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      FOREWORD by S. Runciman


      

      It is only of recent years that the West has realised the importance and the interest of Russian history ; and even today Western historians are apt to dismiss Russia as a state that stagnated in a rigid Byzantine tradition until suddenly Peter the Great introduced his occidentalised reforms. But history is never so simple, and Russian history certainly cannot be understood by a few such easy generalisations. Peter’s reforms were indeed revolutionary in their effect on the Russian State and Church. But ever since their liberation from the Tatar yoke the Russians had been receiving ideas from outside. Some came from the West directly, through contacts with Poland and through the commercial connections of mercantile cities such as Novgorod. Others came from Byzantium ; but Byzantium was already in touch with the Renaissance in Italy, and the whole Byzantine conception of the nature of things was forcibly modified by the Turkish conquest of Constantinople and the survival of the Greeks merely as members of a subject milet
, anxious themselves for support from outside. The career of that remarkable man, Maximus Trivolis, “the Greek”, who was one of the chief influences on Russian sixteenth-century thought, illustrates the complexity of the currents moving at the time. He was born in Epirus, under Turkish domination. He studied in Italy, in the main 
centres of Renaissance culture there, and became a friend of Savonarola. He then turned his back on the West and worked in the libraries of Mount Athos, until he was sent to Russia : where his views were not altogether pleasing to the authorities and his public life was unhappy, but the effect of his teachings and writings was lasting.

      There are few historians, who have the breadth of erudition and the linguistic equipment to unravel the complicated strands in the story of Russia’s relationship with the Great Church at Constantinople and with the Renaissance and Reformation movements in Western Europe. What do we mean by Russia ? The “Great Russians” of Muscovy had different problems and a different outlook from those of the “Little Russians” of Ruthenia and the Ukraine. What, indeed, do we mean by Western Europe ? The Catholics, Lutherans and Calvinists all had very diverse ideas and aims ; and even among the Catholics Papal policy and the policy of the potentates did not always co-incide. In Muscovy itself can we speak of the Church as a unity, divided as it was between the Possessors and the Non-Possessors ? It is, therefore, a pleasure and a privilege to introduce a work written by scholars who have the competence and the skill to throw light upon the complex obscurities of the period and are thus able to explain a vital stage in the development of Russian political thought and practice.

      November, 1970.

      Steven Runciman

    

  

  


		

    
		

  
    
      INTRODUCTION

      

      As an agent of change during the Renaissance and Reformation period, the school is normally linked to the university movement, the academies of liberal arts for young gentlemen, or the religious schools of Melanchthon, Calvin, Loyola, and many others. In each case, education conveyed to medieval society substantially new ideas and concepts—philosophical, legal, scientific, technical, and religious—which in their totality represented a transforming culture and ideological framework which latently foreshadowed a mature, “modern”, European society. And naturally it seems, the geographic focus of these historical realities, according to the accounts we usually read, falls upon a country of Western Europe (or Western Europe as a whole). While historiographic tradition thus ascribes Renaissance and Reformation to western countries and normally excludes Eastern Europe, in particular Russia, from its focal range, the definition of these terms can be broadened to include the kinds of process associated with rebirth (cultural renewal, development) and also reformation (religious regeneration, institutional change).1
 It is in this sense that we turn our gaze to examine the processes of change in medieval cultural institutions and social values in 16th and 17th century Russia. By applying concepts of social change to information about those processes, we can search for new historical meaning. This method has even more significance when one also considers the fact that both Russian and western historiography records that period primarily as a time of bloody, political unrest largely perpetrated by internal feuds and by problems of external relations.2


      

