinian in the sixth century. It
gathered pace when the three Eastern patriarchates fell under Muslim rule in the
seventh century and were virtually reduced to the status of metropolitan districts
of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate.l” In the time of St. Photius, moreover, the
diarchy was sometimes seen rather as a Constantinopolitan monarchy, insofar as
the decline and corruption of Rome in the early tenth century during the
“pornocracy of Marozia” greatly reduced her prestige and influence. Moreover,
in missionary work beyond the bounds of the empire (the Armenians and Syrians
in the East, the Moravians in the West, the Khazars, Bulgars and Russians in the
North), where the emperors had previously taken the initiative, the patriarch was
now the prime mover.!8

Thus the patriarchate was becoming ever more truly “ecumenical”... At the
same time, St. Photius did not deny the traditional doctrine of Church-State
symphony. Thus the Epanagoge concludes: “The State consists of parts and
members like an individual person. The most important and necessary parts are
the Emperor and the Patriarch. Therefore unanimity in everything and agreement
between the Empire and the Priesthood (constitutes) the spiritual and bodily
peace and prosperity of the citizens” (Titulus III, 8). And so the iconoclast thesis
and the post-iconoclast antithesis came to rest, in the Epanagoge, in a synthesis
emphasizing the traditional symphony of powers, even if the superiority was
given to the patriarch (the soul) over the emperor (the body).

It must also be remembered that the “consensus of the Fathers” with regard to
the emperor-patriarch relationship did not occupy an exact middle point, as it
were, on the spectrum between “caesaropapism” and “papocaesarism”, but
rather a broad band in the middle. In times when the emperor was apostate,
heretical or simply power-hungry and passionate, the Fathers tended slightly
right of centre, emphasizing the independence of the Church, the lay, unpriestly
character of the emperor, and the superiority of spiritual to temporal ends as the
soul is superior to the body (SS. Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian, John
Chrysostom, Ambrose of Milan, Maximus the Confessor, Photius the Great). But
in times when the emperor was a faithful son of the Church, the Fathers were glad
to accord him a quasi-priestly role - provided that he did not undertake strictly
sacramental functions (the Fathers of the First, Fourth and Fifth Ecumenical
Councils, St. Isidore of Pelusium). It was only the extremes that were excluded:

16 Shabanov, “Kanonicheskaya Spravka o Prave Vselenskogo Patriarchego Prestola
Konstantinopolia - Novogo Rima prinimat’” apelliatsii na sudebnie dela iz drugikh Pomestnykh
Tservej” (A Canonical Note on the Right of the Ecumenical Patriarchal Throne of Constantinople
- New Rome to accept appeals in judicial cases from other Local Churches), http://portal-
credo.ru/site/ print.php?act=newsé&id=64720, July 24, 2008.

17 Dagron, op. cit., pp. 240, 241; Shabanov, op. cit.

18 Dagron, op. cit., p. 239.
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the royal absolutism of the iconoclast emperors and the priestly, hierocratic
absolutism of the heretical popes, both of which tended to deny any independent
sphere of action, in the former case, to the Church, and in the latter, to the State...
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2. MIGHT AND RIGHT IN MIDDLE BYZANTIUM

As a result of the Triumph of Orthodoxy, Byzantium, strengthened and
purified spiritually, was able to enter into one of its most glorious periods also
from a political point of view...

M. Angold writes that “from the mid-ninth century Byzantium took the
offensive,” against the Muslims. “After the battle of the Bishop’s Meadow (863)
the Arabs were never a real threat to Anatolia. Along the eastern frontier petty
emirates emerged, not all of them in Muslim hands. Tephrike, for example, was
held by the heretical Paulicians. Its capture in 878 brought the Byzantines within
striking distance of the upper Euphrates. Care was taken to consolidate advances
by creating new border themes, such as Mesopotamia and Lykandos (c. 900).
Melitene, key to the middle Euphrates, fell in 934, and Theodosioupolis (Erzerum)
in 949, allowing the Byzantines to exercise more influence in Armenian lands,
where a policy of piecemeal annexation was pursued. In 968 the Armenian
principality of Taron was annexed and turned into a theme. These advances were
complemented by the conquest of Tarsus and of Cilicia (965). Antioch fell in 969
and the city of Aleppo was put under tribute. The eastern frontier thus advanced
from the Taurus mountains and the Pontic Alps to northern Syria and the lands
of the middle and upper Euphrates.

“In the Mediterranean the Byzantines were still on the defensive in the early
tenth century, but the Arab corsairs of Crete were driven out in 960/61 and
Cyprus was taken in 965. Further successes in the eastern Mediterranean were
checked by the arrival of the Fatimids in Egypt (969). They quickly extended into
Palestine and Syria.

“Conditions had also changed rapidly to the north of the Black Sea. Ever since
the seventh century Byzantium had relied on alliance with the Khazars. From the
early ninth century, however, a new people appeared in the shape of the
Russians, who controlled the rivers leading from the Baltic Sea and the Caspian.
Byzantium reacted by creating a theme in the Crimea centred on Cherson
(833)..."19

It was a fundamental principle both of Justinian’s and of Photius’ legislation
that Church canons should always take precedence over imperial laws. (Parallel
texts of ecclesiastical law and the relevant secular laws were laid out in
nomocanons.) As this principle became more generally accepted, more areas of
what had been considered secular life came under the influence of the process of
“enchurchment”. This process was expressed in several new requirements: that
the emperors themselves should be anointed in a special Church rite (though this
did not come about until the thirteenth century); that marriages should take place

19 Angold, in Angus Mackay and David Ditchburn (eds.), Atlas of Medieval Europe, London and
New York: Routledge, 1997, pp. 21-23.
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in church, and in accordance with the church canons; and that lands and monies
donated by individuals to the Church should never be secularized, but should
ever remain under the control of the Church. Thus one of the novellas of Emperor
Alexis Comnenus said that it was wrong to forbid a slave a Church marriage in a
Christian State, for in the Church a slave is equal to a lord. Again, in the thirteenth
century there were cases of trials of murderers, not according to the civil codex,
but in accordance with the Church canons: the criminal besought forgiveness on
his knees and was given a fifteen-year penance of standing among the penitents
at the Divine Liturgy. However, as was to be expected, there was resistance to
this process, if not as an ideal, at any rate in practice; and this was particularly so
in the case of marriage law - more specifically, of marriage law as applied to
emperors. ..

The first major conflict came towards the end of the eighth century, when St.
Tarasius, Patriarch of Constantinople, refused to give his blessing to the marriage
of the son of the Empress Irene, Constantine VI, who had cast off his lawful wife
and entered into an adulterous relationship with his mistress. The Emperors then
turned to the priest Joseph, who performed the marriage, upon which. St.
Tarasius at first did nothing, “through adaptation to circumstances”, but then
excommunicated Joseph. Fearful, however, that too great a strictness in this affair
would lead the Emperors to incline towards iconoclasm, the patriarch accepted
Joseph into communion before the end of his penance. He was also accepted by
the next Patriarch, St. Nicephorus, who was under pressure from the next
Emperor, Nicephorus. In protest against these applications of “economy”, St.
Theodore the Studite broke communion with both patriarchs, and returned into
communion with St. Nicephorus only when he had again excommunicated
Joseph. St. Theodore allowed no compromise in relation to the Holy Canons. He
who was not guided by them was not fully Orthodox. St. Paul anathematised
anyone who transgressed the law of Christ, even if he were an angel from heaven.
A fortiori the emperors were not exempt from the Canons. There was no special
“Gospel of the kings”: only God is not subject to the law .20

St. Photius faithfully followed St. Theodore’s teaching: when Basil I came to
power after murdering his predecessor, he accepted him as emperor, but refused
to give him communion. But he was deposed for this, and was deposed again by
Basil’s son, Leo the Wise, who shifted the balance of Church-State relations back
towards caesaropapism, saying: “from now on the emperor’s care extends to
everything, and his foresight (pronoia, a word which can equally well mean the
‘providence’ of God) controls and governs everything.”?! He claimed, according
to Dorothy Wood, “to be head of Church and State in the sense that, if the Church
as led by the Patriarch was irreconcilably opposed to the Emperor, the Emperor

20 Zyzykin, Patriarkh Nikon, Warsaw: Synodal Press, 1931, part I, pp. 89-93. However, as D.A.
Afinogenov writes, the issue was not really one of Church-State relations, but whether the
hierarchs were allowed to apply “oikonomia” (condescension) in the application of the canons to
non-dogmatic matters (Konstantinopol’skij Patriarkhat i Ikonoborcheskij Krizis v Vizantii (784-847)
(The Constantinople Patriarchate and the Iconoclast Crisis in Byzantium), Moscow, 1997, p. 54).
21 Dagron, op. cit., p. 36
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could resolve the conflict”.?> And so when St. Photius” successor (and nephew),
Patriarch Nicholas the Mystic, opposed his fourth marriage to Zoe, the Emperor
simply removed him from office, forced a priest to perform the marriage and then
himself placed the crown on his “wife’s” head.

“In order to legitimize the marriage,” writes Fr. Andrew Louth, “Leo sought a
dispensation from the pope. The attitude to marriage in the West was different
from that in Byzantium, partly because the Church had not yet succeeded in
imposing its will on lay society - the Church was still flexing its muscles over the
question - but mainly because the West approached marriage from a different
perspective. So long as there was no living spouse, in the eyes of the Latin Church
one was in a position to marry. Leo was in such a position, and Pope Sergius III
readily recognized Leo’s marriage to Zoe Karbonopsina.”?3

However, the patriarch did not give in. Commenting that the Emperor was to
Zoe “both bridegroom and bishop”?4, he defrocked the priest that had “married”
him and stopped the Emperor from entering Hagia Sophia. Then, when the papal
legates recognized the marriage, St. Nicholas resigned from his see, declaring that
he had received the patriarchate not from the king but from God, and that he was
leaving because the Emperor was making the government of the Church
impossible.

The Emperor retaliated by exiling Nicholas and putting Euthymius on the
patriarchal throne, who permitted the fourth marriage, saying: “It is right, your
Majesty, to obey your orders and receive your decisions as emanating from the
will and providence of God”?>! However, after the death of Leo in 912, Euthymius
was imprisoned and St. Nicholas was restored to his see. Finally, in the Tome of
Union (920), fourth marriages were condemned as “unquestionably illicit and
void”, and third marriages permitted only by special dispensation.

St. Nicholas excommunicated Pope Anastasius IlII for his support for Leo and
wrote to him: “What was I to do in such circumstances? Shut up and go to sleep?
Or think and act as befits a friend who cares at one and the same time both for the
honour of the emperor and for the ecclesiastical decrees? And so we began the
struggle with God’s help; we tried to convince the rulers not to be attracted by
that which is proper only for those who do not know how to control themselves,
but to endure what had happened with magnanimity, with good hope on Christ
our God; while we touched, not only his knee, but also his leg, begging and
beseeching him as king in the most reverential way not to permit his authority to
do everything, but to remember that there sits One Whose authority is mightier
than his - He Who shed His Most Pure Blood for the Church.”

22 Wood, Leo VI's Concept of Divine Monarchy, London: Monarchist Press Association, 1964, p. 15.

23 Louth, op. cit., p. 212.
24 P.G. 91.197.
25 Life of Euthymius, quoted in Wood, op. cit., p. 11.
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And to the Emperor he wrote: “My child and emperor, it befitted you as a
worshipper of God and one who has been glorified by God more than others with
wisdom and other virtue, to be satisfied with three marriages: perhaps even a
third marriage was unworthy of your royal majesty... but the sacred canons do
not completely reject a third marriage, but are condescending, although they
dislike it. However, what justification can there be for a fourth marriage? The
king, they say, is the unwritten law, but not in order to act in a lawless manner
and do anything that comes into his head, but in order that by his unwritten deeds
he may be that which is the written law; for if the king is the enemy and foe of the
laws, who will fear them?”2¢ The saint went on to say that “an emperor who gave
orders to slander, to murder through treachery, to celebrate unlawful marriages,
and to seize other people’s property, was not an emperor, but a brigand, a
slanderer, and adulterer and a thief.”?”

The emperors’ attempts to impose their will on the Church continued. Thus
“Emperor Romanus, who reigned over Byzantium at the beginning of the tenth
century had a son, Theophylact, who was sixteen years old when Patriarch
Stephen died. The emperor wanted his son to be elevated as patriarch for he had
promised him this spiritual calling from his youth. Since his son was a minor, the
emperor was ashamed to do this. The patriarchal throne was assumed by
Tryphun a simple but chaste and pious old man. Tryphun remained on the throne
for three years. When the son of the emperor reached his twentieth year, the
emperor thought to remove Tryphun at any price and to install his son as
patriarch. The saint of God, Tryphun, did not want to relinquish his throne
voluntarily, for no other reason, because he considered it to be a great scandal
that such a young man be elevated to such a responsible and burdensome
position as that of being patriarch. Through the intrigue of a nefarious bishop, the
signature of the innocent Tryphun was extracted on a blank sheet of paper. Later
on, in the imperial court, above that signature, the alleged resignation of the
patriarch was written which the emperor decreed. As a result of this, there arose
a great confusion in the Church, for the laity and the clergy stood by Tryphun,
the godly man. The emperor then forcibly removed the aged patriarch and sent
him to a monastery and, his son, Theophylact, was elevated as patriarch. St.
Tryphun lived as an ascetic in this monastery for two years and five months and
presented himself before the Lord in the year 933 A.D.”?8

*

Another area in which imperial might came up against ecclesiastical right was
that of imperial legitimacy and succession. We have seen that in the early
Byzantine period very strict criteria of legitimacy were applied by such bold
hierarchs as St. Ambrose of Milan. However, these strict criteria were by no

26 Zyzykin, op. cit., part I, p. 90.

27 St. Nicholas, Epistle 32, P.G. 111: 209-213; Fr. George Poullas, “Indestructible Towers”, Orthodox
Tradition, vol. 26, 2009, N 2, p. 15.

28 Life of St. Tryphun, Patriarch of Constantinople.
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means consistently adhered to in later centuries?’; and even late into the Christian
period, Roman emperors were so often overthrown by force that J.B. Bury,
following Mommsen, called the government of Byzantium “an autocracy
tempered by the legal right of revolution”3°.

Dagron has pointed out that one could become emperor in Byzantium in
various ways: by dynastic succession from father to son, by being “purple-born
(porphyrogennetos)”3!, by marrying a former empress, by being made co-
emperor by a living emperor, as well as by usurpation, that is, the overthrow of a
living emperor by force.?? Although a usurper would naturally be considered the
very opposite of a legitimate ruler, he could nevertheless be seen as expressing
God'’s transfer of power from an unworthy man to one more worthy, as when He
“repented” of His choice of Saul and chose David instead.3 Or the legitimate
emperor could simply hand over power to the usurper in order to avoid
bloodshed, as when Emperor Michael Rangabe sent his crown, purple robe and
shoes to Leo V, saying: “I abdicate in your favour. Enter Constantinople without
fear and reign gloriously.”34

A comparison can be made between the Byzantine idea of legitimacy and the
Chinese “mandate of heaven”. In the Chinese system, as J.M. Roberts writes:
“Confucian principles taught that, although rebellion was wrong if a true king
reigned, a government which provoked rebellion and could not control it ought
to be replaced, for it was ipso facto illegitimate.”3> Similarly, in the Byzantine
system, as Lemerle writes, “usurpation... has... almost a political function. It is
not so much an illegal act as the first act in a process of legitimation... There is a
parallelism, rather than an opposition, between the basileus and the usurper.

2 For example, in 602 Phocas brutally murdered the Emperor Maurice, and was recognized as the
new emperor (Pope Gregory I even heaped praises on him!). Phocas proceeded to “establish
bloody terror in the empire (602-610). One contemporary cites the story of a certain man who cried
out to God: “Why did You send Your people such a blood-thirsty wolf?” And the Lord replied to
him: ‘I tried to find someone worse than Phocas, so as to punish the people for its self-will, but
was unable. But don’t you question the judgements of God’” (Dvorkin, op. cit., p. 439).

30 Bury, The Constitution of the Later Roman Empire, Cambridge University Press, 1910, p. 9. Dvorkin
echoes this judgement (op. cit., p. 587).

31 That is, born in the porphyra, a special room lined with porphyry which Constantine V had
constructed in the imperial palace as birth-place for his son. Being born in this room then came to
confer on the new-born, writes Dagron, “a sacred character: the divine unction from the womb of
his mother... {St.} Theophano, in order to explain to Leo VI that he was born in the purple without
experience of unhappiness or poverty, said to him: “You have been anointed from the womb"”
(op. cit.,, p. 61). Several emperors, including Constantine VII, Zoe and Theodora, claimed the
throne primarily on the basis of their being “born in the purple”.

32 Dagron, op. cit., chapter 1.

33 “In the middle of the 9th century, the Khazars dispatched an envoy to [St.] Constantine/Cyril,
who had landed in their country to evangelise it; and this ‘astute and malicious” man asked him:
‘Why do you persist in the bad habit of always taking as emperors different people coming from
different families? We do it according to the family?” To which the missionary replied by quoting
the example of David, who succeeded to Saul when he was not of his family by the choice of God.”
(Dagron, op. cit., pp. 33-34).

34 The Life of our Holy Monastic Father Nicholas the Confessor, Abbot of the Studium, in St. Demetrius
of Rostov, The Great Collection of the Lives of the Saints, February 4.

35 Roberts, History of the World, Oxford: Helicon, 1992, p. 360.
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Hence the existence of two different notions of legitimacy, the one ‘dynastic” and
the other which we might call (in the Roman sense) ‘republican’, which are not
really in conflict but reinforce each other: the second, when the usurper fails,
reinforces thereby the first, and when he succeeds, recreates it, whether the
usurper attaches himself to the dynasty or founds a dynasty himself.”3

What if a usurper came to power by the murder of his predecessor? Even here
the Church usually crowned him. Thus in 865 St. Irene Chrysovalantou revealed
that the Emperor Michael III was going to be murdered. However, she said, “do
not by any means oppose the new Emperor [Basil I], who shall come to the throne,
though murder be at the root of it. The holy God has preferred and chosen him,
so the enemy himself will not benefit.”3” St. Photius also accepted the new
emperor - but refused him communion in church.

Paradoxically, writes Judith Herrin, “despite his obscure origins, Basil I's
family maintained control over Byzantium for nearly two centuries, from 867 to
1056. In the tenth century, Constantine VII commissioned a biography of Basil
(his grandfather), which invented a noble Armenian origin for the family and
traced the portents which led to Basil ‘saving’ the empire from a drunken and
dissolute ruler, Michael III, rather than gaining power in treacherous
circumstances. By blackening the character of Basil's patron and colleague,
Constantine made sure that his grandfather was given a highly original and
invented role, as more legitimate and worthy of the imperial title than Michael.
By such means the Macedonian dynasty, as it became known, contributed to a
deeper sense of order, taxis, and strengthened the imperial office through a proper
and controlled line of succession from father to son.”38

Sometimes the usurper was crowned, provided certain conditions were
fulfilled. Thus when Nicephorus Phocas was murdered on December 11, 969 (he
had been warned about this three months before the event by his spiritual father,
St. Michael Maleinus, and so spent his last days in prayer and fasting) by his wife
Theophano and his successor, John Tzimiskes, Patriarch Polyeuctus “declared
that he would not allow the Emperor to enter the church as long as he had not
expelled the Augusta from the palace and had not named the murderer of the
Emperor, whoever he might be. Moreover, he demanded the return to the Synod
of a document published by Nicephorus in violation of justice. The point was that
Nicephorus, either intending to remove certain violations of the sacred rites that
had been allowed, in his opinion, by certain hierarchs, or wishing to submit to
himself even that in the religious sphere which it was not fitting for him to rule
over, had forced the hierarchs to compose a decree according to which nothing in
Church affairs was to be undertaken without his will. Polyeuctus suggested that

36 Lemerle, in Rosemary Morris, “Succession and usurpation: politics and rhetoric in the late tenth
century”, in Paul Magdalino, New Constantines: The Rhythm of Imperiial Renewal in Byzantine
History, 4t to 13t Centuries, Aldershot, 1994, pp. 200-201.

87 The Lives of the Spiritual Mothers, Buena Vista, CO; Holy Apostles” Convent, 1991, p. 325.

38 Herrin, Byzantium, London: Allen Lane, 2007, pp. 146-147. According to Louth, by the time of
the Macedonian dynasty in the tenth century, the idea of legitimate succession from father to son
had taken hold (Greek East and Latin West, p. 213).
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the Emperor carry out all (this); in the contrary case he would not allow him to
enter the holy church. (John) accepted the conditions; he removed the Augusta
from the palace and exiled her to an island called Protos, returned Nicephorus’
decree to the Synod and pointed to Leo Valans, saying that he and nobody else
had killed the Emperor with his own hand. Only then did Polyeuctus allow him
into the holy church and crown him, after which he returned to the Royal palace
and was hailed by the army and people.”3?

This extraordinary episode tells us much about the real relationship between
Church and State in Byzantium. On the one hand, there is no question that
although Tzimiskes won the throne through brute force and murder, there was
no real attempt to remove him or refusal to recognize him. This indicates that the
pagan principle of Old Rome: “might is right”, still prevailed in tenth-century
Byzantium. Or rather: if might prevails, then this is by the Providence of God,
and should therefore be accepted. Such a concept is similar to the Chinese idea of
“the mandate of heaven”. On the other hand, Tzimiskes de facto victory was not
felt to be enough in a Christian society: he needed the Church’s forgiveness and
sacramental blessing. And this the Church felt powerful enough to withhold until
several conditions had been met: (1) the removal of Empress Theophano, the
widow both of Nicephorus and the previous emperor Romanus and the mother
of Romanus’ purple-born sons Basil and Constantine, whom Tzimiskes had
wanted to marry in order to strengthen his position; (2) the annulment of a
caesaropapist decree of the previous emperor; and (3) the new emperor had made
at least a formal attempt to find the murderer (everyone must have known that
the emperor himself was the murderer, but if he did not accuse himself there was
no higher judicial power that could convict him). By obtaining the fulfilment of
these three conditions the Church, it could be said, made the best out of a bad job,
extracting some good from an essentially evil deed.

While the Byzantines accepted Tzimiskes as basileus, they condemned the deed
by which he attained the throne. The manoeuvre, writes Morris, was “nicely put
by Leo the Deacon, who clearly understood these matters. Tzimiskes, he wrote,
‘took up the reins of the Empire” at the fourth hour of the day of 11 December 963.
In other words he assumed the governance of the empire. But it was not until
after his coronation that his position as autokrator was finally legitimised by
receiving the blessing of the church.”49

But if this resolved the question of Tzimiskes’ legitimacy, it did not wipe out
his sin. The best the Byzantines could come up with here was the theory -
propounded by the thirteenth-century canonist Balsamon - that the emperor’s
anointing washed out all his previous sins!4!

As Morris writes: “In the Apocalypse of Anastasia, dateable to the beginning of
the twelfth century at the latest, we have an angel indicating to the narrator an

3 Leo the Deacon, quoted in Fomin and Fomina, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 99.
40 Morris, in Magdalino, op. cit., p. 205.
41 Fomin and Fomina, op. cit., p. 99.
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empty throne in Hell and explaining that it belonged to John Tzimiskes “‘who was
not worthy of it, because he murdered Nikephoros Phokas’. Then the wounded
Nikephoros is seen reproaching John, saying, “John, Tzimiskes, Lord John, why
did you inflict an unjust death on me...” And John replied nothing but “Woe!
What have I done?”” The invention of the tradition that Tzimiskes” anointing had
washed away the sin of the murder is, of course, another clear indication that he
was believed to have been directly implicated.”4?

“The aim,” according to Dagron, “is to convert brute force (to thiriodes, thirion
alogon, as Agapetus and Basil write) into a legitimate power, and the historical
sources often allude to this conversion. If Theophanes characterizes Leo V, in 814,
as ‘very legitimate emperor of the Romans’, this is to signify that this general, who
had been called to the Empire by war and popular favour, was able to carry out
the mutation which from now on made him a legitimate sovereign by not being
too precipitate in the stages of transition, by letting the patriarch act, by ceasing
to be an army commander, by conforming himself, not to constitutional rules
which did not exist, nor even to more or less uncertain procedures, but to a
process that allowed him to leave one role, that of a popularly elected general, for
another, that of an emperor elected by God. If, on the contrary, Michael Attaliates
and his contemporaries were doubtful that Isaac I Comnenus had succeeded, in
1057, in his passage from “tyranny’ to ‘legitimate power’, in spite of his probity
and his courage, this was because he had not been able to divest himself of his
martial fury, which had given him power but not sacredness...

“So it is not power that is legitimate, it is he who appropriates it who can
become legitimate by choosing to respect the law...”43

42 Morris, op. cit., p. 211. “Together with the Holy Synod... [Patriarch Polyeuctus] recognized that,
just as chrismation at Holy Baptism forgives sins committed up to that time, whatever they may
be, so, it goes without saying, anointing to the kingdom forgives the sin of murder committed

earlier by Tsimiskes... On the basis of the 19th canon of the Nicaean Council, the 9th and 11th of
Neocaesarea and the 27th of St. Basil the Great, the ordination of hierarchs and the anointing of
emperors removes all sins committed before ordination and anointing, whatever they may be. But
the ordination of priests and other sacred people forgives small sins, such as impulses to sin, lying
and other suchlike, which are do not subject them to deposition. But they do not forgive adultery”
(M.V. Zyzkin, Tsarskaia Vlast’ (Royal Power), Sophia, 1934, http: www.russia-talk.lrg/cd-
history/zyzykin.htm, p. 29).

43 Dagron, op. cit., pp. 38, 39.
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3. ISLAMIC STATEHOOD

By contrast with its huge success in proselytizing converts all over the world,
and its considerable cultural achievements, Islam never achieved a stable and
distinctive religio-political order comparable with that of Orthodox Christian
Romanitas. In fact, Islam appears to possess no political doctrine. In attempting to
analyse why this is so, we will come closer to the heart of what this false, but very
important religion, really is...

The dominant image of Islamic power is one of despotism - and a cruel,
intolerant despotism at that. And that is true of later Islamic history. But in the
beginning Islamic rule was closer to anarchism than despotism, an insufficiency
of power rather than an excess of it.

Bernard Lewis writes that “the power wielded by the early caliphs was very
far from the despotism of their predecessors and successors. It was limited by the
political ethics of Islam and by the anti-authoritarian habits and traditions of
ancient Arabia. A verse attributed to the pre-Islamic Arabic poet ‘Abid ibn al-
Abras speaks of his tribe as ‘lagah’, a word which, according to the ancient
commentators and lexicographers, denotes a tribe that has never submitted to a
king. ‘Abid’s proud description of his people makes his meaning clear:

They refused to be servants of kings, and were never ruled by any.
But when they were called on for help in war, they responded gladly.

“The ancient Arabs, like the ancient Israelites depicted in the books of Judges
and Samuel, mistrusted kings and the institution of kingship. They were, indeed,
familiar with the institution of monarchy in the surrounding countries, and some
were even led to adopt it. There were kings in the states of southern Arabia; there
were kings in the border principalities of the north; but all these were in different
degrees marginal to Arabia. The sedentary kingdoms of the south used a different
language, and were part of a different culture. The border principalities of the
north, though authentically Arab, were deeply influenced by Persian and
Byzantine imperial practice, and represent a somewhat alien element in the Arab
world...

“The early Muslims were well aware of the nature of imperial monarchy as
practised in their own day in Byzantium and in Persia, and believed that the state
founded by the Prophet and governed after him by his successors the caliphs
represented something new and different...”44

Mohammed did not consider himself a king, still less a Persian-style “king of
kings”, but a mere prophet - albeit the last and greatest of them.

*

44 Bernard Lewis, The Middle East, London: Phoenix, 1995, pp. 140-141.
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The first few decades after his death in 632 did not clarify the nature of the
Islamic political system. The Arab Muslim hordes destroyed all opposition to
their rule, but did not construct any enduring ecclesiastical or political structure
in the lands they conquered. The “Caliphs” - a word that means “deputy” or
“successor’ in post-Koranic Arabic - were religio-political leaders who claimed to
be both deputies of God and successors of the Prophet. But the institution had no
clear basis in Mohammed’s practice or teaching; it was never clearly agreed how
the caliph should be chosen or what was the nature of his power. Hence the
chronic weakness and instability of Islam in most of its history. For it had neither
a Church nor a State. It had only a book - a book whose origins were obscure, to
say the least, and its interpretation disputed, providing no clear answer to many
important questions, both religious and political.

Things began to change in the “reign” of Abd al-Malik (646-705), the fifth
Caliph, who, while ruling from Damascus, built the Dome of the Rock on the
Temple Mount in Jerusalem and established Mecca as the holiest shrine of the
faith.

“Deploying his favourite medium of coinage,” writes Tom Holland, “he made
sure to broadcast to the world precisely how he saw his role: as the Khalifat Allah,
or ‘Deputy of God’. Just as Mohammed had been chosen to reveal the divine
word, Abd al-Malik had been appointed to interpret it and broadcast it to
humanity - and who was to say which one had been allotted the greater
responsibility? Certainly, the title of ‘Caliph” - introduced in the public gaze for
the first time by Abd al-Malik’s agents in the imperial mints - implied a
dominance over realms that were not less supernatural than earthly. It was upon
the command of Al-Malik that roads were built and dams constructed, then it was
also through his person that people might ‘pray for rain[. Formidably though his
warriors stood guard upon the frontiers of the empire, yet they were not so
formidable as the Caliph himself, who stood guard upon the highway that led to
heaven. A “beater of skulls’, he was also the ultimate “imam of guidance’.

“These vaunting claims were not mere idle propaganda. The breathtaking
scope of Abd al-Malik’s ambition was matched only the sheer drive and creative
brilliance with which he sought to fulfil it. By the time of his death in 705, a
ramshackle patchwork of conquests that only two decades previously had been
on the verge of utter disintegrations had been reconstituted as a state no less
brutally efficient than had been its toppled predecessors. Even more awesome, it
had been consecrated to a vision of the due owed by humanity to the divine that
brooked very little contradiction. ‘Religion in God’s eyes, is submission.” So
Muhammed had declared. Featured on the Dome of the Rock, however, the
meaning of the verse had been subtly altered. ‘Submission” demanded by God
had come almost to serve as a proper noun. The faith proclaimed by Abd al-Malik,
lord of an empire that stretched from the rising to the setting of the sun, had been
given a name. The slogan stamped on the Dome of the Rock had become fit for
the entire world.
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“Religion, in God’s eyes,” so it declared, “is Islam.””4>

However, the Ummayad Caliphs in Damascus, and then the Abbasid Caliphs
in Baghdad, gradually fell under the influence of Byzantine statehood. Thus in
661 one of the early caliphs, Muawiya, became, as Simon Sebag Montefiore writes,
“the Caliph of the vast empire that included Egypt, Syria, Palestine, Iraq, Persia
and Arabia... He ruled through Christian bureaucrats and tolerated Christians
and Jews alike, seeing himself as something between Arab sheikh, Islamic caliph
and Roman emperor. He was tolerant and pragmatic, following an early, looser
version of Islam, happy to worship at Christian and Jewish sites, and share their
shrine.” However, despite his “tolerance’, he continued to conquer Christian
lands such as Rhodes and Cyprus, and almost took Constantinople. Later he
expanded the empire into eastern Persia, central Asia, the Sahara and today’s
Libya and Algeria.

Living as he did in Syria, whose culture was Byzantine, Muawiya was
influenced by Byzantine ideas and practices. “Byzantine influence on the
emerging Islamic civilization,” writes Colin Wells, “a tidal pull that now reached
its high-water mark, went far beyond the caliph’s assumption of royal ways. It
covered virtually all areas of life...” Thus he was criticised “for putting on royal
airs. In defense he explained ‘that Damascus was full of Greeks, and that none
would believe in his power if he did not behave and look like an emperor.”” And
his public designation, before his death in 680, of his son Yazid as his successor
constituted a break with Islamic tradition and the adoption of the Byzantine
principle of dynastic succession.*¢

“Yazid failed to grasp the succession, facing rebellions in Arabia and Iraq.
Muhammed’s grandson Hussein rebelled to avenge his father Ali’s death but was
brutally murdered at Karbala in Iraq, his martyrdom creating the Shia, “the party’,
a division that still splits Islam today. However, after Yazid's early death,
Muawiya’s old kinsman Marwan started to reconquer the empire, dying in 685
and leaving this troubled inheritance to his son Abd al-Malik, the second of the
titanic Ummayad Caliphs. Abd al-Malik was less human and flexible but more
ruthless and visionary than Muawiya. He first mercilessly crushed the rebellions,
retaking Iraq and Arabia; in Jerusalem he built the Dome of the Rock...

Abd al-Malik, writes Montefiore, “saw himself as God’s shadow on earth: if
Muawiya was Caesar of the Arabs, he was a mixture of St. Paul and Constantine
the Great - he believed in the marriage of empire, state and god. As such it was
Abd al-Malik who collated the book of Islam - the Koran - into its final form (the
inscriptions in Jerusalem’s Dome of the Rock are the first examples of the final
Koran text), who defined Islamic rituals and who unified Islam into a single
religion recognizable today with the emphasis on Koran and Muhammed,
expressed in the double shahada: “There is no God but God and Muhammed is the
apostle of God’. Abd al-Malik and his son Caliph Walid expanded their empire

45 Holland, In the Shadow of the Sword, London: Abacus, 2013, pp. 429-430.
46 Wells, Sailing from Byzantium, New York: Bantam Deli, 2006, pp. 129-132.
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to the borders of India and the coasts of Spain. Yet their dynasty remained part
Islamic theocrats, part Roman emperors, often living in a distinctly unlslamic
decadence. This led to the family’s downfall in the revolution of 750, when they
were replaced by the Abbasid caliphs who ruled from Iraq and blackened the
reputation of the Ummayads. To the Shia, they remained heretics and sinners
because the Shia believed the real Caliphs were the twelve descendants from
[Muhammed’s cousin] Ali and [his wife] Fatima: indeed the Shia of Iran still await
the return of the Twelfth...”%

It was Abu Muslim, a manumitted Persian slave, who raised the standard of
revolt, defeated the Umayyads and created the Abbasid dynasty. A few years
later, Al-Mansur (754-775), having moved the capital of the empire to Baghdad,
came under the influence of Persia with its strong despotic tradition. “The cause
proclaimed by Abu Muslim was that of a single family, appointed by God to the
rule of the world, and if the mark of their claim to this awesome status was the
possessio, not of a farr [the supernatural aura of a Persian king] but rather of a
bloodline traceable back to the uncle of the Prophet, then that, in an Islamic
empire, promised qualification enough. Abu Muslim, like so many other rebels
trained in subterfuge and insurrection, was an agent of the Abbasids, and by
raising the East in their cause, he had succeeded in fusing the past with the future,
the Iranian with the Arab, the Sasan with the Islamic.”48

*

Through this fusion, Muslim “democratism” passed into a despotism closely
akin to the pagan monarchies that Islam had destroyed; for despotism in politics
invariably leads to the persecution of all non-state religions. Thus the Umayyad
caliphs of the ninth century, particularly Mamun (813-833), believed their
authority to be unlimited. The Umayyads persecuted Orthodoxy in Georgia, and
in 839 the Abbasid Caliph Mutasim, Mamum'’s brother and successor, “at the
head of a powerful Saracen army, won an outstanding victory against the
Byzantines and laid siege to the town of Amorium in Upper Phrygia. After
thirteen days, he overcame it through an act of betrayal and put all the inhabitants
to the sword, whether they were bearing arms or not, as well as numerous
peasants of the region who had sought refuge in the town. He spared only the
town’s forty-two highest officials, all illustrious and valiant men of noble birth,
and shut them up in a dark and noisome prison. Tears were their only drink, and
for food they had to try to survive on the few bits of mouldy bread that their
gaolers deigned to toss to them from time to time, and on what one of their
number was authorised to beg for in the street. Their bodies and clothes devoured
by vermin, unable to see each other in the permanent darkness and reduced to
the most extreme weakness, they did not however lose their courage and nobility
of soul, and resisted all attempts of those sent from the Caliph to make them
abjure [the faith]. He, counting as nothing the conquest of a town in comparison
with that of human souls, promised them their lives if they simply pretended to

47 Montefiore, Titans of History, London: Quercus, 2012, pp. 98, 99-100.
48 Holland, op. cit., pp. 468-469.
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be converted by presenting themselves with him at public prayer. The martyrs
replied to his emissaries: “‘Would you agree to do the same if you were in our
place?” ‘Certainly,” the Muslims replied, ‘for nothing is more important than
liberty.” The Christians then replied: “We do not take counsel in religious matters
from those who are not stable in their own!

“Some days later, others were sent and presented themselves, pretending to
have brought alms. Feigning tears of compassion, they tried to win them to the
religion of Mohammed, which promises all sorts of fleshly pleasures in this life
and in the next. Raising their eyes towards heaven and thus arming themselves
with words inspired by Scripture, the valiant combatants for the Faith then
replied that such promises were indeed the proof of the falsity of that religion,
which subjects our reasonable soul, created in the image of God, to the tyranny
of the flesh. They replied in the same manner with the same assurance to the fakirs
- the ‘religious’ of Islam who give themselves to ascetic practices and ecstatic
prayers - reminding them that no prophet had ever announced the coming of
Mohammed, whereas the whole of the Old Testament bore witness to the coming
of Jesus Christ.

“The holy martyrs remained in that state for seven whole years, keeping the
Faith without fault, nourishing it each day by the recitation of the Psalms of David
and the divine Offices of the Church at the prescribed hours, giving thanks to God
for having judged them worthy to endure such trials for Him...” On March 6, 839,
they were all executed on the banks of the Euphrates after “pronouncing an
anathema on Mohammed and on all those who confessed him as a prophet”.4°

“The increasingly authoritarian character of government”, writes Lewis, “and
the disappointment of successful revolutionaries is vividly expressed in a passage
quoted by several classical authors. A certain Sudayf, a supporter of the Abbasids,
is cited as complaining of the changes resulting from the fall of the Umayyads
and the accession of the Abbasids to the caliphate: ‘By God, our booty, which was
shared, has become a perquisite of the rich. Our leadership, which was
consultative, has become arbitrary. Our succession, which was by the choice of
the community, is now by inheritance.”>0

The climax of Islamic despotism came with the Fatimid ruler Al-Hakim, who
even declared that himself to be divine. In Wikipedia we read that from 1007 to
1012 his attitude with regard to Jews and Christians became hostile. “On 18
October 1009, al-Hakim ordered the destruction of the Holy Sepulchre and its
associated buildings, apparently outraged by what he regarded as the fraud
practiced by the monks in the miraculous Descent of the Holy Fire, celebrated
annually at the church during the Easter Vigil. The chronicler Yahia noted that
‘only those things that were too difficult to demolish were spared.” Processions

49 Hieromonk Makarios of Simonos Petra, The Synaxarion. The Lives of the Saints of the Orthodox
Church, Holy Convent of the Annunciation of our Lady Ormylia, 2003, vol. 4, pp. 59-61. Cf. Daniel
J. Sahas, “What an Infidel Saw that a Faithful Did Not: Gregory Dekapolites (d. 842) and Islam”,
Greek Orthodox Theological Review 31 (1986), 47-67.

50 Lewis, op. cit., pp. 143-144.
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were prohibited, and a few years later all of the convents and churches in
Palestine were said to have been destroyed or confiscated.l It was only in 1042
that the Byzantine Emperor Constantine IX undertook to reconstruct the Holy
Sepulchre with the permission of Al-Hakim's successor.”

That Muslim statehood should eventually become despotic and cruel was not
only the result of Persian influence, but a natural consequence of the lack of a
clear separation of Church and State, and of divine and secular law, in Islamic
thought. This gave an absolute, unchecked power to the Caliphate, whatever the
grumblings of Muslim clerics. In this respect, of course, the Caliphs were very
different from the more Orthodox of the Byzantine autocrats, who, while supreme
in the political realm, were not supreme in religion, holding to the principle of the
symphony of powers.

“The office of Caliph,” writes Sir Roger Scruton, “began as an attempt to
recapture a vanished personal authority. Hence Caliphs repeatedly failed to give
proof of their legitimacy, and the first three of them began a lengthy tradition by
dying at the hands of assassins. Those who rule in the Prophet’s name seldom
satisfy their subjects that they are entitled to do so, since the authority that is
looked for in an Islamic ruler is - to use Weber’s idiom - a charismatic, rather
than a legal-national form. Islamic revivals almost always begin from a sense of
the corruption and godlessness of the ruling power, and a desire to rediscover the
holy leader who will restore the pure way of life that had been laid down by the
Prophet. There seems to be no room in Islamic thinking for the idea - so vital in
the history of Western constitutional government [and not absent, of course, from
Byzantine autocratic government] - of an office that works for the benefit of the
community, regardless of the virtues and vices of the one who fills it... There
seems to be no similar idea in Islamic political thinking, since institutions, offices
and collective entities play no part in securing political legitimacy, and all
authority stems from God, via the words, deeds, and example of his
Messenger...”>1

Christianity arose in the context of the Roman Empire, in which Christians was
obliged to recognize and obey the state in all its laws that did not directly
contradict the commandment of God. For although their ultimate loyalty was to
God, the Christians were also citizens of a state established by God. So they did
not rebel against the State, but gradually worked on its crude mores and pagan
faith until it became Christian under St. Constantine. Thereafter Church and State
could work in harmony with each other in a “symphony of powers”.

The Church was universal, and had members in many different countries. The
State, on the other hand, was territorial, being based on the feeling of a common
destiny of all or most of the people on that territory, reinforced by commonalities
of language, culture and religion. But the Church did not contest the power of the
State on its own territory, so long as it did not violate the Church’s authority in
the spiritual realm

51 Scruton, The West and the Rest: Globalization and the Terrorist Threat, London: Continuum, 2002.
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Islam, however, did not encourage the growth of stable territorial nation-states
or empires. There were tribes, and there was the universal religion, and very little
of what we may call “political infrastructure” in between. There was shariah, the
law of Allah, derived solely from the Koran, but very little in the way of state law,
and certainly nothing comparable to the legal structures created by Constantine,
Theodosius and Justinian.

The only important exception to this was the caliphate. But the caliphate, as
we have seen, had no foundation in the Koran. Nor does Mohammed speak about
the succession of power. It was therefore always open for a discontent to question
the legitimacy of the caliphate. And therein lay a recipe for constant unrest, even
revolution. As Frangois Guizot, the French Prime Minister in the 1840s, pointed
out, it was the crucial lack in Islam of a separation of spiritual and temporal
power, that distinguished the Islamic world from the Christian: “This separation
is the source of liberty of conscience; it is founded upon no other principle but
that which is the foundation of the most perfect and extended freedom of
conscience. The separation of temporal and spiritual power is based upon the idea
that physical force has neither right nor influence over souls, over conviction,
over truth. It flows from the distinction established between the world of thought
and the world of action, between the world of internal and that of external facts.
Thus this principle of liberty of conscience for which Europe has struggled so
much, and suffered so much, this principle which prevailed so late, and often, in
its progress, against the inclination of the clergy, was enunciated, under the name
of the separation of temporal and spiritual power, in the very cradle of European
civilisation; and it was the Christian Church which, from the necessity imposed
by its situation of defending itself against barbarism, introduced and maintained
it... Itis in the combination of the spiritual and temporal powers, in the confusion
of moral and material authority, that the tyranny which seems inherent in this
[Muslim] civilisation originated.”52

The early schism in Islam between the Sunnis and the Shias had important
implications for political thought. For one of the major differences between the
Sunnis and the Shias related to whether the caliphate should be elective or
hereditary.

“The Shia maintained that the caliphate should be hereditary in the line of the
Prophet, and therefore that all the caliphs, except only for the brief rule of Ali and
of his son Hasan, were usurpers. The more generally accepted view of the Sunni
Muslims was that the caliphate was elective, and any member of the Prophet’s
tribe, Quraysh, was eligible.”5?

52 Guizot, The History of Civilization in Europe, London: Penguin, 1997, pp. 42, 55.
53 Lewis, pp. 94-95.
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The Shiites also believed in a certain separation, even antagonism between the
imamate and the State. “The myth of the Hidden Imam, writes Karen Armstrong,
“symbolized the impossibility of implementing a truly religious policy in this
world, since the caliphs had destroyed Ali’s line and driven the ilm [the
knowledge of what is right] from the earth. Henceforth the Shii ulama [learned
men, guardians of the legal and religious traditions of Islam] became the
representatives of the Hidden Imam, and used their own mystical and rational
insights to apprehend his will. Twelver Shiis (who believe in the twelve imams)
would take no further part in political life, since in the absence of the Hidden
Imam, the true leader of the ummah [the Muslim community], no government
could be legitimate.”>*

Therefore the potential always exists in Shiite Islam for a revolution in a
hierocratic, “papocaesarist” direction. This is precisely what happened in Iran in
1979, when the Ayatollah Khomeini expelled the shah and took over the state...

The Sunnis, by contrast, conflate politics and religion in a “caesaropapist”
manner. Thus for them, according to T.P. Miloslavskaya and G.V. Miloslavsky,
the sultanate and the imamate were indivisible.>> Again, Colin McEvedy writes
that “the successors of Mohammed, the Caliphs, combined, as he had, the powers
of Emperor and Pope”.>¢ Again, Ninian Smart writes that Islam “demands
institutions which cover the whole life of the community. There is nothing in
Islam... corresponding to the Church. There is no place for a special institution
within society devoted to the ends of the faith. For it is the whole of society which
is devoted to the ends of the faith.”>”

Again, Bernard Lewis writes: “It is sometimes said that the caliph was head of
State and Church, pope and emperor in one. This description in Western and
Christian terms is misleading. Certainly there was no distinction between
imperium and sacerdotium, as in the Christian empire, and no separate
ecclesiastical institution, no Church, with its own head and hierarchy. The
caliphate was always defined as a religious office, and the caliph’s supreme
purpose was to safeguard the heritage of the Prophet and to enforce the Holy
Law. But the caliph had no pontifical or even priestly function... His task was
neither to expound nor to interpret the faith, but to uphold and protect it - to
create conditions in which his subjects could follow the good Muslim life in this
world and prepare themselves for the world to come. And to do this, he had to
maintain the God-given Holy Law within the frontiers of the Islamic state, and to
defend and, where possible, extend those frontiers, until in the fullness of time
the whole world was opened to the light of Islam...”%8

54 Armstrong, Islam, New York: Modern Library, 2002, pp. 67, 68-69.

55 Miloslavskaia and Miloslavsky, “Kontseptsia ‘Islamskogo Edinstva’ i Integratsionnie Protsessy
v ‘Musulmanskom Mire”” (“The Conception of ‘Islamic Unity” and Integrational Processes in ‘the
Muslim World’), in Islam i Problemy Natsionalizma (Islam and the Problems of Nationalism),
Moscow: Nauka, 1986, p. 12.

5 McEvedy, The Penguin Atlas of Medieval History, London: Penguin, 1961, p. 36.

57 Smart, The Religious Experience of Mankind, London: Fontana, 1971, p. 538.

58 Lewis, op. cit., pp. 138-139.
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This indivisibility of the roles of political and religious leader in Islam gave a
certain unhealthily aggressive utopianism to the people’s image of national and
international life; they yearned for an order in which, “as ideally conceived, there
were to be no priests, no church, no kings and no nobles, no privileged orders or
castes or estates of any kind, save only for the self-evident superiority of those
who accept the true faith to those who wilfully reject it - and of course such
obvious natural and social realities as the superiority of man to woman and of
master to slave.”>?

“This is the ideal,” says Mansfield. “Since the earliest times, Arab and Muslim
rulers have assumed secular powers to some degree - and none more so than
those of today - but the ideal continues to have a powerful influence on the hearts
and minds of all Muslims. It accounts for the potent force of utopianism among
Arabs - the belief that if they were to return to the ways of the Prophet and his
companions the triumph of Islam in this world would be assured. In the West this
is usually described as fundamentalism, but in a real sense all Muslim believers
are fundamentalist, because they know that the Holy Koran was God’s final
message to mankind. The triumph of the West in the last two or three centuries is
seen by Muslims as an aberration of history...”¢0

*

The huge conquests of Islam brought vast numbers of slaves into the markets
of the East. Although the Church never formally condemned slavery, an
institution that was endemic in Roman society, it was clearly frowned upon,
especially if the slave-owner and the slave were both Christians. St. Paul, while
forbidding slaves to run away from their masters, said that “in Christ there is
neither slave nor free”, and St. Gregory of Nyssa condemned it unequivocally.®!

But for Christians to be enslaved to a Muslim was a direct threat to their faith.
Muslims saw slaves as a gift from God. And so “the slave markets of the Caliphate
were so glutted with female flesh that wealthy Arabs might debate the various
merits of the merchandise as though evaluating the pedigree of bloodstock. Abd
al-Malik himself was a noted connoisseur...” %2

This practice has continued to the present day in Muslim societies, and has
become particularly topical today in view of the Muslim terrorist group ISIS’s
practice of slavery and kidnapping and raping of captive women. Its acceptance
in the Koran was made clear in an interview conducted by Kevin Allen with a
former Muslim, “George”, who became an Orthodox Christian:

59 Lewis, op. cit., p. 72.

60 Mansfield, op. cit., p. 13.

61 Holland, op. cit., p. 438.

62 Holland, op. cit., p. 523, footnote 49.
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“’But wasn’t it Muslim slave traders who actually went into Africa and then
enslaved Africans for sale to the Europeans and so on?’

“Yes, what is known as the Arab slave trade begun in the seventh century,
with the rise of the Islamic Empire and lasted well into the twentieth century in
some places such as Saudi Arabia, Somalia, and the Sudan, where there are still
reports of slave trading to this present day. The Arab Muslim slave trade reached
a vast area including the Sub-Saharan east and west Africa, which was the major
supplier, then there was central Asia, the Mediterranean region, Eastern Europe
including the lands of the Slavic peoples.

“’There are even reports of the slave trade extending as far north as the British
Isles and Iceland. America at the time of its infancy fell victim to the Muslim
traders to what was known as “Barbary States,” which were independent Islamic
states that run along the coast of north Africa.

“’One thing I'd like to note is that in Islamic law it is not permissible to enslave
free-born Muslims. Therefore only those born into slavery and non-Muslim
captives are allowed to be taken as slaves. This could account for the fact that the
vast majority of the people enslaved were those who inhabited the regions that
bordered the territory of the Islamic empires and in particular the Christians were
targeted.

“’But we see radical Islamic groups now like ISIS regularly kidnapping and
enslaving and selling women and others. Is this practice of enslavement approved
of in the Quran and the Hadith?’

“Yes it is. It's not a very popular notion but I mean it definitely has been
sanctioned by the Quran and Hadith. Groups such as ISIS look at the atrocities
that they are committing as a holy war and as such any non-Muslim women
captured become their property, even if these women are married. In the Quran
such captives are frequently referred to as “ma malakat aymanukum” or “what
your right hand possesses.” One such reference can be found in the Quran in
Surah or chapter 4 verse 24, and it says, “And also forbidden are all married
women except those whom your right hand possess. This is the law’s ordinance
to you.”

“’"What I just quoted is a part of a longer section that speaks about the women
who are lawful for a man to have sexual relations with. In connection to these
verses the Hadith, the tradition from the life of Mohammed that gives the reason
or circumstances in which this verse was revealed, it says,

“"”The apostle of Allah sent a military expedition to Awtas on the occasion of
the battle of Hunain. They met their enemy and fought with them. They defeated
them and took them captives. Some of the companions of the apostle of Allah
were reluctant to have intercourse with the female captives in the presence of
their husbands who were unbelievers. So Allah, the Exalted, sent down the
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Quranic verse, ‘And also are forbidden, all married women except those whom
your right hands possess. This is the law’s ordinance to you.””

“”And then there is another example that can be found in the Quran, Surah 33
verse 50, where it is actually speaking through Mohammed himself personally. It
says, “O Prophet, indeed we have made lawful to you your wives to whom you
have given their due compensation and those whom your right hand possesses
from what Allah has given to you of the captives ...”"”63

63 Fr. John, “Islam Through the Heart and Mind of a Convert to Orthodox Christianity, Part 17,
Journey to Orthodoxy, March 11, 2016, http://journeytoorthodoxy.com/2016/03/islam-heart-
mind-convert-orthodox-christianity-part-1/
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4. THE MISSION TO THE SLAVS

From the beginning of the ninth century we see the first attempts by national
kingdoms within the Orthodox Christian world to challenge New Rome’s pre-
eminence and take the place of the Roman emperor. The first such kingdom was
that of Charlemagne, who was acclaimed “Emperor of the Romans” by the Pope
in 800. But, as we shall see, from the Byzantine point of view, Charlemagne might
be an “emperor” (basileus), but in no way could he be called the “emperor of the
Romans”, whose seat could only be the New Rome of Constantinople.

A challenge similar to that of Charlemagne - but much more threatening to the
real power of the Roman emperors, at least in the short term - was provided by
the Bulgarian khans (later: tsars)...

The Slavs had first moved across the Danube and into the Balkans in large
numbers during the reign of Justinian. “By the 580s,” writes Richard Fletcher,
“their raids were reaching as far south as the Peloponnese. By about 600 it was
plain that imperial authority had lapsed throughout this inland area and had
retreated to coastal strongholds such as Thessalonica, Monemvasia and
Dyrrachium (Durazzo, Dures). Even these were not wholly secure: Thessalonica
was besieged by the Slavs in 612 and for the next two centuries remained a
frontier town, with Slav settlements just outside the walls and Slavonic spoken in
its streets and markets. It was the empire’s tragedy that the military imperatives
during most of the seventh century called from the east and the south: the Persian
wars of the Emperor Heraclius followed by the hard fought surrenders to Islam
in Syria, Egypt and north Africa. No resources could be spared for the Balkans
and Greece, which were in effect abandoned to the depredations and settlements
of the Slavs.”64

Nevertheless, in Greece, and particularly the Peloponnese, the Slavs had
quickly become Christian and Hellenized thanks to the re-settling of many Greeks
of Asia Minor in Greece. Further north, however, they remained hostile to
Byzantium. In 626 they helped the Avars in their unsuccessful siege of
Constantinople, and in 681 the Byzantines were forced to cede a large area of land
south of the Danube to the Bulgars, a Slavic people with a Turkic leadership. In
811 they ceded still more territory after a Byzantine army was crushed by Khan
Krum with the death of Emperor Nicephorus I.

God’s counter-offensive against this pagan attack was led by two brother-
saints from Thessalonica, Cyril and Methodius. Living in a region populated by
many Slavs, they had learned their language and customs. Cyril in particular was
a brilliant linguist and philosopher, having succeeded St. Photius the Great in the
chair of philosophy in Constantinople at the extraordinarily young age of twenty-
four.

64 Fletcher, The Conversion of Europe, London: HarperCollins, 1997, p. 337.
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In 860 the brothers were sent by the emperor and St. Photius on an important
diplomatic and missionary mission to the Khazars north of the Black Sea. The
Khazars were a Turkic race whose leaders had been converted to Judaism. The
Byzantines were seeking an alliance with them against the new pagan threat of
the Russians, who attacked Constantinople in 860.

*

Who were the Russians? “The north-eastern European forest zone,” writes
Catherine Merridale, was “the dark continent of the ninth and tenth centuries.
Like Africa in later times, it seemed to be a dangerous, exotic place, where
fortunes waited for adventurers. Human slaves were one source of profit, for
while Muslims and Christians were forbidden to enslave each other, the pagan
Slavs were fair game. The appetite for fur, meanwhile, seemed to be
inexhaustible, and it was purchased by everyone from the Arabs and Turks of
Asia to the Franks and Anglo-Saxons of Europe’s Atlantic fringe. The northern
birchwoods and the taiga beyond them produced the best. If the goods could be
brought to market - in Constantinople, maybe, or Bolghar, the great city of the
Volga route towards the east - serious money, silver, was on hand to pay for
them.

“The profits on offer, and the many opportunites to set up custom posts and
levy taxes on the precious freight, meant that the trade routes were worth
fortunes, but the local Slavs were neither organized nor swift enough to take
control of them. Instead, the prize fell to some bands of Vikings from Scandinavia,
soon known to Greeks and Arabs as Rhos.%> This used to be another controversial
issue (Russian nationalists resented the suggestion that their founding princes
might have come from somewhere else), but the archaeological evidence around
the Baltic is conclusive. By protecting some convoys, raiding others, and seizing
any promising tribute, the rough freebooters became formidable regional players.
From their first permanent settlement on Lake Ilmen, on navigable waters near
modern Novgorod®, they had extended their network along the Dnieper and the
Upper Volga by the middle of the ninth century. Like their relatives, the Vikings
who raided Alfred the Great’s Wessex in the same decades, they were ambitious,
warlike and incorrigibly mobile. In 860, they even managed to attack
Constantinople, the heir of Rome, by closing on the great walled city from the sea.
Before long, they had wrested the Dnieper capital of Kiev from... the Khazars and
mounted a succession of campaigns against Slav settlements as far east as the
middle Volga. In a world where hundreds of miles separated the main ports and
markets, and a good average speed for overland travel was no more than thirty
miles a day, it was no easy matter to complete a long journey with a fleet of loaded
craft. The evolution of the region’s intercontinental trade was an epic of
endurance, skill and simple human greed...”¢”

65 The word “Russian” is probably Scandinavian in origin. The Finns call the Swedes “Rossi”, and
the Estonians call them “Rootsi”, to this day. (V.M.)

66 The first evidence of Viking settlement in Russia dates to 753 in Staraya Ladoga. (V.M.)

67 Merridale, Red Fortress, New York: Picador, 2013, pp. 15-16.
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In 862, the Slavs of Novgorod took an unprecedented step: they invited the
Vikings, the Rhos under Rurik, to rule over them: “Our land is great and
abundant, but there is no order in it - come and rule over us.” As N.M. Karamzin
writes: “The citizens’... need for good order and quiet made them forget their
national pride, and the Slavs, ‘convinced,” as tradition relates, ‘by the advice of
the Novgorod elder Gostomysl,’ demanded rulers from the Varangians
[Vikings].”68

Rurik, writes Benson Bobrick, “has been identified as Roric the Dane or Roric
of Jutland, known in western annals as fel Christianitatis or ‘the gall of
Christendom’. Before departing for Russia, he raided settlements along the banks
of the river Elbe, ravaged part of northern France, and with an armada of boats
had sacked the coast of England. The military confraternity of Norsemen to which
he belonged was called the Varangians {from ‘vaeringr’ - “associate under oath’),
mercenary merchant-warriors who also by way of the Western Dvina, Dnieper,
and Volga Rivers, explored routes all the way to the Black and Caspian seas. Some
entered the service of the Byzantine emperor in Constantinople, where they
served as shock troops or imperial guards. Rurik remained on Slav territory
and... established himself at Novgorod.

“Like the Normans in England, the Varangians soon merged with the native
population. No one really know, for example, whether the word ‘Russe’ is Slavic
or Norse...”%

As New Hieromartyr Andronicus, Archbishop of Perm, wrote: “At a time
when, in the other peoples of Europe, the power of the princes and kings was
subduing the peoples to themselves, appearing as external conquerors of the
disobedient, but weak, - we, on the other hand, ourselves created our own power
and ourselves placed the princes, the prototypes of our tsars, over ourselves. That
is how it was when Rurik and his brothers were recognised by Ilmen lake. We
placed them to rule over ourselves at a time when we had only just begun to be
conscious of ourselves as a people, and when our statehood was just beginning
to come into being.”70

The Rus, continues Merridale, bought wooden hulls from Slav craftsmen and
used local networks “to procure the furs, wax, honey, hides and slaves with
which to load them. Over time the Rus and native Slavs began to merge and even
intermarry, sharing a landscape and its local gods and inventing new stories, in a

68 Karamzin, Predania Vekov (The Traditions of the Ages), Moscow: Pravda, 1989, p. 65. As 1.
Solonevich notes, this appeal was similar to that of the British Christians to the Saxons Hengist
and Horsa. However, the results were very different. Whereas in Britain the invitation led to a
long series of wars between the Britons and Saxons and the eventual conquest of most of England
by the pagans, in Russia it led, without bloodshed, to the foundation of a strong and stable State,
in which the Germanic element was quickly swallowed up by the Slavs.” (Narodnaia Monarkhia
(Popular Monarchy), Minsk: Luchi Sophii, 1998, p. 214)

69 Bobrick, Ivan the Terrible, Edinburgh: Canongate, 1987, pp. 23-24.

70 St. Andronicus, O Tserkvi, Rossii (On the Church and Russia), Fryazino, 1997, p. 132.
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comon language, to make sense of their world. They were not yet a single people,
but the foundations of a culture had certainly been laid.

“It was always crucial for the warlike Rus to persuade their various neighbours
to trade with them. Unfortunately, the wealthiest of them, the citizens of
Constantinople, were horrified by stories of the Vikings to the north. The very
harshness of their world, to say nothing of that recent sea-attack, made this
particular group of pagans seem especially uncouth. Although Constantinople’s
imperial government hired Vikings of its own to serve as mercenaries (they were
the most resourceful sailors, after all, and staunch fighters to boot),
undomesticated ones, whatever they called themselves, were not permitted to
enter the imperial capital at all. Instead, they had to trade through the Black Sea
ports of Cherson and Tmutorokhan, which meant sharing their profits with a
swarm of middle-men. They finally secured a trade treaty with Constantinople in
911, but its terms made clear that Rus merchants were permitted to enter the city
only if they kept to their designated gate. They were also forbidden to arrive in
groups of more than fifty at a time...””!

Let us now return to the mission of Saints Cyril and Methodius...

On the way to Khazar capital of Atil, writes Hieromonk Makarios, St. Cyril (he
was then a layman known as Constantine the Philosopher) learned Hebrew “and
was miraculously given a knowledge of the Samaritan dialect. At the Khazar
court, they held long theological discussions with the Jews, and Constantine
confronted the doctors of the law, showing them the superiority of the Gospel
and thus obtaining the conversion of many dignitaries and also the freeing of
Christian captives. After having signed a treaty of alliance with the Khan, the two
brothers set off homeward, converting on the way the pagan peoples of [the
Crimea]. They also took St. Clement’s relics, which they had discovered in a
miraculous way in Chersonesus (Sevastopol), back with them...

“Immediately after he had given his report to the Emperor, Constantine
withdrew into hesychia [the practice of the prayer of the heart] near the Church of
the Holy Apostles. Methodius, having refused the episcopal consecration that
was offered him, had nevertheless to accept the post of abbot of the Monastery of
Polychronion, where seventy monks were living at that time.””2

However, the holy brothers had not in fact succeeded in converting the Khazar
leadership to Christianity. The Khazars’ choice had been for Judaism. In view of
the importance of this choice, and of “the Thirteenth Tribe”, for the future of
Russia (for many of the Bolshevik leaders were Khazarian Jews), it is worth
retelling the story...

71 Merridale, op. cit., pp. 16-17.
72 Hieromonk Makarios of Simonos Petras Monastery, The Synaxarion, volume 5: May, June,
Ormylia, 2005, p. 118.
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Now the Jews of the East had been persecuted by some of the Byzantine
emperors. Thus Cyril Mango writes that “Leo III ordered once again the baptism
of Jews and those who complied were given the title of ‘new citizens’, but they
did so in bad faith, while others, it seems, fled to the Arabs. The failure of this
measure was acknowledged by the Seventh Ecumenical Council of 787, which
decreed that insincere converts should not be accepted; it was preferable to let
them live according to their customs while remaining subject to the old
disabilities.”

However, this decree of the Ecumenical Council - which corresponded to the
practice of the early Roman emperors - was not always observed. A fresh attempt
to convert the Jews by force was made by Basil I: Jews were summoned to
disputations and if they were unable to demonstrate the truth of their religion,
they were to be baptized.” Remission of taxes and the grant of dignities were
offered as rewards [for conversion]; even so, after the emperor’s death, most of
the converts ‘returned like dogs to their own vomit’. The last recorded case of
forced conversion was under Romanus I, but it only resulted in driving many
Jews to the land of Khazaria north of the Black Sea. From then on such Jews as
remained were left to live in relative peace; there was even a reverse migration of
them from Egypt into the Empire in the late tenth and eleventh centuries...”7>

Khazaria was an attractive refuge for fugitive Jews because of trading links
and because its rulers had adopted Judaism. Peter Frankopan tells the story:
“Envoys from Khazaria arrived in Constantinople around 860 and asked for
preachers to be sent to explain the fundamentals of Christianity. ‘From time
immemorial,” they said, “‘we have known only one god [that is, Tengri], who rules
everything... Now the Jews are urging us to accept their religions and customs,
while on the other hand the Arabs draw us to their faith, promising us peace and
many gifts.”

“A delegation was therefore despatched with the aim of converting the
Khazars. It was led by Constantine [the future St. Cyril, apostle of the Slavs.]...
When they arrived at the Khazar capital, the envoys took part in a highly charged

73 Thus the eighth canon of the Council states: “Inasmuch as some person who have been misled
by their inferences from the religion of the Jews have seen fit to sneer at Christ our God while
pretending to be Christians, secretly and clandestinely keep the Sabbath and do other Jewish acts,
we decree that these persons shall not be admitted to communion, nor to prayer, nor to church,
but shall be Jews openly in accordance with their religion; and that neither shall their children be
baptized, nor shall they buy or acquire a slave. But if any one of them should be converted as a
matter of sincere faith, and confess with all his heart, triumphantly repudiating their customs and
affairs, with a view to censure and correction of others, we decree that he shall be accepted and
his children shall be baptized, and that the latter shall be persuaded to hold themselves aloof from
Jewish peculiarities...” (V.M.)

74 This measure elicited opposition even from the Christians: “In reply to Basil’s initiative came a
pamphlet from the best theologian and canonist of the day, Gregory Asbestas, who did not content
himself with defending the dogmas and the canons, but preached rebellion and threatened the
imperial power with anathema.” (Dagron, op. cit., p. 207.) (V.M.)

75 Mango, Byzantium. The Empire of New Rome, London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1986, p. 93.
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series of debates against rivals who had been invited to present Islam and
Judaism. Constantine’s erudition carried all before him... In fact, despite
Constantine’s brilliance - he was told by the khagan that his comments about
scripture were as ‘sweet as honey” - the embassy did not have the desired effect
for the Khazar leader decided that Judaism was the right religion for his
people...”76

In a letter to a Jew from Spain, a later khagan explained that the decision to
convert to Judaism “was the result of the great wisdom of one of his predecessors,
who had brought delegations representing different faiths to present the case for
each. Having pondered how best to establish the facts, the ruler had asked the
Christians whether Islam or Judaism was the better faith; when they replied that
the former was certainly worse than the latter, he asked the Muslims whether
Christianity or Judaism was preferable. When they lambasted Christianity and
also replied that Judaism was the less bad of the two, the Khazar ruler announced
that he had reached a conclusion: both had admitted that “the religion of the
Israelites is better’, he declared, so “trusting in the mercies of God and the power
of the Almighty, I choose the religion of Israel, that is, the religion of Abraham.’
With that, he sent the delegates home, circumcised himself and then ordered his
servants, his attendants and all his people to do the same...”7”

One can’t help wondering whether such illogical reasoning was not influenced
by certain more material considerations... Nevertheless, the die was cast, and
Khazar power grew until the reign of the Russian Great Prince Sviatoslav of Kiev.
“Sviatoslav destroyed the Khazar city of Sarkel around 965, possibly sacking (but
not occupying) the Khazar city of Kerch on the Crimea as well. At Sarkel he
established a Rus' settlement called Belaya Vyezha (‘the white tower" or "the
white fortress’, the East Slavic translation for ‘Sarkel’). He subsequently
destroyed the Khazar capital of Atil. A visitor to Atil wrote soon after Sviatoslav's
campaign: “The Rus' attacked, and no grape or raisin remained, not a leaf on a
branch.’...

“Although Ibn Haukal reports the sack of Samandar by Sviatoslav, the Rus'
leader did not bother to occupy the Khazar heartlands north of the Caucasus
Mountains permanently. On his way back to Kyiv, Sviatoslav chose to strike
against the Ossetians and force them into subservience. Therefore, Khazar
successor statelets continued their precarious existence in the region. The
destruction of Khazar imperial power paved the way for Kievan Rus' to dominate
north-south trade routes through the steppe and across the Black Sea, routes that
formerly had been a major source of revenue for the Khazars. Moreover,
Sviatoslav's campaigns led to increased Slavic settlement in the region of
the Saltovo-Mayakiculture, greatly changing the demographics and culture of the
transitional area between the forest and the steppe.””8

76 Frankopan, The Silk Road, London: Bloomsbury, 2015, p. 110.
77 Frankopan, op. cit., p. 112.
78 https:/ /en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sviatoslav.
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In 863, Prince Rostislav of Moravia, who was interested in his land becoming
Christian, sent for a bishop and a teacher capable of instructing them “in our own
language”; for the Frankish missionaries who had come to them celebrated the
liturgy in Latin, a language they did not understand. St. Cyril, who by this time
knew Bulgarian, Greek, Latin, Hebrew, Khazarian Turkic, Syriac and Samaritan,
was entrusted with the mission to Moravia with his brother, St. Methodius. In
preparation for the trip, and with the blessing of St. Photius, he had created a
Glagolithic alphabet for the Slavs and translated a selection from the Gospels for
use in a Slavic liturgy. Decades later, Glagolithic was replaced by Cyrillic, a
simpler alphabet derived from Greek in which the Old Slavonic Bible and liturgy
common to all the Slavic Orthodox nations was written.

In 863 the brothers set out for Moravia, but encountered difficulties from the
German bishops who were pressing in from the West and strongly opposed a
Slavic-language mission to the Slavs.

“Now,” as Richard Fletcher writes, “the Germans had no objection to
vernaculars as such... There was at this very time a lively development of Old
High German [at Reichenau and at Fulda] for the purposes of Christian
instruction. The error, in German eyes, of which Cyril and Methodius were guilty,
was to translate the liturqy of the sacraments into the vernacular. Preaching, praying
and professing the faith might be done in a convert’s own native tongue; but
baptism and the eucharist must be administered in Latin - and correct Latin too...

“The German clergy claimed that there were only three permissible liturgical
languages, namely Hebrew, Greek and Latin””® on the grounds that the apostles
and fathers did not know Slavonic, and only the use of Greek, Latin and Hebrew
were justified in that Pilate’s inscription over the Cross of Christ was in these
three languages. Cyril replied to the “Pilatians”, as he called them, “with the
democratic argument that all nations are equal (‘Does not the rain from God come
equally upon all, does not the sun shine for all nations?’); with the historical
argument that a great many other nations were already celebrating in their own
language (Armenians, Georgians, Persians, Syrians, Egyptians, Goths); and with
the theological argument that one should understand what one is praying
(‘praying with the mind”).”80

“Cyril had other objections, too, to the methods of the German clergy. These
are alluded to in one puzzling sentence in his Life. Its meaning is not clear in detail
but its general drift is to the effect that Cyril accused the German missionaries of
being too ready to compromise with the pre-Christian beliefs and customs -
among them, we might care to note, ‘illegitimate unions’ or consanguineous
marriages. It is clear therefore that the differences at stake were not just about
ecclesiastical power politics but involved hard and important questions

7 Fletcher, op. cit., pp. 354-355.
80 Will Van Den Bercken, Holy Russia and Christian Europe, London: SCM Press, 1999. p. 35.

45



concerning missionary tactics. After some forty months, that is to say in the
autumn of 866, Cyril and Methodius left Moravia and entered Pannonia [western
Hungary]. They took with them their body of trainee clergy so that they might be
ordained to the priesthood by a bishop, presumably within the east Roman
empire. It is possible that the timing of their departure was not unconnected with
the appointment of Bishop Hermanrich to the see of Passau. This man was later
to show himself fanatically anti-Greek; it was his bishopric that had lost the most
by the brothers” work in Moravia. Cyril and Methodius were made welcome in
Pannonia by Prince Kocel and remained there for about a year, teaching in Old
Church Slavonic and training a native clergy, just as they had done in Moravia.
We know, from the Conversio, how this initiative was regarded in Salzburg.

“It was at this point that a new player took a hand. At some point in 867, Pope
Nicholas I summoned Cyril and Methodius to Rome. Quite why he did so we do
not know. The most natural explanation among the various possibilities is that
the pope - one who had a particularly exalted conception of his office and its
authority - was apprehensive of an unseemly dispute between rancorous German
clergy and innovative Greek missionaries, particularly at a juncture when
relations between Rome and Constantinople were fragile. The brothers travelled
to Venice, where they debated the trilingual question with a distinguished body
of clergy, some of whom at least must have been attached to patriarchate of
Aquileia. That church... may have had some interest in the evangelization of the
Slavs. After this encounter the party travelled on to Rome, arriving there in the
autumn of 867. Pope Nicholas had just died [under the anathema of the Church
of Constantinople]; his successor, Hadrian II, received them...

“After the death of Cyril in Rome in February 869 Pope Hadrian II prevailed
upon his brother to accepted the proposed Moravian bishopric. Accordingly
Methodius was consecrated a bishop - with the titular rank of archbishop of
Sirmium - with responsibilities for the Christian Slavs of both Moravia and
Pannonia.”8!

Pope Hadrian approved of the concept of a Slavic-language mission, placing
the Slavonic books on the altars of the main Roman churches. And he wrote to
the Slavic Princes Rostislav, Sviatopolk, and Kocel: “’Glory to God in the highest,
and on earth peace, goodwill towards men’ (Luke 2:14). We have heard of your
spirituality and eagerly desire and pray for your salvation; and how the Lord
moved your hearts to seek Him, and showed you that it is fitting to serve God not
only through faith, but also through good works. For faith without works is dead,
and they fall away who profess to know God, but deny Him in works. You have
asked for a teacher not only from this Holy See, but also from the pious Emperor
Michael. And he sent you the blessed Philosopher Constantine together with his
brother before we managed to. But when they learned that your lands belonged
to the Apostolic See, they did nought against the Canon, but came to us bearing
the relics of Saint Clement. Deriving threefold joy therefrom, we considered the
matter and decided to send to your lands our son Methodius, an Orthodox man

81 Fletcher, op. cit., pp. 355-356, 359.
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accomplished in mind, whom we consecrated with his disciples in order to teach,
as you requested, and to explain fully in your language the Scriptures, the Holy
Mass, that is, the Liturgy, as well as Baptism according to the entire Church
Office, just as Constantine the Philosopher had begun through the Grace of God
and the prayers of Saint Clement. Likewise, if there be someone else who is able
to explain properly and faithfully, may this be holy and blessed by God, by us,
and by the entire Catholic and Apostolic Church, so that God's commandment be
easily learned. But keep this one custom: during Mass read the Apostolos and
Gospel, first in Latin, then in Slavic, that the word of the Scripture might be
fulfilled: 'Praise the Lord, all ye nations' (Psalm 116:1) and elsewhere, 'all the
difference tongues shall proclaim the greatness of God as the Holy Spirit gave
them utterance.' But if one of the teachers called to you, or one of those who tickle
the ears and who turn from the Truth to lies dares, and begins in another manner
to corrupt you, reviling the writings of your tongue, may he be cut off not only
from communion, but also from the Church until he corrects himself. For they are
not sheep but wolves whom you shall know by their fruits and avoid. And you,
O beloved children, obey God's teaching and reject not the Church's instruction,
that you might be true worshipers of God, our Heavenly Father, and all the Saints.
Amen."

However, while the Pope approved, and confirmed Methodius’s right to
celebrate the Liturgy in Slavonic, the German bishops, especially Hermanrich of
Passau did not. Methodius was imprisoned in a Swabian monastery for two-and-
a-half years, until he was released in about May 873 at the insistence of Pope John
VIII. He returned to Moravia... However, Pannonia was incorporated into the
German kingdom and the archbishopric of Salzburg gained jurisdiction over the
whole region.

After Methodius” death his disciples Clement, Gorazd, Nahum, Sava and
Angelarius, known as the Five Companions, fled to King Boris-Michael of
Bulgaria, and from there to Ochrid, where SS. Clement and Nahum and their
followers translated books into Slavonic script for the benefit of the Slavs.

Meanwhile, the German bishops of Passau and Salzburg persuaded Pope

Stephen V to ban Slavonic as a liturgical language, reversing the decision of John
VIIL...

5. THE FIRST BULGARIAN EMPIRE

Meanwhile, in 862 the Bulgarian Tsar Boris had accepted Christianity from
German bishops. Seeing this as a threat to the Great Church’s jurisdiction in
Eastern Europe, the Byzantines promptly invaded the country, “and an imperial
fleet cruised up the Danube. Boris capitulated, renounced his German alliance
“and agreed to accept Christianity from Constantinople. After instruction he was
baptized by a Greek bishop sent from the capital, probably towards the end of
865. Following Byzantine custom, he became the Emperor Michael’s godson and
took his name... He also received from the Patriarch Photius, a long letter setting
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out the main points of Christian doctrine and sketching a portrait of the ideal
Christian ruler for the convert khan to model himself upon... Photius compared
Boris with Constantine... The patriarch’s letter was cast in elaborate
circumlocutions but between its stately lines could be read the message that
conversion entailed subordination to the emperor in Constantinople.

“The first domestic result of the acceptance of Christianity by Boris from
Constantinople was a rebellion against him by the pagan boyars of Bulgaria. The
little that we know about it indicates that the revolt was an extremely serious one
which nearly cost Boris his throne and his life. He suppressed it with great
savagery. It is probably correct to interpret this rising not as a “pagan reaction’
tout court but rather as the expression of revulsion against the idea of accepting
Christianity, with all sorts of menacing strings attached, from Bulgaria’s
traditional enemy. Boris cannot have been unaware that in neighbouring Moravia
the missionaries were employing the vernacular and training a prospective
priesthood for what might turn out to be a largely self-governing Moravian
church. It was evident from Photius’s letter that there was no prospect of these
things coming to pass in Bulgaria. For Boris the future looked unappealing: he
had subordinated himself to the emperor in Constantinople, which his own
magnates would not stan for. So as soon as he had put the rebellion down, in 866,
Boris changed tactics. He decided to play the ‘western card” as he had done in
862, and once more appealed to King Louis the German. But in 866 there was this
difference, that he also approached the pope.

“The Germans eagerly grasped this opportunity of expanding their influence,
now threatened by Cyril and Methodius in Moravia, into Bulgaria. A German
mission under Bishop Hermanrich of Passau was despatched to the khan's court:
it was a significant choice of leader. Pope Nicholas I also responded positively. In
November 866 a papal mission was sent under an Italian bishop, Formosus of
Porto (later himself to become pope between 891 and 896). He took with him a
long letter from Pope Nicholas responding to queries put to him by Boris, and
from one of the pope’s answers it can be inferred that Boris had requested a
patriarch for the nascent Bulgarian church, in other words a leader who might
render it independent of Constantinople. Pope Nicholas stalled. He could take no
action until his legates had reported on their mission. If the number of believers
multiplied in Bulgaria, then bishoprics might be founded there. In the fullness of
time it might be that one of the bishops could be chosen, not as patriarch, but as
archbishop.”82

In other respects, however, - for example, in relation to permissible food and
clothing - the pope showed greater flexibility than the Byzantines.?3 This Boris
encouraged Boris to expel the Greek clergy and allow Roman missionaries to
consolidate themselves in the country. But they brought with them the new
Frankish-papist heresy of the Filioque - of which Pope Nicholas was the foremost
proponent...

82 Fletcher, op. cit., pp. 356-357.
8 Dvorkin, op. cit., p. 574.
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The Byzantines were helped at this point by division in the Roman ranks.
“Rome was apprehensive of Bavarian churchmen’s propensity for empire-
building. One of the first acts of the Roman delegation upon arriving in Bulgaria
in the spring of 867 was to snub the Germans by sending Bishop Hermenrich back
to Passau. Formosus of Porto established himself in place of the Germans at the
court of Boris and his Latin missionaries set to work among his subjects. Boris and
Formosus evidently got on well together. This seems to have raised other
suspicions at Rome. Later in 867 Boris asked Pope Nicholas whether he might
allow Formosus to become archbishop of Bulgaria. The pope blocked this on a
technicality, the prohibition in canon law on the transfer of a bishop from one see
to another. (And it was a technicality: no objections were raised when Formosus
was transferred from the see of Porto to that of Rome in 891.) Nicholas’s successor
Hadrian II was equally unresponsive. When Boris suggested an alternative
candidate for the proposed Bulgarian archbishopric this too was turned down.
This last exchange seems to have taken place in the later summer of 869. By this
time it must have appeared to Boris that he was not going to get what he wanted
from Rome. His every effort for the last three years had been in vain.”

In the winter of 869-70 a council of Greek and Latin bishops met in
Constantinople. Delegates from Tsar Boris appeared just before the end of the
council. “They requested an authoritative and binding ruling on the issue, to
which church, Rome or Constantinople should Bulgaria look for leadership? The
council was re-convened for an extraordinary session on 4 March 870. The
question was debated acrimoniously. But the outcome could never have been in
doubt. Attendance from the Greek east vastly outnumbered the clerical
representatives of the Latin west. The decision was in Constantinople’s favour. In
the immediate wake of this ruling Boris courteously but firmly expelled the Latin
clergy from Bulgaria and accepted an archbishop, bishops and numerous other
clergy from Constantinople. These included many monks, ‘called upon from the
mountains and from the caves of the earth and sent there by the emperor’. The
Byzantine establishment was going to take no chances this time, and its
missionaries were going to tread more warily. As for Boris, he had skilfully saved
face. The decision had been made by a council of the whole church, not imposed
on him by emperor and patriarch. Presumably the boyars found this reassuring.
As an earnest of his good intentions he sent his son Symeon to be brought up in
Constantinople. No one was so tactless as to refer to the boy as a hostage...”8

“The 870s,” writes Fr. Andrew Louth, “saw the conversion of Bulgaria
continue apace. At this stage, Christianization seems to have entailed
Hellenization, building on the Greek culture already widespread in Bulgaria both
at official (administrative) levels and more generally. Meanwhile, Boris
presumably heard of Methodius” mission in Moravia with its use of Slavonic in
the liturgy and for preaching. When, after the death of Methodius in 885, his
disciples were expelled from Moravia, they were greeted with enthusiasm by
Boris, and they set about introducing Slavonic scriptures and liturgical texts in

84 Fletcher, op. cit., pp. 357-359.
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Bulgaria. Of the traditional ‘Seven Teachers’ of the Slavs, the founders of Slav
Christianity - Cyril, Methodius, Gorazd, Clement, Naum, Laurence (or Sava) and
Angelar - the last four now pursued their mission in Bulgaria (Cyril and
Methodius were dead, the fate of Gorazd is unclear; he may have continued a
Slav mission somewhere in Central Europe). The most influential of these were
Clement, who had now left Moravia for Bulgaria, and Naum, who had been sold
into slavery, redeemed in Venice and had arrived in Bulgaria via Constantinople.
Clement was sent to Macedonia, probably his homeland, and in 893 was
consecrated a bishop, the first Slav bishop of Bulgaria. He died in 916 at Ohrid, at
his monastery of St. Panteleimon, where he had retired, and which had earlier
been the centre of his missionary and teaching activity. He seems to have
continued to use the Glagolithic alphabet devised by his mentor Cyril. Naum had
earlier remained at the capital Pliska, but with Clement’s consecration as bishop
took over his teaching activity centred on Ochrid, founding monasteries and
himself becoming a monk in 900 and dying in 910. His relics were translated to a
monastery dedicated to him at the south end of Lake Ochrid.”85

After some turmoil, the Bulgarian Church was firmly re-established within the
Eastern Church and Empire with its see in Ochrid. One of the many benefits of
this was that it brought about the unification of the land’s two constituent
peoples, the Bulgar ruling class and the Slavic peasants, who had been at
loggerheads up to that time. A vast programme for the training of native clergy
was initiated. The conversion of the Slavs to Orthodoxy began in earnest...

*

However, the virus of nationalism had been sown in Bulgaria almost
simultaneously with the Christian faith. St. Boris came out of his monastery in
899 to crush a pagan reaction, depose his elder son Vladimir, who was opposed
to Greek influence, and place his youngest son Symeon on the throne.

Symeon “had been educated in Constantinople, and was thoroughly
Hellenized; he had become a monk, perhaps with the intention of becoming a
future archbishop or even patriarch of Bulgaria. Boris returned to his monastery,
and Symeon as tsar continued his father’s work. The capital of Bulgaria now
became Preslav, in place of Pliska with its pagan associations. At Preslav, under
Symeon, the promulgation of Slavonic Christianity became a priority, to
undermine any further resistance to Hellenization.”8¢

Under Symeon, however, Bulgaria was almost continuously at war with the
Empire: he came within thirteen miles of Thessalonica and twice reached the
gates of Constantinople. Forced to make concessions, in 913 St. Nicholas the
Mystic, patriarch of Constantinople, crowned him “Emperor and Autocrat of the
Bulgarians”. But this was not enough for Symeon: he wanted to take the place of
the Byzantine emperor. But on this point St. Nicholas stood firm: he refused him

85 Louth, op. cit., pp. 187-188.
86 Louth, op. cit., p. 188.
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the title of “Emperor of the Romans” and vigorously defended the authority of
the East Roman Emperor. “The power of the Emperor,” he said, “which extends
over the whole earth, is the only power established by the Lord of the world upon
the earth.” Again, he wrote to Tsar Symeon in 913: “God has submitted the other
sceptres of the world to the heritage of the Lord and Master, that is, the Universal
Emperor in Constantinople, and does not allow his will to be despised. He who
tries by force to acquire for himself the Imperial dignity is no longer a
Christian.”87

The patriarch called the king “a tyrant and rebel who deserved the severest
penalty. The existence of an independent Bulgaria violated the principle of a
single Orthodox empire as an icon of the Kingdom of God, and therefore the
Bulgarians, as soon as they achieved a schism in the empire, deserved
punishment... They had to “unite the divided under one yoke’” - and that yoke
could only be the Byzantine yoke.

Symeon’s son and successor Peter (927-969) was a more peaceful man; he
married the grand-daughter of the Emperor Romanus and had no desire to wage
war against his in-laws or take the first place. He was advised and supported by
the greatest of the Bulgarian saints, St. John of Rila, who advised him: “If you
desire the Heavenly Kingdom, be merciful as is you Heavenly Father. Do not give
yourself to injustice and be not greedy; be meek, quiet, accessible to all. Do not
listen to praise from your nobles. May your royal purple shine with all the virtues.
Let the remembrance of death never leave your soul. Humble yourself at the feet
of Mother Church; bow your head before her greatest saints, that so the King of
kings, seeing your devotion, may give you such blessings as have never entered
the heart of man.”®’.

The Byzantines conceded Peter the title “basileus”; and in 932 the title
“patriarch” was granted to the first-hierarch of the now autocephalous Bulgarian
Church, Damian. So there were now three officially recognized Christian
emperors of the one Christian empire, with capitals at Constantinople, Aachen
and Preslav!

But after the death of Peter, in about 971, the Bulgarian kingdom was
conquered by the Byzantines, as a consequence of which the local Bulgarian
dioceses were again subjected to the Constantinopolitan Patriarchate.

However, there was a resurgence of Bulgarian power in Macedonia under Tsar
Samuel, who established his capital and patriarchate in Ohrid. He also came into
conflict with the fledgling neighbouring kingdom of the Serbs, whose king. John
Vladimir, “was a wise ruler, merciful, meek, chaste and courageous. He was
fervent in prayer and a devoted builder and benefactor of churches. But he had

87 St. Nicholas the Mystic, in Fomin and Fomina, op. cit. vol. I, p. 107.

8 Svetlana Lurye, “Translatio Imperii”, Epokha, N 10, pp. 19-20.

89 St. John, in St. Nikolai Velimirovich, Prologue from Ochrid, volume I, Birmingham: Lazarica Press,
1986, p. 113.
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major battles to fight, both inside and outside his realm; internally with heretics
and Bogomils, and externally with invaders, with King Samuel and the
[Byzantine] Emperor Basil. Samuel captured by guile [as part of his invasion of
the Serbian principalities of Zamumlje and Zeta] and threw him into prison.
When he was in prison, an angel of God appeared to him and foretold that he
would be released from prison, but that he would die a martyr’s death. Getting
to know Vladimir better, Samuel became attachined to him and gave him him his
daughter Kosara [who had fallen in love with him], in marriage.”*°

“When Samuel died he was succeeded by his son Rodomir. But a cousin [or
twin brother], Vladislav, assassinated the new Monarch and seized the throne for
himself. Then, wishing to add the Serbian territories to his Empire, he sought to
lure St. John Vladimir to his court. The Saint, guileless as always, agreed to pay
an official visit. Seeing the Saint enter into his presence, Vladislav instantly
attacked the Serbian Prince, but failed at first to harm him. The Saint then handed
Vladislav his own sword, saying: “Take it and kill me, for I am ready to die like
Abel and Isaac!” Vladislav, by then in a blind fury, took the sword and beheaded
the Saint.”

The relics of St. John Vladimir are incorrupt... “It is said that, during a
campaign against Serbia, Vladislav saw the figure of a soldier bearing the likeness
of John Vladimir appear before him. Terrified, he tried to flee from the place, but
an angel struck him down and it was thus that he died (1018).”

*

Meanwhile, in 1014 the Bulgarians were decisively defeated by Emperor Basil
“the Bulgar-slayer”, leading to the end of the Bulgarian empire and its re-
absorption into the Roman Empire. The Ochrid diocese’s autocephaly was still
recognized, but it was demoted from a patriarchate to an archbishopric. And so
Bulgarian nationalism was dealt a decisive blow in both Church and State...

Now it has been claimed that the task assigned to Bulgaria and King Boris by
God “could be realized only by an independent, autonomous church, since, if the
nation were to be dependent on another people in church matters, it could easily
lose its political independence along with its religious independence and
disappear from the face of the earth.”°!

Perhaps; and yet the idea that each nation-state has to have its own
independent church was a new one in the history of Christianity. As we have
seen, as a result of the barbarian conquests, independent national Churches had
sprung up in various regions. But the idea of a single Christian commonwealth
of nations looking up to its father in God, the Christian Roman Emperor, was
never completely lost; and there was still the feeling that de jure all Christian

9 Bishop Nikolai Velimirovich, Prologue from Ochrid, May 22, vol. I, pp, 208-209.
91 Protopresbyter James Thornton, Pious Kings and Right-Believing Queens, Belmont, Mass.: Institute
for Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 2013, pp. 246-247.
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nations owed him some kind of allegiance. We see this as far afield as Scotland in
the far north-west, where St. Columba anointed a king directly in the Roman
autocratic tradition, and the Arabian kingdom of Himyar in the far south-east,
where the anointing was carried out by an Italian bishop owing allegiance to the
Byzantine emperor in Constantinople.

It was the Bulgarian tsars who made the first serious breach in this
internationalist ideal of a brotherhood of nations under the Emperor of New
Rome; for they called their kingdom “the kingdom of the Bulgarians and the
Greeks” - in other words, a national kingdom composed of two ethnic nations,
with the Bulgarians as the dominant ethnic element. Coups by individuals were
commonplace in Byzantine history: the attempt to place one nation above all
others was new...

On the other hand, it could be argued that the Bulgarians’ ecclesiastical
nationalism, as expressed in their insistence on having an autocephalous Church,
was a natural reaction to the Greeks” no less dangerous and prideful insistence
that their empire “extends over the whole earth, and is the only power established
by the Lord of the world upon the earth”. The idea of the Roman universal empire
was an essentially pagan one that refused to die out when the empire became
Christian. It was unsustainable, not only for the obvious reason that the Byzantine
Empire never ruled the whole world and towards its end ruled only a tiny area
much smaller than, for example, that of the Russian Great Prince, but also because
the legitimacy of other Orthodox Christian kingdoms, such as those of England
or Spain or Moravia or Georgia, neither derived from, nor depended on,
Byzantium in any real way. The idea of the New Rome as the primus inter pares
and model of Orthodox statehood was acceptable to all the Orthodox Christian
States: the idea that the legitimacy of their States, and the independence of their
Churches, depended completely on their submission to, or recognition by, New
Rome, was not... 2

As for ecclesiastical autocephaly, with the single exception of Serbian
autocephaly (and that only at the beginning), the Byzantines always resisted
bestowing it on other Orthodox nations unless they were forced to; they ignored
the obvious benefits that an independent Church would bring in promoting the
Faith in a newly Christianized kingdom. They tended to offer autocephaly only
when they had no alternative, as a bargaining chip in negotiations with a
powerful rival or needed ally - and withdrew the favour immediately they
themselves felt stronger and no longer in need of allies.

In this way Byzantine imperial nationalism elicited anti-imperial nationalisms
among the Balkan Orthodox. It was quenched temporarily after the Fall of the
City in 1453, but came to life again in the early nineteenth century in the form of
“the great idea” of Free Greek quasi-imperial nationalism. Greek and Balkan
nationalisms have continued to cause innumerable inter-Orthodox quarrels

92 Andrew Shishkov, “Church Autocephaly as Sovereignty: a Schmittian Approach”, St. Vladimir’s
Theological Quarterly, 6:3, 2014, p. 386.

53



down the centuries, to the tragic detriment of the universalist idea of Holy
Orthodoxy....
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6. ST. VLADIMIR AND THE BAPTISM OF RUS’

In Wikipedia we read: “The Primary Chronicle relates that [the Rus leaders]
Askold and Dir were sanctioned by Rurik to go
to Constantinople (Norse Miklagird, Slavic Tsargrad). When travelling on
the Dnieper, they saw a settlement on a mountain and asked to whom it belonged.
They were told that it was Kyiv and had been built by three brothers named Kyi,
Shchek and Khoryv, who were the ancestors of the inhabitants, who were now
paying tribute to the Khazars. Askold and Dir settled in the town and gathered a
large number of fellow Varangians and began to rule the town and the land of
the eastern Polans.”?3

In 860 or 866 (the sources differ), Askold and Dir, having taken control of Kiev,
writes Archbishop Averky, “undertook a raid on Constantinople. Along with a
multitude of warriors on 200 boats, they approached Constantinople itself,
striking fear in the hearts of its residents.” St. Photius called this nation “Rhos” -
“an obscure nation, a nation of no account, a nation ranked among slaves... a
nation dwelling somewhere far from our country, barbarous, nomadic, armed
with arrogance, unwatched, unchallenged, leaderless”. Having appeared in the
waters surrounding Constantinople on June 18, the Russians ravaged the
suburbs.

“Emperor Michael Il and Patriarch Photius, along with a multitude of
worshipers, cried out in prayer to God to save their capital from the wild
barbarians. Upon the conclusion of all-night vigil in Blachernae Church, they took
out the veil of the Theotokos which was kept there and went in a procession of
the cross to the shores of the Bosphorus, immersing the garment into the water.
The sea began to roil with large waves, which destroyed and sank many Russian
boats. Many died, while the rest fled, profoundly impressed by the Divine wrath
that smote them. This caused the massive conversion of Russians to Christ. “The
people of Rus,” wrote Patriarch Photios, ‘set aside the dishonorable superstitions
of heathenism and took up the pure and chaste Christian faith, and, receiving a
bishop and teacher, conduct themselves as obedient children and friends.’
Further, he writes that they accepted a bishop and the Christian rites.”* Indeed, a
Greek bishop [Michael] soon arrived in Kiev and began to preach Christ, as
Emperor Constantine wrote: “When the bishop arrived in the capital of the Rus,
the king of the Rus gathered his council (veche).”

“There were a great many people here: the Prince himself presided with the
boyars and elders, who were from ancient times more than anyone bound to
paganism. They began to discuss their faith and Christianity, and, inviting the
archpastor, asked what he wishes to teach them. The bishop opened the Gospel

9 https:/ /en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ Askold

94 “The formerly terrible people, the so-called Rhos... are even now abandoning their heathen faith
and are converting to Christianity, receiving bishops and pastors from us, as well as all Christian
customs... The zeal of faith has burned them to such a degree that they have received a Bishop

and shepherd and have accepted the Christian religion with great eagerness and care.” (P.G. 102,
736-737). (V.M.)
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and began to tell them about the Savior and His miracles, and about miracles
performed by God in the Old Testament. The people of Rus, listening to the
preacher, said ‘If we do not see something akin to that which happened to the
youths in the ovens, we do not wish to believe.” The servant of God was not
perturbed, he boldly responded: ‘We are nothing before God, but tell me, what
do you want?’ They asked that the Gospel be thrown into the fire, and vowed to
convert to the Christian God if it remained undamaged. Then the bishop declared:
‘Lord, glorify Your name before these people!” and place the Book in the fire.
Soon, the fire burned the wood, but the Gospel itself remained whole, even the
ribbons binding it. Seeing this, the coarse men, confounded by this miracle, began
to accept baptism (Constantine Porphyrogennetos, De administr. imp. c. 29).

“This was in the year 867. Apparently, this was when the princes were
christened, too. In any case, a church was later built in honor of St Nicholas upon
the tomb of one of them, Askold, which gives reason to believe he was baptized
with that name.%

“During Igor’s reign, as evidenced by text from the pact between the Rus” and
the Greeks, the Rus’” were officially divided into those ‘who accepted baptism’
and ‘the un-baptized,” and in fact the baptized recognized this pact with an oath
given in the Cathedral of St Elias in Kiev. The fact that a cathedral already existed
in Kiev suggests that other churches already existed there, too. Consequently,
there was a significant number of Christians there already.

“The first herald of the general baptism of the people of Rus” was Grand
Duchess Olga. The chronicler praises her with enthusiasm and warmth,
venerating her wisdom. In his depiction, she was for the Russian land ‘the
morning star preceding the Sun, the early dawn preceding the day; she shone like
the full moon in the night, shining among the heathens like a pearl.” Bestowed
with a bright, incisive mind and seeing the sinless life of Christians, she submitted
to the Gospel truths and, according to tradition, herself travelled to
Constantinople in 957, where she was baptized by Patriarch Polyeuchtos, while
Emperor Constantine Porphyrogennetos himself was her godfather. The
Patriarch blessed Olga with a cross which she then brought back with her to Kiev,
and foretold that her descendants would achieve glory. Olga gave him in return
a gift of a gold platter with the depiction of the Savior in precious stones.
Indubitably, many members of her entourage were also baptized. Returning to
Kiev, she earnestly began spreading the Christian faith, which the Stepennaya
Kniga [Book of Degrees of Royal Genealogy] attests to: ‘Many, wondering at her
[Olga’s] words, having yet heard them before, received the word of God with love
from her mouth, and were baptized.” For this, and for her lofty Christian

% According to tradition, Princes Askold and Dir were later martyred. See Protopriest Lev
Lebedev, “Pervoe Kreschenie Rusi i Muchenicheskij Podvig Pervogo Russkogo Gosudaria-
Khristianina Oskol’da-Nikolaia Kievskogo” (“The First Baptism of Rus” and the Martyric Feat of
the First Russian Christian Ruler, Askold-Nicholas of Kiev”),
http:/ /catacomb.org.ua/rubr12/R13_22.htm. (V.M.)
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sensibility, the Church glorified Grand Duchess Olga and commemorates her on
July 11 (o.s.).

“And so, gradually, firm foundations were laid down for the conversion of the
entire Russian people to Christ, which finally occurred in the year 988 under the
grandson of St Olga, Prince Vladimir, Equal-to-the-Apostles. So the Sun as
described by the chronicler, was preceded by the early dawn, Olga, and was St
Vladimir himself.

“Constantine the Great was for the Roman Empire what Prince Vladimir was
to be for Rus, for the latter performed the great work of converting the entire
Russian people to Christ. His life is exceptionally instructive for us. He clearly
attests to the regenerative power of Christian teaching; how —when it is taken to
heart and brought to life—it can utterly transform the human soul. The pre-
baptism Vladimir and post-baptism Vladimir were two completely different
people. At first brooding, cruel, suspicious, coarse, a lustful barbarian, after his
baptism he becomes a tender, welcoming prince, full of love and mercy, a true
father of his subjects. Vladimir the Beautiful Sun is the name given to him which
characterizes the second part of his life.

“The first years of his reign, Vladimir was occupied with bloody wars and
lived like the most sinful pagan. Defeating his brothers in battle, whom he had
fought to gain power, he became the sole ruler of the Kievan Duchy. But his
conscience gave him no respite, and he attempted to find peace by erecting new
idols on the banks of the Dnieper and Volkhov Rivers, adorning them with gold
and silver, and making abundant sacrifices before them. He even made human
sacrifices, which apparently became the turning point in Vladimir’s soul and
forced him to consider changing his faith.

“ After his defeat of the Yatvags, it was decided that the gods must be thanked
through human sacrifice. The lot fell to a handsome young man, a Christian
named loann. His father, Feodor, did not wish to give up his son to be sacrificed
to idols. The angered mob broke into their home with weapons, demanding that
the father surrender his son. The father, standing on an elevated balcony of his
house with his son, calmly responded: ‘If your gods are truly gods, let them send
one of their own to take my son, why do you ask for him?” The aggravated pagans
then destroyed the pillars under the balcony, and father and son died. The
holiday of these first Russian martyrs, [oann and Feodor, is celebrated on July 12.

“This event inflicted great spiritual pain on Vladimir and instilled doubt in the
truth of pagan beliefs. His soul languished, seeking succour and peace, and he
remembered great Olga, ‘the wisest of all,” and her God, the God of the Greek
Christians. According to the chronicler, representatives of neighbouring faiths
visited Vladimir proposing that he adopt their religion. The first to come were the
Volga Bulgars, who confessed Mohammedanism, and began to praise their faith.
Vladimir did not like their practice of circumcision and ban on drinking wine.
Latin missionaries from the Roman pope came and spoke about the grandeur of
the unseen God, and the nothingness of the idols, but the glorious prince, having
had enough of the power-hungry politics of the pope, did not give them much
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time to speak, but sent them away with the words: ‘Go back where you came
from: our fathers did not take their faith from the pope.” Then the Khazar Jews
came, who said that they believe in the one true God. Vladimir, hearing their
words, suddenly asked ‘Where is your homeland?” “In Jerusalem,” they replied,
‘but God, for the sins of our fathers, deprived us of a fatherland and scattered us
throughout the world.” ‘How can you teach others,” retorted Vladimir, ‘having
been rejected by God yourselves; if God loved you and your law, you would not
be scattered throughout the foreign lands; do you wish the same for us?” So the
clever words of Vladimir revealed his innate wisdom and clear, incisive intellect,
qualities which justified his selection by Divine Providence as being the executor
of the great work of converting the entire Russian people to Christ.

“Finally, after everyone else, Vladimir was visited by a scholarly Greek monk,
a philosopher, as they called him. In a long speech, he showed the error of all
other faiths and explained to him the Biblical history of Divine Providence’s plan
for mankind, beginning from the creation of the world and ending with the Dread
Judgment, showing the prince an icon of the Day of Judgment. Vladimir,
beholding the icon, sighed deeply and said: ‘It is good for those on the right, and
there is sorrow for those on the left.” ‘If you desire to be with the righteous, be
baptized,” said the preacher. ‘I will wait for now,” replied the wise prince.