      Among the developments in East European lands adhering to the Russian Orthodox faith at that period, the gradual formation of centers of learning and religious reform occupies a prominent place. These new centers took root largely outside the territories controlled by the Tsars of Moscow up to the mid-17th century, when a large part of “Little Russia” (Malaia Rus’
, or Ukraina
) came under Moscow’s suzerainty. Both between and within the several Russian nationality areas (under Polish, Lithuanian, Moscovite, or even Tatar administration), new forms of communication and the pursuit of learning began to develop, intensify, and expand their range of influence during the latter half of the 16th century and the first half of the 17th century. This renewal of cultural life and efforts at reform can be accounted for by geographic, economic, political, social, and educational factors. This movement faced the clerical and lay leaders of Orthodox Russian communities with cultural dilemmas that sometimes reached, especially as pressures began to mount in Moscovy, crisis proportions.3


      While the latter problem of cultural conflict is of keen interest—just as keen as that attached to conflicts in the West—, this analysis of the problem is confined to the cultural and social changes underlying and instrumental in the Renaissance and Reformation, as those changes impinged on education and its new roles. And our particular concern here is with the ideological context. We are looking at intellectual changes in terms of a major shift from traditional
 forms of beliefs, grounded in inherited rituals and strongly linked to kinship ties in the old social system, toward intellectual processes and values based more on rationality
 and new ethnic identifications. These new cultural interests required different kinds of communication systems, lacking in the traditional culture, which led to a further development in educational services.

      
        
          Background of the Problem of Change.

        

        

        In their drive to overcome the geographic isolation that kept Moscovite Russia from the open waterways of European commerce, the Great Russians confronted head-on their German, Lithuanian, and Polish neighbors. These confrontations opened up new, if alien and in some respects limited, channels of communication. The encounters brought the long estranged Russians face-to-face with human and physical resources that were further developed than their own. They were obliged to assess their long-held values, beliefs, and methods. To survive as a national culture meant to succeed in both mental and physical combats with their neighbors. This challenge held true, of course, for all the Orthodox peoples of Rus’, not only for the subjects of Moscow.

        The renegade Russian Prince Andrei Kurbskii—once a trusted officer of the Crown—voiced the challenge in no uncertain terms in his letters to Moscow Tsar Ivan IV, when he sharply ridiculed the intellectual and literary deficiences of his native culture. Ivan’s incensed retort showed his relative incapacity (as well as that of his advisers) to deal with the question on equal grounds : “We know that in those lands [Poland-Lithuania and central Europe] there are no Christians except for a very few ministers of the church and secret servants of the Lord.”4
 At the same time, Ivan showed through other acts of his that he knew well enough that he must raise the intellectual level and improve the social organization of his own Russian society, if he would help forge a European role for Russia in the evolving community of nations. But it seems beyond doubt that the leaders of Moskovokaia Rus’ had not yet, by mid-16th century, understood the deep problem posed by the narrow and traditional cognitive base on which they were operating in their attempt to compete with neighboring peoples.

        

        Like Kurbskii, Orthodox leaders in other lands of Rus’ could better guage the distance between most of their traditions and the new cultural developments in those states, where Orthodox churches were attempting to fashion autocephalous forms of existence midst a Roman Catholic polity. Furthermore, they were increasingly aware of the reforming and modernizing movements of both Catholic and Protestant (including anti-trinitarian) communities in Poland-Lithuania, which brought sharp, new pressures to bear against the tradition-minded Orthodox clergy, perilously seeking to preserve their religious integrity. Imbedded in those movements were secularizing, humanizing, and rational forces. Together with the drive by the Church of Rome to create a major Uniate community in Orthodox Rus’, those forces threatened Orthodox leadership and the historical affinities of the Russian speakers, or Rusaki.
 Circumstances in Eastern Europe conditioned the path that major cultural reform would take, and that path lay largely in Western, not central, Rus’.

        This is not to say that no significant changes, pro-ceding mainly from renewed Greek contacts, occurred in the cultural conditions and activities of Moscovite Russia, as well as in other lands of Rus’. Certain events did in fact transpire in Moscovy that had both direct and indirect effects in the area of culture. It is in the intellectual and especially educational aspects of these effects that our main attention turns, first in the state and society of the “Great Russians” under Moscow’s rule, and then in the westerly provinces of the “Little Russians” (Ukrainians-Ruthenians) and the White Russians living under Polish-Lithuanian rule.
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          Reference is not made here to the long dispute among specialists of the period over the origins and significance of the changes, especially the Renaissance itself, publicized in the writings of W.K. Ferguson, in particular. Rather the emphasis is on reexamining the processes as well as the substance of change with a view to gaining a more generic, less parochial, concept of the terms in question.
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          The usual accounts in Russian histories (for example, S.M. Solov’ev, V.l. Kliuchevskii, S.F. Platonov, and also most leading Western historians) are pre-occupied with Russian political and social problems at the expense of any kind of adequate or thorough treatment of cultural changes in values and communications.
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          A brief but pointed account of this crisis is, A. Florowski, Le conflit de deux traditions
, la latine et la byzantine dans la vie intellectuelle de l’Europe orientale aux xvi-xvii
e
 siècles, Prague : 1937.
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          J.L.I. Fennell, Editor, The Correspondence between Prince A.M. Kurbskii and Tsar Ivan IV of Russia, 1564-1579
, Cambridge : The University Press, 1955, pp. 19-20. The fate of Kurbskii and others who engaged in serious cultural reform is too well known for comment here. A new although brief account is in A.l. Klibanov, Reformatsionnye dvizheniia v Rossii v XIV-pervoi polovine XVI vv
. Moscow : Akademiia Nauk, 1960, pp. 269-274. A more recent reevaluation of Ivan IV’s comparative place in European culture, which fits into this brief discussion, is

          M. Cherniavsky, “Ivan the Terrible as Renaissance Prince, ” Slavic Review
, vol. XXVII, No. 2, June 1968, pp. 195-211, especially pp. 198 ff. He emphasizes Ivan’s erudition, piety, and ruthless rule as traits common to European princes generally. In terms of his educational attainments, however, Ivan was almost singular among the members of the ruling class.
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 I 
CULTURAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE EASTERN CHURCH AND MOSCOW (MOSKOVSKAIA RUS’)
 
16th-17th Centuries

      

      

    

  

  


		

    
		

  
    
      INTRODUCTION

      

      The long-standing administrative and spiritual dependence of the Russian Church on the Patriarchate of Constantinople, in particular, had provided the Russians with their principal source of knowledge and literary culture beyond the elemental and primitive traditions of tribal folk. This dependence and the relationships it entailed were interrupted at various times, and one of the most serious interruptions was precipitated by the famous Council of Florence (1439), which aimed at unifying the churches of both Greek and Roman rites. The “Florentine Union” had also in fact a major political objective : to save the ailing Byzantine Empire, an aim which no doubt overshadowed, in the emperor’s mind, the religious consequences of that historical act. For Pope Eugene IV, of course, the union would extend his politico-administrative influences over all of known Christendom.

      This union, however, was not generally successful, largely because of the strong national and local sentiments, as well as fundamental religious opposition, against submitting to the Latin West manifested by many Eastern and Russian clergies and their followers.1
 The ill-fated decision thus explains in part the persistent laxity and even hostility between the Church of Moscow, in particular, and the official Greek (Byzantine) Church centered at Constantinople. At the same time, the gradual emergence of a Moscovite Russian State and society provided factors that fundamentally conditioned those relations : a growing Russian political and religious nationalism, a sense of 
independence from the “mother” see at Constantinople, and a certain distrust by the parochial Russians of the more learned and sophisticated, if not sometimes wordly, Greek clergy. These issues began to dominate the ecclesiastical and cultural intercourse between the two heirs of Byzantine Christianity during the 15th century. Most prominent among the events marking the Moscovite attitudes during the period till late 16th century were, the “declaration of independence” (1459) of the Moscow Church from Constantinople, the promoting of Moscovite clergymen of the ideology of “Moscow the Third Rome” during the first half of the 16th century, the elevation (1547) of Ivan IV as the first Russian “Emperor” and only Caesar
—Tsar
’—in all Orthodox Christendom, and finally the raising of the Moscow See to patriarchal rank, equal to that of the ancient Orthodox centers in the Christian East.2