“Since Vladimir was considering the conversion to a new faith not only by
himself but by his people, it was naturally important that the selection of a new
religion would involve the best representatives of the people. So, dismissing the
Greek emissary and rewarding him with abundant gifts, in 987, he gathered his
council of boyars and shared with them the proposals of his recent visitors. ‘Every
one of them praises his own faith,” said the boyars, “‘you have many wise men:
send them to study whose faith is best.” Then Vladimir, heeding his advisor’s
words, sent ‘ten men, good and wise,” so that they examined the novel faiths in
their own lands. They went to the lands of the Volga Bulgars, then to the Germans
who confessed the Latin faith, and finally arrived in Constantinople, where they
came to the magnificent Hagia Sophia Cathedral, where the patriarch himself was
officiating at divine services. The grandeur of the temple, the service of the many
clergymen, headed by the patriarch, the orderly, profoundly prayerful singing,
virtually lifting worshipers up from the earth, the splendor and simplicity of the
divine service brought the envoys into a holy ecstasy and shook them to their
very core.

‘Returning home, they gave negative reviews of the Muslim and German
services and recounted their experience of the Greek divine services with fervent
elation. “‘When we came to the Greeks,” said the envoys, ‘we were led to the place
where they serve their God, and we did not know whether we were in heaven or
still on earth: we cannot forget that beauty, for every man, having tasted the
sweet, then disdains the bitter and we no longer wish to remain in our old pagan
faith.” Then the boyars and elders reminded the prince: ‘If the Greek law were not
good, then your grandmother Olga, wisest of all, would not have adopted it.’
‘Then we will accept christening, but where?” asked Vladimir. “Wherever you
wish,” replied the boyars, presenting the prince the decision to manifest that
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which the people themselves, in the persons of their finest representatives, had
decided —to adopt the holy faith of Christ from the Greeks.

“The warlike prince, though he decided to convert to Christianity, could not
without Divine intervention, humble his soul to the degree sufficient to appeal to
the Greeks with the meek request to be baptized and to be taught, together with
his people, about the new faith. At the same time, his innate wisdom and refined
political instinct told him that asking this of the Greeks would not be without
danger. Examples from history of the time indeed showed that peoples who
adopted the Christian faith from another nation often found themselves not only
in spiritual dependence upon them, but losing political and even sovereign
independence. Vladimir, of course, did not want this for his people. And so,
fearing that following spiritual submission would be the political submission of
the Russian people to the Greeks, he decided to win the new faith with the power
of arms. This explains everything that followed after Vladimir and his boyars
decided to accept holy baptism, and what at first blush appears strange to many,
and even antithetical to the Christian spirit.

“Vladimir decided to show the Greeks that, while accepting their faith, he did
not intend to subject his state to them and wished to speak with them as an equal.
So he set out for war, besieging the Greek city of Chersonesus (Korsun in Slavic),
in the Tauride [Crimea], then gave the vow to be baptized if he took the city.
Having taken it, in order to further humble the Greeks, he demanded the co-
Emperors Basil and Constantine their sister Anna’s hand in marriage. They
responded that they would agree to give them their sister, but only on the
condition that he be baptized, since their sister could not marry a pagan. ‘I have
long studied and come to love the Greek law,” replied Vladimir.

“Before Princess Anna’s arrival with the priests who were to perform the
baptism then marriage, Vladimir underwent a miraculous experience which
possesses profound spiritual meaning. By God’s will, he was stricken with a
serious ocular sickness and was completely blinded. Blindness is an ailment in
which a person is particularly sensitive to his vulnerability, his weakness, and is
naturally humbled. For this reason, the Lord, wishing to make this proud prince
a true servant to Him, sent him this temporary tribulation, so that before he
receive the great Christian Mystery of baptism, he would be taught the great
Christian virtue of humility, just as he had done to that proud persecutor of
Christianity, Saul, designating him as His vessel for the conversion of pagans.
Vladimir, just as Saul did in this condition, recognized his spiritual poverty, his
weakness and nothingness, and with a feeling of profound humility prepared to
receive the holy Sacrament. And a great miracle occurred over him that
symbolized the opening of his spiritual eyes and rebirth. The moment the bishop
of Korsun, during baptism, placed his hand on Vladimir (renamed Basil) as he
emerged from the baptismal font, he instantly began to see and cried out joyously:
‘Now for the first time I see the true God!” Many of his fellow warriors, stunned
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by this miracle, were also baptized, after which the wedding to Princess Anna
took place.%

“But Vladimir sought a better faith not only for himself but for his entire
nation. Having himself experienced at the moment of his baptism all the power
and grandeur of the Christian faith, he doubtless burned with greater fervour to
hasten to illuminate with the light of faith in Christ and the greatness of the
Christian faith his own people. And then, returning to Kiev, he first baptized his
twelve sons, then decisively began destroying idols and spreading the Christian
message to his people. The priests who came with Vladimir walked the streets of
Kiev and taught the people about the truths of the new faith, which was already
familiar to many Kievans.

“Vladimir then designated a specific day when all the residents of Kiev were
to gather at the river to be baptized. Kievans joyfully rushed to fulfil the wish of
their beloved prince, reasoning: ‘If this new faith were not better, the prince and
boyars would not have adopted it.” Countless crowds of people, old and young,
mothers and children, appeared on the banks of the river. Soon the prince himself
appeared along with the host of clergymen. Upon a predetermined signal, the
mass of people entered the water: some up to their necks, some up to their chest,
adults holding children in their arms, while the priests, standing on shore, read
prayers, performing the great Mystery over them.

“During these holy moments, as the pious chronicler [Nestor] wrote, the
heavens and the earth truly rejoiced to see this enormous number of saved souls.
Those being baptized rejoiced, those baptizing rejoiced, but more than anyone,
the central figure in this celebration rejoiced, Holy Prince Vladimir. Raising his
eyes to the sky, he spoke to God with love: ‘Oh God, Who hath created heaven
and earth, look down, I beseech Thee, on this Thy new people, and grant them, o
Lord, to know Thee as the true God, even as the other Christians nations have
known Thee. Confirm in them the true and inalterable faith, and aid me, o Lord,
against the hostile adversary, so that, hoping in Thee and in Thy might, I may
overcome his malice.””%”

Vladimir now devoted his whole life to the evangelization of his people. A.V.
Kartashev writes: “To use the whole strength of state power, and all the resources
of the state treasury, so that baptized people should feel, as the book of the Acts
of the Apostles says, that they had ‘one heart and one soul’, and that they had
‘everything in common’... He wanted to preserve and broaden the common feast
and common joy of brother-loving Christian life.”%

% Bishop Thietmar of Merseburg says that it was “as a result of her [Anna’s] persistence that he
[Vladimir] adopted the faith of holy Christianity” (V.M.)

97 Archbishop Averky (Taushev), “The Baptism of Rus’ and the Legacy to the Russian People of
Holy Prince Vladimir”, in A Time for Everything, in The Spiritual Inheritance of the Russian Diaspora,
Moscow Sretensky Monastery, 2006. .

98 Kartashev, Ocherki po istorii Russkoj Tserkvi (Sketches on the History of the Russian Church),
Paris: YMCA Press, 1959, volume 1, p. 125
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Of course, the consolidation of the victory of the true faith, and the
transformation of Russia into Holy Russia, required many more centuries of
spiritual and political struggle as the autocracy established itself over its internal
and external rivals. But “the real state life of Rus’,” writes St. John Maximovich,
“begins with Vladimir the Saint. The princes who were before him were not so
much ruler-lords as conquerors, for whom the establishment of good order in
their country was less important than subduing the rich country to themselves
and forcing it to pay some tribute. Even Svyatoslav preferred to live in Bulgaria,
which he had conquered, and not in his own capital. It was Christianity, which
was brought into Russian first by Olga, who had great influence on her eldest
grandsons Yaropolk and Oleg, and then finally by St. Vladimir the Beautiful Sun,
who baptised Rus’, that laid the firm foundations of Statehood.

“Christianity bound together by a common culture the princely race, which
was, they say, of Norman [Viking] extraction, and the numerous Slavic and other
races which constituted the population of ancient Rus’. It taught the princes to
look on themselves as defenders of the weak and oppressed and servants of the
righteousness of God. It taught the people to see in them not simply leaders and
war-commanders, but as people to whom power had been given by God
Himself.”%?

St. Vladimir united the Russian nation with the Church. Under him, “the
divided Slavic tribes which composed Vladimir’s nation began to feel united. This
new consciousness of their unity was strengthened by the fact that for several
centuries the whole of Rus’ constituted, in ecclesiastical terms, one metropolitan
district, despite the later division of Rus’ into independent principalities. The
Church greatly influenced the unification of Rus’ into one state. As Orthodoxy
spread among the Slavic and non-Slavic tribes which were living in eastern
Europe, they were able to become one with the Russian nation. The Church acted
as a peacemaker in times of civil strife, and inculcated an awareness that the
Russian nation is one, and should therefore constitute one integral unit in all
things.”100

Archbishop Nathaniel of Vienna writes: “The ideal of Holy Rus’, like the
formula itself, was not born immediately. Two stages are important in its genesis:
the baptism of Rus” and her regeneration after the Tatar conquest. Like any other
historical people, the Russian nation is a child of her Church. Greece and Rome,
on accepting Christianity, brought to the Church their rich pagan inheritance. The
German peoples were already formed tribal units at the moment of their
reception of Christianity, and they preserved quite a lot of their pagan past,

99 St. John Maximovich, Proiskhozhdenie zakona o prestolonasledii v Rossii (The Origins of the Law of
Succession in Russia), Podolsk, 1994, p. 3.

100 St. John Maximovich, “950-year anniversary of the Baptism of Rus’”, in Man of God: Saint John
of Shanghai and San Francisco, Richfield Springs, N.Y., 1994, p. 222.
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especially in the sphere of national and juridical ideas, in their Christianity. But
we - the Russian Slavs - had absolutely nothing before our acceptance of
Christianity: neither state ideas, nor national consciousness, nor an original
culture. The Eastern Slav pagans did not even have their own gods - the whole
ancient Russian pantheon consisted of foreign divinities: Perun was a Lithuanian
divinity, Khors - a Scythian-Sarmatian one, Moksha and Veles were Finnish gods.
None of them even had a Slavic name. The Russian people gave their untouched
soul to Christianity. And the Church gave everything to the Slavs, so that already
one generation after the reception of Christianity, under Prince Yaroslav, we were
no poorer in a cultural sense, but rather richer than the majority of our
neighbours...”101

In fact, “for the Russians,” as Wil van den Bercken writes, “Christianity meant
the beginning of civilization: they were given an alphabet, they learnt how to read
and write, the art of painting, and architecture. These tasks are directly connected
with founding churches and appointing priests. Thus the most direct
consequence of the Christianization is the art of reading and writing, i.e.
literature. The text [Nestor’s Chronicle] talks of ‘the study of books’, not of holy
books, although that may well be meant. Jaroslav the Wise, Vladimir’s successor,
was already a bibliophile, ‘often reading day and night’: he had a lot of books
translated from the Greek and established a library in the Sophia cathedral in
Kiev. In the Chronicle this statement is followed by a eulogy on ‘the great
advantage of knowledge from books... which are rivers with which the world
quenches its thirst, and sources of wisdom'...

“And the Russians learned quickly. Russian historians report with pride that
when Jaroslav’s daughter Anna married the French King Henry in 1051, Anna
was able to put her name under the marriage certificate in Cyrillic and in Latin
letters, while the French king could only put a little cross...”102

In about 1050, in his famous Sermon on the Law and Grace, Metropolitan Hilarion
of Kiev applied the epithet of “the new Constantine” to St. Vladimir, and the new
Helen to his grandmother, St. Olga. But he was not a “new Constantine” in the
conventional sense attached to all founders of new Christian dynasties in the early
Middle Ages. His kingdom evolved from being a part of the New Rome into being
its successor or heir.

Indeed, Russia was not only an offshoot or child of Christian Rome, like Bulgaria
or Georgia. Through her racial and dynastic links with Western Europe
(especially the Anglo-Scandinavian north-west!3), Russia united and became the

101 Archbishop Nathanael (Lvov), “O Petre Velikom” (“On Peter the Great”), Epokha (Epoch), N
10, 2000, pp. 37-38.

102 Van Den Bercken, Holy Russia and Christian Europe, London: SCM Press, 1999, p. 33.

103 Great Prince Yaroslav was married to Princess Inguigerd of Sweden. “Four of his daughters
later became queens: Anastasia, of Hungary; Elizabeth, of Norway; Marie, of Poland; and Anne
of France. One of his sons, Vladimir II, was married to Guilda [Gytha], the daughter of King
Harold II of England; another, Vsevolod L, to Anne, daughter of Constantine Monomach, Emperor
of Byzantium. Praxede Adelaide, the daughter of Vsevolod, became the wife of Henry IV,
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heir of what was left of the Old, Orthodox Rome of the West, regenerating the
ideal of the Symphony of Powers just as it was being destroyed in the West by
the heretical Papacy. And by her filial faithfulness to Byzantium, as well as
through the marriage of St. Vladimir to the purple-born princess Anna in the
tenth century, and the marriage of Great-Prince Ivan III to Sophia Palaeologus in
the fifteenth century, she became the heir of the Second or New Rome of
Constantinople. In fact, Vladimir’s realm was the Third Rome in embryonic form,
and he minted coins depicting himself in imperial attire.104

But Russia the Third Rome was not to become a reality for nearly another five
hundred years; for while the idea of the translatio imperii from Old Rome to New
Rome in the fourth century had been accepted by the Byzantines, they did not
accept the idea of a second translatio - and especially not beyond the confines of
the Greco-Roman world to a “barbarian” nation like the Russians. As St. Photius
the Great declared: “Just as the dominion of Israel lasted until the coming of
Christ, so we believe that the Empire will not be taken from us Greeks until the
Second Coming of our Lord Jesus Christ...”1% It took the profound shock of the
fall of Constantinople in 1453, and the fact that the Second Coming of Christ did
not take place then, to make them think again and recognize that the Russian Tsar
had become, as Patriarch Jeremiah II of Constantinople said in 1589, the sovereign
of all Orthodox Christians.

Emperor of Germany, and Vladimir III, his son,... was allied to Christine, the daughter of the
Swedish King Inge IV” (Arséne de Goulévich, Czarism and Revolution, Hawthorne, Ca.: Omni
Publications, 1962, p. 162).

104 Vladimir Volkoff, Viadimir the Russian Viking, Bath: Honeyglen, 1984, p. 256.

105 St. Photius, quoted in Fomin and Fomina, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 123.
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7. CHURCH AND STATE IN KIEVAN RUS’

“Over the next generations,” writes Janet Martin, “Vladimir and his successors
continued to extend their domain and to create an apparatus to govern it. The
political structure they devised for Kievan Rus was based on the concept that its
lands were the possession of the dynasty. Thus, as his father had done, Vladimir
assigned a portion of his realm to each of his principal sons. Thereafter, the
Riurikid princes continued to share the lands of Kievan Rus and the
responsibilities for administering and defending them.

“Princely administration gradually replaced tribal allegiance and authority. As
early as the reign of Olga, officials representing the Kievan ruler began to replace
tribal rulers. Vladimir extended this practice by assigning particular lands to his
sons, to whom he also delegated responsibility for tax-collection, for protection
of communication and trade routes, and for local defence and territorial
expansion. Each prince also had his own military force, which was supported by
tax revenues, commercial fees, and booty seized in battle. After Vladimir’s son
Grand Prince laroslav (d. 1052) issued a law code known as the Russkaia Pravda,
the Rus princes also became enforcers of Riurikid law. The administration of
justice, which upheld both Riurikid authority and social order, yielded revenues
in the form of court fees and fines. The Russkaia Pravda, as amended by laroslav’s
sons and latter provisions that continued to be added to it until the thirteenth
century, remained in force long after the Kievan era; it was not formally replaced
until the law code (Sudebnik) of 1497 was adopted.

“Over the two centuries following Vladimir’s death (1015), Kievan Rus became
an amalgam of principalities, whose number increased as the dynasty itself grew.
The main principalities in the centre of the realm were Kiev, Chernigov and
Pereiaslavl. Galicia and Volhynia (south-west of Kiev) gained the status of
principalities in the late eleventh and twelfth centuries respectively. During the
twelfth century Smolensk (north of Kiev on the upper Dnieper) and Rostov-
Suzdal (on the north-east) similarly emerged as powerful principalities. The
north-western portion of the realm was dominated by Novgorod...”106

The Russian princes continued to look up to the Byzantine Emperor as to their
father in spite of the fact that their own kingdom was more powerful than the
Empire. The other Orthodox rulers to the Byzantine Emperor, as was indicated
by differences in titles and the fact that only the emperors were anointed at their
enthronement. Fr. Timothy Alferov writes: “The Russian Great Princes and the
Serbian, Georgian and Bulgarian rulers were defenders of the Church only in
their territories. They were also raised to the princedom with the blessing of the
Church, but by a different rite (o ezhe blagosloviti knyazya), which included the
crowning of the prince, but contained no anointing.”1%”

106 Martin, “From Kiev to Muscovy”, in Gregory L. Freeze, Russia. A History, Oxford University
Press, 2009, pp. 4-5.

107 Alferov and Alferov, O Tserkvi, pravoslavnom Tsarstve i poslednem vremeni (On the Church, the
Orthodox Kingdom and the Last Time), Moscow: “Russkaia Idea”, p. 18.
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If the Frankish and Bulgarian rulers had been accorded the title of basileus, this
was only under compulsion and was withdrawn as soon as politically expedient.
And even much later, in 1561, when the pre-eminence of Russia in the Orthodox
world could not be denied, the Ecumenical Patriarch Joasaph I accorded the Ivan
the Terrible the title Basileus only because he was thought to descend from a
Byzantine princess - Anna, the wife of St. Vladimir. So tenacious was the idea
among the Greeks that there could be no Third Rome after the Second...108

G. Podskalsky writes: “The Byzantine supremacy in the hierarchy of States was
also strengthened by the emperors’ practice of adopting the role of sponsor at the
baptism of newly converted kings or princes.” Thus the Emperor became the
sponsor at the baptisms of Tsar Boris-Michael of Bulgaria and Princess Olga of
Kiev. Such sponsorship, according to Richard Fletcher, “indicated secular
lordship as well. The experience of baptism could thus become a token of
submission. Exported to the west we can see the idea at work in the baptismal
sponsorship of Widukind by Charlemagne in 785, or of Harald Klak by Louis the
Pious in 826, or of the Viking leader Guthrum by Alfred of Wessex in 878.”71%

Church and State were exceptionally close in Kievan Rus’. This was the result,
in part, of the fact that in Russia it was the Great Princes who introduced the
Church into Russia, whereas in Byzantium St. Constantine came to power when
the Church was already three hundred years old and well-established.!? Thus St.
Vladimir had ordered his subjects to be baptised, and “those who did not do this
out of love, did so out of fear’, as Nestor writes.

He threatened those who threatened this order as follows: “If anyone breaks
my rule, whether he be my son or a servant, or anyone of my race or one of the
boyars, and interferes in the ecclesiastical affairs of the metropolitan, which I gave
into the hands of the metropolitan, and of the Church, and of the bishops in all
the cities in accordance with the canons, he will be judged and punished. If

108 However, not everyone shared this viewpoint. According to Podalsky, a Greek Metropolitan
of Kiev in the early twelfth century, Nicephorus I, “without hesitation called both the emperor
and the prince equally likenesses of the Divine archetype. This meant that he rejected the
Byzantine idea of the single and undivided imperial power, which was inherent only in the
Basileus of the Romans and which in this capacity reflected the Divine order of the world. The
conception of the emperor as ‘the image of God’ (imago Dei, eik®v Beov) became well-known in
Kiev thanks to the Mirror of Princes composed in 527 by Deacon Agapetus for Justinian. Extracts
from it, in which the discussion was about the duty of subjects to submit to the visible deputy
(prince) of the invisible ruler of the world (God), were included in the Izbornik of 1076 (Podskalsky,
op. cit., pp. 67-68). “Yet it was a quite exceptional case,” writes G. Fedotov, “when the author of
the panegyric of Prince Andrew of Vladimir dared to apply to him the famous definition of
Chrysostom-Agapit, so popular in later Moscow: ‘Caesar by his earthly nature is similar to any
man, but by the power of his dignity he is similar to God alone” (The Russian Religious Mind,
Harvard University Press, 1966, vol. L, p. 398).

109 Podskalsky, Khristianstvo i Bogoslovskaia literatura v Kievskoj Rusi (988-1237) (Christianity and
Theological Literature in Kievan Rus’ (988-1037), St. Petersburg, 1996, p. 68.

110 Alferov, “Teokratia ili Ierokratia”.
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anyone tries to seize the judgement of the Church, he will be deprived of the name
of Christian, and may all such be cursed by the Holy Fathers.”11!

Yaroslav the Wise, Vladimir’s son'!?, strengthened this tendency in “The
Church Statute of Kiev”. “In this document, we observe the symphony already
developing between the Russian princes and the Church: ‘I, Grand Prince
Yaroslav, son of Vladimir, in accordance with the wish of my father, have
conferred with Metropolitan Illarion and have prepared [this] Church Statute
because I believe that there are matters that belong neither to [the exclusive]
jurisdiction of the prince nor to that of the boyars. I have granted this jurisdiction,
as embodied in the present rules of the Church Statute, to the metropolitan and
the bishops.” An examination of these rules reveals that their nature is primarily
concerning morality as determined by Church law, for example, ‘If the godfather
should have illicit relations with the mother [of his godchild], the bishop shall
receive one grivna of gold and at his discretion he shall also glimpse [an
appropriate] penance.” Sometimes the line between Church and State is blurred,
as in the following statute: ‘If a husband should force his wife into prostitution,
this is a religious crime. The prince [however] shall administer justice [in this case
in accordance with the ancient customs and traditions’.” Occasionally the decision
is shared: ‘“The bishop shall receive 100 grivnas as the fine from whoever sets a
dwelling, or a barn, or anything else afire. The prince shall have the jurisdiction
‘in this matter in accordance with ancient custom and traditions].” As we see from
the above statutes, the State both acknowledged and deferred to the Church from
the beginning of Russian history. This relationship between the Prince and (in this
case) the Metropolitan was one of mutual respect and cooperation. The State had
its older traditions but incorporated a Christian worldview into its legal system
and invited the Church to take part in the judicial side of Russian life when it
deemed it appropriate.”113

The leaders of Church and State cooperated closely in the evangelization of the
vast land of Russia, and in protecting the faith. Thus in his “Testament”, perhaps
the greatest saint of the period, Theodosius of the Kiev Caves (+1074) wrote to
Great Prince Iziaslav as follows: “I have something to say to you, God-loving
Prince! I, Theodosius, the wretched slave of the All-Holy Trinity: the Father, the
Son and the Holy Spirit, was born and raised in the pure and Orthodox faith and
in good Orthodox teaching by my father and mother.

“Beware, my child, of those who are crooked in faith, and beware all their
conversations, for our land is full of them.

11 St. Vladimir, quoted in Archbishop Seraphim (Sobolev), Russkaia Ideologia (The Russian
Ideology), St. Petersburg, 1992, pp. 83-84.

112 Vladimir had four sons (at least). Two of them, Boris and Gleb, were killed by their brother
Sviatopolk, “the accursed”, and became the first canonised Russian saints. Yaroslav was the
fourth. He reigned from 1019 to 1054.

113 Archimandrite Luke, “Nationalism, Russia, and the Restoration of the Patriarchate”, Orthodox
Life, vol. 51, N 6, November-December, 2001, pp. 26-27.
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“If a man will save his soul, this is possible only by living in the Orthodox faith.
For there is no other faith better than our pure, holy, Orthodox faith. Living in
this faith, not only will you be delivered from sins and eternal torments, but you
will also become a partaker of eternal life, and you will rejoice endlessly with the
saints. But those who live in another faith will not see eternal life.

“Also, my child, it is not good to praise a foreign faith. He who praises a foreign
faith is doing the same as if he were blaspheming against his own faith. But if
someone will praise both his own faith and a foreign faith, then he is two-faithed,
and is close to heresy.

“And so, my child, beware of them and always stand for your own faith. Do
not be friendly with them, but flee from them and struggle in your own faith
through good works. Give alms not only to those of your own faith, but also to
those of other faiths. If you see someone naked or hungry, or who has fallen into
misfortune, - whether he is a Jew, or a Turk, or a Latin, - be merciful to everyone,
deliver him from his misfortune, as far as you are able, - and you will not be
deprived of a reward from God. For God Himself in this age pours out His
mercies not only on Christians, but also on the unbelievers. God cares for pagans
and unbelievers in this age, but in the future age they will be strangers to the
eternal good things. But we who live in the Orthodox faith will both receive all
good things here and will be saved in the future age by our Lord Jesus Christ.

“My child! If it will be necessary for you even to die for this holy faith, go with
boldness to death. In this way did the saints die for the faith, and they now live
in Christ.

“My child, if you see those of other faiths quarrelling with the Orthodox and
trying to seduce them away from the Orthodox Church, help the Orthodox. In
this way you will deliver the sheep from the mouth of the lion. But if you are
silent and leave him helpless, that is the same as if you took away a soul that had
been redeemed by Christ and handed him over to Satan. If someone says to you:
‘Both your and our faith are from God’, you, my child, must reply to him as
follows: ‘O crooked in faith! Or do you think that God, too, is two-faithed? Have
you not heard what the Scripture says: “There is one God, one faith, one baptism”
(Ephesians 4.5)? How many years have you kept the right, Apostolic faith, and
now through Satan’s insinuation you have been corrupted into evil belief. Have
you not heard the teaching of the Apostle Paul: “‘Even if an angel should come
from heaven and preach to you a Gospel that we have not preached to you, let
him be anathema’ (Galatians 1.8)? But you have rejected the apostolic teaching
and the decrees of the Holy Fathers and accepted a wrong and corrupted faith,
filled with all destruction. Therefore you are rejected by us. You are dead, and the
sacrifice you offer [i.e., the Eucharist] is dead. But we offer a living sacrifice to the
living God, a pure and undefiled sacrifice, so as to obtain eternal life in Christ
Jesus our Lord. To Him be glory. Amen.””

Again, we may cite an incident from Novgorod in 1078, as described by Bishop
Dionysius (Alferov): “A certain sorcerer by demonic power wrought many signs
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and wonders, collected a huge crowd of people whom he had deceived and went
with them to destroy the church of Hagia Wisdom. The Bishop of Novgorod with
a cross in his hands stood in front of the church and called the Christians to help
him. But only very few hastened to his side. Only the Prince of Novgorod, Gleb
Sviatoslavich, did not fear. He went alone to meet the armed mob and in the sight
of all struck with his sword the servant of satan who had proudly prophesied to
the people that he would be enthroned that day. After this the crowd dispersed.
It is evident that in such a situation no ordinary good fellow could take the place
in the defence of the Church of the Christian Autocrat, who had received from
her a blessing on his service and who was protected by the power of God through
her prayers.”114

Podskalsky writes: “The relations between the sovereign and his subjects were
based on principles drawn from Old- and New-Testament texts. This, for
example, how the chronicler views princely virtue: ‘If there are righteous princes
on the earth, then many sins are forgiven to the earth, but if they are evil and
cunning, then God brings more evil on the earth, insofar as its head is of the earth’.
The Novgorod Bishop Luke the Jew looks at the matter differently: ‘Fear God,
honour the prince, you are slaves first of God, and also of the lord (that is, the
prince - G.P.). The logical consequence of both utterances is, in principle, the right
to resist the authorities, although its existence and the practical possibilities of
applying it were just not formulated sufficiently clearly in Rus’. On the contrary,
the Church willingly resorted to helping the State in its struggle with the
remnants of paganism and the reappearance of heresies, and also in the
missionary absorption of new territories. In the first place this was a work of the
monks, whose ranks at the beginning were filled up with many from the land-
owning nobility and the social élite of society. But the metropolitans, who were
all practically without exception Greeks, tried, on their part, to direct the efforts
of the Russian princes to ward off the attacks of the nomads on the East Roman
empire, without, however, overstepping the bounds of loyalty to the princely
power....”115

“The princes in their turn gradually gave the Church juridical privileges,
steady income and possessions in land... Crimes in the sphere of family relations,
which were subject to punishment from the point of view of Christian morality,
entered into the administration of the Church already in the 11t century. The
jurisdiction of the prince’s power was limited by the immunity of the clergy and
the members of their families, and also of the monks and the ‘church people’, that
is, people under the special protection of the Church (the poor, the sick, strangers,
etc.). However, sometimes representatives of the clergy were still brought before
the prince’s court...

“Just as the princes took part in the administration of Church affairs, so the
episcopate strove to influence the princes’ politics. Such cooperation between
Church and State reached its zenith during the rule of Vladimir Monomakh [1113-

114 Alferov and Alferov, op. cit., p. 21.
115 Podskalsky, op. cit., pp. 62-63.
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1125]. But, according to the words of Hilarion, already Vladimir I had taken part
in councils, discussing with the Church leadership ways and means of
strengthening faith amidst the newly converted. In the future such cooperation
gradually broadened in proportion as the place of the Greek hierarchs was taken
by bishops of Russian extraction, while the princes thereby received the
possibility of exerting greater influence on the choice of candidates and their
consecration. The chronicler tells us of a whole series of bishops who
recommended themselves by carrying out complicated diplomatic missions. The
triumphant conclusion of treaties by the princes was accompanied by oaths and
kissing of the cross. The monks of the Kiev Caves monastery more than once took
up a critical position in relation to the prince. Thus, for example, in 1073 Abbot
Theodosius refused to join the princely civil war on the side of Sviatoslav, who
had then seized the princely throne, and did not even fear sharply to point out to
the prince the lawlessness of his actions, and of his exiling his brother Iziaslav.
Only the lofty authority of the monastery leader and the pleas of the brethren
saved him from persecution, and after the laying of the foundations of a new
monastery church complete reconciliation was achieved. If the monks thereby
kept an inner distance in relation to politics, the episcopate was forced sometimes
to enter into it, although it did not take an immediate part in the counsels of the
princes...

“In general, in the course of the civil wars of the 11th-12th centuries, the Church
acquired a new moral authority in the eyes both of the princes and the people,
while the State, for its part, received from the Church a confirmation of its divine
purpose for the sake of the common good. From the Slavonic translation of the
Nomocanon in 14 chapters Kievan Rus’ drew the ideal formula for the relations
between the secular and ecclesiastical authorities going back to Justinian’s Sixth
Novella.... The emperor was bound to concern himself with the teaching of the
faith, with respect for the clergy and with the observation of the canons. It was
precisely this postulate that was laid by Metropolitan Hilarion at the base of his
reasonings on agreement between the Church and the State...

“And so, in all the manifestations of theological and church-political thought,
in art, in Divine services and in literary works of various genres, already in the
11t century one and the same national tendency was revealed, a leaning towards
a State Church... The strength of the Church consisted in the fact that it worthily
presented itself in a non-standard situation which it was impossible to master
without the aid of earlier conceptual models and models of behaviour transferred
to the new situation; while the strength of the State consisted in an understanding
of the far-reaching commonality of its interests with the interests of the Church,
by virtue of which it was necessary to give the Church necessary aid in the
fulfilment of her mission. In spite of, or even thanks to the fact that not one of
these two powers was able to boast of complete independence from the other, the
sphere of their external activity and internal freedom was as great as it would
ever be later.”116

116 Podskalsky, op. cit., pp. 63, 64-65, 66-67, 71.
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Kievan Rus’ represented a rare balance of freedom and obedience in State life.
Obedience was owed to the powers that be; but if they obtained their power in an
unlawful manner, the Church felt at liberty to withdraw her support. Thus St.
Theodosius of the Kiev Caves for a time stopped commemorating Prince
Sviatoslav of Kiev because he had usurped the throne of his brother Iziaslav. 117

Fedotov writes: “Kievan chroniclers are very outspoken about the vices and
flaws of their princes; they obviously felt no restraint imposed by princely dignity
upon the freedom of their judgement. All they can afford to do, in order to
alleviate the guilt of a prince, is to attribute his deficiency to the influence of bad
counsellors. Bad counsellors, mostly “young ones’ (compare Isaiah 3.1-4), are the
root of all political evils. The youth of the prince himself is often considered as a
great misfortune and a sign of God’s wrath against the country.

“Good and bad princes alike are sent by God as a reward or punishment to the
people. ‘If a country is right before God, He ordains in it a just Caesar or prince,
loving law and justice, and he installs governors and judges administering
justice.” But “‘woe to the city where the prince is young, and likes to drink wine at
the sound of the gusli with young counsellors... Such are given by God for our
sins’ (Lavr. 1015).

“If a bad prince is sent by God and his tyranny has a penitential significance
this seems to exclude revolt against the tyrant as a legitimate political action. This
conclusion would be quite correct in the spirit of the Byzantine and even early
Christian ethics; it was indeed the doctrine of Anastasius Sinaitas in the seventh
century and it was repeated by some Russian moralists as well. And yet the
import of this doctrine of obedience was greatly exaggerated by the modern
historians who often viewed the early Russian ways of life from the viewpoint of
Muscovy. The Kievan chronicler may consider a revolt of the citizens against their
prince as the act of God’s will, punishing the prince in his turn (Lavr. 1068).... The
chastising providence of God, in the political sphere, is double-faced;
occasionally, it can use to its own ends even a popular revolution.

“There was, however, one thing before which ancient Russia, unlike
Byzantium, stopped with horror: the murder of a prince. Regicide in Byzantium
was so common that it seems a part of the political system, a necessary corrective
to autocracy. In Russia, ... a revolt, although it was sometimes justified if it ended
in the overthrow of a prince, was never pardoned if it resulted in his murder...”118

117 Nestor, A Life of St. Theodosius.
118 Fedotov, op. cit., pp. 398-400.

70



8. THE YEAR 1000: APEX OF MONARCHISM

As the year 1000 approached, when many Western Christians were expecting
the reign of the Antichrist, the End of the World and the Second Coming of Christ,
the question of the survival of legitimate monarchical authority became ever more
pressing. For with the removal of that authority, according to the prophecy of St.
Paul (I Thessalonians 2.7), would come the Antichrist - and the monarchy, at any
rate in the Frankish lands to the west of the Rhine, was in a very parlous state as
the “true” Carolingian line died out and virtual anarchy ruled. Signs of millennial
fever were certainly increasing. Thus in 991, at a Council in Rheims attended by
English as well as French bishops, Arnulph, bishop of Orleans, said that if Pope
John XV had no love and was puffed up with knowledge, he was the
Antichrist...119

And yet paradoxically, if we exclude the chaos in West Francia, by the year
1000 the monarchical principle had never looked in better health. A survey of the
world in the year 1000120 gives rise to the thought: just as the year 2000 has
witnessed the apex of democratism in political thought, so the year 1000
witnessed the apex of its opposite, monarchism. The monarchical regimes that
dominated the ancient world were of two main kinds: autocracy, based on the
symphony between Church and State and exemplified first of all in Byzantium,
and despotism, based on the fusion between Church and State.

By the year 1000 the Byzantine autocratic model of statehood - that is, of
“symphonic” relations between an autonomous Church and State - had
triumphed well beyond the boundaries of the Eastern Orthodox Empire. Thus it
was the rule also in the most powerful states outside Byzantium: East Francia
(modern Germany), England and Kievan Rus’. Even in those parts of the West
where normal government had broken down in many places, such as West
Francia (modern France), the ideal was still alive. Thus in the mid-tenth century
Abbot Adso of Montier-en-Der wrote to Queen Gerbera, the Saxon wife of the
Frankish King Louis IV: “Even though we see the Roman Empire for the most
part in ruins, nonetheless, as long as the Kings of the Franks who now possess the
Roman Empire by right shall last, the dignity of the Roman Empire will not
completely perish because it will endure in its kings. Some of our learned men
say that one of the Kings of the Franks will possess anew the Roman Empire. He
will be in the last time and will be the greatest and the last of all kings. After he
has successfully governed his empire, he will finally come to Jerusalem and will
lay aside his sceptre and crown on the Mount of Olives. This will be the end and
the consummation of the Roman and Christian Empire...” 121

119 See John Eadie, “The Man of Sin”, in Greek Text Commentaries: On Thessalonians, Grand Rapids:
Baker Book House, 1877, 1979, p. 341.

120 John Man, Atlas of the Year 1000, London: Penguin Books, 1999.

121 Adso, Letter on the Origin and Time of the Antichrist.
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In 992 Abbot Adso, now in his eighties, set sail for Jerusalem, no doubt in order
to witness the apocalyptic events that he believed were about to take place there.
He died on the way... 122

In the tenth century Bohemia became Christian under Prince Wenceslas,
Denmark under King Harold Bluetooth and Poland under King Mieszko. In or
around 1000, Hungary became Christian under St. Stephen the Great!'?3, together
with Norway under Olaf Trygvasson, and Sweden under Olaf Skétkonung... In
the central European states, the adoption of Christianity was linked (which is not
to say determined) to a desire to establish a state that would be independent of
the local superpower of Germany. Thus “there are clear parallels between
Hungary and Poland,” writes M. Angold. “Both turned to the papacy as a means
of countering German domination. Boleslav of Poland would follow St Stephen’s
example and in 1025 obtained the royal crown denied him by the Germans from
the papacy.”124

Autocracy now ruled from the England of Aethelred the Unready (whose
missionaries were very active in Scandinavia) to the Georgia of Bagrat III; the only
exceptional were the Baltic lands (Lithuania did not become Christian until the
fourteenth century), Finland, Iceland and the Islamic half of the Iberian peninsula.

Writing about the “outer” regions of Europe, Chris Wickham writes: “Kings
and princes were in every region more ambitious around 1000 than they had been
around 750: they often ruled wider areas, or at least were aiming at wider
hegemonies, and sometimes had more elaborate structures to underpin that rule
as well; they were often more relevant to local societies, too, thus ruling more
deeply as well as more widely... Overall,... the trend to wider and deeper
political power seems to have been based on two sorts of developments. The first
was the development of aristocratic power, and therefore of the possibility of
hierarchies of political dependence extending from kings and princes down into
the localities. The second was the development of techniques of rule and of
control, usually (except in Spain and Ireland) borrowed from neighbouring
powers, more specialized royal officials, a more complex and more top-down
judicial system, the ability to demand military service from the population, the
ability to exploit manpower to build fortifications of different types, and, in newly
Christianized areas, the development of tighter official hierarchies of the
church...

122 Tom Holland, Millenium, London, 1999 p. 129.

123 Stephen’s father Geza was baptized in 995 and died in 997. “The rest of Europe,” writes Louth,
“was amazed at the transformation of Hungary into a Christian country. As the chronicler Ralph
Glaber put it: “The people of the Hungarians, who previously were accustomed cruelly to prey
upon their neighbours, now freely give of their own for the sake of Christ. They who formerly
pillaged the Christians... now welcome them like brothers and sisters.”” (op. cit., p. 252). Stephen
was presented with a crown of gold set with precious stones; it remains one of Hungary’s national
treasures.

124 Angold, in Angus Mackay and David Ditchburn (eds.), Atlas of Medieval Europe, London and
New York: Routledge, 1997, p. 28.
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In Rus’, the development was somewhat different. The Russians were too far
away from the Germans to fear being swamped by them. In any case, they already
had an autocracy with strong connections, both commercial and religious, to
Constantinople. The deepening and broadening of autocracy in Rus’ went
together with a voluntary subjection (de jure, if not de facto) to the Eastern
Emperor.

“Political aggregation was perhaps greatest in Rus’, and also, in a smaller
compass, Bulgaria, Denmark and Asturias-Leon; it was beginning, however, to
crystallize in Croatia, Bohemia, Poland and maybe Norway by the end of our
period as well, in a less stable and more contested way, and also (the obscurest of
all) in Scotland. In Wales and Ireland, however, and also Sweden, royal ambition
did not yet have an adequate infrastructural development behind it, and the
expansion of kingdoms promoted instability more than solid bases for
government (this was partly true of Bohemia and Poland as well); and in some
places, on the Baltic coast or in Iceland (as also sometimes in Norway) such
expansion was successfully resisted for some time...”125

In all the Orthodox lands we find strong kings allied to independent Churches.
Despotism in the strict sense is nowhere to be found - not even in Rome...
Iceland’s Althing preserved a form of pre-liberal democratism.!?¢ France had a
true, albeit weak, monarchy under Henry I Capet, who was married to a daughter
of Yaroslav of Kiev.

The whole of this vast area was not only monarchical in governance, but also
Orthodox Christian in faith (although backslidings did take place, for example in
Denmark). And so the year 1000 represented the peak of the influence both of
Orthodox autocracy and of Orthodox Christianity in world history so far. As Wil
van den Bercken writes: “In the eleventh century, when with the exception of the
Finns and the Baltic peoples all the European peoples had adopted Christianity
as their national religion, Christian Europe had formally become a historical
reality.”1?” Moreover, in all those nations the Christianity was Orthodox. It would
not be until 1054 that Western Christianity fell into the heresy of Roman
Catholicism and under the ecclesiastical rule of the papacy. But even then more
or less traditional monarchies survived in most countries...

Despotism, meanwhile, ruled throughout Asia and Northern Africa, including
the Islamic lands from Morocco to northern India, and the Hindu-Buddhist-
Confucian lands from southern India to China and Japan.

125 Wickham, The Inheritance of Rome: A History of Europe from 400 to 1000, London: Penguin, 2009,
pp- 505-506.

126 “Things”, or parliaments, were a characteristic of many Viking lands. Cf. the Tynwald, or
Thingwald of the Isle of Man, which has lasted from the eleventh century to the present day, and
the “Veche” of Novgorod.

127 Van den Bercken, Holy Russia and Christian Europe, p. 115.
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The fusion of politics and religion is clearly evident in Japan. As J.M. Roberts
writes: "The keys to the continuity and toughness of Japanese society have been
the family and the traditional religion. The clan was an enlarged family, and the
nation the most enlarged family of all. In patriarchal style, the emperor presided
over the national family as did a clan leader over his clan or, even, the small
farmer over his family. The focus of family and clan life was participation in the
traditional rites, the religion known as Shinto, whose essence was the worship at
the proper times of certain local or personal deities."!?8

In 645, according to the Taika Reform Edict, the emperor, who was from the
ruling Yamato elite and claimed to be descended through the first emperor Jinmu
from the sun goddess, acquired absolute power and claimed ownership of all
land in the kingdom. As W.M. Spellman writes, "he also reaffirmed his status as
Shinto high priest, thereby combining supreme religious authority with new-
found political primacy on the classic pagan god-king model. In reality, however,
the Taika Reform Edict did little to alter the status of powerful and semi-
autonomous aristocrats in the countryside, of whom the most important were the
Fujiwara..."?

Even the Jews had a quasi-monarchy in the form of their Exilarch in Baghdad-
Babylon. But in 1040 this power came to an end. The only independent Jewish
State since the fall of Jerusalem, Khazaria, fell in 966-967 to Sviatoslav of Kiev.
However, it survived in a weakened form until the Mongols finally swept it away,
eliciting a mass migration of Khazars to Eastern Europe that created the Yiddish-
speaking communities that were to have such a destructive impact on Tsarist
Russia.130

This fairly sharp contrast between Orthodox and Autocratic Europe, on the
one hand, and pagan and despotic Asia and North Africa, on the other, confirms
the thesis that there is a more than coincidental correlation between Orthodoxy
and Autocracy, on the one hand, and paganism and despotism, on the other.
Orthodoxy flourishes under authoritarian political rule, but does not allow that
rule to subsume the authority of the Church, which sanctifies and supports the
king while remaining independent of him. Pagan rulers, on the other hand,
almost always ascribe quasi-divine honours to themselves. Thus the Japanese
emperors traced their ancestry back to the sun goddess, the Khmer rulers of
Cambodia in this period were “the embodiment of Shiva, spirit of the ancestors
and the earth and the fount of fertility”13!, and the Fatimid Islamic ruler Al-Hakim
- who destroyed the church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem in 1009 - believed
that he was a god incarnate.!32

The sharp contrast between Orthodox and Autocratic Europe, on the one hand,
and pagan and despotic Asia and North Africa, on the other, began to break down

128 Roberts, History of the World, Oxford: Helicon, 1992, p. 371.

129 W.M. Spellman, Monarchies, 1000-2000, Trowbridge: Reaktion, 2001, pp. 57, 58.

130 Schlomo Sand, The Invention of the Jewish People, London: Verso, 2009, pp. 210-229.
131 Man, op. cit., p. 102.

132 Man, op. cit., p. 75. Which is what the Druse of Lebanon still believe him to be.
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only with the appearance of the heretical papacy, whose rule was despotic and
semi-pagan.

Characteristic of all these European and Asian monarchies - Christian, Islamic
and pagan - was an intense religiosity. Here is further evidence of the links we
find throughout history between monarchy and religion, on the one hand, and
democracy and secularism, on the other. The modern idea that religion should be
separated from the State would have been incomprehensible to almost any man
in the year 1000. The religiosity of these monarchies was not incompatible with
striking artistic, technical and economic achievements. Thus the great cities of
Constantinople, Cordoba, Baghdad and Bukhara were at their peak at this time,
as was the Sung empire in China.

The most important corollary of the religious monarchism of Europe and Asia
in the year 1000 was the belief it embodied that, as John Man writes of Sung
China, “state and society, administration and education, could be united, and
take civilization forward to a new level”.13 The major tendency of modern
democratic civilization has been the opposite: the belief that state and society
must be disjoined.

Of course, one cannot deny that the conjoining of state and society can have
evil consequences; and some of the states of this period, such as Al-Mansur’s in
Spain or Al-Hakim’s in Egypt and Palestine, were aggressively antichristian. (In
1009 Al-Hakim destroyed the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem, creating the nominal
cause of the First Crusade.) But it is no less unreasonable to suppose that state
and society cannot in any circumstances be conjoined for the good. Certainly, the
Christian monarchies of the period compare favourably, from a Christian point
of view, with the disjointed, secularized democracies of today. The unity enjoyed
by these monarchical societies gave each citizen a purpose in life higher than his
own narrowly personal interests. This purpose, in such a religious age, could only
be religious. That is why changes of regime which did not involve changes of
religion - as when the Muslim Turks took control of Bukhara from the Muslim
Samanids in 999 - caused less upheaval than might have been expected.
Correspondingly, the most savage wars of the time - as between the Muslims and
Hindus in northern India, or between the Muslims and Christians in the Iberian
peninsula - were invariably religious.

The scourge of modern states, ethnic rivalry, was less of a problem in an age
that took multi-ethnic empires like the Roman and Muslim for granted. “National
identities,” writes Wickham, “were not widely prominent in 1000, even if one
rejects the association between nationalism and modernity made in much
contemporary scholarship. We must recognize that some such identities did exist.
One can make a good case for England in this respect (the dismal years of the
Danish conquest in the early eleventh century produced a number of texts

133 Man, op. cit., p. 91.
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invoking a version of it). Italians, too, had a sense of common identity, although
it hardly reached south of Rome (of course, that is pretty much still true today),
and did not lead to a desire for political unity. Geographical separation, such as
that provided by the English Channel and the Alps, helped both of these, as it
also did the Irish, who were capable of recognizing a version of an Irish
community, however fragmented Ireland really was. In the parallel case of
Byzantium, what gave its inhabitants identity was simply the coherence of the
political system, which was much greater than any other in Europe at that time;
Byzantine “national identity” has not been much considered by historians, for that
empire was the ancestor of no modern national state [not the Greek? (V.M.)], but
it is arguable that it was the most developed in Europe at the end of our period.
By contrast, France, Germany and Spain (either Christian or Muslim) did not have
any such imagery. The Danes may have had it, but in Scandinavia as a whole
there is good evidence for it only in Iceland. The Slav lands were still too inchoate

to have any version of identity not specifically tied to the fate of ruling dynasties.”
134

Much more problematic was the idea of religious pluralism, because it
threatened society’s unity of purpose. Hence the anti-Jewish pogroms in the
Rhineland in 1002 and in Limoges in 1010 - it was not the different nationality of
the Jews that exacerbated the Christians so much as the clear contradictions in
faith and life between the Jews and the Christians.

Since religion was so important to these peoples, when they did change
religion, they tended to convert en masse. The most important and striking
example of this is the conversion of the vast territory of Russia from paganism to
Orthodoxy under St. Vladimir. Some western historians, puzzled by the speed of
the process in Russia and noting one or two violent incidents, have come to the
conclusion that it was all the result of coercion. But they fail to take into account,
not only the grace of God, but also the cohesiveness of tribal societies, and
therefore the unanimity or near-unanimity of their decision-making, and the
genuine respect and awe in which the views of the tribal leader or king were held,
which naturally led to their decisions being accepted as God-inspired. Thus the
Kievans reasoned, as the Chronicler records: “If it had not been good, then our
prince and boyars would not have accepted it”.

Even democratic Iceland converted from paganism to Christianity at this time
with scarcely any opposition once the opinion of one wise man, the Lawgiver
Thorgeir, became known. For, as Holland writes, “All the Icelanders assembled
on the Thinguvellir, Christian as well as pagan, duly agreed to accept his judgement
on what the faith of Iceland should be; and Thorgeir accepted the fateful charge.
‘He lay down and spread his cloak over himself, and lay all that day and the next
night, nor did he speak a word.” Then abruptly, on the following morning, he sat
up and ordered the Icelanders to accompany him to the great Law Rock - and
from there he delivered them his verdict. Men were still be permitted to eat
horseflesh; to expose unwanted children; to offer sacrifices, provided that it was

134 Wickham, op. cit., pp. 4-5.
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done in private. In every other respect, however, they were to submit themselves
to the laws of the new religion. Whether in cold water or warm, all were to be
baptized. The inhabitants of Iceland were to become a Christian people.”135

And so these societies combined two characteristics which, from the modern
point of view, cannot be combined: the “collectivist” belief that men can and
should freely choose its supreme end together, and the “individualist” belief that
the supreme end can be revealed to one particular man. For if wisdom comes
from God, "it is much more natural to suppose," as Vladimir Trostnikov says,
"that divine enlightenment will descend upon the chosen soul of an Anointed One
of God, as opposed to a million souls at once".13¢

Holy Scripture does not say vox populi - vox Dei, but: "The heart of the king is
in the hand of the Lord; he turns it wherever He will" (Proverbs 21.1).

135 Holland, op. cit., p. 212. Cf. Man, op. cit., p. 40; Gwyn Jones, The Vikings, London: The Folio
Society, 1997, pp. 266-270.

136 Trostnikov, "The Role and Place of the Baptism of Rus’ in the European Spiritual Process of the
Second Millenium of Christian History", Orthodox Life, vol. 39, N 3, May-June, 1989, p. 34.
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II. THE DECLINE AND FALL OF WESTERN
ORTHODOXY
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9. CHARLEMAGNE, THE FATHER OF MODERN EUROPE

For centuries, and in spite of the intermittent expression of papist ideas, the
Roman papacy had seen itself as part of the Byzantine Empire. This position was
reinforced in a cultural sense during the period of the “Byzantine papacy” of the
seventh and early eighth centuries, when most of the Popes were Greek or Syrian
in origin, and many eastern monks fled to Rome to escape persecution by
Monothelite or Iconoclast emperors. Even when the Emperor Leo deprived the
papacy of its lands in Southern Italy and the Balkans, the popes still looked to
New Rome as the capital of the Christian oikoumene. They still commemorated the
eastern emperors at the Liturgy, and still used the emperors” coinage. East and
West still constituted one Christian world...

However, the empire’s position in Italy weakened when, in 727, “Ravenna
rebelled against the Byzantine prohibition of icons and killed the exarch.
Emperor Leo III was not able to respond. And so from this time, confirmation of
the election of a new pope was no longer sought from the emperor or his exarch
in Ravenna...

The empire still held extensive lands in the south of Italy; but the relationship
between the empire and the Roman papacy began to undergo strain when the
Lombards penetrated further south into central Italy, creating duchies in Spoleto
and Benevento. The Emperor Leo, occupied with his Muslim enemies in the East,
could offer the papacy no military support. In desperation, therefore, the pope
looked for other defenders, and found them in - the Franks...

The first act that “brought the Franks into Italy” was the blessing by Pope
Zachariah of a dynastic coup d’état in Francia. The last Merovingian rulers were
weak and ineffective: real power was concentrated in the hands of their “mayors”
or prime ministers. Pope Zachariah - the last of the Greek popes!” - had already
been heavily engaged in the reorganization of the Frankish Church through his
legate in Francia, St. Boniface, the English Apostle of Germany. In 750 the
Frankish mayor, Peppin IlI, Charles Martel’s grandson, sent envoys to him to ask
“whether it was just for one to reign and for another to rule”. Zachariah took the
hint and replied, according to the Royal Frankish Annals, “that it would be better
for him to be called king who had the power of one than him who remained
without royal power”, and then commanded by apostolic authority that Pippin
was to be made king, lest order be disturbed.”

137 Fr. Andrew Louth writes: “From 680 to 751, or more precisely from the accession of Agatho in
678 until Zacharias’ death in 751 - the popes, with two exceptions, Benedict II and Gregory II,
were Greek in background and speakers of Greek, which has led some scholars to speak of a
‘Byzantine captivity’ of the papacy. This is quite misleading: most of the ‘Greek’ popes were
southern Italian or Sicilian, where Greek was still the vernacular, and virtually all of them seem
to have made their career among the Roman clergy, so, whatever their background, their
experience and sympathies would have been thoroughly Roman” (Greek East and Latin West,
Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2007, p. 79).
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“Whereupon,” writes Joseph Canning, “Pippin was elected king of the Franks
at Soissons, and in 751 the Frankish bishops participated in the king-making
through anointing the new monarch, an innovation in Frankish terms. ‘Pippin the
most high by the election of all the Franks to the throne of the kingdom, with the
consecration by the bishops and the subjection of the lay magnates, together with
his queen Bertrada, as the ancient order requires, was raised to the kingdom."”138

The deposition of the last Merovingian Childeric III (who was tonsured,
together with his sons), and the establishment of a new king and dynasty in his
place, was certainly unusual. It might even be called revolutionary insofar as
“regime change”, the removing of legitimate dynasties by churchmen and their
replacement by upstarts, was not considered the business of churchmen - at least
in Orthodox Christendom...

Be that as it may, Zechariah’s successor, Stephen II, a Roman aristocrat, greatly
strengthened the links with “the most Christian king of the Franks”. He was
worried by the activities of the Lombard King Aistulf (749-756), “who,” as Janet
Nelson writes, “now encroached on what had been the Byzantine exarchate,
where local elites and their local officials (duces) were carving out estates for
themselves. Meanwhile Aistulf demanded a tribute from the Roman duchy itself,
putting further pressure on papal coffers. It did not take long for Stephen to
become involved in negotiations with the Franks for the protection of Rome and
its territory... Pippin’s response was all the pope could have wished for. The king
sent to Rome two very powerful men whom he specially trusted, Chrodegang of
Metz and a leading Frankish aristocrat, Duke Autchar, ‘to bring the pope back’
with them to Francia.”13?

Stephen crossed the Alps, and on the feast of Epiphany, 752, having received
Peppin’s promise that he “would restore the exarchate of Ravenna and the rights
of the Res Publica [the Roman State] by every means possible”, anointed the king
and his two sons “by Christ’s grace kings of the Franks”.140 Perhaps Peppin’s first
consecration was deemed to have been illegitimate in that the last Merovingian
king, Childeric, was still alive. Or perhaps this second anointing had a deeper
significance. Whatever Stephen had this in mind, the anointing came to signify
the re-establishment of the Western Roman Empire, with its political capital north of
the Alps, but its spiritual capital, as always, in Rome. In exchange for the backing
of the papacy, the Franks became its official protectors instead of the Eastern
emperors, whose subjects the Popes now ceased to be.141 Moreover, from this time
the popes stopped dating their documents from the emperor’s regnal year, and
began to issue their own coins.!4?

138 Canning, A History of Medieval Political Thought 300-1450, London: Routledge, 1996, p. 48.
139 Nelson, King and Emperor. A New Life of Charlemagne, London: Allen Lane, 2019, pp. 72, 73.
140 Vita Stephani, in Nelson, op. cit., p. 74.

141 Norman Davies, Europe, London: Pimlico, 1996, pp. 288-290.

142 Judith Herrin, Women in Purple, London: Phoenix Press, 2002, p. 47.
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Peppin more than fulfilled his side of the bargain: he defeated the Lombards,
restored the pope to Rome. Moreover, he gave to the pope, as Gilmour writes,
“territories that had belonged to the exarchate of Ravenna. Known as the
Donation of Pepin, the promise was confirmed and magnified (though largely
unfulfilled) twenty years later by his son Charlemagne. Yet, as the Frankish kings
had no rights in Italy at this time, it could be argued that their donations of former
Byzantine land were invalid. An older and higher authority was needed, and thus
the Donation of Constantine came into being...”143

The Donation of Constantine was a forgery concocted by someone in the papal
chancellery. It alleged that Constantine the Great, in gratitude for his recovery
from leprosy, had given his throne to Pope Sylvester and his successors because
“it is not right that an earthly emperor should have power in a place where the
government of priests and the head of the Christian religion has been established
by the heavenly Emperor”. For this reason he moved his capital to the New Rome,
Constantinople. “And we ordain and decree that he [the Roman Pope] shall have
rule as well over the four principal sees, Antioch, Alexandria, Constantinople,
and Jerusalem, as also over the Churches of God in all the world. And the pontiff
who for the time being shall preside over the most holy Roman Church shall be
the highest and chief of all priests in the whole world, and according to his
decision shall all matters be settled.”144

Of course, there is an inherent contradiction in this theory. If it was St.
Constantine who gave the authority to St. Sylvester, then the ultimate authority
in the Christian commonwealth rested, not with the pope, but with the Emperor.
Centuries later, in 1242, a pamphlet attributed to Pope Innocent IV “corrected”
this flaw in the theory of Papism by declaring that the Donation was not a gift,
but a restitutio.14>

The forgery was probably directed against the heretical emperor in
Constantinople, providing a justification for the papacy’s stealing the exarchate
of Ravenna from the emperor in exchange for Leo III's earlier depradations. But
in the long term its significance was deeper: it represented a quite new theory of
the relationship between the secular and the ecclesiastical powers. For contrary
to the doctrine of the “symphony” of the powers of Church and State that
prevailed in the East, the theory encapsulated in the Donation essentially asserted
that the head of the Roman Church had a higher authority, not only than any
other bishop, but also than the head of the Empire; so that the emperor could only
exert his authority as a kind of vassal of the pope...

The Donation was proved to be a forgery by Pope Sylvester II in 999. But since
Sylvester was a truly Orthodox pope (one of the last), his finding was ignored
until the Renaissance. “By that time,” continues Gilmour, “the document had

143 Gilmour, The Progress of Italy, p. 55.

144 Henry Bettenson and Christopher Maunder, Documents of the Christian Church, London: SPCK,
1999, p. 52.

145 Charles Davis, “The Middle Ages”, in Richard Jenkyns (ed.), The Legacy of Rome, Oxford
University Press, 1992, p. 86.
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served its purpose of justifying the dominion of the papal states, a thick band of
territory stretching from the Adriatic to the Tyrrhenian that kept the Italian
peninsula divided until the second half of the nineteenth century. The popes
expanded their territories from Rome and its environs - the so-called ‘Patrimony
of St. Peter” - to include the duchies of Perugia, Spoleto and Benevento, the March
of Ancona and finally the Romagna and parts of Emilia. In the process Christ’s
differentiation between the realms of God and Caesar was forgotten...” 14

The pope was now not only a religious leader, but also a secular ruler...

*

In 768, King Pepin’s son, Charles, later known as Charlemagne, ascended the
throne. He destroyed the power of the Lombards and vigorously expanded the
boundaries of his kingdom from the Elbe to the borders of Byzantine Italy and
Hungary. In Western Europe, only the British Isles, Brittany, Scandinavia and
most of Spain remained beyond his grasp. He promoted education and art, held
twice-yearly Synods of his bishops and nobles, and suppressed heresy - but
introduced the heretical Filioque. He tried to weld the varied peoples and customs
of his realm into a multi-national whole: a new unity of Western Christendom
was being forged, with enormous consequences for the future of the world...

The early part of Charlemagne’s reign is notorious for his slaughter of
hundreds of leaders of the Saxon pagans; he conducted mass-baptisms of the
conquered Saxons, “dragging the battalions of forest-worshippers into heavenly
kingdoms”1¥7, and imposed the death penalty on them if they refused to convert
to Christianity. Thus one of the capitularies of Saxony (775-790) reads: ”If any one
of the race of the Saxons hereafter concealed among them shall have wished to
hide himself unbaptized, and shall have scorned to come to baptism and shall
have wished to remain a pagan, let him be punished by death.” Another
Capitulary of 785 declared: “ Anyone who, in contempt of Christianity, refuses to
respect the holy fast of Lent and eats meat shall be put to death... Any unbaptized
Saxon who tries to conceal the fact from his fellows and refuses to accept baptism
shall be put to death...”148

Some have excused the king on the grounds that Saxon paganism was truly
barbaric and anti-Christian. Others have pointed out that a few decades later the
Byzantine Emperor murdered thousands of Paulician (Manichaean) heretics.
Deacon Alcuin of York, Charlemagne’s English counsellor, had an economic
explanation: “Tithes, so it is said, destroyed the faith of the Saxons”, causing them
to rebel again and again. Maybe economic oppression had something to do with
it. But Alcuin also wrote: “Faith comes from the will, not from compulsion...”

146 Gilmour, op. cit., p. 55.
147 Paulinus of Aquileia, in Nelson, op. cit., p. 167.
148 Jean Comby, How to Read Church History, London: SCM Press, 1985, vol. 1, p. 123.
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Alcuin, the brightest light of the School of York, had met Charlemagne in 781
“while returning from a visit to Rome, and been recruited to his court. Pagans, he
urged the king, should be persuaded, not forced to convert. ‘Let peoples newly
brought to Christ be nourished in a mild manner, as infants are given milk - for
instruct them brutally, and the risk then, their minds being weak, is that they will
vomit everything up.” Charlemagne, far from objecting to this advice, appears to
have taken it in good spirit. In 796, the policy of forcible baptism was eased; a
year later, the laws that governed the conquered Saxons in a milder form. The
king, who enjoyed nothing more than discussing theology with Alcuin while
soaking with him in a hot bath, had full confidence in his advice. He knew that
the Northumbrian’s commitment to the creation of a properly Christian people
was absolute. Alcuin’s conviction that there was no improvement so radical that
it might not be achieved by education was precisely why Charlemagne had
employed him. ‘For without knowledge no one can do good.” Alcuin, schooled in
the sternest traditions of Northumbrian scholarship, wished everyone in his
patron’s empire to share in the fruits of Christian learning. Monasteries, in his
opinion, had a greater role to play in the pacification of Saxony than fortresses. It
was not only Saxons, though, who caused Alcuin anxiety. Christians in lands
from which paganism had been scoured many centuries before still laboured in
darkness. How, when they were illiterate, and their priests semi-literate, could
they possibly profit from the great inheritance of writings from the ancient past:
the Old and New Testaments, the canons of Nicaea and other councils, the
teachings of the fathers of the Church? How, without these timeless texts, could
they be brought to a proper knowledge of God’s purposes and desires? How
could they even know what Christianity was? It was not enough to take the light
of Christ into the forests of Saxony. It had to be taken into the manors, and farms,
and smallholdings of Francia. An entire society needed reform.

“Charlemagne did not duck the challenge. He knew that greatness brought
with it great responsibilities. A king who permitted his people to stray, who
indulged their mistakes, who failed to guide them, would be sure to answer for
it before the throne of God. Charlemagne, declaring in 768 his ambition to see his
subjects “apply themselves to a good life’, cited as his model a king from the Old
Testament, Josiah, who had discovered in the Temple a copy of the law given to
Moses. ‘For we read how the saintly Josiah, by visitation, correction and
admonition, strove the recall the kingdom which God had given him to the
worship of the true God. But Charlemagne could not, as Josiah had done, cite a
written covenant. His subjects were not, as Josiah’s had been, governed by the
law given to Moses. Different peoples across his empire had different legal
systems - nor, provided only that these codes did not subvert Frankish
supremacy, did Charlemagne object. The one law that he wished his subjects to
obey, the one law that existed to guide all the Christian people, could not be
contained in a single book. Only on their hearts could it be written. Yet this
imposed on Charlemagne a ferocious obligation: for how could God’s law
possibly be written on the hearts of the Christian people if they were not properly
Christian? Without education, they were doomed; without education, they could
not be brought to Christ. Correctio, Charlemagne termed his mission: the
schooling of his subjects in the authentic knowledge of God.
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May those who copy the pronouncements of the holy law and the hallowed
sayings of the fathers sit here’. Such was the prayer that Alcuin, following his
appointment as abbot of Tours in 797, ordered to be inscribed over the room
where monks would toil daily at their great task of writing. Under his leadership,
the monastery became a powerhouse of penmanship. Its particular focus was the
production of single-volume collections of scripture. Edited by Alcuin himself,
these were written to be as user-friendly as possible. No longer did words run
into one another. Capital letters were deployed to signal the start of new
sentences. For the first time, a single stroke like a lightning flash was introduced
to indicate doubt: the question mark. Each compendium of scripture, so one monk
declared, was a library beyond compare... The sheer number of editions
produced at Tours was prodigious. Large-format, easy to read, and distributed
widely across Charlemagne’s empire, they gave to the various people across the
Latin West something new: a shared sense of God’s word as a source of revelation
that might be framed within one single set of covers.

“Yet Alcuin and his colleagues were not content that scripture and the great
inheritance of Christian learning be made available merely to the literate. Familiar
as they were with the shrunken settlements that huddled within even the most
imposing Roman city walls, they knew that there could be no true correction
without reaching deep into the countryside. The entire span of the Latin West,
from its ancient heartlands to its newest, rawest marches, needed to function as a
great honeycomb of dioceses. Even the meanest peasant scratching a living beside
the darkest wood had to be provided with ready access to Christian instruction.
This was why, every time Saxon rebels burned down a church, the Frankish
authorities would hurry to rebuild it. It was why as well, under the stern and
tutelary gaze of Charlemagne, the project of correction had as a particular focus
the education of the priesthood. This was a topic on which Boniface, only a
generation previously, had expressed robust views. Frankish priests, he had
charged, ‘spend their lives in debauchery, adultery, and every kind of filth.” Some
were barely distinguishable from serfs: ordained at the behest of their lords, they
were more practised in holding the leashes of hunting dogs or the reins of a lady’s
horse than in teaching the word of God. That, as ever more instructions flowed
from Charlemagne’s court, was now starting to change. Everyone in the empire,
as the king ordained, was to know the Creed. So too were they to learn the words
which Christ himself, asked by his disciples how they should pray, had taught:
the Lord’s Prayer. Small books written specifically to serve the needs of rural
priests began to appear in ever-increasing numbers. Battered, scruffy and well-
thumbed, these guides were the index of an innovative experiment in mass
education. Charlemagne’s death in 814 did nothing to slow it. Four decades on,
the archbishop of Rheims could urge the priests under charge to know all forty of
Gregory the Great’s homilies, and expect to be obeyed. One was jailed for having
forgotten ‘everything that he had learned’. Ignorance had literally become a
crime...”149

149 Holland, Dominion, London: Abacus, 2019, pp. 193-196.

84



The result, as Peter Heather writes, was “a total transformation of the Church
of Western, Latin Christendom... Charlemagne used his religious authority to
define a mass Christian piety which was to apply to everyone within his
empire.” 150

Charlemagne’s empire was seen by many as a resurrection of the Western
Roman Empire. Thus the marble steps leading up to his throne came from
temples in Rome.!> According to Alcuin, Charlemagne, like King David,
combined the functions of royal leadership and priestly teaching in order to guide
his people to salvation.® And as early as 775 the Englishman Cathwulf wrote to
Charlemagne comparing him to the Father, and the bishop to the Son: “Always
remember, my king, with fear and love for God your King, that you are in His
place to look after and rule over all His members and to give account on
judgement day even for yourself. And a bishop is in second place: he is only in
Christ’s place. Ponder, therefore, within yourself how diligently to establish
God’s law over the people of God.”153

Charlemagne dominated the Church in his empire. As D.E. Luscombe writes,
“Among the principal tasks of a Carolingian monarch were the convening of
church councils, the nomination of bishops, the maintenance of clerical discipline
and public morality, and the promulgation of sound religious doctrine.
Carolingian monarchy was theocratic; it intervened extensively in church
affairs...”154

If only Charlemagne had always “promulgated sound religious doctrine’. But,
as we shall see, that was not always so. And so, at the very moment that the
Seventh Ecumenical Council was decreeing the proper spheres of Church and
State in the East, Caesaropapism was threatening to undermine that decree by re-
establishing itself in the West...

But Carolingian caesaropapism had its good points. Thus it created the
beginnings of what we would now call the welfare state: “In March 779,” writes
Nelson, “a special assembly was convened to deal with a serious famine... The
Bishops” Capitulary, recently re-dated to 778, along with the Herstal Capitulary,
established relief measures ‘for the starving poor’. These measures were to be
activated by St. John's Day 24 June, usually the beginning of the harvest season.
The bishops set up arrangements for fasting and alms-giving to be provided by
clergy, abbots and abbesses, and laity of different ranks and at different social
levels, reaching down to that of local priests and local people. Counts, for
instance, were divided into three categories: stronger, middling and lesser. The

150 Peter Heather, The Restoration of Rome, London: Pan Books, 2013, pp. 336, 345.

151 Jack Watkins, “Charlemagne: Part 1 of 27, Catholic Life, December, 2008, p. 43.

152 Canning, op. cit., p. 50.

153 Canning, op. cit., p. 49.

154 Luscombe, “Introduction: the Formation of Political Thought in the West”, The Cambridge
History of Medieval Political Thought, c. 350 - c. 1450, Cambridge University Press, 1991, p. 166.
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middling were ‘moderately well-off office-holders’. That meant that they were
responsible for alms to the value of 120 pennies (half a silver pound). Fasting and
alms-giving went hand in hand: those who fasted contributed the food they
didn’t eat for the relief of the starving. Scripture said, ‘As water extinguishes fire,
so alms-giving extinguishes sin” (Ecclus. 3.30). Such a major relief operation was
apparently not beyond the means of this regime, or at any rate beyond aspirations
driven by Charles...”1%

By the 790s Charlemagne was already not just a king, but a de facto emperor,
and in 794 the Lombard Archbishop Paulinus of Aquileia called him “king and
priest”... But the resurrection of the Western Empire needed a special de jure
sanction that only the Church could give. The opportunity to gain this came with
the election of a new Eastern emperor, Irene, who, being a woman, was not
considered a real ruler according to Frankish law, and of a new Pope, Leo IIL

Leo was no supporter of the “king-priest” idea. Thus when, in 796, Eadbert
Praen, an English priest, assumed the crown of the sub-kingdom of Kent for
himself, he was immediately rejected by the Archbishop of Canterbury and later
anathematized by Leo. Such a priest-king, he wrote, was like Julian the
Apostate...156

Nevertheless, Leo needed the support of Charlemagne; and to that end he was
prepared to flatter him in his caesaropapist ambitions... For “even though his
election had been unanimous,” writes Holland, “Leo had enemies: for the papal
office, which until recently had brought its holder only bills and overdrafts, was
now capable of exciting the envious cupidity of the Roman aristocracy. On 25
April, as the heir of St. Peter rode in splendid procession to Mass, he was set upon
by a gang of heavies. Bundled off into a monastery, Leo succeeded in escaping
before his enemies, as had been their intention, could blind him and cut out his
tongue. Lacking any other recourse, he resolved upon the desperate expedient of
fleeing to the King of the Franks. The journey was a long and perilous one - for
Charlemagne, that summer, was in Saxony, on the very outer reaches of
Christendom. Wild rumours preceded the Pope, grisly reports that he had indeed
been mutilated. When he finally arrived in the presence of Charlemagne, and it
was discovered... that he still had his eyes and tongue, Leo solemnly asserted that
they had been restored to him by St. Peter, sure evidence of the apostle’s outrage
at the affront to his vicar. And then, embracing “the King, the father of Europe’,
Leo summoned Charlemagne to his duty: to stir himself in defence of the Pope,
‘chief pastor of the world’, and to march on Rome.

155 Nelson, op. cit., pp. 177-178.

156 AW. Haddan & W. Stubbs, Councils and Ecclesiastical Documents relating to Great Britain and
Ireland, Oxford: Clarendon, 1869, 1964, vol. III, p. 524. Charlemagne’s ideas of the relationship of
Church and State were also traditional. Thus “in his response to Leo’s announcement of his
election as pope in 795, he affirmed that, while it was the duty of the earthly ruler to defend the
Church and promote the faith, it was the duty of the pope and his clergy, like Moses, to lift up
hands in prayer for the realm and for victory over its enemies.” Cf. Louth, op. cit, p. 71.
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“And to Rome the king duly came. Not in any hurry, however, and certainly
not so as to suggest that he was doing his suppliant’s bidding. Indeed, for the
fugitive Pope, humiliation had followed upon humiliation. His enemies, arriving
in Charlemagne’s presence only days after Leo, had publicly accused him of a
series of extravagant sexual abuses. Commissioners, sent by Charlemagne to
escort the Pope back to Rome and investigate the charges against him, drew up a
report so damning that Alcuin preferred to burn it rather than be sullied by
keeping it in his possession. When Charlemagne himself, in the early winter of
800, more than a year after Leo’s arrival in Saxony, finally approached the gates
of Rome, the Pope humbly rode out to greet him twelve miles from the city. Even
the ancient emperors had only required their servants to ride out six.

“But Leo, a born fighter, was still resolved to salvage something from the
wreckage. Blackened though his name had certainly been, he remained the Pope,
St. Peter’s heir, the holder of an office that had been instituted of Christ Himself.
It was not lightly to be given to any mortal, not even Charlemagne, to sit in
judgement on Rome’s bishop. In token of this, when the proceedings against Leo
formally opened on 1 December, they did so, not within the ancient limits of the
city, but in the Vatican, on the far side of the Tiber, in implicit acknowledgement
of the rights of the Pope, and the Pope alone, to rule in Rome. Papal officials,
displaying their accustomed talent for uncovering ancient documents just when
they were most needed, presented to Charlemagne papers which appeared
conclusively to prove that their master could in fact only be judged by God.
Charlemagne, accepting this submission, duly pronounced the Pope acquitted.
Leo, placing his hand on a copy of the New Testament, then swore a flamboyant
oath that he had been innocent all along.

“And now, having triumphed over his enemies in Rome, he prepared to snatch
an even more dramatic victory from the jaws of all his travails. Two days after the
Pope’s acquittal, Charlemagne attended Christmas Mass in the shrine of St. Peter
in the Vatican. He did so humbly, without any insignia of royalty, praying on his
knees. As he rose, however, Leo stepped forward into the golden light cast by the
altar candles, and placed a crown on his bare head. Simultaneously, the whole
cathedral echoed to the ecstatic cries of the congregation, who hailed the Frankish
king as “Augustus’ - the honorific of the ancient Caesars. Leo, never knowingly
less than dramatic, then prostrated himself before Charlemagne’s feet, head
down, arms outstretched. By venerable tradition, such obeisance had properly
been performed only for one man: the emperor in Constantinople.

“But now, following the events of that momentous Christmas Day, the West
once again had an emperor of its own.

“And it was the Pope, and no one else, who had granted him his crown...”1%7

Now Charlemagne’s biographer Einhard claims that he would never have
entered the church if he had known what the Pope was intending to do. But can

157 Holland, Millenium, London: Abacus Books, 2009, pp. 30-32.
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we believe this? Does it not appear that the events leading up to the coronation
were carefully stage-managed by the two men, each of whom possessed
something that only the other could give?1>8

However, John Julius Norwich disagrees: “Charles had never shown the
faintest interest in claiming imperial status, and for the rest of his life continued
to style himself Rex Francorum et Longobardonum - King of the Franks and
Lombards. Nor, above all, did he wish to owe any obligation to the Pope; there is
every reason to believe that he was in fact extremely angry when he found such
an obligation thrust upon him. Leo, on the other hand, was creating an all-
important precedent. By crowning Charles as he did, he was emphasizing that
both the empire and Charles at its head were his creation. The world could make
no mistake: it was to the Pope, and to the Pope only, that the emperor owed his
title.”159

The Byzantines at first treated Charlemagne as yet another impudent usurper;
for, as a chronicler of Salerno put it, "The men about the court of Charles the Great
called him Emperor because he wore a precious crown upon his head. But in
truth, no one should be called Emperor save the man who presides over the
Roman - that is, the Constantinopolitan kingdom.” 160

As Russell Chamberlin writes: “The Byzantines derided the coronation of
Charlemagne. To them he was simply another barbarian general with ideas above
his station. Indeed, he took care never to style himself Imperator Romanorum. His
jurists, dredging through the detritus of empire, came up with a title which me
with his approval: Romanum gubernans imperium ‘Governing the Roman Empire’.
Thus the resounding title of this first of the post-fall-of-Rome Western Emperors
was ‘Charles, Most Serene Augustus, crowned by God, great and merciful
Emperor, governing the Roman Empire and by the mercy of God, King of the
Lombards and the Franks’.”161

Alcuin even supported the idea that Charlemagne was greater than both the
Pope in Rome and the Emperor in Constantinople: "There have hitherto been
three persons of greatest eminence in the world, namely the Pope, who rules the
see of St. Peter, the chief of apostles, as his successor...; the second is the Emperor
who holds sway over the second Rome...; the third is the throne on which our

158 Peter Heather, The Restoration of Rome, London: Pan Books, 2013, chapter 5.

159 Norwich, France. A History from Gaul to De Gaulle, London: John Murray, 2018, p. 13.

160 Quoted in Richard Chamberlin, Charlemagne, Emperor of the Western World, London: Grafton
books, 1986, p. 52.

161 Chamberlin, “The Ideal of Unity”, History Today, vol. 53 (11), November, 2003, p. 57. And yet
in 812 the legates of Emperor Michael I saluted Charles in Aachen with the title “emperor”. So
from 812, as A. Vasiliev says, “there were two Roman emperors, in spite of the fact that in theory
there was still only one Roman empire” (A History of the Byzantine Emperor, University of
Wisconsin Press, 1955, p. 268). There is an interesting parallel to this in the theory of the One
Christian Empire in contemporary China. Thus when the Chinese empire actually split between
the Khitans and the Sung in 1004, “to preserve the myth of indivisibility the relationship between
the two emperors was henceforth expressed in the language of a fictional blood relationship”
(“China in the year 10007, History for All, vol. 2, issue 6, December / January, 2000, p. 37).
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Lord Jesus Christ has placed you to rule over our Christian people, with greater
power, clearer insight and more exalted royalty than the afore-mentioned
dignitaries. On you alone the whole safety of the churches of Christ depends."162

Moreover, whereas previously Alcuin had followed the convention of calling
Constantinople the second Rome, now the second Rome was Charlemagne’s
capital, Aachen: “Most worthy Charles, my voice is too small for your works,
king, love and jewel of the Franks, head of the world, the summit of Europe,
caring father and hero, Augustus! You yourself can command cities: see how the
Second Rome, new in its flowering and mighty extent, rises and grows; with the
domes which crown its walls, it touches the stars!”163

And yet the ultimate winner from Charlemagne’s coronation was probably not
the emperor, but the Pope. Judith Herrin writes that his “acclamation as imperator
et augustus only partly answered Alcuin’s proposals for a grander title and did
not please the Frankish theologians. They did not consider that the Bishop of
Rome had any right to bestow an imperial title and thus assume a crucial role in
the ceremony. The Franks did not conceive of Roman ecclesiastical authority as
something overarching which covered the whole of Charles’s territories. Within
northern Europe, papal authority was hedged by the claims of many archbishops
to an equal power...

“Of the three powers involved in the coronation event of 800, the Roman
pontiff emerges as the clear winner in the triangular contest over imperial
authority. By seizing the initiative and crowning Charles in his own way, Pope
Leo claimed the superior authority to anoint an imperial ruler of the West, which
established an important precedent...

“Later Charles would insist on crowning his own son Louis as emperor,
without papal intervention. He thus designated his successor and, in due course,
Louis inherited his father’s authority. But the notion that a western ruler could
not be a real emperor without a papal coronation and acclamation in ancient
Rome grew out of the ceremonial devised by Leo III in 800.”164

Fr. Andrew Louth confirms that the real winner was the Pope: “The Constitutio
Romana sought to establish a bond between the Frankish Empire and the Republic
of St. Peter, but it was a very different relationship from that which had formerly
held between the pope and the Byzantine emperor. The Frankish emperor
undertook to protect the legitimacy of the electoral process, but claimed no right,
as the Byzantine emperor had done, to confirm the election itself. What we see
here, in inchoate form, is a way of protecting the legitimacy and independence of
the pope...”165

162 Alcuin, in Stephen Allott, Alcuin of York, York: Sessions Book Trust, 1974, p. 111.

163 Alcuin, in Wil van den Bercken, Holy Russia and Christian Europe, London: SCM Press, 1999, p.
148.

164 Herrin, op. cit., pp. 124, 128.

165 Louth, op. cit., p. 81.
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In later years Charlemagne drew back from the confrontation with
Constantinople that his assumption of the title of “Emperor of the Romans” had
threatened. He dropped the phrase “of the Romans” while retaining the title
“Emperor”. And he dropped his idea of attacking the Byzantine province of
Sicily.1%¢ Then, after the death of the Empress Irene in 802, he sought to be
reconciled with the Byzantines. And with some success: as he later wrote to the
Byzantine Emperor Michael (811-13), Christ had deigned to establish peace
between the eastern and western empires.

*

However, what was done could not be undone: through the coronation of the
year 800, the foundations were laid both for the growth of papal power in the
West and for a disastrous attempt by Charlemagne to change the teaching of the
Church. As long as the Eastern Emperors had been iconoclast, while
Charlemagne remained Orthodox, he could have had some - albeit insufficient -
justification for claiming the leadership of the Christian world. But after the
Seventh Council restored the veneration of icons in 787, the Eastern Empire had
returned to Orthodoxy - and the Western quasi-emperor fell into heresy...

The process seems to have begun with a personal snub: no Frankish bishop
had been invited to the Seventh Ecumenical Council. As a result, writes Nelson,
“Charles broke off the betrothal [between his daughter Rotrud and the Empress
Irene’s son Constantine] in 787, at Capua. (There is no evidence that he brought
Rotrud to Italy with him in 786/7, as he had in 781.) Charles’s motives, probably
mixed, included revenge for Eirene’s ecumenical snub. No Frank was at Nicaea
to hear the decrees read out in Greek. A Latin translation was made on [Pope]
Hadrian’s orders, but it was seriously flawed because the translator was not
bilingual, and worked from glossaries. The consequence was that Charles
commissioned a searing critique of the official conciliar text, which in his mind
confirmed his own standing as a qualified religious arbiter.”167

Charlemagne’s rejection of the Acts of the Seventh Council has been ascribed
to a mistranslation of the Greek proskynesis by the Latin adoratio. As Louth writes:
“The Frankish court received a Latin version of the decrees of Nicaea II in which
a central point was misrepresented: instead of an assertion that icons are not
venerated with the worship owed to God, the Latin version seems to have
asserted exactly the opposite, that icons are indeed venerated with the worship
due to God alone. There is certainly scope for misunderstanding here, especially
when dealing with a translated text, for the distinction that the iconodules had
painstakingly drawn between a form of veneration expressing honour

166 Instead, according to the Byzantine chronicler Theophanes, he proposed marriage to the
Byzantine Empress Irene “to unite the Eastern provinces”. Nelson (op. cit., p. 370) considers this
“beyond the bounds of credibility”, while Herrin (op. cit., pp. 117-118) considers it more likely
that Irene made the proposal.

167 Nelson, op. cit., p. 226.
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[proskynesis] and a form of veneration expressing worship [latreia] has no natural
lexical equivalent [in Latin].”168

The British, too, were misled by the mistranslation. When, in 792, Charlemagne
sent the Acts of the Seventh Council in this inaccurate translation to the kings and
bishops of Britain, it was supposed that the Fathers of the Council had asserted,
in the words of Symeon of Durham, “that icons are to be adored [i.e. worshipped],
which is altogether condemned by the Church of God”; and Alcuin, though
personally unconvinced, brought back to the continent the negative opinion of
the British Church.1¢®

However, we may suspect (without having any firm evidence to assert this
confidently) that Charlemagne, having been offended by the snub to the Franks,
was actually looking for an excuse to reject the Eastern Empire as idol-
worshipping and heterodox and put himself forward as the one true and
Orthodox Christian Emperor...

Be that as it may, it was not the Eastern, but the Western emperor, who now
fell into heresy. For In 794 he convened a large council at Frankfurt which,
without consulting the Pope, condemned both the iconoclast council of 754 and
the Seventh Ecumenical Council as ineptissimae Synodi, “most stupid Councils”170,
and introduced the Filioque, which supposed that the Holy Spirit proceeded both
from the Father and from the Son, into the Creed.

The Filioque was heretical because: (a) it contradicted the explicit words of
Christ about the procession of the Spirit from the Father alone (John 15.26); (b) it
involved a change in the Creed, which was forbidden by the Third Ecumenical
Council; and (c) it was objectively false, as destroying the monarchy of the Father
and introducing a second principle into the life of the Holy Trinity.1”!

With regard to iconoclasm, Charlemagne found himself at odds with Pope
Hadrian, who accepted the Acts of the Seventh Council. However, the pope, out
of gratitude for Charlemagne’s political services to the papacy, did not emphasize
his theological differences with him. Similarly, he did not emphasize his
agreement with the Orthodox emperor in Constantinople because he was trying
to reverse Leo IlI's earlier confiscation of the Roman Church’s patrimonies in
southern Italy and transfer of the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of southern Italy, Sicily
and Illyria from Rome to Constantinople.

Charlemagne’s iconoclasm was not without consequences in the West. Thus in
the early ninth century, Bishop Claudius of Turin preached iconoclasm (he was

168 L outh, op. cit., pp. 86-87.
169 Haddan & Stubbs, op. cit., pp. 468-469.

“r

170 Constantine Scouteris,
15.

171 St. Photius the Great, The Mystagogy of the Holy Spirit, Boston: Studion Publishers, 1983; “The
Filioque: Truth or Trivia?”, Orthodox Christian Witness, March 21 / April 3, 1983.

7 o, . .
Never as gods : icons and their veneration”, Sobornost’, vol. 6, no. 1, p.
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opposed by the Irishman St. Dungalus of Pavia).l”?> And although the heresy did
not prevail a sharp decline in iconography is evident in the West from this time.173

In 808, the introduction of the Filioque into the Frankish Creed produced
conflict between Frankish and Greek monks in Jerusalem. And within the
Frankish camp itself there was opposition: Alcuin rejected the innovation in a
letter to the monks of Lyons, and Pope Leo III had the Creed without the Filioque
inscribed in Greek and Latin on silver shields and placed outside St. Peter’s. But
Charlemagne did not back down: in a council in Aachen in 809 he decreed that
the innovation was a dogma necessary for salvation. It is one of the great ironies
of history that the fall of the Roman papacy, so notorious in later ages for its
inquisitorial zeal against heresy, should have begun with a lack of zeal to expel a
heretic, Charlemagne, from the Church even after he had been exhorted more
than once because of his heresy (Titus 3.10). Long past were the days when a
bishop like St. Ambrose of Milan could dare to excommunicate an emperor from
the Church...

The acts of the Aachen council were taken to Rome for discussion with the
pope. “The Frankish experts,” writes Nelson, “were determined to keep the
Filioque; Pope Leo was content that it remain in practice in Francia, but did not
want to change the Creed of the Romans and Greeks (and there were many
Greeks in Rome). The Franks were chided for not having got authorization for the
Filioque, but nothing was done to prevent their continuing the tradition they
knew... By now, pope and emperor understood each other...”174

It was an evil understanding, as between Herod and Pilate... The iconoclast
Emperor Leo the Isaurian had undermined the “symphonic” principle of Church-
State relations when he had declared that he was “both king and priest”. But now
Charlemagne was showing himself to be no less of a caesaropapist than Leo by
his imposition of heretical innovations on the Church. Indeed, the former
champion of Orthodoxy and Romanity against the heretical and despotic
iconoclast emperors was now well on the way to becoming the chief enemy of
Orthodoxy and Romanity through his heresy and despotism. For he believed, as

172 Gee also Bishop Enoch, “Abbot Walafrid Strabo (+840) and Veneration of Icons”,
https:/ / traditionalwesternorthodoxchristian.blogspot.com/2021/11/ abbot-walafrid-strabo-840-
on-veneration.html.

173 However, recognizably Byzantine-style iconography still remained in the West. See, for
example the silks given to St. Cuthbert’s community by the English King Athelstan, and the
frescoes of the tenth-century Spanish church of St. Peter del Burgal:
https:/ /www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https %3A %2F %2Fupload.wikimedia.org % 2Fwikipe
dia%2Fcommons %2Fthumb %2F7 %2F75%2F Absis_de_Sant_Pere_del_Burgal %252C_11th_c._fres
co.jpg. Rome especially, the home of many iconodule monks from the East, remained strictly
Orthodox in its iconography. Moreover, iconography in churches remained compulsory. Thus in
the second canon of the Council of Chelsea (81) we read: “We command that every bishop, that
he have depicted on the wall of the oratory, or on a tablet, or also on the altars, to what saints both
are dedicated.”

174 Nelson, op. cit., p. 453.

92



Fr. John Romanides puts it, "that the East Romans were neither Orthodox nor
Roman"175!

Another important Carolingian innovation was the replacement of leavened
bread by unleavened in the Eucharist. As Fr. Joseph Jungman writes, “In the
West, various ordinances appeared from the ninth century on, all demanding the
exclusive use of unleavened bread for the Eucharist... Still, the new custom did
not come into exclusive vogue until the middle of the eleventh century.
Particularly in Rome it was not universally accepted till after the general
infiltration of various usages from the North."17¢

This issue had not been among the theological differences that arose between
Rome and Constantinople in the 850s. However, it did become important two
centuries later, when the schism hardened, as we shall see. The Latin innovation
was seen as damaging the symbolism of Christ’'s human nature insofar as leaven
signifies the grace of the Holy Spirit that makes human nature rise.

*

If Charlemagne’s empire was meant to be a restoration of the Western Roman
Empire, it must be judged to have failed. For it disintegrated after his death and
continued to disintegrate in the tenth century...

The main cause of this was undoubtedly God’s wrath elicited by his heretical
innovations and his challenge to the authority of the Eastern Empire. But there
were other causes...

One was that he failed to create the bureaucracy and tax collection systems that
were so important in preserving the Roman Empire.1””

175 J. Romanides, Franks, Romans, Feudalism and Doctrine, Brookline, Mass.: Holy Cross Orthodox
Press, 1981, p. 31.

176 Jungman, The Mass of the Roman Rite, volume II, pages 33-34. Jungman goes on to say that “the
opinion put forward by J. Mabillon, Dissertatio de pane eucharistia, in his answer to the Jesuit J.
Sirmond, Disquisitio de azymo, namely, that in the West it was always the practice to use only
unleavened bread, is no longer tenable” [op. cit., page 33]. "The fact that the West changed its
practice and began using unleavened bread in the 8th and 9th century -- instead of the traditional
leavened bread -- is confirmed by the research of Fr. William O'Shea, who noted that along with
various other innovative practices from Northern Europe, the use of unleavened bread began to
infiltrate the Roman liturgy at the end of the first millennium: “Another change introduced into
the Roman Rite in France and Germany at the time [i.e., 8th - 9th century] was the use of
unleavened bread and of thin white wafers or hosts instead of the loaves of leavened bread used
hitherto’” [O'Shea, The Worship of the Church, page 128].” (Fr. Ambrose Maonaigh, Facebook, July 6,
2016). Ct. V. Moss, “The Bread of the Eucharist”,
https:/ /www.academia.edu/13506091/ THE_BREAD_OF_THE_EUCHARIST.

177 Heather writes: “Fundamentally, the early Middle Ages saw the emergence of a new smaller
type of state structure. With no state-run professional army, no large-scale systematic taxation of
agriculture, and no developed central bureaucratic structure, the early medieval state swallowed
up a much smaller percentage of GDP than had its Roman predecessor. As far as we can tell, this
had nothing to do with right-wing ideologies and everything to do with a basic renegotiation of
centre-local relations around the brute fact that landowning elites now owed their ruler actual
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Another related to the fact that the dukes and counts upon whom his
administration critically depended expected to be paid in land for the services
they rendered, so that the kingdom was stable just so long as it was expanding -
that is, until the 810s. For the idea of selfless service to the king as the Lord’s
anointed had to compete with the idea of the loyalty of a band of warriors to a
leader that was conditional on his providing greater success in war and therefore
more plunder than anyone else. The state was not yet fully a res publica, a public
thing, in the Frankish consciousness; it was rather the private demesne of the king
and those of his nobles who had earned a part of the spoils through their service
to him. True statehood begins only when the state is seen, not as an instrument of
power or profit for one or more individuals, or even all the citizens of the state,
but as something having a right to exist for its own sake, being established by
God.

As Heather writes, “the fruits of expansionary power... were a crucial element
in the rise of the Carolingians. It really is one of the most significant statistics of
them all that Carolingian armies were in the field for eighty-five out of the ninety
years from the accession of Charles Martel to 803/4. The vast majority of these
campaigns were aggressive and expansionary, and the renewable wealth they
liberated - in all its forms - made it possible for four generations of the dynasty
to build their regimes without eroding the fixed assets of the royal fisc... In the
small-state world of early medieval Europe, expansionary warfare replaced large-
scale taxation as the source of renewable wealth that was necessary to
maintaining a powerful central authority in anything but the shortest of terms.”178

In evaluating the Carolingian dynasty, one encounters similar difficulties to
those experienced with regard to another powerful and innovative ruler, Peter
the Great: on the one hand, respect for the material strengthening of Western
Christian civilization, which enabled it both to resist the external assaults of
Vikings and Saracens and to increase its internal cultural unity, and on the other,
regret at its spiritual weakening, leading to the weakening also of the Roman
Papacy and the Eastern Empire.

Charlemagne was a powerful personality, a talented administrator and a
benefactor of the Church before he fell into heresy. His holding together of such

military service, which put their own very physical bodies on the line. Equally important, all the
changes conspired together... to make it much more difficult for early medieval rulers to hold
together large geographical areas over the longer term.

“There was also the further, critical difference in the type of economic assets that the ruler of a

smaller early medieval state structure had at his disposal. Although late Roman emperors were
landowners in their own right, like their Carolingian successors, they drew the majority of their
much larger overall income from tax revenues. And tax revenues were entirely renewable...” (op.
cit., p. 279)
178 Heather, op. cit., pp. 287, 288. Tacitus had written centuries before of the pagan Germans in his
Germania: “You cannot keep up a great retinue except by war and violence, for it is to the free-
handed chief that they look for the war horse, for the murderous and masterful sphere:
banquetings and a certain rude but lavish outfit take the place of salary. The material for this open-
handedness comes from war and foray.”
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a vast and varied dominion was a major achievement, and did in some sense
constitute a resurrection of the Western Roman Empire. Like the Romans, as E.H.
Gombrich writes, “he never lost sight of his goal: to bring all these various
German tribes and duchies together under his rule, and forge them into a single
people.”179

Indeed, so widely accepted was the ideal of “One Faith, One Church, One
Empire” that when Charlemagne came to create his western rival to the true
Roman Empire, he also spoke of "the Christian people of the Romans" without
ethnic differentiation, and tried to introduce a single Roman law for all the
constituent nations of his empire. As Agobard, Archbishop of Lyons, put it:
"There is now neither Gentile nor Jew, Scythian nor Aquitanian, nor Lombard,
nor Burgundian, nor Alaman, nor bond, nor free. All are one in Christ... Can it be
accepted that, opposed to this unity that is the work of God, there should be an
obstacle in the diversity of laws [used] in one and the same country, in one and
the same city, and in one and the same house? It constantly happens that of five
men walking or sitting side by side, no two have the same territorial law, although
at root - on the eternal plan - they belong to Christ."18

*

However, Charlemagne’s empire began to crumble quite soon after his death
in 814. First, his son Louis the Pious suffered rebellions from his sons Lothar,
Pippin and Louis, and in 833 was even briefly deposed by them. The bishops
confirmed this decision later by “declaring formally the divine judgement that he
had been shown to be unfit to govern, and by then degrading him from his rank
as ruler and imposing a penance on him.”181

On Louis” death in 840 the empire was divided between his three surviving
sons, Lothar, Louis the German and Charles. When Lothar claimed the whole
empire, the other two brothers met with their armies at Strasbourg in 842 and
swore allegiance to each other and a united front against Lothar. “The oaths and
pledges... were given in the vernacular languages of each of the armies, rather
than the kings” own languages or in Latin. Charles speaks to Louis” army in Old
High German, “teudisca lingua’, and they pledge in the same. Louis and Charles’
army speak in Proto-French, ‘romana lingua’. By speaking to their brother’s army
in their own language, each oath-taker ensured they were understood and neither
could escape being held to their word.

“The Oaths are important, not just for the treaty they forged but for the
languages they used: in the Carolingian Empire Latin was the standard language
of writing. The Oaths of Strasbourg are the very earliest written evidence of a
Romance language to survive and are, therefore, the earliest words to be written
in the language that would become French. The Old High German portions are

179 Gombrich, A Little History of the World, London: Yale University Press, 2008, p. 123.
180 Agobard, in R.H.C. Davis, A History of Medieval Europe, Harlow: Longman, 1988, p. 147.
181 Canning, op. cit., p. 51.
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one of the earliest known texts written in the language. Together they give a
glimpse of how multilingual the Carolingian Empire was. Louis and Charles were
both multilingual and literate.

“Thanks in part to the alliance made that day in Strasbourg the war was
brought to an end in August 843 with the Treaty of Verdun. With this treaty the
Empire was subdivided: Lothar took the central region around Aachen, with
lands stretching down to Italy; Louis the German took East Francia, which was
roughly the territory east of the Rhine; and Charles the Bald took West Francia,
the western two thirds of what is now France. This subdivision created
geographical regions with their own languages, political organisations and
identities, which laid the foundations for the shape of western Europe.”182

The Treaty of Verdun, writes T.S. Brown, “was not envisaged as replacing the
empire by nascent nation-states, but in practice centrifugal pressures were
increased by rivalries between the rulers and the pressures of aristocratic
supporters to regain offices and lands lost in the division. Lothar’s kingdom
lacked viability and was divided in 855 among his three sons, none of whom had
male heirs. As a result the kingdom of Lothar II (855-69) in the low countries was
carved up between his uncles, Louis and Charles. In west Francia Charles fought
manfully against Viking invaders and aristocratic separatism and succeeded in
becoming emperor after the death of his nephew, Louis II, in 875. However, after
his death (877) his descendants proved incompetent and short-lived. Louis the
German proved the strongest king, but on his death (876) his kingdom was
divided, and his sons died in rapid succession, apart from the youngest, Charles
the Fat, who ruled a reunited empire fortuitously and ignominiously from 884
until his deposition in 887.”183

On top of these divisions, the Vikings, who first appeared in 793, began to
make serious and highly destructive inroads into North-Western Europe...

“Although Charlemagne’s empire perished,” writes Norwich, “his idea did
not. Henceforth, the western Europeans were almost able to forget about
Constantinople. Before 800, there was only one empire in the Christian world -
the empire of Augustus, Trajan and Hadrian, which was not a jot less Roman for
having had its capital transferred to the Bosphorus. But the Bosphorus was nearly
1500 miles from Paris; the West now had an emperor of its own, on its very
doorstep. And that emperor had been crowned by the Pope... After
Charlemagne, Europe would never be the same again...”18

*

The durability of Charlemagne’s idea of Western unity was demonstrated in
1978, when President Giscard d’Estaing of France and Chancellor Helmut

182 “Qaths of Strasbourg Sworn”, History Today, February, 2017, p. 8. Cf. Jenkins, op. cit., p. 56.
183 Brown, op. cit., p. 21.
184 Norwich, op. cit., p. 14.
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Schmidt decided to relaunch the European Project by agreeing to work towards
the creation of a common currency for the West European region, they met beside
the tomb of Charlemagne in his old capital of Aachen.

This was appropriate; for, as K.N. Leontiev writes: “It was precisely after the
fall of the artificial empire of Charles that the signs which constitute, in their
integrity, a picture of a special European culture, a new universal civilization,
become clearer and clearer. The future bounds of the most recent western States
and particular cultures of Italy, France and Germany also begin to become clearer.
The Crusades come closer, as does the flourishing age of knighthood and of
German feudalism, which laid the foundations of the exceptional self-respect of
the person, “a self-respect which, passing first by means of envy and imitation
into the bourgeoisie, produced the democratic revolution and engendered all
these modern phrases about the boundless rights of the person, and then,
penetrating to the lower levels of western society, made of every simple day-time
worker and cobbler an existence corrupted by a nervous feeling of his own
worth). Soon after this we hear the first sounds of Romantic poetry. Then Gothic
architecture develops, and soon Dante’s Catholic epic poem will be created, etc.
Papal power grows from this time. And so the reign of Charles the Great (9t
century) is approximately the watershed after which the West begins more and
more to bring its own civilization and its own statehood into prominence. From
this century Byzantine civilisation loses from its sphere of influence all the large
and well-populated countries of the West. On the other hand, it acquires for its
genius the Southern Slavs...., and then... Russia.”185

185 Leontiev, “Vizantinizm i Slavianstvo” (“Byzantinism and Slavism”), in Vostok, Rossia i
Slavianstvo (The East, Russia and Slavism), Moscow, 1996, pp. 94-95.
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10. THE FALL OF THE POPES: (1) FROM NICHOLAS I TO JOHN
VIII

The new relationship between the Roman papacy and the Carolingian empire
created by Charlemagne’s coronation in Rome in 800 caused changes, on the one
hand, in the political ideology of the Franks, who came to see themselves as the
real Roman Empire, more Roman and more Orthodox than the Empire of the East;
and on the other hand, in the ecclesiology of the Popes, who came to see
themselves as the only Church of this renewed Roman Empire, and, more
controversially, as having ultimate jurisdiction over all the Churches in the world.

As long as Charlemagne lived the change in political ideology was much more
prominent, while the change in ecclesiology was still hidden. However, during the
reign of Charlemagne’s son, Louis the Pious, the Frankish bishops quickly
reasserted their authority. And they reasserted it over the king in a way that had
never been seen before, a way that would soon seem attractive to the Pope in
Rome...