      These developmnets also helped to mark a gradual reversal of political roles between the former Russian dependencies and the Orthodox “center”, whereby the old Eastern Patriarchates became in a sense the “clients” of the Orthodox Tsardom of Moscow. The very few contacts they sought with their northern brothers usually aimed at financial or political support for their weak and threatened structures in a world controlled by Muslim powers.

      Under these prevailing circumstances, it was quite unlikely that cultural exchanges between the two domains of Orthodoxy would become anything but sporadic and tenuous. Conditions would have to change, and in particular the religious and related needs of the Russian Orthodox communities would have to shift substantially before a more profitable contribution to Russian culture by Greek erudition and letters could be realized.

      Meantime, a few significant Greek missions and intentions toward Moscow did in fact materialize. Their brief mention here serves primarily to bridge over the rather barren cultural period lying before us, and not to contribute 
anything really new to the historical account. It is also useful to point to them as indicators of the kind and quality of Russian cultural interests at Moscow immediately prior to the period of Renaissance and Reformation that the churches of Russian Orthodoxy would experience in the late 16th century, and especially in the 17th century.
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          The eastern Christians, especially the Byzantines, had not forgotten the ignominious occupation in the 13th century of their dominions by the Latin crusaders, a factor which compounded the Greek religious anthipathies toward Rome. For a general treatment of all sides of the Council of Florence see J. Gill, The Council of Florence
, Cambridge : 1959. Particularly on the reaction of the Russians to the Union of Florence and on their change of attitude toward the Greeks see I. Ševčenko, “Intellectual Repercussions of the Council of Florence, ” Church History
, 24 (1955), pp. 291-323 ; M. Cherniavsky, “The Reception of the Council of Florence in Moscow, ” ibid.
, pp. 347-359, and O. Halecki, From Florence to Brest
, Rome : 1958, pp. 50 ff.
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          On the course of Moscow to her ecclesiastical independence see F. Dvornik, The Slavs in European History and Civilization
, New Brunswick, New Jersey : 1962, pp. 262-265 and the bibliography noted there. Also, see W.K. Medlin, Moscow and East Rome
, Geneva : 1952, pp. 74-76.

        

      

    

  


		

    
		

  
    
      
Chapter
 I 
MAXIMUS THE GREEK AND THE ISSUE OF REFORM

      The most prominent cultural contribution, or effort at contribution, made in 16th-century Moscovite Russia by the Greeks came from the unparalleled activities of the learned monk, Maximus Trivolis, historically known as “Maximus the Greek.” More than anyone else he worked to restore the prestige of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and to nourish Moscovite Russia in Greco-Byzantine cultural traditions.3
 His manifold activities in Moscow were of so basic importance for the cultural evolution of Russia, and had so far reaching results that modern historians almost unanimously agree that Maximus was the most prominent spiritual figure in 16th-century Russia.