Thus D.E. Luscombe writes: “At the same time as Carolingian kingship
acquired a greater ecclesiastical role, and as the king appeared more and more to
be an ecclesiastical person, voices were raised on behalf of the Frankish bishops
who asserted that kingship was an office within the church, accountable to the
priesthood. The removal from office of the emperor Louis the Pious at Compiegne
in 833 provided an opportunity to develop such themes. Whatever the effective
reasons and causes underlying Louis” deposition, bishops were predominant in
the assembly at Compiégne. They represented their role as penitential: Louis’
power had been wrested from him by God because of his incapacity and the
bishops now had to impose public penance.”18¢

The shift in the balance of power from king to bishops was remarkable. It could
be argued that the power of the Carolingian empire never recovered from this
blow to their authority. Thus while the Eastern Empire recovered its strength after
the Triumph of Orthodoxy in 843, the Frankish Empire began to disintegrate after
the bloody battle of Fontenoy in 841, which was fought between Charlemagne’s
three grandsons.

The Frankish bishops were especially concerned to assert their authority
against their metropolitans, who had been the lynchpins of Charlemagne’s
educational programme. To this end they wanted to increase the power of the
Pope over the metropolitans. And in order to increase the papacy’s authority a
forged collection of canons was composed in about 850 in Western Francia called
The Pseudo-Isidorean Decretals.

“Its author,” writes Alexander Dvorkin, “was a Frankish cleric who has
remained unknown, hiding himself under the pseudonym of Isidore Mercator

186 Luscombe, “Introduction: the Formation of Political Thought in the West”, Cambridge History
of Medieval Thought, c. 350 - c. 1450, Cambridge University Press, 1991, p. 167.
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(St. Isidore). To Isidore of Seville (+636) is ascribed a collection of genuine sources
of church law. The pseudo-Isidore took a Gallic edition of this as his basis, and
succeeding in forging, interpolating, false attributing and reworking a huge
quantity of papal decrees, which, together with the resolutions of the councils,
became the main source of canon law in all the provinces ‘captured’ by the
papacy. Marius Mercator was the name of a Spanish writer of the fifth century
from whom the pseudo-Isidore borrowed the prologue for his compilation.

“The pseudo-Isidore compiled 70 decretals in the name of venerated popes
who ruled before the Council of Nicaea (325), and also wove his own
interpolations into the genuine materials of a much later period. One should
remember that the earliest genuine decretal belongs to Pope Siricius (385). The
pseudo-Isidore did a huge work, putting genuine later citations into the
completely different context of much earlier works. His main task was, it would
seem, the defence of the local interests of the Frankish bishops, who wanted,
instead of a nearby and effective secular power, and also metropolitan control, to
have a much more distant and, consequently, much less effective papal power.
The pseudo-Isidore wanted to defend the bishops juridically from archbishops
and metropolitans, and also from their own clerics and laity. The only way of
achieving this, it seemed to the pseudo-Isidore, was to proclaim the absolute
monarchy of the Roman popes.

“Thus the pseudo-Isidore laid a juridical basis for the absolute and universal
power and authority of the Roman see. In the decretals the pope is proclaimed to
be the supreme lawgiver, without whose approval not a single council could be
convened nor a single conciliar resolution become valid. He was the supreme
judge without whose permission not one bishop could be defrocked and who
decided all the “main affairs’” in the Church. Anyone unhappy with the decision
of a local council or local metropolitan could appeal to the pope, and on him
depended the final decision, to which everyone had to submit without question.
In this way bishops were freed from the judgement of laity and even from the
power of their own metropolitans. According to the decretals, in countries distant
from Rome, the pope appointed vicars of the apostolic throne, or primates, who
enjoyed in the locality all the privileges of the pope, and who served in this way
as channels of the central power of the Roman first-hierarchs. Thus according to
the pseudo-Isidorean decretals the authority of the pope in the Church became
even higher than the authority of the Ecumenical Councils. Far from Francia, the
Pope, as the successor of the prince of the Apostles, St. Peter, had the complete
fullness of power in the Universal Church and was proclaimed as the head of the
whole Christian world.”187

In 858 Nicholas I succeeded to the see of Rome. He was a West Roman by birth
(his father was the regionarius Theodore), who spent his pontificate in violent

187 Dvorkin, Ochreki po Istorii Vselenskoj Pravoslavnoj Tserkvi (Sketches on the History of the
Universal Orthodox Church), Nizhni-Novgorod, 2006, pp. 599-600. Cf. Heather, op. cit., p. 356
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conflict with the Frankish Emperor Louis II. According, therefore, to Fr. John
Romanides’ theory of the Frankish origin of the heretical papacy, he should have
been a “good” pope, in that he opposed the “tyranny” of the Franks. But in fact,
he was one of the worst of all the popes, the first truly “papist pope”, trying to
impose his tyranny on everyone, kings and bishops, easterners and westerners.

He first waged war against the major metropolitan sees of the continental West
- Archbishops John of Ravenna, Hincmar of Rheims and others, who, as we have
seen, were also the main target of The Pseudo-Isidorean Decretals. This brought the
Frankish metropolitans briefly into an alliance with the Eastern Church against
him...

The quarrel with Hincmar began when he deposed his suffragan, Bishop
Rothad of Soissons. Rothad appealed to Rome. “Nicholas” initial response,”
writes Heather, “was to refer the matter back to a provincial synod, as was
standard contemporary practice, and where the outcome, with Hincmar in the
chair, was only too predictable. Rothad, however, was a resourceful individual
who took to the road, which led, as of course they all do, direct to Rome, carrying
with him a copy of Pseudo-Isidore. Nicholas” attitude then changed suddenly and
drastically. On being confronted with the ‘evidence’ of ancient Christian practice,
the Pope issued a new ruling on 24 December 862. Following the rules laid down
in Pseudo-Isidore, he now required that Rothad’s appeal should be heard in Rome,
with himself in the chair.

“A weapon crafted in the north for other purposes entirely had found its way
to Rome into the hands of a Pope who was not afraid to use it. The results were
explosive. Nicholas was no shy, retiring individual, and had not been afraid to
involve himself widely in the affairs of the Western Church in any case, asserting
his own authority ruthlessly in 860-1, prior to Rothad’s arrival, over Archbishop
John of Ravenna’s attempts to remain independent...”188

Peter Llewellyn tells the story: “During the pontificate of Benedict Archbishop
John of Ravenna had increased his local power, but Nicholas soon received from
the suffragans of Ravenna and from ‘the senators of Ravenna and its uncounted
population” appeals for protection from their archbishop. Letters and legates that
were sent to John without effect were followed by a summons to Rome. At a
Synod in Rome early in 861 John was excommunicated by the pope and at once
fled to Pavia to ask help from [the Emperor] Louis. Louis offered him the
company of two imperial missi to Rome, but Nicholas refused to accept them and
John’s enemies in Ravenna invited the pope there. Louis, anxious to avoid a
rupture with the papacy, withdrew his support from John and his brother duke
Gregory. When John was finally received in Rome with two missi as guarantors
of his personal safety, he was compelled at a synod in December 861 to renounce
all territorial ambitions. He swore to make a visit ad limina every two years, to
allow no episcopal elections in Emilia save those canonically managed, and to
raise only the canonical tribute from his suffragans. He was to restore all stolen

188 Heather, op. cit., pp. 359-60.
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property and above all to exercise no civil jurisdiction in private cases. The right
of appeal to the resident papal missus in Ravenna and to the papal vestararius was
always to remain open.

“It was a moral and legal victory for Nicholas, the papacy and for Rome, but it
threatened Louis” hold over Italy and the prospects of a successful war against
the Arabs [in the south of Italy]. In 860 his position had become precarious
through the opposition of two great feudatories of central Italy, Lambert the son
of duke Guy of Spoleto and count Ildebert of Camerino. These fled, Ildebert to
the sultan of Bari and Lambert to Adelchis of Benevento. Their flight gave Louis
an opportunity to assert his control over central Italy and to prepare for his great
campaign. Pentapolis was occupied by his troops and the payment of tribute to
the papal authorities was forbidden; instead public land was distributed to
Franks to outweigh the influence of the papal party. Two years later there came
another occasion to establish his power over Rome. When Louis” brother Lothair,
King of Lorraine, repudiated his wife and married and crowned his mistress
Waldrade, a synod of bishops at Metz had, under pressure from the king, and
giving voice to national aspirations among the episcopate, condoned the act; the
papal legate, Bishop Radoald of Porto, had succumbed to bribes and also given
his assent. Nicholas promptly [in October 863] excommunicated the king [and the
two archbishops who had presided over the synod in Metz], and Archbishop
John’s partisans in Emilia prevailed on Louis to support his brother and march
on Rome. As the Frankish army approached, Nicholas organized fasts and
processions for divine intervention. One of these was attacked and broken up in
the street by Louis’ supporters in the city; the crosses and relics, including a part
of the True Cross, were thrown to the ground and the pope himself was barely
able to escape by river to the Leonine City. He remained there for two days until,
with the promise of a safe-conduct, he went to interview Louis. In the Emperor’s
camp the archbishops overwhelmed him with reproaches and accused him, in
Louis” presence, of trying to make himself emperor and of wishing to dominate
the whole world - the expressions of resentment felt by a national episcopate in
conflict with a supranational authority. Nicholas’s excommunication of the
bishops was rejected and they in turn anathematized him.”1%°

Nicholas may have been right in some of his judgements. But that was not the
point. The point was the way in which he rode roughshod over the canonical
rights of provincial metropolitans, who since Charlemagne had recognized only
the emperor’s right to interfere in their jurisdiction.

Thus the archbishops of Treves and Cologne wrote to Nicholas: “Without a
council, without canonical inquiry, without accuser, without witnesses, without
convicting us by arguments or authorities, without our consent, in the absence of
the metropolitans and of our suffragan bishops, you have chosen to condemn us,
of your own caprice, with tyrannical fury. But we do not accept your accursed
sentence, so repugnant to a father’s or a brother’s love; we despise it as mere
insulting language; we expel you yourself from our communion, since you

189 T lewellyn, Rome in the Dark Ages, London: Constable, 1996, pp. 273-275.
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commune with the excommunicate; we are satisfied with the communion of the
whole Church and with the society of our brethren whom you despise and of
whom you make yourself unworthy by your pride and arrogance. You condemn
yourself when you condemn those who do not observe the apostolic precepts
which you yourself are the first to violate, annulling as far as in you lies the Divine
laws and the sacred canons, and not following in the footsteps of the Popes your
predecessors.” 190

If the papacy could cite some, albeit contested, precedents for claiming
supreme power over the Church in the West, in the East it had no jurisdiction. But
Nicholas defrocked even St. Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople. This was one
of the great power struggles of Christian history...

The canonical aspect of the quarrel began in 858 when Photius’s predecessor,
Ignatius, refused to tonsure the Empress Theodora at the will of her son, Michael,
and his uncle, Bardas, and was deposed by them. Ignatius’s deposition was
uncanonical, so Photius” election in his place was correspondingly uncanonical;
but the Great Church had accepted it by condescension (oikonomia). The papal
legates sent to Constantinople to investigate were persuaded to confirm the
election. However, this did not please Pope Nicholas, who in a council in Rome
in 863 deposed Photius and reappointed Ignatius as patriarch. “We declare him
[Photius],” he said, “deprived of all sacerdotal honour and of every clerical
function by the authority of God Almighty, of the Apostles St. Peter and St. Paul,
of all the saints, of the six general councils, and by the judgement which the Holy
Spirit has pronounced by us.”191

Meanwhile, the Frankish Annals of St. Bertin for 864 cuttingly spoke of “the lord
Nicholas, who is called pope and who numbers himself as an apostle among the
apostles, and who is making himself emperor of the whole world”1°2. Undaunted,
in 865 Nicholas declared that the Pope had authority “over all the earth, that is,
over every other Church”, “the see of Peter has received the total power of
government over all the sheep of Christ”. As he wrote to Emperor Michael III:
“The judge shall be judged neither by Augustus, nor by any cleric, nor by the
people... The First See shall not be judged by any... Before the coming of Christ
it was the case that there existed, in a type, men who were at once kings and
priests: sacred history tells us that the holy Melchisedeck was one of these. The
devil, as one who ever strives, with his tyrannical spirit, to claim for himself what
belongs to the worship of God, has imitated this example in his own members, so
that pagan emperors might be spoken of as being at the same time the chief
pontiffs. But He was found Who was in truth both King and Pontiff. Thereafter
the emperor did not lay hands on the rights of the pontificate, nor did the pontiff
usurp the name of emperor. For that one and the same ‘Mediator between God

190 Abbé Guettée, The Papacy, New York: Minos, 1867, p. 305, note.
191 Guettée, p. 298. Note the reference only to six ecumenical councils.
192 L outh, Greek East and Latin West, p. 168.
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and man, the man Christ Jesus’ (I Timothy 2.15), so separated the functions of the
two authorities, giving each its own proper activities and distinct honours
(desiring that these properties should be exalted by the medicine of humility and
not brought down again to the depths by man’s arrogance...”193

This would suggest that Nicholas supported the Orthodox teaching on the
separation of the secular and ecclesiastical powers. And indeed, his treatment of
the traditional theme of Melchizedek is Orthodox. However, while it was useful
for him to preach the Orthodox doctrine in order to limit the power of the
emperor, he accepted few, if any, limitations on his own power. “The First See
shall not be judged by any” - this is the authentic voice of the pseudo-infallible
medieval papacy He even hinted that the Byzantine emperors might not be
legitimate emperors of the Romans, which would imply that the only legitimate
emperor was the Frankish one, or, if the Donation of Constantine was to be
believed, the Pope himself! Thus he said that it was ridiculous for Michael to call
himself Roman emperor, since he did not speak Latin.?®4

Then he demanded from the Emperor the return of his territories in the Greek-
speaking south of Italy: “Give us back the patrimony of Calabria and that of Sicily
and all the property of our Church, whereof it held possession, and which it was
accustomed to manage by its own attorneys; for it is unreasonable that an
ecclesiastical possession, destined for the light and service of the Church of God,
should be taken from us by an earthly power.”

Finally, he sent missionaries to Bulgaria, which was deep within the
traditionally Byzantine sphere. To add injury to insult, these missionaries
preached the heresy of the Filioque to the newly converted Bulgarians. For this
reason, a Council convened at Constantinople in 867 presided over by St. Photius,
and at which the archbishops of Treves, Cologne and Ravenna were present,
excommunicated and anathematized Nicholas. St. Photius called the Nicolaitan
Trinitarian theology that of a “dual divinity”, and the Council anathematized
both the heresy and its champion, Nicholas.

However, Nicholas’ successor, Hadrian II, rejected the 867 Council and burned
its Acts. In 869 a palace coup in Constantinople enabled him to convene a Council
there led by his legates that reversed the decisions of the earlier Council. Papists
have often counted this anti-Photian council as the Eighth Ecumenical - not least,
one suspects, because Hadrian demanded that all its participants recognized him
as “Sovereign Pontiff and Universal Pope”. “The Pope,” he said, “judges all the
bishops, but we do not read that any have judged him.”1% St. Photius refused to
defend himself, saying that the thirty-three bishops convened in this Council
could not presume to reverse the decision of the three hundred and eighteen
bishops who had proclaimed him legitimate Patriarch. However, as Joseph

193 Nicholas I, in Bettenson and Maunder, op. cit., pp. 103, 104-105.

194 Charles Davis, “The Middle Ages”, in Richard Jenkyns (ed.), The Legacy of Rome, Oxford
University Press, 1992, p. 81.

195 Guettée, op. cit., p. 307.
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Overbeck writes, “Hadrian II, succeeded in having the Pseudo-Isidorean
principles (these legalized lies) recognized” by the Council, “which was packed
for the occasion. There can scarcely be found a more miserable sham than this
Council, in which three disguised Saracen merchants were slily introduced to act
as the representatives of the Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem, as
we learn from the evidence of the Patriarchs themselves in the Synod of 879.”1%

In 872 Hadrian II was succeeded by John VIII. At first, his language was
scarcely less authoritarian than that of his predecessors. But in time he came to
recognize St. Photius as lawful, supported the Byzantine missionaries in Moravia,
and sent his legates to the Great Council of Constantinople in 879-880, which was
attended by about four hundred bishops. This Council annulled, under the
legates” signature, the acts of the anti-Photian council of 869-70 and
anathematized the Filiogue. It also decreed that there was no papal jurisdiction in
the East. Pope John VIII, accepted this, declaring to the Council: "We wish that it
is declared before the Synod, that the Synod which took place against the
aforementioned Patriarch Photius at the time of Hadrian, the Most holy Pope in
Rome, and [the Synod] in Constantinople [869/70], should be ostracized from this
present moment and be regarded as annulled and groundless, and should not be
co-enumerated with any other holy Synods."

The minutes of the Council at this point add: "The Holy Synod responded: We
have denounced this by our actions and we eject it from the archives and
anathematize the so-called [Eighth] Synod, being united to Photius our Most Holy
Patriarch. We also anathematize those who fail to eject what was written or said
against him by the aforementioned by yourselves, the so-called [Eighth] Synod."
And Pope John wrote personally to St. Photius: “As for the Synod [i.e., the 869
Synod that condemned St. Photius] that was summoned against your Reverence
we have annulled here and have completely banished, and have ejected [it from
our archives], because of the other causes and because our blessed predecessor
Pope Hadrian did not subscribe to it..."1%7

The Council of 879-80 was of great significance in that it may have been the
last time that the Roman papacy showed complete unity of faith with the Eastern
Orthodox. David Ford writes: “There is considerable discussion today within the
worldwide Orthodox Church about the status of the so-called ‘Photian Council,”
held in Constantinople in 879-880. This is an exceedingly important council in the
history of the Orthodox Church, and therefore deserves to be much more widely
known among the Orthodox faithful. And this Council is of special relevance for
our Orthodox Church vis-a-vis the Roman Catholic Church, in that 1), it officially
prohibited any addition to the Nicene Creed, thus rejecting the Filioque clause,
which was in use by many churches in Western Europe at that time (though not
in Rome until 1014); and 2), it implicitly rejected the principle of Papal

19 Overbeck, “Rome’s Rapid Downward Course”, http:/ /nftu.net/romes-rapid-downward-dr-j-
joseph-overbeck.

197 Fr. George Dragas, “The 8th Ecumenical Council: Constantinople IV (879/88) and the
Condemnation of the Filioque Addition and Doctrine”,

http:/ / geocities.com/heartland / 5654/ orthodox/ dragas_eighth.html.
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Supremacy, or jurisdictional authority, over the Eastern Churches, in that this
Council rendered null and void the pro-papal Ignatian Council held in
Constantinople ten years earlier. But in one of the greatest ironies of Christian
history, the Photian Council was recognized as legitimate by the papacy for nearly 200
years until the period of the Gregorian Reform, when the canon lawyers of Pope
Gregory VII (r. 1073-1085) rejected the Photian Council and resurrected the
Ignatian Council to take its place.”18

Although Pope John VIII had anathematized the Filiogue, he knew he would
have a hard task ahead of him extirpating it from the West. As he wrote to
Photius: “I think your wise Holiness knows how difficult it is to change
immediately a custom which has been entrenched for so many years. Therefore
we believe the best policy is not to force anyone to abandon that addition to the
Creed. But rather we must act with wisdom and moderation, urging them little
by little to give up that blasphemy. Therefore, those who claim that we share this
opinion are not correct. Those, however, who claim that there are those among us
who dare to recite the Creed in this way are correct. Your Holiness must not be
scandalized because of this nor withdraw from the sound part of the body of our
Church. Rather, you should aid us energetically with gentleness and wisdom in
attempting to convert those who have departed from the truth...”1%

St. Photius seems to have accepted this, and remained in communion with
Rome for the rest of his life, referring to the Pope as “my John”. But in 903 his
successor St. Nicholas the Mystic broke communion with Pope Christopher
because the latter introduced the Filiogue into the Creed of the Roman Church
again. In 904, however, communion was again restored - until 1009.

There is an inner connection between the theory of papal infallibility, the
introduction of the Filioque and the removal of the invocation of the Holy Spirit
from the Divine Liturgy. Infallibility belongs to God, not man; truth and grace are
maintained in the Church through the operation, not of any one man or group of
men, but through the workings of the Holy Spirit of God. Therefore if the Popes
were to “promote” themselves to the heights of infallibility, they had somehow
to “demote” the Holy Spirit and take His place in the Divine economy. This was
done through the Filioque, which made the Spirit as it were subject to both the
Father and the Son, and by the doctrine of the Pope as the “Vicar of Christ” - to
the Pope also. With the Holy Spirit lowered to a position below that of the Son,
and the Pope raised to the position of the Son’s vicar or regent, the way was paved
for proclaiming the Pope as, in the words of a recent book with the imprimatur of

198 Ford, “St. Photius the Great, The Photian Council, and Relations with the Roman Church”,
Preacher’s Institute, November 12, 2017.

199 Pope John VIII, P.G. 102, 813; translated by Richard Haugh, Photius and the Carolingians,
Nordland, 1975, pp. 129-130, 137. Cf. V. Moss, "Western Saints and the Filioque", Living Orthodoxy,
volume IV, N 1, January-February, 1982.
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the Vatican, “the ultimate guarantor of the will and teaching of the Divine
Founder” .200

Thus was the Papist heresy crushed - for the time being. Implicitly, the
rejection of the papist heresies by both pope and patriarch meant a rejection also
of the political claims of the Carolingian empire; for both the Eastern and the
Western Churches agreed that it was the Western, Frankish empire that was not
Orthodox. And since both Greeks and Romans and Franks agreed that there could
be only one Christian Roman Empire, this meant that the Frankish attempt to
usurp the Empire had been defeated - for the time being...

In spite of this, the Frankish rulers did not give up their claims. Thus, as
Romanides writes, the Frankish position “was clearly spelled out in a letter of
Emperor Louis II (855-875) to Emperor Basil I (867-886) in 871. Louis calls himself
‘Emperor Augustus of the Romans’ and demotes Basil to ‘Emperor of New
Rome’. Basil had poked fun at Louis, insisting that he was not even emperor in
all of Francia, since he ruled only a small part of it, and certainly was not emperor
of the Romans, but of the Franks. Louis argued that he was emperor in all of
Francia because the other Frankish kings were his kinsmen by blood. He makes
the same claim as that found in the Annals of Lorsch: he who holds the city of Old
Rome is entitled to the name ‘Emperor of the Romans’. Louis claimed that: “We
received from heaven this people and city to guide and (we received) the mother
of all the churches of God to defend and exalt... We have received the
government of the Roman Empire for our Orthodoxy. The Greeks have ceased to
be emperors of the Romans for their cacodoxy. Not only have they deserted the
city (of Rome) and the capital of the Empire, but they have also abandoned
Roman nationality and even the Latin language. They have migrated to another
capital city and taken up a completely different nationality and language.””21

However, the truth was that the Carolingian empire was in schism from the
true Christian Empire, much as the ten tribes of Israel had been in schism from
the two tribes of Judah and Benjamin. Moreover, in its false doctrines, and in the
coerciveness of its missionary work, it laid the foundations of the Roman Catholic
heresy. Roman Catholicism began when the Popes, instead of resisting the
heresies of Charlemagne, adopted those heresies themselves - and then
proclaimed themselves to be Emperors as well as Priests...

200 Mgr. Oliveri, The Representatives, Apostolic Legation of London, 1980. Cf. Pope John-Paul II:
“The Pope is...the man on earth who represents the Son of God, who “takes the place’ of the Second
Person of the omnipotent God of the Trinity.” (Crossing the Threshold of Hope, p. 3)

201 Romanides, op. cit., p. 18.
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11. THE GROWTH OF FEUDALISM

By the end of the ninth century, the serpent of Papism lay bruised and
wounded, but not completely scotched: a more permanent triumph could be
hoped for only if a healthy antidote against its poison could be built up within
the West. This depended, above all, on the strength of the other main pillar of
Christian society in the West - the sacred monarchy. Here the picture was mixed.
On the one hand, by the late ninth century the monarchy in West Francia, modern
France, was collapsing into the paralytic condition known as feudalism. But on the
other hand, at about the same time a remarkable resurrection of the monarchy
was taking place in England in the person of King Alfred the Great, while in East
Francia, modern Germany, Carolingian kinship survived and gained in strength
under the tenth-century Ottonian dynasty...

Feudalism represents a regression in the political and economic development
of Orthodox Western Europe. “It is still inadequately appreciated,” writes
Richard Fletcher, “that Christian Europe in the early Middle Ages was both
wealthy and well managed. The view that the early medieval economy was in
some sense ‘primitive’ or ‘under-developed’, long ago abandoned by
medievalists, is still widespread. It deserves the strongest possible emphasis that
such a judgement is without foundation. Medieval Christendom was densely
settled - the population was almost certainly much higher than the usual
estimates that have been made - and efficiently exploited. Furthermore, it
commanded, partly by inheritance from a Roman or pre-Roman past, partly by
means of fertile improvisation, orderly structures and techniques of power
(family, community, hierarchies, kingship, literacy, law, taxation and so forth)
which were demonstrably effective, and which were above all flexible and
adaptable to novel circumstances...”202

But all this changed with the coming of the Vikings, who forced the Christians
to adopt the cruder system of feudalism. “The word “Viking’,” writes Sir Geoffrey
Hosking, “originally meant ‘pirate’. These Vikings came from kingdoms whose
population was growing fast and whose agricultural land was severely restricted
both by climate and by mountainous terrain. During the eighth to tenth centuries
they spread all over northern Europe, and parts of southern Europe too, in search
of land, trade, booty, slaves, or just military glory. They differed from previous
and some later invaders in that they were not nomads but settled peoples, with
already a relatively high level of material culture.”2%3

The word “feudalism” comes from the Latin feuda, or “fiet”, which means a
piece of land held in exchange for service to a lord, usually a knight. “The fief,”
writes Francis Fukuyama, “was a contractual agreement between lord and vassal
by which the latter was given protection and a plot of land in return for serving
the lord in a military capacity. The contract was solemnized in a ceremony in
which the lord placed the vassal’s hands within his own and sealed the

202 Fletcher, The Conversion of Europe, London: HarperCollins, 1997, p. 519.
203 Hosking, Russia and the Russians, London: Penguin, 2012, p. 30.
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relationship with a kiss. The relationship of dependency entailed clear obligations
on both sides and needed to be renewed annually. The vassal could then create
subfiefs out of his lands and enter into relationships with his own vassals. The
system generated its own complex set of ethical norms concerning honor, loyalty,
and courtly love.

“From the standpoint of political development, the critical aspect of European
feudalism was not the economic relationship between lord and vassal but the
decentralization of power it implied. In the words of the historian Joseph Strayer,
‘Western European feudalism is essentially political - it is a form of
government... in which political authority is monopolized by a small group of
military leaders, but is rather evenly distributed among members of this
group.’... The core of the institution was the grant of the fiefdom, benefice, or
appanage, a delineated territory over which the vassal exerted some degree of
political control. Despite the theoretical revocability of feudal contracts, European
vassals over time turned their fiefdoms into patrimony, that is, property that they
could hand down to their descendants. They acquired political rights over these
territories to raise armies, tax residents, and administer justice free from
interference of the nominal lord. They thus in no way the lord’s agent but rather
lords in their own right...”204

Feudalism arose in many parts of continental Western Europe in the ninth to
the eleventh centuries as a result of the disintegration of the unitary Carolingian
empire. This was in itself caused by the invasion of the Vikings from Scandinavia,
who first attacked Northumbria in 793 and then went further south. “Their
intention,” writes Rebecca Fraser, “was not just to raid, but to drive out the native
population and settle. It was on Holy Saturday 845, the day before Easter, that the
full extent of Viking ambitions were understood. On that Easter eve even the most
notorious Viking of the ninth century, the fearsome chief Ragnar Lodbrok, sailed
up the Seine and sacked Paris. The citizenry fled and the churches were
abandoned. Ragnar Lodbrok had successfully struck at the heart of the kingdom
which had dominated Europe so recently under Charlemagne. Before the
appalled eyes of the Frankish king Charles the Bald, Ragna Lodbrok hung 111
citizens from trees and let another hundred go only when he was paid 7,000
pounds of silver. Then, his read beard glinting in the pale spring sun, he made a
sarcastic bow to the terrified king and took himself off to the open seas once more.
But there was no doubt among the watching crowds where power lay. It was
certainly not with the king.

“From now on Danish Viking armies took up more or less permanent quarters
on the Rhine, the Scheldt, the Somme, the Seine, the Loire and the Garonne. By
859 the Vikings were fighting in Morocco and carrying off prisoners to their Irish
bases...”205

204 Fukuyama, The Origins of Political Order, London: Profile, 2012, p. 106.
205 Fraser, A People’s History of Britain, London: Chatto & Windus, 1003, pp. 55-56.
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As royal power crumbled, feudalism took its place, being both a cause and an
effect of the weakening of royal power. It ate into the king’s power in two ways:
first, the kings” peasants hardly counted as his subjects any more since their real
masters were now their landowners; and secondly, the king’s vassals tended to
leave his service for that of the most powerful local lord.

The king often encouraged this process, since he saw that the feudal lord was
the only guarantee of law and order in the countryside. Thus in the capitulary of
Meersen in 847 King Charles the Bald ordered all free men to choose a lord, and
likewise forbade them to leave their lord without just reason - which effectively
made the bond of vassalage permanent in all normal cases. Again, in a capitulary
issued at Thionville, he gave official recognition to the vassal’s oath, which
thereby replaced the oath of allegiance as the main glue holding society together.
Finally, in the capitulary of Kiersy in 877, Charles sanctioned hereditary
succession to counties and other fiefs, which meant that county administration
became hereditary and passed out of the king’s control.?0¢

We have seen how, with the sixth-century Christianization of the Germanic
tribes - Ostrogoths and Visigoths, Burgundians and Franks, Angles and Saxons,
- the Church took over the functions of social security from the tribe. At the same
time, Church laws, especially those relating to marriage, broke down the bonds
of kinship and blood, and women became legal individuals and independent
property-owners. We are therefore entitled to speak of the Church as promoting
the growth of a certain kind of individualism, “in the sense that,” as Fukuyama
explains, “individuals and not their families or kin groups could make important
decisions about marriage, property, and other personal issues. Individualism in
the family is the foundation of all other individualisms. Individualism did not
wait for the emergence of a state declaring the legal rights of individuals and
using the weight of its coercive power to enforce those rights. Rather, states were
formed on top of societies in which individuals already enjoyed substantial
freedom from social obligations to kindred. In Europe, social development [set in
motion by the Church] preceded political development.”207

The question arises: how did the breakdown of society in the ninth century,
and the introduction of feudalism, influence or change this growth of
individualism? The experience of other societies in similar periods of breakdown,
such as the Middle East or China, would lead us to think that there would be a
reversion to tribalism. However, in the West tribalism had been drastically
weakened; it never really revived. Instead, people deprived of the protection that
the Church had once offered them, and not yet able (except in England) to look
to the State to restore the situation, created the vassalistic bonds that have been
called feudalism.

206 Geoffrey Barraclough, The Crucible of Europe, London: Thames & Hudson, 1976, chapter five.
The estates and the people living on them were granted to the vassal “so that he for all the days
of his life, and his son after him, may hold and possess them in right of benefice and usufruct” (in
Larry Siedentop, Inventing the Individual, London: Penguin, 2010, p. 168).

207 Fukuyama, op. cit., p. 231.
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Therefore, as Fukuyama, following Bloch, argues, “feudalism arose as an
alternative to kinship... Feudalism was the voluntary submission of one
individual to another, unrelated, individual, based on the exchange of protection
for services: ‘Neither the State nor the family any longer provided adequate
protection. The village community was barely strong enough to maintain order
within its own boundaries; the urban community scarcely existed. Everywhere,
the weak man felt the need to be sheltered by someone more powerful. The
powerful man, in his turn, could not maintain his prestige or his fortune or even
ensure his own safety except by securing for himself, by persuasion or execution,
the support of subordinates bound to his service.””208

The relative individualism of the early Christian period (6%-9t centuries),
which came with a certain degree of freedom from the suffocating restraints of
tribalism and paganism, began to be modified, in the later ninth century, by a
contractual, legal element that profoundly changed the nature of western society
for the worse. For the insecurity engendered by the Viking invasions compelled
men to seek to abandon their former freedom in exchange for the security of
feudal vassalage. So, in order to free himself from the fearfulness of his
“freedom”, he freely enslaved himself again, through the legal bonds of
enfeoffment to his lord...

During the tenth century, a second phase of disintegration began in France.
This led, as R. Van Caenegem writes, “to the break-up of that kingdom into a
number of regional states, usually referred to as the territorial principalities, ruled
by powerful families exercising the political authority which should normally
have been in the king’s hands. Most of these principalities were founded by
descendants of royal officials, the counts of the pagi, who had thrown off their
subjection to the crown and taken power into their own hands. In the case of
Normandy, however, an alien [Viking] war-leader had obtained a portion of
French territory for himself and his followers and turned it into a separate
dukedom. The main reason for this development, which set in about AD 900, was
the weakness of the crown: it could not guarantee the safety of its subjects, who
found protection (inter alia against the Vikings) in the leadership of a powerful
local figure. Finally the kings of France themselves, although they always
remained the nominal heads of the whole country and received the royal
anointing from the Church, became in fact one regional dynasty among many
others, ruling over the area around Paris and Orleans...

“Political decomposition did not stop there: a third and ultimate phase was to
follow. The first phase had seen, in the ninth century, the break-up of the Frankish
empire; the second, in the tenth, the division of the kingdom of France into
territorial principalities. The third, mainly in the eleventh century, brought for
several (though not all) of these regional states another, ultimate collapse. This
resulted in the establishment of tiny castellanies as the basic political units, each
acting autonomously, with a castle as its centre, whence an area of a few miles
around was controlled and ruled by the castellan and his small band of knightly

208 Fukuyama, op. cit., p. 236.
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vassals. Here the authority of the post-Carolingian counts and dukes underwent
the collapse from which they themselves had profited a century before, and they
became the helpless witnesses of the rise of independent castellans. Not all
principalities suffered this fate - Flanders and, most notably Normandy were
exceptions, where the old regional dynasties firmly held the reins of power in
their respective ‘fatherlands’ (although even they went through some critical
moments). However, the majority of the French principalities fell victim to the
final phase of decomposition - which Bournazel has called la poussée chitelaine...
At this stage political life had become amazingly small scale. The mass of the
population lived in miniature states controlled by knightly castellans who
recognised no authority above themselves but were kept in some kind of order
by arbitration, by the balance of (vassalitic) allegiances and by the threat of
excommunication and hell-fire if they broke their engagements to observe some
truce or peace - most notably the Truce or Peace of God...”2%

The first result of the feudal system was serfdom: the lands which had belonged
to the crown, the royal “fisc”, were given to local landowners, both ecclesiastical
and lay, while the peasants who had cultivated the land, deprived of protection
from the crown, threw themselves on the mercy of the local landowners, bartering
their and their children’s labour in return for protection.

The second was feudalism proper: the freemen became vassals of lords, swearing
to fight the lord’s battles in exchange for protection. A vassal was a knight - that
is, he owned arms and a horse and was able to fight. Since this required money,
he very likely owned land - either inherited, “allodial” land, or a “benefice” or
“tief” granted temporarily, in the vassal’s lifetime only. A vassal might himself
have vassals. Thus many of the king’s counts, or local officials, were at the same
time both feudal lords and vassals of the king.

As a defensive system to preserve a minimum of order, feudalism
undoubtedly had merits. But it was inferior not only to Byzantine-style autocracy,
but also to the Carolingian system. Moreover, as the threat of invasion passed,
and feudalism spread from Northern France to the rest of Western Europe in the
eleventh century, it revealed a degrading and coarsening effect on general
morality.

Feudalism can be defined, writes Ivan Solonevich, as “the splintering of state
sovereignty among a mass of small, but in principle sovereign owners of
property”. Contrary to Marx, it had nothing to do with ‘“productive relations” and
was far from being an advance on previous forms of social organization. “It is
sufficient to remember the huge cultural and unusually high level of Roman
‘production’. Feudal Europe, poor, dirty and illiterate, by no means represented
‘a more progressive form of productive relations” - in spite of Hegel, it was sheer
regression. Feudalism does not originate in productive relations. It originates in
the thirst for power beyond all dependence on production and distribution.

209 Van Caenegem, “Government, Law and Society”, The Cambridge History of Medieval Political
Thought, c. 350 - ¢. 1450, Cambridge University Press, 1991, pp. 175-177, 179-180.
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Feudalism is, so to speak, the democratisation of power - its transfer to all those who
at the given moment in the given place have sufficient physical strength to defend
their baronial rights - Faustrecht. Feudalism sometimes presupposes a juridical
basis of power, but never a moral one.

“The feudal lord does not rule ‘in the name’ of the nation, the people, the
peasants, or whoever else there might be. He rules only and exclusively in his
own interests, which have been strengthened by such-and-such battles or
parchments. For the feudal lord the monarch is not the bearer of definite moral
ideals or even of the practical interests of the people or nation, but only “the first
among equals’, who has had the luck to be stronger than the rest...

“The thirst for power is, of course, a property common to all humanity, and
therefore the tendency to the development of feudalism will be to a greater or
lesser degree characteristic of all countries and all peoples of the world.... But if
we discard trivialities, then we must say that Rome, for example, had no
knowledge at all of feudal relations. There were landowners and there were
senators, there were proconsuls and there were emperors, but there were no
barons. The sovereign power “of the people and senate of Rome’, engraved on the
Roman eagles, remained the single indivisible source of all power - even the
power of the Roman emperors. The civil wars of Rome bore no relation to the
feudal wars of medieval Europe. Nor did Ancient Greece with its purely capitalist
relations know feudalism. Yes, Greece was split up into a series of sovereign
states, but, though tiny, these were nevertheless states - monarchies and
republics, in principle having equal rights in relation to each other and by no
means in relations of feudal submission or co-submission.”?1°

“In many respects,” write Fr. Patric Ranson and Laurent Motte, “in its
structure the papacy is nothing other than the religious form of feudalism.”?!* For
the papal church found itself bound up in the feudal nexus. The pope became a
feudal lord, while the lower clergy often lost their independence to secular lords,
making the whole an increasingly worldly, secular organization. For, as Jean
Comby writes, “every holder of an ecclesiastical office had the use of a piece of
land or a benefice which provided him with a living. The bishop was a lord and
vassal in the same way as the laity. He held jurisdiction over his land and
dispensed justice; he maintained an army. This helps us to understand the great
desires people had to hold ecclesiastical office. The old rules of election by the
clergy and people were forgotten. Not being hereditary titles, like other fiefdom:s,
bishoprics and abbeys were redistributed on the death of those who held their
titles. Lords, the emperor, kings, dukes and so on disposed of them to whoever
earned their favour. Since an Episcopal fiefdom involved both a spiritual and a
temporal jurisdiction, it was granted by a kind of investiture ceremony: the lord

210 Solonevich, Narodnaia Monarkhia (Popular Monarchy), Minsk: Luchi Sophii, 1998, pp. 270-272.
211 Ranson and Motte, introduction to Cyriaque Lampryllos, La Mystification Fatale (The Fatal
Mpystification), Lausanne: L’ Age de ' Homme, 1987, p. 14.
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bestowed the cross and ring on his candidate. This was lay investiture. Of course,
the bishop was always consecrated by another bishop, generally the metropolitan
(archbishop).”?12

As a result, writes Aristides Papadakis, “by the 900s most churchmen - both
high and low - had lost nearly all their independence and sense of corporate
identity, as their functions everywhere became identified with those belonging to
lay vassals. Quite simply, as rulers came to regard all ecclesiastical organization
under their effective control as a facet of the secular system, conventions
governing one sphere were adjusted to fit the other. As a result, bishops and
abbots were not exempt from the secular obligations and responsibilities attached
to feudal tenure. As feudal dependents they, too, had to attend court, give advice
and, when required, supply their lay superiors with military service...
Characteristically, promotion to an episcopal see or a rich abbey was often the
reward of previous dutiful service in the royal household. It is worth adding that
ecclesiastical tenants were also preferred for many posts because their lands and
their jurisdictions were not governed by inheritance [celibate priests had no
(legal) children]. Whereas the heirs of a lay vassal holding of the king by
hereditary right could occasionally create legal difficulties or foment rebellion, an
heirless but enfeoffed celibate cleric was incapable of doing so. This was probably
a decisive reason why so many high ecclesiastics, time and again, became
essential associates in royal government everywhere.”?13

Lay investiture, though distinct from ordination, determined who should be
ordained (and for how much). “The hastily ordained and ‘invested” clerk was
often altogether unworthy (if not also incompetent and untrained) of the priestly
calling. Church assemblies and individual churchmen, it is true, routinely
complained. All the same, neither the power of laymen to appoint and invest
clergy, nor the encroachment and spoliation of Church property, was ever
discontinued. As a matter of fact, lay nominations to vacant sees became so
frequent that they were no longer regarded a radical departure from canonical
tradition. The abuse was recognized as a perfectly acceptable practice. In 921 the
archbishop of Cologne was thus solemnly admonished by the pope himself for
attempting to block a royal appointment at Liege. Pope John X’s letter informing
the archbishop that no episcopal candidate was to be consecrated in any diocese
without royal authorization still survives. As far as pope John was concerned, the
right of the feudal power to interfere at the highest level in the internal affairs of
the Church was “ancient usage’. Ecclesial autonomy, to say nothing of ecclesial
political and economic freedom, was apparently of little consequence. Canon law
evidently had long given way to the feudal system...”?14

212 Comby, How to Read Church History, London: SCM Press, 1989, p. 131.

213 Papadakis, The Orthodox East and the Rise of the Papacy, Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary
Press, 1994, pp. 18-19. It is also one of the reasons, according to Christopher Tyerman (God’s War,
London: Penguin, 2006, p. 6), why the church hierarchy encouraged clerical celibacy: “to protect
church land from being inherited by non-clerical clergy children”.

214 Papadakis, op. cit., pp. 19-20.
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The development of feudalism, according to Papadakis, was aided by the
pressure of the German “so-called Eigenkirchentum, or proprietary church system,
an arrangement by which the parish with all its appurtenances became the private
property of its founder. In terms of ecclesiastical power, according to one
investigator, the main result of this ‘Germanization” or ‘privatization” was
complete revolution. Its overall effect on Latin ecclesiastical organization at any
rate was profound as well as extensive.

“This becomes evident when traditional canon law is compared or contrasted
with German land law. Plainly put, unlike the Church, early barbarian Europe
did not understand the legal concept of corporate ecclesiastical ownership. The
idea of an abiding corporation with legal rights simply did not exist in German
customary law. Thus, the conviction that the Church could also simultaneously
own land or real property, as a corporate personality or institution, was
unknown. Rather, according to Germanic law, everything built on a plot of land,
whether it was the local parish church or the monastery, was considered the
exclusive “property’ of the landlord; the man who had built and endowed it was
also its real owner. Control and rights of ownership of the foundation constructed
on an estate, quite simply, continued to be in the hands of the proprietor. To be
sure, the church could never actually be secularized. On the other hand, it could
always be given, sold, traded, or exchanged if necessary. It was even possible to
dispose of it as a sort of fief by leasing it to one’s relatives or liegemen. In sum,
the treatment of parishes was identical to the holding of ordinary pieces of real
property... It is worth adding that the resident priest of the Eigenkirche (usually
an ill-trained serf from the lord’s own estate) was in practice appointed and
dismissed by the proprietor. His status resembled a small quasi-feudal
dependent. Almost invariably, if the incumbent was married or living in
concubinage he was able to pass the parish on to his son or heir.

“...The practice of buying and selling rural parishes as a profitable investment
was in time also applied to bishoprics and cathedrals. Although such sales were
not a general phenomenon, it remains true that in some areas such as the Midi
region, bishoprics were habitually sold or bequeathed as Eigenkirche. This was
presumably still the practice in 1067 when the bishopric of Carcassone was sold
to the count of Barcelona by the viscount of Albi....

“Everywhere the priest had really become essentially an estate servant. His
private arrangement with the lord of the parish had in fact replaced the canonical
bond uniting him to his bishop. It was this personalized local relationship that
ultimately mattered, rather than the bishop’s potestas jurisdictionis. Throughout
Europe, to put it another way, episcopal control enjoyed by all prelates was
succeeded by a division of control among an unlimited number of owners. The
diocese no longer actually functioned as a single administrative unit, but as a
collection of private independent churches, in which the bishop’s pastoral and
disciplinary powers were in practice relaxed or ignored altogether. Before long,
given the moral and intellectual shortcomings of the priesthood, this diocesan
centralization was to generate further serious pastoral and canonical problems.
The confusion of authority and rights within the diocese just described was, in
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the main, also responsible for the ensuing simony and incontinence among the
western clergy.

“It was undoubtedly lay control of ecclesiastical structure that made possible
the purchase or sale of virtually every clerical grade the general rule by the tenth
century. Simony became in fact unavoidable once clerical offices began to be
treated like secular appointments. If a secular vassal could be taxed on inheriting
his fief, so could every clerical candidate on his elevation to office. Besides, the
offices in question were profitable, and to grant them out without any
remuneration would have been pointless if not unusual in the agrarian world of
the Middle Ages. In the event, the bishop who had received his position by
canonical election (without paying for it) had before long become a great
rarity...”215

However, a reaction to the evil consequences of feudalism was under way. It
began in the Church. As Larry Siedentop writes, “In the eyes of its leaders, the
threat to the church must have seemed even greater than that posed by the
barbarian invasions. For the threat came from within, in what was ostensibly a
Christian society. It was a threat of inward perversion, a threat to belief in the
sovereignty of God.

“So it is hardly surprising that, in self-defence, churchmen gave ever more
emphasis to a ‘moral law” derived from the sovereignty of God, a law that applied
to “all souls equally’. Hincmar had led the way in the previous century, invoking
the sovereignty of God in order to set moral limits on the imperium of later
Carolingian rulers and present the bishops as defenders of those limits: "When it
is said that the king is not subject to the laws or the judgement of anyone, if not
that of God alone, that is true provided that he is king in the proper sense of the
word. He is called king because he reigns and governs; if he governs himself
according to the will of God, directs others to the right paths and corrects
miscreants by leading them from the wrong to the right path, then he is king, and
is not subject to the judgement of anyone, except that of God alone. For laws are
instituted not against the just but against the unjust. But if the king is an adulterer,
murderer, depraved, a rapist, then he must be judged... by the bishops, who sit
on the thrones of God...” For Hincmar, not only was justice the final criterion of
secular law, but the church was its spokesman. The sovereignty of God invested
the church with overarching moral authority. And that, in turn, was preserved by
and justified the ‘liberty” of the church. The emerging issue, therefore, was the
right of the church to govern itself - choosing and investing its own leaders - and
to pronounce freely on moral issues...”216

The critical question was: granted that “if the king is an adulterer, murderer,
depraved, a rapist, then he must be judged... by the bishops,” does this entitle the

215 Papadakis, op. cit., pp. 21-22, 23.
216 Siedentop, op. cit., pp. 180-181.
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bishops to depose an evil-living king? The new western tradition, beginning with
Pope Nicholas I, gave an affirmative answer to this question. But what did the
kings themselves think of this?

In the state, a partial recovery from the evil consequences of feudalism did not
begin until 987, when the last of the Carolingian kings of France, Louis V, le
Fainéant (“the do-nothing”), died. “Since he left no legitimate offspring, the lords
of France met to elect his successor. There were two candidates for the crown. The
first was the Carolingian Duke Charles of Lower Lorraine; the second was Hugh
Capet, a great-grandson of Robert the Strong [Duke of Anjou and Blois].
According to the principle of heredity, Charles was obviously the legitimate king;
but at an early stage of the proceedings the Archbishop of Rouen made his
preference clear: “The throne,” he thundered, ‘is not acquired by hereditary right;
he who is elected to it should be distinguished not merely by the nobility of his
birth but by the wisdom of his mind.” His words were heeded, and Hugh Capet
was awarded the crown of France.”?1”

This shows the great stabilizing role the Church still played in the fractured
world of West European politics. All the more reason why the Church should be
reformed and liberated from the feudal nexus. And that this reform should be
conducted along Orthodox lines...

The Capetians securely ruled only the area around Paris, and had many rivals
in the rest of France. But the dynasty gradually gained in strength, ruling “directly
until the death of Charles the Fair in 1328. In fact the House of Valois which
followed it and the House of Bourbon which followed Valois were both cadet
branches of the Capetian line; that line could thus be said to have lasted for over
eight and a half centuries, until the abdication in 1848 of France’s last king...”?18

217 Norwich, op. cit., pp. 16-17.
218 Norwich, op. cit., p. 18.
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12. THE ANGLO-SAXON AUTOCRACY

As we have seen, Archbishop Hincmar of Rheims had hinted at future Papist
attempts to dominate the kings. However, he did not want the Church to
undermine the power of the kings too much; for with so many bishops
compromised by their (involuntary) involvement in the feudal system, the power
with the most realistic prospect of saving society from the morass of feudalism
was the Orthodox monarchy. The one country in Western Europe where the
monarchy was still strong enough to ward off feudalism was England.

A strong monarchy was necessary especially in order to repel the Viking
invasions from Scandinavia, who first sack the famous monastery of Lindisfarne
in 793, and went on to cause murder and devastation around the shores of
Northern Britain and Ireland, creating the Viking kingdom of Dublin in 795,
before turning south and east to England in the ninth century... Before the
invasions, England was divided into seven independent kingdoms. Each had its
own bishops, but all, from the time of St. Theodore the Greek, archbishop of
Canterbury (+691), recognised the authority of the archbishop of Canterbury. In
the eighth century the dominant English kingdom was Mercia under its powerful
King Offa, whose son Egfrith was anointed in 786 in the first royal anointing in
Anglo-Saxon history. However, in 829 King Egbert of Wessex, conquered Mercia
and soon had a precarious control over Northumbria, too. In the second half of
the century the famous King Alfred the Great led the recovery against the Viking
invaders, and Alfred’s successors succeeded in uniting most of Britain in a single
Orthodox kingdom until the Norman-Papist invasion of 1066-70.

King Alfred came to the throne of Wessex in 871, when English civilization
was in the process of being wiped out by the pagan Danes. In 869 the “Great
Army” had conquered Northumbria and East Anglia, before turning south of the
Thames into Wessex. Almost single-handedly, Alfred defeated the Danes at
Ethandune in 878, baptized their king Guthrum (in baptism: Athelstan) and laid
the foundations for their integration into a truly Anglo-Danish kingdom.?!®

Moreover, he undertook the organization and education of the devastated
Church, sending all his bishops a copy of his own translation of the Pastoral Care
by Pope Gregory the Great - the Roman connection again! Indeed, re-establishing
links with both Rome and the Eastern Orthodox Church was a priority with
Alfred. He corresponded with the Patriarch of Jerusalem and sent alms to the
monks of India.

As Chris Wickham writes, Alfred “seems to have developed a large-scale
military levy from the population, and he certainly established a dense network
of public fortifications, burhs, throughout southern England, defended by public
obligation, which was sufficiently effective to hold off a second large-scale Viking
assault in 892-6. Alfred died ‘king of the Anglo-Saxons’, or, in the Chronicle’s

219 Julian D. Richards and Dawn Hadley, “The Great Viking Terror”, BBC History Magazine,
September, 2016, p. 39.
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words, ‘of the whole English people except that part which was under Danish
rule’; he may have been the first king to see himself in “English’, not West Saxon
or Mercian, terms... But it was the Vikings who made that choice possible for
him.”220

The stability of Alfred’s dynasty and kingdom by comparison with the West
European kingdoms was partly owing to the fact that, like the Roman
missionaries in the early seventh century, he found a tabula rasa and was able to
rebuild on relatively uncluttered, but firm foundations. In particular, the tensions
between the monarchy and the local aristocracies which so weakened the West
Frankish kingdom, hardly existed in England after 878 and surfaced again in a
serious way only briefly in the reign of Edward the Martyr (975-978) and again in
1052. The English kings of the tenth century created a powerful landowning
aristocracy; but its estates were scattered in different parts of the kingdom, so a
powerful all-English king was in its interests.??!

There are several indications that the English kingdom modelled itself on
Byzantium. Thus early in the tenth century King Athelstan, the first truly all-
English king???2, who had marched to the north of Scotland and had crushed a
coalition of Celts and Vikings at Brunanburgh in 937, gave himself the
Byzantine titles basileus and curagulus. Again, in 955, his brother and successor
King Edred called himself “emperor of the Anglo-Saxons and Northumbrians,
governor of the pagans, defender of the Britons”. Unlike the Frankish or German
kings, the English kings never aspired to the title of “Holy Roman Emperor”. But
their power was de facto greater than that of any western ruler until the rise of the
Ottonian dynasty in Germany.

“The English were prospering” writes Robert Tombs, “through agriculture
and trade in conditions of peace and prosperity unknown for centuries. In
contrast with post-Carolingian Europe, England had no prolonged or general
internal conflict in 200 years. Its kings ruled with an iron hand, punishing
disobedient shires and nobles with hangings, ravaging, confiscation and exile.
Enforcing law and custom was a job for the people themselves. Law, as was
typical of lightly governed societies, aimed at compensation for injury (‘If anyone
strike another with his fist on the nose, iii shillings”) and restraint of blood feuds,
by regulating the “wergild” (‘man money’) paid by a killer to a dead man’s kin or
master. Wergild differed according to status: one king issued a proclamation to
‘all his people, whether men of a twelve-hundred wergild or of a two hundred” -
meaning nobles and peasants respectively. One of the concessions Alfred had
extracted from Guthrum was that the price for killing an Englishman in the
Danelaw should be the same as that for killing a Dane. Men were divided into
groups of men - tithings - to protect and police each other, and they bonded
through eating and drinking. Ten tithings formed armed posses to ride after

220 Wickham, The Inheritance of Rome: A History of Europe from 400 to 1000, London: Penguin, 2009,
p. 457.

221 Wickham, op. cit., chapter 19.

22 Tom Holland, “The Astonishing Aethelstan”, BBC History Magazine, July, 2016.
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rustlers and escaped thralls (slaves) living as bandits, and if necessary attack their
protectors. Thrall ringleaders were summarily hanged, and their followers were
flogged, scalped and deprived of their little fingers - which marked them without
destroying their ability to work. In the century before 1066 there was an increase
in punishment (usually by death or savage mutilation) for crimes that were
increasingly seen not merely as matters concerning individuals and families, but
as offences against king and community by breaking ‘the king’s peace’. There
were what now seem oddities: taking the king’s wheat led to arrest, but braining
one’s mother with a candlestick brough only a religious penance. Athelstan
commanded that free women harbouring thieves should be thrown from a cliff
or drowned, and delinquent slaves stoned to death by other slaves ("And if any
one of them fails three times to hit him, he shall himself be scourged three times’).
Such harshness was not the whole story. Slaves could be freed as a religious act,
as in the following case in the late tenth century of people who had voluntarily
entered bondage in time of famine, and which suggests that human feelings could
exist even in savage times: ‘Geatfleda has given freedom for the love of God and
the for the sake of her soul [to] Ecceard the smith, Aelstan and his wife and all
their children born and unborn, and to Arkil, Cole, Ecferth [and] Aldhun’s
daughter and all the people whose head she took for their food in those evil days.’

“The Angelcynn were becoming what we might recognize as an embryonic
nation.??®> Their boundaries were now broadly established. They had a distinct
and fairly homogeneous system of customary law - even the “Danelaw” was little
different - with the king’s law over all. There was an English Church with English
saints, which prayed for ‘the king of the English and his army’, and which was
beginning the long process of creating the hundreds of small parishes that would
for a millennium provide the framework of English society. An opulent coinage
was struck, millions of silverpennies bearing the king’s head and title. An
administrative system was gradually established over most of the country, based
on the “scir’ (shire) generally centred on a river port, governed for the king by an
ealdorman and his deputy, the ‘scirgerefa’ (sheriff), tax collector, judge and
policeman. The shires would substantially retain their territories and names (such
as Devenscire and Nordfulc) for over 1,000 years, with no major change until
1974. There was a regular system of participation in government. The warrior
nobility, ‘thegns’, and free peasants, ‘ceorls’” (‘churls’), met in shire courts and
local monthly courts in every hundred (a subdivision of the shire). Tens of
thousands of men took part in levying taxes enforcing the law, bearing royal
commands, and when necessary taking up arms. At the age of twelve, every
freeman took an oath of loyalty to the king and obedience to the law - a practice
that continued for many centuries. To represent the whole kingdom, a gathering
of thegns and prelates, the “witan’ (‘the councillors’), was summoned by the king
at various places, sometimes traditional open-air sites, to take part in ceremonies,
give advice, settle disputes, try cases of treason, or endorse royal acts. It was
crucial at times of danger and of disputed succession. From the 970s it was called
the “Angelcynnes witan’, the council of the English people, and King Aethelred’s
1008 law was issued ‘on the decree of the English witan’. Though there were

223 However, the concept of an English nation goes back to the Venerable Bede. (V.M.)
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representative bodies in other parts of Europe, there were few if any national
representative bodies like this. The ability of English rulers to raise taxation and
manpower was unequalled in Europe, and it required this unique degree of
involvement and consent by local communities, including even relatively humble
subjects...”224

In the second half of the tenth century, England reached the peak of her glory
as an Orthodox kingdom, founded on a strong monastic revival supported by a
powerful king, Edgar, and a holy archbishop, Dunstan. The relationship between
them was truly symphonic, with a particularly strong role assigned to the king:
“I have in my hand the sword of Constantine; you hold that of Peter,” wrote
Edgar to Dunstan in 967. “Let us join our right hands sword to sword, so that the
sanctuary of God may be cleansed.”?

Ryan Lavelle writes: “A document from around 973, the Regularis Concordia, ...
was intended as a rulebook and liturgical guide for English monks and nuns, but
it was also a bold statement of the relationship between God, the king and a
Christian people. The king and queen were seen as protectors of monks and nuns
in the temporal world, while, in return, the souls of the West Saxon royal family
were protected with prayers by the same monks and nuns. The positions of the
king and queen were therefore inextricably linked with the survival of
Christianity in the kingdom. This was part of a process of legitimizing royal
power to an extent that was hitherto unparalleled in Anglo-Saxon England. The
king had become part of the ecclesiastical order in a coronation ceremony that
made him God’s representative on earth. The original meaning of Christ’s name,
Christus meant “the anointed [king]’, and the inauguration of Edgar used an ordo
(an order of service) that put Edgar on a similar level - directly anointed by God.
The monastic reform movement gave this a new impetus...”?2¢

Edgar’s first anointing had taken place in 960 or 961. For many years he was
not allowed to wear his crown in penance for a sin he had committed (which
shoed both his humility and the power of the archbishop). But in 973, the penance
came to an end, and at the age of thirty (perhaps not coincidentally, the canonical
age for episcopal ordination in the West) he was anointed again, this time as
“Emperor of Britain” in the ancient Roman city of Bath. In the same year, again
emphasizing the Roman imperial theme, he was rowed on the River Dee by six
or eight sub-kings, include five Welsh and Scottish rulers and one ruler of the
Western Isles.??’

224 Tombs, The English and their History, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2015, pp. 35-36. Peter Rex
says this the Witan “was not a formal institution with a constitution and defined powers, like a
modern parliament, but consultations between the king... and his natural advisors” (The Last
English King. The Life of Harold 11, Stroud: The History Press, 2008, p. 33).

225 Oratio Edgari Regis, P.L. 138, 515D-516A.

226 Lavelle, Aethelred II: King of the English 978-1016, Stroud: Tempus, 1002, p. 29.

227 Some see in this event less a submission of the northern kings to Edgar as a kind of peace treaty
between them. Be that as it mayj, it is true to say that the power of the Anglo-Saxon kings never
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“This was a move,” writes Lavelle, “that recalled the actions of his great-uncle
Athelstan, the successful ruler of Britain, but it was also an English parallel to the
tenth-century coronation of the Holy Roman Emperor, Otto of Germany, in which
the stem-dukes had undertaken the task of feeding the emperor.”228

Edgar’s claims to Romanitas were not without foundation. The economy was
strong, the tax and legal systems were sophisticated, and the coinage was secure
with an impressive system of monetary renewal whereby all coins issued from
the royal mints had to be returned and reissued every five years. England was
now a firmly Orthodox, multi-national state composed of three Christian peoples,
the Anglo-Saxons, Celts and Danes??, living in mutual amity. She was at peace at
home and respected abroad, spreading her influence in a beneficial way through
ecclesiastical missions to the Norwegians and Swedes.

Edgar married twice, producing a son from each marriage. When he died in
975 (his relics were discovered to be incorrupt in 1052), the partisans of his second
son, Aethelred, argued that he should be made king in preference to his elder
half-brother Edward, on the grounds that Edgar had not been anointed when he
begat Edward in 959 or 960, and that his first wife, Edward’s mother, had never
been anointed, so that the throne should pass to the younger son, who had been
born “in the purple” when both his parents were anointed sovereigns. The
conflict was settled when the archbishop of Canterbury, St. Dunstan, seized the
initiative and anointed St. Edward.230

In this way, through her stewardship of the sacrament of royal anointing, the
Church came to play the decisive role in deciding the question of succession...
However, the defeated party did not give up their opposition to God’s chosen
one, and in 979 came the murder of the Lord’s anointed. “No worse deed for the
English was ever done that this,” said the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. And while it was
said that there was “great rejoicing” at the coronation of St. Edward’s half-
brother, Aethelred, St. Dunstan sorrowfully prophesied great woes for the nation
in the coming reign.

The prophecy was exact; for not only were the English successively defeated
by Danish pagan invaders and forced to pay ever larger sums in “Danegeld”, but
the king himself, betrayed by his leading men, was forced to flee abroad in 1013.

really extended into Scotland, where a native dynasty founded by Kenneth MacAlpin (840-858)
“destroyed the last Pictish kings, and imposed Gaelic customs and the Gaelic language
throughout the kingdom of Alba” (Ann Williams, “Britain AD 1000”, History Today, vol. 50 (3),
March, 2000, p. 34). One of these Scottish Orthodox kings was Macbeth (+1057), made famous by
the hero of Shakespeare’s play. He made a pilgrimage to Rome, where he “scattered money like
seed among the poor”.

228 Lavelle, op. cit., p. 31.

229 Already in the middle of the tenth century one archbishop of Canterbury, St. Oda “the Good”,
and one archbishop of York, Oskytel, were Danish by race. See V. Moss, The Saints of Anglo-Saxon
England, Seattle: St. Nectarios Press, 1993, volume 1II, pp. 38-41.

230 “Passio et Miracula Sancti Edwardi Regis et Martyris”, in Christine Fell, Edward King and
Martyr, University of Leeds, 1971.
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The next year he was recalled by the English leaders, both spiritual and lay, who
declared that “no lord was dearer to them than their rightful lord, if only he
would govern his kingdom more justly than he had done in the past.” Aethelred
promised that he “would be their faithful lord, would better each of those things
that they disliked, and that each of the things would be forgiven which had been
done or said against him. Then was full friendship established in word and in
deed and in compact on either side.”231

“Embedded here in the prose of The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle,” writes David
Starkey, “is the text, probably even the actual words, of a formal written
agreement between the king and his people. It is the Anglo-Saxon Magna Carta.
The circumstances in 1014, moreover, were very similar to those 200 years later.
A political crisis and a foreign pretender brought the king, more or less naked, to
the negotiating table. The throne would be his, but on conditions. The king agrees,
since he has no choice. The terms and his consent to them are made public and
the whole enshrined in a written document. The result is the first constitutional
settlement in English history and it began a tradition which descends through
Magna Carta, the Petition of Right and the Reform Acts, down to the present.”232

In another place, Starkey says that this agreement demonstrated the political
maturity of the English people. But from an Orthodox point of view it would be
better to characterize it as the beginning of the end of the English Orthodox
Autocracy...?33

However, in 1016, after Aethelred had died and the Danish King Canute had
conquered the land, full autocratic rule was restored. The king reassumed
complete control in the political sphere, while the Church retained her supremacy
in the spiritual (Canute was baptized). But in 1051-52, and again in 1065, the
aristocracy raised its head against the king, which presaged the final fall of the
English Autocracy in 1066...

The king for the Anglo-Saxons was the “warden of the holy temple” .23 Crimes
against the Church or her servants were seen as crimes against the king, and were
duly punished by him. His duty was to look after the Church and enforce her
laws with secular penalties.

“For a Christian king is Christ’s deputy among Christian people”, as King
Aethelred’s laws put it.

Both the king and the archbishop were “the Lord’s Anointed” - the archbishop
so that he might minister the sacraments of salvation, and the king so that, as Bede
wrote in his commentary on Acts, “he might by conquering all our enemies bring

231 Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, E, 979, 1014.

232 Starkey, The Monarchy of England, London: Chatto & Windus, 2004, p. 83.

233 Starkey, in the second of his series of programmes entitled “Monarchy” and broadcast on
October 25, 2004 on Channel 4 TV.

234 Quoted in Chaney, The Cult of Kingship in Anglo-Saxon England, Manchester University Press,
1970, p. 14.
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us to the immortal Kingdom”. The king was sometimes compared to God the
Father and the bishop - to Christ. Thus in his letter to Charlemagne Cathwulf
compared the king to the Father and the bishop to the Son. He was the shepherd
and father of his people and would have to answer for them at the Last
Judgement.

Regicide and usurpation were the greatest of crimes; for, as Abbot Aelfric
wrote in a Palm Sunday sermon, “no man may make himself a king, for the people
have the option to choose him for king who is agreeable to them; but after that he
has been hallowed as king, he has power over the people, and they may not shake
his yoke from their necks.” And so, as Archbishop Wulfstan of York wrote in his
Institutes of Christian Polity, “through what shall peace and support come to God'’s
servants and to God’s poor, save through Christ, and through a Christian
king?”2%

And yet the relationship between Church and State in England was
“symphonic”, not caesaropapist; for the kings did nothing without consulting
their bishops and senior nobles - who were not afraid to disagree with the king,
or remind him of his obligations.?3¢ Thus, as Frank Barlow says, “a true theocratic
government was created, yet one, despite the common charge of confusion
against the Anglo-Saxon Church, remarkably free of confusion in theory. The
duality of the two spheres was emphatically proclaimed. There were God’s rights
and the king’s rights, Christ’s laws and the laws of the world. There was an
independent ecclesiastical jurisdiction under the control of the bishop, but there
was also the helping hand of the secular power which the church had invoked
and which it could use at its discretion.”23”

The success of the Anglo-Saxon kingdom can be attributed to a large extent to
the respect for the law, both God’s law and the king’s law. As van Caenegem
writes, “in this period the Anglo-Saxons founded the most solid and best
administered kingdom of the western world. Their kings were great law-givers
and this tradition was in no way diminished after legislation had lapsed on the
Continent. On the contrary, the voluminous and numerous dooms (some of
which are unfortunately lost) of Ine, Offa, Alfred the Great, Edward the Elder,
Athelstan, Edmund, Edgar, Aethelred the Unready and Canute form a collection
of texts unique in Europe, bearing witness to an equally unique tradition of royal,
national law-giving in England right through the Anglo-Saxon period
(Liebermann 1898-1916).

“The nation-wide administration of justice was equally impressive. There was
a network of hundred and shire courts, topped by the witenagemot and receiving
decisive impulses from the crown, inter alia by means of the writs, which were
often addressed to such local gatherings. There were also franchisal courts

235 Chaney, op. cit., epilogue.

236 See, for example, St. Dunstan’s speech to King Aethelred at his coronation (Bishop W. Stubbs,
Memorials of St. Dunstan, Rolls series, 1874, pp. 356-357).

237 Barlow, The English Church, 1000-1066, London: Longmans, 1979, p. 141.
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belonging to lords... Finally the comparative excellence of royal administration
should be mentioned. England enjoyed a high measure of internal peace and
order (staving off enemies from overseas was another matter): private warfare
and adulterine castles (or which there were a few under the Confessor, built by
Norman knights) were practically unheard of, and practices such as tithing and
frankpledge guaranteed a measure of public safety that must have astounded
people on the other side of the Channel. The efficiency of the royal writing-office
has already been mentioned. Equally efficient was the new network of local royal
officials, the sheriffs, who had no equals on the Continent. These ‘counts of the
shire’ had nothing to do with hereditary regional princes, but were real
appointees of the crown. The royal mint was also one of the wonders of Europe
because of its monopolistic position, its efficiency and its enormous output.
National defence was centrally directed and general military service, in the local
and the national fyrd, was never abandoned in favour of the feudal formula of the
army of professional knights: the disaster of October 1066 should not obscure the
fact that English armies had successfully resisted the Danes in the ninth and tenth
centuries and that King Harold had, a few weeks before Hastings, destroyed a
powerful army led by the king of Norway. The foundation of a solid national
monarchy was a notable Anglo-Saxon achievement and its consequences were far
reaching. When in the twelfth century the rebirth of the state became a general
European phenomenon, the existence of these Anglo-Saxon antecedents gave
Norman and Angevin England an advantage which goes a long way towards
explaining England’s pioneering role in this European development...” 238

238 Van Caenegem, op. cit., pp. 184-185.
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13. THE GERMAN AUTOCRACY

Just as the English Orthodox autocracy arose out of the successful struggle
with the Vikings, so the German Orthodox autocracy arose out of the successful
struggle with the Magyars, “a new migration,” as Simon Jenkins writes, “from
the Ural mountains. The Magyars were first reported in the Crimean peninsula in
860. They came, like the Huns, as mounted warriors, eager for plunder and land.
They reached Orléans in France and as far south as Rome. In 910 they defeated a
German army, and in 924 devastated Provence. As the Vikings were unstoppable
at sea, so the Magyars seemed unstoppable on land. After they had marauded
across central Europe for some years, they were confronted by another of the
dominant personalities of medieval Europe, Otto the Great of Saxony (936-73),
ruler by inheritance of both Germany and Lotharingia. In 955 he assembled an
alliance of German duchies to face the Magyars at the battle of Lechfeld in
Bavaria. Otto’s mail-clad cavalry overwhelmed a much larger force of Magyars,
and the latter retreated to settle, to this day, in Hungary.”?%

King Alfred the Great’s victory at Ethandune in 878 had laid the foundations
for the All-English kingdom that eventually encompassed three nations: the
Anglo-Saxons, the Danes in the East and the Celts in the West. In the same way,
King Otto the Great’s victory over the Magyars at Lechfeld in 955 laid the
foundations for “Holy Roman empire of the German nation”. Remarkably, he was
not a descendant of Charlemagne, but a Saxon, from the race that had warred
stubbornly against the Franks and been crushed by him - truly a case of the “the
last shall be first”. His empire, while not as extensive as the Carolingian empire
at its height, lasted much longer.

However, Germany proved more difficult to weld into a single whole than
England. It was only after a series of civil wars that Otto won the submission of
the duchies of Lotharingia, Swabia, Bavaria and Franconia in addition to his
native Saxony. And this even after he had been formally elected by “the whole
people” of the Saxons and the Franks, and had been anointed to the kingdom in
a double ceremony in Charlemagne’s palace-chapel at Aachen. After defeating
the rebellious princes, Otto decided to remove the native ducal dynasties and
distribute their lands to his relatives. But rebellions continued, so he resorted to a
bold and fateful experiment: government, not through secular officials, dukes or
counts, but through bishops and abbots. Thus Otto put Lotharingia, as Davis
writes, “in charge of his young brother Bruno, who was a cleric and Archbishop
of Cologne. The combination of an archbishopric and a duchy did not seem in
any way incongruous to him, for he did not consider that there was any essential
division between ‘Church’ and ‘State’; they were merely different aspects of the
same society.” As he wrote to Bruno, “you have both priestly religion and royal
strength”.240

239 Jenkins, A Short History of Europe, London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 2018, p. 59.
240 R.H.C. Davis, A History of Medieval Europe, Harlow: Longman, 1988, pp. 212-213.
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“Unlike the great Frankish empire,” writes R. Samson, “the extension of
centralized political power in the new German empire was largely achieved
through the Church. By 951 Otto successfully declared eighty-five ‘royal’
monasteries and all the bishoprics exempt from all secular authority. They were
‘immune’ from ducal administration. Their lands could not be sub-enfeoffed
without royal authority.”24

This failure to see any essential division between Church and State was a
consequence of the feudal Weltanschauung. The system of government through
bishops had the advantage that, since they could not marry, they could not found
hereditary dynasties that might challenge his power. Moreover, the king founded
imperial churches or abbeys with vast swathes of land to which he granted
“immunity” from interference from the local dukes and counts. These abbots then
became in effect the local judges and tax-collectors. Although this system of
government through the clergy was clearly caesaropapist in essence, it was not
opposed by the papacy. However, it had the weakness from the king’s point of
view that while the bishops and abbots could be appointed by him, they could be
dismissed only by the Pope. Moreover, only the Pope could create new
bishoprics. In the case of conflict with a bishop, therefore, - and such a conflict
took place between Otto and Archbishop Frederick of Mainz, the Primate of
Germany - the king would need the help of the Pope in order to impose his will.

Otto hoped that the Pope could be persuaded to grant more “stavropegial”
grants to abbeys, making them directly subject to the Pope and so “immune” from
episcopal control in the way that the famous abbey of Cluny in West Francia was.

“What he wanted,” writes Davis, “and eventually got, was papal exemptions
for abbeys such as Hersfeld, Quedlinburg, and Gernrode, which were to be the
perfect examples of the Ottonian System. Their ‘royal immunities” would exclude
the power of counts and dukes, and their papal exemptions that of bishops and
archbishops. In them the abbot would preside over all things; and over the abbot
would stand the king.”?242

From the 880s the papacy entered a period of degradation unparalleled in its
pre-schism history. Thus in 897, one pope, Stephen VI, exhumed his predecessor,
Formosus from the grave before excommunicating him, declaring all his
ordinations invalid and cutting off his fingers.24?

Heather ascribes this situation to two interrelated causes. First, the papacy was
now, not only a Church, but also a State, the Republic of St. Peter, with vast assets
bequeathed to it by Charlemagne and his successors. With this came all the
temptations of political power, and a consequent increase of violence as different
factions, Italian and German, and different families, especially the Tusculani and

241 Samson, in Angus Mackay and David Ditchburn (eds.), Atlas of Medieval Europe, London and
New York: Routledge, 1997, p. 37.

242 R.H.C. Davis, op. cit., p. 217.

243 Alberto Reche Ontillera, “Vengeance at the Vatican: The Cadaver Synod”, National Geographic
History, January/February, 2016, pp. 14-17.
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the Crescentii families, struggled for control of the see, and through it, its material
assets.

Secondly, from the 880s the Carolingian empire entered a further period of
disintegration, which meant that the papacy lost both a whip to keep its political
factions within the bounds of decency, and the broader West European stage
upon which the Carolingians had allowed it to play so important a role.?4

The period 904 to 963 is known as “the pornocracy of Marozia” after the
Tusculani clan member Marozia, an evil woman who made, unmade, lived with
and begat a series of popes.?*> However, in 932 Marozia’s son Alberic imprisoned
his mother, took over the government of Rome, reformed its monasteries and
gave it a short period of peace and relative respectability. Alberic, writes
Llewellyn, “who styled himself as ruler by the grace of the Lord and had such
close contacts with the Byzantine world, may have seen himself as custodian of
the imperial and Roman concept of Christian rulership that had been inherent in
Pepin’s patriciate and Charlemagne’s imperial title - a title that could only validly
be realized by denying all initiative to the clergy.”?4¢ But in 955 he died and his
son Octavian became Pope John XII at the age of sixteen. “Even for a pope of that
period,” writes De Rosa, “he was so bad that the citizens were out for his blood.
He had invented sins, they said, not known since the beginning of the world,
including sleeping with his mother. He ran a harem in the Lateran Palace. He
gambled with pilgrims” offerings. He kept a stud of two thousand horses which
he fed on almonds and figs steeped in wine. He rewarded the companions of his
nights of love with golden chalices from St. Peter’s. He did nothing for the most
profitable tourist trade of the day, namely, pilgrimages. Women in particular
were warned not to enter St. John Lateran if they prized their honour; the pope
was always on the prowl. In front of the high altar of the mother church of
Christendom, he even toasted the Devil...”247

Retribution was coming, however. Berengar of Lombardy advanced on Rome,
and the pope in desperation appealed to Berengar’s feudal lord, Otto of Germany,
who had some claim to the throne through his wife Adelaide, “the daughter,
widow and jilter of three previous kings of Italy”.?48 This was Otto’s opportunity
to seize that imperial crown, which would give him complete dominance over his
rivals. He marched into Italy, drove out Berengar and was crowned Emperor by
John on February 2, 962 in exchange for his recognizing the papacy’s claim to the
papal states of Central Italy.

However, when Otto demanded that the inhabitants of the Papal states should
swear an oath of allegiance to him, Otto, and not to the pope, thereby treating the
Papal states as one of his dependencies, the Pope took fright, began negotiations

244 Heather, op. cit., pp. 361-373.
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with Berengar’s son Adalbert and called on both the Hungarians and the
Byzantines to help drive Otto out of Italy. But Otto intercepted John's letters, and
saw this as treachery on the part of the pope.

Simon Montefiore continues the story: “ After John received Adalbert in Rome
with great ceremony, bishops and nobles sympathetic to the German king
rebelled. On 2 November 963, John was forced to flee Rome as Otto re-entered the
city.

“Whilst John hid in the mountains of Campania, Otto convened a panel of fifty
bishops in St. Peter’s Basilica, who compiled a list of political and personal
charged against him. These ranged from sacrilege (swearing oaths and toasting
the devil with wine) to adultery, perjury and even murder (he was accused of
blinding his confessor, Benedict, leading to his death, and of castrating and
murdering his cardinal subdeacon). The excesses of his private life had also led
him into flagrant abuses of his office, including simony - bestowing bishoprics
and other ecclesiastical titles in return for payments - in order to pay his extensive
gambling debts.

“On 4 December 963, the synod found him guilty and deposed him, replacing
him with Pope Leo VIII. However, the new appointment was made without
following proper canonical procedure and few regarded Leo as a legitimate
replacement. As Otto and Adalbert clashed on the battlefield again, a new revolt
broke out in Rome, restoring John to the papacy, while Leo fled. Those who
betrayed John now suffered horrible vengeance. Cardinal Deacon John had his
right hand cut off by the merciless pope while Bishop Otgar of Speyer was
scourged; another official lost his nose and ears, many more were
excommunicated. On 26 February 964, John repealed Otto’s decrees in a special
synod and re-established his own authority as pope.

“John’s position was still precarious and when Otto finally defeated
Berengarius on the battlefield and started back for Rome, it seemed highly likely
that he would be deposed again. However, on 16 May 964, lustful to the last, John
collapsed and died eight days after being caught in the act of adultery. Some say
he was beaten up by the jealous husband; others that he was murdered, others
again that the devil had claimed him as his own....”24

As Bishop Liutprand of Cremona relates, the Romans then made a deacon to
be Pope Benedict V. But the emperor and the other bishops, who recognized Leo
VIII, accused Benedict of various things, which Benedict admitted. He was
allowed to return to his rank of deacon and exiled to a monastery outside Rome,
while all his other ordinations (to priest and bishop) were declared invalid.

During the Council of Verzy in 991, Archbishop Arnulf of Orleans (+1003)
drew conclusions from the behaviour of John XII and his successors that were by
no means compatible with the later doctrine of the infallibility of the Pope:

249 Montefiore, op. cit., pp. 114-115.

128



"Looking at the actual state of the papacy, what do we behold?... Are there,
indeed, any bold enough to maintain that the priests of the Lord over all the world
are to take their law from monsters of guilt like these - men branded with
ignominy, illiterate men, and ignorant alike of things human and divine? If, holy
fathers, we be bound to weigh in the balance the lives, the morals, and
attainments of the meanest candidate for the sacerdotal office, how much more
ought we to look to the fitness of him who aspires to be the lord and master of all
priests! Yet how would it fare with us, if it should happen that the man the most
deficient in all these virtues, one so subject as not to be worthy of the lowest place
among the priesthood, should be chosen to fill the highest place of all? What
would you say of such an one, when you behold him sitting upon the Throne
glittering in purple and gold? Must he not be the Antichrist, 'sitting in the Temple
of God, and showing himself as God'? Verily such an one lacketh both wisdom
and charity; he standeth in the temple as an image, as an idol, from which as from
dead marble you would seek counsel.

"But the Church of God is not subject to a wicked pope; nor even absolutely,
and on all occasions, to a good one. Let us rather in our difficulties resort to our
brethren of Belgium and Germany than to that city, where all things are venal,
where judgment and justice are bartered for gold. Let us imitate the great Church
of Africa, which, in reply to the pretensions of the Roman Pontiff, deemed it
inconceivable that the Lord should have invested any one person with his own
plenary prerogative of judicature, and yet have denied it to the great congregation
of his priests assembled in Council in different parts of the world. If it be true, as
we are informed by common report, that there is in Rome scarcely a man
acquainted with letters, - without which, as it is written, one may scarcely be a
doorkeeper in the House of God, - with what face may he who had himself learnt
nothing set himself up for a teacher of others? In the simple priest ignorance is
bad enough; but in the high priest of Rome, - in him to whom it is given to pass
in review the faith, the lives, the morals, the discipline, of the whole body of the
priesthood, yea, of the universal Church, ignorance is in nowise to be tolerated....
Why should he not be subject in judgment to those who, though lowest in place,
are his superiors in virtue and in wisdom? Yea, not even he, the prince of the
Apostles, declined the rebuke of Paul, though his inferior in place, and, saith the
great Pope [St]. Gregory I [the Dialogist], 'if a bishop be in fault, I know not any
one such who is not subject to the holy see; but if faultless, let every one
understand that he is the equal of the Roman Pontiff himself, and as well qualified
as he to give judgment in any matter." "2>0

Although Otto was crowned in Rome, he did not call himself “Emperor of the
Romans”, but rex romanorum et semper augustus, “king of the Romans and ever
emperor”. This was probably because he did not wish to enter into a competition
with the Byzantine emperor. It may also have been because he had little
admiration for Old Rome, just as Old Rome had little time for him.?>! Thus he
instructed his sword-bearer to stand behind him as he kneeled at the tomb of the

250 Archbishop Arnulf, in Schaff's History of the Christian Church, vol. 4, pp. 290-292.
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Apostle. “For 1 know,” he said, “only too well what my ancestors have
experienced from these faithless Romans.”2>2

In spite of that, Otto and his dynasty were more closely linked to Old Rome
than Charlemagne had been. As Janet Nelson writes: “Bishop Liutprand of
Cremona saw Otto in the line of Constantine and Justinian, appointed by God to
establish peace in this world. Returning from an embassy to Constantinople in
968, Liutprand denounced the ritual technology of the ‘Greeks’ [i.e. the machines
used to dazzle foreign visitors at the imperial court] as empty form: the substance
of true Roman emperorship now lay in the West. Otto, legislating in Italy ‘as a
holy emperor’ (ut imperator sanctus) gave colour to Liutprand’s claim. In the
Ottonianum, he confirmed the privileges of the Roman Church under his imperial
protectorship.”2%3

Otto gained the Byzantines’ recognition of his imperial title, and in 972 married
his son, Otto II, to Princess Theophanou, the niece of Emperor John Tzimiskes, in
Rome. Theophanou then introduced another Byzantine, John Philagathos, as
godfather of her son, Otto III. He became head of the royal finances and then -
Pope John XVI, which led to a sharp increase in Byzantine influence in the
western empire.?>* Also eclipsed - temporarily - was the new papist theory of
Church-State relations. Thus in an ivory bas-relief Christ is shown crowning Otto
IT and Theophanou - a Byzantine tenth-century motif expressing the traditionally
Byzantine concept of Church-State symphony.2>

In 991 Theophanou died and Otto III became Emperor under the regency of
his grandmother. Otto, as Holland writes, “was nothing if not a Roman emperor.
He lived on the Palatine Hill, just as Augustus had done a thousand years before
him; he revived the titles of “‘consul” and ‘senator’. He had himself betrothed to a
princess from the Second Rome, Constantinople. His death in 2002, before his
marriage could serve to join the eastern and western empires, left hanging one of
history’s great “what-ifs”. Otto III's ambition of reviving the Roman empire had
been the great theme of his reign. Tantalising, then, to ponder what might have
happened if he had succeeded in joining it to the eastern Roman empire - the

252 Richard Chamberlin, “The Ideal of Unity”, History Today, vol. 53 (11), November, 2003, p. 62.
253 Nelson, “Kingship and Empire”, The Cambridge History of Medieval Political Thought, c. 350 - c.
1450, Cambridge University Press, 1991, p. 245.

254 Holland, Millenium, London: Abacus Books, 2009, pp. 75-76. Byzantine influence had already
been increasing under Alberic, whose “insistence on the forms of Byzantine administration and
court hierarchy... checked the growth of any real feudal devolution of government such as the rest
of Europe [outside Rome] was experiencing” (Llewellyn, op. cit., p. 307).

255 “The image,” as Jean-Paul Allard writes, “was more eloquent than any theological treatise. It
illustrated a principle that the papacy and the Roman Church have never accepted, but which was
taken for granted in Byzantium and is still held in Orthodoxy today: Christ and Christ alone
crowns the sovereigns; power comes only from God, without the intercession of an institutional
representative of the Church, be he patriarch or pope. The anointing and crowning of the
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of [this legitimacy] in the eyes of the people.” (“Byzance et le Saint Empire: Theopano, Otton III,
Benzon d’Albe”, in Germain Ivanov-Trinadtsaty, Regards sur I’Orthodoxie (Points of View on
Orthodoxy), Lausanne: L’ Age d'Homme, 1997, p. 39).
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empire that, unlike his own, could trace a direct line of descent from ancient
Rome.”256

Otto, writes Jean-Paul Allard, “dreamed of reuniting the two empires into one
one day, so as to restore universal peace - a new imperial peace comparable to
that of Augustus, a Roman Empire which would embrace once more the orbis
terrarum before the end of the world that was announced for the year 1000.”257
And to signify that the Renovatio Imperii Romani had truly begun, he moved his
court from Aachen to Rome, introduced Byzantine ceremonial into his court on
the Aventine hill, gave a stimulus to the rediscovery of Roman law, and began
negotiations with the Byzantine Emperor for the hand of a daughter or niece of
the basileus. This union would enable him to unite the two empires in a peaceful,
traditional manner...

The plan for union with Byzantium was foiled through the death of Otto’s
fiancée before her arrival in Rome. However, Otto sought and followed the advice
of holy hermits such as Nilus of Rossano in Calabria and Romuald of Ravenna,
as a result of which Byzantine influence continued to spread outwards from the
court.

This did not mean that conflicts between Church and State ceased altogether.
When Archbishop John Philagathos expelled the Pope and made himself Pope
John XVI in his place, St. Nilus of Rossano (+1004) denounced his action as
lawless. However, when the Emperor Otto III arrived with Pope Gregory V in
998, and blinded and mutilated Philagathos, St. Nilus interceded for Philagathos
and secured his life, rebuking the Emperor for his behavior, since Philagathos was
his godfather: "For the sake of the Lord, forgive me, the most sinful of men, and
a half-dead old man, because I am unworthy of such honour. Rather it is I who
should prostrate myself at your honourable feet and revere your great dignities.
Indeed, I have come to your glorious presence, not seeking glory, or gifts, or great
rewards, but for the sake of the one who offered you great services, and was
harshly treated by you. He sponsored you at Baptism, but now you have gouged
out his eyes. I beseech your piety to give him to me, so that he may sit with me,
and we both may weep for our sins." The Emperor then repented, and granted St.
Nilus the request. But the pope, contrary to St. Nilus' command, “not satisfied by
the punishments he had already inflicted upon the aforementioned Philagathos,
brought him out, tore off his priestly vestments, and paraded him all around
Rome. When the holy old man heard this, he was sorely grieved and no longer
made any plea to the emperor for the archbishop. When the Emperor was
informed about what had happened, he sent one of his archbishops to entreat the
old man. St. Nilus replied: “Go and tell the Emperor and the Pope, ‘These are the
words of a crazy old man: you gave me this blind man, neither out of fear of men,
nor because of my great power, but only for the sake of God's love. Now all the
injuries you have inflicted were not upon him, but upon me, and, even more, you
have insulted God Himself. Therefore you should know that, just as you did not

256 Holland, “Rome Undead”, New Statesman, May 16-22, 2014, p. 24.
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show compassion or mercy on the one delivered into your hands by God, so
neither will your Father, Who is in Heaven, forgive your sins.””28

St. Nilus then returned to his own monastery and "kept propitiating God, by
devoting himself to ceaseless prayer and meditation. A few days later, the pope
[Gregory V] met a violent death, just like a tyrant." However, the Emperor Otto
II fulfilled his penance and "walked on foot from Rome to the Sanctuary of the
incorporeal Archangel Michael at Gargano. His return was by way of the abode
of the blessed father." When the Emperor Otto III arrived and saw the monks'
cells around the chapel he exclaimed: "Behold the tents of Israel in the desert;
behold the citizens of the kingdom of Heaven. These men stay here not as
residents, but as those passing by." The Life of the saint then goes on: "The blessed
father ordered incense to be burned and went out to meet the Emperor with the
entire brotherhood, and bowed before him with complete humility and
reverence. The, Emperor, however, placed his hand under the old man's arms to
support him, and together they entered into the chapel." The Life then describes
the conversations between the Emperor and St. Nilus. When, after all this, the
Emperor Otto asked St. Nilus what he could give to him, St. Nilus "extended his
hand toward the Emperor's chest and said, 'l ask for nothing else from Your
Majesty except for the salvation of your soul. Even if you happen to be an
Emperor, nevertheless as a human being you have to die and stand for judgment
and given an accounting for all your deeds, both wicked and good." At these
words the Emperor shed tears from his eyes." The Emperor then bent his head,
was blessed by St. Nilus and returned to Rome.

It was under Otto III that his tutor and friend Gerbert of Aurillac became the
first Frankish Pope in 999. He took the name Sylvester II and revived memories,
in those brought up on the forged Donation of Constantine, of the symphonic
relationship between St. Constantine and Pope Sylvester 1.2° However, Sylvester
loved the true symphony, not the fake variety: in 1001 he persuaded Otto to issue
an act demonstrating that the Donation of Constantine was a forgery.?¢®0 Still more
significantly, this very unpapist Pope did not believe that he was above the
judgement of his fellow-bishops. Thus he wrote in 997: “The judgement of God is
higher than that of Rome... When Pope Marcellinus offered incense to Jupiter [in
303], did all the other bishops have to do likewise? If the bishop of Rome himself
sins against his brother or refuses to heed the repeated warnings of the Church,
he, the bishop of Rome himself, must according to the commandments of God be
treated as a pagan and a publican; for the greater the dignity, the greater the fall.
If he declares us unworthy of his communion because none of us will join him
against the Gospel, he will not be able to separate us from the communion of
Christ."261

258 Life of St. Nilus of Rossano, chapters 90-91. Quoted by Hieromonk Enoch on Facebook.
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This must count as a formal abjuration of the papist heresy... Unfortunately,
however, Sylvester was not imitated by his successors. But the courage of his right
confession deserves appreciation. Indeed, by the year 1000 there was little formal
papism in the west: it was the Byzantine ideal of “symphonic” Church-State
relations that had triumphed almost everywhere. Otto and Sylvester imitated the
Byzantine concept of a family of kings under one Christian Emperor. Thus they
handed out crowns to King Stephen of Hungary and the Polish Duke Boleslav.
And in a Gospel book made for Otto four states - Roma, Gallia, Germania and
Sclavinia (Poland) - are represented as women doing homage to him. “Otto even
opened up friendly relations with Vladimir, prince of the powerful Russian state
of Kiev, who had accepted his Christianity from Byzantium. One can only
speculate how different the future history of Eastern Europe might have been had
Otto’s policy of pacification been followed by subsequent German rulers...”262

The Ottonian period in the history of the papacy has been viewed in sharply
contrasting ways. Voltaire said that Pope John XII's summoning of the Germans
to Rome was the source of all the subsequent woes.?%>* However, an unprejudiced
view must accept that the intervention of the Ottonian monarchy in Roman affairs
was not wholly unbeneficial. The rivalries between the Tusculani and Crescentii
made the city virtually ungovernable in this period. Someone had to put a stop to
the scandalous degeneration of the first see of Christendom. And if the Ottonians
did not succeed in completely cleansing the Augean stables, it was hardly their
fault alone.

For the corruption in the Eternal City ran deep: in 991, as we have seen, at a
Council in Vezey attended by English as well as French bishops, Arnulph,
archbishop of Orleans, more or less accused Pope John XV of being the
Antichrist... As he said of the papacy’s attempts to intervene in the internal affairs
of the Western Churches: "The Church of Rome is for ever to be honoured in
memory of St. Peter; and the decrees of the Popes are to be duly respected, saving
always the Canons of Nicea and of other Councils, which must remain eternally
in force. For we must take good heed that neither the silence nor the new
constitutions of the Pope are allowed to prejudice the ancient Canons of the
Church. If his silence is to prevail, it follows that all laws - all the decrees of
antiquity - must be suspended so long as he remains mute. But if we are to be
bound by his new constitutions, where is the use of enacting laws at all, since they
may be rescinded at once by the will of a single individual? Do we, then, wish to

relation to Rome (and remained so until the death of Henry IV’s anti-Pope Clement III (Guibert)
in Ravenna in 1100). Thus at the hour of his death, Sylvester’s predecessor, St. Maurus of Ravenna
(+671), “called all his priests, and weeping before them, and seeking their forgiveness, he said to
them: ‘I am entering the path of death, I call to witness and warn you, do not place yourselves
under the Roman yoke. Choose a pastor for yourselves, and let him be consecrated by his bishops.
Seek the pallium from the emperor. For on whatever day you are subjugated to Rome, you will
not be whole.” And with these words he died; and he was buried in the narthex of Blessed
Apollinaris, in a wonderful tomb." (From The Book of the Pontiffs of the Church of Ravenna by
Andreas Agnellus [+846])

262 ] B. Morrall, “Otto III: an Imperial Ideal”, History Today, 14 January, 2011.

263 Voltaire, Essay on History and Customs, chapter 36. See Cyriaque Lampryllos, La Mystification
Fatale (The Fatal Mystification), Lausanne: L’ Age d'Homme, 1987, pp. 59-60.
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detract from the just prerogatives of Rome? By no means. But, alas! how pitiable
is the condition of Rome at present! The throne of the Leos and the Gregories, of
Gelasius and of Innocent, is occupied by monsters of licentiousness, cruelty, and
impiety. Let us pray for the conversion of our superiors; but, meanwhile, let us
look for advice and direction to some other quarter than Rome, where all is
corrupt, and justice is bartered for gold."

And, concerning statements of St. Gelasius, and others, which supposedly
make it out to be that the Church of Rome cannot be judged, the Archbishop said:
"If this be so, we have at least a right to demand that the Roman Pontiff shall be
one capable of pronouncing an indisputable judgment; whereas it is reported
that, at present, Rome is given up to the most barbarous ignorance. But, even
supposing that the present Pope were a Damasus, what have we done to
contravene his decree? We never attempted to decide this cause until no hope
remained of our obtaining a decision from Rome. And as to holding a Council
without his permission, the Council of Nicaea, so specially reverenced by Rome
herself, ordains that Councils shall be held in each province twice every year,
without any mention of the authority of Rome. In short, to avoid further
disputing, if the judgment of Rome be just, we will accept it willing; but, if unjust,
let us obey the Apostle, and refuse to listen even to an angel from heaven, if he
should command anything contrary to the Gospel. If Rome is silent, as in the
present case, let us consult the laws of the Church. What other course is open to
us, since Rome appears to be abandoned by all aid, divine and human, nay, even
to have abandoned herself?"264

The Ottonians at least seem to have had good intentions in relation to the
Church of Rome, and the partnership of the German-Greek Otto III and his friend
the Frankish Sylvester II - a collaboration “unique in medieval history”,
according to J.B. Morrall - looked on the point of restoring a true unity between
the Old and the New Romes. Indeed, for a short period it even looked as if
Byzantinism might triumph in the West...

“But the Romans,” writes Chamberlin, “rose against [Otto], drove him and his
pope out of the city, and reverted to murderous anarchy. He died outside the city
in January 1002, not quite twenty-two years of age.?%

“Sylvester survived his brilliant protégé by barely sixteen months (he died on
May 12, 1003). His epitaph summed up the sorrow that afflicted all thoughtful
men at the ending of a splendid vision: “The world, on the brink of triumph, in
peace now departed, grew contorted in grief and the reeling Church forgot her
rest.” The failure of Otto IIl and Sylvester marked the effective end of the medieval
dream of a single state in which an emperor ruled over the bodies of all Christian
men, and a pope over their souls.”266

264 W.H. Jervis, The Gallican Church: A History of the Church of France, pp. 40-42.

265 He died of smallpox. See Richard Cavendish, “The Death of Emperor Otto II1”, History Today,
13 December, 2001. (V.M.)

266 Chamberlin, “The Ideal of Unity”, op. cit., p. 62.
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“Otto transposed political and religious universalism. In his legislation he
evoked Justinian. Denouncing the Donation of Constantine as the product of
papal arrogance, Otto “slave of the Apostles’ stole the clothes of papal humility.
Otto died young and his successor Henry II preferred to stay north of the Alps.
But Otto’s imperial vision never entirely faded. His successors perpetuated it in
their symbols of state. Henry II's mantle, still to be seen at Bamberg, is
embroidered with the stars of heaven in imitation of Byzantine imperial claims to
cosmic authority. More importantly, Otto had forged the bond between the
regnum and the empire so strongly that it would not be broken even by rulers like
Henry II with little interest in a Roman power-base. Conrad I, once elected king,
was already an emperor-elect and the East Frankish realm only one of the regna
he would rule. His son Henry III immediately on Conrad’s death took the title,
no longer of ‘king of the Franks’ but ‘king of the Romans’. When, later, there was
a German kingdom, its ruler was never officially entitled ‘king of the Germans’.
German kingship had become inseparable from Roman emperorship...”2¢7

The Ottonian dynasty lived under the guidance and protection of Adelaide,
who married Otto I in 951, gave birth to Otto I, her only son, and was regent of
the kingdom during the minority of her grandson, Otto III. She famously called
herself “Adelaide, servant of the servants of God, sinner by nature, Empress by
Divine Grace”. She reposed in a convent she had founded in 999.268

The continuation of the Holy Roman Empire of the Ottonians under their
papist German and Spanish successor dynasties survived, amazingly, until 1806.
Voltaire famously and truly said of the papist empire that it was “neither holy,
nor Roman, nor an empire”. But under Otto III it had been, briefly, all three, a not
unworthy consort to its greater eastern neighbour...

267 Nelson, op. cit., pp. 245-246.
268 Protopresbyter James Thornton, Pious kings and Right-Believing Queens, Belmont, Mass.:
Institute for Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 2013, pp. 15-16.
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14. THE FALL OF THE POPES: (2) FROM SERGIUS IV TO LEO
X

With the death of Otto IlI, the last Western continental ruler sympathetic to
Byzantium, both the “Holy Roman Empire” and the Roman papacy began to lose
their last links with the Eastern Church. Their final decline began after the death
of Pope Sylvester II in 1003, when “suddenly,” according to Papadakis, “the
papacy was turned into a sort of imperial Eigenkirche or vicarage of the German
crown. The pope was to be the instrument and even the pawn of the Germans, as
opposed to the Romans.” 269

Nor was it only German Popes that contributed to the decline. The ethnically
Roman Popes, too, were hardly paragons of virtue, as they had clearly
demonstrated in the previous century. But at least they were usually formally
Orthodox.

However, in 1009, as Ranson and Motte write, “the last Roman Orthodox Pope,
John XVIII, was chased away and a Germanic Pope usurped the Orthodox
patriarchate of Rome: Sergius IV, an adulterer-bishop of Rome who, on ascending
the episcopal throne, wrote to the four other patriarchs a letter of communion
which confirmed the doctrine of the double procession [of the Holy Spirit from
both the Father and the Son - the Filiogue heresy] and immediately provoked a
break. The four Orthodox patriarchs then broke communion with the pope. Some
years later [in 1014], Benedict VIII, who was close to the emperor of Germany
Henry II, had the Filioque inserted into the Creed.”?7

According to Sir Steven Runciman, the popes’ addition of the Filioque was
hateful to the Greeks for purely political reasons, since it represented the triumph
of German influence in Rome.?”! However, the purely theological zeal of the
Byzantines must not be underestimated.

As for the native Romans, Fr. John Romanides has argued that they remained
basically Orthodox (because they were actually Greek!) and only accepted the
Filioque unwillingly, it being forced on them by the German emperors and the
reformist popes they appointed. The cause of the West's falling away lay
exclusively, according to Romanides, in the Franks... However, contrary to this
(essentially racist) theory, the Roman aristocratic families bore their own share of
responsibility for the catastrophe, having made the city virtually ungovernable
through their rivalries. The fact is that the whole of the West, both Latin and
German, formed a single body that fell away from the Church together...

269 Papadakis, op. cit., p. 28. However, Papadakis dates this transformation to 962 rather than 1002,
on the grounds that “during the century following the revival of the empire [in 962], twenty-one
popes from a total of twenty-five were virtually hand-picked by the German crown” (p. 29).

270 Patric Ranson and Laurent Motte, introduction to Cyriaque Lampryllos, La Mystification Fatale,
Lausanne: L’ Age d'Homme, 1987, p. 14.

271 Runciman, The Eastern Schism, Oxford, 1955, p. 161.
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Another important point is that while the German emperors may have
appointed German popes in order to clean up the papacy, the papacy remained
thoroughly unreformed until the middle of the century - that is, until the
pontificate of Leo IX. Thus Lampryllos writes: “After the death of this pope
[Benedict VIII], who was... the nephew of the Emperor Henry, another of his
nephews, and brother of the last pope, was elevated by the imperialist party to
the pontificate under the name of John XIX in 1024. Simple layman though he
was, he ascended through all the degrees of the hierarchy in six days. He held the
pontificate for nine years, but finally the national party, impatient with the
excesses of his behaviour, expelled him from Rome. However, the Emperor
Conrad II came down with an army into Italy and restored him; he died in the
same year, and another Teuton, the nephew also of the Emperor Conrad,
succeeded him under the name of Benedict IX. Henry III, then his son Henry 1V,
continued to get involved in successive elections of the popes, tipping the scales
in favour of their candidates; almost until 1061 the popes were their creatures:
they were those who go down in history under the name of the German Popes.”?72

The German ascendancy over the papacy came to a head in 1046, when there
were no less than three men calling themselves the Pope of Rome. The lawful
Pope (a relative term, since his behaviour was completely lawless) was Benedict
IX, a member of the Tusculani family, who had become pope at the age of twelve
or fourteen. “In 1044,” writes Matthew Kneale, “when he had reigned for a dozen
years, the Roman populace ended centuries of political docility and rose against
him in armed revolt. Their rebellion was a transforming event that brought a new
generation of aristocratic families to the fore. It also brought an almighty mess,
even by Rome’s messy standards. The rebels backed a new pope, Sylvester III, but
Benedict maintained his claim. After a year he finally resigned the papacy and
gave it - or rather sold it - to another candidate, Gregory VI, only to change his
mind and claim it back. Rome ended up with three popes.