      Maximus—originally Michael—was born to a rather well-to-do family in Arta, the medieval capital of Epirus, about 1475. At a very young age, probably in 1493, he went to Italy to complete his studies. In the major centers of Italian humanism where Maximus successively resided (Ferrara, Florence, Milan, Venice, and Padova), he made the acquaintance of several distinguished scholars, including Angelo Poliziano, Marsilio Ficino, Pico della Mirandola, and the Greek Janus Lascaris, the leading hellenist of that time to whose memory Maximus would always refer with gratitude in later life. He became also familiar with the secular and pre-Reformation thoughts of Marsilio of Padua, William of Occam, and Nicholas of Cusa. But strangely enough for a young humanist, the personality which impressed him the most and changed the current of his life was the ardent Dominican and reform-minded preacher of Florence, Jeronymo Savanarola. Influenced by his passionate speeches Maximus gave up his scholarly ambitions and became a Dominican monk in the monastery of St. Mark in Florence. It seems, however, that the monastic life was not less disappointing for him than the environment of the humanists. Therefore, in 1505 or early 1506 he left Italy forever to retire in Mt. Athos and become once again a monk, but this time an Orthodox one in the ancient monastery of Vatopedi. He lived there for ten years, devoting his time to religious culture and to the study of the great Greek Fathers.

      
        [image: undescribed image]

        Maximus the Greek

      

      This period of solitude and mediation came to an end in 1516, when emissaries of the Moscovite Grand Prince Basil III came to Mt. Athos in search of a “translator of Greek books”. On this occasion the Russian delegates offered precious gifts and a generous grant in rubles to the monasteries on behalf of their master. Although Maximus did not know the Slavonic language, he was chosen by his superiors as the most competent for the task of translator. Accompanied by a group of monks, of whom two were of Slavic origin, he set out for Moscow. This party had to delay in Constantinople, however, until April, 1517. In the meantime, two new members were added to the group : the Metropolitan of Zichnai, Gregory, and the archdeacon of the Patriarch, who were personal envoys of Constantinople Patriarch Theoleptos to the Grand Prince. For it was apparent that Theoleptos fully realized the importance of this Greek mission to Russia, and he very cleverly tried to profit from this new contact, which he hoped might augur a renewal of the relations of the Ecumenical Patriarchate with the more wealthy Orthodox country in the north. His optimism was not illfounded. The Grand Prince had instructed his envoys to meet and pay his respects to the Patriarch, as well as to give him a name-list of the defunct members of the princely family to be commemorated in the patriarchal services. Theoleptos, encouraged by all this, did not fail to supply his emissary, Gregory of Zichnai, with a carefully worded letter of introduction to the Metropolitan of Moscow Barlaam, by which he requested the financial help of the Russians for “the persecuted and suffering ecumenical Church of Constantinople, which is, ” as he added pointedly, “the mother of all Orthodox Christians… ”

      Maximus and his company arrived in Moscow in March, 1518. This new stage of his life was already full of vicissitudes and hardships. In the beginning he was highly estimated and honored by the Grand Prince and the boyars, but later he became a target of violent attacks and envy by the local clergy who felt annoyed with him for the princely favor he enjoyed and for his unceasing criticism of Moscovite society and its church. What worsened his position was his interference in an ecclesiastical quarrel over the question whether it was permissible for the church to possess landed estates. Maximus sided with those who denied any involvement of the clergy in “worldly” affairs, thus bringing upon himself the wrath of the leader of the opposite camp, Abbot of the Volokolamsk monastery and later Metropolitan of Moscow, Daniel.4
 In 1525, after a parody of a trial, staged by Daniel, Maximus was condemned to life imprisonment, charged with adulterating ecclesiastical texts, heresy, and criticizing the Russian Church for her emancipation from the Patriarchate of Constantinople. From that time to his death in 1556, Maximus was imprisoned first in the Volokolamsk monastery, where he was cruelly tortured, then in Otrotsi monastery in Tver, where he enjoyed a more humane treatment, and finally in the monastery of St. Sergius, where he was permitted to receive his friends and disciples, including some of the most prominent personalities in the ecclesiastical and literary circles of Moscow, such as the former Metropolitan Joasaph (1539-1543), the learned monk Nil Kurliatev, and the Prince and excellent scholar, Andrei Kurbskii.

      During the first years of his residence in Moscow Maximus was mainly engaged in translating Greek religious works into Slavic through Latin. For, ignoring the Slavic language in the beginning he employed Slavs knowing Latin to translate from Latin...
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