“The chaos was sorted out by King Henry III who - like his son thirty-six years
later - wanted to secure his position by being crowned Holy Roman Emperor.
Imperial coronation was a tradition that already stretched back two and a half
centuries to Charlemagne, but it required a plausible pope. Finding no such thing,
Henry III created his own. In 1046 he journeyed to Sutri, just north of Rome,
summoned a church council, had all three papal claimants dismissed and
installed his candidate, who was German and strongly supportive of the reform
movement.”?73

After his death the notorious Benedict IX returned for his third spell as Pope...

And so “Benedict IX was Pope from 1032 to 1044, again in 1045, and finally
from 1047 to 1048, the only man to have served as Pope for three discontinuous
periods. Benedict gave up his papacy for the first time in exchange for a large sum
of money in 1044. He returned in 1045 to depose his replacement and reigned for

272 Lampryllos, op. cit., pp. 65-66.
273 Kneale, Rome. A History in Seven Sackings, London: Simon Schuster, 2017, pp. 117-118.
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one month, after which he left again, possibly to marry, and sold the papacy for
a second time, to his Godfather (possibly for over 650 kg /1450 Ib of gold). Two
years later, Benedict retook Rome and reigned for an additional one year, until
1048. Poppo of Brixen (later to become Pope Damascus II) eventually forced him
out of Rome. Benedict’s place and date of death are unknown, but some speculate
that he made further attempts to regain the Papal Throne. St. Peter Damian
described him as ‘feasting on immorality” and ‘a demon from hell in the disguise
of a priest” in the Liber Gomorrhianus, a treatise on papal corruption and sex that
accused Benedict IX of routine homosexuality and bestiality.”274

When was deposed for the last time (by death), Emperor Henry replaced him
with another German, and then, when he died in 1049, with yet another, Leo IX.
However, though a distant cousin of the Emperor, Leo was no pawn of the
German Reich. Indeed, it was his policies “that would put an end to the
Carolingian entente of church and empire essentially creating bitter conflicts
between the two”.2”> It was Leo IX who turned German caesaropapism into
German papocaesarism, a political empire with ecclesiastical pretensions into an
ecclesiastical one with political ones...

However, before discussing his fateful pontificate, we need to examine a
monastic movement that had an enormous influence on the tenth- and eleventh-
century Church in the West. This was the movement of Frankish monasticism
known as the Cluniac movement after the Burgundian monastery of Cluny,
which was founded by Duke William the Pious of Aquitaine in 910. Cluny and its
dependencies were distinguished first of all by the fact that they were not
Eigenkirchen, but “stavropegial” foundations independent of the control of any
feudal lord. As such, they were independent enough to assume the leadership of
a powerful reform movement directed against the corruptions introduced into
the Church by the feudal system, and had considerable success in this respect.
The Cluniacs, writes Jean Comby, “restored the main principles of the Benedictine
Rule: the free election of the abbot, independence from princes and bishops.
Moreover, the abbey affirmed its direct allegiance to the pope. During the
eleventh and twelfth centuries it became the head of an Order which multiplied
throughout Europe. In fact, unlike the old monasteries, all the new ones that were
founded remained under the authority of the abbot of Cluny. In its heyday, the
‘state of Cluny” comprised 50,000 monks.”276

The powerful influence of Cluny, writes Siedentop, “can be found not only in
the way many older monasteries rapidly submitted to the disciplines of Cluny,
but also in the frequent election of monks from Cluny to bishoprics, where they
began to defend the principle that the church should choose its own leaders.

274 http:/ /www.oddee.com/item_96537.aspx.

275 Siedentop, op. cit., p. 196.

276 For example, the founder of the movement, Abbot Odo of Cluny, succeeded in being
appointed archimandrite of Rome by Alberic with authority to reform all the monastic houses in
the district. (Llewellyn, op. cit., p. 309)

138



These bishops sought to restore order to their dioceses, attacking the sale of
offices, rooting out clerical immorality and trying to recover church property that
had been alienated. They met with fierce resistance from secular lords.

“The indirect influence of Cluny was perhaps even more important. It restored
the prestige of monasticism as representing a truly Christian life, an ordered life
of personal dignity, work and self-government. It laid emphasis on learning and
prayer as well as physical labour. It offered, tacitly, a challenge to the church to
exert itself in a society plagued by the warfare of minor aristocrats and knights,
who were profiting from the disappearance of older forms of authority. Such
knights went in for banditry and, in the words of one historian, ‘organising
protection rackets’. Altogether, the Cluniac reform movement raised the sights of
the church, inciting it to defend moral authority in a world apparently given over
to mere power.

“As the year 1000 approached, the fragmenting of secular power and castle-
building by local lords in West Francia created an impression of anarchy - the
‘dissolution of all things” - which some interpreted as the approach of the
Antichrist. As a result, the Frankish church not only had an opportunity but felt
an imperious need to stamp its own image on society. It alone now had a coherent
conception of right rule. For the previous belief in an imperium - in an autocratic
‘Roman’ empire set over and regulating temporal lordships - no longer
corresponded to social facts. It was up to the church to restore order. But how was
it to begin?

“In fact, movements sprang up almost simultaneously in a number of places
towards the end of the tenth century. Stimulated by the abbot of Cluny, the clergy
encouraged the expression of a new sensibility. In 975 the bishop of Le Puy
convened a meeting of the knights and peasants of his diocese, eliciting from them
an oath to respect the property both of the church and of paupers or the
‘powerless’. In 989 a church council in Burgundy went even further. It
excommunicated ‘those who attacked bishop, priests, deacon or clerk, while at
home or travelling; those who robbed a church; those who stole a beast from the
poor or the tillers of soil.” By the end of the century many other public meetings
and church councils had extended this ‘Peace of God’, so that it included
‘pilgrims, women and children, labourers and the instruments of their work,
monasteries and cemeteries.” These were to be left ‘undisturbed and in perpetual
peace’.

“Such councils had first appeared in the south of France. But they soon spread
to its northern regions as well. Indeed, the movement became an irresistibly
popular one. ‘Peasants of every class, from the most prosperous, through the
middling ranks, to the lowest of all” flocked to the councils. The power of the
movement was such that by 1017 it constrained the nobles and knights to accept
a “truce of God’. They ‘swore to desist from all private warfare from noon on
Saturday until prime on Monday.” “This would allow due reverence to be paid to
the Lord’s Day; those who broke this ‘truce of God” would be cut off from the
sacraments of the church and the society of the faithful in life; no priest might
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bury them, no man might pray for their soul. Those who swore to and observed
the truce were assured of absolution from God.’

“The movement was at the same time religious and secular. Contemporaries
greeted it with such wonder and delight, almost as if it were the Second Coming.
They had a sense that they were witnessing something of fundamental
importance, that Christian moral beliefs were finally shaping society at large. The
church was defending the defenceless. “The movement... depended upon and
encouraged an outburst of religious fervor such as had not appeared in the
written sources since the sixth century, if then.””277

The question that now arose was: “Could appeals to ‘God’s law” be translated
into practices more durable than the ‘Peace of God” and “Truce of God’? If so, the
monastic movement of reform would have to act outside the monasteries. And in
order to do that, a fulcrum for action was required. There was only one fulcrum
available: the papacy.

“Only Rome could offer a central agency for general reform. The history of
Western Europe from the mid-eleventh to the thirteenth century is the history of
the papacy being recruited and transformed by the reform movement. Within a
few decades the papacy became so central to the reform movement that some
historians have doubted whether the Cluniac movement was as important as the
‘Gregorian’ reforms issuing from Rome. Cluny was not, indeed, the only source
of pressure for reform. There were isolated movements for reform of the church
in England, Flanders and Italy. But... it was from the new German empire that
the first effective impetus for reform at the centre came. German emperors had
renewed the Carolingian project of a “Christian empire’. A project of moral reform
was embedded in their imperial system. So in the eleventh century German
emperors began to prise the papacy away from the hold of Roman aristocratic
families...”?78

Let us briefly review the development of the papist heresy to this point...

Until about 600, the development of Papism was inhibited by the fact that the
Popes were subjects of the Byzantine Emperors, to whom they nourished feelings
of loyalty, whose basic view of Church-State relations they shared, and whose
confirmation they still required before they could be consecrated. In the seventh
and eighth centuries, however, both the political and ecclesiastical bonds between
the Popes and the Emperors became weaker as Byzantine power in Italy
weakened and the Byzantine emperors fell into the heresies of Monothelitism and
Iconoclasm. The estrangement from Byzantium was accompanied by a
rapprochement with the new Carolingian empire in the north. This relationship
was reinforced by the Pope’s double anointing of the first Carolingian, Pepin, the

277 Siedentop, op. cit., p. 184.
278 Siedentop, op. cit., p. 195.

140



crowning of Charlemagne in Rome in 800 and the double anointing of his son,
Louis the Pious in 814.

At the same time, the disintegration of the empire and the forgeries known as
the Donation of Constantine and the Pseudo-Isidorean Decretals enabled the Popes to
begin propagating the heresy of the unimpeachable power of the papacy over all
bishops, and even over kings.?”® Consequently, in spite of the fact that the heresies
of papal universal jurisdiction and the Filioque had been anathematized by the
Council of Constantinople in 879-80, - which decisions were also signed by the
legates of Pope John VIII, - the papacy went into a steep moral decline just as
Byzantium reached its apogee.

There was some recovery towards the end of the tenth century, under Sylvester
II, but then decline set in again. This decline was indicated, not only by the moral
decline of the popes, but also by their domination by the secular authority. As
Fukuyama writes: “Of the twenty-five popes who held office before 1059, twenty-
one were appointed by emperors and five dismissed by them...”280

Now the theory of papal infallibility was not expressed in a fully explicit
manner until the middle of the eleventh century. Before then we have an
accumulation of grandiloquent epithets, which were seen as no more than
rhetorical devices by the majority of Christians. That they were not taken literally
is evident from the fact that some Popes were condemned as heretics. Thus the
Monothelite Pope Honorius I was anathematized by the Sixth Ecumenical
Council?®!, and this anathematization was confirmed by later Popes.?82 Moreover,

279 Not only the pope, but also the episcopate as a whole became more powerful in relation to the
Carolingian kings in the ninth century. Thus in 859 the Council of Savonniéres pronounced:
“Bishops, according to their ministry and sacred authority, are to be united and by mutual aid
and counsel are to rule and correct kings, the magnates of their kingdoms and the people
committed to them” (in LS. Robinson, “Church and Papacy”, The Cambridge History of Medieval
Political Thought, c. 350 - c. 1450, Cambridge University Press, 1991, p. 298).

280 Fukuyama, op. cit., pp. 263-264.

281 Session XIII: "The holy council said: After we had reconsidered, according to the promise which
we had made to your highness, the doctrinal letters of Sergius, at one time patriarch of this royal
God protected city to Cyrus, who was then bishop of Phasius and to Honorius some time Pope of
Old Rome, as well as the letter of the latter to the same Sergius, we find that these documents are
quite foreign to the apostolic dogmas, to the declarations of the holy Councils, and to all the
accepted Fathers, and that they follow the false teachings of the heretics...And with these [Sergius,
Pyrrhus, Cyrus, etc.] we define that there shall be expelled from the holy Church of God and
anathematized Honorius who was some time Pope of Old Rome, because of what we found
written by Honorius to Sergius, that in all respects Honorius followed Sergius’ view and Honorius
confirmed his impious doctrines." Session XVI: To Theodore of Pharan, the heretic, anathema! To
Sergius, the heretic, anathema! To Cyrus, the heretic, anathema! To Honorius, the heretic,
anathema!...”

282 For example, Pope Leo II (+683), who wrote to Emperor Constantine VI: "We anathematize also
even Honorius, who did not purify this Apostolic Church with the Doctrine of the Apostolic
Tradition, but by wicked betrayal sought to subvert the Immaculate [Faith]." (P.L. 96, fol. 408).
Again this is an excerpt from the Profession of Faith required upon the Consecration of a new
Bishop of Old Rome, used from the late 7th century until sometime in the 11th century: "Also the
authors of the new heretical dogmas: Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paul, and Peter of Constantinople, together
with Honorius, who paid incentive to their depraved assertions." (P.L. 105, fol. 52, Liber Diurnus).
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as we have seen, towards the end of the sixth century Pope Gregory I forcefully
rejected the title “universal bishop”. “ Anyone who dares to call himself “universal

bishop’,” he wrote to Patriarch Eulogius of Alexandria, “is a forerunner of the
Antichrist” (Epistle 33).

Fr. Andrew Louth points out that it is at the time of the reform movement
championed above all by Leo IX that the very notion of the papacy emerges, as a
kind of fourth degree of the priesthood. “To speak of the “papacy’ before the
eleventh century is an anachronism, for the term - papatus in Latin - was coined
only then, apparently used for the first time by Clement II in 1047. Formed on the
analogy of episcopatus, it suggests that the papacy, papatus, is a further order of
ministry in the Church, transcending the episcopate. There seem to be two
notions entailed here. The first makes explicit something that had a long history,
namely that the Church of Rome exercised a primacy, primatus, over the other
Churches, a primacy that was not shared by any other church. This was defined
more precisely. It meant that the Church of Rome was the mother of the Churches,
mater ecclesiarum, their head, caput, and hinge, cardo (all claims made by Nicholas
I in the ninth century)... The other notion entailed focuses these claims, not so
much, as traditionally, on the see of Rome, as on the pope in person. The title
universalis episcopus, once rejected by Gregory the Great, is resurrected: the pope
is not just a bishop with universal jurisdiction, but is personally the ruler of the
whole Church. "Universal jurisdiction” might simply mean that Rome was a final
court of appeal in the Church, as Nicholas had claimed. The notion of universalis
episcopus went further: the pope has become a pope for all Christians, with
immediate, not just appellate, jurisdiction. He is more than a bishop; he is the
pope...” 283

Although the heresies of universal jurisdiction and the Filioque were the
earliest and most fundamental of the papist heresies, the final break between East
and West was in fact elicited by two innovations in the Divine Liturgy: the
replacement of leavened bread (artos) by unleavened bread (azymes), and the
removal of the epiclesis, the invocation of the Holy Spirit, during the
consecration.?8* Although these liturgical innovations would at first sight appear
to be of less than fundamental importance than the Trinitarian and ecclesiological
innovations, their importance was in fact very great.

First, since the leaven represented the soul of Christ, its removal by the Papists
signified the replacement of the living Christ by a soulless corpse. And as the
Monk Nicetas Stethatos, of the Studite monastery in Constantinople pointed out,
the use of unleavened bread signified a return to the Old Testament: “Those who
still participate in the feast of unleavened bread are under the shadow of the law
and consume the feast of the Jews, not the spiritual and living food of God... How
can you enter into communion with Christ, the living God, while eating the dead

283 | outh, Greek East and Latin West, pp. 298-299.
284 As even the Roman Catholics admit, the epiclesis was present in all the ancient liturgies. See
http:/ /www.newadvent.org/cathen/05502a.htm.
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unleavened dough of the shadow of the law and not the yeast of the new
covenant...?”28

Secondly, in removing the invocation of the Holy Spirit, Who changes the
bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Christ, the Popes invalidated their
own sacrament. It was as if they were witnessing of themselves: “The Holy Spirit
no longer descends upon our offerings, since we have presumed to speak in His
name, and the Christ that lies on our altars is no longer the living Christ, since we
have presumed to usurp his authority.”

“Pope Leo IX gathered around him a group of reform-minded clergy. Leo
worked closely with the German emperor, Henry III, a friend of abbot Hugh of
Cluny, to promote reform by appointing men of outstanding ability as cardinals
and advisers in the curia. Hildebrand [the future Pope Gregory VII] was only one
of the group - including minds as different as the legalistic Cardinal Humbert [of
Candida Silva] and the moralizing Peter Damian - who developed in this
monastically inspired reformist atmosphere. Each of these cardinals had been a
monk, and all shared a discontent with the condition of the church. Their
influence ushered in a period when the popes themselves would be drawn from
a monastic background. Leo IX’s pontificate thus saw a first crucial, if informal
step towards what has been called the ‘papal revolution’, the creation of a clerical
elite determined on systematic reform...” 28

“From the outset,” writes Papadakis, “the new pope was determined to make
the papacy an instrument of spiritual and moral rejuvenation both in Rome itself
and throughout Europe. To this end Pope Leo journeyed to central and south
Italy, but also to France and Germany, crossing the Alps three times. Nearly four
and a half years of his five-year pontificate were in fact spent on trips outside
Rome. The numerous regional reforming synods held during these lengthy
sojourns often had as their target the traffic in ecclesiastical offices and unchaste
clergy. Their object above all was to rid the Church of these abused by restoring
canonical discipline. The need to reassert both the validity and binding power of
canon law for all clergy was repeatedly emphasized. In addition to the decrees
against simony and sexual laxity promulgated by these local synods, however,
simoniacal and concubinary clergy were examined and, when required,
suspended, deposed and, even excommunicated. The object, in short, was to
punish the offenders as well. Even if the synods were not always successful, no
one was in doubt that Leo IX and his team of like-minded assistants were serious.
The immediate impact of this flurry of activity was often extraordinary...

“Overall, the progress of the new papal program was not all smooth sailing.
Widespread protest, often accompanied by violent protest, was to continue for
decades. Yet, all in all, by the end of the century the popular defenders of simony,
of clerical marriage, and of the evils of the proprietary church had by and large
vanished. The champions of reform at any rate proved more unyielding than their

285 Stethatos, in Jean Comby, How to Read Church History, London: SCM Press, 1985, vol. 1, p. 132).
286 Siedentop, op. cit., p. 196.
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often more numerous adversaries. This was particularly evident in the skilful
drive of the reformers to make celibacy an absolute prerequisite to ordination.
This part of the Gregorian platform was reinforced by the monastic ideal, since
many of the reformers were actually monks and had already embraced a
continent life. Some, like the ascetic Peter Damian, cardinal-bishop of Ostia, were
even eager to treat the problem as heresy and not as a matter of discipline. But
the reformers were perhaps also uncompromising on this issue because they were
convinced that compulsory clerical continence could advance the process of de-
laicization - another more general item of their platform. A monasticized
priesthood, quite simply, was viewed by reformers everywhere as a crucial
corrective to clerical involvement in the world. If successful, the strategy, it was
hoped, would provide the clergy with that sense of solidarity and corporate
identity needed to distinguish them from the laity. In all essential respects, as one
scholar has put it, the reforming initiatives of the popes were ‘an attempt by men
trained in the monastic discipline to remodel Church and society according to
monastic ideals... to train churchmen to rethink themselves as a distinct ‘order’
with a life-style totally different from that of laymen.” Behind the campaign for
celibacy, in sum, aside from the moral and canonical issues involved, was the
desire to set all churchmen apart from and above the laity; the need to create a
spiritual elite by the separation of the priest from the ordinary layman was an
urgent priority. Doubtless, in the end, the Gregorian priesthood did achieve a
certain libertas and even a sense of community, but only at the expense of a sharp
opposition between itself and the rest of society.”28”

Peter de Rosa agrees with this estimate: “The chief reason for maintaining the
discipline [of clerical celibacy] was the one dearest to the heart of Gregory VII: a
celibate priest owed total allegiance not to wife and children but to the institution.
He was a creature of the institution. The Roman system was absolutist and
hierarchical. For such a system to work, it needed operatives completely at the
beck and call of superiors. The conservatives at Trent [the papist council of 1545]
were quite frank about this. They actually said that without celibacy the pope be
nothing more than the Bishop of Rome. In brief, the papal system would collapse
without the unqualified allegiance of the clergy. Celibacy, on Trent’s own
admission, was not and never was primarily a matter of chastity, but of
control...”?88

The married priests naturally resented this encroachment on their lawful
marriage bed. Thus one priest of the late eleventh or early twelfth century wrote:
“We married clergy were born to be made fun of, to be ridiculed, to be criticised
by everyone . . . you draw up harsh laws, bitter statutes, and make things
generally impossible for us. You deny it is right to touch a woman’s bed and to
consummate the marriage rite in the bridal chamber. But it is the natural right of
a man to enjoy his wife . . .”28

287 Papadakis, op. cit., pp. 34, 36-37.

288 De Rosa, op. cit., p. 420.

289 Jennifer Thibodeaux, “The defence of clerical marriage: Religious identity and masculinity in
the writings of Anglo-Norman clerics”, in P.H. Cullum and Katherine J. Lewis, Religious Men and
Masculine Identity in the Middle Ages, Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2012.
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15. THE SCHISM OF 1054

The final break between the Eastern and Western Churches, which was to have
such profound and long-lasting consequences for the whole of European
civilization, was closely linked with the emergence of a new European nation -
the Normans.

“In 876,” writes Fr. Andrew Louth, “a band of Vikings began to settle at the
mouth of the Seine under the leadership of Rollo the Ganger, better known as
Rollo, who had been exiled by the Norwegian king. In 911, after some decades of
plundering the inhabitants there, Rollo led his band of warriors on an abortive
attack on Chartres. This led to a settlement with the French king, Charles the
Simple, who, in return for the Vikings’ homage and promise to defend the region
against other Vikings, granted him the lands of the mouth of the Seine and the
title of Count of Rouen. Already the Normans, as they were to be called, had
established themselves in the region, marrying local girls. They were gradually
becoming assimilated to the society of the local inhabitants, adopting their
language and religion; a year after the raid on Chartres, Rollo embraced
Christianity. Rollo and his descendants were given further grants of land and the
region eventually became the duchy of Normandy, ruled by Rollo’s lineal
descendants, powerful and not always loyal vassals of the French king. The
Normans prospered, and became hungry for land. This hunger was fed at a
political level by the conquest of England in 1066 under William the Congeror,
Duke of Normandy. But before - and after - this the younger sons of the Norman
nobility, and their illegitimate offspring, sought land, possessions and adventure
elsewhere. In the twelfth century, the Crusades would satisfy this need, but in the
early part of the eleventh century, it was to southern Italy that they made their
way. Sicily and much of southern Italy had long been under Muslim rule; part of
the Byzantine emperor Basil II's reconquest had restored southern Italy (Apulia -
present-day Puglia, Basilicata, Campania and Calabria) to the Byzantine Empire.
In the 1030s the Byzantines had made an attempt to reconquer Sicily, but only
recovered the eastern coast. Traditionally, this part of the world - Sicily and
‘Magna Graecia’, ‘Great Greece’ - was Greek-speaking; it was Greek-speaking
Byzantine Christianity that had survived Muslim rule and Byzantine Christianity
that was restored. However, it had originally come under the jurisdiction of the
pope, who had considerable landholdings there, but in the eighth century, as a
result of the pope’s resistance to the imperial will over iconoclasm, the jurisdiction
of this area had been transferred to the patriarchate of Constantinople (along with
the area of the Balkans known as Illyricum). As we have seen, the pope’s loss of
jurisdiction over these areas (and of revenue, too) had long been a bone of
contention between Pope and Emperor. The coming of the Normans disturbed an
already fragile situation. They established themselves throughout southern Italy,
building castles from which they plundered and then sought to rule the region;
later in the century they succeeded where the Byzantines had failed in driving the
Arabs out of Sicily.

“The initial response of both Pope and Emperor to the Norman presence in
Italy was one of alarm. Michael Kerularios, patriarch of Constantinople from 1043
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tto 1058, sent a friendly letter to Pope Leo IX proposing an alliance against the
‘Franks’. Nothing came of that initiative...”2%

But Leo now declared a holy war against the Normans, promising “an
impunity for their crimes” to all who answered his call (those who died in the
battle were declared to be martyrs), and set off with himself at the head of the
papal army. But at Civitate he was roundly defeated and taken hostage. The
Normans, remarkably, asked forgiveness of the captive Pope for having seized
territory from him. But, less remarkably, they did not want to give back this
territory and wanted the Pope to bless their rapacity.

*

Meanwhile, “as they settled in southern Italy, the Normans encountered Greek
Christians following Greek customs, different from the Latin ways. Tolerance was
not a virtue much respected by the Normans (nor by many others in the Middle
Ages); the Greek ways were suppressed and Latin customs introduced. The cult
of Greek saints, for instance, were suppressed (just as the Normans in England
suppressed the cult of many of the Anglo-Saxon saints), and devotion to more
mainstream Latin saints encouraged, though a few local saints were saved by the
efficacy of their miracles. One custom, however, sharply marked off Greek from
Latin, and that was the kind of bread used in the Eucharistic liturgy - leavened
or unleavened - and there were other liturgical differences. There began, in
southern Italy of the eleventh century, a different kind of encounter between
Greek East and Latin West, which was to become more common over the next
century or so. This was an encounter that affected ordinary people, for it
concerned what they did when they worshipped. Hitherto, Latin and Greek
practices had been geographically separate. Scholars - and merchants, used to
local differences - had known about various differences between Eastern and
Western Christians, but that was in the realm of theory. Now the differences were
on the doorstep, ordinary people became aware of different customs and had to
live with them, or not.

“Although the pope had no love for the Normans, he could hardly object to
their imposition of Latin practices. Christians in the Byzantine Empire, especially
in the geographically closer, formerly independent Bulgaria, felt very differently.
The suppression of Greek services, and the replacement of ordinary leavened
bread in the Eucharist by the unleavened bread favoured by the Latins, was an
affront. The archbishop of Ochrid, the senior Bulgarian bishop, Leo, wrote to
John, archbishop of Apulia, arguing that unleavened bread (azyma in Greek) was
not properly bread and that, therefore, the use of unleavened bread was a Jewish
practice, inappropriate for the sacrament of the New Covenant. Leo’s letter, at his
request, was translated into Latin, Leo doubtless expecting the Italian episcopate
to endorse his arguments. Earlier on Leo himself had been one of the clergy of
Hagia Sophia in Constantinople, and was, indeed, the first Greek-speaking
incumbent of the see of Ohrid. It has often been suspected that Leo’s letter was

290 Louth, Greek East and Latin West, pp. 305-306.
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written at the behest of Patriarch Michael Kerularios - a charge explicitly made
by Cardinal Humbert - but there is no direct evidence that such was the case.
News of the suppression of Greek services in Apulia had, however, reached
Constantinople, and the patriarch had retaliated by closing some, at least, of the
Latin churches there, which served the needs of Western merchants from Venice
and elsewhere.”?1

However, as Smith writes, “it is doubtful that the patriarch had actually
committed himself to suppressing the Latin rite even on a local basis. For
Humbert admits that he is only repeating a rumor that he has learned from some
unidentified source. And he does not appear to have repeated the charge as the
controversy progressed. For the church closings are not mentioned in the second
papal letter to [Patriarch Michael] Cerularius or the note to [Emperor]
Constantine Monomachus, complaining about the patriarch’s behavior. Nor was
this made an issue in the debates with Nicetas [Stethatos] during his mission to
Constantinople. Although Humbert does mention that before leaving the
imperial city he brought the practice of certain churches - most likely those
founded for Latins - into conformity with the standards of Rome, he does not
claim that he found these churches actually closed. Therefore, it seems that the
cardinal himself did not have certain evidence that Cerularius had actively
persecuted Constantinople’s Latins before his arrival. But, in developing his
reasons for excommunicating his opponent, he included the earlier report, though
without claiming to have personally verified it...”2%?

In September, 1053 the Pope wrote to the Patriarch, sending his letter to
Constantinople with Cardinal Humbert, who, having once been archbishop of
Sicily, was well acquainted with Greek liturgical practices.?? The letter already
exhibits Papism in its full-blown form: “In prejudging the case of the highest See,
the see on which no judgement may be passed by any man, you have received
the anathema from all the Fathers of all the venerable Councils... You, beloved
brother of ours, whom we still call in Christ and primate of Constantinople, with
extraordinary presumption and unheard-of boldness have dared openly to
condemn the apostolic and Latin Church - and for what? For the fact that she
celebrates the commemoration of the sufferings of Christ on unleavened bread.
That is your imprudent abuse, that is your unkind boasting, when you, supposing
that your lips are in heaven, in actual fact with your tongue are crawling on the
earth and striving by your human reasonings and thoughts to corrupt and shake
the ancient faith. If you do not pull yourself together, you will be on the tail of the
dragon [cf. Revelation 12], by which this dragon overthrew and cast to the earth
a third of the stars of heaven. Almost 1200 years have passed since the Saviour
suffered, and do you really think that only now must the Roman Church learn
from you how to celebrate the Eucharist, as if it means nothing that here in Rome

291 [ outh, Greek East and Latin West, pp. 306-307.

292 Mahlon Smith IIl, And Taking Bread: The Development of the Azyme Controversy, Paris:
Beauchesne, 1978, pp. 130-131.

29 Some scholars, such as Anton Michel, believe on stylistic grounds that these letters of Leo IX
were in fact written by Cardinal Humbert. However, we shall continue to ascribe them to the man
in whose name they were written. See Smith, op. cit., p. 81.
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there lived, worked for a considerable period, taught and, finally, by his death
glorified God he to whom the Lord said: ‘Blessed are thou, O Simon, son of
Jonah'...”294

“Then,” continues A.P. Lebedev, “the Pope explained in detail why the Roman
Church could not tolerate any instructions from other Churches, but remained
the leader of all the rest. “‘Think how senseless it would be to admit that the
heavenly Father should conceal the rite of the visible sacrifice [of the Eucharist]
from the prince of the apostles, Peter, to whom He had completely revealed the
most hidden Divinity of His Son. The Lord promised to Peter, not through an
angel, nor through a prophet, but with His own lips: “You are Peter, and on this
rock I will build My Church’” (Matthew 16.16). But in the opinion of the Pope an
important place in the question of the headship of the Roman high priest was
occupied by the miracle-working power of Peter’s shadow. This argument of the
Pope in his favour was so original that we cite it in full. ‘In Peter,” said the Pope,
‘what is particularly remarkable is that the shadow of his body gave health to the
infirm. Such power was given to none of the saints; even the Holy of holies
Himself did not give the gift of healing from His own most holy body; but to His
Peter alone He gave this privilege that the shadow from his body should heal the
sick. Here is a great sign of the Church of the present and the future, that is, Peter
has become the manager of both Churches and indicates their condition
beforehand in himself: it is precisely the present Church which by the power of
its visible sacraments and those that are still to come as it were by her shadow
heals souls on earth, and presents to us an as yet invisible but firm image of truth
and piety on earth.” Or here is one more cunning papal interpretation of one
saying with which the Lord addressed Peter, and interpretation whose aim was
to prove the overwhelming significance of the Roman high priests among the
other bishops of the whole Church. The Pope takes the saying of the Lord: ‘I have
prayed for thee, O Peter, that thy faith should not fail, and when thou art
converted strengthen thy brethren” (Luke 22.32).

“’By this the Lord showed,” says the Pope, ‘that the faith of the other brethren
will be subject to dangers, but the faith of Peter will remain unshaken. Nobody
can deny that just as the whole door is ruled by the hinge, so by Peter and his
successors is defined the order and structure of the whole Church. And as the
hinge opens and closes the door, while remaining itself unmoved, so Peter and
his successors have the right freely to pronounce sentence on every Church, and
nobody must disturb or shake their condition; for the highest see is not judged by
anybody (summa sedes a nemine judicatur).””2%

Leo not only tried, as Gilbert Dagron writes, “to impose obedience [on the
Eastern Church] by multiplying the expected scriptural quotations... He also

294 Henry Bettenson and Christopher Maunder, Documents of the Christian Church, London: SPCK,
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added that the rebels of the East should content themselves with these witnesses
‘to the simultaneously earthly and heavenly power, or rather, to the royal
priesthood of the Roman and apostolic see (de terreno et coelesti imperio, imo de
regali sacerdotio romanae et apostolicae sedis).” 2%

Lebedev writes that “the very new papal ideas about his secular lordship... are
developed by the Pope in his letter to Cerularius and... rely on a false document
- the so-called Donatio Constantini. Setting out his superior position among the
other hierarchs of the Church, the Pope, in order to humiliate the Church of
Constantinople - the aim of the letter - he develops the thought that the Popes
are immeasurably superior to the representatives of all the other Churches since
they are at one and the same time both first priests and emperors. In the East, it
would seem, nothing of the sort had ever been heard; and for that reason it is
understandable how such a novelty would affect the Church of Constantinople!

“Since the time of Constantine the Great the Popes had become at the same
time emperors, insinuated Leo to Cerularius. The Pope wrote: ‘So that there
should remain no doubt about the earthly [secular] power of the Roman high
priest, and so that nobody should think that the Roman Church is ascribing to
herself an honour that does not belong to her, we shall cite the proofs of from that
privileged deed which the Emperor Constantine with his own hands laid upon
the holy tomb of the heavenly key-bearer [Peter], and that the truth should be
manifest and vanity disappear.” In this privileged deed Constantine, according to
the words of the Pope, declared the following: “We have considered it necessary,
we together with all our rulers, the Senate, the nobles and the people of Rome,
that, just as St. Peter was the vicar of the Son of God on earth, so the high priests,
the heirs of the prince of the apostles, should retain the power to rule - and to an
even more complete extent than is given to the earthly imperial dignity. That is,
we are decreeing that reverent honour should be accorded both to our earthly
imperial might, and in exactly the same way to the most holy Roman Church,
and, so as more fully to exalt the see above our own earthly throne, we ascribe to
her a royal power, dignity and honour. Moreover, we decree that the see of Peter
should have the headship over the four sees of Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem
and Constantinople and also over all the Church in the inhabited world; the high
priest of this Roman see must be considered for all time to be higher and more
glorious than all the priest of the whole world, and in relations to questions of
Divine service and faith his judgement should rule over all.” Then Pope Leo
describes what precisely Constantine bestowed upon his contemporary, Pope
Sylvester, so as to exalt the papal altar. In the opinion of the Pope, it turns out that
Constantine bestowed upon the Pope first of all the palace in Rome. The
privileged deed, according to the letter of Pope Leo, said the following about this:
‘We cede to the holy apostles themselves, the most blessed Peter and Paul, and
through them to our father Pope Sylvester and all his successors who will be on
the see of St. Peter to the end of the ages the Lateran palace, which is superior to
all the palaces in the world.” Then the Emperor Constantine adorns, as the Pope
puts it, the person of the Roman high priest with royal regalia. The deed,

29 Dagron, Empereur et Pretre (Emperor and Priest), Paris : Editions Gallimard, 1996, p. 247.
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according to the words of Pope Leo, said this about that: “We transfer to the Pope
of Rome the diadem, that is the crown, from our own head, the garland that
adorns the imperial neck, the purple chlamys, the scarlet tunic and all the other
royal vestments. We entrust to him the imperial sceptre and all the other marks
of distinction and the shoulder-belt - in a word, all the appurtenances of royal
majesty.” The letter even informs us that the Emperor with his own hands want
to place his crown on the Pope’s head, but ‘the Pope did not want to use a crown
of gold, and for that reason the Emperor placed on him with his own hands his
Phrygian wreath (phrygium), shining white and signifying the Resurrection of
Christ.” In the words of Pope Leo, the Emperor Constantine, having adorned the
Pope with royal regalia, in correspondence with this wanted to put the clergy
who constituted his suite on a level with the royal courtiers. The deed, in the
words of the letter, made the following legal ruling: “We raise the most
honourable clergy of every rank in the service of the Roman Church to the same
height of power and brilliance as our Senate, and decree that they should be
adorned as our patricians and consuls are adorned. In a word, just as there are
various kinds of servants attached to the imperial dignity - bed-makers, doormen
and guards, so must it be with the holy Roman Church. And more than that: for
the sake of the greater brilliance of the papal dignity let the clergy travel on horses
adorned with the whitest of materials, and let them wear exactly the same shoes
as are worn by the senators. And in this way let the heavenly [papal] power be
adorned like the earthly [imperial], to the glory of God.” In his concern for the
person of the Pope and those close to him, according to the words of the Pope’s
letter, Constantine bestowed on Sylvester and his heirs a broad, de facto royal
power over a whole half of the Roman kingdom: the Roman high priest became
the Roman emperor. In the words of the Pope, the deed said the following on this
score: ‘So that the high priestly power should not decline, but should flourish
more than the imperial power itself, we have decreed that besides the Lateran
palace, the city of Rome, the provinces of Italy and all the western lands, and all
the places and cities in them, should be transferred to our father Sylvester, so that
he should have complete use of and dominion over them.

“We believe and firmly confess the following: the Roman Church is such that
if any nation (Church) on earth should in its pride be in disagreement with her in
anything, then such a Church ceases to be called and to be considered a Church -
it is nothing. It will already be a conventicle of heretics, a collection of schismatics,
a synagogue of Satan.”?%7

Things were made worse when Humbert called the Greeks pimps and
disciples of Mohammed! Humbert made it clear where the first loyalties of all
Christians should lie when he told the Byzantines: “ All men have such reverence
for the holder of the apostolic office of Rome that they prefer the holy
commandments and the traditions from the mouth of the head of the Church than
from the Holy Scriptures and patristic writings. [Thus the Pope] makes almost
the whole world run after God with delight and enthusiasm.”?%8

297 Lebedev, op. cit., pp. 3-5, 7.
298 Humbert, in Heather, op. cit., p. 384.
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As a consequence of these events, the Greeks unsurprisingly refused to enter
into negotiations with the papal legates about an alliance against the Normans...

The climax came on July 16, 1054, when the papal legates marched into the
cathedral of Hagia Sophia and placed what has been called “a fantastically
ignorant”?® bull of excommunication on the altar, anathematizing Patriarch
Kerularios, Leo of Ohrid and their associates. “Then they strode out of the church,
ceremoniously shaking its dust off their feet. A deacon ran out after them and
begged them to take back the bull. They refused, and he dropped it in the
street...”300 Thus did the West renounce its spiritual mother, the Orthodox
Church of the East, and reject its Heavenly Father, initiating a schism that has
lasted to the present-day and caused innumerable woes and suffering not only to
themselves but to the whole world

Four days later, the Patriarch convened a Council that excommunicated the
legates. The Byzantine decision read: “When Michael, our most holy ruler and
Ecumenical Patriarch was presiding, certain impious and disrespectful men--
what else could a pious man call them? -- came out of the darkness, because they
were begotten of the West. They came to this pious and divinely protected city
from which the springs of Orthodoxy flow as if from on high, disseminating the
teachings of piety to the ends of the world. They came like a thunderbolt, or an
earthquake, or a hail-storm, or to put it more directly, like wild wolves trying to
detile the Orthodox belief by different doctrines...

“We do not wish to tamper with the Sacred and Holy Creed... by wrongful
arguments, improper reasoning and extreme boldness. Unlike them, we do not
wish to say that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son -- What a
devilish deceit! -- but we say that the Holy Spirit Proceeds from the Father. We
also declare that they do not follow the Scripture which says, ‘Do not shave your
beards.” (Leviticus 19:27).

“They do not want to understand that God created woman, and He decreed
that it was improper for men to be alone. We continue to observe inviolate the
ancient Canons of the Apostolic perfection and order, and affirm that the
marriage of ordained men should not be dissolved. Neither should they be
deprived of having sexual relations with their wives, which from time to time is
appropriate. So if anyone is found to be worthy of the office of deacon or sub-
deacon, he should not be kept form this office. He should be restored to his lawful
wife in order that we not dishonor what God has Himself ordained and blessed,
especially since the Gospel declares, "Those whom God has joined together, let
not man put asunder." (Matthew 19:6) If someone then dares to act against the

299 Alexander Dvorkin, Ocherki po Istorii Vselenskoj Pravoslavnoj Tserkvi (Sketches on the History of
the Universal Orthodox Church), Nizhni-Novgorod, 2006, p. 618. Humbert wrote: “May Michael
the neophyte...and all those who follow him... fall under the anathema, Maranatha...” Comby (op.
cit., p. 133) supposes that “he did not know that Maranatha means ‘Come, Lord’, and is not a
condemnation”. But was he simply quoting I Corinthians 16.22?

300 Runciman, The Eastern Schism, 1955, p. 48.
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Apostolic Canons by removing anyone of the clergy who is a presbyter, deacon,
or sub-deacon, depriving him of his lawful bond with his wife, let him be
excommunicated....

“But they come against us and against the Orthodox Church of God... arriving
before the most pious emperor. They intrigued against the faithful and even
'counterfeited' their arrival with the pretext that they came from Rome, and
pretended that they were sent by the Pope.... They even produced fraudulent
letters which allegedly had been given them by him. This fraud was detected,
among other things, also from the seals which were clearly tampered with... The
original of the impious document deposited on the Altar of the Great Church by
these irreligious and accursed men was not burned, but was placed in the
depository to bring the perpetual dishonour to those who have committed such
blasphemies against us, and as permanent evidence of this condemnation."3

“O you who are Orthodox,” said the patriarch, “flee the fellowship of those
who have accepted the heretical Latins and who regard them as the first
Christians in the Catholic and Holy Church of God!” For “the Pope is a heretic.”3%2

“The bull,” writes Louth, “tried to drive a wedge between the emperor and the
people of Constantinople on the one hand and the patriarch and his associates on
the other. The emperor and the people were praised, while Keroularios was
accused of daily disseminating heresy, and a list of such heresies followed: the
absurdity of the Greek claim to be the one true Church, alone dispensing baptism
and offering the Eucharistic sacrifice, and the use of the title ‘oecumenical
patriarch” by the patriarch of Constantinople, treating Latins as heretics
(‘azymites’) and practicing rebaptism; allowing clerical marriage (‘Nicolaism’),
deleting the Filioque from the creed, not allowing the baptism of infants before the
eighth day (and consequently consigning those who died beforehand to
perdition); forbidding Communion to menstruating women; and expelling from
the Eucharist clean-shaven Latins...

“Michael Kerularios was careful in his response to the bull. He did not
excommunicate the pope. He knew that Pope Leo IX was dead, but was not
enough of a canonist to make anything of this by claiming that the legates had
exceeded their powers. He concentrated on Humbert's meetings with [the
Latinizing Byzantine commander] Argyros at Benevento on the way to
Constantinople, claiming that their plotting together had poisoned the whole
legation. Like Humbert, he listed the errors of the Latins: the Filioque, insistence
on priestly celibacy, use of unleavened bread in the Eucharist, failure to offer
proper reverence to relics and icons; failure to avoid eating blood in accordance
with the decree of the Apostolic synod of Act 15; encouragement of clean-shaven
clergy; allowing clergy to take part in war; inclusion of Tu solus sanctus (“You
alone are holy’) in the Great Doxology; use of episcopal rings; laxity in the Lenten
fast; and a coolnesss in referring to the blessed Virgin as simply Sancta Maria,

301 Robert van Vorsts, Readings in Christianity, pp. 129-130.
302 The Lives of the Pillars of Orthodoxy, Buena Vista, CO: Holy Apostles Convent, 1990, p. 155.
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rather than the synodically authorized Theotokos or Deipara - ‘Mother of God’. On
this basis, Michael appealed for support to the other Eastern patriarchs - of
Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem - especially to Peter III of Antioch. In his
response to Michael Kerularios, however, Peter deplored his inflammatory tone,
and argued that all his allegations were either matters of no importance or
misunderstandings. Different customs were no ground for refusal of
Communion; Rome had a place of honour within the Pentarchy of the patriarchs,
which Peter upheld. Nor was Peter indifference to the Roman claim that the
Petrine foundation of Antioch placed Antioch above Constantinople! For the
most part, the Latin errors were not a matter of contumacy, but were to be put
down to thie rustic ignorance: they were barbarians and the poverty of language
meant that they could not be expected to match the level of conceptual accuracy
found among other educated Greeks (a form of condescension that was often to
characterize the more conciliatory Greek opponents of the Latins).”303

*

Although 1054 has conventionally been taken as the date of the severing of the
branch, the moment when the Western Church finally fell away from the One,
Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church, many in more recent times have doubted
that this was the real cut-off point. Thus a Byzantine council of 1089 acted as if
the schism of 1054 had not taken place.3** Again, Dvorkin writes that “the popular
consciousness of that time in no way accepted the schism as final: nobody
pronounced a ban on mutual communion, and concelebrations of priests and
hierarchs of the two halves of Christianity continued even after 1054. The name
of the pope of Rome was commemorated in the diptychs of other Eastern
Churches (at any rate, sometimes). In our [Russian] lists of saints there were
western saints who died after 1054.”305

Nevertheless, the balance of evidence remains in favour of the traditional
dating.3% Formally speaking there had been no communion between Rome and
Constantinople since 1009, when Rome reintroduced the Filioque into the Creed.
In 1054, this break was consolidated, and there was a sharp and noticeable change
in the papacy’s policies and attitudes to dissidents in Church and State. The
bloody destruction of Orthodox England in 1066-70 completely transformed the
character of English Christianity and statehood; it was followed by the less violent
subjection of Churches throughout Western Europe. The “Gregorian Reform”
confirmed several of the heretical innovations that Michael Cerularius had
condemned: compulsory celibacy for the clergy, the universal jurisdiction and

303 Louth, op. cit., pp. 309, 310-311. Cf. Archpriest Vladimir Dolgikh, “A History of the Papal Pride
that led to the Great Schism”, Orthodox Christianity, January 28, 2020.

304 Papadakis, op. cit., pp. 76-77.

305 Dvorkin, op. cit., p. 619.

306 Cf. O. Barmin, “Sovremennaia istoriografia o datirovke tserkovnoj skhizmy mezhdu Zapadom
i Vostokom khristianskoj ekumeny” (“Contemporary Historiography on the Dating of the Church
Schism between the West and the East of the Christian Oikumene”), in D.E. Afinogenov, A.V.
Muraviev, Traditsii i Nasledie Khristianskogo Vostoka (The Traditions and Heritage of the Christian
East), Moscow: “Indrik”, 1996, pp. 117-126.
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infallibility of the papacy; the subjection of all kings to papal rule. In the 1080s
came the papal blessing of the Norman invasion of Greece and in 1095 the first of
the crusades - which did so much damage to Eastern Orthodox Christendom. In
1098 the Pope presided over the pseudo-council of Bari, at which the Greeks of
southern Italy were persuaded to accept the Filiogue...

Moreover, there seemed to be no attempt to heal the breach. “No further
missions were sent [from Rome to Constantinople]. Already, in the space of a few
years, the mood in Rome had decisively shifted. What was at stake, many
reformers had begun to accept, was nothing less than a fundamental point of
principle. Cardinal Humbert had sounded out a trumpet blast on a truly decisive
field of battle. The message that it sent to the rest of Christendom could hardly
have been more ringing: no one, not even the Patriarch of the New Rome, could
be permitted to defy the authority of the Pope...”3%7

Ironically in view of Romanides’ theory that it was the Germans who
destroyed the papacy, the last powerful opponent of the new, “Reformed” papacy
was the German Emperor Henry IV, who was anathematized and deprived of his
crown by Pope Gregory VII...

The momentous event of the Great Schism was heralded in the heavens by a
huge explosion. “Arab and Chinese astronomers recorded the appearance of the
bright Crab Supernova in [July] 1054. At X-ray and gamma-ray energies above 30
KeV, the Crab is generally the strongest persistent source in the sky today.”308
From now on, the whole of the West would be steadily sucked into the great black
hole formed through the apostasy of the Roman papacy - the explosion of the first
star in the firmament of the Church on earth.

307 Tom Holland, Millenium, London: Abacus Books, 2009, p. 280.
308 Dr. Jerjis Alajaji, personal communication, March 22, 2010.
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16. PRIESTLY CELIBACY

One of the aims of the papal reform programme, as we have seen, was the
enforcement of celibacy on the priesthood. In 1057 street fights broke out between
the supporters of Archbishop Guy of Milan, who allowed married priests, and
the so-called “Patarenes”, who threatened them with death. The papacy sent
legates to investigate the matter: Cardinal Peter Damian and Bishop Alexander,
the future Pope Alexander II, both advocates of priestly celibacy.3%”

Hieromonk Enoch writes: “Four years after the Schism of Old Rome and
Constantinople (New Rome), we find the increased activity on the part of the
Vatican to consolidate its influence. In this year, representatives of Pope Stephen
IX were sent to the Church of Milan to instruct its Bishop, clergy, and all
dependents that it was to be subject completely to Rome in all matters. Caesar
Baronius, the well-known Ultramontanist writers, states the clergy and people
rose up in great discord against such a suggestion, with the clergy of Milan
saying, ‘that the Ambrosian Church ought not to be subject to the laws of Rome;
that the Pope had no power of judging or ordering matters in that See; and that it
would be a great indignity if that Church, which under their ancestors had been
always free, should now, to their extreme reproach (which God forbid), become
subject to another Church.

“So great was the anger at what was trying to be done that Baronius states: ‘the
clamour increased; the people grew into a higher ferment; the bells were rung;
the episcopal palace beset; the legate threatened with death.' (Annals, t. xi, p. 262,
A.D. 1059, n. 43).7310

The traditional Orthodox teaching on the marriage of the clergy was defended
by Bishop Ulrich of Imola (near Ravenna) in a letter to Pope Nicholas in 1059: “As
I had made no sense of the measure, O Father and Lord, in your decrees on the
continence of clerics, which had recently come to me, fear and sadness troubled
me in a single feeling. Fear, since it is written: ‘the opinion of those who
command, both right and wrong, must be respected” (St. Gregory the Great,
Homily in Evang., II 26,6). In fact, I was worried for those who find it difficult to
stick to the Scriptures, because they, who barely obey a just prescription, once
they have transgressed the unjust - an oppressive, indeed intolerable disposition
of their pastor - would no longer feel bound to the commandments. I was sad

309 The matter was complicated by the fact that Archbishop Guy had been invested by Emperor
Henry III. Another complication was the fact that Milan was a see with very un-papist attitudes.
This could be traced back to its most famous incumbent, St. Ambrose, who had declared that
Rome had only “a primacy of confession, not of honour” (Liber de incarnationis Dominicae
Sacramento (Book on the Mystery of the Incarnation of the Lord), 4, 32). St. Ambrose, like the
medieval popes, was very bold in relation to the secular authorities, having excommunicated the
Emperor Theodosius I. However, unlike the papal reformers from Gregory VII onwards, he did
not attempt to remove the authorities from power, nor exalt the role of the Roman papacy.

310 Hieromonk Enoch, Facebook, September, 2015.
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and in pain as I thought how much the members needed their head, invalidated
by such a large body.

“What is more serious, what is more worthy of the compassion of the whole
Church than you- bishop of the highest See, which is called to herd everyone-
having lost the sense of discretion? And not just from this you have deviated,
when you wanted to force the clerics to abandon the marriage with a certain
violence, while you should have only exhorted them. Is it not, in the judgment of
all the masters of the Faith, violence that compels us to obey arbitrary decisions,
taken against the rule of the Gospel and the teaching of the Holy Spirit? Since
there are plenty of examples of the Old and New Testaments in favor of
moderation, you know, after all, and I beg your paternity of not bothering to have
anyone mentioned in these pages.

“The Lord has certainly instituted the marriage of priests in Jewish law; and

that he later forbade it is not written anywhere; indeed, he says the same thing in
the Gospel: ‘There are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the
kingdom of Heaven: not all are capable of this: whoever is capable of these things
is capable of it.” (Matthew 19.11-12). For this, the Apostle (Paul) says: ‘I do not
give the Lord a command of the Lord, but a council” (I Corinthians 7.25).
He was aware, in accordance with the aforementioned word of the Lord, that not
everyone would live up to that ideal and foretold that many of his zealots, eager
to please not to God but to men with a false image of continence, would have
committed more serious things: they would have violated the wives of the others
and would not have escaped from the intercourse with the males or the beasts.
To prevent the contagion of this disease from becoming a devastating pestilence
of the whole Church, (St. Paul) said: ‘to avoid debauchery every man has a wife.’
(I Corinthians 7.2) that this concerns exclusively the laity is a lie of the hypocrites
present in every degree of the priesthood who instead do not hesitate to abuse
the wives of others and fully, we say crying, degrade in the aforementioned
wickedness.

‘They certainly did not rightly interpret the Scripture, whose breast, pressed
too hard, drank blood instead of milk. In fact, that apostolic saying, ‘everyone has
a wife’, does not allow exception, except for those who make a vow of continence
and those who decide in the Lord to remain in virginity. (...)

“In order that you know with certainty that it should not be absolutely forced
who did not make this vow, listen to what the Apostle says to Timothy: ‘the
Bishop must be irreprehensible, the husband of only one wife” (I Timothy). And,
so that someone did not refer this sentence only to the Church, he added: ‘But if
someone does not know how to govern his own family, how will he take care of
the Church of God?’ (I Timothy 3.2).

“Besides, I know that the decrees of Pope Sylvester have taught you enough
that the wife must be blessed by the Church. Finally, the author of the canon law,
agreeing with the decrees of the Holy Scriptures, rightly says: “The cleric is chaste
or bound with certainty to a single marriage” (Apostolic canon VI).
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‘It is clear from all these texts that the bishop and the deacon are condemnable
if they share among many women. If instead they cast out only the legitimate
ones with the pretext of religion, without any difference in rank, they are thus
condemned by canon law (canon V): ‘No one, bishop or priest, in any case drive
his own wife under the pretext of faith, if he then goes away, he is
excommunicated, and if he perseveres, he is deposed.””311

In 1059 a quasi-royal coronation was introduced into the rite of the inauguration
of the new Pope, Nicholas II. Then he decreed that the Popes should be elected
by the cardinal-bishops alone, without the participation of the people - or the
emperor. “The role of the Roman clergy and people,” writes Canning, “was
reduced to one of mere assent to the choice. The historical participation of the
emperor was by-passed with the formula ‘saving the honour and reverence due
to our beloved son Henry [IV] who is for the present regarded as king and who,
it is hoped, is going to be emperor with God’s grace, inasmuch as we have now
conceded this to him and to his successors who shall personally obtain this right
from the apostolic see’.”312

This new method of election, having strengthened the reformers against the
Emperor, now encouraged them to return to the struggle against his appointee in
Milan. In 1065 Archdeacon Hildebrand, the real power behind the papal throne,
gave a knight called Erlembald a papal banner, “the battle-flag of St. Peter”, under
which he was to renew the struggle against the married priests in Milan.

“Whether as a consequence of this or not, victory marked all his efforts. “He
subdued the city by the sword and also by gold, and by many and diverse oaths;
none of the nobles could withstand him.” Indeed, by 1071, such was the scale of
Erlembald’s success that the wretched Archbishop Guy, holed up in his cathedral,
and in increasingly poor health, had resolved on clandestine resignation...”313

*

By 1072 there were two archbishops of Milan - Godfrey, chosen by the
Emperor, and Atto, chosen by the reformers. But Godfrey was under siege by

311 Fr. Marco Gorgi, “Bishop Ulrich of Imola in Defense of Married Clergy” NFTU News, January
28, 2020.

312 Canning, A History of Western Political Thought, 300-1450, London and New York: Routledge,
1996, pp. 86-87. “The decree of 1059 was thus, in the words of an eminent medievalist, a
‘declaration of independence’” (Siedentop, op. cit., p. 202).

313 Holland, op. cit.. p. 345. A similar campaign against married priests was being waged at this
time in Norman-conquered England by Bishop Wulfstan of Worcester: "The sin of incontinence
he abhorred, and approved continence in all men, and especially in clerks in holy orders. If he
found one wholly given to chastity he took him to himself and loved him as a son. Wedded priests
he brought under one edict, commanding them to renounce their fleshly desires or their churches.
If they loved chastity, they would remain and be welcome: if they were the servants of bodily
pleasures, they must go forth in disgrace. Some there were who chose rather to go without their
churches than their women: and of these some wandered about till they starved; others sought
and at last found some other provision..." (William of Malmesbury, Vita Wulfstani)
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Patarene thugs, and Atto, after a beating up himself, had sworn not to interfere
in the affairs of the bishopric.

“A shocking state of affairs, to be sure - and yet barely hinting at the full scale
of the crisis yet to come. In the summer of 1072, Pope Alexander II, at a formal
synod of the Roman Church, pronounced that Atto was not bound by the oath he
had given his assailants - and was therefore the rightful Archbishop of Milan. A
few months later, in early 1073, Henry IV leaned on the bishops of Lombardy to
stand as Godfrey’s patrons at his consecration. Alexander’s response was to
excommunicate not only Godfrey himself, not only the Lombard bishops, but,
just for good measure, some of Henry’s own closest advisers. Only once they had
all been dismissed, the Pope declared, would he re-establish contact with the
king: until that moment, he was to be regarded as "outside the communion of the
Church’.”
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17. THE NORMAN CONQUEST OF ENGLAND

Meanwhile, the papacy came to terms with its former enemy, the Normans.
“ After the death of Leo IX in 1054, his two successors both sought help from the
German Emperor in their struggle against the Norman, but Nicholas II reversed
this policy and sought an alliance between the see of Rome and the Normans.
This was cemented at a synod held in Melfi [in August, 1059], the capital of
Norman Apulia, at which he invested Richard of Aversa with the principality of
Capua and Richard Guiscard with the duchies of Apulia and Calabria and the
lordship of Sicily. In return, the Normans pledged fealty to the apostolic see and
promised the pope military assistance. The synod also legislated against clerical
marriage. At a stroke the pope regained control over southern Italy, the papal
patrimonies were restored and the region returned to the ecclesiastical
jurisdiction of Rome - at least in theory, and soon in practice, too. The Normans
now fought for the pope against the Byzantines and the Arabs...”314

The Norman-papist alliance was momentous in its significance because up to
this moment the Popes had always turned for protection to the Christian Roman
Emperor, whether of East Rome or of the “Holy Roman Empire” of the West.
Indeed, the Pope had insisted on crowning the “Holy Roman Emperor” precisely
because he was the papacy’s official guardian. For it was unheard of that the
Church of Rome should recognize as her official guardian any other power than
the Roman Emperor, from whom, according to the forged Donation of
Constantine31>, she had herself received her quasi-imperial dignity and power. But
just as, in the middle of the eighth century, the Papacy had rejected the Byzantines
in favour of the Franks, so now it rejected the Germans in favour of the Normans.
It was as if the Pope were saying: “I no longer need a Holy Roman Emperor to
protect me: I am the Holy Roman Emperor.”

The alliance was remarkably successful from the point of view of both allies.
Armed with the papal blessing, the Normans under Guiscard conquered

314 Louth, op. cit., p. 549. Robert Guiscard specifically promised: “If you or your successors die
before me, I will help to enforce the dominant wishes of the Cardinals and of the Roman clergy
and laity in order that a pope may be chosen and established to the honour of St. Peter.” (in David
C. Douglas, The Norman Achievement, 1050-1100, London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1969, p. 132)

315 In 1441, writes Yuval Noah Harari, “Lorenzo Valla - a Catholic priest and a pioneer linguist -
published a scientific study proving that Constantine’s Donation was a forgery. Valla analysed
the style and grammar of the document, and the various words and terms it contained. He
demonstrated that the document included words that were unknown in fourth-century Latin, and
that it was probably forged about 400 years after Constantine’s death. Moreover, the date
appearing on the document is 30 March, in the year Constantine was consul for the fourth time,
and Gallicanus was consul for the first time’. In the Roman Empire, two consuls were elected each
year, and it was customary to date documents by their consulate years. Unfortunately,
Constantine’s fourth consulate was in 315, whereas Gallicanus was elected consul for the first time
only in 317. If this all-important document was indeed composed in Constantine’s days, it would
never have contained such a blatant error. It is as if Thomas Jefferson and his colleagues had dated
the American Declaration of Independence 34 July 1776.” (Homo Deus, London: Vintage, 2017, p.
224)
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southern Italy, seizing the last major Byzantine outpost in the region, Bari, in 1071.
The losers here were both the German Emperor and the Emperor of New Rome.

Meanwhile, in 1061 Guiscard’s younger brother Roger invaded Saracen Sicily,
making sure to give a good share of the loot to the Pope. In exchange, Pope
Alexander II granted Roger and his men “absolution for their sins”.31¢ In 1072,
Roger conquered Palermo and most of Sicily from the Arabs, completing the
conquest in 1091.

The Pope, meanwhile, extended his jurisdiction over the whole area... “Thus
after 1059,” writes Professor Douglas, “the Norman conquests were made
progressively to subserve the restoration of the Latin [as against the Byzantine]
rite and the extension of papal jurisdiction in southern Italy."31”

It sometimes happens that one important historical process going in one
direction masks the presence of another going in precisely the opposite direction.
The process of ecclesiastical reformation initiated by Pope Leo IX in 1049, which
aimed at the liberation of the Church from secular control, was in many respects
a laudable and necessary programme. But the increasing distance it placed
between clergy and laity was fraught with danger. In particular, it threatened to
undermine the traditional place in Christian society of the anointed kings, who
occupied an intermediate position between the clergy and the laity. And in the
hands of two ambitious northern clerics whom Leo brought with him to Rome,
Bishop Humbert of Silva Candida and Archdeacon Hildebrand, it threatened
simply to replace the caesaropapist variety of feudalism with a papocaesarist
variety - that is, the subjection of the clergy to lay lords with the subjection of the
laity, and even the kings, to clerical lords - or rather, to just one clerical lord, the
Pope. For, as Fr. Patric Ranson and Laurent Mott write, “in many respects, in its
structure the papacy is nothing other than the religious form of feudalism...”318

Indeed, on the eve of the papal revolution of 1054, when the Roman papacy
fell away from the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church, Church and State
in the West were so deeply entangled with each other through feudalism that
nobody could conceive of a return to the traditional system of the symphony of
powers, which allowed for the relative independence of both powers within a
single Christian society. The Church wished to be liberated from “lay
investiture”; but she did not want to be deprived of the lands, vassals and political
power that came with investiture. The only solution, therefore, from the Pope’s
point of view, was to bring the whole of Christian society, including its kings and
emperors, into vassalage to the papacy...

The first important attempt to put this policy into practice was the Norman
conquest of England in 1066, which became the means for the Papist conquest of
England...

316 Holland, op. cit., p. 356.
317 Douglas, op. cit., p. 155.
318 Ranson and Motte, in Lampryllos, op. cit., p. 14.
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Even before entering into alliance with the Normans in Italy, the Papacy had
begun to forge close bonds with the Normans in their homeland in Northern
France, where they were de jure subjects of the King of France but de facto formed
an independent duchy. In 1054 Duke William (known as “the Bastard” before he
became “the Conqueror”) of Normandy seized effective control of the duchy by
defeating a coalition led by his lord, King Henry I of France. In the next year,
Archbishop Mauger was deposed to make way for the more forward-looking
Maurilius. He introduced “a new and extraneous element”319 - that is, an element
more in keeping with the ideals of the heretical, “reformed papacy” - into the
Norman Church. Then, in 1059, papal sanction for the marriage between Duke
William and Matilda of Flanders, which had been withheld by Leo IX at the
Council of Rheims in 1049, was finally obtained. This opened the way for full
cooperation between the Normans and the Pope. Finally, William supported the
candidacy of Alexander II to the throne as against that of Honorius II, who was
supported by the German Empress Agnes.3?0 The Pope now owed a debt of
gratitude to the Normans which they were soon to call in...

*

By the 1060s there were only two powers in the West that stood in the way of
the complete triumph of the crude, militaristic ethos of feudalism: the Orthodox
autocracies of England and Germany. By the end of the century both powers had
been brought low - England by military conquest and its transformation into a
feudal state under Duke William of Normandy, and Germany by cunning
dialectic and the fear of excommunication by the Pope. In England, after a period
of rule by Danish Christian kings (1017-1042), the Old English dynasty of Alfred
the Great was restored in the person of King Ethelred’s son Edward, known to
later generations as “the Confessor”. In January, 1066, King Edward died, and his
brother-in-law Harold Godwineson was consecrated king in his place. Now two
years earlier, Harold had been a prisoner at the court of William in Normandy,
and in order to gain his freedom had sworn over a box of holy relics to uphold
William's claim to the English throne. So when he broke his oath and became king
himself, William invaded - with the Pope’s blessing.

How could the Pope bless the armed invasion of a Christian country led by an
anointed king who posed no threat to its neighbours? In order to answer this
question, we have to examine the new theory of Church-State relations being
developed in Rome. The critical question then was: in a Christian society, are the
jurisdictions of the clergy and the king parallel, or do the clergy have the power
to depose a king who, in their judgement, is not ruling in accordance with the
faith - which faith, of course, can only be defined by the clergy?

319 Douglas, William the Conqueror, London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1964, p. 121

30 Jean-Paul Allard, “Byzance et le Saint Empire: Theopano, Otton III, Benzon d’Albe”
(“Byzantium and the Holy Empire: Theophano, Otto Il and Benzon of Alba”), in Germain Ivanov-
Trinadtsaty, Regards sur I’Orthodoxie (Points of View on Orthodoxy), Lausanne: L’ Age d’'Homme,
1997, p. 55.
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Now up to the middle of the ninth century, no decisive test-case had yet
appeared which would define whether the Church could, not simply confirm a
royal deposition or change of dynasty, but actually initiate it. Pope Stephen II had
blessed the deposition of the last Merovingian ruler, Childeric III, but had not
initiated it. Pope Nicholas I was the first pope to take it upon himself to initiate
the deposition of emperors and patriarchs as if all power in both Church and State
were in his hands. However, as we have seen, in 865 Nicholas' efforts were
thwarted by the firm opposition both of the Eastern Church under St. Photius the
Great and of Western hierarchs such as Archbishop Hincmar of Rheims. It was
not before another two hundred years had passed that the papacy once again felt
strong enough to challenge the power of the anointed kings. Its opportunity came
on the death of King Edward the Confessor in 1066, when Harold Godwinesson
ascended the throne with the consent of the Witan but without the consent of the
man to whom he had supposedly once sworn allegiance, Duke William of
Normandy.

William Douglas writes: “At some undetermined date within the first eight
months of 1066 [Duke William] appealed to the papacy, and a mission was sent
under the leadership of Gilbert, archdeacon of Lisieux, to ask for judgement in
the duke’s favour from Alexander II. No records of the case as it was heard in
Rome have survived, nor is there any evidence that Harold Godwinesson was
ever summoned to appear in his own defence. On the other hand, the arguments
used by the duke’s representatives may be confidently surmised. Foremost
among them must have been an insistence on Harold’s oath, and its violation
when the earl seized the throne... Archdeacon Hildebrand... came vigorously to
the support of Duke William, and Alexander II was led publicly to proclaim his
approval of Duke William’s enterprise.” 32!

The Pope had his own reasons for supporting William. In 1052 Archbishop
Robert of Canterbury, a Norman, had fled from England after the struggle
between the English and Norman parties at the court had inclined in favour of
the English. During his flight he forgot to take his pallium (omophorion), which
with the agreement of the king was then handed over to Bishop Stigand of
Winchester, who became archbishop in place of Robert. This elicited the wrath of
the Pope, who labelled Stigand an anticanonical usurper. But the English refused
to obey the Pope. And so, beginning from 1052 and continuing right up to the
Stigand’s deposition by the legates of the Pope at the false council of Winchester
in 1070, England remained in schism from, and under the ban of, the Roman Pope
- who himself, from 1054, was in schism from, and under the ban of, the Great

321 Douglas, William the Conqueror, p. 187. Hildebrand was almost certainly reminding William of
his support for him at this point when he wrote, on April 24, 1080: “I believe it is known to you,
most excellent son, how great was the love I ever bore you, even before I ascended the papal
throne, and how active I have shown myself in your affairs; above all how diligently I laboured
for your advancement to royal rank. In consequence I suffered dire calumny through certain
brethren insinuating that by such partisanship I gave sanction for the perpetration of great
slaughter. But God was witness to my conscience that I did so with a right mind, trusting in God’s
grace and, not in vain, in the virtues you possessed” (in Harriet Harvey Wood, The Battle of
Hastings, London: Atlantic Books, 2008, p. 139).
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Church of Constantinople. To make matters worse, in 1058 Archbishop Stigand
had had his position regularized by the “antipope” (i.e. enemy of the
Hildebrandine reformers) Benedict IX. Here was the perfect excuse for blessing
William's invasion: the “schismatic” English had to be brought to heel and their
Church purged of all secular influence. And if this “holy” aim was to be achieved
by the most secular of means - armed invasion and the murder of hundreds of
thousands of innocent Christians - so be it!

According to Frank McLynn, it was Stigand’s supposed uncanonicity “that
most interested [Pope] Alexander. William pitched his appeal to the papacy
largely on his putative role as the leader of the religious and ecclesiastical reform
movement in Normandy and as a man who could clean the Augean stables of
church corruption in England; this weighed heavily with Alexander, who, as his
joust with Harald Hardrada in 1061 demonstrated, thought the churches of
northern Europe far too remote from papal control. It was the abiding dream of
the new ‘reformist’ papacy to be universally accepted as the arbiter of thrones and
their succession; William’s homage therefore constituted a valuable precedent.
Not surprisingly, Alexander gave the proposed invasion of England his blessing.
It has sometimes been queried why Harold did not send his own embassy to
counter William’s arguments. Almost certainly, the answer is that he thought it a
waste of time on two grounds: the method of electing a king in England had
nothing to do with the pope and was not a proper area for his intervention; and,
in any case, the pope was now the creature of the Normans in southern Italy and
would ultimately do what they ordered him to do. Harold was right: Alexander
II blessed all the Norman marauding expeditions of the 1060s.

“But although papal sanction for William’s ‘enterprise of England” was
morally worthless, it was both a great propaganda and diplomatic triumph for
the Normans. It was a propaganda victory because it allowed William to pose as
the leader of crusaders in a holy war, obfuscating and mystifying the base,
materialistic motives of his followers and mercenaries. It also gave the Normans
a great psychological boost, for they could perceive themselves as God’s elect,
and it is significant that none of William’s inner circle entertained doubts about
the ultimate success of the English venture. Normandy now seemed the
spearhead of a confident Christianity, on the offensive for the first time in
centuries, whereas earlier [Western] Christendom had been beleagured by
Vikings to the north, Hungarians to the east and Islam to the south. It was no
accident that, with Hungary and Scandinavia recently Christianised, the
Normans were the vanguard in the first Crusade, properly so called, against the
Islamic heathens in the Holy Land.”32?

This potential gain from an alliance with William was the pope’s main motive
for blessing of the invasion. Harold’s perjury and Stigand’s uncanonicity were
useful excuses, but no more. After all, papal legates had sat with Stigand at a
council in 1062, before the invasion, and again at Winchester, after the invasion,
in 1070; and he had consecrated Remigius as Bishop of Dorchester in 1067.

32 F. McLynn, 1066: The Year of the Three Battles; London: Jonathan Cape, 1998, pp. 182-183.
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Alexander was able to overlook these minor misdemeanours in what he saw as
the interests of the Church. More important was the chance of gaining control
over the Churches both of Normandy and England if William won, and of a
fruitful long-term partnership with the Normans in the East. Alexander finally
showed his support for William by giving him, as William of Poitiers writes, “a
banner as a pledge of the support of St. Peter”.

As Peter Rex explains, “there was a policy of bestowing such banners on those
whose activities the papacy wished to endorse. Benedict IX, as early as 1043, had
sent to Emperor Henry III, as an endorsement of his campaign against the
Hungarians, a Vexillum ex beati Petri parte. During the expedition of Pope Leo IX
against the Normans in the Papal States in 1053, to defend the Church’s territories
against their savagery, he had fought under the banner of St. Peter. This was part
of a trend towards increasing the use of force, a kind of papal militarism
according to some, which included the sending of papal legates and the bestowal
of papal approval for military action in support of the papacy. Robert Guiscard
was given a banner by Nicholas II in 1059, and others had gone to the Patarine
leader Erkembald of Milan and to Roger of Sicily in 1063. Even the leaders of the
Barbastro campaign in Spain had received one in 1064, so the gift of a banner to
Duke William was by no means a singular event. The trend eventually
culminated in the launching of the First Crusade. It was associated with a warlike
rhetoric which referred to supporters of the papacy as ‘Militia of St. Peter’; the
faithful were regarded as soldiers in the service of St. Peter. The arrival of the
Reform Party at Rome had been the turning point; they stood for the idea of holy
war and sought to put it into practice.

“The bestowal of a banner on William remained a little ambiguous, and he
rejected the idea that he had become a papal vassal. The Normans used the gift
to promote the idea that the Conquest of England had been a sort of holy war,
visiting God’s verdict on Harold...”323

“It is quite impossible to understand the events of 1066,” writes Simon
Schama, “without comprehending the immense significance of the religious and
Roman dimension. Between them, William and Lanfranc [abbot of Bec, future
archbishop of Canterbury] had managed to convert a personal and dynastic feud
into a holy war, and once this was known, many of the nobles who had fought
shy of the original proposal flocked to William’s sanctified banner. There were
not just Normans, but also Bretons and Flemings. The matter of England had now
become the cause of Christian Europe, and nothing good could come of this for
its new king...”324

The Norman Conquest was indeed a kind of holy war, the first Crusade of the
Reform Papacy against the Orthodox Church. However, it was not yet a pan-
European crusade; it is unlikely that William obtained the support of other major
European powers for his invasion of England, as William of Poitiers claims. “It is

323 Rex, The Last English King. The Life of Harold II, Stroud: The History Press, 2008, p. 211.
324 Schama, A History of Britain 1, London: BBC Publications, 2003, p. 84

164



highly unlikely, for example,” writes lan Walker, “that Swein of Denmark gave
his backing to William’s enterprise. He would be more likely to welcome
Harold’s accession since the latter might favour aiding his Danish cousin against
his Norwegian enemies, as had his father Earl Godwine. It should be noted here
that Swein had just emerged from a long and bloody way with Norway and was
fearful of further trouble. In this context, William of Poitiers contradicts himself
when he later speaks of the Danes sending troops to assist Harold against the
Normans. This contradiction somewhat undermines our confidence in the
further claim made by Poitiers that the Emperor Henry IV provided his own
endorsement for William’s claim. This seems unlikely. Henry IV or his regents,
since he was still in his minority. Had many other concerns and the contemporary
Annals of Corvey compiled in that royal monastery in Saxony were to describe
William in 1066 as removing the ‘legitimate” King of England (Harold) and
seizing his kingdom. What these diplomatic ‘successes’ described by Poitiers
seem to represent is nothing more than the fact that neither Swein nor Henry IV
were in a position to interfere directly in William’s plans.”32

*

As long as King Edward had been alive, Hildebrand’s party had been
restrained both by the king’s renown as a wonderworker and by the lack of a
military force suitable for the task in hand. But now that Edward was dead?®?¢,
William's suit presented Hildebrand with the opportunity for the “holy war” he
had wanted for so long. In September, 1066 he invaded the south of England.

Meanwhile, King Harald Hardrada of Norway invaded the north. On
September 20 the English King Harold defeated the Norwegian army under
Harald Hardrada in the last great victory of Orthodoxy over Viking paganism.
Then he marched south to meet the Normans with the minimum of rest and
without waiting for reinforcements. The victory was the greater in that it was
achieved against the greatest warrior of his age. “This Harold,” wrote
Theodoricus the Monk, “ has performed many bold deeds in his youth,
overthrowing many heathen cities and carrying off great riches in Russia and
Ethiopia... from there he travelled to Jerusalem and was everywhere greatly
renowned and victorious. After he had travelled through Sicily and taken much
wealth by force from there, he came to Constantinople. And there he was
arraigned before the emperor; but he inflicted an amply shameful disgrace upon
that same emperor, and, making an unexpected escape, he slipped away”.

The reason for this haste, David Howarth argues, is that Harold had now, for
the first time, heard that William was fighting with the pope's blessing and under
a papal banner, with a tooth of St. Peter encrusted in gold around his neck. "This
meant that he was not merely defying William, he was defying the Pope. It was

325 Walker, Harold. The Last Anglo-Saxon King, Sutton Publishing, 2006, p. 167.

326 He prophesied on his deathbed that England was under God’s curse and would soon (one year
and one day after his death) be afflicted by fire and sword and be invaded by demons
(Anonymous, Vita Aedwardi Regis (The Life of Edward the King), edited by Frank Barlow, Nelson’s
Medieval Texts, 1962). The prophecy was precisely accurate.
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doubtful whether the Church, the army and the people would support him in that
defiance: at best, they would be bewildered and half-hearted. Therefore, since a
battle had to be fought, it had to be at once, without a day's delay, before the news
leaked out. After that, if the battle was won, would be time to debate the Pope's
decision, explain that the trial had been a travesty, query it, appeal against it, or
simply continue to defy it.”3%”

On October 14, in a long, hard-fought battle in which both sides suffered
heavy losses, the English defensive line was finally broken when King Harold
was killed®?8, after which he was savagely mutilated by the Normans. When
Harold’s mother, Countess Gytha, pleaded for the body of her royal son from
William, even offering him its weight in pure gold, the Bastard refused. It was
thought that the monks had buried the body in the monastery Harold founded
at Waltham. But the body was not found in spite of intensive searches... The
mystery of its whereabouts was solved only in 1954, when a mutilated corpse
answering to the description of the martyred king was discovered under an
unmarked slab in his family’s church of the Holy Trinity in Bosham.32°

*

“At first,” writes Francois Neveux, “the new king hoped that he could win
round his former adversaries. He considered that he had been quite within his
rights to conquer the country, since he had been promised the throne by the
previous king, Edward. ‘God’s judgement” having favoured him, he assumed that
the English would all rally to him without any problem. We know of one English
reaction from the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (version D). The anonymous author, who
seems to be resigned to the inevitable, asserts that the English were punished for
their sins. At first, William presented himself as the successor of the Anglo-Saxon
kings, not only Edward, but Harold also. He drafted a number of documents in
Old English, and made an effort to learn the language of his new people. Some of
this attitude may be glimpsed in the Bayeux Tapestry, which is one of the first
testimonies we possess of these events. In it, Harold is referred to as ‘king’, just
as he is in a number of charters. He is even singled out and praised for his bravery.
The Latin commentary is very neutral, and may be read in both a pro-English and
a pro-Norman light. This early line only lasted a few years, until it came up
against the harsh reality of Anglo-Saxon rebellions.

“The first rebellion broke out in Exeter, in the south-west of the kingdom, in
1067-8: it was easily quelled. The most serious rebellion took place in the north,
in several stages, during 1069-70. It was harshly put down by the king, who

327 David Howarth, 1066: The Year of the Conquest, Milton Keynes: Robin Clark, 1977, p. 164.

328 “This alternating victory, first of one side and then of the other, continued as long as Harold
lived to check the retreat; but when he fell, his brain pierced by an arrow, the flight of the English
ceased not until night” (William of Malmesbury, Gesta Regum Anglorum)

329 John Pollock, Haroldus Rex, Bosham: Penny Royal Publications, 1996. Cf, arc Morris, “Where is
King Harold Buried?” BBC History Magazine, June, 2020, p. 40.
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systematically ravaged the region.3*® The Fens, around the Isle of Ely, were the
scene of a final rebellion, in 1070-1...7331

So terrible was the slaughter, and the destruction of holy churches and relics,
that the Norman bishops who took part in the campaign were required to do
penance when they returned home. But the Pope who had blessed this unholy
slaughter did no penance... Rather, he sent his legates to England, who, at the
false council of Winchester in 1070, deposed Archbishop Stigand and most of the
English bishops, thereby integrating the “rebellious” land into his religious
empire. For the Norman Conquest was, in effect, the first crusade of the
“reformed” Papacy against Orthodox Christendom. As Professor Douglas writes:
“It is beyond doubt that the latter half of the eleventh century witnessed a
turning-point in the history of Western Christendom, and beyond doubt
Normandy and the Normans played a dominant part in the transformation which
then occurred... They assisted the papacy to rise to a new political domination,
and they became closely associated with the reforming movement in the Church
which the papacy came to direct. They contributed also to a radical modification
of the relations between Eastern and Western Europe with results that still
survive. The Norman Conquest of England may thus in one sense be regarded as
but part of a far-flung endeavour...”332

It follows that if William had lost, then, as John Hudson writes, “the reformers
in the papacy, who had backed William in his quest for the English throne, might
have lost their momentum. Normandy would have been greatly weakened...”333
In other words, the whole course of European history might have been changed...

All William’s barons and bishops owned their land as his vassals; and when,
on August 1, 1086, William summoned all the free tenants of England to Salisbury
and imposed upon them an oath of quasi-feudal loyalty directly to himself, he
became in effect the sole landowner of England - that is, the owner of all its land.
Thus was born the feudal monarchy, a new kind of despotism.

330 There was widespread starvation, even cannibalism, and it is estimated that 150,000 died,
mainly in Yorkshire. See Mark Morris, “’ The Conqueror Massacred Almost the Whole Population,
from the very Young to the Old and Grey’”, BBC History Magazine, November, 2019, p. 27. (V.M.)
331 Neveux, The Normans, Philadelphia: Running Press, 2008, p. 139.

332 Douglas, William the Conqueror, pp. 6-7.

333 Hudson, “The Norman Conquest”, BBC History Magazine, vol. 4, N 1, January, 2003, p. 23.
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18. DOMESDAY BOOK AND THE DESTRUCTION OF ORTHODOX
ENGLAND

As we have seen, William had conquered England with the blessing of
Archdeacon Hildebrand. But he firmly refused to pay fealty to Hildebrand when
he became Pope Gregory VII.33¢ The pope was prepared to overlook this, because
William agreed to impose the new canon law of the reformed papacy upon the
English Church: "The king of the English, although in certain matters he does not
comport himself as devoutly as we might hope, nevertheless in that he has neither
destroyed nor sold the Churches of God [!]; that he has taken pains to govern his
subjects in peace and justice [!!]; that he has refused his assent to anything
detrimental to the apostolic see, even when solicited by certain enemies of the
cross of Christ; and that he has compelled priests on oath to put away their wives
and laity to forward the tithes they were withholding from us - in all these
respects he has shown himself more worthy of approbation and honour than
other kings..."

The "other kings" Gregory was referring to included, first of all, the Emperor
Henry IV of Germany, who, unlike William, did not support the Pope's
“reforms”. If William had acted like Henry, then there is no doubt that Pope
Gregory would have excommunicated him, too. And if William had refused to
co-operate with the papacy, then there is equally no doubt that the Pope would
have incited his subjects to wage a "holy war" against him, as he did against
Henry.

But William, by dint of brute force within and clever diplomacy without,
managed to achieve complete control over both Church and State, while at the
same time paradoxically managing to remain on relatively good terms with the
most autocratic Pope in history. For totalitarian rulers only respect rivals of the
same spirit. Thus did the papocaesarist totalitarianism of Hildebrand beget the
caesaropapist totalitarianism of William the Bastard...

William's control of the Church was described by Edmer of Canterbury: "Now,
it was the policy of King William to maintain in England the usages and laws
which he and his fathers before him were accustomed to have in Normandy.
Accordingly he made bishops, abbots and other nobles throughout the whole
country of persons of whom (since everyone knew who they were, from what
estate they had been raised and to what they had been promoted) it would be
considered shameful ingratitude if they did not implicitly obey his laws,
subordinating to this every other consideration; or if any one of them presuming
upon the power conferred by any temporal dignity dared raise his head against
him. Consequently, all things, spiritual and temporal alike, waited upon the nod

34 “Your legate,” William wrote to Gregory, “has admonished me to profess allegiance to you and
your successors, and to think better regarding the money which my predecessors were wont to
send to the church of Rome. I have consented to the one but not to the other. I have not consented
to pay fealty, nor will I do so; because I never promised it, nor do I find that my predecessors did
it to your predecessors.” (in Douglas & Greenway, English Historical Documents, Eyre &
Spottiswoode, p. 647)
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of the King... He would not, for instance, allow anyone in all his dominion, except
on his instructions, to recognize the established Pontiff of the City of Rome or
under any circumstance to accept any letter from him, if it had not first been
submitted to the King himself. Also he would not let the primate of his kingdom,
by which I mean the Archbishop of Canterbury, otherwise Dobernia, if he were
presiding over a general council of bishops, lay down any ordinance or
prohibition unless these were agreeable to the King's wishes and had been first
settled by him. Then again he would not allow any one of his bishops, except on
his express instructions, to proceed against or excommunicate one of his barons
or officers for incest or adultery or any other cardinal offence, even when
notoriously guilty, or to lay upon him any punishment of ecclesiastical
discipline."33%

In the same letter in which he refused to pay fealty to the Pope, he pointedly
called Archbishop Lanfranc "my vassal" - that is, not the Pope’s! Here we see the
way in which the language of feudalism, of the mutual rights and obligations of
lords and vassals, had crept into the language of Church-State relations at the
highest level. The Popes therefore had to wait until William's death before
gradually asserting their personal control over the English Church...

Nevertheless, the early Plantagenet kings of England inherited a power that
was unique in Western Europe, and they took care to retain it, especially through
the institution of the courts. As Francis Fukuyama writes, “of all European
polities, the English state was by far the most centralized and powerful. This state
grew out of the king’s court and its ability to offer justice across the whole realm.
Already by the year 1200 it boasted permanent institutions staffed by professional
or semiprofessional officials; it issued a rule saying that no case concerning the
possession of land could be initiated without a writ from the king’s court; and it
was able to tax the entire realm.”33¢

However, the power of the English kingdom was not necessarily a sign that it
was prospering spiritually. For “as Scripture points out,” writes C.S. Lewis, “it
is bastards who are spoiled, the legitimate sons, who are able to carry on the
family tradition, are punished (Hebrews 12.8).”37 As an Orthodox nation,
England had been constantly stretched on the rack of suffering by successive
waves of pagan invaders, of which the Norman invasion had been the last and
the worst. But later, as a fallen and heretical nation, while suffering that which
all men suffer through living in a fallen world, the English did not suffer what
the great Messianic Christian nations - the Jews of the Old Testament, the Greeks
of the Byzantine Empire and under the Turkish yoke, the Russians to the present
day - have suffered in bearing the cross of the true confession of faith. There were
no more catastrophic defeats, no more successful invasions from abroad to rouse
the people from their spiritual sleep. For “why should ye be stricken any more?

335 Edmer, Istoria Novorum in Anglia (A History of the New Things in England); translated by
Geoffrey Bosanquet, London: Cresset Press.

336 Fukuyama, The Origins of Political Order, London: Profile, 2012, p. 272.

337 Lewis, The Joyful Christian, New York: Touchstone, 1996, p. 38.
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Ye will revolt more and more: the whole head is sick, and the whole heart faint...”
(Isaiah 1.5). Freed from the cross of confessing the Orthodox faith, the English
were free to begin their ascent to global empire...

*

The scene towards the end of William’s reign in 1087 is one of almost
unrelieved gloom. As Edmer writes: "How many of the human race have fallen
on evil days! The sons of kings and dukes and the proud ones of the land are
fettered with manacles and irons, and in prison and in gaol. How many have lost
their limbs by the sword or disease, have been deprived of their eyes, so that
when released from prison the common light of the world is a prison for them!
They are the living dead for whom the sun - mankind's greatest pleasure - now
has set. Blessed are those who are consoled by eternal hope; and afflicted are the
unbelieving, for, deprived of all their goods and also cut off from heaven, their
punishment has now begun..."338

For some time, the more sensitive of the English felt that they were indeed “cut
off from heaven”, having lost their inheritance in the Orthodox Church and
kingdom. Thus an anonymous English poet wrote in the early twelfth century:
"The teachers are lost, and many of the people, t00."3% Later, less religious
generations of English have also felt that much was lost as a result of “1066 and
all that”. Deep in the collective unconscious of the nation, 1066 is felt to have been
more than a political defeat or “regime change”.

Even secular writers have sensed a massive loss. Thus Harriet Harvey Wood
writes, “one fact is undisputed: it wiped out overnight a civilisation that, for its
wealth, its political arrangements, its arts, its literature and its longevity, was
unique in Dark Age Europe, and deserves celebration. In the general instability,
lawlessness and savagery of the times, Anglo-Saxon England stood out as a
beacon.”340

As was mentioned above, the English Orthodox Autocracy was replaced by a
feudal monarchy. RH.C. Davies explains that the feudal monarchy was “a New
Leviathan, the medieval equivalent of a socialist state. In a socialist state, the
community owns, or should own, the means of production. In a feudal
monarchy, the king did own all the land - which in the terms of medieval
economy might fairly be equated with the means of production.

“The best and simplest example of a feudal monarchy is to be found in
England after the Norman Conquest. When William the Conqueror defeated

338 Liber Confortarius; translated in Barlow, The English Church 1000-1066, p. 29.

339 At about the same time the famous scholar Abelard of Paris noted: "The Fathers were guided
by the Holy Spirit, but we are not" (quoted by Fr. Andrew Phillips, Orthodox Christianity and the
English Tradition, p. 19).

340 Wood, The Battle of Hastings, London; Atlantic Books, 2008, p. 2.
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Harold Godwineson at the battle of Hastings (1066), he claimed to have
established his legitimate right to succeed Edward the Confessor as King of
England, but, owing to Harold’s resistance, he was also able to claim that he had
won the whole country by right of conquest. Henceforward, every inch of land
was to be his, and he would dispose of it as he though fit. As is well known, he
distributed most of it to his Norman followers, but he did not give it to them in
absolute right...

“Apparently as the result of one day's fighting (14 October, 1066), England
received a new royal dynasty, a new aristocracy, a virtually new Church, a new
art, a new architecture and a new language.”34

The Conqueror’s ownership of the land was established in Domesday Book
(1086), a still-existent document in which the whole population and property of
England was recorded for tax purposes. As Neveux writes, “Like Christ on the
Day of Judgement examining the actions of all men, the King of England would
know all the inhabitants and all the properties in his kingdom... No other
document of this kind has been preserved in Western Europe, nor was any ever
made...”342

“Domesday was a good word for it,” writes Melvyn Bragg. “Twenty years
after the Battle of Hastings, William sent out his officers to take stock of his
kingdom. The monks of Peterborough were still recording the events of history
in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and they noted, disapprovingly, that not one piece
of land escaped the survey, ‘not even an ox or a cow or a pig’. William claimed
all.

“There are two volumes of the Domesday Book (one called Little Domesday,
the return from East Anglia) and they show how complete the Norman takeover
of English land was and how widespread their influence and their language. Half
the country was in the hands of just one hundred and ninety men. Half of that
was held by just eleven men.”343

“By the time Domesday Book was compiled in 1086,” writes Marc Morris, “the
elite had been almost completely wiped out: of the 500 or so top individuals listed
in the survey as tenants of the king, only 13 had English names, and of 7,000 or
so subtenants, no more than 10 percent were natives. The aristocracy of Anglo-

341 R H.C. Davies, The Normans and their Myth, London: Thames & Hudson, 1976, p. 103.

342 “This book is called by the English ‘Domesday’, that is, by metaphor, the day of judgement.
For just as the sentence of that strict and terrible Last Judgement cannot be evaded by any art of
subterfuge, so, when a dispute arises in this realm concerning facts which are there written down,
and an appeal is made to the book itself, the evidence it gives cannot be set at naught or evaded
with impunity” (Richard FitzNigel, in M.]. Cohen and John Major, History in Quotations, London:
Cassell, 2004, p. 218).

33 Bragg, The Adventure of English, London: Hodder & Stoughton, 2003, pp. 38-39. For
comparison’s sake, we may note that about one-third of modern Russia’s wealth is in the hands
of 110 billionaires.
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Saxon England had been almost completely swept away - killed in battle, driven
into exile or forced to exist in suppressed circumstances.”344

“We have the testimony of Domesday Book that by 1086 only 8 per cent of
English land remained in the hands of those who had owned it in 1066. William
of Malmesbury in the following century confirmed that England had become “the
residence of foreigners and the property of strangers; at the present time there is
no Englishmen who is either earl, bishop, or abbot**>; strangers all, they prey
upon the riches and vitals of England...””346

*

Robert Tombs describes the new, in essence totalitarian, system as follows:
“Social, economic and political control of the land and its people - what in the
eighteenth century would retrospectively be termed the ‘feudal system’” - was
given a more centralized and rigorous form after the Conquest swept away many
existing rights and eliminated the English thegns. The Conqueror at once granted
land - ‘fiefs’, or ‘fees’ - to his barons in return for their services, military and
political, symbolized by the ceremony of homage, a public oath of allegiance.
They in turn granted it to their own followers, for similar allegiance and services:
England’s 50,000 square miles could supply about 7,500 knights’ fees of on
average six or seven square miles. At the lowest level, ‘natives’, ‘Anglici’,
‘rustics’, ‘serfs’, ‘villeins’ (the words overlapped) were allotted land and
protection in return for rent, labour and other services. Many thousands of
previously free English landholders became legally subject to the new lords.
Recalled an early historian, ‘it was even disgraceful to be called English.” Over 70
percent of tenants were villeins, holding 15-40 acres or “cottagers’, with five acres
or less; and many of the former employed paid labourers or slaves.

“All land and all men were now legally part of this hierarchy, which was
buttressed by an ideology of lordship, duty and loyalty, of which the cult of
chivalry and the Arthurian romances would later be the most idealized example.
In theory, it gave rights as well as duties to all (even, to a limited extent, to
villeins). ‘Glanvill” (the 1180s treatise on law traditionally attributed to Henry II's
Chief Justice, Ranulf Glanvill) stated that “the bond of trust in lordship should be
mutual’. However unequal the relationship, it did give some protection to
dependants, and established a principle of reciprocity. The most unpopular
landlords were not barons but monks: the monasteries were efficient and
impersonal exploiters with long memories and clear consciences. The military
foundation on which feudalism was supposedly based - service in arms was the
prime duty owed - was never fully applied, and money was always a substitute.
Towns and their inhabitants were always partly outside it.

344 Morris, “What the Normans did for Us”, BBC History Magazine, November, 2016, p. 34.

345 There was one exception to this rule: Bishop Wulfstan of Worcester, who had been the confessor
of King Harold, was an Englishman. (V.M.)

346 Wood, op. cit., p. 205.
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“The English version of this ‘feudal system” was unlike that elsewhere in
Europe. The post-Conquest Crown recognized no powers or rights independent
of the king. Nor did barons possess large continuous territories, but only
scattered holdings. England escaped the trend that tormented the Continent:
central authority did not fragment, but was strengthened. Great barons could
never create autonomous and warring principalities. They had no jurisdiction
over their vassals higher than that of the king’s judges. A French historian
comments that ‘the great success of medieval England was to combine an early
centralization of justice with recognition of local liberties, buttressed by popular
juries.’

“What about the majority of the population? Pre-Conquest society was later
idealized as embodying ‘Anglo-Saxon liberties’, but it was nevertheless... subject
to heavy taxation and compulsory labour, and about 12 percent of the people
were slaves - a status that the Normans gradually abolished in England, then in
Wales and later in Ireland. It was also exposed to invasion and internal conflict.
Even so the Conquest was disastrous for English peasants as a whole, through
the direct effects of war, greater impositions, and the subjection of many
thousands of freemen to serfdom. The luckier ones managed to remain as free
tenants (14 percent of those listed in Domesday Book), or held subordinate
positions as estate managers, foresters, huntsmen and minor royal officers. The
Conquest may have increased a common sense of Englishness among the subject
population: the old divide between Dane and Saxon seems to have disappeared.
Many must have realized that their personal fate was linked with that of the
country. When testifying about local affairs, jurors in the twelfth century
sometimes spoke of ‘the Conquest of England” or referred to the time ‘before the
Normans conquered England’. In some places, the customary rights of Anglo-
Saxon days were successfully claimed, and long after 1066 peasants appealed to
privileges granted by the Confessor, Canute or even Offa.

“There were two groups of Englishmen, and some women, who retained
power, wealth or status. The first group were townspeople. Although the
Conquest led to an influx of urban immigrants, the English remained a strong
presence, including among the most prominent groups - moneyers, goldsmiths,
moneylenders (among them there were also Jewish communities), merchants
and royal officers. They were the only significant English group whose wealth
and influence could approach that of the French landed magnates, with whom
some of them mixed even at the level of the royal court. There were occupational
hazards, however: in the 1120s many moneyers were castrated and had their
right hands cut off by Henry I for debasing the currency. The second group were
churchmen. As we have noted, the highest ranks of the clergy - commanding
immense economic and political as well as spiritual power - were closed to
Englishmen. But the lower levels - parish clergy, cathedral canons, archdeacons,
monks, nuns, hermits and anchoresses - remained strongly and sometimes
predominantly English in background and culture. Their oral teaching (mostly
in English) and writings) in English, Latin and French) maintained English
religious and cultural traditions. Some, notably William of Malmesbury (c. 1090
- c. 1142), librarian of Malmesbury Abbey, and Henry of Huntingdon (c. 1088- c.
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1157), hereditary clergyman-squire of Little Stokely and archdeacon of
Huntingdon, both of mixed French and English parentage, were responsible...
for writing a new English history which helped to define the post-Conquest
nation...

“The Normans built the grandest, the most experimental, the most expensive
buildings in a variety of styles, surpassing the greatest on the Continent. The new
Winchester Cathedral (begun in 1079) was the longest in western Europe;
London’s White Tower (c. 1080) was the biggest keep in western Europe;
Westminster Great Hall (1097) was the largest secular covered space; Norwich
castle (c. 1100) was the most ambitious secular building in northern Europe;
Christ Church priory, Canterbury, possessed the greatest glass windows in all
Europe. Probably more cut stone than in the Pyramids was used in this, the most
concentrated construction effort in England between the Romans and the
Victorians, amounting to the greatest per capita investment ever seen in England
until the Industrial Revolution. Quite a lot, built in haste, fell down... But what
remained was stupendous, matched then only by Rome itself, Constantinople
and Kiev...”347

And yet these vast stone structures, so different from the much humbler and
cosier structures of the Anglo-Saxons, symbolized as nothing else the complete
subjection of the native population to brutish foreigners. This subjection was
lamented by Wulfstan, Bishop of Worcester and the last Anglo-Saxon bishop
surviving in his post after the Conquest, as he viewed the destruction and
replacement of his old cathedral: “We poor wretches destroy the works of our
forefathers only to get praise to ourselves. The happy age of holy men knew not
hot to build stately churches: under any roof they offered themselves as living
temples to God. But we neglect the care of souls, and labour to heap up
stones...”348

There was no more impressive pile of stones than the new Norman cathedral
of Durham (c. 1093-1140), built as if to crush England’s greatest saint who was
buried there. For, as we have seen, St. Cuthbert had forced even the great William
the Conqueror to flee when he invaded the north in 1069. This cathedral was truly
the English equivalent of the pyramids; it could only have been built through a
horrendous use of slave labour and the impoverishment of England’s
northernmost province.

Tombs continues: “Buildings and lands came to embody new family identities.
Wealthy Anglo-Saxons had spread bequests widely among relatives to maintain
the cohesion of an extended clan, very conscious of far-flung degrees of kinship.
Norman wealth went into stones and mortar: according to William of
Malmesbury, the Saxons had lived richly in “‘mean and despicable” houses, while
the Normans lived frugally “in noble and splendid mansions’. The practice grew
of transmitting land where possible to a single male heir by primogeniture - a

347 Tombs, op. cit., pp. 51-53.
348 Wulfstan, in Cohen and Major, op. cit., p. 217.
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social revolution. The family became smaller and more vertical, and attached to
a particular place. Names and titles reflected this change. Unlike in Anglo-Saxon
and Scandinavian societies, which used Christian names and patronymics (e.g.
Harold Godwineson) or identifying names based on characteristics or occupation
(Thorkell the Tall, Eadric the Steersman), the Norman elite adopted permanent
family names derived from land, castle or ancestor (Hubert de Vaux, Roger de
Chateauneuf, Richard Fitzgerald). For the rest, individual nicknames (from place,
job, physique - John Wood, Robert Smith, Thomas Becket) in time became
permanent family surnames.

“There was no greater cultural conquest than in language. Working shortly
before 1066, a thousand writers and copyists of English have been identified. This
may sound few, but it is several times the number writing Italian texts in
Renaissance Italy. The Normans eradicated written English as the language of
government and undermined it as the language of literature, and spoken English
ceased to be the language of elite society. This change was confirmed by
England’s attachment to the Angevin empire in 1154. It was long believed that
English largely disappeared except as a peasant dialect. Walter Scott, in Ivanhoe
(1819), made the famous point that English became the language of the farmyard
(swine, ox, calf) and French that of the table (pork, beef, veal). But this does not
mean that English was crude, and French sophisticated. As we have seen, Old
English and Irish were the most developed of Europe’s vernaculars. English had
a standardized writing from the late tenth century, whereas French had no
written literature at all until - ironically - it was pioneered in post-Conquest
England..., perhaps in imitation of Anglo-Saxon literature. Replacing English
required two languages: Latin, for legal, administrative, ecclesiastical,
commercial and intellectual contexts; French for verbal communication among
the new elites. The sophistication of English government drove a high level of lay
literacy. “Unless a man knows French he is little thought of,” wrote the chronicler
Robert of Gloucester in about 1290; ‘but low-born men keep to English and to
their own speech still’.

“Spoken English thus survived. Moreover, it soon predominated in everyday
speech: the Normans needed it to communicate with the great majority of the
population. Often within a generation, smaller landlords not only became
bilingual in French and English - except among the highest nobility and at court
- probably became their first language. Knowledge of French remained an
essential social attribute, but noble children had to be sent to France to learn it
properly. Bilingualism became a mark of ‘English’ identity among the
descendants of the Normans. Trilingualism (with Latin) was the norm for the
educated. In practice, there was a hybridization, or ‘creolization’, with the
languages being mixed together, creating huge changes in vocabulary and
grammar. French and Latin words were imported into English, though more
slowly than Scott’s example might suggest. For example, in the popular verse
history of Britain, Layamon’s Brut (c. 1200), a rare example of non-religious
literature in English, there were only 250 French loan-words in 30,000 lines.
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“So written English too survived. It retained certain grass-roots legal
functions. In important monastic outposts, notably Worcester, Hereford,
Winchester, Canterbury, Peterborough and Exeter, which we can properly call
patriotic, it was propagated as the way of teaching the people. The monks of
Peterborough Abbey were the last who continued to write the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, until 1154; but they stopped using formal English in 1121, when it was
replaced by a local dialect - a sign of how quickly the old formal language was
forgotten. By the end of the century, very few could still read it. In 1230, a monk
at Worcester was trying to learn it - the West Midlands seem to have maintained
a tradition - but by 1300 Old English had become an ‘ydioma incognita’. Yet
English, in older and newer forms, continued to be written in religious centres
such as Worcester and Hereford. Even after the Conquest, the production and
use of vernacular texts was rarely paralleled anywhere in medieval Europe.
These were not luxury products, but were for everyday use in prayer, preaching
and ritual, and hence for the mass of the people English remained the intimate
language of belief and salvation. This is one of the things that prevented it,
changing though it inevitably was, from becoming a dyi